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Summary

The Short-Term Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP) for the Desert Tortolse is a
plan to conserve and manage at least
400,000 acres of tortoise habitat in Clark
County for the benefit of the species. It
has been prepared as part an application
for a Section 10{a)(1)(B) permit under the
federal Endangered Specles Act (ESA) of
1973, as amended, for the incidental take
of the species in Las Vegas Valley area
over a three-year period. If the Section
10(a){1)(B) permit is approved, the
Short-Term HCP will be implemented to
minimize, monitor, and mitigate the im-
pacts of any incidental take for three
years after approval.

Background

Clark County is Nevada's most popu-
lated county, with an estimated 1990
population of 761,279, about 67 percent
of the state total. The majority of this
population (96 percent) is concentrated
in Las Vegas Valley, as is the region's
urban development and nonfederal
lands (nine out of ten acres in Clark
County are owned and managed by
federal agencies). Over the next 10
years, the county’s population Is ex-

pected to grow by 235,000 persons to

ALong-Term HCP alsoisbeing

by which additional tortoise habitat will
be conserved and managed. It will be
used to support a Section 10{a)(1)(B) per-
mit application that will cover incidental
take in all of Clark County for a period
of 20 years or more. The Long-Term
HCP will be dosely coordinated with the
Resource Management Plan (RMP) that
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
is preparing for federal lands in Clark
and Nye counties. Both the Long-Term
HCP and RMP are scheduled to be com-
plete in 1992.

997,100—a 30 percent increase, and 90
percent of the Increzse s expected to
occur in Las Vegas Valley, where the
amount of developed land has been in-

creasing by seven percent annually since
1979. '

In addition to its human population,
Clark County contains a wide range of
wildlife and natural habitats, induding
at least 775 species of plant life, 41

spedies of fish, 9 species of amphiblans,
: Y




54 spedes of reptiles, 392 spedes of birds,
and 142 spedes of mammals. Of these,
over 50 are already listed by the U.S, Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as en-
dangered or threatened or are can-
didates for federal listing. The desert
tortolse (Gopherus agassizil) has been &
species of concemn In Nevada since the
late 1960s and has been listed by .the
Nevada Department of Wildlife
(NDOW) as rare and protected since
1978, Federal listing of the species was
considered in 1984 and was the subject
of an emergency petition in 1989. Fol-
lowing an emergency listing of the tor-
toise as endangered on August 4, 1989, it
was listed as threatened in a final rule-
making by the USFWS on April 2, 1990.

In general, the federal laws that protect

the tortoise take precedence over state
and local statutes and prohibit any take
of the species. As defined in the ESA,
take means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or col-
lect, or to attempt to engage in any such
conduct with regard to federally listed
species. The prohibition applies equally
to the activities of public agencies,
private enterprise, and individuals.

Even trapping conducted in connection

with biological research requires a spe-
clal permit. Violations are punishable by
fines up to $25,000 and sentences of up
to six months in jail. ‘

One form of take that the ESA may allow
is referred to as incidental, meaning that
it is incidental to and not the purpose of
otherwise lawful activities. Authoriza-
tion for such take Is provided through a
10(aX1)(B) permit or through Section 7

consultations. Section 7 mnsultaﬂoﬂs
apply only to projects that involve
federal land or a federal action. Section

'10{aX(1XB) permits are used primarily

for projects that involve nonfederal ac- -
tions and require that specific conditions
be met. The key requirement is the
preparstion and implementation of an
HCP that identifies the impacts of the
proposed take, shows how the impacis
will be minimized, monitored, and
mitigated, and demonstrates that the
plan will not appreciably reduce the
likelihood of the survival and recovery
of the specles In the wild.

The Clark County HCF for the desert
tortoise was initlated in September of
1989 by the area’s local governments in
response to the emergency listing of the
species, At the ime, it was assumed that
an HCP for a long-term Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit would take two to
three years to complete. Given the na-
ture of the biological and land use issues
to be addressed, the time frame seemed

reasonable. However, given the number K

of projects already pending in urbanized
portions of the county, the lengthy time
period (2 to 3 years) was likely to exacer-
bate the problem of meeting the existing
population’s needs. Purthermore, addi-
tional for the desert tortoise in
outlying areas was deemed to be an im-
mediate need, which should not be
delayed for 2 to 3 years. ently,
the County and five Cities decided to

seek a short-term Section 10(a)(1)(B) per- _ ‘g

mit to allow some projects to ‘proceed
and to provide immediate protection for
the desert tortolse while the Long-Term
HCP is being completed.




Focus of the Short-Term HCP

The Short-Term HCP focuses on initial
establishment of tortolse management
areas (TMAs) through the conservation
and management of incrementally
delineated blocks (100,000 acres) of
habitat. Conservation and management
of the blocks of habitat, together with
other actions, will serve as mitigation for
incidental take within the Las Vegas Val-
ley occurring over a three-year period.

. Minimization and monitoring of the im-

pacts of take will occur through require-
ments imposed on projects covered by
the Section 10{a)(1)(B) permit. Once one
or more TMAs are established by means
of the Short-Term HCF, expansion in the
size and/or number of those TMAs
could occur through the Long-Term
HCP. Further, designating the TMAs as
“Areas of Critical Environmental Con-
cern” (ACECs) could be achieved in the
RMP being prepared by BLM.

The‘Permit Area and Period

The area covered by the Section
10(a)(1XB) permit will be limited to non-

federal lands within the boundaries -

in the Short-Term HCP (Figure A).
In general, this area includes lands
within the dtles of Las Vegas, North Las

_Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder City; the

unincorporated towns of Sunrise Manor,
East Las Vegas, Winchester, Paradise,
and Spring Valley; and portions of the
unincorporated areas of Lone Mountain
and Enterprise. The area covers ap-
proximately 299,700 acres, of which
about 200,000 acres are privately owned

lands; currently, over 90,000 acres of '
these private lands have been

developed.

The permit period will be limited to
three years or completion of the Long-
Term HCP, whichever occurs first.
Authorization for incidental take will be
valid only during the three-year period.
Advance approval of take that would
occur after the permit perfod will not be
allowed. In addition, no take will be
allowed untl thresholds for the estab-
lishment of TMAs are met.

Estimated Level of Take

Over the permit period, the level of take
is expected to be between 1,788 and 3,710
tortoises. This estimate is based on as-
sumptions regarding development
trends, tortoise habitat, and tortoise
populations in the permit area (see
Chapter 5 of this HCP). An alternative
calculation based on collections con-
ducted in Las Vegas Valley under a sclen-
tific collection permit for research
places take at 3,129 torioises.
Under this research permit, the maxi-
mum number of tortolses anticipated to
be found on 11 parcels of land was estl-
mated to be 871; tortoises actually col-
lected totaled 841. Therefare, this
is considered to be fairly accurate.

The amount of land likely to be
developed in the permit area between
1991 and 1994 has been estimated at
22352 acres. This estimate assumes that
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- vey and removal

the amount of developed land in the
permit area will total 99,324 acres in 1991
and will increase at an annual rate of
seven percent. Not all development in
the permit area will be on conflrmed
tortoise habitat. However, for purposes
of estimating levels of take, it has been
assumed that 22,352 acres of occupled
tortoise habitat could be lost over the

permit period.

Measures to Minimize and
Monitor Impacts of Take

To minimize and monitor the impacts of
take, a combination of permit conditions
and enforcement measures will be im-
plemented in the permit area. These in-
clude tortoise survey and removal
requirements, tortoise placement efforts,
project review and monitoring, and a
public information program.

A proponent of a project within the per-
mit area must comply with tortoise sur-

ts prior to
being authorized to disturb the site by
grading, building, or other means. Itis
important to note that tortolse survey
and - removal requirements are also ap-
plicable to public utllity , road
improvements, or other such projects,
even though these types of projects do
not a development permit from
a local jurisdiction (but do impact
private lands); if these types of projects
affect public lands, the Section 7 consul-
tation process applies. Tortolse surveys
and removals will be conducted at the

proponent’s expense and by a
gmf his or her choosing. Results will
be documented on an HCP compliance

form and to various levels of
audit by NDOW. Projects will be
selected for audit on a random basis.

The primary purpose of the survey and
removal requirements is to minimize the
impact of take by removing individual
tortoises from harm’s way and maximiz-
ing efforts to place them in research,
relocation, zo0, education, and adoption
programs. All surveys and removals
will be conducted according to protocols
induded in the Short-Term HCF, and all
collected tortoises will be delivered to a
single tortoige transfer faclity. Final dis-
position of collected tortoises will be
overseen by NDOW and USFWS, in con-
sultation with the HCP Implementation -
and Monitoring Committee, who will
screen and authorize all requests for tor-
toises. To assist the screening process
and maximize efforts to place tortoises,
an HCP Implementation and Monitoring
Committee will be formed to evaluate
proposals and maintain a current list of
options, as well as other responsibilities.
It is antidpated that most, but perhaps
not all, tortoises will be removed as a
result of the survey and removal proce-
dures; however, a few tortolses may be
inadvertently destroyed as a result of land
development. The survey and removal
ts represent a reasonable and
prudent effort to remove as many tor-
tolses as possible from harm’s way.

The only projects exempted from the sur-
vey and removal requirements will be
those within exclusionary zones
mapped in the Short-Term HCP and
those that are outside of the zones but
which meet exclusionary criteria.




The exclusionary zones encompass
highly urbanized lands that do not in-
clude significant amounts of un-
develo tortolse habitat and where
there is little likelihood of tortoises being
present. The three Zones that have been
mapped include portions of the clties of
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson,
and Boulder City and portions of the
unin ted towns of Sunrise Manor,
Winchester, Paradise, and East Las
Vegas. Exclusionary criteria are limited
to reconstruction of a structure damaged
by fire or other natural causes and
rehabilitation or remodeling of existing
structures or existing on- and off-site im-
provements. Should tortoises be found
on property in the excluslonary zones or
on sites that meet exclusionary criteria,
collection services will be provided on
request at no cost. A hotline number will
be established at the tortoise transfer
facility for such requests.

" An HCP compliance form must be com-
pleted for all projects in the permit area,
including those excluded from the sur-
vey and removal i ts. The
form will be available at City and
County offices and has three parts: (1)a
project identification and signature
page, (2) a form for reporting the results
of a tortoise survey, and (3) a form for
reporting the results of a tortoise
removal. Once accepted by the local
agency, the form will be held until the
agency has authorized disturbance of
the site, by grading, bullding, or other
means. This includes public utility
projects, road improvement projects, or
other similar projects that do not require
a development permit from a local juris-

vil

diction (but do impact private lands).
The form then will be sent to a central file

. that will be established and maintained

by the County over the permit period.

The County will use the information on

forms to compile monthly reports on ac-
tual levels of tortolse take and habitat
loss. The monthly will measure
cumulative totals of take against the es-
timated levels and will be submitted to
the HCP Implementation and Monitor-
ing Committee and to USFWS for
review. In conslderation of the ad-
ministrative costs associated with
processing HCP compliance forms, the
County and Citles will establish an ad-
ministrative fee not to exceed $25 per
single-family residence and $50 for all
other development, '

In addition to the survey and removal

requirements, tortoise placement efforts, |

and project review process, a public in-
formation program will be conducted in
the permit area. It will be used to advise
local residents of the
tions of the Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit,
promote the use of the hotline, distribute
information about and promote support
for tortoise adoption programs, sponsor
workshops on survey and removal
protocols, and promote a better under-
standing among the general public
about the needs and plight of the desert
tortoise and its habitat.

Measures to Mitigate the
Impacts of Take

Three types of measures have been
to mitigate the impacts of the
inddental take: (1) conservation and

and condi- .

L1




management of tortoise habitat, (2) in-
itiation of a tortolse research and reloca-
tion program, and (3) imposition of a
$550 per acre mitigation fee on projects
in the permit area.

Specifically, the HCP proposes to con-
serve and at least 400,000 acres
of habitat in potential tortolse manage-
ment areas (PTMAs) that have been
Identified through the HCP planning
process (Figure B). The 14 areas contain
over 2,750 square miles (1,764,285 acres)
. of tortoise habitat that has been
categorized by BLM as having 20 to 250+
tortoises per square mile (Tables A and
B). All 14 PTMAs are on federa! lands.

Two priority conservation areas have
been {dentified, composed of PTMAs 2,
6,12, 13, and 14. Combined, these areas
contain over 880,000 acres of tortoise
habitat, incdluding over 400,000 acres of
Category 1 habitat. In addition, conser-
vation thresholds have been established
for the permit period:

1. At 'least 100,000 acres will be con-
served within either of the two

" priority areas before any take is al-
lowed in the permit area;

2. At least 200,000 acres will be con-
served by the end of the fourth quarter
after take is allowed;

3. At least 300,000 acres will be con-
served before take exceeds 2,000 tor-
tolses or habitat loss exceeds 13,000
acres;

4. At least 400,000 acres will be con-
served, with at least 200,000 acres in
either of the two priority areas before
take exceeds 3,500 tortoises or habim
loss exceeds 18,000 acres.

Due progress in meeting these thresh-
olds will be evaluated monthly and

reported to USFWS.

To be counted as conserved habitat, the
area in question must be within one of
the PTMAs (or be approved by USFWS
as suitable for indusion in a TMA). In
addidon, Iand use controls must be in
place to restrict or eliminate those uses
which have adverse effects on the tor-
toise. Adequate funding also must be
available for the ongoing management
of the area. Because commercial and
competitive OHV events may be per-
mitted in portions of PTMA 12, each acre
of conserved habitat within that PTMA
shall be treated as 0.75 acre, for purposes
of calculated conserved habitat under
this section. Any area disturbed by new
mining activity will not be counted
towards conserved habitat. Additionally,
any area utilized for the purposes of a
grazing study will not be counted
towards conserved habitat.

The following land use controls will
apply in conserved habitat:

1. Gnr.'ng will be eliminated through
the acquisition of grazing permits

from willing sellers. Once such per-
mits have been acquired, BLM will
‘authorize non-use for conservation
and protection purposes on these ac-
quired permits, until such time that a

bx

-
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TABLE A

TORTOISE HABITAT IN THE PTMAS
(acres)

PTMA CATEGORY 1 CATEQORY 2 CATEOORY 3 TOTAL
0 121455 Q 121,455

72,193 42533 141449 256175

0 58318 0 58318

0 68,108 0 68,108

76,588 0 0 76,588

191,113 0 0 191,113

0 71267 (1] 77,267

0 190,621 0 190,691

0 140402 0 140,402

10 0 19,125 0 19,125
1 0 121,312 7583 128,975
12 0 0 194,353 194,353
13 0 9548] 0 95481
14 146,239 0 0 146,239
TOTAL . 4B&I33 M, 692 343465 1,764 290
% of TOTAL 28% 3% 19% 100%




TABLE B

BLM’S CATEGORIES AND GOALS FOR DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT

CATEOORY | CATEOORY 2 CATSOORY3

Mediurn o high density Maodium 10 high deasity Low to mediam deagity

or low density contiguous or low density contiguous ot with

with medium or high with medium or high medim or high deasity.

deaaity. denzity.

Increasing, stabls, Stable or decreazing Stable or decressing

Esscatial 1o mainienance May be essential 0 Not essential 10 main-

of large, visble maintengnce of viable enancs of viabls

populations. populations. populadions,

Conflicts resolvable. Most conflicts Most conflicts
resolvable, onreaoivable.

Goal: Maintain stabic, Goal: Maintain stable, Goal: Limit habitat and

viable populations snd visblke popalations and population to the extent

proiect existing habitat halt further declines in by mitigating impacts.

values; increaze popula- habitat values. :

tions where possible. '

SoURCE:  BLM. Desert Torsoise Habhaz Managmnerd on Public Lands: A Rongewids Pian (1988).

Density tanges for southern Nevada:

bw-ZDwSthdlq.mﬂsmmho.Wm
medivm = 40 1o 100 wrioises/sq. mils (0.08 to 0.16/acre)
high = 100 10 250 werudsea/sq. mile (0,16 © 039/acre)




definitive study of livestock/desert
tortoise interrelationships has been

completed that scientifically dem-

onstrates that livestock grazing can be
conducted under conditions that will
improve desert tortoise habitat and
not jeopardize the recovery of the
species. The Nature Conservancy will
act as the acquisition agent on behalf
of the County and the Cities. Grazing
will not be permitted by the Natonal
Park Service on those lands within the

PTMAs where permits have been

acquired.

2. With the exception of the El Dorado
PTMA, commerdal and competitive
OHV events will be prohibited.
Through emergency closure, OHV
designations within conserved
habitat will be changed to allow non-
competitive and noncommercial ac-
tivity on designated roads and trails
only. The delineation of designated
-roads and trails may be modified as
necessary to meet desert tortoise ob-
jectives and management needs.
Competitive events will be allowed

within PTMA 12 existing courses. .

Such competitive events would be
strictly monitored and policed by
-~ BLM and NDOW and evaluated by

the HCP Implementation and Moni-
toring Committee. If it is determined
that the desert tortoise is negatively
impacted by such events, these events
will no longer be allowed.

. Intensive recreation uses of any kind
(excluding OHV use) will be restricted
to existing areas currently designated

for that purpose, and such areas will
not be allowed to expand.

4. Mining claims will be reviewed by

BLM for validity on an as-needed
basis (existing claims by law retain
valid rights), and Section 7 consulta-
tions will be conducted on mining
plans of operations.

5. Landfflls will be restricted to existing

sites, and new or expanded ones will
not be allowed. The area of an existing
landfill will not be counted as con-
served habitat.

- Prior to permitting a new or modified

land use, the requirements of the
Coundil on Environmental Quality
shall be fully complied with. In par-
ticular, all environmental documents,
as well as biological assessments re-
quired for Section 7 consultations,
shall, in addition to analyzing the
direct and indirect effects of a pro-
posed action, analyze the incremental
impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless
of what agency (federal or nonfederal)
or person undertakes such other ac-
tions (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8).

7.In the event that it is determined that

any land use within 2 TMA is having
an adverse effect upon the recovery of
the desert tortoise, nothing in this
HCP 18 intended to preclude the
federal land manager from instituting
or imposing additional restrictions
and prohibitions with respect to that
land use.




Once conserved, management of the
area will be guided by an annual
management plan and funded by the
budgets of the federal land managers
(BLM and NPS) and from funds
generated by a trust fund that will be
established during the permit period.
The annual management plan will be
formulated by the federal land managers
in coordination with the HCP Im-
plementation and Monlitoring Commit-
tee and will be subject to the approval of
USFWS. The annual management plan

will have three components: (1) physical *

maintenance, including any signs and
fencing required to protect highly sensi-
tive areas, (2) enforcement of land use
controls, including regular patrols, and
(3) biological monitoring, including
surveys and studies of the tortoise
population.

Physical maintenance, enforcement, and
biological monitoring will be the respon-
sibility of the federal land managers
(BLM and NPS). Maintenance, enforce-
ment, and biological monitoring will be
coordinated among those agencies
through a cooperative agreement. Each
of the federal land managers will
prepare an annual management plan
and report in consultation with the
USFWS and in coordination with Clark
County through its Implementation and
Monitoring Committee. The plan shal
be submitted to the USFWS and shall
" address proposed management plans
and programs for the coming year and
shall include a report evaluating man-
agement actions imposed or continued
during the previous year, in order that
the USFWS may ensure that the terms of

xvi

this HCP and the 10(a)(1)(B) permit are
being fulfilled. As part of the annual

Pplan and report, the federal land

managers shall and submit a
budget for the management of the TMAs
under its control, which shall outline,
among other things, what portion shall
be funded by the federal land manager,
what portion it intends to seek from Sec-
ton 7 miti funds, and what por-
tion it intends to seek as supplemental
funding from the HCP funds ad-
ministered by Clark County. The federal
land managers have agreed that they
will meet regularly with the Clark
County Implementation and Monitor-
ing Committee and that the committee
will play an important role in providing
technical input in the design, formula-
tion, and evaluation of the annual

management plan.

The HCP Implementation and Monitor-
ing Committee wlill also advise the
County and Cities regarding proposed
uses of HCP funds, as well as other
responsibilities. This committee will be
in addition to the HCP Steering Commit-
tee, which will continue to oversee
preparation of the Long-Term HCP and
its meetings will continue to serve as a
public forum.

As additional mitigation for the impacts
of take, a tortoise research and relocation
program will be implemented to en-
hance the sdentific basis for the design
and management of TMAs. The pro-
gram will focus on the effects of domestic
livestock grazing and grazing by wild
horses and burros, tortoise predators,
tortoise genetics, the reintroduction of




tortoises into suitable habitat, and tor-
toise demography and dispersal.

Finally, a mitigation fee of $550 per acre
will be imposed on all projects in the
permit area, including public utility
projects, road improvement projects,
and other public Infrastructure projects.
If a project has already undergone con-
sultation under Section 7, credit will be
glven, up to $300 per acre, towards the
mitigation fee. The $250-per-acre
mitigation fee currently imposed on

. development in Clark County would

still apply to all areas outside the permit
area for the Short-Term HCP, to fund the
Long-Term HCP. Additionally, this fee
may be increased as necessary to fund
mitigation measures required in the
Long-Term HCP. The $550-per-acre fee
will be used for the conservation and
mitigation measures presented in this
HCP. If there are funds remaining at the
end of the three-year permit period,
these funds would be applied to the im-
plementation of the Long-Term HCP. To
provide immediate funding for the
Short-Term HCP, funds from the $250-
per-acre fee for Clark County wiil be

advanced against the monies to be col-
lected during the permit period,
provided that funds “borrowed” from
the Long-Term HCP budget are repaild
for use in implementing the mitigation
measures to be identified in the Long-
Term HCP.

The level of to imple-
ment the conservation and mitigation
measures {5 estimated at $6,075,000 over
the period of the permit (Table C).

Implementatioh Agreement

All of the participating agencles will
enter into a binding agreement with
USFWS regarding Implementation of
the Short-Term HCP. This agreement
will specify the responsibilities of each
agency, the conservation and mitigation
measures to be implemented, reporting
and enforcement procedures, and any
other pernit conditions.

If the Secton 10{a)(1XB) permit is ap-
proved, implementation of the Short-

Term HCP is expected to begin In early
1991.




TABLE C :
ESTIMATED BUDGET FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SHORT-TERM HCP

Cosis Related 10 Minimization/Mpoiiring of Impacts
NDOW Audit of Swvey/Removal Complisnce (perscrine] and

overhead for 3 years) $300,000
Hot-lineACollection Service in Exclusionary Zonea

($25,000/year) : 75,000
Public Information Program in Permit Area ($25,000/yesr) 75,000
Subtoial ' $350,000
Cogs Relaied 10 Miticasion of

Orazing Permit/Base Property Acquisition $2,000,000
Trust Fund for TMA Management (yiclding $250 '
at 8% interest) . 3,125,000
Tortolse Research and Relocation Program - 300,000
Subtotal : | $3,625,000

Permit Period Tow) $6.075,000
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Chapter One

Purpose and Scope

The Short-Term HCP for the Desert Tor-
toise is a plan to conserve and manage at
least 400,000 acres of habitat in the Clark

County region for the benefit of the .

species. It has been prepared as part an
application for a Section 10(a)(1)X(B) per-
mit under the federal ESA for the In-
ddental take of the species in Las Vegas
Valley over a three-year period. If the
Section 10(a)}(1XB) permit is approved,
the Short-Term HCP will be imple-
mented to minimize, monitor, and

Background

On ?ril 2, 1990, the desert tortolse was
listed as threatened by the USFWS,
thereby bringing it under full protection
of the federal ESA. This listing was
based on ongoing threats to the con-
tinued existence of the species, including

loss of habitat to urban devel tand
agriculture, degradation of tat by
grazing and OHV use, {llegal collection,

spread of an upper respiratory disease

mitigate the impacts of any inddental
take for three years after permit ap-
proval.

ALong-Term HCP also is being prepared
by which additional tortolse habitat will
be conserved and managed. It will be
used to support a Section 10(a)(1)(B) per-
mit application that will cover any in-
cldental take in all of Clark County for a
period of 20 years or more.

syndrome, excessive predation of
tortolses by common ravens,

juvenile
and other contribu factors (USFWS

1990). It was by an emergency
listing of the tortolse as endangered on

August 4, 1989. In Nevada, the tortolse

has been categorized as protected and
rare since 1978.




The Taking Prohibition

In general, the federal laws that protect
the tortoise take precedence over state
and local statutes and prohibit any
taking of the species. This prohibition
applles equally to the activities of public
agencies, private enterprise, and in-
dividuals. Even trapping conducted in
connection with biological research re-
quires a speclal permit. Violations are
punishable by fines up to $25,000 and
sentences of up to six months in fail.

Definition of Take

As defined in the ESA, take means to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collector to
attempt to engage in any such conduct
with regard to a federally listed en-
dangered species. Regulations have
broadened this definition to include
federally listed threatened species as
well. In addition, harm has been further
defined to include activities that would
modify or degrade habitat in a way that
significant]ly impairs essential be-
havioral patterns.

Section 10(2)(1}(B) Permit

The principal exceptions to the federal
prohibition of take are those activities for
which a Section 10(aX1XB) permit is issued.

In general, a Section 10(a}(1)(B) permit
allowsincidental take in connection with
otherwise lawful activities. It can be is-
sued for an area in which several projects
will oocur, for activities connected to a

sin for small‘
Sz i

“To qualify for the permit, the applicant

must present a HCP that shows how the
impacts of take on the species will be
minimized, what alternatives to take
were considered, how the iImpacts on the

. species will be mitigated, and how im-

plementation of the program will be
funded. These requirements apply to all
permit applications, regardless of the
magnitude of the take, the
scale of the project, or the length of the

proposed permit.
Habitat Conservation Plans

The general purpose of an HCP is to
minimize and mitigate, to the maximum

extent practicable, the impacts of the
proposed inddental take on the species.
How this is done varies with the spedes
in question, the level and type of impacts

,and the size of the area covered
by the plan. It also depends on the
ability of the applicant to fund and en-
force the terms of the plan.

Benefits for Plan Particlpants

For plan participants, a HCP provides a
way to coordinate mitigation measures
for individual projects within a specific
area. This coordination increases the ef-

fectiveness and ensures the continuity of

conservation measures; it replaces
project-by-project negotiations with a
comprehensive program approved by
the wildlife agencies in advance.




Other HCPs

Among the HCPs that have been ap-
proved since Section 10(a)(1XB) permits
were authorized in 1982 are those for the
Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard in
Riverside County, Californls; the Mis-
sion Blue butterfly in San Mateo County,
California; the valley elderberry long-
horn beetle on the Lennane property in
Sacramento County, California; the Tip-
ton kangaroo rat, the San Joaquin kit fox,
and the blunt-nosed leopard lizard in the

- Delano Prison in Kern County, Califor-

nia; and the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(SKR) in Riverside County, California.
The SKR plan is a short-term program

The Clark County HCP

The Clark County HCP for the Desert
Tortoise was injtiated in September of
1989 in response to the emergency listing
of the species as endangered by the
USFWS. Three factors differentiate the
circumstances in Clark County from
those that have prompted other HCPs:

+ The majority of tortoise habitat
within Clark County is on federal
land managed by BLM;

* The current Management Prame-
work Plan used by BLM in Clark
County allows certain land uses that
appear to be inconsistent with the
preservation of tortoise habltat; and

+ the most significant amount of
development in the county is oocur-
ring within Las Vegas Valley, where
BLM and privately-owned lands are
intermixed.

designed to allow for a Umited amount
of habitat loss cutside of areas identified
as potential reserves for the species. As
with the proposed Short-Term HCP for
the Desert Tortoise, it was prepared in
confunction with a long-term program
that will establish a network of per-
manent reserves. Other HCPs that have
been drafted but not yet approved in-

_clude those for the wood rat and cotton

mouse (among other specles) in north
Key Largo, Florida, and the least Bell's
vireo in San Diego County, California."
Multi-species HCPs also have been In-
itiated in Riverside and Kern counties in
California.

These factors have necessitated a unique
framework for the HCP process in Clark
County, one that includes: '

» ldentification and preservation of
tortoise habitat on federal lands;

* Development of appropriate habitat
management programs based on
biological research and otherstudies
conducted inand outof Clark County;
and

» Coordination of the development of
the HCP with preparation of a RMP
by BLM for federal lands in Clark
County which will replace the cur-
rent Management Framework Plan.




Program Participants and
Funding : -

The Clark Coungr program began when
the County and Cities of Las Vegas,

"North Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder
City, and Mesquite joined together with
the intention of being the applicants for
a Section 10(a}(1){B) permit. To thatend,
they formed a Steering Comumnittee to
advise them regarding compliance with
the ESA and to develop a HCP.

Steering Comumittee

The primary purpose of the Steering
Committee is to oversee preparation of

the HCP. It also plays a vital role in the
planning process by bringing together
groups that have been affected by the
listing of the desert tortoise and who
have a significant stake in the HCP
process. Current partidpants include
representatives from:

Clark County

City of Las Vegas

City of North Las Vegas

City of Henderson

Boulder City

City of Mesquite

Office of the Governor of the State of
Nevada

Nevada Congressional Delegation
Nevada Department of Wildlife
Nevada Department of Agriculture
Nevada Farm Bureau

US. Fish and Wildlife Service (ex
offido)

s U.S. Bureau of Land Management

« National Park Service

» Summa Corporation

Southern Nevada Homebuilders
Assodation

Joyce Advertising Inc.

Nevada Cattleman’s Association
. Nevada Mining Assoclation

Individual mining {nterests

Individual cattiemen interests

Desert Tortoise Coundil

TORT Group Nevada

Defenders of Wildlife

Natural Resources Defense Cound]

Environmental Defense Fund

The Nature Conservancy

University of Nevada, Las Vegas

The Steering Committee has been meet-
ing since October, 1989. All of its meet-
ings are open to the public.

Technical Advisory Committee
A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

composed of blologists and other
wildlife experts also has been formed to

review the environmental documenta- .

tion and the conservation measures
in the HCP. TAC members in-
dude representatives from:

Nevada Department of Wildlife

Nevada Department of Agriculture

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

US. Fish and Wildlife Service (ex

officio)

National Park Service

« California Department of Fish and
Game

« TORT Group Nevada

» University of Nevada, Las Vegas

Nevada Off-Highway Users Council




Other members of the Steering Commit-
tee, together with consultants retained to
prepare the HCF, also participatein TAC
meetings.

General Contractor and Consultants

In addition to establishing the commit-
tees, Clark County and the flve citles
retained The Nature Conservancy (TNC)
as general contractor for HCP permit
preparation; TNC also will act as aoquisi-
tion agent when the HCP is imple-
mented. Mr. Paul Selzer was hired to
coordinate preparation of the HCP, and
RECON was retained to help prepare the
technical documentation for the Section
10(a)(1XB) permit.

Funding

Initlal funding for the HCP has been sup-
plied by means of an interlocal agree-
ment among the County and Cities
which provides for a prorata contribu-
tion of $400,000. The county and citles
have enacted local ordinances which im-
pose a mitigation fee of $250 per acre on
new development within Clark County.
Baged on historic rates of development,
the fee Is expected to generate between
$650,000 and $1,200,000 per year. In ad-
dition to this existing mitigation fee, a
$300-per-acre fee will be imposed upon
development within the t area for
the Short-Term HCP to fund the mitiga-
tion measures spedfic to the Short-Term
plan. Therefore, dev t within the
permit area for the Short-Term HCP will
be assessed a total fee of $550 per acre.

Short-term Options

Timing Issues

When the Clark County program began,
it was assumed that a HCP for a long-
term Section 10{(aX1XB) permit would
take two to three years to complete.
Given the nature of the studies
to be conducted and the federal land use
issues to be resolved, the ime frame
seemed realistic. However, given the
number of projects already pending in
Las Vegas Valley, two to three years
would likely exacerbate the problem of
meeting local housing and infrastructure
needs. Furthermore, additional protec-
tion for the desert tortoise In outlying
areas was deemed to be en immediate
need, which should not be delayed for
two to three years.

Appu-uac_hesCmu:[demd'

The County and Cities then considered
four options that would allow some
projects to proceed while the RMP and
Long-Term HCP were being prepared:

» A programmatic Section 7 consulta-
tion between USFWS and BLM for
all land in Las Vegas Valley,

* Spedial rule making by USFWS,

» Special legislation by Congress, and

* A short-term Section 10(a)(1)(B)
permit. :

The dedsion to seek a short-term Section
10(aX1XB) permit was made primarily
because the approach offered four key
advantages:




« The Short-Term HCP process would
allow the County and Cities to meet
the growth needs of the existing

ulation, while at the same time
providing additional protection for
the desert tortoise, an immediate
need that should not be delayed.

*» The HCP needed for the permit ap-
plication could be based on work

Legal Requirements

Although the Short-Term HCP will be
closely linked to the long-term plan, it
must stand alone with respect tomeeting
the legal requirements for a Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit. Specifically, it must
take into account a variety of federal,
state, and local laws, including the
federal ESA, the National Environmen-
tal Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA),
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), the
Nevada Administrative Code (NAQC),
and local land use ordinances.

Federal Endangered Species
Act

The federal ESA of 1973 protects
species in several ways. In addition to
prohibiting take (Section 9), it authorizes
land acquisition, other preservation ac-
tivities, and cooperative federal and
state programs for the conservation and

recovery of the species.

listed

ﬁdy initiated for the long-term

plan;

+ Precedent for a Short-Term HCP and
Section 10(a)(1XB) permit had al-
ready been set by the SKR
in Riverside County, California; and

¢ The HCP process would give the

* county and cities more control over
the development and implementa-
tion of conservation measures.

Review and Approval of Projects

Two sections of the ESA typically are
cited with respect to the review and ap-
proval of individual projects.

Section 7 requires all federal agendes to
consult with the USFWS regarding any
federal action that might affect a listed
. This consultation may result in
authorization for incddental take.

Section 1Xa)(1XB), which was added as
an amendment in 1962, permits inddental
take under certain conditions in connec-
tion with otherwise lawful activities.

Section 10()(1{B) Permit Application

An application for a Section 10(a)(1)(B)
must be submitted on an official

(Form 3-200) and be accompanied

by the following attachments:

1. A complete description of the activity
for which the permit is being sought;
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2. The common and scientific names of
the species to be covered by the per-
mit; and

3. A HCP that spedifies:

* The impact that will likely result

- from the proposed taking of the
species;

+ Steps the applicant will take to
monitor, minimize, and mitigate
such impacts;

* The level and source of funding
available to implement such steps;

» Procedures that will be used to deal
with unforeseen drcumstances;

+ The names of the responsible party
or parties;

* Alternatives to the taking and the
reasons why they were not pursued;
and '

 Other measures required by USFWS

as necessary or appropriate.

Permit Approval

The application {s submitted to the
USFWS Director, who, after a public
comment period, may issue the permit if
it isfound that:

1. The take will be incidental;

2. The applicant will, to the maximum
extent practicable, minimize and
mitigate the impacts of the take;

3. The ap licant will ensure that ade-
quate funding for the plan will be
provided;

4. The take will not appredably reduce
the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of the species in the wild; and

50thﬁ'measuresrequ1mdbyUSFWS
will be met.

Impact Assesament

Draft guidelines lssued by USFWS In
1990 emphasize that the identification of
the impacts likely to result from the
proposed incidental take is the most
perplexing and difficult problem con-
fronting all Section 10(a)(1XB) permit
applicants. The guidelines then define
three critical subtasks that must be com-
pleted to determine probable impacts.

1. Delineation of plan boundaries,
which, as stated in the guidelines,
typically should encompass all areas
to be affected during the length of the
permit by activities that may result in
the incidental take of a listed wildlife

spedes;

2. Collection and synthesis of existing
information on the distribution, oc-
currence, and ecology of federally
listed species and other spedes of con-
cern within the plan boundaries; and

3. Detailed description of the activities to
be covered by the Section 10(a)(1)(B)
permit, including activities that have
already been proposed and those that
are reasonably certain to occur.




Mitigation Measures

Regarding mitigation measures in the
HCP, the draft guidelines note that they
can take many forms:

1. Preservation (via acquisition or con-
servation easement) of existing habitat;

2. Enhancement or restoration of
degraded or former habitat;

3. Creation of new habitat;

4. Establishment of buffer areas around
existing habitat;

5. Enactment of local ordinances or al-
teration of local zoning to reduce or
eliminate some future impacts;

6. Habitat management plans;
_ 7. Restricdons on vehicular access;

8. Restrictions on pesticides and herbi-
ddes; and

9. Education of the loca! public.

The guidelines also state that though the
biological studies should provide guid-
ance regarding the appropriateness or
desirability of a given measure for a con-
servation plan, Congress indicated that
“comprehensive” conservation plans
would be developed jointly between the
USFWS, the private sector, and local or
state government (USFWS 1990).

Regarding funding, the guidelines indi-
cate that the plan should detail the

. collection, mana

and auditing of
all funds and, where the applicant in-
tends to generate funding on a continu-
ing basis, must establish
mechanisms to

for perpetual operation of the plan.
Additional Measures '

Regarding additional measures, the
guidelines note that the plan must
demonstrate how monitoring and
mitigation will be implemented and
what steps will be taken to ensure that
incidental take does not exceed what the

plan specifies.

National Environmental
Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 requires federsal agendes to
evaluate the effects of thelr proposed ac-
tions on the human environment in a
written staternent that addresses:

+ The environmental impact of the
proposed action;

« Any adverse environmental effects
that cannot be avoided should the
proposed action be implemented;

o Alternatives to the actior;

» The relationship between short-
term uses of the human environ-
ment versus the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term produc-
tivity; and

» Any irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources that
would be involved If the proposed

"action is implemented.

programs and
generate sufficlent funds

r S W e ey un B o mn G5 ew Gm




Sooping Process
Compliance with NEPA generally

begins with an internal scoping process.
1. If a preliminary review indicates that

the proposed action has no or minimal
environmental impacts, then a

categorical exclusion may be deter-

mined and no further environmental
documentation is required.

2. If the review indicates that the
proposed action may have significant
impacts, then an environmental as-
sessment (EA) or an environmental
impact statement (EIS) must be
prepared. An EA is prepared when
the preliminary review indicates that
the proposed action is not likely to
have significant impacts; an EIS is
prepared when the expected impacts
are significant.

EA Preparation - _
AnEAls awndsepubucdocumdn that

briefly discusses the need for and alter-

natives to an action and provides suffi-
clent evidence and analysis to determine
whether the impacts of a proposed ac-
tion are significant.

1. If the EA confirms that the impacts of
the action are not significant, then a
finding of no significant impact
(FONSI) is issued and the NEPA
review process is complete.

2. If the EA reveals a significant impact,
then an EIS must be prepared.

An EIS {s » detalled document that re-
extensive public involvement,
tes interagency coordination, and

provides the basis for permit approvals

and other legal cdesrances that may be
required for the proposed action. There
are several mandatory steps in the KIS
process, induding scoping meet-
ings, publication of a notice of intent in
the Federal Register, preparation and

With respect to HCPs In general, com-
pliance with NEPA is not a direct obliga-
tion or requirement of the applicant for
the Section 10(a}(1XB) permit; however,
USFWS must comply with NEPA In
making its decision on the application.
Consequently, the appropriate environ-
mental documentation must be

before a Section 10(a)(1XB)
permit can be {ssued.

EA for HCP

For the Short-Term HCP, an EA will ac-
mmpmmns.uumw(-xlxa) permit
applica The purpose of an EA is to
determine whether or not to prepare an
EIS. In addition, the Short-Term HCP is
being prepared in a way that incorpo-
rates the public involvement goals and
provides the documentation required by




NEPA. For the Long-Term HCP an EIS
will be prepared in conjunction with or
as part of the EIS for the RMP. The Long-
Term-HCP also will be developed with
NEPA requirements in mind.

Federal Land Policy and
Management Act

Planning Requirements

The Rederal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 directs the Secretary of

the Interior to develop, maintain, and, -

where appropriate, revise plans for the
use of public lands. Furthermore, the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) requires
all resource management authorizations
and actions to conform to an approved

land use plan. Where a proposed action |

does not conform but warrants further
consideration, the land use plan may be
amended. Ataminimum, plan amend-
ments require an EA under NEFA and
must comply with the public involve-
ment, inter-agency coordination, and
consistency requirements of federal

planning regulations.

Reporting Requirements

FLPMA also requires the Secretary to
report to Congress any management
dedsion or action that excludes one or
more princdpal land uses for two or more
years on 100,000 acres or more of
lands. If Congress adopts a concurrent
resolution of nonapproval within 90
days, the Secretary is required to
ptly terminate the management
decision or action. Inaddition, any per-
manent exclusion of princdpal uses of

10

.recelve the concurrence of Congress.

.Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners.

'_

public lands on 100,000 acres or more
must be approved in a land use plan and.

Nevada Revised Statutes l

The NRS requires that the state’s wildlife
be classified as either Of un-
and that es be

urther classified as sensitive, .
aﬁéumlmed,dor This clas-
ca was intro-
duced in lm regulations

necessary to the protection,
management, and restoration of wildlife
and habitat are established by the '

NRS also provides for the creation of
County advisory boards to manage I
wildlife in each of several counties.

The County and five Citles have ap-
proved an interlocal agreement that
authorizes preparation of the HCP and
have adopted ordinances that assess a '
$250 per acre fee on all surface develop-
ment in Clark County.

1. Establishes a Countywide Desert Tor-
tolse Special Reserve Fund to be used
solely to finance the HCP and Section

10(aX1XB) permit application. '

2. Authorizes the Initiation of studies re-
quired to prepare the HCP. .

3. Stipulates that, to be induded as a |
beneficlary of the Section 10()(E) [
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permlt, the participating parties must
be prepared to adopt or amend the

ordinances necessary to fund im-

plementation of the HCP.

Local Ordinance
Pursuant to the interlocal agreement, a
local ordinance has been adopted by all

six local governments. This ordinance:

1. Designates all lands within the In-
dividual jurisdictions as the study
area for the Clark County Desert Tor-
tolse HCP and includes those lands in
a fee assessment area;

2. Provides for an interim mitigation fee
of $250 per gross acre (or portion
thereof) on a development, sets an ap-
propriate fee for development of a
single family residence, and identifies
specific exemptions to the fee;

3. Allows the ons to adjust the
mlﬂgntlonfeelnﬂ\gmhnt;md

4. Provides that all fees collected are to
be deposited in the Desert Tortolse
Special Reserve Fund.

11




Chapter Two
Regional Profile

One of the primary purposes of this
Short-Term HCP is to help identify the
ecological and land use characteristics
within Clark County that will affect the
selection and management of TMAs.
These characteristics include soll and
vegetation patterns, the presence of
other habitats and species of concern,
patterns of land ownership, land use

B@)ﬁndaries

-.Regional Context

Clark County is located in the
southernmost tip of Nevada as shown in
Figure 1. It is bordered on the north by
Lincoln County, Nevada; on the east by
Mojave County, Arizona; on the south-
west by San Bernardino and Inyo coun-
ties, California; and on the west by Nye
County, Nevada. It covers approximately
7,880 square miles or about seven per-
cent of the state’s total area. It is

plans and policies, existing and
proposed land uses, and growth
forecasts. This profile, however, is in-
tended only as an overview of the region.
A more detalled evaluation of Clark
County’s natural and urban environ-
ment will occur in connection with

ation of the Long-Term HCP and
the formation of individual TMAs.

Nevada’s most populated county, with
an estimated 1990 population of 761,279
or about 67 percent of the state total.

Las Vegas Valley

The majority of Clark County’s popula-
tion (96 percent) is concentrated in Las
Vegas Valley, as is the region's urban
development. Definitions of the area in-
cluded in the valley vary, depending on
whether urbanization or natural features

13 .
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are used as boundaries. For the pur-
poses of this HCP, the valley is defined
as- the Las Vegas Valley hydrographic

‘Ecological Characteristics

The ecological characteristics of Clark
County vary with the terrain and past
development patterns. In general, the
area is marked by a highly diversified
natural environment and variety of

- bioHe comununites.

%pomphy
Clark County

Elevations within Clark County range
from 450 feet above mean sea level
{MSL) along the Colorado River to
11,918 feet at Charleston Peak. Much of
the county has features that are charac-
teristic of the Great Basin, mountain
ranges that extend in a north-south
direction and erode laterally tolong, nar-
row desert valleys. The mountain ranges
are generally steep and composed
primarily of bedrock. Wide alluvial fans
or aprons extend from the base of the
mountains and level out to basin
lowlands. The basin lowlands have
been continually filling since the moun-
tains were originally formed and have a
surface generally composed of fine sand,
silt, and clay.

Las Vegas Valley

Las Vegas Valley extends in a northwest-
southeast direction with the Spring

unit plus Boulder City. It covers about
1,564 square miles or about 20 percent of
Clark County.

Mountains to the west; the Pintwater,
Desert, Sheep, and Las Vegas Mountains
to the north; and Frenchman Mountain
to the east. It drains toward the south
and then easterly through Las Vegas
Wash to Lake Mead and the Colorado
River. Valley elevations range from
4,500 feet at the upper boundaries of the
alluvial fan to 1,800 feet in the basin
lowland.

Hydrology

Hydrographic Region

Most of Clark County is within the
Colorado River Basin but a portion falls
within the central hydrographic region.
The Las Vegas Valley Basin Is the major
watershed and encompasses the ur-
banized portions of the valley.

Subsurface Hydrology

Subsurface hydrology In the valley is
characterized by laterally moving
groundwater and arteslan aquifers.
Recharge in Las Vegas Valley results -
from precipitation in the Spring Moun-

tains and Sheep Range, urban irrigation,
treatment plant effluent, and some up-
ward flow from deep artesian aquifers,
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Surface Hydrology

Surface hydrology is marked by com-
-plex flow patterns in the alluvial fans of
the valley, with areas of concentrated but
frequently shifting flows. The dynamic
drainage pattern, topography, and soils
of the alluvial fan generally are more
conducive to sheeting runoff than to
channelized flow. Consequently,
pronounced gullies and ravines rarely
develop, and flash floods are a recurrent
problem.

Surface Waters

Las Vegas Wash is the only perennial
stream in the valley and one of few in the
entire county. The other primary surface
waters include Virgin River, Muddy
River, Muddy Springs, Colorado River,
and Lake Mead. .

Climate

Air masses moving across southern
Nevada are usually low in moisture,
This arid condition is characterized by
low precipitation, low humidity, and
cloudless skles.

Temperature Range

Summer climate is marked by hot days
and mild nights, with an average daily
.temperature of nearly 90 degrees.
Winter temperatures drop below freez-
ing about 12 days per year, with average
daily temperatures of 46 degrees during
the coldest period. Spring and autumn
are generally moderate, with average
_ daily temperatures of about 80 degrees.
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pseudo-alpine, desert springs and

Growing Season

The growing season (or frost-free
period) varies but averages 304 days.
Generally the first killing frost oocurs -
late in November, and the last oocurs
early in March. Mean annual precipita-
tion is 5.4 inches, oocourring primarily
during the summer and winter months.
The number of days with measurable
precipitation averages 12 per year.

Val_leyCmdlﬂm

Within Las Vegas Valley, average dally
temperatures range from 75 to 104
degrees in summer and from 33 to 56
degrees in winter. Due to the rain
shadow effect of the Slerra Nevada
Range and Spring Mountains to the
west, moisture assodated with storms
originating in the Padfic Ocean rarely
reach the valley. Humidity is normally
low, averaging 30 t, but molst
tropical alr from the southwest invades
the area from mid to late summer.
Thunderstorms and flash flooding fre-
quently oocur during this period. Inver-
sions or periods of stagnant air masses
occur during winter months and prevail
for several days to a week.

Habitats

Clark County contains multiple habitats,
induding creosote bush scrub, black-
brush, mountain shrub, chenopod scrub
and alkall gink, desert riparian, pinyon- .
Juniper, fir-pine, bristlecone pine,

marsh, streamside and riparian, rock
outcrops, and lake.




Creosote Bush Scrub

* The creosote bush community is found

at elevations below 4,200 feet in flat to
sloping terrain. Shrubs dominate this
community. Creosote bush (Larres
tridentata) eand bursage (Ambrosia
dumosa) are the dominants, except
on saline soils where saltbush (Atriplex
$pp.) replaces bursage as the co-
dominant. Vertical diversity Is largely
achieved by the occasional to common
presence of yuccas (Yucca brevifolia and
Y. schidigera). The herbaceous under-
story is dominated by low annual grasses

and forbs. Vegetative ground cover Is -

sparse and usuaily ranges from one to
five percent, with canopy cover ranging
from 5 to 18 percent. Where aeolian sand
deposits occur, the density and diversity
of the herbaceous plant cover is increased.

- Blackbrush

The blackbrush community occurs largely
at elevations between 4,200 to 6,000 feet
where there is a near-surface hardpan. It
is ecotonal between creosote bush scrub
and the higher elevational big sagebrush
or pinyon-juniper communities. It is
dominated by a moderately dense cover

‘of blackbnish (Coleogyne ramosissima).

Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia) are scat-
tered to common. Herbaceous plants
and grasses are primarily those also
found in the creosote community.

Mountain Shrub

This community is a narrow transitional
zone between the creosote bush and

* blackbrush communities. Except for the

presence of yuccas, it is dominated by 8
diverse, low shrub and perennial grass
community that includes menodora
(Menodora spinescens), goldenbush
(Haplopappus spp.), hopsage (Grayis
spinosaw), three-awn (Aristida spp.) and
needle grass (Stipa spp.). The understory
is dense to moderately dense annual and
low perennial grasses such as red brome
(Bromus rubens), fluff-grass (Erioneuron
pulchellum), and gramma grass
(Bouteloua spp.)

Chenopod Scrub and Alkall Sink

This community s found on poorly
drained, saline solls in basins and val-
leys. Common dominant shrubs are
shade-scale (Atriplex confertifolia), desert
holly (A. hymenelytra), four-winged
saltbush (A. canescents), and Torrey
saltbush (A, forreyi). Along the edges of
playas, salt-tolerant herbaceous spedies
such as sea-blite (Suzedz sp.) and
iodinebush {Allenrolfea occidentalis) are
abundant. Playas themselves are devold
of plant life.

Desert Riparian

The desert riparian community is found
along washes. Plant species are fairly
dense along wash edges and islands and
depend on available water. Common
species in shrubby drainages include
bladder sage (Salzzaria mexicana), cheese
bush (Hymenocles salsola), and rabbit-
brush. (Chrysothamnus ssp.). Arboreal
washes Indude these shrubs plus desert
willow (Chilopsis linearis) and catclaw
acacla (Acacla greggil). In the largest
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washes, with subsurface water, cotton-
woods (Populus fremontii) are scattered.

Pi_nyon-]unlper

The pinyon-juniper community generally
occurs at elevations between 6,000 and
7,300 feet on the Spring, Sheep,
McCullough, Newberrys, and Virgin
mountain ranges. It is composed on
juniper (Juniperus osteosperma) and
pinyon pine (Pinus monophylia). Com-
mon assoclates include big sagebrush

(Artemisia tridentata), scrub oak (Quercus ~

turbinella), and mountain mahogany
(Cercocarpus spp.) ‘

Fir-Pine

The fir-pine community generally oc-
curs at elevations between 7,500 and
9,000 feet. It is restricted to the Spring
and Sheep ranges and the highest eleva-
tions of the Virgin Mountains. It consists
primarily of white fir (Abies concolor) and
yellow pine (Pinus ponderosa). Quaking
aspen (Populus tremuloides) may be
found in isolated mesic areas. The com-
munity also contains many other shrubs,
small trees, and an abundance of herba-
ceous plants.

Bristlecone Pine

The bristlecone pine community extends
from about 9,000 along the uppermost
ridges of the Spring Range to the timber-
line at 11,500 feet. At the lower eleva-
tions, limber pine (Pinus flexilus) is
mixed with scattered white fir and
bristlecone pine (Pinus aristata). At
higher élevations, white fir and
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bristlecone is more abundant. Juniperus
communis is found throughout. This

community lacks an understory of

shrubs and has relatively sparse herba-
ceous vegetation

Pseudo-Alpine

The pseudo-alpine community is found
above the imberline at elevations above
11,500 feet on Charleston Peak and
below 10,000 feet on the Hayford and
Sheep peaks. These areas are exposed to
winds and lack a well-developed alpine
flora and"fauna. Only small sprawly
woody plants and herbs are found in the

. community.

Desert Springs and Marsh

The desert gs and marsh com-
munity is widely scattered throughout
Clark County. Usually several localized
springs form s associated group in larger
valleys. Small marshes on the periphery
of these areas include a number of sedges
(Carex, Scirpus sp.), rushes (Juncus sp.),
and cattails (Typha sngustifolia). Trees
growing near the include wil-
lows (Salix sp.), cottonwoods (Populus

. ﬁmﬂtﬁ),wtmdummmirgamm), and
mesquite (Prosopis sp.).

Aquatic algae
plants such as Chara, Nasturtium, Nafas,
Potomogeton, and Ruppia fill many of the
springs.

Streamsaide and Riparian

The streamside and riparian community
is found along the Colorado River and
its tributaries, the Moapa and Virgin
rivers, and the permanent water flow




areas of the Meadow Valley and Las
Vegas washes. Trees typically found
along the river banks include willows
(Salix sp.), cottonwoods (Populus fremon-
tii), and salt cedars (Tamarix gallica).
Dense thickets are often formed by
shrubs such as arrowweed (Pluchea
sericen), seep willow (Baccharis glutinosa),
small willows, and salt cedars. Marsh
areas consist of sedges (Carex sp.), rushes
(Juncus sp.), cattails (Typha sp.), and

various grasses. Mesquite bosque is a
subset of this community and conslsts of

. dense thickets of low trees and large

shrubs. Mesquite (Prosopis juliflora)
dominates the subcommunity and
grows in sandy, well-drained soils with
subsurface moisture.

Rock Qutcrops

Rock outcrops can occur in any of the
communities, and include repre-
sentatives of those communities In addi-
tion to a distinct flora dependent on the
elevation.

Lake

The lake community In southern
Nevada is restricted to two large human-
made reservoirs, Lakes Mead and
Mojave. The surrounding vegetation ex-
tends to the water’s edge because of the
artificial nature of the Jakes.

Within Las Vegas Valley, at least six
habitat types occur, creosote bush,
chenopod scrub, desert riparian, desert
springs and marsh, streamside and
riparian, and lake. It also should be
noted that the lower Las Vegas Wash is a

unique wetland habitat in an otherwise
arid environment.

Wildlife

Based on studies included in the Clark
County Comprehensive Plan, Clark
County contains at least 775 specles of
plant life, 41 species of fish, 9 species of
amphibians, 54 specles of reptiles, 392
species of birds, and 142 es of mam-
mals. Creosote bush and blackbrush
communities contain about 430 species
of wildlife and vegetation, including 30
of the 54 spedes of reptiles. Mountain
communities contain the most species of
Flnntlife(-iu)andﬂ\emosttonlspedes
579). In addition to containing all of the
fish specles (41), water-related com-
munities (desert spring and marsh,
stream riparian, stream, and lake) also
have the most bird specles (245). How-
ever, creosote bush, blackbrush, and
desert riparian communities are. the
most heavily used by the majority of
non-water birds.

Species of Concern

Species of concern are those that are rare,
have declining populations, or are other-
wise considered to have questionable
chances for long-term survival. Of the
species found in Clark County, over 50
are already federally listed as en-
dangered or threatened or candidates for
federal listing (Table 1). Other can.
didates for federal listing notinduded in
Table 1 are the snowy plover, mountain
Elzyer, white-faced Ibis, long-billed cur-

, Meadow Valley speckled dace, and
Meadow Valley desert sucker. The gila
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TABLE 1

ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND OTHER SPECIES OF CONCERN .-
IN CLARK COUNTY

SPECIES STATUS

*Angelica scabrida (rough angelica)
Aniennaria soliceps (arching pussyloes)
*Arciomecon californica (Califarnia bear poppy)
Arencria kingii var. rosea (rosy king's sandwort)
Astragalus aequalis (Qiokey's milk-veich)
Astragalus funerews (faneral milk-veich)
Astragalus mohavensis vax, hemigyrus (pod milk-veich)
Astragalus cophorus vas, clokeyanys (Clakey's milk-veich)
Astragolus remotus (Spring Mountain milk-veich)
Asiragalus triquertus (Geyer milk-veich)
*Calochorius striatus (alkali mariposa-fity)
*Crytaniha insolita (unusval cat's eye)
Draba joegeri (Jeeger™s draba)
Draba paucifructa (Chariesion drabs)
Erigeron oviaus (shesp fleabane)
Eripgonum bifurcarum (Pahnump Valley bockwheat)
Eriogonin viscidulun (sticky buckwheat)
Ivesio eryprocoulis (hidden ivesia)
Opuntia whipplei var, mulrigen (bluc dismond cholls)
*Penstemon bicotor var. roseus (bicolored pensternon)
Seloginelln utahensis (Utah spikemoss)
Stlene ciokeyi (Clokey's caichfly)
Sphaeromeria compacia (Charieston tansy)
Syntkyris ranunciling (Charleston kitientails)
Townsendio jonesil var, jumul (Chardeston ground daisy)

T LR LR EEEEEEELEED

INVER TEBRATES

Euphydryas anicia morandi (Morand's checkerspol)
Plebejus shasta charlestonensis (ML Charlosion bloe)
Pyrgulopsis avernalis (Moapa pebblesnail)

Speyeria erene carolae (Carol's fritillary)

Stenemis caldia moapa (Mospa riffie boetie)
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TABLE 1

ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND OTHER SPECIES OF CONCERN .

IN CLARK COUNTY
(continued)

SPECIES

STATUS

VERTERRATES

Crenichukys balleyl mocpae (Moapa springfish)
Cyprindon diabolls (devil's bole pupfish)
Emperrichihys latos latos (Pahronp killfish)

Euderma maculaiwr (spotted bat)

*Falco peregrinus (American peregrine falcon)

Gila elegans (bonytail chub)

Gilla robusta seminudg (Virgin River roandtail chub)
Gila robusia ssp. (Moapa roundtai! chab)

*Gopherus agassizii (desert tortolse)

Hesperopsis gracielae (MacNelll's sooty-wing siipper)
Lepidomeda mollispinis moll (Virgin River spinedance)

. Lutra canadensis sonora (southwestem otier)

Moagpa coriacea (Moapa dace)

Mycieria americana (wood ntork)

Plagopterus ar pentissimus (woodfin)
Prychochoelius lucius (Colorado squawfish)

Rana onca (Vegas Valley leopard frog)
Rhinichthys osculus moapae {(Mospa speckled dact)
Tardas palmeri (Palmer's chipmunk)

Tamias wnbrinus nevadensis (Ulnta chipmunk)
Xyrauchen texanus (razorback sucker)
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Soumce: The Nevada Noonl Heitags Progrem (1989)
*Found kn Las Vegaa Valiey,
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EX = Extinctof locally extirpeted




monster (Heloderma suspectum) is state
listed as rare and protected (NAC
503.080). At least one other species is
under consideration for state listing,

Land Use Characteristics

Land uses in Clark County have been
dictated largely by patterns of land
ownership and four decades of rapid
population growth, Key issues to be ad-

dressed in this HCP iInclude existing -

land uses on lands owned or managed
by public agendies as well as proposed
land uses within Las Vegas Valley.

Patterns of Land Ownership
Federal Lands

About 92 t of the land in Clark
County is owned and managed by eight
federal agencies, five of which are‘agen-
cies within the Department of Interior.
The eight agendies include:

1. BLM, which administers about 3.1
million acres (including the Red Rock

Canyon Recreation Area) or about 61

percent of the land in the county;

2. USFWS, which manages 506,363 acres
(about 10 percent of the County’s
area), mainly in the Desert National
wildlife Range (DNWR), and jointly
manages portions of the Nellis Test
Range and DNWR in conjunction
with the Department of Defense;

3. National Park Service, which ad-
ministers the Lake Mead National
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phainopepla GMka nitens). All
cact and yucca species also are state-

-protected (INRS 527.060-527-120).

Recreational Area {nearly 500,000
acres of which are in Nevada);

4.US. Department of Defense, which
manages about 7.5 percent of the
county or about 378,111 acres, includ-
ing Nellis Air Force Base and the
Nevada Test Site;

~ 5.U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, a part of

the Department of the Interior, which
{3 authorized to act as trustee for the
Moapa Indian Reservation (about
72,000 acres), Mojave Indian Reserva-
tion (about 3,000 acres), and Piute In-
dian Reservation (10 acres);

6. U.S. Forest Service, an agency of the
Department of Agriculture, which
mana tely 272,585 acres
in the Spring Mountain Range;
216,584 acres of BLM lands in this
range were transferred to the Forest
Service on April 26, 1989, as a result of
the National Forest and Public Lands
of Nevada Enhancement Act of 1988;

7. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, which
maintains 50,690 acres (Including
Hoover Dam and Lake Mead) and
whose primary mission is flood con-
trol; and




8. Federal Aeronautics Administration,
which manages 140 acres in connec-
tion with its responsibilitles for air-
port development and regulation.

State and Local Government and
Private Lands

Lands held by the State of Nevada, Jocal
government, and private parties com-
prise only about eight percent of the
county’s area or about 412,000 acres.
Major state holdings include Valley of

. Fire, Floyd Lamb, and Spring Mountain

state parks. Local government holdings
consist primarily of parks, office com-
plexes, and storage and maintenance
facilitles. Sixty percent of all state, local
government, and private holdings are
located in Las Vegas Valley.

Land Owmership in Las Vegas Valley

Within the urban core of Las Vegas
Valley, ownership patterns are more
complex than in outlying areas but
government ownership and manage-
ment still predominates (Table 2). Com-
bined, the holdings of four federal
agencies account for 55 percent of the
land.

1. BLM, the valley’s largest landholder,
manages 277,657 acres (Including Red
Rock Canyon Recreation Area) or
about 50 percent of the area.

2. The Department of Defense manages
13,960 acres at Nellis Air Force Base
and the Sheep Mountain Gunnery
Range.

3. The Bureau of Reclamation
9,120 acres on the east end of the valley.

4. The National Park Service
5,120 acres in the eastend of Las Vegas
Wash.

The key change in land ownership
scheduled in Clark C is within Las
Vegas Valley and will entall the

of 134,272 acres of BLM holdings in its
Las Vegas Subunit. The subunit contains
a total of 398562 acres, including the
majority of the county’s urbanized land.
Land ownership patterns within the sub-
unit vary from large blocks of federal
land on the periphery to a checkerboard
of intergpersed and private hold-
ings around existing urban development

(Figure 2).
Land Use Plans and Policies

Land uses within Clark County- are
governed by the plans and polides es-
tablished by federal, state, and local
agendes for the areas within their juris-
diction. -Key plans and polides include

.the Management Framework Plan

(MFP) and related documents
developed by BLM and the general plans
and zoning ordinances developed by
local governments. ~

BLM's Maragement Framework Plan

The current MFP for Clark County was
completed in 1983. It outlines major
land use decisions and guides the
management of about 3.1 million acres
of publiclands in the county. In

the plan classifies BLM holdings as




_— -

TABLE 2

LAND OWNERSHIP IN CLARK COUNTY AND LAS VEGAS VALLEY -

E

— QLARK COUNTY
OWNER ACRES % ACRBS %
BLM 3097,131 5 271657 50
USFWS 506363 10 0 0
Park Service 498,614 10 5120 1
Defense DepL® s ? 13,960 2
Indian Affairs ) 75,112 1 10 0
Forest Service 272,885 5 0 0
Reclamation 50,590 0 9,120 2
ACTONSuLics 140 0 o 0
Non-fedcral®** 412,048 8 247,103 45
TOTAL 52909594 100 552910 100

Nore: &ﬁmhmv“uVMn&mﬁmbmmw.ﬂmhnnwm'
than the boundaries used for the valley in this HCP.

*Includes Land jointly menaged with USFWS,
**Rurean of Aeransutics lands ol inchuded fn enalysis of valley ownanhip,
soe]ncludes lands owned by siats and local poverranenis end private parties.
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suitable for disposal or as lands to be
retained for multiple use:

1, Lands classified for disposal (such as
those in the Las Vegas Valley Subunit)
can be transferred to states, counties,
municipalities, and private interests;
or

2. Lands to be retained are managed by
BLM for domestic livestock grazing,
fish and wildlife development, out-
door recreation, mineral production,
watershed protection, wilderness

preservation, and preservation of

public values.

A summary of key dedsions in the cur- |

rent plan related to the conservation of
the tortolse and preparation of this HCP
include those listed below. BLM's land
use decisions can be reviewed in their
entirety at the BLM Las Vegas District
Office.

» Lands Decision 1.1, which calls for
the disposal of public lands within
the Las Vegas Valley, with lands in
the Santini-Burton Act area given
highest priority.

» Lands Dedsions 12 and 1.3 (plus
others), which call for the disposal of
public parcels of land within five
communities by 1990.

» Mineral Decision 1.1, which calls for
continued authorization of mineral
extraction but also requires mitiga-
tion measures in areas of desert tor-
toise habitat.

-« Range Management Decislon 1.2,

which calls for continued livestock
grazing on public rangelands but

alsorequires that te forage be
made available to the desert tortoise
in critical habitat areas.

* Range Management Dedsion 1.9,
which calls coordination and
consultation between BLM and.
NDOW-to monitor and provide for
the needs of wildlife specles, par-
ticularly the desert tortolse and

bighorn sheep.
 Wildlife Decision 1.1, which calls for
- special attention to protecting
riparian zones as wildlife habitat
and associated native flora during
the development of activity plans.

BLM'’s Proposed Resource Manage-
ment Plan

In March, 1990, BLM Initiated the scop-
ing process for the preparation of a RMP
for the entire Las Vegas District Stateline
Resource Area. The resource area is cur-
rently administered under the Clark
County MFP and Esmeralda-Southern
Nye RMP.

Reasons given for the ation of the
RMPinclude the inadequacy of the exdst-
ing plans with respect to meeting the
demands of rapid growth in Las Vegas,
Laughlin, Pahrump, and Mesquite and
the federal listing of the desert tortoise.
The proposed plan will cover 4.2 million
acres in Clark and Nye counties and is
scheduled to be by May 1992.
It is anticipated that the Short-Term and
Long-Term HCPs will be closely inte-
grated into the provisions of the RMP.




BLM*s ride Plan for Desert

Tortoise Habitat Management on
Public Lands

In November, 1988, BLM issued
guldelines for the management of desert
tortoise habitat on public lands. The

rangewide plan establishes three.

categories of tortoise habitat based on
four criteria: (1) importance of the
habitat to maintaining viable popula-
tions, (2) potental for resolving of con-
flicts, (3) tortolse density, and
(4) population status. It also commits

. BLM to maintaining viable tortoise

populations in Category 1 and 2 habitats
through the implementation of specific
management acdons. Management ac-
tions are grouped under 14 objectives
and include ensuring that off-highway
vehicle activities and livestock grazing
on public lands are consistent with the
goals established for each category of
habitat.

The Clark County Comprehensive Plan
describes land uses throughout the
county, provides for regional services
and facllities, and governs development
within unincorporated areas. In addi-
tion to the Comprehensive Plan, com-
munity plans have been prepared for
five areas, Virgin Valley, Indian Springs,
Moapa Valley, Laughlin, and Mt. Char-
leston. Other adopted plans related to
habitat conservation and management
include:

+ Park and Open Space Plan, which
covers the acquisition, expansion,

improvement, operation, and main-
tenance of parks and facllities in
unincorporated areas;

* 208 Water Quality Management
Plan, which addresses municipal
wastewater treatment, groundwater
mansgement, storm-water pro-
gramy, the Las Vegas Wash, agricul-
ture diffuse sources, and water
quality standards;

* Clark County Wetlands Park Master
Plan, which contains a conceptual
guide for the future development of
the Clark County Wetlands Park
_and identifies the recreation poten-
tial for the Las Vegas Wash; and

+ Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan (Phases 1 and 2),
which includes a valley-wide
drainage inventory and recom-
mends basic flood parameters.

Boulder City Comprehensive Plan

Boulder City’s Comprehensive Plan in-
dudes individual plans and polides to
conserve physical resources, coordinate
future development, promote economic
development, accommodate housing
and transportation needs, and provide
community services and facilities. Re-
source conservation snd land use
policies call for the protection of critical
areas and maintenance of natural
habitats, consistent with the public
needs, health, and safety. -

ity of Hendemon Comprehensive Flan

The nyof Henderson’s Comprehen-
sive Plan establishes goals and polides
regarding city planning and manage-
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ment, land use, public facilities and ser-
vices, transportation, residential neigh-
borhood design, and environmentat

. Environmentat licies
mﬂz quality pol ,

denial of its for uses not in
compliance with federa), state, and local
standards and tion with all en-
vironmental enforcement agencies.

Gity of Las Vegas General Plan

The City of Las Vegas General Plan in-
cludes long-, mid-, and short-range
goals. The long-range plan sets general
objectives and policies for the growth
and management of the city through the
year 2000 and beyond. The mid-range
plan defines more specific polides and
programs for economic development,
lIand use, housing, public services and
facilities, transportation, conservation,
environmental hazards, parks and
recreation, historic preservation, and the
visua] environment. Mid-range conser-
vation policies and programs call for
preservation of significant environmen-

tal resources. The short-range plan es-

tablishes three types of residential
planning districts (urban, suburban, and
rural) and sets planning standards and

dwelling unit densities for each.

Qity of Mesquite General Plan

The City of Mesquite is the County’s
newest incorporated dty. Past develop-
ment of the area was covered by the
County’s community plans.

City of North Las Vegas Master Plan

The City of North Las Vegas's Master
Plan states goals and
use, transportation, municipal facilities,
public utilities, housing, economic
development, and conservation. Con-
servation objectives call for the preserva-
ton of the natural environment in and
sround the dty. '

Existing and Proposed Land
Uses

Existing and pmpoued'lmd uses of

concern with to the tor-
toise indude agriculture, flood control,
livestock grazing, mineral extraction,
off-road vehicle activitles, parks and
recreation, residential and commerdal
development, solid waste facilitles,
transportation, utilities, and water and
sewage facilities.

Agricultire

Both farming and ranching occur within
Clark County (see Livestock Grazing
below). Irrigated agriculture occurs on
& small scale, primarily along the Las’

~ Vegas Wash.

Flood Corttrol

The Clark County Reglonal Flood Con-
trol District is developing a comprehen-
sive, integrated flood control system for
Las Vegas Valley and nearby areas. This

will include 21 detention basins,
1 debris basin, and over 100 miles of

- channels, pipelines, dikes, and levees.

Many of the planned facilities are located

policies for land -




on BLM land and, because of local flood-
ing problems, are deemed essential to
the protection of exdsting as well as new
development.

Livestock Grazing

Livestock grazing is authorized on o

allotments within Clark County (Figure3).
However, 26 allotments have not been
grazed In the past three years. Grazing
currently occurs on &
million acres, including National Park

_ Service and Forest Service lands. Graz- -

ing by wild horses and burros also oc-
curs in many portions of the county. All
grazing on federal lands in the region is
administered by BLM.

Areas Excluded from Grazing. The Clark
County MFP identifies approximately
83,000 acres at Red Rock Recreation Area
that are excluded from livestock grazing.
Grazing also has been excluded from the
Apex Industrial Park site (22,000 acres)
and Mesquite land sale area (5,000 acres)
by congressional action. Grazing also is
automatically excluded from publicland
sale parcels within Las Vegas Valley.

Allotments in Lincoln County. Grazing
allotments in northern Clark County are
adjacent to those in southem Lincoln
County (Figure 4). These aliotments are
administered through the BLM Caliente
Resource Area.

Average Animal Unit Months (AUMs).
Based on five-year averages, the number
of AUMs for which permits have been
issued on g allotments in Clark

County is approximately 25,000 (Appen-
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tely 2.2

dix A). AUMs of allotments in or near
tortoise habitat in the Caliente Resource

Area s approximately 13,000 (see Ap-

pendix A). (An AUM for cattle is the

Mineral resources in Cl.lrk County have
been extracted since the discovery of

lead ore at the Potosi mine In 1855. Sub-
sequently, the area became known for its
gold and silver mines; today, however,
the extraction of gypsum, limestone,
sand, and gravel dominates. Mineral ex-
traction on public lands occurs under
unpatented claims, leases, and permits.
Each year, BLM's Las Vegas District typi-
cally recelves 25 to 30 mining plans of
operation, 50 to 100 mining notices, 100
to 150 material sales contracts, and 10 to
15 free use permit applications for
mineral materials. Within Las Vegas
Valley, sand and grave! is the primary
mining activity and occurs either
through free-use permits or contractual
sales and leases. There are three active
community sand and gravel pits on BLM

. lands in the valley. Sand and gravel ex-
. traction also occurs on private lands.

OHV Activities

BIM cuwrrently allows traditional OHV
use and competitive races in all areas
except nonattainment areas (such as Las
Vegas Valley and Hidden Valley)
(Figures 52, S5b, and 6 and Table 3). In
addition to those traditional events
shown on Figure 6, several other events
oocur in northern Clark County, crossing
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TABLE 3

BLM OHY DESIGNATIONS

OPEN

Ll

L?

Open to individual, group, and competitive nse. Competition, groups of over 50 vehicles, and
commercial use require permits and are subject 1o permit stipulations, including & mils boffer
zons from all waier sources.

Use limited io existing roads, trails, and aand washes. No cross-country travel, Apples o all
vehicle users.

L1A  Also, 00 high spead competitive events,

LIB  Also, oo high speed competitive events except for street or road rallics on the Trout
Canyon 1o Lovell Canyon Road.

Limited scason of use, Applics io competitive events only.
I12A  PahmnagaiMesdow Valiey Wash

L2B  McCullough Pass

L2C  Southern Spring MounuinyBird Spring Range

Use is limited to designated rosds ocly iz Red Rock Canyon Recreation Lands. Applies to all
vehicie users. Closed trails and rosds will be posied. Also, mhlghqaaedoompa!ﬂveemm
permitied north of Pabwump Highway.,

Limited type of use. Limitations do nct xpply 10 individuals.

1AA  Southemn E! Dorado/Northem Piute Valleys Eveats limited to 200 entrants and by other
stipulsicns.

L4B  Southem Piute Valley, Laughlin Events limited to 200 entrants and by other stipulations.

LAC  Goodsprings Area: High speed competitive events imbited to existing moads, trails,
courses, ind sand washes.

Limited 10 use which will not conflict with big homn sheep management in the River Mountsins
sbove 2400 feel. Applies to all vehicks nse, Evenis requiring permits reviewed on a
case-by-cace basis.

Limited 10 non-speed and not-competitive use.

Limited to non-competitive use,
Mnmmmhﬂmhmwmbmﬂmmuﬂy
18A  Limits on areas west of I-15 and south of Pahrump Highway.

LSE  Limiu on sres south of Jean, east of 1-15, west of Scath McCullough Range, and noeth of
the Nevads-Califomia border.

18C  Limis on Soothern El Darado and Northern Pize Valleys.
18D  Limits on Southern Piote Valley,

LSE  Limiis on sreas south and cast of Mospa Indizn Rescrvation.
L8F  Limits on Pahranagat/Meadow Valley Wash

-3




TABLE 3

BLM OHYV DESIGNATIONS
(continued)

CLOSED  Closed o all vehicles use, both individoal snd groaps. Applics 10 3,308 acres in Hidden Valley in
the south Moddy Momtaing,

WSA Wilderness Sty Ares. Arca may be dosipnated as & wilderness sea. During study period, OHV
e in area is restricied 10 exigting roads. If designatod s WSA, mrea will be closed 1o vehiclo use.
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up into southern Lincoln County. These
event areas typically include the
Meadow Valley Wash and North Mor-
mon Mesa areas. In recent years, as
many as 50 competitive OHV events
have been held in Clark County annual-
ly, with over 5,000 participants and over
100,000 spectators. Since the listing of
the tortoise, however, only 10 competi-
tive events have been allowed.

Parks and Recreation

The Clark County Comprehensive Plan
differentiates between regional and
urban parks and recreation facilities.

Reglonal Sites. Regional sites are those
composed primarily of federal and state
agency lands and serve the dual function
of protecting resources and providing
recreation opportunities. ‘Such sites in-
clude Lake Mead National Recreation
Area, Red Rock Canyon Recreation
Area, Valley of Fire State Park, Floyd
Lamb State Park, Tolyabe National
Forest, Desert National Wildlife Range,
Spring Mountain Ranch State Park, and
Overton Wildlife Management Area.

Urban Sites. Urban sites are those.
'within the jurisdiction of the local

governments and allow for playing

elds, tennis courts, swimming pools,
stables, golf courses, and arenas.

Residential/Commercial/Industrial
Development

Historically, the urbanized core of Clark
County has centered around the axis
formed by Boulder Highway, Interstate

15 (I-15), and the Union Pacific Rafiroad.
By the 1970s, however, urbanization had

- spread in a somewhat loosely knit, leap- -

frog fashion to outlying areas. This pattern
continued through the 1980s and is ap-
parent in the land use analysis

preparec!
 for Clark County in 1989 by Planning

Information tion. The analysis
covers 235,391 acres in Las Vegas Valley,
including the cities of Las Vegas,

. Henderson, and North Las Vegas and

the communities of East Las Vegas,
Paradise, Sunrise Mountain, Winchester,
Spring Valley, Enterprise, and Lone
Mountain. It Indicates that urban
development within the unincorporated
areas covers 42,298 acres, compared with
the 33,512 acres of urban development in
the three cities (Table 4).

Solid Waste

According to the Clark County Com-

ve Plan, there are 24 refuse dis-
posal sites in the county. The sites range
from small open dumps in rural areas to
a sanitary landfill (Sunrise Mountain)
that serves all of Las Vegas Valley. Of the
24 sites, 13 are operated by the county, 6
by the federal government, 1 by Boulder
City, 2 by industry, and 2 by private con-
tractors. The Sunrise Mountain site cur-
rently oocuples about 320 acres of BLM
Iand under a lease that is due to expire
in2012. In May, 1990, the County tempo-
rarlly leased an additional 400 acres,
bringing the total landfill site to 720
acres. The lease is due to ex-
pire in 1992 but Is expected to be
renewed. Under both leases, the es-
timated capacity of the landfill is




TABLE 4

LAND USES IN THE URBAN CORE OF LAS VEGAS VALLEY
(acres)

UsE HENDERSON LAS VBOAS N. LAS VBOAS UNINCORP. ToraL
Residential 33535 13,845 2,562 232 42,354
Commercial 422 2122 405 3926 6875
Indusirial 1458 1,065 439 5.966 8928
Public Works 2941 1,069 574 4077 6,014
Gov't & Public 264 1,182 307 .. 41M 5930
Open Space/Rec 339 625 . 258 . 1840 3062
Agri & Vacant 35907 19997 15933 90,303 162,140
Not Classified 0 65 0 23 88
TOTAL 42219 39710 T 20578 132,624 235,391

Source: Plnning Informadon Corporatian, Lar Vegas Valley Land Use Irvouory: 1986 (Febroary 1990).
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adequate to serve the valley for the next
40 years.

Transportation

Major transportation facilities in Clark
County indude 1-15; Highways 91, 93,
95, and 466; State Routes 29, 31, 40, and
163; McCarran International Alrport;
and the Union Pacific Railroad. In
general, road construction throughout
Las Vegas Valley has accelerated over the
past 10 years in response to urban
growth. 1-95 and I-515 were expanded
over the period, using mostly public
lands and, as with other local transpor-
tation projects, sand and gravel from
local mines. Planned improvements in-
clude a beltway around Las Vegas from

I-15 to the East Leg Freeway; eventual -

widening of route 160 between Las
Vegas and Pahrump; addition of new
routes to serve growing communities
such as Sandy Valley and Mesquite; a
55.5 acre expansion of McCarran Air-
port; and a proposed high-speed train
from California to Nevada.

Udlitles

Three major utility rights-of-way tran-
sect Clark County from north to south.
None of these rights-of-way are within a
designated corridor as none have been
designated on BLM lands in Clark
County. Bach federal agency is respon-
sible for the permitting of utility rights-
of-way across lands under their
jurisdiction. Establishment of desig-
nated corridors for utility rights-of-way
must be identified in the agency’s land
use plan.

Water and Sewage

Water supplies in Clark County indude
the Colorado River, groundwater in Las
Vegas Valley, and wastewater reuse.
Water from the Colorado River is highly
regulated, and the net depletion of the
mainstream for all of Nevada is limited
%0 300,000 acre-feet per year. Las Vegas
Valley relies on the Southern Nevada
Water System and groundwater wells;
however, current forecasts indicate that,
at current rates of use, existing supplies
will not be able to meet local needs when
the valley’s population exceeds one mil-
lHon. Sewerage and wastewater treat-
ment needs are currently handled at
facilities managed by the County and
individual cities. Expansions have been
proposed for three wastewater treat-
ment plants in the valley. Clark County
also is planning a central activated
sludge treatment plant to process
sewage from the unincorporated area.
Completion of the new treatment facility
1s scheduled for 1994.

Growth Trends and Forecast

Population

Over the past decade, Clark County’s
ton has increased from 463,100 to
761,279—a 64 percent rise. Over the next
10 years, it is expected to grow by
another 235,000 persons to over
997,100—a 30 percent rise (Table 5). By
2000, the County is likely to have over 75
percent of the state’s population and will
pass the one million mark before 2005.




TABLE §
CLARK COUNTY GROWTH TRENDS AND FORECAST
1980-2005
1980 1990 2000 2005

Clark County

Populasion 461,000 761,300 997200 1,074,200

Employment® 216,200 367,000 582,100 —
Las Vegas Valley*® -

Population 442 560 728,500 944 600 1,012,900

Souvrces: Plmning Information Corporation, June 198%; Rotest Charles Lemer & Cotmpany, 1990.
*Bused on higher populaiton forecast for 1990 and 2000.
soCover same mrea ws on Table 3,




Employment

Over the past decade, countywide
employment increased by nearly 70 per-
cent, rising from a total of 216,700 jobs in
1980 to an estimated 367,000 in 1990. By
2000, it Is expected to grow by another 40
percent to over 522,000. This employ-
ment forecast, however, is based on a
slightly higher population projection for
Clark County in 2000.

Housing,

Housing estimates indicate that more
than 125,000 units have been added since
1980, with two-thirds of the growth oc-
curring in the past five years. To accom-
modate the expected population growth
over the next 10 years, another 92,000
units will be needed. Based on historical
trends, nearly two-thirds of the new
units are likely to be single-family
homes.

Sﬁbreglonal Trends and Forecasts

On the subregional level, population
forecasts indicate that Las Vegas Valley

will continue to contain more than 90
percent of the County population well
into the next century. Likewise, the
unincorporated area is expected to main-
tain slightly less than a 50 percent share
of the valley’s population for the next 40
years.

* Over the next 10 years, the valley as
a whole is expected to gain over
215,000 residents; of that increase,
about 43 percentis expected to occur
in the valley’s unincorporated area.

* - New construction is likely to occur
throughout the valley, with major
increases expected in four master
planned communities, Summerlin,
Green Valley, The Lakes, and Desert
Shores. Other master planned com-
munities expected to begin con-
struction soon are Cosmo World,
Lake Las Vegas, MacDonald Ranch,
Rancho Del Norte, and Peccole
Ranch.

* Between 1979 and 1986, the amount
of developed land in the valley in-
creased annually by about seven
percent. That trend Is expected to
continue well into the 1990s.
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Chaptér Three

Desert Tortoise Profile

The type of habitat required by the desert
tortoise, in terms of both its natural char-
acteristics and the species’ use of it, will
have a speclal bearing on the selection
and management of tortoise reserves.

Physical Characteristics

The desert tortolse (Gopherus agassizii) is
one of five species of tortoises in North
America; the other four are Berlandier’s
tortoise (G. berlandieri), the gopher tor-
tolse (G. polyphemus), the balson tortoise
(G. flaro-marginatus), and the scaley headed
tortolse (G. lepidocephalus) (Ottley and
Velazquez 1989). All five species are

strictly terrestrial and herbivorous.

Appearance and Size

Appearance

An adult desert tortoise has a domed
carapace and relatively flat, unhinged
plastron (ventral portion of shell) (Fig-

This profile briefly summarizes those |
characteristics, together with the condi-
tions that have contributed to the

spedes’ decline.

ure 7). The shell comprises an epidermis
of keratinaceous scales over bony der-
mal plates; the ribs and vertebrate are
fused to the carapace. Shell color is
brownish, with yellow to tan scute
centers and mottling on the plastron
(Stebbins 1954). The forelimbs are
adapted for burrowing, with laterally
extended imbs and flattened feet, en-
larged and horny scales, and broad nafl-
like claws. Rear legs are rounded and
elephantine. The head Is rounded in the
front and has a blunt, hommy beak; eyes
have greenish irises. Skin that is un-
protected by homny plates is thin and
easily penetrated. Males are distin-
guished from females by a rounded
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(Gopherus agassizil) :

FIGURE 7. DESERT TORTOISE




posterior carapace (Karl unpublished
data); longer, upcurved gular plates on
the anterior portion of the plastron; chin
glands; concave plastron; and longer tail
(Ernst and Barbour 1972).

 Size

Adult desert tortoises range in size from
9.25 to 14.5 inches (23.5 to 36.8 am). Hatch-
lings are about the size of a silver dollar,
1.4to0 1.8inches long (36 to 45 mm). They
resemble adults except that their shells
are spongy and paler and thelr eyes more
gold (Stebbins 1954). By the time tor-
toises reach approximately five years of
age (about 3 inches [80 mm)] in length),
their shells have hardened considerably.
Eplderma! scales, or scutes, form con-
spicuous growth annually, which wear
away due to abrasion with soil and
rocks, The shells of old tortoises are
quite smooth and somewhat concave in
the scute centers. '

Age and Sex Structure

Desert tortolses are a long-lived spedes.
One captive female tortoise lived to be
80+ years (Glenn 1983). Although it has
not been possible to verify in the wild,
the life span of an adult tortoise has been
estimated at 50 to 100 years. Mortality is
highest in young tortoises and decreases
with size and shell ossification.

BLM Size/Age Categories

BLM has categorized tortoise size based
on length using the following classes:
hatchlings and very young tortoises (4
inches), juveniles (4 to 7 inches), sub-

adults (7 to 8.5 inches) and adults (>8.5
inches). It should be noted that these

- classes, while commonly used, are artifi-

cial. Breeding-age tortoises, for ex-
ample, may end up being dassed as
subadults because of their size even
though they have reached maturity.

Age Structure

The age structure of stable tortoise
populations s not known and difficult to
assess. Hatchlings and juveniles are dif-
ficult to detect and are assumed to have
significantly higher mortality rates than
adult tortolses. Desert tortoises are con-
sidered to be a K-selected species, mean-
ing that they have a low birthrate, low
recruitment of juventles into the breed-
ing population, low mortality in older
age categories, and a low population
turnover rate (Flohman et al. 1980). As
a result, ‘the number of adults may
remain constant for relatively long-
periods, during which the ratio of adults
to other age groups may vary widely.
Next to the number of breeding adults,
the number of juvenlles likely to join the
ranks of adults is a critical component of
a stable population. However, it Is not

. currently known what the ratio of adults

to juveniles is among local tortoise
populations.

Sex Ratins

Sex ratios often provide & profile of the
general health and stability of a popula-
tion but are not well known for the tor-
toise. One study of tortoises at 18 sites
in California showed sex ratios that ap-
proxdmated 1:1 (Turner and Berry 1984).
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As with age structure, this aspect of tor-
toise population requires additional
study.

Genetic Subunits
Genetics

The desert tortoise, as well as other
members of the family of Testudinidae
(land tortolses), has a chromosome num-
ber of 2N=52. The desert tortoise differs

in karyotypic details from other genera .

in this family (Stock 1972) and has

hybridized successfully in captivity with

both Gopherus berlandieri and Gopherus
polyphemus (Hohman et al. 1980).

Genetic Subunits

Based on electrophoresis of alloenzymes
in serum and tissue (Jennings 1985) and
on mitochondrial DNA analysis (Lamb
et al. 1988), two major genetic subunits
of desert tortoises have been identified.

Behavior

The complete habits and life history of
the desert tortolse are not fully known,
but certain of its behavior have
been well documented (Auffenberg
1969). These traits’ include burrowing,
seasonal activity, foraging, reproduc-
tion, and other behavior that marks its
use of hablitat areas.
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1. One unit is located north and west of
the Colorado River and is referred to
in the federal listing of the species as
the Mojave population. The other is
located south and east of the Colorado
and is referred to as the Sonoran

population.

2. The Mojave population has been fur-
ther divided into eastern and western
subgroups (see Distribution of Spedes
and Habitat).

3. Itshould be noted, however, that there
are no fixed allelic differences be-
tween the two genetic subunits based
on electrophoretic migration of
proteins (Jennings 1985). Moreover,
the exact boundaries of the genetic
subgroups and the geneticstructure of
tortoise populations have not been es-
tablished.

Burrowing
Desert tortoises rely on burrows and
other forms of cover to regulate body

heat, using them to escape extremes of
hot and cold during the day and night.

Burrow Construction
Tortoises dig burrows by scraping alter-

nately with thelr forelimbs. When the
hole becomes deep enough, the tortoise
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may turn around and push the dirt out
with its forelimbs (Emst and Barbour
1972). In areas with sandy-loamy soil, a
burrow the length of the tortoise can be
completed in a little more than one hour
(Marlow 1979).

Types of Cover

In southern Nevada, tortolses have been
observed using three types of cover, pal-
lets or soil depressions with nosoll cover,
burrows the approximate width of a tor-
toise and at least as long as the tortoise,
and large openings In rock or caliche
which can accommodate several tor-
toises (Figure 8).

Numiber of Cover Sites
Tortolses often reuse the same burrows

and use between 12 and 25 primary
cover sites in a single year (Burge 1977).

" Individual sites are often used by more

than one tortoise, sometimes simul-
taneously. In Utah, 20+ tortoises have
been found in dens 30 feet long (Wood-
bury and Hardy 1940).

Commensal Specles

Tortoise burrows also have been
reported to be occupied by several com-
mensal species, including western
banded gecko, desert spiny lizard,

2ebra-tailed lizard, side-blotched lizard,

whiptail lizard, desert iguana, night
snake, gopher snake, rattlesnakes,
coachwhip, burrowing owl, poorwill,
desert woodrat, Merriam’s kangaroo rat,

t mouse, canyon mouse, white-
footed mouse, white-tailed antelope

desert cottontafl, black-tailed jack-
rabbit, kit fox, feral house cat, and
varjous invertebrates including taran-
tulas, black widow spiders, brown
recluse spiders, and scorplons.

Seasonal and Daily Activity

Desert tortoises are ectotherms and
depend on external sources for body
heat. They also are heterotherms and
regulate their body temperature
behaviorally.

Seasonal Activity

Tortolses are actlve only during the
warmer months of the year, with greatest
activity In the spring. Thelr active
season begins in early March and ends in
late October or early November, when
they retreat to burrows and remain dor-
mant through the winter. Tortoises also
are relatively inactive during the peak of
summer, except during cool spells or

storms.

Dally Activity

Daily activity during their active season
Is dictated largely by temperature. Tor-
toises are active between amblent
temperatures of 65 to 105 degrees Fah-
renheit (18 to 42 degrees Celsius) (Karl,
unpublished data). They show a
bimodal pattern of daily activity, becom-
ing active in the moming shortly after
daylight, retreating to burrows when
ambient temperatures rise above 105
degrees Fahrenheit, and becoming ac-
tive again in late afternoon. Nocturnal
activity israre. Itis likely thatindividual
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activity bouts are shorter for juvenile tor-
toises than adults, since thelr surface
area to volume ratios are larger, resulting
in faster heating and cooling rates.

Other

Rainfall appears to have an effect on ac-
tivity patterns. When summer mon-
soons bring rainfall, tortoises have been
observed to emerge from burrows to
drink rainwater, even in suboptimal
temperatures (Medica et al, 1980). This
ingestion of rainwater is considered
critical to maintaining water balance in
desert tortoises. It also has been as-
sociated with a resumption of feeding
during dry summer months when avail-
able forage is low in water content and
high in salts.

Foraging

Tortolses typically forage in the early
moming and late afternoon and may
range up to several hundred yards away
from their burrows during normal daily
forays (Marlow 1979).

Forage Type

In general, their diet is composed mainly

of forbs (small annual flowering plants)
and grasses (Table 6). In southern
Nevada, these plants bloom primarily
from March to May and, depending on
rainfall, in early fall. Other forage in-
cludes desert mallow, succulents, and
weeds that have been introduced in con-
nection with livestock grazing (Berry
and Burge 1984).

Nutrition Trade-offs

Tortolse diets may entail trade-offs be-
tween the nutritional and water value of
plants.

During dry periods, succulents may be
the tortolse’s sole source of water and

source of forage. However, a
tortolse would have to consume about
three times as much cactus as bush

muhly to meet its caloric requirements.

Introduced annual weeds present yet
another trade-off. They may be abun-
dant in areas where grazing is allowed
but, compared with native vegetation,
fail to provide the molsture available in
perennials, are potentially high in potas-
glum, and may have caldum to
phosphorus ratios for tortolse nutrition.
Most importantly, they are only avail-
able for consumption briefly, during
spring and some during fall, whereas
perennials are available continuously.
Forage Preferences

Tortolses also exhibit definite preferences
for plant types, primarily consuming
ephemeral forbs and grasses and peren-
nlal grasses (Burge and Bradley 1976;
Hansen et al. 1976; Coombs 1979; Nagy
and Medica 1986.) Preferences appear to
vary with geographic location and plant
community composition but seem to be
somewhat independent of forage
avallability. Coombs (1979) and Burge
and Bradley (1976) found a high
preference for perennial grasses despite
their low avuﬂabﬂilzr relative to forbs.
Burge and Bradley (1976) also found a
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TABLE 6
DESERT TORTOISE FORAGE PLANTS

Oenexa of Annuat Plants
Astragalus
Camissonia
Coreopsis
Cryptaniha
Erodium
Euphorbia
Gilia
Luptnus
Malacothrix
Mentzelia
Phacelia
Planago

Specics of Annual Grasses
Six-wotks grama
Brome grass
Red brome
Red chess
Six-woeks feacue
Schismus grass

Gallets grass
Bosh mohly
Indign ricograss

Beavertail cactus
Pencil cholla
Peacil cactus

Flowers

Range ratany.
Desert siaw
Deaext mallow

Souncye: Burge end Bradley (1976) snd Barry (1978) & cltad in Clament (1930).




preference for the annual, plantain (Plan-
tago insularis), far In excess of its
availability.

Reproduction

Desert tortoises are belleved to reach
sexual maturity at approximately 20
years of age (using growth data from
Turner et al. (1980] and reproductive
data from Turner et al. [1986]).

Courtship and Mating

Courtship and mating typlcally occur in
the spring butalso have been reported in
early summer and fall (Ernst and Bar-
bour 1972; Hampton 1981). Courtship
involves ritualized head bobs, gaping,
and biting by males; shell drop,
withdrawal, and walking away by
femnales. Not all courting tortoises copu-

late (Berry 1986), and not all adult tor-
toises within a population reproduce.

Nesting

Nest construction and egg deposition
occur primarily in early to mid summer,
and females lay one to three clutches in
a summer (Turner et al. 1984, 1986).

‘Preferred nesting times are early morn-

ing and late afternoon, consistent with
activity periods (Hampton 1981; Emnst
and Barbour 1972). The nest is dug by
the female with its hind feet and is
limited in size by the distance that the
hind legs can be extended. Sometimes it
is constructed in the bottoms of or near
the opening of burrows (Hampton 1981;
Hohman et al. 1980; Turner et al. 1986).
Maximum nest diameter and depth is

about 14 inches (104 mm). Soil is
scratched back into the nest cavity after

. the eggs are laid, and the female may

urinate into the cavity before or after
cnveﬂ:ggitwithwﬂ.

Eggn

Eggs are elliptical to nearly spherical in
shape, about 1.6 inches (40 mm) in
length. Clutch size varies from 2 to 14
eggs, with an average of 4 to 5 (Emst and
Barbour 1972; Turner et al. 1986). Hatch-
ing occurs from mid-August to October,
with a peak in September and early Oc-
tober (Ernst and Barbour 1972). Natural
incubation periods range from 98 to 135
days, although intervals longer than 180
days have been reported (Hohman et al.
1980).

Home Range and Movement
Patterns

Home Ranges

Based on data for desert tortoises in
California, Arizona, Nevada, and Utah,
the average home range of a tortoise is
estimated to be between 27 and 131 acres
(11 and 53 hectares) (Berry 1986).

Variations

Observed ranges appear to vary
seasonally, growing larger even when
forage is relatively abundant (Burge
1577). ‘Females typically have smaller
home range areas than males. Hatch-
lings and juveniles restrict their activities
to small home ranges assoclated with
one or two burrows. The average radius
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of a juvenile’s home range may be 164
feet (50 m) or less (Berry 1975 as dted In
Luckenbach 1972).

Movement Patterns

Long-term movement patterns for in-
dividual tortoises and whole population
groups are not well known. For ex-
ample, it is not known how far an in-
dividual tortoise travels over the course
of its lifetime and in what patterns. It

also {s not known which individuals and

groups are likely to migrate to other
habitat areas, how long such migrations
take, and what conditions prompt or
prohibit such movement.

Habitat Characteristics

The characteristics of the habitat oc-
cupled by the desert tortoise reflect the
species’ burrowing and foraging be-
havior and physiological climatic con-
straints. Conditions include but are not
limited to an appropriate mix of vegeta-
tion and soils, together with access to
seasonal food and water sources.

Vegetation
Function

Perennial vegetation I$ essential to the
desert tortoise for cover and also

some types of annuals found in the un-
derstory. The roots of perennials also
provide stability to soils, thereby im-
proving the suitability of burrow sites.
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Social Behavior

Social behavior of desert tortoises is not
well known but may be similar to that
exhibited by large, highly aggressive,
polygynous lzards (Berry 1986).
Dominance hierarchies established by
agonistic encounters are believed to exist
among wild populations and are
thought to be maintained by visual and
chemical signals rather than by frequent
physical contact. Passive avoldance of

- larger, more dominant tortoises by sub-

ordinates may be a common feature of
the social system and may have implica-
tions for relocation efforts (Berry 1986).

Creosote Bush

Creosote bush is the dominant perennial
shrub in the Mojave desert and is an
indicator of tortoise habitat (Karl 1983)
(Figure 9). In Nevada, Californla, and
Utah, tortoises are found in low densities
in creosote bush-blackbrush ecotones
and in creosote bush-saltbush com-
munities, but rarely where creosote bush
is entirely absent the surrounding
community.

Soils and Topography
Sofl Type and Texture
Tortoises y are found in areas

where the soll is suitable for burrow con-
struction, such as loamy sand and sandy
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loams; zeolian sand, talus, and cobbly
substrates are not preferred and rarely

occupled (Karl 1983; Wilson 1989). They . .

also occupy cavities in overhanging
ledges, caliche, and rocks (Wi

and Hardy 1948; Burge 1969; Karl 1983).
Burrow construction occurs on flats and
sloping bajadas, as well as on the relief
provided by wash banks, berms,
hilisides, and mountain slopes (Karl
1983).

1.1t is thought that sofls largely deter-
mine habitat and distribution of the
desert tortoise. Hardy determined
that the soil must be suffidently free
from rocks to permit digging and
compact enough to maintain a strong
archway over the burrow.

2. Woodbury and Hardy (1948) found
that tortoise habitat types are
restricted to suitable soils for den con-

struction. Luckenbach (1976) noted .

-that preferred habitat types in the
Providence Mountains region were
areas with good denning potential,
having soil characteristics of sandy
loam to light gravel clay. Data col-
lected by Wilson and Stager (1988) in

Piute Valley corroborate earlier find- - .

ings and go further to suggest an as-
sociation between specific ‘soll
properties and tortoise density and
distribution.

3. Soll characteristics identified in the
above studies were avallable water

capacity (AWC), sofl consistence, . .

depth to a limiting layer, rock frag-
ment content, soll salinity, sofl tem-

perature, and frequency of flooding. -

* Generally, the greater the AWC the
more vegetation produced for

* forage and cover.
» Solls with good structural stability

and little to no digging Hmitations

appear to provide better burrow
locations. Shallow soils have lim-
ited burrowing potential. Inset fans
and washes cutting through some
shallow safls often expose caliche,
where some burrowing occurs.

* Mean annual soil temperature of 59
degrees Fahrenheit at a depth of 20
inches seems to coincide with the
northern most geographic dis-
tribution of the desert tortolse in
Nevada. '

Elevations

Tortoises are y found between
1,300 and 4,000 feet elevations, colnd-
dent with dimatic condiions. However,
they have been found as high as 4,800
feet in Nevada (Karl 1989), at 7,000 feet
in the Providence Mountains of Califor-
nia, and below mean sea level In the
Death Valley National Monument.




Distribution of Species and Habitat

Tortoise population densities vary wide-
ly within the species’ range from 0 to
more than 1,500 animals per square miile
(577 per square kilometer). Densities ap-
pear to be controlled largely by habitat
suitability but also are likely to be in-
fluenced by disease, predation, and
degrees of illegal collection and van-
dalism. In southern Nevada, densities

are estimated to range up to about 250

tortolses per square mile,

Historic and Current
Distribution

Historically, the desert tortoise was dis-
tributed widely throughout the deserts
of California, Nevada, Utah, Arizona,
Sonora, New Mexico, extending as far
south as Sinaloa (Iverson 1987). Current
distribution is considerably more patchy
within the range as a whole.

Genetic Subunits

As previously noted, two genetically dis-
tinct groups have evolved, the Mojave
and Sonoran, with the Mojave group fur-
- ther divided into eastern and western

subgroups (Figure 10).
Recent Declines - -

The USFWS estimates that, based on plot
data from eight sites in California,
populations have declined at rates of 10

t or more for the last six to eight
years (USFWS 1989). Growth rates cal-
culated for 16 study plots in California,
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Nevada, and Arizona indicate that some
Jocal populations may be decreasing by
as much as 20 percent per year (see
Gllpin 1990, Appendix B).

Distribution in Nevada

In Nevada, 90 percent of the remaining
habitat is belleved to have population

. densities of less than 50 torioises per

square mile (<19 per square kilometer).

" The USFWS noted declines in tortoises

on the Beaver Dam Slope of Utah and
Arizona and a decline of juveniles in the
remaining East Mojave population (in-
cluding Clark County), but data are in-
suffident to indicate a dear trend In
overall populations in Nevada.

Distribution in Clark County

Except for Las Vegas Valley and other
urban areas, tortoise distribution in
Clark County is widespread though
local population densities may be very
patchy. Urban developmentin Las Vegas
Valley has all but eliminated what may
have been one of the largest and densest
tortoise populations in Nevada. In addi-
tion, the remaining habitat in Clark
County has been fragmented by major
roads, power-line corridors, urban
development, OHV activitles, and other
land uses. In fact, fragmentation may be
such that tortoises in Las Vegas Valley
have already been effectively isolated
from other local populations.
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Crucial Habitat in Southern
Nevada

1979-1981 Study

In 1983, 10 areas with estimated densities
In excess of 50 tortoises per square mile
were identified in southern Nevada
based on regional strip transects con-
ducted between 1979 and 1981 (Karl
1983). These areas included:

*+ Virgin Mountains
Goodsprings Valley
Arden

Piute Valley

El Dorado Valley
Moapa Valley

Dry Lake Valley
Coyote Springs Valley
Hidden Valley
Pahrump

Crucial Habitat Areas

Based on a review of 871 regional tran-
sects, Berry and Burge (1984) then iden-
tified six areas as crucial habitat,
including most of the 10 areas identified
in 1983. The six areas were:

« Gold Butte (Virgin Mountains)

* Piute Valley

+ Moapa

« Arrow Canyon (Hidden Valley/
Coyote Springs Valley)

« California Wash (Dry Lake Valley)

» Goodsprings

Crucial habitat is a BLM term that
describes a portion of the habitats of sen-
sitive species that, if destroyed or
modified, could result in thelr being

listed as rare, threatened, or endangered.

BLM Density Classifications

Habitat in Nevada was further classified
by BLM in terms of low, medium, and
high tortolse densities. These classifica-
tions are used in the rangewide plan
prepared by BLM in 1988 for the
management of tortoise habitat on
public lands.

BLM Categorles

Based on BLM's density assessment and
other considerations such as the impor-
tance of the habitat to the ongoing sur-
vival of the tortoise; and the degree to
which other land uses in the area could
be made compatible with tortoise con-
servation goal, BLM dlassified 1.8 mil-
lion acres of tortoise habitat in southern
Nevada into three categories, Category
1, 2, and 3. These categories are
described in more detall in Chapter 4,
Potentlal Tortolse Management Areas. It
should be noted that the 1.8 million acres
only includes habitat that meets the

definition of BLM's categories. All of -

Clark County falls within the historic
range of the tortoise.




Decline Factors

The single greatest threat to the con-
tinued exdstence of the desert tortoise in
Clark County has been and continues to
be loss and degradation of habitat.
Other factors are believed to include
predation of juvenile tortoise by com-
mon ravens, spread of an upper
respiratory disease syndrome (URDS),
and illegal oollection, vandalism, and
road kiils. The opinion of most
blologists familiar with the species is that
tortolse is unlikely to survive over the
long term in southern Nevada without
the direct aid of some form of habitat
conservation or recovery plan.

Habitat Loss and
Degradation

Tortoise habitat has been lost to and
deteriorated by urban development,
highways, power-line corridors, large-
scale water development, mineral ex-
traction, military activities, OHV
activities, livestock grazing, and other
land uses (USFWS 1989; Spang et al.
1988). Fragmentation of the remaining

habitat, especially within Las Vegas Val- -

ley, poses the additional threat of {solat-
ing already low density populations and
further reducing their genetic viability.

Urban Development

As previously noted, existing urban
development has already removed
prime habitat in Clark County. Ongolng
development will result in additional
loss of habitat and is likely to have in-

'dlrect and cumulative adverse impacts |

on surrounding habitat areas,

1. Highways and roads displace habitat
when being bullt; act as mortality
sinks for local tortolses, especlaily
breeding cohort; and isolate local tor-
toise populations by imposing physi-
cal barriers to tortoise movement
(Nicholson 1978). Nicholson (1978)
found that tortoise densities were

negatively affected within one mile of
a road with >180 average dally traffic
(AUI') especially within the first half

2. Karl (personal communication) found
similar results in a study of an 18-year-
old freeway, with a significant
decrease in density within the first
one-half mile from the freeway; more
importantly, however, the density of
the breeding cohort of the local
population appeared to be strongly
depressed within two miles of the
freeway.

3. It Is estimated that existing highways
and roads in Clark County currently
affect 2,000 square miles of tortolse
habitat.

OHV Activities

OHYV activitles pose direct and indirect
impacts, Including destruction of tor-
toises and damage to their habitat (Bury

1978; Adams et al. 1982, 1984; Buryand
Luckenbach 1983; Brattstrom and

.WI




Bondello 1983). Most OHV activity in
Clark County is on public lands, includ-
ing known habitat areas.

Grazing

The overall effects of livestock grazing
on the tortoise must be studied but are
believed to include competition for
forage, loss of habitat, damage to bur-
rows, destruction of tortoises, and intro-
duction of plant specles with limited

nutritional value for the tortoise. Given -

the vast acres of land permitted by BLM
for grazing in Clark County, the poten-
tial damage to the specles and its habitat
over the long term could be enormous.
Grazing by wild horses and burros oc-
curs throughout the county and could
also contribute to negative impacts to
tortofses, as discussed above.

~ Disease

URDS is considered a clinical manifesta-
tion of an unspecified respiratory dis-
ease that may be le for or may
have contributed significantly to the
decline of local tortoise populations.

URDS has been observed in wild desert
tortoise populations In the western
Mojave Desert in southern California,
Saguaro National Monument in
Arizona, and thé Beaver Dam Slope in
Utah-Arizona (Roskopf 1988, 1989;
FaunaWest Consultants 1989). Untl
1990, there were anecdotal reports that
the disease occurs in Clark County
(Berry and Slone 1989). However, recent
reports indicate that URDS has become
extensive (see Appendix B).

The etiology of URDS is unknown.
However, it has been postulated that an
infectious agent or agents may play
primary and/or secondary roles. One
prevalent theory is that it has been trans-
mitted to the wild population by
released captive tortoises who carry the -
disease. Clinical signs of respiratory dis-
eases in captive tortoises have been
recognized for two decades. However,
this may be the artifact of sampling and
URDS may be an endemic to which

- stressed tortoises are subject. Moreover,

URDS symptoms were observed in wild

populations in the 1930s.

Environmental factors, such as the
severe several-year drought in the
Mojave Desert and probable long-term
effects from livestock grazing also may
have weakened tortoises. Other effects,
such as the toxic effects of mercury, pes-
ticide residues, and air pollution, also
may influence the effects of URDS.

Predation
Ravens. -

In California, predation of young tor-
toises by ravens is considered a serious

. problem (BLM 1989). The raven was

considered to be uncommon in Califor-
nia before the 1940s but its population
has grown dramatically since then.

1. Breeding bird surveys in the Mojave
Desert of California, Nevada, and
Utah messured a 15-fold increase in
ravens between 1968 and 1990. In
general, the spread of the raven
population has been attributed to the
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urbanization of desert areas, includ-
ing highways and transmission lines
that create opportunities for raven
foraging, roosting, and nesting.

2. Raven predation is suspected of being
responsible for reduced numbers of
hatchlings, reduced recruitment of
juveniles into the adult population,
overall shift in the age structure of
tortoise populations, and general
population decline.

3. In Clark County and Las Vegas Valley
in particular, the raven is still con-
sidered an uncommon spedies but is
increasing in number. Raven preda-
tHon on juvenile tortoises has been
documented in Piute Valley and at
Sheep Mountain, but the extent of
such predation is not known. -

Other Predators

Other predators of the tortoise and tor-
tolse eggs include coyotes, bobceats,
badgers, skunks, kit foxes, ring-tailed
cats, domestic dogs, golden eagles,
hawks, roadrunners, burrowing owls,
gopher snakes, larger rattlesnakes, and
larger coachwhips, Predation by prairie
falcons also has been reported
(D. Stevens, Southern California Edison

Company).

Illegal Collection

USFWS cited illegal collection as one of
the reasons for the tortoise’s decline and
subsequent listing. Within Las Vegas
Valley, however, illegal collecion may
have declined somewhat in recent years

due to the fact that a supply of domesti-
cated tortoises is readily available for
adoption through the TORT Group, a
volunteer ton.” However, there
is some concern that local restrictions on
owning tortolses outside of urban areas
of Clark County may be ding an

incentive for le other com-
munities to tortolses illegally.
Other Factors

Other factors which may contribute to
the tortoise’s decline include drought,
air pollution, and fire.

Drought

Long-term effects of drought on the tor-
tolse are not known. However,
prolonged of drought clearly
limit the tortoise’s primary food and

" water sources. Such conditions are likely

to directly affect the tortoise’s ability to
maintain body condition and water
balance. Also, prolonged drought con-
ditions may indirectly affect breeding
because tortolses are likely to respond
with reduced activity levels. In addi-
tion, drought conditions may affect sur-
vival rates among the nonadult cchort
because of their low storage capacity and
special forage requirements. The long-
term effects of this condition would not
be feit by the population for as many as
20 years, when the nonadult cohort
would become breeders.

Air Pollution
Alr pollution may affect desert tostolses
directly through inhalation of toxins and




indirectly through damage to vegeta-
ton. However, toxic effects of criteria alr
pollutants on reptilia have not been
studied. In mammals, pollutants can
cause irritation of the respiratory tract,
eyes, and other sensitive membranes
and inhibit oxygen transport (Clement
1990). Studies also suggest that some
desert plants used by the tortoise are
sensitive to ozone.

Fire

The role of fire in tortoise habitat is poorly
understood, but tortoises are not typi-
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cally found in early successional stages
followling fires. OHV use has been iden-
tified as an ignition source for wildfires
in Clark County and as such increases

the potential for fire damage in many =

habitat areas.

Other

Other factors that may be adversely af-
fecting tortolses in Clark County Include
lllegal dumping, illegal 5rlvel m.l.n.lng,
{llegal CHV use, domestic and feral
and squatting on undeveloped land.s




Chapter Four

Potential Tortoise Management Areas

This section of the HCP identifles 14
PTMAs that will be the focus of conser-

« Categories of tortolse habitat in the
PTMAs;

vation measures to mitigate . Genera.l' characteristics of each area;

the impacts of incidental take. It focuses and :

on: » The process by which potentia] sites
will become TMAS.

Tortoise Habitat in the PTMAs

The PTMAs in this HCP were {dentified BLM’s Habitat Categories

by the TAC based primarily on habitat
categories and management goals

in BLM’s rangewide plan, the

.crucial habitat areas identified in south- .

ern Nevada prior to the listing of the
spedes, and the committee’s collective
knowledge of actual conditions in the
field. In general, the areas include tor-
toise habitat that has been mapped and
categorized by BLM on land it manages
in southern Nevada.

As discussed in the Desert Tortoise
Profile chapter, the three categories used
by BLM to tortoise habitat take
into account different levels of habitat
quality based on the density of tortolses
inhabiting habitat areas; the

of the habitat to the survival of
the tortoise; and the degree to which
other land uses in the ares could be made
compatible with tortoise conservation
goals (Table 7). It should be emphasized,
however, that the habitat in BLM
Categorles 1, 2, or 3 Indudes most but

)




-

TABLE 7

BLM'S CATEGORIES AND GOALS FOR DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT

CaTsooRY 3

CATEGORY 1 CATBOORY 2

Meadium 0 high density Madium to high densty Low to mediom density

or low density contiguous or low deatity contiguous Dot contiguoos with

with mediom or high with madinm or high medivm or high density.

deasity, dengty. .

Increasing, stable, . Stable or decreasing Stabie or decreasing

decreaing populaton. population, population.

Essential 1o maintenance May be ezsential b Not exsentlal w0 main-

of large, visble maintenance of visble enznoe of viable

populations. popalations, populations,

Conllicis resalvable, Moz conflicis Most conflicts
resolvable, unresolvable.

Goal: Maintain stable, Goal: Mzintain stable, Gosl: Limit habitat and

viable populations and viable populations and population to the extent

prosect existing habitat halt forther dociines in by mitigating impacts.

valoes; increase populs- hahitat valoes,

tions where possible.

Soumce:  BLM, Desert Tortolse Hadbiat Management on Public Lands: A Rangewids Plan (1981)-

Dexsity rangss for southaen Nevada:

low = 20 to 50 tortolses/nq. mile (0.03 to 0.08/acre
madium = 50 to 100 tortoises/sq. mile (0.08 10 0.16/acre)
high = 100 1o 250 wnoises/sq. mils (0.16 1 0.39/acvs)




not all tortoise habitat in southern
Nevada.

Categorized Habitat in the

The 14 PTMAs roughly form 6 clusters
and ocontain about 1.8 million acres of
tortoise habitat (Figure 11 and Table 8).
About 28 percent of the habitat is
Category 1, 53 percent is Category 2, and
19 percent is Category 3. With the excep-
tion of PTMA 12, all of the PTMAs con-
tain either Category 1 or 2 habitat.

General Characteristics

1. With few exceptions, Individual
PTMAs are part of continuous
stretches of tortoise habitat in south-
ern Nevada and neighboring states.

Three of the areas (PTMAs 1,2,and 6) .

extend from Clark County into Lin-
coln County. Three (PTMAs 9, 10, and
14) are linked to habitat in California,
two (PTMAs 4 and 5) border on
Arizona, and one (PTMA 1) continues
Into Utah. Habitat estimates reflect
acres in Clark and Lincoln cournties
only.

2. PTMA 2is the largest of the areas, with
256,000 acres; PTMA 10is the smallest,
with 19,125 acres. PTMAs 6 and 14
contain the majority of the Category 1

habitat in southern Nevads, a
proximately 350,000 acesmmbi.nedp.-

3. Preliminary population estimates
based on assumed habitat densities
indicate that the PTMAs contain be-
tween 80,000 and 160,000 tortoises.

This pre estimate extrapo-
lates from habitat densities assigned
to the PTMAs baséd on the results of

transect fleld studies in 1984 and 1988. . .
The studies recorded actual numbers

of tortoises sighted, together with the

number and type of tortoise sign en-

countered (for example, burrows and
droppings). A relative tortoise den-
sity was assigned to each transect area
based on adjusted tortolse sign: very
low (0), low (1-3), moderate (4-7),
moderate to high (8-11), and high to
very high (>12). Data for 788 transects
within PTMAs indicate that portions
of all 14 have moderate densitles and

seven include moderate to high den-

sities (Table 9).
land use analyses indicate

' thatali 14 PTMAs Include grazing and

mining. Appendix A contains base-
line grazing information for both the
BLM Stateline Resource Areaand the

"BLM Caliente Resource Area. Within
the 14 PTMAs, it is estimated that -

there are currently over 13,000 mining
daims (Ann Schrieber, personal com-
munication, 12/14/90). There are
hundreds, even thousands, of mining
claims located within each FTMA.
However, this does not mean that all
such sites will ever be mined. Sig-
nificantly fewer mining notices and
plans of operations (required for site
disturbance) than claims are filed.
Major highways in the region cross or

border at least 10 PTMAs. OHV use

in most PTMAs is already subject to
various imitations, espedially in those
areas that coinclde with ucial habitat
identified by BLM in 1984 (see Crudial

n
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TABLE 8

TORTOISE HABITAT IN THE PTMAS
{mcres)

PTMA CATBOORY 1 CATBOORY 2 CATBODRY 3 TOTAL
1 0 121,455 0 - 121455
2 72,193 42,533 141,449 256,175
3 0 58318 0 58,318
4 0 68,108 0 68,108
s 76.588 0 0 76,588
6 191,113 -0 0 191,113
. 7 0 71,267 0 T1.267
8 0 190,691 0 190,691
9 0 140,402 0 140,402
10 0 19,125 0 19,125
i 0 121312 2663 128975
12 0 0 194,353 194,353
13 0 95,481 0 95481
14 146,239 0 0 146,239
TOTAL 486,133 934,692 342,465 1,764,290
% of TOTAL 28% 53% 19% 100%




TABLE 9

RELATIVE DENSITIES ASSIGNED TO TRANSECTS WITHIN PTMAS
(Number of Transects per Assigned Density)

DENSITY Low Low MODERATE Mob /Hicr Bicn TOTAL #
(Sign) (1) ©-3) ) (8-11) 12) OF PLOTS*

PIMA1 20 27 4 0 /] 51
PTMA 2 29 40 35 16 17 137
PTMA 3 ¢ 15 3 2 0 21
PIMA4 - 2 9 8 2 0 p-
PTMAS 3 14 18 9 6 50
PTMA 6 28 48 37 20 9 142
PTMA 7 3 8 8 0 0 19
PTMA B 11 13 1 0 0 25
PTMA9 17 28 32 3 8 g8
PTMA 10 2 1 2 0 0 5
PTMA 1] 2 7 4 0 0 13
PTMA 12 18 40 17 0 0 75
PTMA 13 3 9 5 0 1 18
PTMA 14 7 20 M 13 41 115
Total ¥

of Plois 184 29 208 65 B2 788

*NoTE: Tranmsacis/piots are the sreas monitored for tonoise rign
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Habitat in Southern Nevada section

and OHV Activitlies In Chapter 2).
Descriptions of the PTMAs
Each PTMA is briefly described hereas  North Morm esa
an individual site to help identify the (PTMA 2) on Mes
blological and land use issues that must
be addressed in the selection and General Location

management of TMAs. Actual TMAs
are likely to include portions and com-
binations of individual PTMAs.

Sand Hollow (PTMA 1)
General Location

PTMA 1 is located in southeastern
Lincoln County, near the Utah border. It
is part of a continuous stretch of
habitat that overlaps county and state
boundaries.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 1 contains 122,455 acres of habi-

tat, all Category 2. Habitat distribution is
considered patchy and the quality is fair.

Land Use Issues

Potential development to the south in
Mesquite is Ukely to occur. Grazing is
the greatest confiict in the PTMA. Al-
though linked to habitat in Clark County,
the area is in BLM’s Caliente Resource
Area, in Lincoin County, which is out-
side of the area covered in the RMP being
prepared by BLM.

North Mormon Mesa (PTMA 2) is lo-
cated on the northern boundary of Clark
County and extends into Lincoln County.
The Moapa Indian Reservation and com-
munities of Moapa and Glendale are lo-
cated south of the PTMA.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 2 is the largest of the identified
areas. It contains 256,175 acres of
habitat—72,193 acres of Category 1,
42,533 acres of Category 2, and 141,449
acres of Category 3. Additional
Category 3 habitat also extends south-
ward between PTMA 2 and 6. Overall
habitat quality is considered good.

Land Use Issues

Sheep occurs on the east half of
PTMA2, and cattle grazing occurs on the
west. OHV uses are generally restricted
because of the habitat categories. Utility
lines bisect the PTMA, and additional

utility projects (WyCal Gas pipeline and
Kern River Gas pipeline) are planned for

" the near future. In addition, a high-

speed train traveling between Anahelm,
California, and Las Vegas, Nevada,

n




could traverse this PTMA. 1-15.marks its
southern border. Of the crucial habitats
identified in 1984, this area has some of
the highest density habitat and the
highest density of roads and trails. A
significant amount of mining occurs in
this area.

South Mormon Mesa
(PTMA 3)

General Location

PTMA 3 is located in northeastern Clark
County, south of I-15, which divides it
from PTMA 2. Its southern edge is near
Lake Mead National Recreation Area.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 3 contains 58,318 acres of habitat,
all Category
considered patchy and its quality is fair.

Land Use Issues

1-15 abuts the PTMA on its northern
border.

Bunkerville (PTMA 4)
General Location

PTMA 4 is located in the northeastern
corner of Clark County, below I-15 near
the Arizona border. It is adjacent to
PTMA 5, which joins it near its southern
edge. The city of Mesquite and com-
munity of Riverside are north of the
PTMA, and Lake Mead National Recrea-
tion Area is located to the south.

80

2. Habitat distribution is

Habitat Acreage and Quality

. PTMA 4 contains 68,108 acres of habitat,

all Category 2. Habitat quality is con-
sidered fair to good. ‘

Land Use Issues

Mining occurs on the eastern boundary,
and the Bakerville deposit is located
within the PTMA.

Gold Butte (PTMA 5)
General Location

PTMA 5 is located near the Arizona bor-
der, on the eastern side of the Overton
arm of Lake Mead. It is adjacent to the
southern portion of PTMA 4.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 5 contains 76,588 acres of habitat,
all Category 1. Habitat quality is con-

sidered good.
Land Use Issues

The remote location of the PTMA
provides it with some protection from
developing utility corridors and the im-
pacts assoclated with proximity to urban
areas. The area is not fragmented by
major roads, but two minor roads
(primarily assoclated with mining) cross
the area. One of these miror roads is a
BLM backoountry byway.




Coyote Spring Valley -
(PTMA 6

General Location

Coyote Spring Valley (PFTMA 6) extends
from north of Las Vegas Valley into Lin-
ooln County. Historically, it may have
been continuous with PTMA 2, but the
habitat between the two has been frag-
mented by roads. It is bordered on the

west by the DNWR; to the north is the
Pahranagat National Wildlife Refuge; to

- the southeast Is the Sheep Mountain

Gunnery Range; and to the east s the
Moapa Indian Reservation.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 6 contains 191,113 acres of habitat,
all Category 1. Habitat quality Is con-

sidered good to excellent.
Land Use Issues
OHV uses are y restricted be-

cause of the habitat categories. No com-

- petitive races are permitted, but the

approved course for the 1990 Nissan 400
(Mint 400} follows part of the PTMA’s
southern border. A portion of the PTMA

‘may be designated as a Special Recrea-

tion Management Area in the RMP being
prepared by BLM. The area is bisected
by Highway 93, and Highway 168 cuts
through low-density habitat between
PTMA 2 and 6. There are existing trans-

mission lines in this area, and several -

others are proposed. Additional

land uses include an industrial
park and hazardous waste treatment
fadiiity on approximately 20,000 acres at

the south border of the PTMA. About
43,000 acres in the northern portion of
the PTMA has been transferred from
BLM to Aerojet, who has initiated a Sec
tion 7 consultation with USFWS. Aerojet
has proposed to bulld and test jet tur-
bines on the property. These pro
land uses would occur in high-density
tortolse areas of the PTMA. -

California Wash (PTMA 7)
General Location

PTMA 7 15 located northeast of the Las
Vegas Valley Subunit, below I-15, which
separates all but a tip of the area from
PTMA 8. It is bordered on the northeast
by Valley of Fire State Park.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 7 contains 77,267 acres of habitat,
all Category 2. Habitat quality is.con-
sidered fair to moderate.

Land Use Issues

Human use of the area is quite extensive
due primarily to access roads and trails.
This area recelves a high level of casual
OHYV use.

Northweﬁ Vegas (PTMA 8)
General Location

PTMA 8 stretches from the Clark County
border with Nye along Highway 95 to
just north of the Las Vegas Valley Sub-
unit, above I-15. The southernmost tip
of PTMA 6 joins PTMA 8. PTMA 7 also




is adjacent but is separated from PTMA

8 by I-15. It includes portions of Nellis -

Air Force Base and Ground Gunnery
Range and is bordered on the north by
Neilis Alr Force Range and DNWR.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 8 contains 190,691 acres of
habitat, all Category 2. Habitat quality
is considered fair. Prior to the urbaniza-
tion of the valley, habitat in this area may
have been continuous with thatin PTMA

9. At present, however, the two are not -

linked by a functioning corridor.
Land Use Issues

Military operations at Nellis and
proximity to rapidly growing Las Vegas
Valley have already disturbed the widest
portions of habitat in the PTMA. High-
way 95 borders the western length of the
PTMA and bisects the habitat within Las
~ Vegas Valley. Portions of the area are
fragmented by local roads, powerlines,
OHV activities, residential develop-
ment, some grazing, and other land uses.

Goodsprings (FTMA 9)

PTMA 9 is located below the Las Vegas
Valley Subunit, west of I-15, which runs
the length of its eastern border and
separates it from PTMA 10 at the San
Bernardino County, California, border.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 9 contains 140,402 acres of
habitat, all Category 2. Habitat ty
is considered good. Prior to the ur-
banization of the valley, habitat in the
area may have been continuous with that
in PTMAS. Atpresent, however, thetwo
are not linked by a functioning corridor.

Land Use Issues

As in PTMA8, the area is fragmented by
major roads, power-line corridors,
towns, residential developments, OHV
activities, and other land uses. Several
transmission lines are proposed to
traverse this area, Over 25,000 acres in
the PTMA are in private ownership.
Livestock grazing is restricted in the
area, and human-caused fires have been
a problem.

Ivanpah (PTMA 10)
General Location
PTMA 10 i5 located at the Clark County

'border with San Bernardino County,

California, west of I-15. It is connected
to one of four important high-density
areas in California.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 10 contains 19,125 acres of
habitat, all Category 2. Habitat quality
is considered fair to good.




Land Use Issues

Both competitive and casual OHV use
occurs. Development of casinos and
other facilities at Stateline pose sig-
nificant impacts for the area. Illegal
dumping also occurs in the area.

Pahrump (PTMA 11)
General Location

PTMA 11 is located l.n the southwestern
corner of Clark County, where the Nye

"County and San Bernardino/Inyo coun-

ties, California, borders meet. It is not
connected or immediately adjacent to
any other PTMA.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 11 contains 128,975 acres of
habitat, 121,312 acres of Category 2, and
7,663 acres of Category 3. Habitat
quality is considered fair.

Land Use Issues
The PTMA is blsected by a highway.

El Dorado (PTMA 12)
General Location

PTMA 12 is located south of the Las
Vegas Valley Subunit and is bisected by
Highway 95. It joins PTMA 14 at its
southern ip and Is adjacent to but largely
separated from PTMA 13. Lake Mead
National Recreation Area islocated toits
east. This PTMA contains the El Dorado
Valley Act lands, approximately 107,432

acres. The state of Nevada applied to
purchase the land March 1, 1968. How-
ever, the Colorado River Commission
has not exercised its option to request
patent to any of the land nor has the state

sppropriated any money.

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 12 contains 194,353 scres of

habitat, all Category 3. Habitat quality
Is considered fair to good.

Ll..mdUseIsmes

Urbanization in Boulder City affects the
northern portion of the PTMA. The west
side of El Dorado Valley is presently

Highway 95 and the culvert as-
soclated with it bisect the ares.
Numerous transmission lines cross the
area. Casual and competitive OHV use is

widespmad.
Cottonwood (PTMA 13)
Genenl Location

PTMA 13 is located in the southwestern
portion of Clark County, east of High-
way 95. It joins PTMA 14 at its southern
tip and is adjacent to but largely
separated from PTMA 12 by Highway
95. To the east is Lake Mead National
Recreation Area. '

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 13 contains 95,481 acres of

habitat, all Category 2. Approximately
43,000 acres are within Lake Mead Na-
tional Recreation Area and are currently

8




managed by the National Park Service.
Habitat quality is considered moderate

to good.
Land Use Issues

The narrowness of the PTMA has been
caused by a combination of human and
natural factors, incduding Highway 95 to
the west and the El Dorado Mountains
to the east. Non-habitat areas west of the
PTMA are heavily mined. Thereis graz-
ing throughout the PTMA, and feral
. burro populations in the area are ex-
panding. Outside of the El Dorado Land
Act area, located to the west, this PTMA
is also impacted by mining activities.

Piute Valley (FTMA 14)
General Location

PTMA 14 is located in southern Clark
County near the San Bernardino County,
California, border, between the Piute
and Newberry mountains. It is con-
nected to PTMAs 12 and 13 at its north-
ern edge and bisected by Highway 95.
Fort Mojave Lands—Colorado River
Commission is located immediately ad-
jacent to and south of the valley. Lake
Mead National Recreation Area is to the
east.

Formation of TMAs

" The establishment of TMAS must take
into account several factors, incduding
the fact that formation of TMAs is being

Habitat Acreage and Quality

PTMA 14 contains 146,239 acres of
habitat, all Category 1. Habitat quality
is good. It is connected to a large and
high density tortoise population’in
California.

Land Use Issues

Two major highways transect the PTMA,
Highways 95 and 163. Power lines bisect
the area, running paralle] with the high-
ways, and a fiber-optic line is

along Highway 95. Searchlight and Cal-
NevAri are significant and expanding
urban areas within the PTMAs, and
gaming development is planned for the
area near the intersection of Highways
95 and 163. Mining occurs throughout.
There are three BLM~designated grazing
allotments In the PTMA, two of which
are active. A portion of the Laughlin
OHV event area is located .in the
southern tip of the PTMA, and several
jeep tralls cross the western portion. A
small airfleld also is located in the center
of the PTMA, near Highway 95. Slg-
nificant competitive and casual OHV ac-
tvity occurred on each side of Highway
95 in this PTMA prior to the listing of the
tortoise, :

propésed as mitigation for incdental
take. Other key considerations are:




« Thebiological information available
about conditlons in a TMA must
support the contention that, with
prudent management, the area’s tor-
toise population is likely to persist;

» The nature and number of land uses
in a TMA must be such that adverse
impacts on the tortoise can be
eliminated or fully mitigated;

* The boundaries of a TMA must be
flexible enough to allow for
modifications as more is learned
about tortoises and TMA manage-
ment; and

+ The formation of a TMA must be
coordinated with the agencles
responsible for the management of
that Jand.

To address these concerns, a building
block approach will be taken to the es-
tablishment of TMAs. This approach en-
tails three interrelated steps:

. 1. Completion of the research and

studies required for both the Short-
Term HCP and the Long-Term HCP;

2. Identification of a reasonable unit of
measure for TMA building blocks;
and -

3. Coordination of the HCP with other
plans and studies, especially the RMP
being prepared by BLM.

The goal is to establish one or more
TMAs by means of the Short-Term HCF,
expand the size and /or number of those
TMAs through the Long-Term HCF, and
have the TMAs designated as ACECs in
the RMP being prepared by BLM.

HCP Research and Studies

As noted in the Desert Tortolse Profile
section, additional information about

tortoises and tortose habitatisneededto

develop management strategies that will
aid the species. Some of that informa-
tion will be provided through the
blological and land use analyses for the
Long-Term HCP. These analyses in-
dude: '

1. A survey of the historic and current
distribution of the tortoise in Clark
County and adjacent areas, based on
interviews, available literature, and
documentation;

2. Analysis of the ecology and life history
of the tortoise, including current ef-
fects of disease and predation, based
on avallable sdentific literature and
other gources; :

3. Identfication of current land uses in
each PTMA and selected historic
localities;

4. Identification of current federal land
use plans and management

guidelines;

5. Identification of current and planned
zoning, general plan designations,
and other information on nonfederal
lands in or adjacent to PTM As;

6. Definition of criteria to be met by
proposed conservation measiures;

7. Mapping of conservation area boun-
darles and other tortoise habitat areas;




8. Assessment of the viability of tortolse
populations within proposed TMAs;
and ‘

9. Preparation of a population vul-
nerability assessment to determine
minimum population sizes in TMAs.

Work completed to date on the above has
been included in this Short-Term HCP
and will be continued and expanded
with implementation of the HCP.

TMA Building Block
Concept

In addition to building on HCP research
and studies, the formation of TMAs will
begin with “building blocks” of tortoise
habitat. This concept was developed by
Dr. Michael Gilpin, in his minimum vi-
able population (MVP) analysls of the
desert tortoise in Clark County, included
as Appendix B of this Short-Term HCP.
In Appendix B, Gilpin demonstrates that
a reasonable basic building block of
habitat for protection of tortolses is

roughty 100,000 acres.
Minimum Viable Population Analysis

Gilpin determined that in order to
protect the desert tortoise in Clark
County, several viable populations will
have to be established. In order to do
this, it is necessary to first determine
what an MVP of desert tortoises is in this
area. The question “What is an MVP?" is
difficult to answer, since it requires data
that often are not collected for the rare

MVP is espedally difficult, not only be-
cause of the reason fust given but also
because the spedies has a long generation
time (at least 25 years), has a complex
demography not yet fully understood,
and is belng assaulted by some major
ecological factors (URDS, habitat frag-
mentation) to which it may not have
been previously exposed during its
evolut history. Some of the factors
Important in the MVP analysis for the
desert tortolse are discussed below.

Time Frame Considerations. The mini-
mum vlable population for an en-
dangered specles often Is defined by
answering the following questior: Will
2 population of size N have better than a
95 percent probability of being extant T
years from now? The minimum N for
which the answer to this question is yes
defines the MVP. Frequently, T is ex-
pressed as 100 or 200 years. However,
such Hme frames are particularly short
for the desert tortoise, since individuals
may Hve 100 years and genetic genera-
tion time is around 30 years. For pur-
poses of defining a reasonable building
block for TMAs, T has been set at 500
years. N has not yet been calculated for
tortoises in TMAs. However, based on
preliminary population estimates, Gil-
pin assumed that there are a minimum
of 20,000 adult tortoises in southern
Nevada.

Population Growth Rate Considera-
tions. Growth rates for tortoise popula-
tions vary from time to time and from
local population to local population.

and difficult-to-study spedes that end With variable growth rates comes the
up being listed. For the desert tortoise, ~ Possibility the population will have a
86




run of bad luck and will drop below the
threshold of extinction. Based on data
collected from 16 study plots over the
past decade, the mean growth rate for
the local tortoise population is 0.985.
This means that the population as a
whole is not increasing or replacing it-
self. Specifically, the data for the study
plots show some groups decreasing by
20 percent per year and some groups
Increasing by 15 percent. Assuming that
these growth rates continue, the mean
time to extinction for these populations
would be 505 years, not long by tortoise

standards. But if the mean growth rate

could raised from 0.985 to 1.000 (i.e., the
size of the population could be made
stable through conservation measures),
time to extinction would increase
fivefold to 2,474 years.

TMA Building Blocks

Based upon the above factors and others
important to an MVP analysis, for
habitat that supports 100 adult tortoises
per square mile, approximately 100,000
acres would be needed to support 20,000
adults for at Jeast 500 years (based on
current population trend data, 100,000~
acre blocks of habitat have a mean time
to extinction of about 500 years). It
should be noted that this conclusion ig-
nores the possibility of catastrophes and
spatia] structure considerations. Also,
additional research on population
dynamics of tortoises is required. None-
theless, the MVP analysis shows that a
reasonable basic building block for
protection of desert tortoise habitat is on
the order of 100,000 acres of contiguous
tortoise habitat.

Coordination with Other
Plans and Studies

Finally, selectior and management of
TMAs will be coordinated with other
plans and studies currently under way
or likely to be initinted in the near future.
These include:

1. Preparation of an RMP by BLM for the
entire Las Vegas District Stateline Re-
source Area; -

2. Injtlation of a grazing study by BLM

to determine the effects of livestock
grazing on the desert tortoise and
other species of concern;

3. Potential amendments to the Caliente
Resource Area MFP that may be re-
quired to conserve tortoise habitat
contiguous with areas in Clark County;

4. Conservation plans prepared for habi-
tat areas in adjacent areas of Califor-
nia, Utah, Arizona, and Nevada;

5. Recovery plans prepared by USFWS
for the desert tortoise in all or parts of
its range;

6. HCPs for other or multiple species
within Clark County; and

7. Other plans and studies that are likely
to be undertaken within Clark County
by local government, the sclentific
community, and private developers.
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Chapter Five

Conservation and Mitigation

Measures

This section of the HCP specifies:

» The location and level of incidental
take for which a Section 10{a)X1)(B)
permit is being sought,

+ Steps that will be taken to minimize
and monitor the impacts of that take,
and

« Conservation measures that will be
implemented to mitigate the im-
pacts of take.

It also identifies the parties responsible
for Implementation and enforcement, re-

levels and sources of funding,
and alternatives to the proposed take
that were considered.

Loéation and Level of Incidental Take

Clark County and the Cities of Las
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, and
Boulder City are seeking a Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit for the incidental take
of desert tortoise within a portion of Las
Vegas Valley for a three-year period.

Permit Area and Period
Permit Area

The area covered by the Section
10(a)(1)XB) permit will be limited to non-
federal lands within the boundaries
mapped in this HCP (Figure 12). In
general, this area includes lands within
the cities of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas,
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Henderson, and Boulder City; the unin-
corporated towns of Sunrise Manor, East
Las Vegas, Winchester, Paradise, and
Spring Valley; and portions of the un-
incorporated areas of Lone Mountain
and Enterprise. The area covers approxi-
mately 299,700 acres, of which about
200,000 acres are privately owned lands.
Over 90,000 acres of these private lands
contain existing urban development.

"I‘hlspernﬂtareahasbeenpropoaedbe—

cause it is outside of PTMAs and conse-
quently will not affect the formation of
TMAs. The tortoise habitat that is in-
cluded within the permit area has al-
ready been degraded and fragmented by
existing land uses, and it contains most
but not all urban development in Clark
County. -

Permit Perlod

The permit period will be limited to
three years or completion of the Long-
Term HCP, whichever occurs first.
Authorization for incldental take will be
valid only during the three-year permit
period. Advance approval of take that
would occur after the permit period will
not be allowed. In addition, no take will
be allowed until thresholds for the estab-
lishment of TMAs are met (discussed
later in this chapter).

This permit period has been proposed
because it imposes a time limit that will
further restrict the amount of take that
occurs, provides an incentlve to com-
plete the long-term HCP, and acknowl-
edges the time required for BLM to
complete the RMP.

Estimated Level of Take

Over the permit period, the level of take
is expected tobe between 1,788 and 3,710
tortoises. This estimate i5 based on the
assumptions regarding development
trends, tortoise habitat, and tortoise
populations in the permit area listed
below.

Habitat Conditions in the Permit Area

Desert tortolse habitat in the permit area
has been severely affected by existing
development and human activities (see
Appendixes B and C). Specifically,
habitat has been fragmented by the
proliferation of roads and scattered
urban land uses and degraded by dump-
ing, off-road vehicle use, vandalism, and
vehicle traffic. The TAC also supports
these findings. Incidence of URDSin Las
Vegas Valley is extensive (see Appendix
B). For these reasons, the MVP analysis .
presented in Appendix B notes that

habitat in the Las Vegas Valley will

probably not support a viable tortoise
population in the long term.

In general, habitat conditions in the Per-
mit Area are summarized below:

1. Where roads and urban development
have been in place for several years,
some tortolses persist but the frag-
ments of remaining habitat have been
severely degraded;

2. Where roads and development are
new, the islands of remaining habitat
are relatively larger and contain more
tortoises. However, these areas are
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already subject to impacts that negate
their long-term viability; and

3. Even if all development were immedi-
ately halted in the permit area and the
most stringent management measures
applied to the remaining habitat, the
extirpation of the tortoise population
in the permit area is likely to occur due
to cumulative affects of existing
impacts.

The condition of tortoise habitat around
the perimeter of the permit area is
described in Appendix C, Field Recon-
naissance of the Permit Area, by Alice
Karl, In general, Karl found that habitat
quality along the permit area perimeter
Is largely only fair or poor (i.e., it sup-
ports low densities of tortoises at best).
The poorest habitat {s along the eastern
and northern borders. Moderate or bet-
ter habitat (.e., supporting densities in
excess of about 35 tortoises/square mile)
is found along the southern and western
borders.

Habitat Coreidor

The permit boundary shown in Figure 12
would foreclose the option of a habitat
ocorridor on the west side of the Las Vegas
Valley connecting populations located
north and south of Las Vegas. However,
it is the opinion of the TAC, blologists
that are consultants to this Short-Term
HCP, and eminent conservation
biologists Dr. Peter Brussard and
Dr. Michael Gilpin that the areas north
and south of Las Vegas have already
been decoupled by the intervening urba-
nization swrounding Las Vegas. Also,

o4

included in this determination are the
following:

1. The areas north and west of Las Vegas
Valley are ineffective as corridors;

2. The urban impacts associated with Las

Vegas growth have already rendered
the corridor ineffective;

3. Genetic exchange can be accom-
plished mechanically;

4. Gene flow that occurs now through
the area is likely negligible; and

5. Other corridors may exist around the
Las Vegas Valley.

Estimated Loss of Tortoise Habitat

The amount of land likely to be
developed in the permit area betwween
1991 and 1994 has been estimated at
22,352 acres. This estimate is based on
the assumption that the amount of
developed land in the permit area will
total 99,324 acres in 1991 and will in-
crease at an annual rate of seven percent.
These assumptons are consistent with
recent growth trends in the Las Vegas
Valley, where the amount of developed
land increased seven percent annually
between 1979 and 1986. Not all develop-
ment in the permit area will be on tor-
toise habitat (see Appendix C).
However, for purposes of calculating
levels of take, it has been assumed that
22,352 acres of occupied tortoise habitat
could be lost over the permit perlod.
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Estimated Level of Tortolse Take

The amount of take expected over the
permit period has been estimated to be
between 1,788 to 3,710 tortoises.

1. The 1,788 estimate is based on the as-
sumption that the permit. area as a
whole is low-density tortoise habitat.
Estimated population densities for
such habitat in Clark County range
from 0.03 to 0.08 tortolse per acre.
Using the high end of this range (0.08
tortoise per acre), the number of tor-
toises on 22,352 acres was calculated
to be 1,788.

2. The 3,710 estimate takes into account
pockets of higher-density habitat in
the permit area. Solely for the pur-
pose of estimating take, it was as-
sumed that 20 percent of the 22,352
acres would be high-density habitat
(0.16 to 0.39 tortoise per acre), 30 per-
cent would be medium-density (0.08
to 0.16 tortolse per acre), and 50 per-
cent would be low-density. Using the
high end of each density estimate, the
level of take was calculated tobe 3,710
tortoises [(0.39 tortoise x 4,470 acres) +
(0.16 tortoise x 6,706 acres) + (0.08 tor-
toise x 11,176 acres)].

Altermative Calculation of Take

As an alternative to the above calcula-
tions, a habitat density of 0.14 tortolse

per acre was assumed for the entire per-
mit area. This density is based on the
number of tortolses collected (475) and
number of acres cleared (3,300) in Las
Vegas Valley as of August of 1990 In
connection with a sclentific collection
permit for research purposes. Under
this approach, the estimated level of take
is 3,129 tortoises (0.14 tortolse x 22,352
acres). Under the research permit men-
tioned above, the maximum number of
tortoises to be found on 11 par-
cels of land was estimated to total §71;
tortoises actually collected totaled 841.
Therefore, this approach is considered to
be falrly accurate.

Percentage of Tortoises Affected by
Take .
The total number of tortoises in the Clark

County region is not known. However,
for the purpose of evaluating potential

‘impacts of take, the number within

PTMAs has been estimated to be be-
tween 80,000 and 160,000. This estimate
is based on the density ranges (tortoises
per acre) assigned to categories of
habitat in the PTMAs. Weighed against
the 80,000 estimate, the expected level of

- take would be the equivalentof 22 to 4.6

percent of the PTMA tortoise popula-
tion. Welghed against the 160,000 es-
timate, take would be the equivalent of
1.1 to 2.3 percent of the PTMA total.




Measures to Minimize and Monitor Impacts of

Take

To minimize and monitor the impacts of
the inddental take on the species, a com-
bination of permit conditions and enfor-
cement measures will be implemented in
the permit area. The conditions and
measures include tortolse survey and
removal requirements, tortoise place-
ment efforts, project review and
monitoring, and a public information
program. These provisions are in addi-

tion to limitations on the permitareaand

period, and measures to mitigate the im-
pacts of take.

Tortoise Survey and
Removal Requirements

The primary purpose of the tortoise sur-
vey and removal requirements is to min-

imize the impact of-take by using
reasonable and prudent measures to
remove most tortoises from harm’s way
and maximizing efforts to place them in
research, relocation, zoo, education, and
adoption programs. Itis anticipated that
most, but perhaps not all, tortoises will
be removed as a result of the survey and
removal ures; however, a few tor-
toises may be inadvertently destroyed as
a result of land development. The sur-
vey and removal requirements represent

a reasonable and prudent effort to .

remove a5 many tortoises as possible
from harm’s way. The requirements also
provide a way to document and monitor
actual levels of take.

1. A proponent of a project within the
permit area, except as stated under
exclusionary zones and criteria below,
must survey for and remove tortoises
from his or her prior to dis-
turbing the site by grading, develop-
ment, or other means. It is important

to note that tortoise survey and.

removal requirements are also ap-
plicable to public utility projects, road
improvements, or other su projects,
even though these types of projects do
not require a development permit
from a local jurisdiction (but do im-
pact private lands); If these types of
projects affect public lands, the Sec-
tion 7 consultation process applies.

a. Tortolse surveys and removal will

- be conducted at the project pro-
ponent’s expense, by a party of his
or her choosing, and according to
protocols developed by the TAC for
this HCP (Appendix D).

b. A project proponent’s compliance
with the survey and removal re-

ts will be documented on
a HCP Compliance Form that will
be available at City and County of-
fices (see Appendix D), The form
has three parts: (1) a project iden-
tification and signature page that
must be completed for all projects
in the permit area, including those
exempt from survey and removal

requirements; (2) a form for report-
- ing the results of the tortoise
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survey; and (3) a form for reporting
the results of tortoise removal. In
consideration of the administrative
costs assoclated with processing
tortoise survey forms, the County
and Cities will establish an ad-
ministrative fee not to exceed $25
per single-family residence and $50
for all other development.

¢. A project proponent’s compliance
with the survey and removal re-
quiremnents also will be subject to
various levels of audit (Figure 13).
The audits will be conducted by
NDOW, and projects will be
selected for audit on a random
basis. Funds for the audits are in-
cluded in the HCP implementation
budget.

2. Survey results will be reported on the
HCP Compliance form and will be
considered valid for 30 days. After 90
days, a new survey must be com-
pleted prior to removal of tortoises or
to disturbance of the property.

a. If the survey indicates that tortoises
are not on the property, the com-
pleted survey form will be sub-
mitted to the appropriate local
agency. The completed form will
be held by the local agency for one
week, during which the survey
findings will be to audit. If
selected, the audit of the findings
wiil be completed within one week
after the form has been submitted.
If the findings are found to be invatid,
a new survey will be required,

under the direct supervision of
'NDOW.

b. If the survey indicates that tortolses
are on the property, the project
proponent shall arrange for the
removal of the tortoises and notify
the tortoise transfer facility in writ-
Ingatleast 10 daysin advance of the

" collection. During the 10-day
period, the project may be selected
for in-field inspection of collection
procedures.

¢. If a project proponent wishes to sur-
vey for and collect tortoises at the
same time, the tortoise transfer
facility must be notified in writing
at least 10 days in advance. During
the 10-day period, the project may
be selected for in-field inspection of
survey and collection procedures.

3. The results of a tortoise removal will
be reported on the HCP compliance
form and will be considered valid for
60 days. However, once the tortolse
removal process is complete, any tor-
toises found on the property shall be
oollected also. After 60 days, a new
survey and, if necessary, a second
collection will be required prior to
disturbance.

a. All tortoises removed from
ties covered by the Section
10{a}{1XB) permit will be delivered
to a single tortoise transfer facllity.

b. The project proponent will pay the
tortoise transfer facllity a flat fee to
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Project Proposed Within 10{a) Permit Area
is Ready to Apply for Land Development Permit

Project Proponent
Secures Comptiance Form
I

i :
Isin Meets
1 T ]

HCP Form Part 1
and Detivered

to Local Agency

:
HCP Forms Parts 1 & 2
W%mww Tmmmy
i —3
HCP Comptliance Form Part 1  HCP Compliance Forms Collection (Audit)

to County for 1 Week (Audit) :
* ; e
County Compiles Information Locs! Agency Signs and Delivers ) z

Local Agency Holds

I HCP Compliance Forms to County

Tortoise Transfer Facility
Signs HCP Comptiance Forms
I )

HCP Forma
Deﬂvuedhloulésu_q

—1

Local Signs Off & Delivers
HCP Comp Forms to County

County Prepares
Monthly Monitoring Report

FIGURE 13. OVERVIEW OF HCP COMPLIANCE PROCESS FOR PROJECTS WITHIN 10(a) PERMIT AREA
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cover handling expenses at the
facility.

¢. Upon delivery of the tortoises, an
authorized representative of the
transfer facility will countersign the
removal form, which then will be
submitted to the appropriate local
agency, together with the survey
form.

d. All tortoises shall be kept and main-
tained at the transfer fadlity in a
clean, orderly, and humane manner
for a period which shall not be less
than three days nor more than five
days (the holding period).

e. The tortoises will be delivered from
the tortoise transfer facility only to
such persons, firms, and entities as
directed by NDOW or USFWS.

f. Those tortoises that the transfer
facility has not been directed to
deliver pursuant to e above shall be
humanely euthanized after the

holding period has expired.
g Accurate records will be kept and

maintained regarding all tortoises

which have been accepted, deliv-
ered, or euthanized by the tortoise
transfer facility.

4. Projects excluded from the survey and

removal requirement are limited to
those within exclusionary zones and
those outside of exclusionary zones
but which meet exclusionary criteria.

a. The exclusionary zones are those
mapped In this Short-Term HCP
(Figures 14 through 17b). These
zones encompass highly urbanized
lands that do notinclude significant
amounts of undeveloped tortolse
habitat and very little likelihood
that tortoises are present. The three
zones that have been mapped in-
clude portions of the clties of Las
Vegas, North Las Vegas, Hender-
son, and Boulder City and portions
of the unincorporated towns of
Sunrise Manor, Winchester, Para-
dise, and East Las Vegas.

b. Exclusionary criteria are limited to
reconstruction of any structure
damaged or destroyed by fire or
other natural causes and rehabili-
tation or remodeling of existing
structures or existing off-site
improvements.

¢ .Should tortoises be found on
property within exclusionary zones
or on sites that meet exclusionary
criteria, collection services will be
provided on request at no cost. A
hotline number will be established
for such requests and will be hand-
led through the tortoise transfer
facdlity. Funds for the hotline and

. collection service are included in
the HCP implementation budget.

Tortoise Placement Efforts

Fina] disposition of collected tortolses
will be overseen by NDOW and USFWS,
who, working with the Implementation
and Monitoring Committee, will screen
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and authorize requests for tortoises for
research, relocation programs, zoos,
museum exhibits, educationa) facdilities,
and adoption programs.

1. To assist the screening process and
maximize efforts to place tortoises, an
HCP Implementation and Monitoring
Committee will be formed to evaluate
proposals and maintain a current list
of options.

2. Funds also are included in the HCP
implementation budget for research
and studies aimed at helping the tor-
toise persist and recover in the wild
(see Tortoise Research and Relocation
Program).

3. Every reascnable effort will be made
to place tortoises delivered to the
transfer facility; euthanasia will be
used only when no feasible option is
available.

4. Collected tortoises will be placed In
projects and programs only with the
explicit authorization of NDOW or
USFWS; the tortoise transfer facility
will not have the authority to make
such dedsions.

5. Except for the handling costs paid by
the project proponent on delivery of
the tortoises, the cost of placing tor-
toises will be borne entirely by the
party proposing to use them. That
party also will be responsible for
(a) securing advance authorization
from NDOW or USFWS, (b) making
all arrangements to move the tortoises
from the transfer facility, and (c) mark-
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ing the received tortoises for identi-
flcation purposes in a way prescribed
by USFWS or NDOW.

6. An official certificate will be devel-
oped by wildlife agencies so recipients
of tortoises will have proof of legal
acquisition and/or possession.

7. A record of the final tion of the
collected tortolses will be maintained
by the transfer facllity and provided to
the HCP Implementation and Monl-

toring Committee on a monthly basis,

Project Review and
Monitoring Process

For all projects in the permit area, the
HCP Compliance Form must be com-

pleted before disturbance of the site by
grading, building, or other means {s al-
lowed to proceed. This includes public
utility projects, road improvement
projects, or other similar that do
not require a development permit from
a local jurisdiction (but do Impact
private lands); if public lands are af-
fected by these projects, the Section 7
consultation process applies. Once ac-

by the local agency, the form will
be held undl the agency has authorized
site disturbance; the form then will be
sent to a central flle that will be estab-
lished and maintained by the County

over the permit perlod.

" 1. If the project is excluded from the tor-

toise survey/removal requirements,
" the local agency with land use
authority will sign the form to verify
the exclusion and, when it has




authorized disturbance of the site,
send the form to the contral file.

2. Ifthe project requires a survey and the
survey indicates no presence of tor-
toises, the compliance form must be
signed by the person who conducted
the survey and the completed survey
form must be attached. The two forms
will be held for one week, during
which the results of the survey will be

subject to audit..

3.If the project requires a survey and
tortoise removal, the compliance form
must be signed by the person who
conducted the survey and an
authorized representative of the tor-
toise transfer facility. The HCP Com-
pliance Form then will be submitted
to the local agency and sent to the
central file after that agency has
authorized disturbance of the site.

4. Forms sent to the central file will be
used to compile monthly reports.
USFWS also will use the forms to
audit the compliance of local agencies
with project review and reporting
requirements.

_5. Compliance monitoring and quality
controls are built into the protocols for
tortoise surveys, removal, and the
audit of forms and procedures.
Specific quality control and corrective
measures are as follows.

a. If an audit reveals that tortoises are
present where a survey states no
obvious signs were found, the

project proponent will be required

to select another party to conducta
new survey. The new survey and
any required removal of tortoises
will be conducted under the direct
of NDOW and will be .
scheduled at its convenlence.
NDOW may charge a fee to cover
its expenses for scheduling and
conducting the additional survey.

b.If an.in-field inspection indicates
that collection is not proceeding ac-
cording to the required protocol,
the collection will be haited and the
project proponent will be required
to select another party to do the
collection. The new collection will
be conducted under the direct su-
pervision of NDOW and will be
scheduled at its convenience. :

¢ If an audit indicates that a survey or
removal form has been intentionally
falsified, the project will be excuded
from coverage by the Section
10(aX1XB) permit for the duration
of the permit period. Moreover, if
take occurred on such property, it
was not incidental! to an otherwise
lawful activity and will be referred
directly to USFWS for prosecution
under the terms of the federal ESA.
Violations of the Section 9 of the
ESA are punishable by fines of up
to $25,000 for each instance of take
and by sentences up to six months

In jail.

d. Finally, if the partidpating local
governments fail to require HCP
Compliance Forms prior to autho-
rization of disturbance of the land
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or fail to make such forms available
for random audits and monitoring
reports, USFWS will have grounds
to suspend or revoke the 10{a)(1)(B)
permit within the defaulting

jurisdiction.

6. Based on information recorded on the
forms sent to the central file, the County
will compile monthly reports on ac-
tual numbers of tortoises take and
habitat loss.

a. The reports will be submitted to the
HCP Implementation and Monitor-
ing Committee, the HCP Steering
Committee, and USFWS for review
and will measure cumulative totals
of take against the estimated levels
and conservation thresholds, which
are discussed in detail in the
Measures to Mitgate the Impacts of
Take section of this chapter. The
purpose for these thresholds is to
ensure that 400,000 acres of desert
tortoise habitat will be preserved at
the end of the three-year permit
period.

b. Should the report indicate that take
has exceeded the originally stated
or revised estimates or that it has
occurred without due progress in

meeting conservation thresholds,
USFWS would have grounds to
suspend or revoke the Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit.

Public Information Program

A public information program also will
be conducted in the permit area to:

1. Advise local residents of the
and conditions of the Section
10(a)(1)(B) permit and the reasons for
establishing TMAs;

2. Promote use of the hotline and collec-
tion service within the exclusionary
zones;

3. Provide educational materials (in-
cluding one or more short videos) and
sponsor workshops on tortoise survey
and removal protocols;

4. Distribute information on and help
promote tortoise adoption programs
for tortolses incldentally taken under
the Section 10(a)1XB) permit; and

5. Promote a better understanding
among the general public about the
needs and plight of the desert tortoise.

Measures to Mitigate Impacts of Take

To mitigate the impacts of actual take on
the species, a combination of measures
outside and within the permit area will
be implemented. These measures indude
conservation of tortoise habitat in poten-
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tal tortolse management areas, manage-
ment and monitoring of conserved
habitat, iniiation of a tortoise research
and relocation program, and imposition
of a mitigation fee on projects in the
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permitarea. The primary purpose of the
mitigation and conservation measures is

to offset the take of tortoises and loss of
habitat in the permit area by enhancing
the spedes’ chances for survival and
recovery in the wild.

Conservation of Tortoise
Habitat

As mitigation for the impacts of take in
the permit area, at least 400,000 acres of

tortoise habitat within PTMAs will be

preserved and managed as conserved
habitat over the permit period.

Definition of Conserved Habitat
For purposes of this HCP, conserved

habitat is defined as tortoise habitat that
is being preserved and managed for the

* specific benefit of the tortoise. To be

counted as conserved habitat, the area in

question must meet the following condi-

Hons:

1. Grazing permits must be acquired;

2. It must be within one of the PTMAs
identified in this HCP or be approved
by USFWS as suitable for inclusion in
aTMA;

3. Land use controls must be in place to
restrict or eliminate those uses with
adverse effects on the tortoise (see
Land Use Controls below);

4. Adequate funding must be available
for the ongoing management of the
area;

5. TMAs should be designed to have an
area of habitat adequate to support
viable populations of desert tortolses
or be modified through management
to meet this goal; and

6. TMAs should be designed to minl-
mize land use conflicts including
roads, urbanization, and so on.

Amount, Location, and Timing of
Habitat Conservation

As stated in Chapter 4, 100,000 acres of
tortoise habitat has been identified as an

te building block for TMAs.
The building-block concept has been
used here to set conservation thresholds
over the permit period.

1. At least 100,000 acres of conserved
habitat will be established within
either of two priority areas (PTMAs 2
and 6 and PTMAs 12 to 14) before any
take is allowed in the permit area.

2. At least 200,000 acres of conserved
habitat will be established by the end
of the first year of the permit after take
is allowed.

3. At least 300,000 acres of conserved
habitat will be established before take
exceeds 2,000 tortoises or habitat loss
exceeds 13,000 acres.

4. At least 400,000 acres of conserved
habitat will be established, with at
least 200,000 acres in either of the two
priority areas, before take exceeds
3,500 tortoises or habitat loss exceeds
18,000 acres.
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5. Due progress in meeting these
thresholds will be reported monthly.

The 400,000 acres of conserved habitat
proposed to be protected for the tortoise
equals 23 percent of the 1,764,285 acres
in the PTMAs (Figure 18). It also trans-
lates into a mitigation ratio of 18 acres
conserved for every 1 acre lost in the

permit area.

Because commercial and competitive
OHYV events may be permitted in portions
of PTMA 12, each acre of conserved
habitat within that PTMA shall be
treated as 0.75 acre, for purposes of cal-
culated conserved habitat under this sec-
tion. Any area disturbed by new mining
activity will not be counted towards con-
served habitat. Additionally, any area
that is utilized for the purposes of a graz-
ing study will not-be counted towards
conserved habitat.

Land Use Controls

The following land use controls will

apply In conserved habitat:

1. Grazing will be eliminated through
the acquisition of grazing permits
from willing sellers. Funds for such
acquisitions are included in the HCP
implementation budget. TINC has
been identified as the acquisition
agent, representing the Section
10(a1XB) permit applicants. Once
these grazing permits have been ac-
quired, TNC will apply for non-use of
these permits annually, as required by
BLM. BLM will authorize non-use for
conservation and protection purposes
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for base property owners who have
grazing privileges in the identified

The approved non-use will
not be activated (i.e., grazing will not
be permitted during the non-use
period) on those allotments until a
definitive study of livestock/desert
tortoise interrelationships has been
completed that would sclentifically
demonstrate that livestock grazing
can be conducted under conditions
that will Improve desert tortoise
habitat and not jeopardize recovery of
the species. Grazing will not be per-
mitted by the National Park Serviceon
those lands within the PTMAs where

permits have been acquired.

2 With the exception of the El Dorado
PTMA (PTMA 12), competitive and
comumercial events will be prohibited.
Through emergency closure, OHV
designations within the conserved
habitat will be changed to allow non-
competitive and noncommercial ac-
tivity on designated roads and trails
only. The delineation of designated
roads and trails may be modified as
necessary to meet desert tortoise
objectives and management needs.
Competitive events would be allowed
within PTMA 12 on exdsting courses.
Such competitive events would be
strictly monitored and policed by
BLM and NDOW and evaluated by
the HCP Implementation and
Monitoring Committee. If it is deter-
mined that the desert tortolse is nega-
tively impacted by such events, these
events will no longer be allowed.
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3. Intensive recreation uses of any kind
(excluding OHV use) will be restricted
to existing areas currently designated
for that purpose. Such areas shall not
be expanded.

4. Mining claims will be reviewed by
BLM for validity on an as-needed
basis (existing claims by law retain
valid rights), and Section 7 consulta-
tions will be conducted on all mining
plans of operations.

5. Landfills will be restricted to existing
sites, and new or expanded ones will
notbe allowed. The area of an existing
landfill will not be counted as con-
served habitat.

6. Prior to permitting a new or modified
land use, the requirements of the
Counci]l on Environmental Quality
shall be fully complied with. In par-
ticular, all environmental documents,
as well as biological assessments. re-
quired for Section 7 consultations,
shall, in addition to analyzing the
direct and indirect effects of a pro-
posed action, analyze the incremental
impact of the action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless
of whatagency (federal or nonfederal)
or person undertakes such other ac-
tions (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8).

7. In the event it is determined that any
land use within a TMA is having an
adverse effect upon the recovery of the
desert tortoise, nothing in this HCP is
intended to preclude the federal land
manager from instituting or imposing

additional restrictions and prohibi-
tions with respect to that land use, and
it is anticipated that in such case, the
federal land manager would institute
such restrictions and prohibitions.

Acquisition of Grazing Permits

mencqulsltionofgrazingpermltsﬁom
willing sellers will be a primary focus of
conservation efforts during the permit

period.

1. The HCP implementation budget in-
cludes $2 million for acquisition of

grazing permits and base property
within PTMAs.

2. Priority will be given to acquisition of
grazing permits in areas with Cate-
gory 1 or 2 tortoise habitat. In areas
where blocks of conserved habitat have
been established, aoquisition of permits
for adjacent habitat (including Cate-
gory 3habitat) will be given exqual priority.

3. TNC will be the acquisition agent and
will negotiate transactions with will-
ing sellers. Appropriaton of funds
for such transactions will be subject to
the review of the HCP Implementa-
tion and Monitoring Committee and
the HCP Steering Committee and
authorization by the Clark County
Board of Commissioners.

Priority Conservation Areas
Two priority areas have been identified
for the establishment and expansion of

the first TMA building blocks, PTMAs 2
and 6 and PTMAs 12 to 14 (Figure 19),
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The size and configuration of 8 TMA in
elther or both of these areas, or in any
other PTMA, will on the amount
and location of habitat within the area
that can be meet the conditions of con-
served habitat as defined above.

1. The amount of tortolse habitat in
PTMAs 2 and 6 has been estimated at
450,288 acres, including 308,839 acres
of Category 1 and 2 habitat. Category
3 habitat is located In the north-
western portion PTMA 2 and covers
approximately 141,449 acres. Habitat
in these PTMAs has been designated
as a priority area because it:

» Contains more than one local tor-
toise population, including groups
representing the northernmost ex-
tent of the tortoise’s current range;

s Isrelatively undisturbed, compared
with other PTMAs;

» Is adjacent to other Category 1 and
2 habitat that could be added to a
TMA established in the area; and

» Is relatively remote from the urban-
ized portions of Las Vegas Valley.

2. The amount of tortoise habitat in
PTMAs 12, 13, and 14 has been es-
timated at 436,073 acres, induding
241,640 acres of Category 1 and 2
habitat. The area has an estimated
194,353 acres of Category 3 habitat in
PTMA 12, of which approximately
115,000 acres is scheduled for sale to
the State of Nevada. Habitat in these
PTMAs has been designated as a
priority area because it:

» Contains one of the three distinct
genetic groups of tortoises iden-
tified in Clark County;

» Is located entirely within Clark -

County and the area covered by the
" RMP;

¢ Indudes areas that have been the
focus of detailed studies; and

» Is connected to habitat that contains
the largest important population of
tortolses in California.

Management of Conserved
Habitat

Active management of a conserved area
will begin when a TMA bullding block
has been established. Funds forongoing -
management will be provided througha
trust fund that will be established during
the permit period.

Definition of TMA Building Block

As defined in Chapter 4, a “TMA bulld-
ing block” is an area of contiguous tor-
tolse habitat roughly 100,000 acres in
size. The actual size of such a TMA will
depend on habitat conditions and the
level of management proposed. For
planning purposes, however, 100,000
acres has been established as the basic
unit.

- Components of Management

Management of conserved habitat will
include three components: (1) physical
maintenance, (2) enforcement of land
use controls, and (3) biological mondtor-
ing of the area.
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1. Physical maintenance of conserved
habitat, including any required signs
and fendng, will be the responsibility
of the federal land manager. If the
conserved area includes land
managed by more than one agency,
maintenance will be coordinated
among those agencies through a

cooperative agreement.
2. Enforcement of land use controls, in-

cluding regular patrols, will be the -

responsibility of the federal land
manager. If the conserved habitat
area includes land managed by more
than one agency, enforcement will be
coordinated among those agencies
through a cooperative agreement.

3. Biological monitoring of the area shall
also be the responsibility of the federal
land manager and shall indude, but
not be limited to:

» TMA mapping and inventory;

+ Tortoise monitoring and census;

» Habitat monitoring and evalua-
tion;

+ Evaluation of public land use ac-
tivities and the effects they are
having upon tortoise habitat;

« Monitoring of other spedes of con-

cern; and
* Predator monitoring.

Armmual TMA Management Plan

1. Because management and each of the

three components comprise a sig-
nificant aspect of the mitigation re-
quired pursuant to this HCF, each of
the federal land managers will
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prepare an annual management plan
and report in consultation with the
USFWS and in coordination with
Clark County through its Implemen-
tation and Monitoring Committee.
The plan ghall be submitted to the
USFWS and shall address

management plans and programs for
the coming year as well as a report
evaluating management actions im-
posed or continued during the previ-
Ous year, in order that the USFWS may
ensure that the terms of this HCP and
the 10(a)(1)(B) permit are being ful-
filled. As part of the annual plan and
report, the federal land managers
shall prepare and submit a budget for
the management of the TMAs under
its control, which shall outline, among
other things, what portion shall be
funded by the federal land manager,
what portion it intends to seek from
Section 7 mitigation funds, and what
portion it intends to seek as sup-
plemental funding from the HCP
funds administered by Clark County.

2 While it is clear that the federal iand

managers have the responsibility to
both plan for and implement the re-
quired management within TMAs,
both the BLM and the NFS recognize
the substantial interest that Clark
County and the Cities have in assur-
ing that the Section 10(a}(1X(B) permit
is not suspended or revoked. With
that interest in mind, the federal land
managers have agreed that they will
meet regularly with the Clark County
HCP Implementation and Monitoring
Committee and that the committee will
play an important role in providing




input in the formulation and evalua-
tion of the annual management plan.
In addition, the federal land managers
have agreed that, except for emergen-
cy situations that require immediate
action, all proposals for maintenance,
enforcement of land use controls, and
blological monitoring of the TMAs,
incduding research projects (design,
requests for proposals, interim and
final reports, and evaluations), shall
be presented to and reviewed by that

committee on behalf of the County - .

and the Cities prior toimplementation
or acceptance by the federalland man-
agers. Notwithstanding the agree-
ment of the federal land managers to
_ cooperate and coordinate in the for-
mulation, implementation, and evalu-
ation of management plans for the
TMAs and to submitannual plans and
budgets to the committee and the
USFWS, final dedsions regarding all
aspects of the formulaton and im-
plementation of the annual manage-
ment plan as well as the management

of the land shall remain the sole -

province of the federal land manager.

Funding for Management of Con-
served Habitat

To assist ongoing management of con-
served habitat, a $3,125,000 trust fund
will be established. .

1. Assuming an eight percent yield, the
$3,125,000 trust fund would provide
$250,000 for implementation of the an-
nual TMA management plan. These
monies will be used to cover the cost
of specific measures in the plan and

will be in additlon to, not instead of,
amounts budgeted by BLM and NPS
or other agendies for the management
of TMAs. As with other HCP mondes,
the trust fund will be administered by
the Clark County Board of Commis-
sioners.

2. Funds In the HCP implementation
budget for the tortolse research and
relocation program also may be used
during the permit period for work
directly related to TMA management,
subject to review by the HCP

Implementation and Monitoring
Committee.

Tortoise Research and
Relocation Program

Conservation and management of
400,000 acres of tortolse habitat is the
primary mitigation proposed to offset the
impacts of take. As additional mitiga-
tion, & tortoise research and relocation
program will be implemented to en-
hance the sdentific basis for the design
and management of TMAS. The research
conducted through this program will be
evaluated, reviewed, and monitored by
the HCP Implementation and Monitor-
ing Comumittee.

Focus and Punding of Program

The tortolse research and relocation pro-
gram will focus on data, studies, and
fleld work aimed at improving the tor-
toise’s chances of survival and recovery
in the wild. A geographic information
system database will be utllized to as-
similate and analyze the blological and
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land use data collected during research
studies. This information will then be
applied to land management techniques
recommended in the annual mana
ment plan. Over the permit period,
$500,000 will be allocated for the re-
search program.

Program Components and Priorities

The program will give priority to studies
that focus on the effects of domestic live-
stock grazing and grazing by wild hor-

_ ses and burros, tortoise predators,

tortoise genetics, the reintroduction of
tortoises into suitable habitat, and tor-
toise demography and dispersal. Other
research and studies will be undertaken
to the degree that funding is available.

Grazing Study. Grazing by domestic
livestock and wild horses and burros is
believed to result in competition be-
tween tortoises and animals for
food, trampling of tortolses and bur-
rows, change in the composition of floral
specles, and other ecological impacts.
To help resolve the debate over the level
of such impacts, 2 grazing study will be
initiated, possibly within a conserved

"habitat area. Use of a portion of con-

served habitat is recommended because
the land use controls on such areas will
provide a way to further isolate and
monitor the specific effects of grazing on
the tortoise. The study will be
designed to assess the individual level of
grazing impacts on tortoise physiology,
behavior, reproduction, and other
biological parameters, and monitor the
effects on tortoise populations in control
and experimental areas over a five to
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seven year period. The grazing study
will be closely coordinated with and
complimentary to the BLM's proposed
livestock grazing study.

Predator Suroey. Reports from Califor-

nia indicate that ravens are preying -

selectively on younger tortoises and the
level of predation is affecting the num-
ber of tortoises that survive to become
reproducing adults. Other reports also
suggest that predation by coyotes has
increased in certain areas. To determine
if raven or coyote predation is a problem
in southern Nevada and, if so, how best
to reduce it, a predator survey will be
conducted in and adjacent to the
PTMAs. This study will survey roads,
powerlines, and other features for raven
and coyote presence and density; ex-
amine raven perch and nest sites for tor-
toise shells; monitor waste disposal sites,
landfills, and other human activity areas
that may attract ravens or other
predators; and study the ecology, be-
havior, development, and learning of
ravens, with emphasis on their potential
role as tortoise predators.

Genetic Suroey. Preliminary mito-
chondrial DNA studies have indicated
that there are three genetic subunits of
desert tortolse in Clark County. How-
ever, the studies provide little informa-
tion on the hical boundaries of
the units and the genetic structure of
tortoise populations. To ensure that the
TMAs preserve genetic diversity and to
provide data necessary for tortoise
relocation studies, a detailed analysis of
gene flow, genetic structure, and effec-
tive population size will be conducted.

i
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This analysis will sample 15to 30 tortoise
populations throughout the county,
analyze the samples for mitochondrial
DNA and allozymes, determine
relationships between tortolse popula-
tions north and south of the Las Vegas
Valley, and establish geographical boun-
daries for genetic subunits.

Tortoise Relocation Study. Can wild
tortoises be reintroduced into suitable
habitat, and can relocation be used to
help the species survive and recover?
The tortoise relocation study proposesto
help answer these questions and provide
a placement option for tortoises
removed from the permit area. Spedifi-
cally, it will test the reintroduction of
tortoises into habitat that has been
degraded by highways but can be made
suitable with some modifications and
controls. A study site with suitable
habitat will be selected adjacent to a
highway but outside of conserved areas.
It then will be for tortoises and
other specles of concern and equipped
with appropriate fences or other bar-
riers. Following appropriate tests for
genetic compatibility and disease, a
select number of tortoises removed from
the permit area will be relocated to the
study site and monitored. The primary
objectives of the study are to establish
successful relocation procedures, deter-
mine the effects on the relocated tor-
toises, and determine the effects on the
resident tortoises. Pending the results of
the study, controlled relocation areas
may be identified in one or more of the
conserved habitat areas.

Tortoise Demography and Dispersal.
Mathematical models that predict the
persistence of populations depend on
variations caused by the
parameters, soclal structure, and life his-
tory of a specles. Such data regarding
the tortolse are largely but cru-
clal to establishing the size, management
parameters, and safety margins for in-
dividual TMAs. To help gather such
data, this component of the program will
establish a long-term study (20+ years)
of amarked tortoise population and pro-
vide for an annual census of tortoises in
conserved areas during the permit
period. The primary objective is to col-
lect data on natural history, behavior,
reproduction, movement, mortality,and -
other demographic parameters.

Other Studies. To the degree that other
funding is avallable, other research and
studies will be considered on a case-by-
case basis.

Review and Selection of Research
Proposals

Proposals to conduct one or more of the
above studies will be solicited and
reviewed by the HCP Implementation
and Monitoring Committee and other
outside experts as applicable, beginning
in the first quarter of the permit period.
Selection of one or more research teams
to conduct the studies, or allocation of
funds {0 federal land managers for such
studies, will be subject to the review of
the HCP Implementation and Monitor-
ing Committee.
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Mitigation Fee

Within the Sectlon 10(a)(1)(B) permit
area, a mitigation fee of $550 per acre will
be imposed on all projects in the permit
area. This includes public utility
projects, road improvement projects, or
other similar projects that do not require
a development permit from a local juris-
diction (but do impact private lands); if
public lands are affected by these types
of projects, the Section 7 consultation
process applies. Mitigation measures
recommended as a result of Section 7
consultations should be consistent with
the mitigation proposed in the Short-
Term HCP. However, if Section 7 consul-

tation has been conducted for a project
and a mitigation fee has been paid, up'to
$300 per acre will be applied towards the
HCP mitigation fee. The imposition of
this fee does not affect the $250-per-acre
fee that has already been imposed on
development in Clark County to fund
the Long-Term HCP. Additionally, this
fee may be increased as necessary to
fund mitigation measures required in
the Long-Term HCP. The $550-per-acre
fee will be used for the conservation and
mitigation measures presented in this
Short-Term HCP. Atthe end of the three-
year permit period, if any monies remain
unspent, these funds will be contributed
to the Long-Term HCP fund.

- Implementation Measures

To ensure {mplementation of the
proposed conservation and mitigation
measures, the permit applicants propose
to (1) sign an implementation agree-
ment; (2) form an HCP Implementation
~ and Monitoring commidttee; (3) secure
adequate funding for implementation;
and (4) complete the Long-Term HCP.

Implementation Agreement

All of the participating agencies will
enter into an a t with USFWS
regarding implementation of the HCP.
This agreement will spedfy the respon-
sibilities of each agency, the conservation
and mitigation measures to be imple-
mented, reporting and enforcement pro-
cedures, and any other permit
conditions USFWS may require.
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HCP Implementation and
Monitoring Committee

1. An HCP Implementation and
Monitoring Committee will be estab-
lished to assist in the ongoing aspects
of this HCP. Its duties and respon-
sibilities shall include:

a. Help formulate and evaluate the an-
nual management plan in coopera-
tion and consultation with the
federal land managers;

b. Review for maintenance
and enforcement of land use oon-
trols and biological monitoring of
the TMAs, including research
projects (design, requests for
proposals, interim and final




reports, and evaluations) prior to

implementation or acceptance by
the federal land managers;

¢ Advise the County and the Cities
regarding proposed expenditures

of HCP funds, including proposed
acqu.is!tion of grazing permits, re-
, and supplements

search pro,
to federal land manager budgets;
d. Upon request from the USFWS,

review and comment upon the .

proposed expenditure of Section 7
mitigation funds; :

e. Review monthly reports regarding
- cumulative acreage, desert tor-

toises taken within the permit area,
and amount of habitat conserved;

f. Consult with NDOW and USFWS
regarding final disposition of tor-

toises oollected within the permit .

area; and

g. Perform such further duties and
responsibilities as the Clark County
Board of Comrnissioners shall from

" time to time direct.

2. Agencies and organizations to be rep-
resented on the HCP Implementation
and Monitoring Committee include:

USFWS (ex officio)

BLM (ex officio)

National Park Service (ex offido)
NDOW (ex officio)

ture (ex officio)
e Clark County and the Cities

Nevada Department of Agricul-

» Clark County Wildlife Advisory
Board

» Environmental Defense Fund/
Defenders of Wildlife

* TORT Group

* The Nature Conservancy

* University of Nevada at Las Vegas

» Southern Nevada Homebuilders
Association

+ Two representatives of “multiple
land use” interests (l.e., mining,
grazing, OHV)

» A representative from the Recov-
ery Team appointed by USFWS for

the desert tortoise (until the

recovery plan is finalized)

3. The Clark County Board of Commis-
sioners will appoint representatives to
the committee. This committee will
be in addition to the HCP Steering
Committee, which will continue to
oversee preparation of the Long-Term
HCP and whose meetings will serve
as a public forum.

Funding Sources and Budget

The level of funding required to imple-
ment the conservation and mitigation
measures is estimated at $6,075,000 over
the period permit (Table 10). The fund-
ing source will be the $550-per-acre
mitigation fee on projects in the permit
area. :

To provide an immediate source of funds
for grazing permit acquisition and
habitat management, monies generated
to date by the cre fee for Clark
County will be advanced against the
monies to be collected during the permit
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TABLE 10
ESTIMATED BUDGET FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SHORT-TERM HCP

Coss Related o Minimization/Monitoring of Impscts

NDOW Audit of Survey/Removal Compliance (personnel ind
overhead for 3 yoars)

Hot-line/Collaction Service in Exclusionary Zones
($25,000/ycar)

Public Information Program in Permit Area ($25,000/vear)
Sublotal

Coms Related 10 Mitigation of Impacts
Grazing Permit/Base Property Acquisition

“Trust Fund for TMA Management (yielding $250,000/year
at 8% interest)

Tonwise Research and Relocation Program
Subiotal

Permit Period Total

75,000
75000

$350000

$2,000,000

3,125,000
$5.625.000
$6.075,000

|
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period. Other potential funding sources
that will be pursued if necessary include:

« Parks and Wildlife Bond (Question
5 on the November 1990 Nevada
referendum), which will raise $47.2
million to support existing state
parks and programs and will in-
clude $13 million for wildlife

projects;

+ Publicland sales throughanamend
ment to the Santini-Burton Act, by
which proceeds from the sale of
lands in the Santini-Burton area
could be redirected to habltat
preservation and management;

+ Federal funding, granted to BLM in
the amount of approximately
$250,000 to perform a comprehen-
sive grazing study on BLM lands;

+ Federal funding under Section 6 of
the federal ESA for research projects
or from the Federal Land and Water
Conservation Fund; and

« Private funding through the Nature
Conservancy, Conservation Fund,
Irvine Foundation, Ford Founda-
tion, Keck Foundation, and/or
other institutions.

Completion of the
Long-Term HCP

Completion of the Long-Term HCP will
provide for the expansion (in size and/or

number) of TMAs established during the
short-term permit period, and the $250-
per-acre fee imposed on development in

Clark County will continue through the .- -

permit period to provide funds for ex--
ons. Additionally, this fee may be

development and tation of the
Short-Term HCP exceed the funds
generated by the $300-per-acre augmen-
tation to the $250-per-acre fee currently
being collected for development of the
Long-Term HCFP, those additional funds
will be “borrowed” from the
$250-per-acre HCP fund, provided that
the $300-per-acre fee augmentation for
the Short-Term HCP will be continued
beyond the three-year term untl such -
time as the funds “borrowed” from the
Long-Term HCP are repaid. The Long-
Term HCP also entails coordination with
and completion of the RMF, by which
conserved habitat can be formally clas-
sified as a sensitive resource and desig-
nated as an ACECin BLM’s plans. Work
on both the Long-Term HCP and RMP
has already been initiated and is
scheduled to be completed in 1992.
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Chapter Six

Alternatives Considered

Alternatives to the proposed incidental  were considered In preparing this HCP,
take and to the proposed conservation  All public comments on the Short-Term
measures, including those suggested by ~ HCPare included in Appendix E.

the SC, TAC, and members of the public,

Alternatives to Proposed Take

Three alternatives to the proposed in-
cidental take were considered: no
project, delay of take untll completion of
the Long-Term HCP, and additional
restrictions on the leve! of take.

1. The No Project alternative assumes
that a Section 10(a){1)(B) permit
would not be lssued and that
involving take would be prohibited
under Section 9 of the ESA or, if federal
land or action was involved, handled
through Section 7 consultations. Such
an approach would indefinitely delay
development on nonfederal land and,
because of the Section 7 option and
land ownership patterns, would
promote urban development outside

of the urban core. It was rejected be-
cause it would do more to protect rels-
tively poor tortoise habitat in
urban areas to protect the tortoise
in the wild. It also was rejected be-
cause it eliminates the opportunity to
implement conservation measures on
a scale not possible through indi-
vidual projects or by individual
federal agendies.

2. The Long-Term HCP alternative as-

sumes that a Section 10(a)(1XB) per-

'mit would not be sought until the

long-term plan and RMP are com-
plete. This scenario is similar to the no
project alternative except that the
delay in development on nonfedera]
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land would be limited to two or three
years. It was rejected primarily be-
cause, over the two or three years, it
would have thesame drawbacks as no
project. In addition, the approach
would delay conservation measures
In relatively undisturbed tortoise
habitat for the sake of postponing in-
cidental take in an already urbanized
area.

3. Additional restrictions on incdental
take also were considered, including a
nwmeric cap on take and a smaller
permit area. Such alternatives assume

that a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit
would be issued. The concept of a
humeric cap was because, in
addition to being arbitrary, it would
be extremely difficult to administer. It
also would do more to com-
petition among jurisdictions and
developers than to promote their
cooperation in implementing the
HCP. A smaller permit area was also
rejected largely for the same reasons.
A smaller permit area also might re-
quire that a significantly higher
Initigation fee be imposed to fund the
proposed conservation measures,

Alternative Conservation Strategy

The preliminary drafts of the HCP
proposed the establishment of one TMA
as the primary conservation measure
outside the permit area. This-approach
has been modified based on a minimum
viable population analysis that estab-
lished 100,000 acres as a reasonable
bullding block for TMAs. The revised
approach calls for the establishment of
TMA building blocks in more than one
area and uses the areas recommended as
TMAs in the earlier drafts as priority
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conservation areas. The bullding block
concept has been incorporated into the
HCPbecause it allows for habitat conser-

" vation in more than one area, establishes

areas of conserved habitat that can be
expanded through the Long-Term HCP,
and provides more flexbility in the
design and management of TMAs. It
also does not limit the total amount of
habitat conserved over the permit period
to that within one area.




Chapter Seven

HCP Preparation

Paul Seizer-Attorney, Best, Best and
Krieger

Mr. Selzer directed and coordinated
preparation of the Clark County Desert
Tortoise Short-Term Habitat Conserva-
tion Plan (Short-Term HCP) for the Sec-
tion 10(2)(1)(B) permit applicants,
including coordination of the Steering
Committee. Mr. Selzer has 25 years’ ex-
perience in real estate law and has co-
ordinated preparation of the Coachella
Valiey Fringe-toed Lizard HCP and the
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat HCP.

Paul Fromer-Endangered Specles
Specialist/Conservation Biologist,
RECON

Mr. Fromer was responsible for the tech-
nical preparation of the Short-Term HCF,
Including direcion and moderation of
the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC). Mr. Fromer has over 10 yeary’
experience as a senior biologist. He hag

directed the preparation of the Least
Bell’s Vireo HCF, San Diego, and the

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat HCP.
Jean Camr-Project Manager, RECON

Ms. Carr was the principal author of the
Short-Term HCF, which required close
coordination with the TAC, Steering
Comumittee, and special interest groups,
Ms. Carr has over 10 years’ experiencein
land use planning and public informa-
tion programs; she was also the principat
author of both the Least Bell’s Vireo and
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat HCPs.

Tara Wood-Environmental Analyst,
RECON

Principal responsibilities included

scoping and preparation of the Short-
Term HCP. Ms. Wood has over five

Yyears’ experience in the preparation of
state and federal environmental docu-
ments. She prepared the Environmental
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Assessment for the Scientific Collection
Permit for the Desert Tortoise in the Las
Vegas Valley and participated in the

preparation of the Stephens' Kangaroo
Rat HCP.

Ron Marlow-Tortoise Biologist,
RECON, University of Nevada, Las

Vegas

Dr. Marlow has been involved in desert
tortoise research and conservation for 23
years. He has worked on tortoise con-
servation in North and South America,
Europe, and Asia.

Kris Kemman-Graphic Artist,
RECON

Harry Price-Graphic Artist, RECON

Denise Brown-Production Typist,
RECON _

Loretta Gross-Production Super-
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Chapter Nine

Glossary

Blackbrush: Family Rosaceae. A dark, moderately small shrub, usually shorter than
0.5 m. Typically grows on shallow hardpan in dense stands above 1,300 m or on
north-facing slopes in lower elevation. 'Il'ansiﬁoml between Mojave Desert scrub and
Great Basin Desert scrub. N

Caliche: The accumulation of a fenestrated, cement-like layer at or near the soll
surface, formed as caldum carbonate and other minerals are predpitated in pore

spaces in gravel, especially in arid regions.

Carapace: Upper part of a turtle’s shell.

Categorical Exclusion: A category of actions that do not individually or cumulatively
have a significant effect on the human environment and have been found to have no

such effect in procedures adopted by & federal agency pursuant to NEPA.

Compensation Measures: Measures undertaken by public and private landowners
to offset the adverse environmental impacts of development. The measures are
implemented through agreements and may incdlude dedication of land, provision of
funds for wildlife conservation, design modification, habitat reclamation or enhance-
ment, and/or other protective actions.

Conservation: Methods and procedures necessary to recover an endangered or
threatened spedies, Including research, census, law enforcement, habitat acquisition,
habitat protection, habitat maintenance, species propagation, and live trapping and

transportation.
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Critical Habitat: Defined in the federal ESA (19'.2‘3) to include the area occupled by a

species at the time it is listed, specific areas In the vicinity of the occupied habitat, and
specific areas away from the occupied habitat considered essential for the conserva-
tion of the species.

Crucial Habitat A BLM term used to denote a portion of the habitats of sensitive
specles that, if destroyed or modified, could result in their being listed as rare,
threatened, or endangered.

Cumulative Impact: The incemental environmental lmp;act of an action together
with impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions (regardless of the
source of the other actions).

Degert Tortolse (Gopherus agassizil): A relatively large, terrestrial, herbivorous,
burrowing tortoise found in the deserts of the southwest; federally listed as a
threatened specles in 1990. _

Endangered Species: Any plant or animal species in danger of extinction in all or a
signdficant part of its range.

Endangered Species Act: Federal act of 1973, as amended, 16 US.C. 1531-1543.

Environmental Assessment (EA):: A oondse public document prepared in com-
pliance with NEPA, which briefly discusses the need for an action and alternatives to
such action and provides sufficient evidence and analysis to determine whether to
prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS;: Document prepared in accordance with
federal law to describe, analyze, and consider mitigation of the significant environ-
mental effects of a project, plan, or action.

Extinct: Disappeared as a species due to failure to reproduce suffident numbers to
maintain succeeding generations.

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI):: A document prepared in compliance
with NEPA, usually supported by an environmental assessment, that briefly states
why a federal action will not have a significant effect on the human environment and
for which an environmental impact statement, therefore, will not be prepared.

Grazing: Herbivory, referring generally to domestic livestock.
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Grazing Allotment: A legally defined area of public land which is leased for the
purpose of grazing domestic livestock.

Habitat: Natve environment of an animal or plant.

Habitat Conservation le (HCP: An Elunmtnble program for the long-term

protection and benefit of a species in a d area; required as part of a Section
10(a)X1)(B) permit application lmder the federal ESA.

Historic Habitat: Areas that have supported a species in the past and may or may not
continue todoso

Historic Range: The known general dlstﬁ'buﬂonofnspedesorsubspedeusmported
In current scientific literature.

Incidental Take: The taking of a federally listed wildlife spedes, if such taking is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out otherwise lawful activities.

Mitigation: Measures undertaken to diminish or compensate for the negative iImpacts
of a project or activity on the environment. Includes avoiding the impact altogether
by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; minimizing impacts by lmiting
the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; rectifying the impact
by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during

the life of the action; or compensating for the impact by replacing or providing
substitute resources or envimnments

Monlitoring: Regular observation of blological processes, conservation measures, and
land uses with and adjacent to conserved habitat. Within the context of the short-term
HCP, the term refers to the process by which the applicant jurisdictions will evaluate
and regulate proposed developments within Las Vegas Valley during the three-year
period covered by the proposed Section 10(aX1 )(B) permit.

Pinyon-Juniper: The arboreal plant community immediately above the shrub layer,
at approximately 6,000 feet; aspect dominants are Pintus monophylla and Juniperus
osiegperma.

Plastron: Lower part of a turtle’s shell.

Potential Tortoise Management Area (FTMA): An area identifled as-a possible site
for a permanent tortoise reserve, based prl.mu{ly on known habitat conditions and
estimated tortoise population densities.
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Recovery Plan: A plan to ensure the conservation and survival of endangered and
threatened spedes. Recovery plans give priority, to the extent feasible, to those
endangered or threatened spedes that are or may be in conflict with construction or
other development projects or other forms of economic activity.

Saltbush: The common name for several specles of Atriplx (fnmlly’
Chenopodieaceae). Usually occurs It or near sinks and dry lakes.

Scute: A large scale; horny shields or plates covering a turtle’s shell
Section7: Asection of the federal ESA that provides for consultation between federal

agencles and the USFWS to ensure that any acton authorized, funded, or carried out
by such agendies is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered

. or threatened spedes or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical

habitat of such species.

Section 9: A section of the federal Endangered Species Act that prohibits the taking
of any endangered spedes. :

Section 10(a)}(1)(B): An amendment to the federal ESA that allows for incidental

takings of an endangered species if the permit for the proposed activity is accom-
panied a habitat conservation plan that will demonstrably benefit the species.

Species: Any distinct population of wildlife that interbreeds when mature.

Species of Concern: Species which are rare, have preternaturally small or deciining
populations, or whose probability for long-term survival is questioned.

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat: Small, nocturnal mammal related to squirre! family of
rodents, native to flat grasslands and coastal sage habitat of western Riverside County
and northern San Diego County.

Take: To harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, ldJLhnp,capture,orcnllecu
species, or attempt to do so.

Threatened Species: Anyspedesormbspedesﬂmtlsukelywbemmeanmdmgered
species within the foreseeable future throughoutall ora significant portion of its range.

Tortoise Management Area: Area(s) to be preserved and managed for the spedfic
benefit of the desert tortoise.
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Upper Respiratory Disease Syndrome (URDS): An upper respiratory allment of
. unknown etiology observed in desert tortoise o

recent decline.
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APPENDIX A
" SUMMARY OF BLM GRAZING ALLOTMENT DATA

Appendix A contains a summary of BLM grazing allotment data.

Table ‘1 describes 1yhowmmymofmhm.ﬂnglﬁoumnth
within each PTMA. PTMAs mre Hswed in the firmt column; the grazing aliot-

menl which overlaps with the PTMA is indicated in the second column: and the

nu;nberoflcmofthcpuingdlomwithlntthTMAhlhuwninthe&ﬂlﬂ
column,

Table 2 describes_each BLM grazing alltment within both the Stateline Resource
Ammdﬂze&licnmkmmhm,ium(wﬂworhacﬁw).mml
acreage, livestock class, and the number of permittees within the allotment.




TABLE 1
URAZING ALLOTMENTS
TORTOISE MANAGEMENT AREAS
Number of
: Acres of ing Allotment

PTMA Grazing Allotment within
Sand Hollow Toquop Shecp 6,500
North Mormon Mesa Action-Parricr 31,800
Amow Canyon 12,877
Bunkerville 795
Glendale 5,179
Lower Mormon Mcsa 608
Mesa Cliff 168
Muddy River 125
Rox 16,748
Toquop Sheep 26,600
Upper Mormon Mesa 39,653
South Mormon Mesa Bunkerville 12,024
. Glendale 27

Lower Mormon Mesa

Mesa Cliff 4516
TOmton SAhl;f:p 5.3;1
oqu 1
Uppuognlu-mn Mess 104
Purkenall Hea Spring Dan

prin ¥
Mesquite &mmunjty 5,383
Gold Butte Billy Goat Peak 28,492
Bunkerville 22,607
Gold Batte 25,060
Coyote Springs Valley Armmow Canyon 28,960
¢ & Dry Lake 1,760
Pittman Well 31,960
Cabifornia Wash Dry Lake 148
Muddy Mountains 75,388
Muddy River 5,789
Sunrise Mountain 397
White Basin 4,358
Northwest Ve, Dry Lake 1,258
o Kyle Canyon 8,388
Wheeler Slope 28,164




' {
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| TABLE1
GRAZING ALLOTMENTS
I POTENTIAL TORTOISE_HANAGEMENT AREAS
| (continued)
. Approximate Number of
I- ) Acres of i
PTMA Grazing Allotment within
l Goodsprings Black Butte )
' Hidden Valley 57
l l Roach Lake 8,429
Tabie Mountain 29,495
Ivanpah Crescent Peak 354
1 ! Jean Lake 11,516
_ Roach Lake 888
Pahrump Black Butie 15,305
I I ' Stump Springs 32,532
- ) Table Mountain 47
I I Wheeler Wash 22,601
Younts Spring 13,828
. El Dorado Hidden Valle: 924
IR Iretcha Peaks 67,215
Cottonwood (NPS land
. ! arca not included) - Iretehs Peaks 91,443
Piute Valley Christmas Tree Pass 47837
Crescent Peak 76,712
l l {retcba Peaks 1,522
Newberry Mountaing 8,368
l ‘ South Point 1,690
Sand Hollo Gourd 42,366
w Spring® 2366
t Flat Top Mesa* 57
| Jackrabbit* 1,710
. gmd Ho]slow‘ 35.5??
s )]
I Snow s,,,ﬂ;f‘ 8,153
Terry* 2234
Lime Mountains® - 441




TABLE ] -
GRAZING ALLOTMENTS
POTENTIAL TORTOISE MANAGEMENT AREAS
(continued)
Approximate Number of
Actes of Grazing Allotment
PTMA Grazing Allotment within -
North Mormon Mesa Delamar* ' 3.473;
Grapevine 1
Breedlove* 88,452
Rox/Tule* 25,677
Mormon Peak® 889
Henrie* 31,523
Gourd Spring* 4,320
Coyote Springs Valley Lower Lake* 11,307
- Delamar® 19,536
Stateline Resource Area
*Calienic Resource Area




TABLE 2

BUMMARY OF BLM GRAZING ALLOTHMENT DATA

STATELINE RESQURCE AREA
. Status ¢ - sw No. of

ALLOTMENT Active/Inactive Acres A Pexmittres
ACTON-FARRIER Inactive(89) 45,536
ARROW CANYON 88,448 ] 1
AZURE RIDQR**» 6.154
BILLY GOAT PEAK 49,133 1480 1
BLACK BUTTE Inactive(3s) 36,312
BUNKERVILLE m 2747 L]
CHRISTMAS TREE PASS 72112 a2 1
CRESCENT PEAK Active(89) 119320 4738 1
DRY LAKE Inacdve .39
FLAT TOP MESA Active(89) 5333 104 1
GOLD BUTTE Active(29) 172549 2931 1
HEN SPRINGS Active(29) 22,756 v 2
HIDDEN VALLEY Active(89) 69436 483 1
IRETEBA PEAKS Active(89) - 252313 1,580 1
JACERABBIT ) 3,054 61 2
KYLE CANYON lnl:dvo{&%) 213.76'22107 !
LIME SPRINGS . Inacrive 2,384 .
LOWER MORMON MESA ) - 43,640 260 1
LUCKY STRIKE ) 98,420 204(horse) 1
McCULLOUGH MOUNTAIN 230272 32213 1
MESA CLIFF ’ Inactive(87) 14,072
MESQUITE COMMUNITY*** Active(89) 13,106
MUDDY MOUNTAINS Inactive(BS) 189,409

o Y MOUNTAINS Inactive(8S5) %g:gg%.
NEWBERR
OVERTON ARM lnledve 2716
PITTMAN WELL Inactive(85) 39,595
PULSIPHER WASH Inactive 3,328
ROACH LAKE Active(38) 18,718 172 1
ROX Active(89) 21,736 n 1




TABLE 2
(continued)

SUMMARY OF BLM GRAZING ALLOTMENT DATA, STATELINE RESOURCE

T’

GRAPEVINE-ROCK VALLEY

Statns ¢ Ave No.of
ALLOTMENT Active/Inactive Acres i&ﬁﬂ?‘ Pexmittees Il
SOUTH POINT Inacd 13,950
" SPRING MOUNTAIN Inactive(85) 237,890
STUMP SPRING Inactive(85) 50,535
SUNRISE MOUNTAIN Inactive 34272
;%Egj%gy)UNTHIN Inactive 88,537
SHEEP -Aﬂhmﬂw) 29793 - &36(shecp) 2
UPPER MORMON MESA Aumweqnn 47,659 334 1
UTE 70,280
WHEELER SLOPE Inlcﬁve(s.'j) 72,277
WHEELER WASH Active(39) 70,115 709 1
WHITE BASIN Active(89) 89,790 510 1
" YOUNTS SPRING Inactive(85) 14,401
5555 INDIAN SPRING Inactive 6,786
__6666 RIVER MOUNTAINS _ _ Joactive 10,371
7777 LAS VEGQAS VALLEY Inactive 62243
9999 LAKE MEAD NRA Insctive -
ASH MEADOW Inactive 120
CARSON SLOUGH Inactve 67,801
COUNTY LINE Inactive 6,720
Inactive 7,605
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TABLE 2
(continued)
CALIENTE RESOURCE AREA®##s

Status+ _ 5-yr. Ave No. of
ALLOTMENT Activa/Inactive ACres "AUM#%  Permittees
LOWER LAKE EBAST Active 640 l
SAND HOLLOW Active 1,460 3
BEACON Active . 6 2
BENOW SPRINGS Active - 2,096 5
BREEDLOVE Active 864 1
ROX/TULE ' Active 765 1
MORMON PEAK Active 600 b
SUMMIT SPRING Active ’ 566 1l
GOURD SPRING Active 1,699 1
MORRISON-WANGERT Active 2,210 1
HENRI Active - 1,950 2
TOTAL AUM STATELINE 24,687
TOTAL AUM CALIENTE®w&+ 12,856

. Active status was determined by use in the past three

years, unless otherwise noted; () indicate last year of
u’a L

L& Livestock class for Stateline allotments is cattle, unless

otherwise noted. AUM for Caliente allotments include all
livestock classes. :

*4* Managed by BLM Arizona Strip District.

#44+ Caliente allotments are only those with or near

categorized habjitat; acreage for Caliente allotments not
includead.
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1. Introducﬁpr_l

In April, 1990, the Mojave p%pulation of the Desert Tortoise (Gophenus agassisii) was declared a
threatened species under the Endangered ies Act Several genetic and ecological units are thought
to exist over its range. A major division is n Eastern Mojave and Western Mojave
subpopulations (see Figure 10 of the Short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan [cf Besty 1989 and
USFWS Predecision Document 1990]) and each of these may deserve special Eotecﬂon under the
Endangcmd Species Act. Both of these two major subpopulations are present in Clark County,

evada. '

The desent tortoise populations in Clark County are being fragmented by development in and radiating

from Las Vegas Valley, Nevada. To protect the desert tortoise in Clark County, several viable

ﬁpulaﬁons will have to be established. There is thus the management need to deteimine whatis s
imum Viable Population (MVP) of desert tortoises in this region.

MVP is never an casy question to answeT, since it requires data that are often not collected for the sort
of rare and difficult-to-stud ies that commonly end up as listed by state and federal agencies.
And for the deser tortoise be an ially t question to answer, for, beyond the
population biology considerations of the populaton subunits just mentioned, the ies has a long
generation time and a complex demography, and it is bcm&snnnlted by some major ecological factors
to which it may not have been previously exposed during its evolutionary history.

Conservation managers and conservation biologists must be clear about a number of terms, definitions

and standards before launching a Population Viability Analysis ( and Soule 1986) that has as its
oal the determination of some form of MVP for an endangered or tened species. Several

Enpomntconsidmtionsthumy be of importance in considering the desert tortoise are listed below:

Time Frame. An MVPmustbedeﬁnedoultou?eciﬁcﬂmehmim ie., an MVP is often defined
through use of the question: will a population of size N have better than a 95% probability of being
extant T years from now? The minimum _Fopuhﬂon size N for which the answer to this question is
“yes” defines the MVP for the time span T initially assumed. Frequently, time spans, T, of 100 or 200
years are used in Population Viability Analyses that attempt (o answer this queston of MVP. Such
time frames are particularly short for the desent tortoise, since individuals may live 100 years or more,
and since the genetic generation time is around 30 years. Clearly, some time horizon 500 or 1000
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years into the future is more reasonable for this threatened species, Arbitrarily, 500 years is used in the
analyses to follow.

MYP and Population Size. Early work on MVP (Shaffer 1981 and Franklin 1980) postulated that
extinction probabilities were a function of poumaﬂon size alone, Shaffer, working with data from the
Yellowstone National Park grizzly bear population, looked solely to demographic and environmental
factors that influenced population fluctuations. And Franklin (1980) looked solely at loss of genetic

variation through genetic drift, which erodes the long-term adaptability of a Genetic driftisa
whose rate is inversely ;;ropo:tional to population size. Thus, both of these early efforts at
determination were monofactorial.

M!P.andBnpulnnonDﬁnﬁ In a social species, the growth dynamics may depend on density per
unit area rather than the total population number remaining in the region. ¢n animals are too thinly
distributed, various survival mechanisms may become dysfunctional. The case or likelihood of finding
a mate is on¢ important mechanism that clearly depends on density. There are, however, many others.
For example, the availability (i.c., density per unit area) of temporary burrows, which afford desert
tortoises protection from heat and predation, is proportional to the density of burrow-digging tortoises
in the area. Below a threshold density, the unavailability of burrows may lead to increased death rates.
Also, in colder areas st the northern range limit of the desert tortoise specics, there may be an energetic
advantage to clustering in smali natural caves during the winter. Thus, a higher density of desert
torioises in an arca may allow desert tortoises to cluster in large numbers in the winter and thereby to
minimize the problems associated with cold temperature.

MVP and Spatial jon. In situations where the species population is divided into a set of
loosely coupled local populations that exchange of less than ten animals per year between these spatial
units, the configuration of these local populations in two-dimensional space may be more important
than their summed total population. Gilpin's chapter in Soule’s Yiable i
(1987) book discusses this at some length (see also the forthcoming book [Academic Press 19917 on
Metapopulation Dynamics edited by Gilpin and Hansld).

Itis imgomm to understand in this context that a system of local populations, each of which is
nonviable, can nonctheless form a visble system. s is, of course, only possible when the locally
extinct populations can be quickly recolonized from another local population in the system. For
example, the Jack Ward Thomas plan to sustzin the northern ow] utilizes a number of small
habitat patches of old growth Douglas Fir, none of which itself would have a long time 10 extinction
for resident spotted owl populations. :

Deterministic vs. Stochastic Factors. A population that has, on average, negative population growth is
doomed to extinction. The time to extinction is straightforwardly calculated from the exponential
growth equation, dN/dt = tN. If r is the negative per year growth rate, the time to extinction, TEXt, is

TEXU =  Jog(N/2)f,

where N is the current (i.c., initial) population size. Suppose, for example, that a population of 25,000
is decreasing at 10% per year, as some would suggest is the situation for local populations of the desert
tortoise, then the expected time to extinction is 95 years. Note in this cquarion that s doubling of the
current population size produces only & small, arithmetic increase in time to extinction. If, instead, the
current population size were 50,000, then the time to extinction is increased to 102 years, hardly any
gain at all. The following table shows TEX! for some other negative growth rates:

negative r Text (years)
2%/yr 475
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4%/yr 237
6%l/yr 158
8%/yr 118

Clearly, conservation managers must be able to adjust the detrimental impacts on a small threatened or--

endangered population so that the expected growth is at least zero. ‘That 1s, the deterministic tendency
for the population growth must at least be to stay constant in total size.

However, even with such management of the expected features of the deterministic factors on a
population, there are still random, year-to-year forces that impel a population both up and down.
These are the so-called stochastic factors. There is often a threshold in total population size, or
population density, or with the arrangement of local populations, below which these factors can
threaten extinction. This situation of the combined action of both deterministic and stochastic forces is
the situation where Population Viability Analysis can produce an MVP for the species population.

. A catastrophe is an extreme cvent which, zll by itself, can threaten population
extincton, Fires, floods and epidemics are °°"‘m°"’£ cited catasrophes. In general, catasmophes are
rare events whose probabilities are hard to estimate. Because of the difficulty of using current or
recent historical data to parameterize their impact, they are typically handled in ad hoc fashion outside
the format Population Viability Analysis.

The Upper R&piratory Disease Syndrome (URDS) is a possible catastrophe that threatens desert
tortoises. Its rate of spread and ultimate mm have not yet been calculated by epidemiological
models. But, it is clearly the most serious challenge to conserving the desert tortoise. '

A second situation that has sometimes been regarded as catastrophic to the desert tortoise is the
increase of raven populations, the individuals of which can consume large numbers of juvenile desert
tortoises. It is hard to imagine at this point in time that raven predation poses a truly catastrophic threat
1o the entire desert tortoise species, since ravens do not yet have a range-wide distribution over tortoise
habitat. However, for local subpopulations in the western and southern Mojave Descrt, ravens could
be catastrophic. Another threat that can impact local subpopulations, especially those in a single
watershed, is flash floods.

The only protection against catastrophes to a local populstion is to have redundancy built into the
management system; that is, to have backup populations available that would not be likely to be struck
by the same catastrophic event. For threats such as flooding, this suggests that local populations be
dismributed over a region that is large compared to the total spatial scale of flood-producing storms.
For URDS this means that epidemmologically isolated populations are required. However, since the
scheme of transmission of S is not yet fully understood, actually arrenging for this is
probablematical.

Extinction Yortices. In 1986, Gilpin and Soule integrated the various, above mentioned approaches to
MVP 10 a new technique, Population Viability Analysis (PVA). This analysis recognized not only
these monofactorial approaches to MVP, but their interaction. Gilpin and Soule used a metaphorical
term to describe these interactions—"extinction vortices”—and they described several modes of
interaction. For example, a fragmented population structure increases the rate of genetic
heterozygosity loss in local populations, which, in turn, raises, through inbreeding depression, local
extinction probabilities and produces more extreme fragmentation.

The difficulty in dealing with extinction vortices is that at least two fairly accurate process models are
needed, together with an accurate description of how these two processes interact. That is, such .
modeling has high demands for good data. Nonetheless, it is possible with Population Viability
Analysis to estimate many of the important parameter values and to construct models that allow
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relative predictions of the consequences of management alternatives; that is, which plan may be better
and which worse,

2. Desert Tortoise Genetics.
Most PV As involve considerations of 'ﬂolaulaﬁon genetics—loss of heterozygosity, inbreeding

depression, long-term loss of adaptability, pedigrees, paternities, population structure and so forth.
However, most PVA involve much smagcr populations than currently exist for the desert tortoise. For

example,
Blackfooted Ferrets 6
California Condors 28
Whooping Crancs 30
Yellowstone Grizzlies 200
Northern Spotted Owls 2000

The desert tortoise population in Clark County is at least 20,000 adults, an order of magnitude Iarger
than even the largest of these above-cited cases. Furthermore, the generation time of the desert tortoise
is long, at least 25 years, which slows the process of heterozygosity loss in calendar ime. Beyond this,
the current information about the genetics of the desert tortolse is extremely scant. All of these facts
suggest that, at this point in the management of the desert tortoise, genetics must play a secondary role
to other aspects of dynamics that are better understood and that pose a more immediate threat. Thus,
genetics will be largely ignored in the analysis to follow.

This is not to say that genetics will not soon become important in the management of the desert tortoise
if local population sizes continue to decline, Furthermore, under recommended research in the ST
HCP, proposals are made to conduct genetic surveys of both mitochondrial and electrophoretic
variagon and other investigations, such as those focused on gene flow, that will illuminate the role of
the genetics of the desert tortoise in its battle for survival. As data from these investigations become
available, they can serve to fine-tune the initial estimates and predictions from the model. It is,
however, extremely unlikely that, whatever the outcome of these studies, genetics could bear
importantly on the early decisions in the conservation management of the desert tortoise--that is, on the
initial choice of tortoisc management area, the initial TMAs, in Clark County, Nevada.

One can make some educated guesses about the genetics of the desert tortoise. Most importantly, the
desert tortoise is likely to show inbreeding depression when its local populations become small, The
desert tortoise formerly had a relatively continuous distribution, so there would probably have been
genetic exchange over relatively large areas. Sewell Wright's neighborhood Ne is reasonsbly large
(greater than S00), based on current estimates of movement (greater than 1 km during the lifetime) and
population density. Thus, there would not have been a continual purging of deleterious recessive
alleles through the recent history of the desert tortoise.

Inbreeding depression coupled with a low intrinsic rate of population increase (sce Section3on
tortoise demography, below) means that local extinction rates will be increased as local populations
become and remain small. Some quantification of this effect is an important rescarch goal. .

3. Desert Tortoise Demography.

Tortoise demography is complex. The overall features are well known. First, there is a long
prereproductive period. Females first reproduce at ages betwoen 12 and 25 years. It seems that animal
size may be more important than age in determining vital rates. As a general rule-of-thumb, 180 mm is
the shell size diameter for first reproduction. There seems to be no senescence; adults die off at a slow
rate and may live over 100 years. Adults continue to reproduce throughout their lives.
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In general, females reproduce in most years and may have two clutches per year. The survival of
juveniles is Jow and probably varies from year to year.

3.1. A Projection Model. The only data for a demographic analysis come from the work of Turner and
Berry (1986) on the Goffs populanon. From these it is straightforward to construct an age or
stage E:ojwtion matrix. For simplicity, a stage structured matrix is illustrated below. It is constructed
by collapsing Turner and Berry's more finely resolved dsta. The five stages used in this mode] are:

Stage 1 = hatchlings
Stage2=1-5 old
Stage 3 = 6-10 years old
Stage 4 = Subadults
Stage 5 = Adults

These correspond to a five element column vector. The output from one run of the program is:
Here's the projection matrix:
Stage 1 Stape2 Stage 3 Staged Stage$

000 ..000 000 000 6200
620 706 H00 000 000
000 093 802 000 .000
000 000 031 719 000
000 .000 S0 111 937

lambda is 1.007 and the corresponding r is .0065

Stage 1 had 23.4485 percent of the individuals.
Stage 2 had 48.3691 percent of the individuals,
Stage 3 had 21.9897 percent of the individuals.
Stage 4 had 2.38581 percent of the indlviduals,
Stage 5 had 3.80685 percent of the individuals.

Stage 1 Reproductive value = 1

Stage 2 Reproductive value = 1.62349
Stage 3 Reproductive value = 5.24694
Stage 4 Reproductive value = 34,402
Stage § Reproductive value = 89.1247

This output is for a single run of the model. One must remember that each of the parameters in the
transition matrix has some uncertainties associated with it Thus, one must do a sensitivity analysis on
the matrix before one can draw any conclusions from the model. Some of this work has been done.
The important conclusions to date are given in the following sechons.

32 Thc‘icr year growth rate of desert tortoises is low. The Turner and Bexry study found only 2% per
year. If this rate is a maximum that is gencrally true for all popuhuons.dqsmmoises!}avelow
resistance 1o negative deterministic impacts (harvesting by humans, predation, disease, kills by motor
vehicles, competitive interactions from sheep, eic.) to the population. Figure 3.1 illustrates this
schematically:

o iy G BE W @a 0N 5 S A 4R am VS G Sn a5 = an us
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growth
per year A
) 8 negative
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Figure 3.1. Two population growth curves. Both A and B have the same carrying capacity (the
rightmost point on the abscissa where the growth curves intersect). Curve A has a higher intrinsic rate
of increase. If a determinisite force indicated by the downward arrow at the right of the figure i

the population, the population following curve A could adjnst to a lower equilibrium density and could
persist. Curve B, however, has too low a rate of increase and would be overwhelmed by the negative
determinijstic force and the population would go extinct.

3.2. Because of the extremely long prercproductive period (to an age as great as 20 years old), the
reproductive values of tortoises varies greatly, Figure 3.2 shows the reproductive values versus age for
the Tumner and Berry data.

100
reproductive
value
1
1 20
age

Figure 32 Reproductive values.

One consequence of this s that introductions of desert tortoises to empty habitat should best be
accomplished with the addition of high reproductive value individuals, i.e., young adults. Of course,
this mathematical result is consistent with common sense.
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3.3. The age and size structure of a poq%lfﬁon of desert tortoises is very slow to return to the stable
distribution following a perrurbation. This is much like the hurnan population, where in the United
States the consequences of the baby boom will be felt for a century. An out-of-equilibrium age/size
distribution could have implications for tortoise social strucnore, For instance, 100 many large males
could produce disruptive aggréssion. ‘

3.4. Density dependence. Nothing is known about the mechanism of densiztdcpcndcnt pulation
regulation in the desert tortoise. That is, what sets a cmwiq, K? tortoises E‘:)mmd by
food resources? By soil structure considerations? Are they ‘down by predation? Do they have
social regulation of population density?

3.5. Demography and URDS. Does URDS strike all age groups equally? If it does now, what
consequences does this have? It seems that the mechanism of URDS transmission is nose-to-nose
social interaction among adults. Juvenile tortoises may not engage in this interaction, and thus may be
immune from catching URDS. This could mean that local populations will have a buffer population
that will forestall extinction from URDS for as long as 15 or 20 years. It might even be possible that
URDS could exterminate the adults, and thus itself, leaving the region to be repopulated by the
maturation of juveniles. This is speculative,

3.6. Demography and deterministic population regulation is an area that needs further research and
study. And it must be kept in mind that these processes may vary over the range of the tortoise, That
is, it is inappropriate to apply details from the Goffs study to desert tortoise populations in the far
western Mojave or to northern populations in Nevada and Utah, Although the general characler of
desert tortoise demography as revealed by the Goffs study is probably valid throughout the range.

4, Variable Growth Rates of Desent Tortoises (Environmental Stochasticity)
Environmental stochasticity is a fancy way of saying that growth rates for desert tortoise populations

are variable from time period to time period and from one local population to the next lmpmaﬁon. ‘

With variable growth rates comes the possibility of stochastic extinction: the population wi
of bad luck and its density will drop below the threshold of extinction.

ave & run

A simple discrete equation for stochastic growth is:

Ni+1 = {lambda) N; if N«<= K {4.1a),
NH-] = K if N> K 4.1b),

where Ny is the current population size and where Ni41 is the size the next time period, and where
{lambda) represents a random varisble for discrete growth described below. So, if the current
population is above K, the carrying capacity, the population size drops to K the next year. But if the
Population is below K, the new population size is determined by drawing a discretc growth rate,
ambxa, from a probability distnbution with a known mean and variance. In most explorations of this
model, it is assumed that the mean lambda is greater than 1, which comresponds to an r of greater than
0. Recall that the relationship between r and lambda is

r = logs (lambda). (4.2)

In more sophisticated models (¢.g., Goodman 1987), the mean and variance of the distribution of
lambda values may change with the density of the population, that is, they may be functions of N. For
populations in patural environments, it is almost impossible to determine the relationship of mean and
variance of lambda to N, if for no other reason than the problem of obtaining a sufficiently large

= Ny E B S sy S
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sample size. Thus, it will almost always be the case that the variation of populanon growth will bc
modeled as independent of N.

During the last decade, deser tortoise populations have been censused at 16 location throughout the
Mojave desert:

California Sites: Chemehuevi
Chuckwalla Bench
Goffs
Ivanpah Valley
Upper Ward Valley
Desernt Tortoise Natural Area
Fremont Valley
Johnson Valley
Kramer Hills
Luceme Valley
Stoddard Valley

Nevada Sites: Piute Valley
Arizona Sites: Littlefield

Censuscs of adult tortoises have been taken at these study locetions at various years. From these
censuses, the discrete growth rate lambdas can be computed. These lambdas are based on per year
growth intervals. For censuses on two successive years, the lambda is given by

lambda = final census/initial_census. (4.32)
If the period is more than one year, the relatonship is

lambda = (final_census/initial_censusy*(1/no_of_years). (4.3b),
where the “A™ sign indicates exponentiation. From these study locations, some of which had more than
WO Censuses, Z'fndiﬂ'mnt values of lambda can be determined, which define a probability distribution.

The mean lambda is .985, with a standard deviation of .0B. The probability distribution of lambdas is
shown in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1. The distribution of 27 lambdas from 16 desert tortoise study plots,

The lowest lambda is .8 and the highest is 1.15, These corespond 10 per year changes of roughly -
20% and +15 %, with a mean ofl?lg.g%lyear. That the average growth rate from thegse sites is only -
1.5% does not mean that the entire tortoise pulation is onllz sgionking at this rate, for these study
populations represent for the most part locar;opulmons in the centers of good habitat. The entire
species popularion of desert tortoises could simultaneons] be shrinking in its spatial extent, and this
would not be represented in these figures. Furthermore, tgese are pm-lg RDS studies. Kristin Berry
&msonal cormmunication) has shown that not long after URDS is first identified in these populations,
¢ adult dicoff accelerates by as much as an order of magnitude. Also, the extreme growth rates of -

20% and +15% probably nd to cases where the age structure of the ulation is badly out of
stable age distribution (see Section 3), or where there is some form of anima) movement in to or out of
the local population.

Nonetheless, the variance in lambda values possibly represents the variance that would be ]%rescm in
reserve systems that had their edges protected by fences, and which were free of URDS. Thus, these
are good numbers 1o use in & first-pass simulation stady of local extinction of desent tortoise
populations on reserves. But understand that these are best-case scenarios. They roay set one kind of
lower limit 1o the scale of reserve units, supgesting that anything smaller is certain 1o be inadequate.
They do not, however, guarantee such reserves from considerations of disease or predation, since the
consequences of these are not reflected in the data.

To mode] time to extinction, one utilizes equations (4.1) using the empirical distribution of lambdas in
‘l:‘iaf.ln 4.1. For the first study, assume an initial N of 20,000 adult tortoises, and that the X is the same
ue; that is, the population is assumed to be at equilibrizm. An extinction threshold is taken as 2
‘i‘ntziividuals, which is quite liberal. The distribution of times (in years) to extinction is given in Figure

~
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Figure 4.2 Times to extinction based on current best estimates of stochastic growth.

The descriptive statistics for this distribution of times to extinction are given in the following table.

X1: Column 1

Mean: Std. Dev. Std. Error Variance: Coef. Var.: Count:
S04.8 115.427 16.324 13323.429 22.866 50
Minimum: Maxirnurm: Range: Sum: Sum Squared: ¥ Missing:
332 987 655 25240 13394000 - |0

= ¢ 10th R: 10th B: 25th ®: 50th §: 75th X: 90th X:

S 3590 423 4995 562 6335
o3 90th §:

5

From this table it can be scen that, among other things, 90% of the populations will survive at least 350
years, and that the mean time to extinction is 505 years, with a standard deviation of 115 years.

These projections are based on a relatively simple model and on daia collected over the last decade on
desert tortoise population growth. One way to get a feeling for the reatonableness or “stability” of
such projections is to change the model slightly. Assume that the mean lambda is raised from 0.985 1o

1.000 (a

growth rate for maintaining stable population size), but that the variance in
the same; that is, that the histo

remains

in Figurc 4.1 is shifted rightwards by an amount 0.015. Now the

mean tendency is for the population to remain stable in size,
while at the same time it has no lower bound other than extinction. If the model is now run with the
slight increase in mean lambda, the growth distributions are as shown in Figure 4.2,

owever, It cannot increase above its K,
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Figure 4.2 Extinction time under hypothesized good management (soe text).

The mean time 10 extinction has now increased fivefold 10 2474 years, with a standard deviation of
1150 years. That is, given the simation for growth that now obtains for the desert tortoise, a 1.5%
elevation of the growth rate leads to a 500% increase in time to extinction. This suggests that a litde

management of tortoise habitat may go a long way 1o kelp local tortoise populations. This has
significance for mitigaton as discussed in Section 7, below. . '

A second manipulation may be done 10 the model. Keep the mean lambda st 1.000, but make the local
population (i.c., the reserve) ten times smaller: take Ninitial = 2000 and K =2000. This gives the
results shown in Figure 4.3, where the mean time to extinction is 361 years. Thus, the size of the

rescrve matters greatly given the observed fluctuation in growth rates. Thus, even with
management, a rescrve with a K of 2000 desert tortoises (roughly 10,000 acrea) is too ﬂﬂoved
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Figure 4.3. Exiinction times in a small, managed reserve.

What do these simulations say about the fate of the desert tortoise? Recall that earlier the time horizon
of 500 years was chosen as Wﬁaw for the desen tortoise. For habitat that supports 100 adult
tortoises per square mile, 128,000 acres are needed to support 20,000 adults. From the best
information we have, this will have an expected life of just loné;r than 500 years. Roughly speaking,
the tortoise habitat in North Mormon Mesa, Piute Valley and Coyote Smgs Valley, can support
these numbers of adult tortoises. Thus, this size of tortoise reserve just ly meets the MVDP
threshold established in the introducdon,

These conclusions must be taken with a large grain of the salt of experience. This form of modeling
ignored three important features of ecological realism. First, it ignored umsuv‘ghcs. Second, it
extrapolated from the last decade of tortoise history hundreds of years into the future; climate change,
for instance, could invalidate these numbers. Third, it ignored mm&l structure (see Section 5, below)
and the possible interaction of local populations. Nonetheless, these analyses show that a reasonable
basic building block of habitat for tortoise protection is roughly 100,000 acres.

5. Fragmentaton of Desert Tonoise Habitat (Metapopulation Analysis)

Figure B (page 9) of the RECON Shont-Term HCP shows the BLM’s categorization of desert tortoise
habitat. This habitat is already quite fragmented, and it will only become more fragmented in the years
ahead. The local populations on these remnants of habita may or may not interact through the
cxchange of migraats. If there is such interaction between local populations, the total system is termed
2 “metapopulation”--a population of populations~and special forms of analysis apply to the entire
system. Even in the absence of natural interaction between habitat patches, conservation managers
might want 1o exchange animals between isolated habitat fragments, in which case the technigues of
metapopulation analysis become applicable.

The computer program METAPOP (Gilpin 1986) has been used to analyze fragmented species
populations (e.g., Brussard and Gilpin's (1990] analysis of reintroduction schemes for the
reintroduction of the blackfooted ferret). This mode] incorporates environmental stochasticity of local
populations, and migration (colonization) between these local populations. Local extinction




—_— e ]
p— .

Desent Tortoise MVP for Clark County, NEVADA " page 13 l

- 1
probabilities are based on the size of local populations. Colonization probabilities are based both on I |
the size and the isolation of extant source fpopulatic:ms. As the model runs, local populations “wink” on -
and off. In some cases, a large fraction of the patches are occupied at any point in time, and the entire
system, the metapopulation, will persist indefinitely. In other cases, the number of patches occupied at
any point in time will decline and the metapopulation will go extinct.

The model has graphical input and graphical output. Users define patch sizes and patch locations,
These may be modified within the program. The model is particularly suited to sensitivity analyses,
where better may be distinguished from worse. Even without complete data, the model may be vsed to
predict relative times to extinction. Historical evidence and a current survey of local ce and
absence can usually establish a ratio between the extinction probability and the colontzation
probability, which is all that is necessary for many forms of comparative analysis.

-y .

Absolute times to extinction require knowledge of both extinction probabilities and colonization
probabilities. Since we know very little about long range movement of desert tortoises, it is not
possible at this point in time to have accurate estimates of colonization probabilities.

[

Figure 5.1 shows how the North Mormon Mesa and the Coyote Spring Valley habitats would be
analyzed with this model. The major roads and the Las Vegas Valley subunit have been superimposed

—

|
on the map. '
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Fig 5.1, The five circles north of highway I-15 indicate the five local populations comprising Coyote
Spring Valley and North Mormon Mesa. The relative sizes of these patches have been adjusted so that
the rates of local extinction and recolonization provide a reasonable for comparison (which is
performed in Section 6, below).

In 2 typical run of the METAPOP modcl for this configuration, the time to extinction for the system is
roughly 100 time units. THESE TIME UNITS ARE COMPLETELY ARBITRARY AT POINT
IN THE ANALYSIS. They are used only for comparison with other alternatives. Better data on local
extinction probabilities and patterns of animal movement are necded before it is possible to utilize this
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model for accurate projection of time to metapopulation extinction. This is also &n important area for
research.

A run of this baseline model is shown in Figure 5.2

1..4‘_.'7...12 " Total Metapopulation Arens
|[ ) ' Generstion 105
i ;|
O o
[ -]
O O

Extinct

ig. 5.2. A simulation result A summary for parch occupancy runs down the lefi side of this figure
for a maximum of 250 generations.

All of the five paiches are assumed to be occupied initially. During the run, the time units are counted
off and the circles in the Mctapopulation Arena change from disks (an extant local population) to open
circles (an extinct local population) and back again. %’imc runs for 250 gencrations (time steps). Down
the left side of the figure the actual history of each patch is recorded, together with the total nomber of
patches occupied. In this simulation, the metapopulation goes extinct at generation 105. Observe,
however, that for the last 50 odd generations, only a single local population was extant.

This mode! can be modified to investigate many of the possibilities for habitat conservation in Clark
County, Nevada. :

6. Comparison of Alternative Locations for Tortoise Management Areas

There are various alternatives in providing mitigation habitat for the Short-Term Habitat Conservation
Plan. One region to the north of Ers Vegas focuses on habitat in North Mormon Mesa and Coyote
Springs Valley, which covers roughly one-half million acres. To be considered in Essiblc conjunction
with these two areas is the habitt in Sand Hollow, South Mormon Mesa, B e and Gold Butte.
A different alternative utilizes habitat in El Dorado, Cottonwood and Piute Valley, which lie to the
south of the Las Vegas Valley. - .

We can analyze these alternatives biologicelly and can compare them throu gh the use of the PVA
considerations outlined above.
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6.1. Genetics. The northern Clark County habitats cover populations currently classified as part of the
eastern Mojave subpopulation, southern Clark County habitat covers the Piute Valley, which is
connected to the western Mojave subpopulation in California. On this basis, northern habitats are
preferable. It must be understood, however, that this distinction of subpopulations is based on scant
evidence and could be oyertumed by more thorough genetic surveys. It is nonetheless the case that

northern habitats are pmlm Nevada and largely in Clark County, while the southern habitats can be
viewed as an extension of habitat in California,

6.2 Habitat. The three &lans all contain mixtures of Category 1, Category 2 and Category 3 desert l
habitat as classified by the BLM. There is little to distinguish one from any other on this basis. -

6.3 Population Density. The Piute Valley habitat contains the largest amount of “medium/high” 1
density habitat. This may or may not be meaningful. First, there are obvious statistical problems in ,l
asserting this, and these have not been adequately addressed. Second, these differences in density may

be due to recent historical events and may not reflect underlying deterministic tendencies. As

discussed above under the heading Deterministic ys. Stochastic Dvnamics, a higher initial population ‘l}
size does very little 1o protect a population suffering average population growth that is negative. Third,
as Section 4 on variable population growth suggesied, a higher carrying capacity does less to protect a X
population from stochastic extinction than a lower variance in growth rate. The character of the '
variance in growth rates in northern and southem Clark County habitats is unknown, l

In sum, total area and variation in underlying habitat variables is probably more important to reserve ;
choice and reserve location that current estimates of population density, although both are important. l

6.4. Demography. One assumnes that there is no difference in the underlying demographic rates of

these three populations. There could, however, be important differences in current age/size structure. |
This needs closer study.

numerous partially isolated local populations is the best protected from catastrophes. The more linear
southern habitat, which is the smaller and which is in a single valley, has less protection from

catastrophes. Also the southern habitat is connected to a la:r%c population in California, which could be
significant danger from the standpoint of the spread of URDS. On the other hand, if the Piute Valley l
subpopulation were extirpated due lo, say, weather factors, the connection to the California population

could facilitate recolonization, which could be quite important.

6.5. Catastrophes. The full set of northern habitats, which covers 1.5 million acres and with includes \!

6.6. Size and Fragmentation. Some alternatives can be ared through the use of the METAPOP
model discussed in Section 5, above. Since there is more habitat 10 the north of the Las Vegas Valley,
a more secure reserve could be established there. However, since funds for habitat acquisiton arc
limited, the actual choice is less obvious.

Some illuminating comparisons of alternatives in northem Clark County can be made with the
METAPOP model. Three Plans are compared. Plan A covers about 400,000 acrea entirely in North
Mormon Mesa and Coyote Springs Vatley and Plans B and C represent the additions of habijtat further
10 the east and immediately south of I-15 covering the region of Sand Hollow, South Mormon Mesa,
Bunkerville and Gold Butte. In Plan C, it is assumed that migration across I-15 is facilitated by some a
as yet to be determined mechanism or structure. '

- .

In the following, Plan A, Plan B and Plan C are compared. These alternatives are illustrated
graphically in Figure 6.1.
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Figure 6.1. Three alternatives compared under the METAPOP model. The or highways and Las
Vegas Valley subunit are superimposed on the patch structure of the METAPOP model for illustrative
pwposes only. The three patches south of high I-15 are moved closer 1o the other populations in the
Plan C configuration 1o account for greater migration across the I-15 barrier.

In the Plan A analysis under the METAPOP model, the size and spacing of the patches was adjusted by
trial and error to mimic reasonable behavior. In particular, a “reasonable” time to metapopulation
extinction was sought. One hundred time units (“generations” in the pariance of the APOP
model) was considered reasonable for use as a baseline. The qualitative results of the analysis to
follow is not changed if a different bascline is used. Typical runs are illustrated in Figure 6.2. The
total nurnber of patches occupied is plotted against the arbitrary time aits. :
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Plan A

[
Plan B

h--l—-..

Plan C

0 ' 250
Time {(arbitrary units)

Total

Totel

Total

Figure 6.2. Total extant subpopulations versus time.

Fifty trials were run for each of the three alternatives. From these, the mean time to extinction was
calculated. In general, the Plan A configuration was reduced to low patch occupancy after about 50
generations. In the other two confi ons, there was higher patch occupancy and more turnover, i.c.,
colonization of a local population following its extinction. '

The mean time to metapopulation extinction for these three configurations are:

Configuration Metapopulation TeXt
Plan A 107 generations
Plan B _ 140 generations
Plan C 204 generations

The difference berween Plen A, which covers 0.5 million acres and Plan B, which covers 1.5 million
acres, is surprisingly small. The reason for this becomes obvious after one views the operation of the
METAPOP model. The three patches in Plan B south of I-15 are relatively isolated and go extinct for
the most pan independently of the other six patches, adding very little extra duration of life to the
system. Fundamentally, the increased time to extinction from Plan A to Plan B is caused by the
i\x;.:lﬂl;sion of the Sand Hollow habitat to the system of North Mormon Mesz and Coyote Springs

Y.

" The modification explored in configuration Plan C is interesting. Compared to Plan B, no arca Is
added to the system. The only change is that the three paiches south of highway I-15 (South Mormon
Mesa, Bunkerville and Gold Butte) are made more interactive with the other units of the system. This
in done in the context of the METAPOP model by moving the patches closer. In the actual system
increased migration could be accomplished in various ways. One could build tortoise transit corridors
under I-15. Or one could institute a regular program of exchange of tortoises across I-15. In any case,
this larger, more interactive system lasts twice as long as the Plan A altemative. And, sinceithasa
higher patch occupancy, it does beiter at preserving genetic variation.

-
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It must be understood, however, that the foregoing analysis explores the relative difference in
periormance between three management altematives. Once data are available on extinction and
recolonization, it might be found that the Plen A alternative has a quite long mean time to extinction

(metapopulation TeX!), and the inclusion of additional habitat into the Clark County HCP might better
be on genetical considerations and considerations of potential catastrophes, such as the range-
wide spread of URDS. This is, it might be better to add habitat 10 the south in Pinte Valley.

The areas north and south of Los Vegas are likely to be naturally decoupled by the intervening
urbanization surrounding Las Vegas. Thus, they would not form an interactive unit to be studied under
the METAPOP model. With no context, the METAPOP model would conclude that all of the
conserved habitat would be best be in'one or the other of the two areas, gince this would provide for the
longgfopuladon survival in Clark County. However, one might want a system in which one
required desert tortoise survival both to the north and to the south, Under this requirement, and
acknowledging supporting populations in California to the south Piute Valley, the optimal strategy for
allocating 4 blocks of tortoise babitat is 3 to the north and one to the south. A decper analysis of this
ad other such questions awaits better research on the population dynamics of desert tortoises in Clark
unty.

7. Mirigation under the Short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan

The question is simple: is the desert tortoise better off with the Short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan?
The answer is a somewhat qualified “yes.” .

The loss of the entire Los Vegas Valley 10 desert tortoises is clearly bad for the desen tortoise species.
The entire valley, i.e., the permit area, is roughly 300,000 acres, one-third of which is already
urbanized. Twenty thousand acres may be developed during the period of the the Short-Term HCP.
But, ultimately, the entire valley will probably be lost as viable desert tortoise habitat. This loss is 2
direct blow to the species population, entailing the loss of as many as 50,000 individuals (assuming
150 tortoises per square mile). Also, a major link connecting other desert tortoise populations will be
lost, thereby limiting gene flow and the possible recolonization of locally extinct patches.

This loss must, however, be discounted by the great probability that it would occur anyway, even with
strict enforcement of the take provisions of the Endangered Species Act, since Los Vegas Valley is
probably the most deterministically bad habitat that currently exists for the desert tortoise. On top of
roads, cars, dogs, cats and collectors, it has recently become apparent that the incidence of URDS in
Los Vegas Valley is extensive.

The mitigation proposed under the Short-Term HCP involves improving a minimum of 400,000 acres
of habitat, in four contiguous blocks. In Section 4, it was shown, based on current population trend
data, that 100,000 acre blocks have a mean time to extinction of about 500 years. It was also shown
that & very sh;fht shift in the pohguhtion growth rate, a 1.5% increase in the discrete growth rate, would
greatly extend the population lifetimes of such local populations. It is not hard to imagine that the
efforts to i ve habitat quality in the Tortoisc Management Areas could effect such a 1.5% increase
in growth. example, based on the standard resource-based model for interspecies competition, the
cffect of sheep afmzi.ng could lower tortoise growth rates by 1.5%. Thus, removal of sheep from these
habitats could alone provide the needed mitigation. Another mitigation could involve edge effects
through the construction of adulbli-groof fences. This could lower adult mortality rates due to road iill.
So, it is quite likely that the viability of Clark County desert tortoise populations will be increased by
the measures proposed by the Short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan. .
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ASSESSMENT OF TORTOISE HABITAT QUALITY
ALONG THE PERIPHERIES OF
THE CLARK COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
PERMIT AREA AND EXCLUSIONARY ZONES

Background

A Desert Tortoise Short-term Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) is being developed for
Clark County, Nevada (RECON 1990). Elements include a Section 10{a) permit area
comprising non-federal lands in most of Las Vegas Valley and three exclusionary zones
within that permit area - Las Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder Gity - each enclosing highly
developed areas. Development within the permit arca requires a flat fee of $300 per acte (in
addition to currently-assessed fees) to fund conservation and research programs. (No
distinction is made in fees between high quality and poor quality tortoise habitat.)
Furthermore, all development within the permit area must include surveys for and removal
of tortoises from all sites prior to grading; these requirements are conducted at the expense
of the developer. (Exclusionary zones, and other areas within the permit area meeting
exclusionary criteria, are exempt from tortoise survey and removal requirements.) To
maximize the conservation effort for tortoises in Las Vegas Valley, it is crucial to accurately
identify tortoise habitat within the valley, in association with the permit area and
exclusionary zone boundaries, It is also important to correctly identify the permit area and
exclusionary zone boundaries for economic legitimacy to developers. To assist in refining
the perimeters of the permit area and exclusionary zones, a survey of tortoise habitat quality
along these borders was completed, the results of which are reported herein.

Methods

The survey was conducted from 22 10 25 October 1990, It included driving and walking
the permit area and exclusionary zone boundaries to assess habitat for tortoises. Habitat
quality was determined from extensive previous experience of the researcher in sampling
tortoise habitat in Nevada, California, and Utah and included qualitative analyses of
vegetation (e.g., species, cover, diversity), soil and substrate (c.g., consistence, coarse
particles), topography and drainage, and adjacent habitat potential. Habital quality was
divided into five categories:




1) None - no tortoises possible :

2) Poor - tortoises may be present, but it is unlikely. If they are present, densities
are very low

3) Fair - tortoises probably present in low densities

4) Moderate - tortoises probably present in moderate deasities (below
approximately 75-100 torolses/mi2)

5) Good - tortoises probably present in densities in excess of approximately
100 tortoises/mi2. (No distinction is made between good and excellent
habitat, since both support large numbers of animals requiring essentially
the same treatment during mitigation.)

Where the habitat was & mosaic between two categories, both categories were noted.

Survey Results
L Permit Arca Perimeter (Figure 1)

Segnent Habitat Condition and Comments

1-15 o Valley View Inherently moderate habitat (fair 10 to proximity to freeway),
scartered houses and adjacent to freeway _

Valley View to Buffalo Moderate 1o good habitat; mostly undeveloped with widely
scattered houses, inside and outside permit perimeter.

Buffalo to hills just north Good habitat; development as above
of Blue Diamond Rd.

Hills just north of Blue Poor to fair; the flats to the east are good, with the exception

Diamond Rd of Sections 6 (T22S R6(E) and the area around the westem
extension of Warm Springs Rd., which is moderate;
development as above

Area of Sunset Rd. Good; development as above

Hills of Section 36 (T21S  Moderate; note thet much of habitat to cast and northeast is
R 59E) pouorfmr,wunlmﬂrmugoohnbimtothemof
ter (unlikely), densities may be lower than the
mhcruuqunhtyo{lhehabimm'thacmnyonlybepuchmof
higher density

Section 36 1o mid Section ~ Maoderate to good habitat; scaticred houses to east
14

Al




Mid Secticn 14 to Section
I

Hill in Section 10

Fair habitat; scattered houses to east

Poor 10 non-habitat; occasional dwelling

Section 10 to mid Section 6  Poar to fair habitar; occasional dwelling

(north of Blue Diamond Rd.)

Mid Section 6 10 westem
extension of Smoke Ranch
Rd.

Smoke Ranch Rd. to
Cheyenne Rd.

Cheyenne Rd. to mid
Section 36 (T19S, RS9E)
Section 36 to castern edge
of Section 12 (1 mile west
of Highway 95)

Section 12 to Section 6
(T198, R6OE)

Section 6 to Section 5

Sections 5 and 4, hdjnoent
northern corners

Remainder of Section 4
Section 3 to Section

6 (T19S R 61E)

Mid Section 6 1o Section ]
Section 1 to Section 18
(T19S R62F)-

Section 1910 I-15

I-15 to southern end of
Section 12 (T208 R62E)

Section 12 to Lake Mead
Blvd.

Lake Mead Blvd 1o lower
end Section 36

Mountains are non-habitat. Immediately adjacent flats are
poor, becoming fair further downslope. Mountains to
west and north are non-habitat. No homes.

- Mountaing are non-habitat ncar summits and on talus;

lower slopes are poor, with fair habitat on immediately
adjacent flats; occasional homes to east

Mostly moderate, some patches good. Scattered homes.

Fair habitat;, scattered houses

Moderate habitat

Fair 1o moderate habitat, houses
Non-habitat

Poox habitat

Primarily non-habitat, although there is a very slight chance
of tortoises in sections 3 and 10 because of adjacent fair to
moderate habitat in the southwest.

Fair habitat

Low-end fair habitat

Fair, borderline moderate, habitat
Fair habitat (inherently low-end moderate near I-15)

Poor habitat; some development and disturbance along
muwiﬂ: housing tract approximately 0.5 mi west and
d

Poor on slopes west of perimeter, non-habitat on hills;
housing tract 0.5 miles east of perimeter

Led

'




Section 36 to Section 24

Section 24 to Section 25
Section 25 to Section 34

Section 34 o Highway 95

Railroad Pass

Section 36 (T22§, R63E) 10
Black Mountain

Black Mountain

Highway 93 to Section 11
(T23S R64E)

Section 11 to Section 13

Section 13 to approximately
0.5 mi west of substation

0.5 mi west of substation

Fair along perimeter, becoming low-end moderate near
southern end of scgment; non-habitat in northwesterm cormer
of Section 2. Buildings and/or Tamarix/Prosopis bosque
along entire perimeter segment, with exception of the
northern portion

Poor habitat; bordered 10 west by bosque

Non-habitat, either the bosque or cleared. Hills to the east
are poor _

Fair on east sile of perimeter, mostly poor on west side;
housing tract 0.5-1 mile west . Moderate habitat in Section
22; developed south of Section 22.

Ptc_)ortofai:inhillsounmhsidcofl-ﬁghway%.fairnmh
of hills

Fair habitat; no development

A moseic of non-habitat o fair habitat, depending on talus
condition and percent ; fair to moderate habitat oo the
alluvia! fan east of Black t&in

El;a.i;h.abitat; no development with exception of transmission

Fair to moderate habitat, becoming moderate in Section 13

Good habitat; low-end good habitat just east of substation;
no housing

Low-end fair habitat, artificial ponds and runoff, heavy

to edge of Township 63 1/2E sheep grazing

Township 63 1/2E 10
approximately 0.5 mi north
of highway crossing

0.5 mi north of highway
crossing 10 0.5 mi south
of Highway 93

0.5 mi south of Highway
93 to the highway

North of McCullough
Mts., west of Highway 95,
to Section 25

Northemn edge of McCul-
lough Range to Bermuda Rd.

High-end moderate habitat, no housing

Moderate habitat; no housing

Fair habitat; only buildings are a casino

Fair to moderate habitat; bousing near edge of perimeter
for most of segment

Fair habitat; occasional dwelling




Bermuda Rd. w I-15

1. Exclusionary Zones:

Moderate (inherently low-end good near I-15); severat
houses.

Exclusionary Zone 1 (Figure 2):

I-15 to Rainbow

. Tropicana 1o Hwy. 95
freeway

Freeway 10 Rancho

Rancho. junction

JRuncu'.on 1o Lone Mountain
d.

Rancho and Craig Rd.

Craig Rd. to Cheyenne Ave
Rancho at Cheyenne

Cheyenne Ave. to
Commerce St.

Commerce to I-15

Cheyenne to Craig Rd.

Continuous buildings inside peri ; outside mmcu:r is
scattered buildings, but high]y disturbed (poor habitat).

Continuous structures inside and outside perimeter.

Nearly continuous structures inside perimeter, with major
exceptions at (1) Smoke Ranch Road, where there are
several areas of inherently fair (now poor) habitat,
continuous to west , but divided by freeway and adjacent to
housing tracts; and (2) small patch of inherently poor to fair,
highly disturbed habitat inside perimeter where Rainbow
becomes freeway - no tortoises. Outside perimeter are large
tracts of houses with intenmittent patches of habitat. This
habitat is mostly poor to fair (poor north of Alexander) and
connects to habitat in west

Housing tract to west, outside exclusionary zone, but to
:orthcastmpatchesofpocno_fairhabimmd scattered
ouses

Outside zone is scattered houses and inherently poor (some
non-) habitat; surronnded by houses. Inside perimeter is
structures. ,

ProsopisiAtriplex scrub north and south of perimeter, highly
disturbed - no tortoises. Various housing tracts to north, but
also continuous habitat.

Buildings or cleared with large patches of inherently poor
and mostly highly disturbed habitat

Highly disturbed habitat northeast and southeast of perimeter
junction.

Discontinuous habitat north of perimeter, with

intermittent buildings. De south of perimeter to

gaym; poor habitat (inherently Jow-end fair) east of
ayton.

- Developed north and south of perimeter.

Developed on west side of freeway. Developed on east side
north to Gowan. North of Gowan to Craig are several arcas
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I-15 to Neliis Blvd.
Craig Rd. to Carey Ave,

Nellis to Hollywood

Carey 10 Charleston Blvd.

Charleston to Sahara Ave

Sahara to Vegas Valley
Dr.

Vegas Valley Dr. 1o
Fremont St.

Fremont to Mountain
Vista St

Russell Rd. to Sunset Rd

Mountain Vista to Green
Valley Parkway

Green Valley 1o Pecos Rd.

. comp
buildings. Shortly east of Lamb to Nellis is continuous

of inherently poor habitat, now completely surrounded and
tortoises highly unlikely.

North and south of perimeter is inherently poor habitat, now
letely sarrounded (tortoises unlikely), with occasional

structures.
With exception of small patch of non-habitat at comer of Las
Vegas Blvd. and Nellis and patch of non-habitat east of

perimeter at Gowan, is continuous development both sides
of perimeter
Nearly continoous buildings north and south of perimeter.
Exceptions: &mh of very poor habitat (inherently fair) north
of Carey at ltylane:gan:hofmn-habim('u'lhcmntly
) east of Mt. Hood St. At Carey and Hollywood is fair
abitat to north and east of perimeter and buildings to east.

Inside perimeter area is a tract of fair habitat south of
Owens St. to Bonanza Rd. tinnous housing east of
perimeter, south to Stewart Ave. Fair habitat south 1o
Charleston, although highly disturbed on southwest and
southeast comer of Charleston, so is non-habitat here,

Inherently fair habitat inside perimeter, but highly disturbed
ncer Charlesion, s0 is non-habitzt there. T Sahara
there is a large Tamarix/Prosopis e abutting tortoise
babitat to the west, 0 the habitat here blyhostsfcw.if
any, tortoises, becanse of adjacent hab guallty Outside
perimeter is highly disturbed, non-habitat (inherently fair).

Development inside and outside perimeter.

Bosque along west side of perimeter to 0.5 mi south
of Vegas Vlﬁey Dr., where ne road nearly
to Fremont. At Fremont is non-habitat (inherently poor, but
surrounded by non-habitat). Inside perimeter are buildings
at Ely Ave, Gravel pit outside perimeter area in spouthwestern
corner of Section 14,

Developed inside and outside perimeter.

Whitney Mcsa area is non-habitat (inherently poor but
surrounded by non-habitat); remainder is developed on both
sides of perimeter.

Developed inside perimeter; non-habitat outside with de-
velopment outside perimeter at Green Valley.

Inside perimeter is mostly non-habitat; outside perimeter is
developed.




Pecos Rd. 10 I-15

Inside perimeter is mostly developed, with some non-habitat
just east of Pecos and a large patch of fair habitat
(continuous 10 south) at railroad crossing. Outside perimeter
is mostly developed with several small patches of non- to
poor habitat (inherenily poor to fair).

Exclusionary Zone 2 (Figure 3):

Northern portion
Inside perimeter

Qutside pcﬁmeta

Southern portion
Inside perimeter

Outside perimeter

Contnuous structures

Structures along Highway 95 and north of Sunset. Rd.

Poor habitat north of Sunset near Pabco Rd.
Tamarix/Prosopis bosque surrounds most of northern and
castern edges. Along Highway 95 at southern end of zone is
patch of inherently fair habitat but completely surrounded by
development so probably no tortoises.

Continuous structures, except (1) on the southwestern
comer (intersection of Pacific and Heather), (2) on the
southcastern corner, where habitat is mostly fair to .
maderate, but highly distorbed (poor) near milroad, and (3)
in the west where the habitat is inherently fair from
Viewmont Dr.north to Coolidge Ave, between Frankfort
Way and Tigertail Way; between Bismark and Tigertail the
habitat is highly disturbed, so poor. _

Structures donihakc Mead Blvd. from Albany nearly to
Warm Springs Habitat is inherently poor to fair north 1o
northern end of Exclusionary Zone, but surrounded by
development, so probably few, if any, tortoises. East of
Pueblo to Highway 95 habitat is a mosaic of houses and
poor to fair habitat. Habitat is moderate outside of

_southeastern comer of zone, beconunf fair west of

Greenway. From Horizon north, habitat is poor 1o fair.

Exclusionary Zone 3 (Figure 4):

Inside perimeter

Outside perimeter

Continuous houses or other buildings, with the exception of:
(1) the arca between Kiva Dr. and Mendota Dr., which is
fair habitat, but completely surrounded by recent housing;
and (2) a small portion of poor habitat at the northern end of
Alaska Ave .

Moderute to good habitat along Buchanan, south of El
Camino Way. Continuous structures from El Camino Way
porth along %nclnmn Blvd., and along Nevada Highway to
Bicentennial Park. Habitat is fair to moderate from the park
to Adams Blvd. Houses are continuous from Adams Blvd.
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southeast to Vaquero, at which point the habitat i3 moderate. -

Houses again occur in a broad block from Bermuda Dunes

Habitat quality along the permit area perimeter is largely only fair or poarer (i.e., it
supports low densities of tortoises at best); the poorest habitat is along the eastern and
northern borders. Moderate or better habitat (Le., supporting densities in excess of
approximately 35 tortoises/mi2) is found along the southem and western borders, with the
best habizat south and southwest of Las Vegas and northwest With a few exceptions, the
cxclusidna.ry zone border zones of continoous housing or other structures. Suggestions for
slight changes in the permit arca and exclusionary zone boundaries area offered below to
support the intent of the short-term HCP:

Permit Area Perimeter:

Exclusionary Zone 1:

Exclusionary Zone 2:

From Valley View to Buffalo: Extend permit arca south
because of good tortoise habitat there.

Section 3 w Section 6 (T19S R 61E): This habitat

is not worth as much to tortoises as that along western or
southern permit area border; consider a decreased price for
development here,

Bermuda Rd. to I-15: Extend permit ares to south because
of moderate tortoise habitat there.

From Fremont to I-15, consider expanding the exclusionary
zone south because of the high degree of lopment.
(Exclude that erca from the railroad crossing near Bermuda
to Las Vegas Blvd.; that arcs is poorly developed.)

At Lone Mountain Rd. and Rancho, extend exclusionary
zone nortbeast - non-habitat surrounded by houses.

Between Craig and Cheyenne along Rancho, extend
exclusionary zone to east - poor to non-habitat with much
development. :

Along Hollywood Blvd. between Charleston and Fremont,
push exclusionary zone boundary east to include large

patches of tortoise habitat and protect the large bosque.

Move perimeter of exclusionary zone north to Kimberly,
since there are no buildings between Kimberly and the
exclusionary zone border.




Between Bismark and Albany and south of the raiboad,
exclude from exclusionary zone because habitat is fair and

relatively undishurbed.
Exclusionary Zone 3: Between Kiva and Mendota move the exclusionary zone cast
I?inb' ia Ave. since there is a broad open area of fair
itat .
Li Cited

RECON. 1990. Short-term habitat conservation plan for the desert tortoise in Clark
County, Nevada. Repont to Clark County, Las Vegas, Nevada. 148+ pp.
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Figure 2. Tortoise habitat along perimeter of Exclusionary Zone 1:
0=Non-habitat, P=Poor, F=Fair, M=Moderate, G=Good,

buildings.

= Structures, [||l|llll] = Poor habitat interspersea with

: H . .'_“ — ._-.'..
L/ Bz AN V4. "--ii;::"..*::;"fw.- _____ 870
[ 1;.15—-;; y s FIe 7 N
i b “? 1 _’}—" . BN A . 'I T \ L3
L E] T . . ] - - ! d .




T o e A IO - ...._I_H_Hanf.._,UrMM...uu THETTTTTT ey M
CRPECEE R L W
- i ] L o C %. X3y L T
A [y ‘-1. u.,r" T Nem] u o] H i ot » ]
= o I C od ¢ - xu«:huutg .
e 23 o la m | . 2 uom.:ou\\\ = -
i, me | : . f - o m_ :
. 2 B! . &
= =~
; g 3
% T 8 g &
PR iy y, u_lm h. S ey
F/_ - Lo AL ' J\ P nw .m
a e 1200 X 1 A 2
QY# i e oy XN N 4 c O vﬂ
_ _ \ ﬂi : » JO. s DY LY M -m S
_, _ i 7% ;M“f ¢ n.rmq e RG]
, & in B g -t o
f__ N . s = g
_‘_ 5 ; WU Fﬁ_ m m (-4
. m _ ) SR 7 Aned[ThRT m - Y
. SR ST L >, < .mﬁ
W Tt 2IN
m. ..... 2 Bl P u | XA | ..MP oy AV ..m.. _,m g
2 P gty : 0 AL $ S .m
R * P AR R & T L_...;.v-..cue: / 8 BB
“l. 4 - - _ !.O.. - [ ) P \ h “’ m “
! 3 . ] »a.i.:__. - K=
K ared : a -M w
_ 2 m \ & e o ‘3
_ 22 [ < -7 S el 2
: [ oLl 5
N _. ; .‘ __ / A e
s . | ' / e Ll
%\%\ "/ ~ m-
»% 1 “ B
% i
7
m “ b —
Worrmy | “




i: t
5 "";j-tw- ¢
HIULOER CITY [
AIRPURT c>

BOLLDER CTTY MINICIPAL
L0k COUBSE

lllc_l.l_‘_‘.".ﬁ S

Walye LA WA ALl SleTY SERFEVTS

PESBLE
BEACH DR.

Figure 4. Tortoise habitat along perimeter of Exclusionary Zone 3:
0=Non-habitat, P=Poor, F=Fair, M=Moderate, G=Good,
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HCP COMPLIANCE FORMS AND PROTOCOLS

The following forms and protocols are .draft versions of those to be used
for projects within the 10(a) permit area. The forms will be avajlable

at City and County offices and include an identification number coded to
the ;ocal jurisdiction.

The drafts presented here for review include:

1. A project identification and signature Page that must be completed
by all projects in the permit area;

2, The protocol to be used for tortoise gurveys and the form to be used
to report survey results; and

3. The protocol to be used for tortoise removals and the form to be
used to report removal results.

Please note that the final forms will be typeset.




ECP COMPLIANCE FORM
PART 1 -~ PROJECT IDENTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE SHEET

NOTE:
1.

IF AN AUDIT INDICATES THAT A SURVEY OR REMOVAL FORM HAS BEEN
INTENTIONALLY FALSIFIED, THE PROJECT WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM
COVERAGE BY THE SECTION 10 (A) (1) (B) PERMIT FOR THE DURATION OF
THE PERMIT PERIOD. MOREOVER, IF TAKE OCCURRED ON SUCH PROPERTY,
IT WAS NOT INCIDENTAL TO AN OTHERWISE LAWFUL ACTIVITY AND WILL
BE REFERRED DIRECTLY TO THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE FOR
PROSECUTION UNDER THE TERMS OF THE FEDERAL ENDANGERED SPECIES
ACT (ESA). VIOLATIONS OF SECTION 9 OF THE ESA ARE PUNISHABLE BY
FINES OF UP TO $25,000 FOR EACH INSTANCE OF TAKE AND BY UP TO
SIX MONTHS IN JAIL.

SURVEY RESULTS MUST BE REPORTED ON THE HCP COMPLIANCE FORM 2B
AND WILL BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A MAXIMUM OF 90 DAYS,

THE RESULTS OF A TORTCISE REMOVAL MUST BE REPORTED ON THE HCP

COMPLIANCE FORM 3B AND WILL BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A MAXIMUM OF
60 DAYS.

All projects in the permit area are required to complete this form and
gubmit it to the appropriate local agency. Authorization to grade
property will not be given by the local agency until this form has been
submitted and is accepted as complete.

The project proponent is responsible for securing all signatures
required below and for providing all required information.

1, Cite location and size of subiject sgite:

Parcel number (8)

Acres

city or township

2, Check the box below that applles to subject site:

Da.
Db.

Site 1s within an exclusionary zone.
Tortoise survey is not required.

Site is covered by exclusionary criteria.
Tortoise survey is not required. ‘




e

—

E] ¢, Site has been surveyed for tortoises.
No evidence of tortoises found on-sgite,.
Survey report attached.
Signature of surveyor provided below.

] d. Site has been surveyed for and cleared of tortoises.
Removal report attached.
Signature of tortoise remover provided below.
Signature of person at transfer facility, where tortoises were
delivered, provided below.

3. Provide proof of payment of mitigation fee.

Date of payment

Ej Receipt attached.
(check box)

4, If 2.c or 2.d are checked above, provide the appropriate signature

below.
(2.c)
Signature of Surveyor Date
(2.d) _ _
Signature of Tortoise Remover Date
Signature of Receilver at Date

Tortolse Transfer Facility

Signature of Property Owner Date

5. 8Sign below as proof of compliance with HCP reguirements.

Signature of Project Proponent Date

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Date of submittal

Signature
of person accepting form

Name and Title




HCP COMPLIANCE FORM
PART 2A -- TORTOISE SURVEY PROTOCOL

conducted according to the following protocol and reported on the
attached form (28).

Qualification of Surveyor

The following guidelines for the selection of a tortoise surveyor are
based on those used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and are
recommended for use by project proponents in the permit area.

1. As a general rule, a qualified desert tortoise surveyor is a
biologist with a bachelors or graduate degree in biology, ecology,
wildlife biology, herpetology, or related fields. He/she should be
familiar with the survey techniques used by resource agencies and
should have prior field experience. Fleld experience may mean a

minimum of 60 days of in-field searches for tortoises and tortoise
sign.

In order to comply with HCP requirements, tortoise surveys must be I

2, For the results of the survey to be acceptable, the surveyor must be
able to: (a) recognize and accurately identify all types of desert
tortoise sign, and (b) record all sign in a careful, legible, and '
complete way. Tortoise sign includes cover sites, shells, and
estimated size of live tortoises,

Site Description l

The surveyor will provide a legal description of the site and a site map
that clearly shows the location of the property with respect to the .
boundaries of the 10{a) permit and existing roads.

The surveyor also will describe the site’s: l

1. Soil types, texture, and properties relative to drainage and
suitability for tortoise burrows (for example: "well~drained sandy
loam with patches of gravel and cobbles under a poorly developed
desert pavement; highly suitable for tortoise burrows”):

2. Llandform or topography (for example: “gently sloping alluvial plainl
dissected by shallow drainage channels”);

3. Plant community, with particular attention to dominant perennials '
and the presence and identity. of typical tortoise forage species
(for example: “typical creosote scrub community with widely
scattered creosote bushes"); l
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Human impacts ‘on the aite or off-site features that may have an
impact on any tortoises on the property (such as: grading, ORV
activity, adjacent road, dumping); and

A brief description of adjacent land, including the Presence and
estimated extent of suitable tortoise habitat.

Survey Procedure and Record of Findings

1.

To conduct the survey, the aurveyor will walk a single series of
parallel line-intercept transects until the entire site has been
covered. These transects will be spaced at 1l0~-yard intervals (see
below). 1In situations where it is impossible or unsafe to follow
this procedure (such as on precipitous slopes or where unsafe

conditions obtain), the procedure actually used must be described in
‘detail,

Property Boundary

—
10 yards

All tortoise signs found will be recorded on the survey report form,
and the location of the signs will be marked on the site map. If
codes other than the numbers from the survey form are used to mark
sign on the map, a key to codes must be included on the map.

Tortoise surveyors will leook for tortolses on the surface, under
bushes, under ledges, under overhangs, and any other place a
tortoise might seek shelter. Tortoise burrows will be examined. If
the back end of the burrow is not visible, the gearcher will use a
fiber optic device or other remote sensing system to inspect the
unseen portions of the burrow.

Surveyors are not required to search for tortoise eggs. If eggs are
discovered in the proceas of searching for tortolse sign, the
surveyor should mark the location in the field and call the hotline
at the tortoise transfer facility. Removal of tortolse eggs will bhe
provided at no charge through the hotline servicae.




Conclusioﬁs

When the survey is completed, the surveyor must reach a conclusion about
the site and check the appropriate box on the survey report form,

He/she must declde whether or not the site is tortoise habitat. He/she.
also must report whether or not there 1s evidence that tortoises are
currently on the site.

Form Completion and Submittal : I

To be accepted as complete, the survey form must be: I

1. Legibley; .

2. Accompanied by a site map, marked with the location of sign (if '
any) ;

3. Signed by the surveyor; and '

4. Signed by the property owner,

The surveyor and property owner also must sign the "Project Identifica—.
tion and Signature Sheet"” of the HCP Compliance Form.




HCP ID ¢

AB-1234 I

HCP COMPLIANCE FORM
PART 2B =-- TORTOISE SURVEY REPORT

NOTE:

1. IF AN AUDIT INDICATES THAT A SURVEY OR REMOVAL
FORM HAS BEEN INTENTIOMNALLY FALSIFIED, THE PROJECT
WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM COVERAGE BY THE SECTION
10(¢A) (1) (B) PERMIT FOR THE DURATION OF THE PERMIT
PERIOD, MOREOVER, IF TAKE OCCURRED ON SUCH PROP-
ERTY, IT WAS NOT INCIDENTAL TO AN OTHERWISE LAW-
FUL ACTIVITY AND WILL BE REFERRED DIRECTLY TO THE
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE FOR PROSECUTION
UNDER THE TERMS OF THE FEDERAL ENDANGERED
SPECIES ACT (ESA). VIOLATIONS OF SECTION 9 OF THE
ESA ARE PUNISHABLE BY FINES OF UP TO $25,000 FOR
EACH INSTANCE OF TAKE AND BY UP TO SIX MONTHS IN
JAIL.

2, SURVEY RESULTS MUST BE REPORTED ON THE BCP COMPLI-
ANCE FORM 2B AND WILL BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A MAXIMUM OF 90
DAYS. '

" This form must be completed for all projects required to survey for

tortoises. It will not be deemed complete unless it is legible, accom-
panied by a site map that indicates the location of property in the
permit area and the location of any tortoise sign found during the
survey, and signed by the surveyor,

Results of a survey that conclude tortoises are not present on the site
will be subiject to audit over a one-week period after the HCP Compliance
Form has been submitted to the appropriate local agency. Such audits
will be conducted by NDOW on a random basis.

If a survey concludes that tortoises are present on the site, the HCP
Compliance Form cannot be submitted until a tortoise removal report has

been completed.

Completion ¢f this form is the respongibility of the surveyor and proj-
ect proponent.

1, Cite location and size of subject site:

Parcel number(s)

Acres '

city or township




Prepare and attach a site location map that shows the subject
property in relation to the permit area. The map also will be used
to show the location of torxtoise signs found during the survey and

must be large enough to allow for the easy ldentification of such

locations.

|:| Map attached.
{check box)

Provide a brief description of soil types, texture, and properties.

Provide a brief description of the site’s topography.

‘Describe the plant community on the site,

Describe human impacts on the site.

Briefly describe the adjacent property.

I1f different from HCP protocol, describe methods used.




9.

Summarize findings below (individual findings will be described in
item 10 and recorded on the site map) .

Number of live tortoises found

Number of tortoise remains found

Number of cover sites found

Number of sites with droppings

Total number of other sign




10. List all findings below (add additional sheets if required).

$ign
o,

Scat

Live

1 Tertoise

Tortoise
Shell

Cover
Site

Tracks

Egse or Egs
Fragmsnts

Drinking
Sites

Courtship

10

12

V4

135

17

18

1

21

LIST ANY CODES USED ABOVE KERE:




11, State conclusions by checking the appropriate box below,

O

12,

a.

d.

Site is not tortoise habitat or is no longer suitable tortoise

habitat. No evidence of tortolse presence was found. Tortoise
removal not required. .

Site is tortoise habitat but no evidence or tortolse presence
was found. Tortolise removal not required.

Site has tortolse sign but no tortoises found. Search for
tortoises as per HCP removal protocol required.

Site has tortoises. Tortoise removal required.

Sign below as proof of compliance with HCP requirements for tortoise
surveys.

Signature of Surveyor Date

Print Name

Street Address

City, State, Zip Code

(Arer Code)} Phone Number




Signature of Property Owner

Frint Name

Street Address

City, State, Zlp Code

{Area Code)} Phone Number

Date




HCP COMPLIANCE FORM
PART 3A ~-- TORTOISE REMOVAL PROTOCOL

In order to comply with HCP requirements, tortoise removals must be
conducted according to the following protocol and reported on the
attached form (3B).

Qualifications of Tortoise Remover

The recommended qualifications of a person who removes tortoises are the
same as thogse for a tortolse surveyor.

1. As a general rule, a qualified desert tortoise surveyor is a biolo-
gist with a bachelors or graduate degree in biology, ecology, wild-
life biology, herpetology, or related fields. He/she should be
familiar with the survey techniques used by resource agencies and

. should have prior field experience. Field experience may mean a
minimum of 60 days of in~field searches for tortoises and tortoise
sign,

2. For the results of the survey to be acceptable, the surveyor must be
able to: (a) recognize and accurately identify all types of desert
tortoise sign, and (b) record all sign in a careful, legible, and
complete way.

Scheduling and Timing of Tortoise Removals

1. .The project proponent with property to be cleared of tortoises must
notify the tortoise transfer facility in writing at least 10 days in
advance of the collection. During the 10-day period, the project
may be selected at randeom for in-field inspection during
collection.

2. All collections shall be conducted during daylight hours.

3. Ccllected tortoises must be delivered to the transfer facility
within four hours of collection {(beginning with the first tortoise
collected).

4. Collected tortoises must be delivered to the transfer facility by
5:00 p.m. or by special arrangement with the facllity.

Collection Methods

1. Tortoise removal shall be accomplished by searchers walking parallel
transects at 25 feet intervalsg until the entire site is covered (see
below). Complete coverage of the site in this manner shall be
consldered one pass,




Property Boundary

25 feeat

All tortoises encountered on a pass will be collected and removed
from the field at that time (see "tortoise handling and record
keeping™ below). The number of tortoises collected on a pass will
be recorded on the Tortoise Removal Form (3B).

A site will be considered cleared when two passes without finding
tortoises have been made or when a total of four passes have been
made.

Tortoise removers will search for tortoises on the surface, qhder
bushes, under ledges, under overhangs, and any other place a

tortoise might seek shelter. Tortoise burrows will be examined. If

the back end of the burrow is not visible, the searcher will use a
fiber optic device or other remote sensing system to inspect the

‘unseen portions of the burrow.

Tortoise removers are not required to search for tortoise eggs. 1If
eggs are discovered in the process of ccllecting tortcises, the
tortolise remover should mark the location in the field and call the
tortoise hotline at the tortoise transfer facility. Removal of
tortgise eggs will be provided at no charge through the hotline
service.

Tortoise Handling and Record Keeping

1.

2.

Torteoises may not be restrained, confined, or molested in the fleld

bafore collection.

Tortoises shall not be injured during removal from burrows,
crevices, or other sheltersgs/features.

Removal of tortoises may not involve the use of explosives, heavy
equipment (backhoes, bulldozers, motor-powered earth moving
equipment), or any other method, material, or implement that may
injure the animal.




10.

Tortoises must be handled in a careful manner, This requires that
the animal be lifted slowly and fully supported in an upright
position (as it normally stands on the ground) at all times. If a
torteise is found on its back, it should be righted immediately with
a slow and gentle motion,

Each tortoise encountered on a2 pasas will be placed in a newly-
purchased, clean cardboard box of an appropriate size (B"x8"x6" for
small tortolses and 10"x13"x12" for adult tortoises). Placement of
a tortoise in a box will occur in the field where the animal waa
encountered.

Each box willl contain only one tortoise and will be sealed with
unreinforced cellephane packaging tape. Each box shall be marked on
the top surface in black felt permanent marker with the following
information in the following order:

a. Collector’s name

b. Location/name of site or project

¢, Time and date of collection

d., The site’s HCP identification number

{The HCP identification number is in the upper right hand corner of
the HCP Compliance Form.)

A summary of the informatiocn on the boxes must be included on the
Removal Report Form (3B).

Between collection and delivery to the transfer facility, the boxed
tortoises shall be maintained in the shade on a pallet or in a
vehicle in the shade with the air conditioner running.

Vehicles used for tortoise transport shall be adequate to secure the
boxes during transport. Boxes should not be allowed to fall, slide,
or tilt. The area in vehicle in which the boxes are placed should
be cleosed, air-conditioned, and protect the boxes from direct
sunlight. Trucks, open pick-up beds, and non-air-conditicned camper
shells are not acceptable. ' Truck beds and floorboards also must be
insulated by additional carpets, plywood, pallets, or other
insulating materials,

All tortoises will be delivered to the transfer facility on the day
of collection. As noted above, delivery must occur within four
hours of collection. Delivery must be by 5:00 p.m. or by special
arrangement with the transfer facility. :

Form Completion and Submittal

Upon- delivery of the tortoilses, an authorized representative of the
transfer facility will check to see that the Removal Report Form is
complete and then will counter sign it and the HCP "Identification and
Signature Sheet."™ The signature of the tortoise remover and property
owner also must be on both forms.




HCP ID §

AB-1234

HCP COMPLIANCE FORM
PART 3B -~ TORTOISE REMOVAL REPORT

NOTE:

1. TF AN AUDIT INDICATES THAT A SURVEY OR REMOVAL
FORM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY FALSIFIED, THE PROJECT
WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM COVERAGE BY THE SECTION
10(A) (1) (B) PERMIT FOR THE DURATION OF TEE PERMIT
PERIOD. MOREOVER, IF TAKE OCCURRED ON SUCH PROP-
ERTY, IT WAS NOT INCIDENTAL TO AN OTHERWISE LAW-
FUL ACTIVITY AND WILL BE REFERRED DIRECTLY TO THE
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE FOR PROSECUTION
UNDER- THE TERMS OF THE FEDERAL ESA. VIOLATIONS
OF SECTION 9 OF THE ESA ARE PUNISHABLE BY FINES OF
UP TO $25,000 FOR BEACH INSTANCE OF TAKE AND BY UP
T0 SIX MONTHS IN JAIL.

2. THE RESULTS OF A TORTOISE REMOVAL MUST BE
REPORTED ON THE HCP COMPLIANCE FORM 3B AND WILL
BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A MAXIMUM OF 60 DAYS.

tortoises. It will not be deemed complete unless it is legible and

signed by both the tortolse remover and a representative of the tortoisge
transfer facility.

Completion of this form is the responsibility of the tortoise remover
and the project proponent.

1. Cite location and size of subject site:

Parcel number(s)

Acres

City or township-

2. Indicate the date and time of the collectlon and the number of
searchers used on each pass.

Date of cellection

Time started Time finished

Number of searchers for each pass:

Pass 1 Passg 2 Pass 3 Pass 4

This form must be completed for all prolects required to remove l

B b e . . "]




Summarize the results of each pass and mark the general location of
collected tortoises on a copy of the site location map prepared
during the tortoise survey. (If the project proponent has opted to
combine the survey and removal steps, a site location map must be
prepared as per instructions on the survey form. In such cases,

tortoise sign also should be noted and mapped during the flrst
collection pass.)

D Map attached.
{(check box)

Sign below to confirm compliance with HCP requirements for tortoise
removal,

Signature of Remover

Print Name

Street Address

City, State, Zlp Code

{Area Code) Phone Number




Signature of Property Owner

Print Name

Street Address

City, State, zZip Code

'(Area Code) Phone Number

5. Have an authorized representative of the transfer facility sign

below to confirm delivery of tortoises.

Time tortolses were dellvered

Signature of Transfer Facility
Representative

Date

Date
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AFPENDIX E
PUBLIC COMMENTS

theDmenTono&u(HCP) was beld in the Clark County Board
Commmionmchumbusﬁnm?OOtolOOmehepmpomofthemeﬁnw
toprwideafmumouuide regu]a:rmcﬂng meeﬂnga.wdis-

"attended and .Oth:rspcakﬂmrcpmsemedoonoumﬁomtheSoudmn

Neveda Homeb Association, the Environmental Defense Fund, the City of Las
Vegas, and other concerned individuals. Atiendees of the public meeting are
listed below. Those individuels that gave verbal comments are indicated with an
asterisk.

The wvast majority of the concerns vocalized at the meeting came from the
"multiple users” and centered amund the land us¢ constraints that would be
imposed by the HCP. Nearly all comments protested taking public lands out of
multiple-use for the purposes of providing protection for the desent mrtmse.
All multple users who spoke swongly siated that they have a right to use
of public lands, for OHV recreation, grazing, mining, hunting, and othcr activ-
ies. Many felt that too much land already bhad been withdrawn from public us&
There were many questions regarding the authority under which this "right
use public lands could be taken away. Additionally, many of the comments also
indicated that it was “unfair" that the HCP "benefit” the developers in the Las
Vegas Valley, w0 the detriment of both residents and users of the desert outside
of the Valley. Many indicated concern over the rapid growth that has already
occmred in the Las Vegas Valley, without the bpecessary public works
infrastructure.

There was a show of support of the HCP process from the Southerm Nevada
Homebuilders Association, the Environmental Defense Fund, and the City of Las
Vegas. Thesc pgroups indicated that the HCP represented a consensus of
participants and that all HCP partictpants compromised to a certain extent.

Other comments raised at the meeting are summarized below, according to the
representative interest group.

OHY Interests

+ By locating the potential TMAs along the % ways, you are blocking
::gss to OHV arcas; you should pot the far away from existing
ways.

« OHV recreaton does not represent a conflict with the desert tortoise.
OHVs race on existing roadwny: and lppmvc courses. They arc already
required to mitigate potential impacts to tortoise, through Section 7




consultation with the BLM. A member of the HCP team should go out into the
fisld and sce how carefully races are conducted.

OHYVs do not kill tortoiscs; we never see any tortoises when we ride.
All of the TMAS represent prime OHYV recreation greas.
How can land in Lincoln County be included? And, if you include land in

Lincoln County, why not inciude land in San Bemardino County in
California?

OHV use ip the the El Dorado Hills arca has already been determined by
USFWS as having no significant impacts.

The YKL Ranch and Nelson Hills lands should be designated as the first TMA
since these lands have already been designated as tortoisc reserves.

Crazing Interests

There is no thntﬂvcswckgran'ngishumfulwmoiscs.lnfacf.
gvesr.ock grazing is beneficial to tortoises, because tortoises eat cow
uag. -

The first TMA should be in Coyote Spring Valley and in Piute Valley.

This plan will result in the loss of my family heritage - ranching.

Mining

Mormon Mesa shonld not be included as an TMA.

Environmental Concerns

400,000 acres may not be enough for the tortoise to survive.

Altemative Acti

Put the tortoises in smaller, controlled environments, such 235 a zoo, &nd
prescrve them through captive breeding.

Funding

Who peaid for the HCP?
You are taking our tax dollars and doing something we doa’t support.

General

The retio of acreage of development allowed, to screage preserved is
substantial, .

More advertising of public meetings is required.




1

*  Request extra time for submittal of comments on the HCP,

* Desert 1oroises are not being preserved, Las Vegas Valley developers are
being preserved. _

* How can BLM enforce any of these land use constraints? They don’t have .
adequate staff to do their existing job. '

Bublic Comments
All letters of comment on the HCP arc included in this appeadix.
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ATTENDEES AT PUBLIC MEETING
OCTOBER 24, 1990
Name Affiliation
*Rebecca Morjesty —_—
Mike Franta Vegas Valley 4X
Qary Brewer SNORE/Vegas Valley 4 Wheelers
Ron Carter SNORE/Vegas Vallcy 4 Wheelers
Max Carter SNORE/HDRA
$Mike Halverson SNORE/HDRA
Pat Dean SNORE/HDRA
Bekki Freeman SNORE
Dean Miller SNORE
*Jeff & Sue Phillips MRAN/BITD
John & Cindy Clarich -
Craig Baker SNDR/MRAN
Paul Ziegler Gamblers/MRAN
Barry Webb HDRA
*Micheel J. Conway OHYV Interests
John F. Luongo HDRA
Wayne Pruinly, Jr. —
Russell Pruit o
Todd Starr —
QGrey Starr —
Lindsay Stadtlander —
Scott Shan MRAN
Richard Shaw MRAN
*Bob Stewart Rancher
Mike Morris MRAN
Jimmie D. Glimp MRAN
Shane D. Richardson AMA/MRAN
Krista Matheny MRAN/AMA
Joseph Me MRAN/AMA
Hearre Motorcycle Dealer’s Assoc. of NV
Ken Wilson MRAN
Bob Wilson
Harry Papas
Stephanie Ferra
Tim Pocock
John C. Derrick
Rebecca Kahre
Darrell Kahre
Gina L. Wilson
g;; Beaman
nga Price
Mike Powada
Scott Powada
Frank Bunn




ATTENDEES AT PUBLIC MEETING
OCTOBER 24, 1990
(continned)
Name Afflistion

Dennis Dowell —

Robert Cotts MRAN -

David Hufford MRAN/Jackrabbit

Alan Beaman Wild Bunch

*Susan Ponsiter Rancher

Chris Trolson MRAN, Wild Bunch
David Cuttin -
“*Terry Murphy So, NV Homebuilders Assoc.
*Darre] Kris-Kelley —

$Larry /barton City of Las Vegas
*Scott Momey —

*Miles Hinson —

*Jerry Oxbomrow MRAN, NV Sportsman Assoc, Nye

o County Interests

Tim Jegeri MRAN, Wild Bunch
*Daryl Folks MRAN, Gamblers
*Casey Folks MRAN, Gamblers

Paul Skeary MRAN, Wild Bunch, M.C.
Tom Skeary MRAN, Wild Bunch
Brent Hanning MRAN, Wild Bunch, M.C.
Chad Tichenon MRAN, Groundshakers
Mark Delahoussaye -

Mike Palmer MRAN, Jackrabbits
Amy Reeve MRAN, Jackrabbits
Jake Prince MRAN, Jackrabbits
Michelle Azevedo MRAN, Jackrabbits
Tim Boyce Moape Valley

Eileen Boyce Valley
*Michae! Looney OHYV [nterests
ﬂnﬁa-bﬂ!-lerbst HDRA-SNORE

Ed HDRA-SNORE

Tim Herbst HDRA-SNORE

Brian Collins HDRA-SNORE

Pat Dean HDRA-SNORE

John Z. Robinson Monga Valley Progress
Lola Warner LV]

Winnifred Jackson City of Las Vegas
Lary Barton Cig of Las Vegas
James Bucknell

*Keith Na Rancher

Calvin L. Nay HCR Ranch

Marilyn Nay -

*Wen Walker OHY Interests

Rebecea Villegas MRAN-Gamblers
Frankie Villegas MRAN-Gamblers




ATTENDEES AT PUBLIC MEETING
OCTOBER 24, 1990

(continued)
Name Affiliation

Roger J. Nato Rancher

Rocky Hatcher Delamar Cattle Ranch
Bill Walking Box Ranch

*Jean Mischel EDF

Ronald Mike Nelson OHYV Interests

Jeremy Nelson OHYV Interests

*Don Akins SNARE

*Ron & Ann Schreiber Mining

Paul D'Aura Mining

Shelly & Ted Revees

*Don Dayton SNORE

Michele Richardson —

Danny Richardson —

Jill & David Stouard Wild Bunch

*Jeff Vanee Las Vegas community interests
*Robert Michael OHY Interests

*Mark Trinko OHYV Interests

*Mike Gomez Resident, North Las Vegas
*Stephen Abbot OHYV Interests

*Mark Fieruza OHYV Interests

*Juainne Hayward cmt County Livestock Assoc.
*Lindsay Dally oaaa Valley

*Rick Powers cgu Jeep Clob
Yvonne Fox ﬁmm Interests
Lavert Lucas City of

-— = not given

¥ = speakers
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MINING _

There are 13,070 mining claime covering 529,780 acres in the
propored 14 Potential Tortoise Management Areas. These claims a
usually well researched before being claimed. The lists of mining
claime for eich PTMA on the following pages were taken from the
BLM Microfiche dated April of 1990, There may have been mor e
cleims filed since that time, but the liasts made exprass ths
Assessment and any claim; filed to that date.

To e¢laim a mining claim, it costs $1.00 per acre and $5.00
per claim to ths county (The claim may be ahywhere frem a 20 acrae
claim with one claimant to a 160 acre claim with 8 claimants.)
After the olaims are fil-ﬁ with the county, they are then sent to
BLM whers an additional $10.00 fee is pald for each claim. Threa
years ago, tha fee was only $5.00 to BLM, and the information on
sach PTMA, gives the total fox either fee,

Aftex all of this iz done, there must be an expenditure in

the form of improvements to the claim of $100.00 per claim, plus

an annual assessment recording fee of §1.75 to the county, and

§5.00 to -BLM for esach claim,

On the following 14 pagea is a synopsis of the mining claims
found in each of the 14 PTMA'e.




' -

—_—

PTMA # 1

796 CLAIMS
508 IN 160'S
224 IN 40’S
64 IN 20°'S )
TOTAL ACREAGE 91,520
PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS(not counting paperwork, posts,
. or surveying)
CLARK COUNTY $ 95,500
BLM (between) § 3,980 & ¢ 7,960
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betwesn) $ 99,480.00 & $ 103,460.00

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

$ 1,393.00 to Clark County to file Aszezsment

8 3,980.00 to BLM to file Assezament

$ 79,600.00 Assessment (into the economy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSES §84,973,

................... [
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PTMA ¥ 2 \'

3,893 CLAIMS

443 IN 160’S

X !

16 IN 80'S

16 IN 40°S - | \g
3,418 IN 20'S .
TOTAL ACREAGE 141,160 i

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posts, '
or survaying)

CLARK COUNTY ¢ 16(_!,625.00 !
BLM (betwaen § 19,465.00 & 8§ 38,930,00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) $180,890.00 & $199,555.00

ax; we

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS
$ 6,812,75 to Clark County to file Assessment
]

$ 19,465.00 to BLM to file Aszessment

$389,300,00 Assassment (1n£o the sconomy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $415,577.75

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $415,775.50




PTMA # 3

2,115 CLAIMS
83 IN 160’S

2,032 IN 20'S

TOTAL ACREAGE 55,920

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posts
or surveying)

CLARK COUNTY € 66,495.00
BLM (between) § 10,575.00 & § 21,150.00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSES (between) $77,070.00 & 87,645.00

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES. ON CLAIMS
$ 3,701.2% to Clark County to file Assessment
$ 10,575.00 to BLM to file Assessment

$211,500.00 Assessment (into the economy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $225.,776.25

€0IDL I¥d @e-rI.a3g
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PTMA # 4

259 CLAIMS
68 IN 160’'S
74 IN 80’S
117 IN 20'S
TOTAL ACREAGE 19,140
PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting papervork, posts
or surveying)
CLARK COUNTY. 8 20,435.00
BLM (between) 8 1,295.00 & $8  2,590.00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betwesn) § 21,730.00 & $ 23,025.00

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

$ 453.25 ¢to Clark County to file Azsesszment

$ 1,295.00 to BLM to file Assessment

8 25,900.00 Assessment (into the sconomy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXFENSES $ 27,648,235

b

-
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l 354 CLAIMS
i( 16 IN 160°S
. 22 IN 40'S
'] 264 IN 20'S
'I TOTAL ACREAGE 8,720

FRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posts
.I , or surveying

CLARK COUNTY § 10,490.00

i] BLM (between) § 1,770.00 & § 2,540,00

i! TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between)$ 12,260,00 & § 14,030.00
_ ‘ YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSE ON CLAIMS

i $ 619,50 to Clark County to file Assessment

' . $§ I1,770.00 to BLM to file Amseszment .
$ 35,400.00 Assezsment (into the economy of Clark County
l TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE § 37,789.50
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PTMA # 6
129 CLAIMS
47 IN 160'S
82 IN 20'S
TOTAL ACREAGE 9,160

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, ponts
or surveying)

CLARK COUNTY 8§ 9,805.00
BLM (betwaen) $ 645.00 & & 1,290,00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between)§ 10,450,00 & § 11,095.00

i D e 4% sw W

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSE ON CLAIMS
$ 225.75 to Clark County to file Assessmant
] 645.00 to BLM te file Aszeszsment
$ 12,900.00 Assessment (into thc_.conomy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE § 13,770.75
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PTMA 4 7

251 CLAIMS
23 IN 160;5
228 IN 20's
- TOTAL ACREAGE 8,240

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS {naot counting paperwork, posts
Or surveying)

CLARK COUNTY s  9,495.00

BLM (between) § 1,255.00 & & 4,29%0.00

TOTAL FRIMARY EXPENSE (between) s 10,750.00 & § 12,005.00

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

$ 439,25 to Clark County to file Assessment
$ 1,255.00 to BLM tﬁ file Assessment

$ 25,100.00 Assesgment (into the eoonomy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $ 26,734 .25




PTMA % 8
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429 CLAIMS

71 IN 160’8
358 IN 20°S
TOTAL ACREAGE 186,520

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paparwvork, posts
or surveying)

- CLARK COUNTY § ' 20,665.00
BLM (between) $ 2,145.00 & é 4,290.00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) § $22,810.00 & 8§ 24,955.00

LY

an @ my @ su

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

8 750.75 to Clark County to file Assessment

S 2,145.00 to BLM to file Assesament

$ 42,900.00 Asseswment (into the economy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE & 47,795.75
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PTMA # 9

441 CLAIMS

40 IN 160’'S
€ IN 80'S

395 IN 20’'Ss

TOTAL ACREAGE 14,780

PRIMARY EXPENSE ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posts
or murveying)

CLARK COUNTY ¢ 16,985

BLM (between) § 2,205 & § 4,410

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) § 19,190 & 8§ 21,395

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

$ 771.75 to Clark County to file Assessment

$§ 2,205.00 to BLM to file Assessment

$ 44,100.00 Assexament (into the economy of Clark Cognty)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE 8 47,076.75




PTMA & 10

193 CLAIMS
193 IN 20’S
TOTAL ACREAGE 3,860

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not gounting paperwork
or survaying)

s posts

éLARK COUNTY 8 4,825

BLM (between) § 865 & § 1,990

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betwasn) $ 5,790 & ¢ 6,755
YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

5 337.75 to Clark County to file Arsessment

$ 965.00 to BLM to file Assessmant

$ 19,300.00 Assessment (intoc the economy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE § 20,602.75

-y
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PTMA # 11

256 CLAIMS
44 IN 160°’S
252 IN 20’'S
“TOTAL ACREAGE 12,080

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not ocunting paperwork, posts

or surveying)

"CLARK COUNTY § 13,560

BLHM (betwaen) $ 1,480 & § 2,960
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betwaeen) §15,540 & 5 16,520

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS

$ 518,00 to Clark County to file Assezsment
$ 1,460.00 to BLM to file Asszessment

$ 29,600.00 Assessmeant (into the economy of Clark County)

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE & 231,5%8




PTMA # 12

1,250 CLAIMS

256 1IN 160°'S

8 IN 60°S

12 IN 40'S

974 IN 20’S
TOTAL ACREAGE 70,360
PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (nog.counting paperweork, posts

or surveying)

CLARK COUNTY § 76,610.00
BLM (between) $ 6,250.00 & 8§ 12,500.00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) § 82,860 & § 89,110
YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS
8§ 2,383.50 to Clark County to file Assezsment
5 6,810:00 to BLM to file Assessment
$136,200.00 Assessment (into the egonomy of Clark County)
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE & 245,296.20
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' PTMA ¢ 13

i 862 CLAIMS

l 14 IN 160’8

l 848 IN 20°S

TOTAL ACREAGE 19,200

ll PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posts
or surveying)

il CLARK COUNTY $  24,372,00

'] BLM (between) §$ 4,310.00 & ¢ 9,620,00

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) § 208,682,00 & $§ 32,992,00
ll YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS
§ 1,491.00 to Clark County to filg Aszessment
'[l § 2,260.00 to BLM to file Assessmant
r| $ 85,200.00 Assessment (intc the economy of Clark County)
l TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $ 88,951.00




PTMA # 14

1,802 CLAIMS
84 IN 160°S
114 IN 80’S
62 IN 60°S
1,542 IN 20'S
TOTAL ACREAGE 57,120

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not ocounting paperwork, posts
' or surveying)

CLARK COUNTY § 66,130,00
BLM (between) % 9.010.00 & § 18,020.00
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between $ 75,140.00 & £ 84,150.00

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENRSES ON CLAIMS
$ 3,153.50 to Clark County to flle Assessment
$ 9,010.00 to BLM to file Assessment

SlBO,ZOO.dO Asseszment (into the economy of Clark County)
YEARLY EXPENSES $192,363.50
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CITY OF HENDERSON

CITy HaLL 240 WaTER STREET 702/565-2323
HENDERSQON. NEVADA 890!5-7200

Gareway 1o Lake Mead Resoris

December 13, 199¢

Hes. Tara Wood

RECON

1276 Morena Blvd,

Ban Diego, Ca. 92110-3815

RE: 8Short~Term HCP Dated 12-5-90
Daar Hm. Wood

We have reviewed the latast version of the Short-Term HCP and
we are in support of the language in the Plan, We besliave
that the Plan seets the intant of the Endangered Speciss Act,
as wall ag provides reasonable assurances that the local
econory will not be irrevocably damaged.

Although in support of the language of the Plan, we are some-
vhat ooncscned as to how the outlinsd administrative procs-
dures will be integrated into the individuasl entity’'s engoing
snforcement programs. Hany of the entities enforcement powers
are derived from other authorities and sre not readily
changeabls. W¥Wa all have ongoing regulations and procedures,
some 0f which are held in common and othars are tailored to
the individual sntity. The additional worklcad proposed by
the HCP in significant. Some retraining will bo raguired, and
theres are definitely soma hidden costs.

v—
- @
[ ]

It is Quits apparant thet insufficient consideration was
given to thée abova whan the proposed administrative and
monitoring structures was formulated. This doasn’t Rean that
the outlined administrative structure isn’'t workable. It
does mean that wa have a large task ahead to define the spe-
aific administrative process and procedures. We are willing
and anxious te undertake the process of functionally inte-
grating the ocutlined struature into our working proceduras.

Lavert Lueas, Prineipal Plasnaer
Community Planning & Developmant Dapt.

8inceraly




RICHARD V. WYMAN, PH.D.

NESIRTENES FEOPESMIONAL ENOINEER ARD QEOLOMST

NEVADA "218¢ $10 BAYANT €T,
ARIZONA "Rs40 POULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005
CALIFORNIA T444d {02} 392-10800

December 12, 19590

Tera Hood

RECON

1276 Morans Blvd,

San Diego, CA 92110-3815
FAXED TO: (619) 542-1690

Re: TP Conservation Plan
Clark County, Nevada

Boundary Clarification

1 am calling your attention to a particular PTMA border which
appears differently on different figures (Figure 1] and 19) and is
critical to the legitimate minfny interests of the State of Nevada,

1 refer to the boundaries of PTMA 12 in the vicinity of Nelson,
Nevada. This may include part of the highly mineralized Eldorado
Mining District, the oldest mining district ia the stete (1857).
Although most known orebodies lie on patented miaing claims, there is
a mix of patents with unpatented claims in varfous stages of
axploration and development. Ths area {s highly disturbed, rough
tarrain and. {n my view, poor habitat for tortoise. I believe you
meant to exclude the main district. "

The principal mining area is entiraly within T. 26 S., R. 64 E.
The srea in which there 15 a PTMA horder question is {n Sectfons 4-9 -
which contains the principal mineral prospects, formar producers and
known orebodfes (Figures 1 and 3). The mineralized district is more
extensivaly shown on a copy of the Nelson 15 min. quadrangle (Figure
2). Figure 3 shows the mines of the district in more detail, showing
recommended exclusion line on the Nelson 74 min. quadrangle, I have
drawn the boundaries that [ recommend,

t

Objection to TP Plan

In the Draft HTP, 9/25/90, Apgend1x B, Mining Public Lands, the
plan calls for “ss areas of critical environmantal concern far the
pressrvation snd conservation of the desert tortuise, BLM would apply
for withdrawal of these lands from mineral entry. This process
focuses on a validity exsm, which would show whether ar not the claim
containg valuable minerals that can be mined at s profit."

On behalf of the Nevade Mining Association and on my owh
testimony I strongly object to this inclusfon §n the management pian.

G W b o B Wi mY hw Gm @y ofh G WS PR N WE WS e G
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~ Tera Wood December 12, 1990

RECON Page Two

Withdrawal of mineral entry ts not necessary at ell, There has begn
no adverse impact to the tortoise connacted with mining, In fact, in
California the Viceroy mine has been permitred and the Nesqufte mine
is a gold producer in tortoise habitat. '

Tha withdrawal process stops exploration on unpatented claims
making their assessment work very difficult to accomplish, The
"validity" examination has been distorted to the extent thst 1t has
bacome an examination of present operational profitability,

This is a very serious objection, We are willing to accept the
Section 7 consyltation, and all of the many state and gaderal laws
that protect the environment and wildlife, This does nothing to
protect the tortoise. Ores are where nature put them. They cannot be
zoned away ar relocated to non-sansitive areas.

Rich V. Wyma

3

FAXED COPY TO:
Paul Seltzer
Mike Doyle/Nevada Mining Assuciation
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RICHARD H. BRYAN
Governor

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OFFICE
2300 Mcleod
Las w.", Navsds

THOMAS W. BALLOW Telephone (702} $86-4690

Enecutive Direclor

MAILING ADDRESS

Mall Reom Complex
STATE OF NEVADA Las Vegas, Nevids 9155
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

December 7, 1990

RECH"

Ms. Jean Carr
RECON

1276 Morena Boulevard DEC1 ”990
San Diego, California 92110-3815 gl SN )

REC
Dear Jean,

I attended the Steering Committee Meeting November 28, 1920
regarding the Final Short-term Habitat Conservation Plan for the
Desert Tortoise (RECON Number 2111E), There was some discussion in
reference to page 52 2.c. I think a better way to phrase this
paragraph would be:

"C. Environmental factors, such as the severe
saveral-year drought in the Mojave Desert, global warming
and possible long term effects from livestock grazing,
also may have weakened tortoises. Other effects, such as
the toxic effects of mercury, pesticide residues, air
pollution and calcium/phosphorus deficiencies may
influence the effects of URDS.”

Global warming and calcium deficiencies are current scientific
topics which appear in scientific literature, and may need to be
considered when the research studies are planned and evaluated.

Todd Esque and Eric Peters of Colorado State University

published an article in Discover Magazine November 1990 which
suggests the need to investigate long term rangeland forb changes
and their possible result in calcium deficient grazing for the
Desert Tortise.

Until the grazing study is complete, I don't think the
document should anticipate its outcome by using the word “"probable”
in regard to livestock grazing impacte on Desert Tortoise.

Ao

</

‘Thomas E. Smigel, Deputy Director

TES:d1lb
cc: T. Ballow
T. Hafen




Box 27494 Las Vegas, Nevada 89126-1494

December 3, 1990

H R
E;(?f;fl/[:'
RECON, Regional Environmental Consultants T ia -
1276 Morena Blvd. S
San Diego, California 92110-3815 T

Attention: Tara V. Wood, Environmental Analyst

Dear Ms. UWood,

Attached is a copy of a letter I recently Bent to
Mr. Paul Selzer expressing our concern that the legitimate
interests of the Sportsmen (men and women) in this state

be adequately represented on the Steering and Implementation

and Monitoring Committees of the Scuthern Nevada Tortoise
Habitat Conservation Plan Steering Committee.

I am sending you this correspondence for informational

purposes and I hope that you will please be supportive of
its message. :

Sincerely,

ﬁ‘jﬂ €. A

Roy E. Lee
President

QEL/tlh
Encl.

" A MEMBERSHIP UNSELFISHLY DEDICATED TO THE UTILIZATION,

CONSERVATION AND WELFARE OF THE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP"

e o mh A WS e W

Jraternity Of The Meserl cTBighnzn




" information with my membership so that sisunderstandings can be

Jraternity OF Jhe “esert “Tighors

Box 27494 Las Vegas, Nevada 89126-1494

December 2.1990

1276 Morena Boulevard
Sen Diego, California 92110-3815

Dear Paul,

Please allow me to introduce mvself. 1 am Roy Lee. President of
the Fraternity of the Desert Bighorn. We are an organization
unsel fishly dedicated to the utilization, conservation and
welfare of the Desert Bighorn sheep. We believe in the wise
utilizetion and conservation of all forms of flora and fauna.

I am writing to you because we share a mutual interest,
specifically future opportunities to be allowed or discontinued
on thousands of acres public lands Iin southern Nevada as a result
of the establishment of Tortoise Management Areas.

On October 23,1990 Robert B, Snider, Chairman of the Clark County
Advisory Board prepared a letter which was sent to RECON,
Regional Environmental Consultants. In this letter he reguested
that a representative of the Clark County Wildlife Advisory Board
be included in the membership of the Steering Committee and the
Implementation and Monitoring Committee. I have recently been
informed that his request was apparently not acted upon or that
you disallowed his request.

The Fraternity of the Desert Bighorn is very concerned that the
Sportsmen of Southern Nevads will not be adequatsly represented
in future proposals made by these committees. We feel that the
representative of the Clark County Wildlife Advisory Board must
be a formal member of these committess if ouvr interests are o be
understood.

Please let me know if his reguest was overlooked or what your
raticnale is if vyou intend to deny his request. I will share this

minimized.

Thank you for your time and attention. [ can be reached by
telephone during the day at work at (702) 647-3034 or at home at
(702) 647-68B07., .

RDE E. LEE
PRESIDENT

" A MEMBERSHIP UNSELFISHLY DEDICATED TO THE UTILIZATION,




PO BOX D

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005-0367

November 28, 1990

Ms. Tara V. Wood

RECON

1276 Morena Blvd.

San Diego, CA 92110-3815

RE: SHORT TERM DESERT TORTOISE HCP

Dear Ms. Wood:

The following are in response to your November 14, 1990, letter
regarding the City of Boulder City Exclusionary Zone. Attached is
a copy of your map showing additional areas of the City that are
developed (land that is occupled by buildings or buildings under
construction). These areas should be included in the Exclusionary
Zone.

The City disagrees with the exclusion of the area of the Hemenway
Valley south of US 93 from the Exclusionary Zone. This area
contains a total of 58 lots, 31 (53%) are occupied by dwellings and
the remainder of the lots are fronted by developed, public streets
and many have been rough graded. We are of the opinion that this
" area should be included in the Zone.

The City had met with Paul Selzer and representatives of the ORV
users in regards to Potential TMA 12 (Eldoradc Valley). The most
recent maps of the PTMA's do not reflect any of the discussions or
recommendations made as a result of these meetings. If the TAC has
decided not to include the comments of these discussions, it would
be appropriate to include (or at least document) this fact.

Sincerely,

72 L

Jeffrey L. Patlovich, AICP
Director, Community Development

JLP:mcec
JP1060

City of Boulder Clg

800 ARIZONA STREET

“Clean Green Boulder City”
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Rovgnhar 27, 1990

Mg. Jean Carr

RECON

1276 Morena Boulevard
San Diego, CA 92110-3815

Dear Ms. Carr:

Thank you ‘or sending us the newast version
(November 20, 1930) «f the Short-Term Habitat
Consarvation Plan (HCP) for the Desert Tortoise.
Basically, w« sripport the new janguags prescribing
land use cor*.i le for gracing.' In particular, wa
ara convincod that authorization of non-use will, in
fact, benefit tortoimas in ungrarzed allotments within
T™As, and we welcome the prohibition on grazing in
those allotments "until a definitive study . . .
soientifically demonstrate[s] that livestook grazing
oan be conducted undar conditions that will improve
degert tortoise habitat and not jeopardiza raocovery
of the scies.” Howvever, the new language does not
oompletely assuage all of our concerns.

- spacifically, we f£ind the sacond sentenoe in the
nevw varaion to bs somawhat obscure. .Altering that
sentence to state that "graring will not be allowsd
on those allotments until . . ." will express what we
beslisve to be the sentence's intent. In addition, we
have several specific guestions relating to grazing
allotments vhare the parmittees do not apply for non-
use.

¥hat effect will the fallure or refusal of some
permittess to apply for non-use have on the goals and

1 wrhe Bureau of Land Management will authorize nop-
pse for conservation and protection purposss for
[all] base propsrty owners who have grazing
privilegas in the identified desert tortoise
panagement areas. Tha approved non-use will not be

activated on thoss allotments until a definitive
study of livestock/desert tortoise interrelationshipe
has been oompleted that would scientifically
demonstrate that livestoock grazing can be conducted
under conditions that will improve desert tortoise
nabitat and not jaopardize recovery of the spacies."”
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Jean Carr
November 27, 1990
Page 2

cbjectives of the HCP? What effect will such failures have on
tha goal of satting aside sufficient acreage of quality tortoise
habitat? Purguant to what procedures and under vhat conditions,
will grazing ba permitted where non-use is not taken?

We also ramain concerned, s indicated in our letter to
you dated October 9, 1990, ax to BLN's willingness and laegal
authority, upon the expiration of a grazing perait, to deny any
applications for new grazing permits, in the absance of a MFp
or RMP amandment prohibiting grazing as a permitted use.
Fursuant to the text as presently drafted, the authorization of
non-use ococurs annually throughout the three~year permit
period, but what happens when (1£) the parmit expires?

.~ Becond, wa wish to take this opportunity to reiterate our "’
concern about the impacts of ORV use in TMAs. Given the xknown
effects of such use on tortoises and the California BIM's
rcoogg&tion that conducting conpetitive ORV events such as the
Barstow-Vegas race in desert tortoise habitat is not
appropriate, we strongly advocate retention of the ban on -
"compatitive and commercial ORV events” and the rastriction of
ORV usa to designated trails and roads.

- _With- respect to ORV use it is critical that ORV use only
bs allowed on roads or trails that are signed for ORV use. No
ORV uss shall be allowed unless there are positive ind{cations
from signs that such ORV use will be allowed. It is algo
oritical that thers be a satisfactory definition of a "useable”
trall that is consistent with preservation and enhancement of
desert tortoise habitat. .

Third, wa continue to believe that it is not sufficlent to
restrioct intensive recresation uses to existing araas and to
prohibit their expansion. As vicusly stated, the HCP showld
eXpressly contexplate contraction of such arsas, as zay be -

nsCessary to protect ths tortoise.

Fourth, tha current draft short-tera HMP, like previous
dratfts, falls to oontain a commitmant to withdraw TMA lands
from the operation of the mining lawe. We strenuously objact
to the failure to inolude such a regquirement for ths reasons
sat forth in our previous letter. :

Fifth, ve balieve that tha language regarding
snvironmental documentation in the event of new or modified
land usa needs glarification. Frankly, wve ara of the opinion
that new or modified land usas in *"consarved aresas” will alwvays
require preparation of a full environmental impact statement

J
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Novamber 27, 1890
Page 3

and we ara dismayed by the failure of the HCP to so provide.

In sddition, we balisve that, instead of providing for analysis
of "the cumulative impacts of the proposed use,¥ the RCP should
contain the following specific language which is taken directly
from the regulations jmplementing the National Environmantal
Policy Act that have been promulgatad by the Council on
Environmantal Quality; » :ngzir.nantn of the Council on
Environmental Quality shall ba 11y conmplied with, prior to
permitting a new or modifiad land use, In particular, sll
shvironmental documents, as well as biological assessnents
required for Section 7 conaultations, shall, in addition to
analyzing the direct and indirect effects of a proposed action,
énalyee the incremental impact of thae action when added to
othar past, pressnt, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
ragardless of what agency (Federal or noh~Federul) or person
u?darfakcl such other actions.® 40 C.F.R. §§ 1%08.7 and 1508.8
(1987). _

Pinally, va vrge axpansion of the proposed conservation
area beyond the 400,000 scre minimun and, specifically, the
sitablighment of additional TMAs in northern Nevada. ¥e
understand that the tortoises in noythern Nevads baslong to a
differant gane pool than those in the south and that extramaly
valuable tortoise habitat iw located thers. Thosa tortoisaes
and their habitat deserve to be pProtacted, rather than
essentially ignored.

Thank you in advance for considering these comments. Wa
Are sorry that despita improvements from the last draft, wa
find the plan as presontly drafted scologically and lsgally
unaccaptable. It fails to contain adequate cozmitpents from
the BIM to manage TMA's in a manner that will acceptably
nitigate the taking of tortoises within the Las Vegas
matropolitan area that will be urbanized. without thess
commitments, the plan remains a tortoiss removal devica without

adequate mitigation,.
Wt‘ly;

Lavrens H, Bilver

Johanna Wald

On behalf of Biearra Club and
Natural Resourcas

Dafense Council

€c: Robart Smith
U.B. Fiah and Wildlife Sesxrvica
Portland




November 19, 1990

PAUL T. SELZER, Esq.

Best, Best & Krieger

600 East Tahquitz Way, Suite C
Palm Springs, California 92262

Re: MOAPA VALLEY DEVELOPMENT
DEAR PAUL;

MICRON

* MINING COMPANY »

RECEIVF(
Nov 2 01937

REGCO.

This letter is pursuant to our conversation in Las Vegas on November 7,
1990, wherein 1 mentioned a real potential expansion ef the Valley and
made reference to some Press Releaces which | would forward to your

office.

Enclosed herewith are copies of those Press Releases for your perusal

and information.

9744 Wilshire Boulevard « Suite 310 » Beverly Hills, California 90212 + (213) 205-8750

2o




MICRON METALS CANADA CORP.

#390 - 885 Dunsmuir Street, Vancouver, B.C. V6C INS
. telephone: (604) 685-1017 fax: (604) 685-4492

NEWS RELEASE

ALBERTA STOCK EXCHANGE
October 1, 1990 _

2)

TRADING SYMBOL: MMZ

The upgrading of 2 local mill % a 10 ton per day ("T.P.D.") capacity, and
Processing material as selected from the variouns optioned land positions
for a period of 90 days using BLUE FALCON'S newly developed process,
Costs are estimatad to be between 1.6 and 2.0 million US dollars, Soma
of these costs will be offset by the value of the metals recovered.

Commissioning the preparation of a feasibility study by Kilborn Ltd., an
internationally recognized engineering company, which will detail the
results of a 90 day 10 TPD. milling and metallurgical testi
procedure. These testing procedures have been requested by a financia]
i i illing in conjunction with
Ingersoll Rand (Canada) Inc. The report will jnclude the design of a
plant of optimum gize capable of economically recovering precious metals

Under the terms of the agreement, Blue Faleon will be granted an
option to purchase 2.5 million private placsment ghares of the company,
providing Micron with working capital of $6 million as follows;

1,000,000 shares at $0.50 by November 80, 1950 - $500,000
500,000 shares at $1.00 by Januarj{ 31, 1991 - $500,000
1,000,000 shaves at $5.00 by September 30, 1991 - i-‘i.D_QQ,Q_og
TOTAL: 000,000




800-628-6826 or Ed Molina, V.P., of Finance (213) 390-6730.

ON OF THE BOARD

" Presi ent and director of the Company

- October 1, 1990
 Page 2

" The above transaction is subject to the finalization of

the option agreement ag well
: as ghareholder and regulatory approval.

- The vast placer-like deposits, often known as the Moapa sediments, have bean subject

- to extensive exploration and development by Micron and a vari

- since the early 1980's. The clays are known to i
including gold, silver, platinum, palladium, and rhod;

The Company also wishes to announce the granting of management incentive stock
options entitling the holders thereof to acquire up to a total of 535,000 common
shares in the capital of the Company at the price of $0.35 per ghare, which options

are for a term of two (2) years terminating October 1, 1992, subject to Alberta Stock
Exchange approval.

For further information, please contact Don Golbeck, V.P., Canadian Operations 1-

dop’F, Lee

The Alberta Stock Exchange has neither approved
nor disapproved the informgtion contained herein.

-

-!
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2) Commissioning the preparation of a

FORCE RESOURCES LTD.
Sujte #390, 885 Dunsmuir Street, VANCOUVER, Bridsh Columbia Canada

VéC INs
Tel: (604) 6851017 Fax: (604) 6854492 '

October 1, 1999 COATES TRADING SYMBOL: FORC

orce Resources Ltd. ("Foree"), is pleased to
conjunction with the entire MOAPA 1 joint venture) has signed a letter

Option agreethent with Blue Falcon Mines Ltd. ("Blue Falcon™, private
nadian mining company, to further develop the groups’ extensive Moapa Valley precious

earn a 60 percent interest subject to completion of the
following: -

per day ("L.P.D." capacity, and
Processing material as selecteq from the varous Optioned land positions for a
. period of 90 days using BLUE FALCON'S newly developed process, ‘Costs are

estimated to be betweon 1.5 and 2.0 million US dollars, Some of these costs will
be offset by the value of the metals recovered, .

feasibility study by Kilbom Ltd, an
intemationally recognized engineering company, which will detai! the results of

a 90 day 10 T.P.D. milling and metallurgical testing procedure. These testing
pracedures have been requested by a financiaj group arranged by Canadian
International Milling in conjunction with Ingersoll Rand (Canada) Inc. Thereport

will include the design of a Plant of optimum size capable of economically
Tecovering precious metals from the complex "ores” of the area.

The above transaction {5 subject to the finalization of the option agreement ag well as shareholder
and regulatory approval where necessary,

The vast placer-like deposits, often known as the Moa
extensive exploration and development by the Moapa ]
operators since the early 1980's, The clays are kn

gald, silver, platinum, paliadium, and’ rhodium, Despite the m
scaled-up technological process has been developed which extracts

produced excellent results in Jaboratory scaje tests,

pa sediments, have been subject to
joint venture and a variety of other
OWn to contain many precious metals including

any millions spent so far no
these metals economcally,

y developed metallurgical process is Superior and proprietary and has

yielding highly commercial P.M. values ag
confirmed by Assayers Ontarjo of Toronto, Canada

Go.

- The soon to be commissioned piiot plant

LF OF THE BOARD

nF Lee
ent and Director

NO REGULATORY AUTHORITY OR STOCK EXCHANGE HAS
APPROVED OR DISAPPROVED THE CONTENTS OF THIS RELEASE, '




FORCE RESOURCES LTD.

Sulte #3290, 885 Dunsmuir Street, VANCOUVER, Bridsh Columbla Canada V6C INS
Tel: (604) 685-1017 Fax {604) 685-4492

October 15, 1990

NEWS RELEASE

Mr. Gordon Lee, the President and Dir
to announce the following:

The joint venturers involved in develo
precious metal deposits comprised in
Moapa Valley, Nevada, have achieved

PIng a recovery process for the disseminated
the joint venture claims which are located in the

a refinement to the process which is tantamount
to a technological breakthrough. As a result of the refinement, Assayers Ontario Ltd,

of Toronto, Ontario, have completed and then subsequently repeated 12 independent
assays from custody samples totalling several hundred pounds collected from various
locations on the claims. After completion of the recovery employing the proprietary
process as refined, the assay results yielded an average 1.2 0z Au per ton as actual metal
in hand which was confirmed by standard fire assay finish. The metal beads were
subsequently re-digested to re-confirm the aforementioned results. The Company’s
management is very optimistic that the refined recovery method indicates that the
Moapa project is becoming a commercially feasible significant precious metals deposit.
Force Resources Ltd. holds a 10% working interest in the project.

For further information, please contact Don Golbeck, V.P., Canadian Operations 1-800-
528-687%.. : .

- ON ALF OF THE BOARD

Gordon| F. Lee
Presideqit and Director

NO REGULATORY AUTHORITY OR STOCK EXCHANGE HAS
APPROVED OR DISAPPROVED THE CONTENTS OF THIS RELEASE.

|
|

COATES TRADING SYMBOL: FORC

ector of Force Resources Ltd. ("Force™, is Pleased l




l‘ K 20 Advance Shwl, Rromton, Ontaria Canada LGT 4R7 140 1116) 7922085 Faxc 016} 2922677
l PRESS RELFASE
l SEPTEMDER 23, 19%p
= Mr. Gorden Leliever, President of BLUFE PALCON MINES LTD ("BLOR
PALCON"),, n private Canadian Mining Company i pleaseod o

announce that RLpp FALCON has facquired a contrelling interest
in an inveneive metallurgical precess whigh Toprcasents the
culmination of many yearr of dedicated meiallurgical roesearch
' and devolepmont. This breakthrough ig a modification of an acigd-

metal recoveries ip laboratory “scale tCEtX.  Tho new Process
is espocially applicable to the complex sands and clays that

are locnted in the well known and much axplorad Moapa=Mosquito
areas of the staee pf Nevada,

active in the aren, BLOX PALCON will earn its controlling
intorest in thoge land pouzfrions Dy:

1. Thy vpgrading of g local - mill ta o 19 ton
per day (*T.P.p.*} copacity, and Processing
material a3 splected from the voeriouz optioned

ore estimated to he betwoen 1.5 and 2.4 million
US dollars. Some of these costs will be offpee
by tho value of the metals recoveraod,

[ 2. Commisstoning the proparotion of a foasibilicy
study by Kilborn Lrd., an intcrnntiomlly

Iecognized enginccring company, which will

detail the resules of a 90 ‘day 20 T.P.D.

l milling ond metallurgical toesting pProcodure.
l Thexa testing procedures have boun roguostod
by & financial group arranged by Canad{an
International Milling in confunction with

Ingorsoll Rand (Canada} Inc. THe Teport will

incliude the dosign of a plant of optimum siwn

capable of ctonomically rocovering preodinus

motalas from the complex “ores” of the Ared, '

tediments -have beean subject tp extensive oxpleoration, rosearch
and devolopment by wvarjous operators, including Micron Metals
Canada Corp. ainec the early 1960°x. Theso fcdiments arp known,
I o contain many precioys mCtals dincluding gold and silver with-

l' Historieally the wvast Placcr-1iko deposits, known as the Mogpa

the many milliong Spent so [ar no one tochnological procoss has
been deveoloped which liberates these meotals ctonomically. The
new BLUE PALCON proceoss 1s,proprictaxy and an gsuch offects the
' economic viability of any mining project in the furrounding area.

the presence of precious  metals, somo ol which are quito

significant,
l The aeon to be commissioned 10 T.p.p. pilet plont wil} be closely
monitored and controlled by - Xilborn Ltd. This indepandont
¢ analysis of tha test results may finally provide tho key that
, vnlocks the long known potentin] of the wvast Moapa = Mezquite
' minoral arcas.

BLUE FALCON MINES LTD.

y '
GORDON LRLYRVER
| PHRFSLOPNT




(702) 794-0117 » FAX (702) 754-2439

November 15, 1990

RECEIVFD

Ms. Tara Wood N

s, T 0V 2.3 190

1276 Morena Boulevard RE < Ry
vy

San Diego, California

Dear Tara,

As was discussed at the last HCP Steering Committee meeting,
the Southern Nevada Home Builders Association will support a
mitigation fee of $550.00 per acre. We feel very strongly however
that the fees collected within the permit area not be maintained
separately for the long and short term habitat conservatjon plans.

We would like to see a change of language throughout the
document wherever the fee is referenced, such that the fees
collectéd within the permit area will be used to finance the short-
term habitat conservation plan, with all monies accumulated but not
committed at the termination of  the short-term permit will be
forwarded for financing the long-term plan.

Since Clark County and the cities represented at the meeting
did not disagree with this concept, I would hope that this funding
mechanism is reflected in the next and final draft. Additionally,
please refer to all previous comments submitted by the Southern
Nevada Home Builders Association when preparing the final draft.

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact
mel

Sincerely,

—_

Ta urphy V ¢
Development Specialist

cc: Paul Selzer
Jim Ley
Pat Howard
Jan Tait
Lavert Lucas
Jeff Patlovich
Michael C. Niarchos

"
~ “Those who belong . . . Carel” @

3685 SO..PECOS McLEQD = LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89121 .
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f :%- United States Department of the Interior &"'—E

l : BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT . -=_-_
LAS VEGAS DISTRICT OFFICE ,
476% VEGAS DRIVE N BERLYRFETE I
l P.0. BOX 26569
LAS VEGAS. NEVADA B91%6 6842
{NVv-063)
' November 14, 1990

Ms. Jean Carr

Regicnal Environmental Consultants
1276 Morena Boulevard

San Diego, CA 92110-3815

Re: Comments on Short-term HCP

, ' Dear Ms. Carr:

.' Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Short-Term
Habitat Conservation Plan for Clark County. My comments are
listed below in addition to comments on Paul Selzer’s draft

I' briefing paper. 1 believe that the plan has come a long way and

is close to being acceptable to the Bureau of Land Management.

| B
' Page 39 (6): The U.S. Fbrest. Service manages approximately

l . 272,585 acres in the Spring Mountain, 216,584.98
l acres of BLM lands were transferred tc the Forest

Service on April 26, 198% as a result of the
National Forest and Public Lands of Nevada
Il Enhancement Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-550).
i This should also be reflected in Table 2, page 43.

l: Page 44 (2): "mineral production” is listed twice.

Page 45, 1st paragraph: Change “district” in 1st sentence to
"resource area’.

Page 61 (1): Delete "State Park” in Red Rock Canyon Recreation
Area State Park.

l Page 82 (c): There are actually about 2.5 million acres of
desert tortoise hapitat on BLM lands and another
1.5 million acres of tortoise habitat under other
' jurisdictions, The 1.8 million acres referenced
in the document only include Category I, 1I, and
111 areas. The BLM did not classify the remaining
' tortoise habitat as Category 111 because of very
low densities or marginal habitat. However, in
actuality, these areas could have been included in
l Category III.




Page 92 {1.c.)

Page 93 (2.c.)

Page 94 (5.c.)

Page 87 (12.¢.)

Page 121 a. (1)

Page 121 b. {1)

Page 121 b. (2)

Page 121 b. (3)

Page 122 b, [4)

Change BLM's Caliente Digtrict to Caliente
Resource Area.

Tre last sentence i8 untrue. There are very few
roads in Category IIIl habitat within this PTMA.
The highest density of roads is actually in the
Category I habitat.

The statement "The area is heavily grazed and also
has the largest herds of feral burros in Nevada."
is untrue. Though heavy use by burros occur along
the south and west perimeters of the Gold Butte
area, there is po burro use within the PTMA as
delineated in Figure B, page 9.

A Jot of mining activity alsc occurs within
this PTMA (putside the Eldorado Land Act
aren) as witnessed by the intensive activity
under mining notices that has occurred over
the last five years.

I am opposed to the inclusion of PTMA 12
(Eldorado valley) as a priority area and 1n
fact am opposed to inclusion of this area as
a PTHA,

Delete last sentence "If necessary, BLM alsc
will be asked to impose interim restrictions
on or eliminate grazing privilteges in the
area.” The BLM wil)l allow livestock use
consistent with tortoise management
objectives and Section 7 consultation
requirements now under way.

Change “"existing trails and roads”™ to
"gesignated roads and trails”. Rewrite
sentence as follows: Through emergency
~closure, ORV designations within the
conserved habitat will be changed to aliow
noncompetitive and noncommercial activity on
dasignhated roads and traile only. The
delineation of designated roads and trails
may be modified as necessary to meet desert
tortoise objectives and management needs,

Add “currently” before the word "existing”,
Add "if it is determined that recovery.of the
desert tortoise is negatively impacted” after
the phrase "shall not be expanded’.

Add the following: Section 7 consultation
will be required for all mining plans of
operations,




e —

Page 123 b. (5)

Page 127 b. (3)

Page 127 c.

Page 128 (2)

Page 129 b. (2)

Add the following: Section 7 consultation
will also be required including a cumulative
impact analysis.

Rewrite this paragraph as follows:

Biological monitoring of the area will be
under the Jurisdiction of the responsible
land management agencies with close
cooperation and coordination with the L.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and Nevada
Department of Wildlife. A review committee
will be established to provide technical
recommendations to the agencies.

Agd "and BLM" at end of last sentence.
Rewrite this paragraph as follows:

The bioclogical monitoring component will be
written by the land management agency in

cooperation and coordination with the U.5.
Fish and Wildlife Service and Nevada

Department of Wildlife. A review committee
as identified above will provide technical
recommendations to the agencies. Required

personnel and equipment will be specified.
Tasks to be addressed in this component
include but are not limited to:

o TMA mapping and Inventory

o Tortoise monitoring and census

o Habitat monitoring and evaluation

o] Tracking public land use activities

that could affect tortoise habitat

o Monitoring of other species of
concern; and

Fe) Predator monitoring

Any livestock grazing study identified.and
implemented as part ¢f the HCP should be
closely coordinated with and complimentary to
the BLM's proposed livestock grazing study.
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Page 3 tst Paragraph:

Page 3,

Page 5,

Page 6,

B:

r

Item Z,

Item 2,

It 18 untrue that virtually 100% of
tortoise habitat {(excluding Park
Service) is on BLM lands. we manage
roughly 3 to 3.5 million acres of the
almost 5 million acres of desart
tortoise habitat in Nevada, Suggest You
state that BLM manages approximately 3/4
of the desert tortoise in Nevada arnd
virtually all the habitats supporting
s1gnificant populations.

Faragraph 1: It is more agreeable if the

statement "1s not detrimental to
the desert tortoise” is replaced
with "under specifiec conditions
(to be adhered to in permitting)
can be allowed without adversely
affecting the recovery of the
desert tortoise”.

Paragraph 2: Mitigation resulting from Sec. 7

consultation regarding livestock
grazing will be dealt with on its
own. The Service should not
suggest that the elimination of
grazing in potential TMAs is or
will be mitigation for livestock
grazing outside the TMAs,

Add the following after the first sentence:

"Designation of roads and trails may change
overtime to provide adequate management
flexibility to meet management objectives,"

Page 7, C, Other Recreational Uses: May want to change “"shall

not be expanded” to
“shall not be expanded if
it is determined that
recovery of the desert
tortoise is negatively
impacted.”




Page 7, D, Landfills: Land disposal actions (including

landfills) can only take place on lands °

identified for disposal in the MFP. No
new lands can be made available unless
we amend the plan, We are confident
that the RMP will address tandfills
appropriately as we do not intend to
identify land disposal areas within our
Category I and 1I areas. . However, the
RMP will be the document in which this
decision will be made. Therefore, there
is no need to even discuss landfi1lls 1n
the HCP.

Page &, Item Zz, 2nd Paragraph: The Secretary or Congress
would have to doc the emergency
mineral withdraw, BLM as an
agency cannot withdraw land.

As we have previously discussed, my fina) approval of this plan
will be subject to concurrence by the Nevada State Director and
the Director. .

There are several general comments that I would like to
reiterate. The HCP appears to relegate BLM's land management
responsibilities to other agencies and a réview committee. This
is unacceptable to the BLM. Once the BLM agrees to the
conditions outlined in the HCP, it will be the BLM's
responsibility to implemented those obligations and as such BLM
will be accountable. I recommend that: 1)an MOU between the BLM
and FwWS spelling out how the BLM will consult with FWS in
implementing the management actions; 2) BLM appoint an advisory
committee that reports to the BLM; and 3) Clark County appoint an
appropriate committee to make recommendations for the allocation
of funds., 7To ensure that BLM's responsibilities are met, the BLM
will expect appropriate funding through the HCP to implement
tnhose obligations. Considering the actions identified under
“Management of Conserved Habitat” on pages 124 tnrough 128, 1
doubt that $250,000 per year for implementation will be
sufficient. It would probably be wise to identify specific
implementation actions and funding necessary to implement them
prior to approval of the HCP so that a realistic budget can be
developed:. The BLM will provide support through regular
appropriations where possible.




1 would also like to reiterate my opposition to the tnclusion cf
Eldorado valley as a PTMA. The Eldorado Valley Land Act (P.L.
85-339 of March 5, 1958) encumbers 107,432 acres, The State
appliad to purchase the land March 1, 1968, However, the
Colorado River Commission has not exercised this option to
request patent to any of the land nor has the State appropriated
any money. Before the lands are included as a TMA, I feel the
State and CRC will have to give their approval. 1In my opinion
they are "de-facto” private lands. There are alsc too many
conflicts with existing public land uses and tortoise habitat is
too patchy to justify this area as a PTMA.

Thank you for your consideration and cooperation. If you have
any questions, you may contact myself or Sid Slone, my staff

"biologist, at (702) 647-~5000.

Sincerely,
- . L ’_- -\_.L.:,\../..--

‘Ben Collins
District Manager




November 13, 19%0

Ms. Tars V. Wood

Froject Manager

Regionsl Bnvironmental Consultants
1276 More.a Boulevard

8an Diego, Calif. 92110-31818

Reference: Desert Tortoise Oxclusionary Zonea

Dear Ms. ¥Wood

We received your correspondence dated Novexmber %, 199¢ and
the corresponding map vhich deapicted tha ravisad Dazert Tor-
toise Exclusionary Zone for the City of Henderson. We are

pPlease that you concurrad with us and agreed that changes
ware in order,

We believe that the propesed changes didn’t go for encugh., It
appears to us that you baasad all the proposad ravisions on
-the January 1992 asrial photographs we forwarded to your of-
fice. Although these photoa rapressntsd the most recent
availabie thay didn’'t acocurataly depict all lands being da-
valaped, land developed since the photo nor lands scarred by

mining and desert dumping. 8uch problems only become apparent
through a visual inspection.

We are forpally requesting that your office send someone to
Henderson to look at some the areas you haven’t included in
the exclusionary Rona. Bamacne from our office will be avall-
abla to point cut the areas of concern. You should contac¢t
mysalf to. arrange the tour. We are expaoting to hear from you
soon. We are anxious to resolve the differencas.

Bincersly,

Lavart Luocas, P;Encipal Flanner

Comnunity Planning and Davelopaent Dept.
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PETITION

I (we) as individuals, by petition, formally protest the
Habitat Conservation Plan done by Recon for Clark County for
the following reasons:

1. There was not enough care taken in the choice of lands.
The multiple users wers asked for their input, and then
ignored, and there was no input from the average oitizaen,

i 2. There are or will soon be over 3,000,000 acres of land

: under much the same restrictions as they will usze on a

\ Tortcize Management Area. There is good tortoise habitat

) on much of this area, but little of it i= being considered
in the conservation plan. There is no good reason to give
up any moraea of the land then we already have.

3. The Bureau of Land Management iz doing an RMP/EIS which
l will do much the same as the Clark County Habitat
Conmervation Plan. This will be done in 2 years, and it
doesn’t hurt any of us to wait that long. There iz too
' much growth in Las Vegas, and zsome of the vacant buildings
should be utilized bafore anymore are built. Slowing of

I growth will help the water problaeam, the school problcm-,

and the crime problen.

The Habitat Conservation Plan im a document made by the
A minority for the majority without consent of the majority.
The land they want to use is being managed for multiple unse,
~ but they have not wanted to consider the multiple user.
A mamber of the zteering committee was fond of saying to
the multiple uszers, Bulls and Bears make monay, Hogs get et!]
It’se really a shame they didn’t realize who the real hog is.

i ) Thix petition will be ment to Recon, The Director of Fish
and Wildlife, The Director of The Bureau of Land Management
and Clark County Commissioners.
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November §, 1990

THE LAS VEGAS SUN
121 South Martin Luther King Boulevard
Las Vegss, Novadn 89106

Attn: MARY MANNING
Ro:  THR MORNON MESA TORYOISR
DEAR MS. MANNING:

On Ootobor 24, 1060, at 7:00 p.m., a public meeting was hold In Las
Vegasz, Nevads, conoerning the proposed plan for the HARITAT
. CONSERVATION PLAN (“HCP®). It was "standing room omly" attendance
with & host of passionate dissentors who vehemently protested the
"tontative” selection of the MORMON MESA 1 was surprised to seo only
MR. PAUL SRLZXR, Rex., Chairman, and PAUL FPROMRR from RROON taking
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I am a duly Licensed atiornsy In tha Etate of California and [ represent
the MICRON MINING COMPANY with spproximately a Piftsan Miilioca
Dollar ($15,000,000.00) investment at its MOAPA, NREVADA, mine site. |
have been approached by the "MORMON MESA DEWENSE ALLIANCE"
’ ("MMDA®) to support thelr litlgation attorney to properly rescarch and
tls a lawsuit secking injunctive relief in the Courts on several grounds
which may raise resounding political ramifications. Of oourse, 1 will
support this group as the MICRON interest Is at riek. '

First, it bas been sllogad that tho "steering committes® for the Clark
County HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN for several reasons has breached
its fiduociary duty representing the citizens of Clark County. A
"balancing of intercsts” is mandated by the letter and spirit of the
Nationa! Eovircamental Aot {*NEPA"), whioh requires that equitable
approach to rights of all persous as woll as the addressing of adverss
elfects which cannot be avolded. Morc succinotly put, it requires a
balancing of rights between the "short~term® use of human environment
versus the alleged "long-term" (tortoise) production whick means the
rights of and fmpact to all citizens must be woighed. The committes
ssemingly ignores over ono hundred (100) years of grezing and mining
together with a huge Invostment of time, eweat and mooey and the

- e
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THE LAS VEGAS BUN
Attn: MARY MANNING
puga two

*now” generations who only seek enjoyment of thelr environment. The
Committoe seaks to establith a TORTQISE MANAGEMENT AREBA ("TMA") to
roteot a "threatened species.” Booause an alieged respiratory virus has
discovered in some Mojave Desart Tortolses, the Desort Yortoise
has been placed on the ondangercd species list by the United States
Department of the Interfor. Bilologists had said that the deaths of half
of the Southurn California tortolse population comld bo caused by this
nystarlous virus or, perhaps, a combination of drought, development and
renching? However, after they somehow dotermined it was the virus
that killed, then another determination was made that the Califoruia
tortolse was hesithy but under attack by the Nevada tortoise. It is &
fact that species are born and dio with great regularity and while
reasonabla steps should be taken to precerve hlgher life forms, it is
{mpossible to solidily every ex!stlnf specles. Although the Desert
Tortoice was listed as “endmngored” and then "threatemed® in July, 1969,
because of the discased tortoises in Nevada who allegodly decided to
trave! to Califorafa spreading this virus, only four (4) had been
disoovered In Nevada with the virus as lato as November, 1989,

Bacoad, it Iz strongly felit that the constitutional rights of Qlark Couoty
citizens on and near tho MORMON MESA are severely infringed upon.
The MORMON MESA DEFENSE ALLIANCE alleges that on the MORMON
MESA there exists a more complicatod issus than a typical developer
seeking profits or & woro licensee orossing the land, Here we have
ranchers with vested and continulng grezing rights, and miners with
unpatented claims who , and have pald, yearly assessments on thoes
claims working toward "discowery” and patented olaims guaranteed under
the General Mining? Law of 1B72 and proteciod by the &ih and l4th
amendments. Indeed, here is a real and effective arbitrary "taking" of
vested rights and a tortious interferance with contract which Is too
broad, to0o disorimfnatory, and too arbitrary. Counsel has suggested that
injunctive relief in the Federal Disirict Court [s highly probable under
the clrcumstances,

Although these taxpaysrs of tho MMDA point their fingers and clalm
'S, 1 Interests" have been, and are being, sorved, all intsrested
officials claim such allegations sre at best unfounded. Further, the
MMDA slloge the Steering Committse's best choice for the IABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN and tho rosulting TORYOISX MANAGEMENT ARRA
oresps across the County reacting to a number of special interests
looking for a "weakest link® finally resting at the MORMON MESA and
the only remalning stap is to justify this choloe. To paraphrase the
exoited taxpayers, "Thay took our rights and gave them to olher
groups.” The MOAPA erea, especially the MORMON MESA, is on the
threshold of major mining development which means jobs and revenues.
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This certainly will be in the best interests of overyone, lncluding the
fedsral government, tho State and the County, and will {lluminete the
fact that the MORMON MESA is s bad choico,

This Desert Tortolsoe js Indigenous to really five (5) statos, Nevada,
Californfa, Utah, Arizona, and New Mexion, The questions are why are
Arivoes and New Mexico exempt and why ls Nevnda the target slate?
The blggest question is why has the HARITAT CONSIRVATION PLAN now
moved to tho MORMON MESA? The anewer I get iz ~- Polltdos!

Further, those taxpayers Ripporting tho MORMON MYSA DRFENSE .
ALLIANCE moke strong allegations conoerning SPRCIAL INTERESTS. At
first, the thrust of the UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFB SERVICE
("USFWS") was simed at MoCarran International Afrport, the City of Las
Vegas, and private developers. The embarrasging polnt was that it wae
first msserted that the Neveda Fish and Wildlife Sorvice offlcials "hed
found no evidence of the disease,” then a later memo drafted July 21,
1888, by a Fish and Wildlife Suporvisor In Eono, Nevada, stated the
Stats Wildlife Department kept sick and healthy tortoises togoether in a
holding pen in 1987-1888 and relcascd somo of thoso reptiles with the
virus into the wild where such infected toriolscs hnd acver been known|
Tho next embarrassment will be the oxposed plan to herd tho tortolice
found in Nevada into groups that somoone will direct to bs sent to this
"tortoisa sanctuary,” or be sent out for "research,” or to be designated
for more speody extinotion by "euthanatla.” However, the “argets”
have changed, the lawsiits were settled and on November 1), 1989, it
was reported that Las Vagas came within Ovo Millfon Dollars
($1,000,000.00) of its all timo yoesrly record for building permit
valuation. This did not take into account the months of November and
Deoember. It seems the Developers definitely are not conocerned with
the 'thmtgned tortoiss™ The MMDA acked, "Where are our elgoted
officials?...

Lastly, the taxpayers of Clark County are alleged to be caught in a
power siruggle bstwean USFWS and BURRAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
("BLM"). Tho BLM has been managing government land goncrally feir
and esccesslully for some years. By foderal statule (the Eadangwmrod
Species Act) the BLM fx now mandated to entsr a consultation pariod on
each project with USFWE prior to approval. Although fina}
~ determinations have not been made by the BLM on a aational policy

- basis the powsr struggle probably will end with the Secretary of tho
Inteelor as final arbiter of disputes between the BLM and ihe O5SFWS to
decide on a programmatic batis to roquire & full environmental impact
statament for each profect before approval by the BIM for a plas of
operations,

NOV 5, 1990 5:14pM K214 P.@3
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On November 7, 1980, at 10:00 a.m., on the third floor, perhaps the last
moeeting of that "Steering Commlittea” will be held at McCarran
Internatiopal Alrport. 1 would suggest that your paper might wish to
attend that meeting as it may well bo the weedling of major political
oconfrontations In the near futvre. Your paper was most involved in the
saga of the tortoise. 1 hopo it has not lost interest.

1'01}'. K
ALD J. W
Attoruey at Lew
DJS:do

cc:  BRIAN GREENSPUN
Dospert Sun Bditor
R. SCHRIEBER
MMDA
Micron Mining Company
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United States Deparﬁnent of the Interior

4600 Kietzke Lane, Building C-125
Reno, Nevada 89502-5093

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE REame
| NOV 1 5 199p
FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT ¢
RENO FIELD STATION A Y

November 1, 1930
File No.: 1-5-91-TA-6

Tara Wood

Regional Fnvireanmentusl Consultants
1276 Morena Boulevard

Sen Diwygn, California 92110-3R1AH

Near Ms, Wood:

The Fish and Wildlife Service {Service) has reviewed the final draft Short-
term Habitat Conservation Plan ACP) for the desert toriluwise in Clark Countv,
Nevada., The Service is very pleused with the progress that the participanis
have made thus far in the develupment of a HCP for Clark County. This effortl
is reflected in this fipal draft Short-term HCP.

The Service has four wajor concerns with the proposed Short—term RCP; the
proposed short—-term ACP budget, documentetion thet the proposed mitigation
will tuke place, Liming of the grading of properties in which tortoise removal
was requirred, and jusLification for the elimination of a possible habitat
corridor on wesl side of Las Vegas Valley.

Proposed Short—term BCP Budpet

The general line items shown in the budget table on page 133 do not provide
detailed supplemental] information in the parrative section of the document or
additionnl tables for each general lipe item. Tt is important to show
Justification for each figure in the table. The Service recommends s budget
detuil similar to that provided in the Environmental Assessment and Biological

Assessment for the proposed scientific collection permit to take desert
tortoises in Clark County, Nevada.

The general line ilem entitled Trust Fund for Tortoise Management Area
Management concerns the Service. The entire HCP is centered around the
management of these areas. With the absence of an ltemized budget, the
Service is uncertain whether funding will adequately cover implementstion of
this portion of the HCP budget. For example, we anticipate that at least §
cotegories could be included under the Trust Fund for Turtoise Management
Arens; enforcement, muniloring, physical improvements, public information,
inventory, and research. Enlorcement costs alone could equal $250,000, when
you consider runger salary, law enforcement training, vehicles, protective
equipmenl snd aerial patrel time. Conversely, the HCP wust make it clear that
these funds serve anly Lo supplemenl the budgetary requirements of the Iand
managruent sgencies, The land manugement agencies must plav a role in the

1




budpet formulation mnd agree to what funds they need to comply with the terms
of Lha HCP.

-

Documeniation that the Proposed Mitigation Will Take Place

Section 10 {u){2)(B) of the Endangered Species Act requires that the Fish and
Wildlife Service make several findings prior to the approval of an incidental
take permit. These include (1) the taking will be incidental, (2) the
applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate the
impacts of such taking, {3) the applicant will ensure that adequete funding
for the plan will be provided, (4) the teking will not appreciably reduce the
likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild, and {5)
that any measures deemed appropriate by the Service will be met. Thus, the
Servire will be unable Lo approve a Section 10 (a){1)(B) permit to allow
incidental tuke of tortoises if there are not adequate guarantees that the
mitigation will take place, and that adequate funding is provided to implement
the plan.

Timing of the Groding of Pruperties in which Tortoise Removal was Required

The Service is concerned that the proposed measures to minimize the take of
tortoises on those properties located adjacent to undeveloped occupied desert
tortoise habital are not adequete to prevent the unnecessary take of tortoises
that could reoccupy the parcel before grading. The Service understands that
the HCP iz attempting to provide a streamlined. approach {pay a fee...survey
for tortoises...remove tortoises...grade and construct) with a goal of making
a reasonable effort not to kill tortoises. The HCP proposes to allow the
developer up to 90 dayvs to grade property after tortoise removal. The HCP
technica) advisory commiltee recommended up to 60 days. Additionally the HCP
proposes no temporary tortoise fencing, and the "Tortoise Hotline" is only
applicable to properties within designated exclusionary zones.

) . W el s (e

-

The Service presently requires, through Section 7 consultations with the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, that property owners either fence
those sides of the property that are adjacent to undisturbed tortoise habitat
before Lorlnise removal, or begin grading their property within 24 hours of
removal of the last tortoise from their property and provide a tortoise
biolagist for each piece of heavy equipment during grading. If the property
is not graded shortly after tortoise removal, the efforts may be invalidated
due to immigration from adjacent lands.

Justification for the Bliwination of @ Possible Habitat Corridor on West Side
of Las Vegas Valley

The proposed permit boundary as shown in figure 12, page 103, would foreclose
the option of habitat corridor on the west side of the Las Vegas Valley. On
July 12, 1990, at the HCP Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting,
conservation bjologists, Dr. Peter Brussard and Dr. Mike Gilpin, gave a
presentation on conservation biology as it relates to the desert tortoise.
One of the discussions at this meeting was whether it was appropriate to
meintain a habitat corridor through the Las Vegas Valley. The TAC reached a
group consensus to reject the necessity of a habitast corridor through the las

2
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Veges Valley based on the following reasons: the north and west corridors
around Las Vegas Valley are ineffective and more likely to be an avepue for
the spread of disewse; the urban impacts associated wilh Las Vegas growlh
likely have already rendered the corridor ineffective; genetic exchange can
be accomplished mechanically; gene flow that occurs now through the area is
likely negligible; the existing corridor probably functions as a sink; and
other corridors may exist around the Las Vegas Valley. The Service recommends
that a discussion of the habitat corridor be included under 2a on page 104.

?p?cific editorial comments by page, paragraph, and sentence are addressed as
ollows:

Page iii- Alternatives Considered should be a full section, not just a suh-
section.

Page 2, first parsgraph, third sentence — The Service recommends that the
document. include the specific dates of the emergency listing of the desert
tortoise August 4, 1989, and the formal listing of the desert tortoise as 2
threatened species on April 2, 1990 by the Service.

Payge 2, second paragraph, fifth sentence- According to Endangered Species Act
of 1973, as amended, the fines for a threatened species is up to $25,000 and
up to six months in jail.

Page 2, third paragraph, second senience— The Service recommends that the
document acknowledge that there is a difference between a Section 10 (a)(1){A)
tuke permit for scientific permits and a Sectiun 10 (a)(1)(B) incidental take
permit. '

Page 3, third paragraph, last senlepce— How many of the 299,700 acres within
the permit urea are non-federal acres?

Page 3, last paragraph, second sentence— Please expand on what is meant by
conservative assumpiions.

Page 4, fourth paragraph, mecond sentence- Remove ...according "the” replace
with "to" protocols.

Puge 7, lest paragraph, last sentence~ Add to the end of sentence "and its
habitat".

Puge 8, second paragraph, first septence- A typographical error exists at the
end of the sentence ...HCP planning procee... it should be process.

Page B, third paragraph, item 4- What is the recourse if 400,000 acres of
habilat is nol conserved before the expiration of the permit? The Service
recommends that a threshold be established to restrict both take of tortoises
and hsbilat to ensure that the 400,000 acres of habitat is conserved before

the expiration of the 3 year permil period.

Page 12, first parggraphJ item Nu. 1- Before the Service can issue an
incidental take permit in an asccordance with Section 10{a}(1)}(B) of the
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Endangered Species Act, the Service must be certain that the mitigation

measures proposed in the HCP will be implemented. Therefore, the Bureau and g
the National Park Service must document that grazing will be restricted in ‘
those grazing allotments where elimination of grazing occura as the result of
acquisition of grazing permits from willing sellers. Also, the Bureao and the g
Netinnal Park Service must document interim grazing restrictions within those l
allotments where grazing has not been eliminaled. These restrictions may
include seasonul, forage utilization thresholds, and animal units.

Page 12, first puragruph, ilem No. 2~ The Off-1road Vehicle use terminalogy l
has been chanped to Off-highway Vehicle (OHV) use. This land use conirol

should be changed 1ov "Restrict OHV use to designated trails and reads, and
prohibit competilive and commercial OHV events”. TIn order for these ™As to I
funcljon as conservation areus for the desert torteoise, Bcress into these

ureas must be limited to reduce habitat fragmentation. Whet is an existing -

treil? l

Page 12, first paragruph, item No. 3- Inlensive recreation uses should he

prohibited from ™As. The key words of the proposed land use control is I
"iptensive recreation uses”. The Service interprets intensive recreation uses
i{e mean large numbers of people and assvcialed vehicles. The only way

intensive recrealion uses could be allowed in T™As would be if they were :
resiricted to unvegelated areas like dry lake beds and contrulled to not i

degrade desert tortoise habitat. The Service recommends that intensive
recreation uses be prohibited in T™As. Otherwise, the area is not likely e
eppropriate for ™A designation. '

Page 12, First purajraph, item Ng. 4- This proposed land use control does not
impose any protect ive measures on the habitat. The HCP must discuss the

resulls of such validitly exams. A validity exam of an existing mining claim

is an ineffective method of protecting desert tortoise habitat unless the area ~
lhas first been withdrawn from miperal entry. Under the mining law of 1872 ‘T
unless Lhe area his been withdrawn from mineral entry there is no procedure to"!
prevent the same claimant or a different claimant from filing claims on the

same #rey in which the validity ©ieics were fniHateds Tho fomvico rooommnids
that the 400,000 acres proposed to become conserved habitat by the end of the '
expiration of the 10 (a){(1)(B) permit for the Short-term HCP be immedietely

put under a 2 year emergeocy withdrawal until the 400,000 acres can be

formerly withdrawn. This would protect the conserved habitat from being !

impediately staked with mining claims.

Are there any proposed restrictions on mining exploration? New roads and
trails can be developed during exploration phases and can add to the
fragmentation of tortoise habitat.

Page 12, third paragraph, first sentence~ Add ... enforcement will be "the”
responsibility.

Page 12, fourth paragraph, first sentence~ The Service recommends that all
proposed research be roordinated with the Bureau's Management Oversight Group;
research proposed as part of the Section 10 (a)(1)(A) research permit issued
to the Nevada Departwent of Wildlifr, the Nature Conservancy, und the Bureau

(—§
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of Land Management; and with the development of the Service’s desert tortoise
recovery plan. .

Page 13, third paragraph, first sentence- Add ... over the period "of the"
permit.

Page 15, last paragraph- Change fines to up to $25,000 and up to & mopths in
Jjail. These are the fines for threatened species violations.

Page 17, first paragraph- Other approved HCPs include the Lennmane property in
Sucramento Counly for Lhe valley vlderberry longhorn beetle end the Delano
Prison in Rern County fur Tipton kangaroo rat, San Joaquin kit fox, -and hlunt-
nosed leopard lizard. '

Page 18, item J., first sentence- Add ...intention of being the "applicanis”
for.:

Page 18, third paragraph, jtem - Is the Nationa) Park Service now considered
a member of the steering commitiee? If true the Service recommends that the
National Park Service be included as one of the participants of the steering
committiee,

Page 19, second paragraph, item b- Is the National Park Service now considered
a member of the technical advisory committee? If true the Service recommends
that the National Park Service be included as one of the members of the
technical advisory committee.

Page 25, second paragraph, item e~ Add the following sentence after the first
sentence of the paragraph. " The purpose of an EA is to determine whether or
not to prepare and EIS."

Pege 36, first paragraph, first sentence— Plantlife is ého words, plant life.

Page 74, table 6- The Service recommends that the use of plant names be
consistent. Use both scientific and commwon name for each spscies or only the
common or scientific namwe. The Service preference would be the use of both

. the scientific and common name.

Page 75, éecond paragraph, first sentence- A typographical error exists
...Nagy and Medico 1986... should be Medica.

Page B4, second paragraph, second sentence— The Service believes the correct
terminology for ...acres of land "allotted"... should be ...acres of . land
permitted or licensed.

Page B85, second paragraph, item (1),- first sentence, Replace ...ravens
betwean 1968 and "1B99" with "1990". second sentence, A typographical errer

exists.,.transmission lines that "creat”... should be creale.

Page 91, second_perspreph, item b, =econd sentence- A typographical error

exisle ...PT™™AS 6 and 14 "conatin™ should be contain.
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modificat.ion of ... BIM's Caliente District,... to BIM's Caliente Resource ‘

Page 93, Lhird paragraph, item c, third sentence- The Service recommends the
Area, in Lincoln County, which. '

Page 101, item c., firsl sentence- Add ... T™™As is "to" attuin.

Page 104, 2 Exiimate Level of Take- Please expand on what is mean! by
conservalive assumptions,

Page: 107, item b., firsi sentence Add ... estimated at 22,302 acres "of
privale lTaml."”

- ey

Paye 107, item b, and .- The document should revise estlimates of habitat loss ®
and Lake by quarter.

—

Page )08, item e., first sentence~ Add ...region is not "known."
Page 109, third paragraph, item b, first sentence- This sentence indicates -
that the Lortoise survey is only valid for 90 days. The Service recommends I

that the statement "Tortoise Survey is Only Valid for 90 Days” he
conspicuously placed on the HCF compliance forms. The preoject proponent must |
also acknowledyge in writing that he/she is responsible for initiating anolher '
survey if the property has not been graded within 90 days, and Clark County
acknowledges Lhat Lhey are responsible for -ensuring compliance with the 90 dav
limit,

Page 111, first paragraph, item ¢, first sentence—- Refer to the Service's
comments under Timing of the Grading of Pruperties in which Tortoise Removal
wos Required above. This sentence indicates that tortoise removal is only
valid for 90 days. The Service recommends that the statement "Tortoise
Removal Resulls are Only Valid for (number of days the HCP recommends) Days”
be conspicuously pluced on the HCP compliance forms. The project proponent
pust also acknuwledge in writing that he/she is responsihle for initiating
another tortoise removal if the property has pot been greded within the
required number of days, and Clark County acknowledges that they are
responsible for ensuring compliance with the required day limit.

Puge 112, ilem 2.- The Service recommends Lhat all tortoises removed from the
permit area be marked to distinguish them from wild tortoises, and tortoises
presently in captivity.

Page 112, item a.- Remove ... place tortoises, "an " and replace with "a".

Page 118, fifth paragraph, item (2}, second sentence~ It is our understanding
that the Nevada Department of Wildlife has agreed to take the responsibility
of ensuring compliance of the tortoise removal protocol through the audit
process.

Page 119, first paragraph item /3)- Correct fines are up to 325,000 and up te
6 months in jail for threstened species. -
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Page 120, first paragraph, jtem d.- Remove "authorized by NDOW and USFWS™ amd
replace with "for tortoises incidentully tuken under the section 10 (a){1){B)
permit”. The Service dves not authorize tortoise adoption programs except
through the terms of this 10 (a)(1}(B) permit.

Page 120, third paragraph, item ).- Remove "conserved” and replace with
"preserved and menaged as conserved habitati”.

Page 121, ilem 8.{1)~ Remove "will be” and replace with "uf" and add .
conserved “habitat will be estulilished”.

Page 121, item a. {2)- Remove "will be" and replare with "of": remove “fourih
quarter™ and replace with "first year of the permit"; and add ... conserved
"habiitat will be established".

Puge 121, item A, 73)- Remove "will be” and replace with "of” and add ...
conserved "habital will be established".

Page 121, item 8. (4)- Remove "will be" and replace with "of" and add .
conserved “"habitat will be established”.

Page 121, ilem a. lost paragraph- Remove ... amount of "tortoise™ and replace
with "conserved” and remove ... tu be "ronsurved” and replace with
"established for the tortoise”.

Puge 121, ilem b. {1}, third sentence- Remove ... BIM "ulso"; remove 'be asked
Lo" and replace wilh "also™; remove ...privileges in “the": and wdd to end of
sentence, "wreas where grazing privileges have been acquired from willing
sellers.

Page 121, jtem b, (2}- Change restriction to designated roads and lrails and
define designated on BIM maps. ‘

Puge 123, item bL.75)- Ttem should be modified to " All new or modified
existing lund user propused in ™As will be required assess the impacts ob the
desert tortoise and tortoise habjtat under NEPA regulations”.

Page 123. item c.(3), second sentence— Appropriation of funds for such
transactions will be subject to the consent of who? Should not it be the
consent of the applicents of the Section 10 (a)(1)(B) permit? :

Page 127, item b. (2), first sentence~ Add ... responsibility of BIM "for
conserved habital". Second sentence— Add ... If the conserved "habitst”. Add
slatement that discusses BIM's agreement not to reinstate grazing privileges
in allotments where the privileges have been purchased from willing sellers.

Page 127, ilem b. {3, firs! sentence~ Remove ...monitoring of "the” and
replace with "conserved habital areas”.

Page 178, secund parugraph, item {3}, first sentence— A typographical

-
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error exists ...submitted with "THE" snpual... it should be the.

Repluce '
... hubitat wanagewent, "an" with "a".

Page 134, top of page— Make ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED & separate section.

Appendix 3, RCP Compliance Form Part 3b --Tortoise Removal Report~ The
Service recommends thal the large box at the bottow of the page should bre

reduced to only one row and the title of the row mndified to No. of Tortoises
Collerled.

Thank you for the opportunity Lo review the finul draft Short-term Habitut

Conservation Plan for the desert torteise in Clark County, Nevada. If you

should have anv gueslions shoul our commenis please contact me or Mark Maley

K
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|

al (702) 7RA-5227. Sidedraly, !
e " §
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|

Pavid L. Hurlow
Field Supervisor

cc:  Assistant Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Enhancewmeni, Portland,
Oregon (FWE-ES)

Paul Selzer, Best, Best & Krieger, Palm Springs, California
Director, Administrative Services, Clark County, Las Vegas, Nevada




RICHARD H. BRYAN
Gowernor

THOMAS W. BALLOW
Executind Diractor

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OFFICE
2300 McLaod
Las Vagts, Neveda
Tulephons (T0T) 456-459%0

MAILING ADDRESS
STATE OF NEVADA dail Reom Complex

Las Vepss, Navads 89158
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
‘October 29, 1950

RECEIVED
Jean Carr 06CT31 M

RECON -
1276 Morena Blvd, RECON

San Diego, California 92110-3815

Dear Jean,

According to the 9/25/90 Final Draft of the Short-Teru
Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert Tortoise in Clark )

- County, Nevada, on page 8, conservation thresholds within

priority conservation areas have been establighed. I
suggest that any conserved habitat established in National
Park Service lands, ie., Cottonwood Cove area, be auto-
matically credited toward these thresholds regardless of
where they may be along the Nevada border, Other areas
within the National Park Service not yet considered, should
be investigated for inclusion, such as the area from Overton

to Rodgers Spring and south along Lake Mead to the Echo Bay
area.

Mitigation funde which become available throu h Section
7 consultations should be diverted to other Federal and
State lands such as Nevada Teast Site, State Parke, Nellis
Bombing Range, National Wildlife Areas, National Monuments,
etc. within the Desert Tortoise Conservation area for the
ilmplementation of a conservation plan for the protection of
Degert Tortoise. This would decrease the demands to
eliminate existing multiple use areas and satisfy the
conservation thresholds needed to implement and continue the
Section 10(a) permit.

Sincerely,

Flovae € 5mlset

Thomas E. Smigel, Deputy Director
TES:mla

cc: T. Ballow
T. Hafen
Ron & Aann Schreiber




Submitted in Public Hearing
October 24, 1990

The City of lLas Vegas supports and applauds the efforts of the
Desert Tortoise Steering Committee in developing the proposed
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for submission for a Section 1¢(a)
permit which will allow continued development in the Las Vegas
Valley while protecting the endangered Desert Tortoise. The City
fully concurs that protection of the Desert Tortoise is critical to
the long-term environmental and cultural health of our State and
our natlion, and will continue to encourage and participate in all
logical strategies designed to assure that the Desert Tortoise
remains a viable species.

The provisions and procedures set forth in the proposed HCP are,
for the most part, completely acceptable to the City. Although
some of the provisions will impose additional work on the part of
City officas, those extra efforts are reasonable in light of the
gcal to be achieved.

The one area which the City continues to bhave significant
difficulty supporting is the proposed fee to be paid by developers.
The HCP calls for a total of $550 per acre to be charged to persons
wishing to develop land. This amcunt of money, which constitutes
a serious financial burden for developers, is not justifled.

It is not evident from the data presented thus far that the amount
of money a fee of this size would generate is necessary to protect
the tortoise. First, the level of intervention for a long-term
HCP is not, at this juncture, known: whether or not the Tortolge
Management Areas will need to be expanded, whether or not
additional measures will be required beyond those planned for the
short-term HCP remains to be seen. Second, the proposed budget
figures in the draft reflect only those costs associated with the
short-term HCP; no budget is offered for a long-term HCP. The
short-term HCP costs would be adequately supported by a fee much
closer to the current 5250 per acre. To reguire that developers
set aside willions of dollars without clear-cut and compelling need
is unreasonable. Further, should the millions of dollars that
would be generated not be needed for additional conservation
measures, no provision is offered for return of those monles: for
what purpose and by whom would those millions be used?

Although the draft HCP identifies four possible sources for funding
a long-term HCP -- and there may be others as well =-- no
recognition is given to these gsources for funding the long-term
plan. Instead, the developers are asked to fund the long-term plan
single-handadly. The problem of protecting the Desert Tortoise is
a community-wide problem: it would seem unreasonable that one group
of persons be required to bear the entire cost, and to bear it to
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STATEMENT BY M, XENT (TIM) HAFEN ON BZHALr OF
AGRICULTURE AND LIVESTOCK TO CLARK CoUNTY
STEERING COMMITTEER

After & review of the "pinal Draft, Short Term Habitat
Conservation Plan" datad Septembar 25, 1990, wa aras Pleasad wiep
the report in general.

Ke are further pleased that the pian calls for the
willing seller concept of aoquiring grazing permits by purchasa,

Wa agres with tha concept of using 100,000 acre blegks
43 An arsa capauls of auataining a tertpise population for a¢
lsast 500 yearws,

We in agriculsure and livestock want to pledge contip.
uing assistance and qooparation 4n bringing both the Bhers Term
and the Long Term Habitat Conservation Plans to sucoessful con-
clusions,

We have some pr:gonsla to this draft that we fea) AYe
necesdary to help. soften the impact to liveatock pormittaes,

In {dentifying appropriate building blocks of 100,000
sach for the short term HCP, PTMAs 2, 6, 12, 13 and 14 have been
identified an areas wheye tha £irst 400,00 acres will he Conserved,

Areas 12, 13 and 14 contain 436,073 acras and Area ¢
contains 191,113 acres. It would seem that Area 2 contains more
canflicts from utility essemants and grazing than the other faur
(4) arsas. We therefore request that Area 2 ba deleted and noe
be included in the Short Term HCP, This request is consistent
with our prior position and hae previously besn made Xnown to tne
Bteoring Commitine.

We have rcpaatoﬂla regquested that continued grazing be
dllowed within the PTMAa. We have agreed that controlled graiing
hay be nacessary in some areas., 7hia draft ¢alls for aliminatjon
ef !rlzing sithar through buyouts or by clksng BLM to impose re-
strigtions or eliminate graz ng. (pages 12-and 121)

) ihe goal of the Short Term and Long Term HCPs asy out-
lined on Page 99 are %0 designate the TMAS as “Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern" (ACECs) 4in the RMP being prepared by aLM,
Ihis ¢ould effectivaly elimirate livestock grazing. We disagres
that eliminating livestock gzazing is necessary, -
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Page 2, 0etabar 10, 190
We Daliave thig draf: ia seriously flawed §
nowhers does it addragy Jrazing by wild horaey lnd‘bu:r;ift

Livestook gtazing can pa
oin be allowed t0 . grace after the ¢

grating can ba controlled 90 a8 tp
tortosge.

Wild horges
of grazing, place of !
thezre was adequate rg
oule to dontrel th

controlied

ROt contzolled 44 t0 season
t of 9Taxing and vhath
nfall ar drought, pim i3 finaing 1: ;ifta-
¢ Dumber of wild horses and -

burres,
We beliave wild horses burros, b their Rature ana
feeding habits, are more dedtructiva to the hagit deagre
toxrtoise than livestock grazing - (¢ (p face livestock grating i,
dlatructtvo.

If livestock ig t0 be removad fram
Bl wherein

Any RMP designes dy
tortolse nabitat {, Sonsidered, tleny with 9rézing,
then we belieye the ”RMP muse ineludy removal of wiid hertues gns
burrce, )

¥e request tha numberous Teferancese thraughout thi,.
draft that 3ddreass livestock FE8zing muet alsn ineclude grazing
by wild horses ang burrem, '

W& furthor Téquast that apy qrazing study consider i,
.tf.:tl of grazing by the wild horge and burro as
stock, '

w8l as livge

It would ae
the isaus gf Wild gRop

o ta yus that anf HCP that daoes
s
tivae of Protesting ¢h

NOt addresy
882 and Burros, Rot fulfilling the objec~
® Degert Tortoiae,

Raferences to YXazing occur op dyos
56, 97, 98,39, 1

12, 47, 84, 93, 94, gs,
102, 121, 123 a 29,

- . -' v
. | - el By Em s e
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ASSOCIATION 3885 SO. PECOS McLEOD ¢ LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89121
[{ W {T02) 7840117 « FAX (702) 794.2439

October 8, 1990

Ms. Jean Carr

RECON

1276 Morena Boulevard

San Diego, California 92110-3815

COMMENTE ON FINAL DRAFT OF THE SHORT-TERM HABITAT CONBERVATION PLAN
FOR THE DESERT TORTQIBE IN CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Dear Jean,

I believe that the final draft represents a much improved
document, however there are still a number of issues which need to
be addressed. I will address the broader issue= and then provide
you with my specific comments.

wWhile there has been verbal discussion regarding the
connection of the HCP with the Section 7 Consultation process,
there is no mention of this in the HCP. My specific concern is
that, if a project has undergone consultation under Section 7, and
the project proponent has pald an additional $324.00 per acre, will
he or she then be required to pay the full mitigation fee under the
HCP? Will there be provision in the local cordinances for credits
for those who have previously paid mitigation through a means other
than the HCP?

As I have stated sarlier, the Southern Nevada Home Builders
Association does not fully support maintaining the $250.00 per acre
fee already in place and imposing the short-term fee on top of
that. Based on development trends and projections, it is likely
that we will generate over five million dollars for which no budget
or specific use has been identified, and for which alternative
funding sources have been identified and may be available. For the
Rome Builders to support the overall program, we need a clear and
compelling rationale for maintaining the additional fee, and for
maintaining it at $250.00. We could for instance, lower it to
$100.00 and still generate ovar two million dollars.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 3 - last paragraph, second sentance. What do you mean by
"conservative assunptions?™ Does this mean that 22,000 acres ovar
three years is a "conservative® estimate, and that in reality it
may be much highar, or does it mean the opposite?

f.
» @
“Those who belong . . . Care! %




Page 4 - paragraph 3, third sentence. "NDOW"™ has not been
previously defined.

Page 8 - Top of Page "Measure® should be "Measures." )
Conservation Threshold #3. 1In regard to habitat loss exceeding
15,000 acres, does this mean acres from which tortoises have been
removed, or all acres for which grading permits have been issued?

Page 10 Table A. We may want to define how tortoiss habitat
is categorized prior to presenting information using the BIM
categories to describe habjitat.

Page 11, Table B. The "Goal™ in Category 3 habitat is written
ag follows: "Limit habitat and population to the extent by
mitigating impacts." There must be a few words missing here.

How are density ranges related to Habitat Categories, if at all?

Page 12, #3. Delete the words “will be restricted” from the
second line of the first sentence. : :

Page 13, second sentence. What i{s the purpose of maintaining
the $250.00 per acre ftee?

Page 19, d. You may want to note that while the fee was
expected to generate betwaen $650,000.00 and $1,200,000.00 per I

year, it actually generated $ in the first year.

_—  Timing Issues. You may want to briefly explain
the nature of the "projects already pending,™ le: flood control,

roads, schools, other infrastructure necessary to support existing
population.

Page 25, e. At the end of the firat line, “accompany" should
be "accompanies.” .

Page 29, subheading 2., line 6. delete the word "by."

Page 44, second bullet. ¥Which other daclsionas are you
referring to, and to which five communities do they pertain?

Page 64, d. (2). Other master planned communities expected to
begin construction soon ars Cosmo World, Lake Las Vegas, MacDonald
Ranch, Rancho Del Norte and Peccole Ranch.

Page 83, 1. Habitat loss and Dearadation. The last sentence
of this paragraph to indicates that further development of the Las
Vegas valley will indeed isolats already low density populations
and reduce their genetic viability, though there is no
documentation or citation to support that conclusion. It should be
noted that approximately 20% of the tortoises collected from the
northwest portion of the valley have exhibited symptoms of URDS.

SEe——




Page 84, Z.a. We have empirical evidence that URDS occurs in

~Clark - County. We have been finding it in about 20% of the

tortoises collected in the northwest portion of the valley. Please
check with Brad Hardenbrook of NDOW to confirm the level.

Page 88, Table 7. Goal in Category 3 is unclear.

Page 101, a., last sentence. If we are assuning there are at
least 20,000 adult tortoises in southern Nevada, what is the
highest number we can assume? Additionally, how are we
geographically defining "southern Nevada?"

Page 104, 2. You state that the expected level of take is
bagsed on “conservative" assumptions regarding development trends,
tortoise habitat and pcpulations. What is meant by "conservative"
in this regard? Are you saying that development 'is likely to
accelerate and take could be much higher, or are you implying just
the opposite?

Page 104, 2. a. (2). You may want to also make mention of the
level of disease found in the area.

Page 123. What are we asking of BIM in connection with the
acquisition of grazing permits?

Page 131, 4. Again, the Home Bulldexrs would like a clear
explanation regarding the need to keep the $250.00 in place while
adding the $300.00 for the short-term.

I hope these comments prove ugseful to you. Again, I believe
that this document is very much improved and I thank you for your
efforte on behalf of the Clark County HCP.

Sincerely,

-——

Te urphy
Development Specialist




Clty of Boulder Clt;;

P.0."BOX 36
900 ARIZONA STREET
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA B90CS-0387

Qctober 10, 19590

M5. Jean Carr

RECON )

1276 Morena Blvd.

San Diego, CA 92110-3815

RE: REVISED DRAFT OF SHORT TERM HCP, OCTOBER 10, 1990
Dear Ms. Carr:
The following are the City comments on the revised draft HCP:

1. The City of Bouldexr City should be referenced properly, not as
“"Boulder".

2. Page 7, second paragraph, refers to issuance of a grading
permit by the local agency. Jurisdictions issue "grading
permits" in different manners and at different stages during
development. If this is to be the recommended procedure, all
jurisdictions (agencies) should be regquired to have similar
"grading permit" procedures.

3. Note that Figure B and others now show the Eldorado Transfer
Area as part of TMA 12,

4. Page 49, Figure 3, incorrectly references Lake Mead whereas it
should reference Lake Mojave.

5. Page 55, Figure 5b, incorrectly references Lake Mead whereas
it should reference Lake Mojave.

6. Page 109, Section 1(b){2) states that the project proponent
will arrange for the removal of the tortoises .... This
Tanguage should be modified to be stronger and require (by
using the word shall) that the project proponent ....

7. Page 113, Figure 14, and page 117, Figure 17, depict
Exclusionary 2Zone 3 incorrectly as it does not cover all of
the developed area of the City of Boulder City, specifically:

A. Industrial area of the City (Industrial Road, Foothill
Drive and Yucca Street area).

B. Mobile home area south of US 93 (Gingerwood area).

“Clean Green Boulder City”




Page 2
October 10, 1990
C. Hemenway Valley area.
D. Golf Course area {Lewis Homes).
8. Pages 124 -~ 125, Section 1(d){2) should state that the

Eldorado Valley Transfer Area contains 105,000 acres not
115,000 acres.

9, Pages 131 - 132 discuss the mitigation fees. The existing
$250.00 per acre are to fund the HCP. The proposed $300.00
per acre fee Is for the conservation and mitigation measures
presented in the HCP. When. will the $250.00 HCP fee be
eliminated? Or is it proposed that the fee be $550.00 per
acre? Sectlion 3 on page 132 states that the $250.00 per acre
fee will remain through the permit pericd to provide funds for
expansion. This needs further clarification.

Sincerely,

L L

effrey L. Patlovich, AICP
Director, Community Development

JLP:MmcC
JP1055
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Tl Law Firm for the Environmental Movewunt
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October 9, 1990

Jean Carr

RECON

1276 Morena Boulevard
San Diego, CA 92110-3815

Carr,

Oon behalf of the Sierra Club and the Katural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC), I have reviewed the Final Draft of
the Short Term Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert
Tortoise. Both Slerra Club and NRDC are in favor of the
establishment of tortoise management areas on BLM lands;
however, the present short term HCP is seriously flawed in
that the land use controls in the TMA's will not be
effective to protect the tortoise, and the mitigation
proposed for the incidental taking of desert tortoises in
Clark County is not adequate.

Both NRDC and Sierra Club strongly endorse the idea of
eliminating grazing through the acaquisition of grazing
permits. It is uncertain, however, that the acquisition of
grazing permits will eliminate grazing. Under BLM's
interpretation of its grazing regulations, absent a
provision in an applicable land use plan eliminating grazing
as a permitted use, BLM deems itself obliged to approve new
applications for grazing privileges. BEven though grazing
permits are acquired, there would be nothing to prevent
others from applying for grazing permits and receiving them.
The Tortoise Management Areas cannot be adequately protected
unless BLM commits itself to immediate plan amendments that
would close the tortoise management areas to grazing uses.
Without such immediate actions not only would the tortolse
not be adequately protected, but tha moneys expended .for the
purchase of the grazing permits could be wasted. See C.F.R.
§ 4130.2. )

It is widely recognized that ORV use is detrimental to
the continued survival of the desert tortoise. It is not
adequate to restrict ORV use to existing trails and roads,
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for in some instances ORV use on existing trails or roads
would be detrimental to the tortoise. BIM must commit l
iteelf, pursuant to existing law, to allow motorized vehicle
use only on designated trails. BLM must commit itself to
evaluating offroad vehicle use in each TMA and allowing that l
use (on positively signed designated trails and roads) only

after a determination that such continued use is consistent
with the survival of the tortoise. - .

BLM's promise to restrict intensive recreational use
to existing areas designated for that purpose is not
adequate. It 1s necessary to be assured not only that such
areas will not expand, but that they can be contracted if
necessary to preserve the tortoise.

) Finally, unless there is a withdrawal of the lands in Ir
the TMA's from the operation of the Mining Law of 1872,
pursuant to the withdrawal authority vested in the Secretary

under the Federal:lLand Policy Management Act of 1973, the '

tortoise will not be sufficiently protected, for BLM does

not deenm itself to have the authority to prohibit mining

activities from taking place on claims once there is a l

determination of a mining diacovery. Clearly, BLM nmust

comnmit itself to a widespread program of withdrawals in

order to adequately implement the HCP to protect the

tortoise.

The HCP does not contain adequate assurances that the
tortoise will be adequately protected on public land in '
. mitigation for the removal of the tortoise from, and its
extirpation on, private lands in Clark County. The HCP
neglects to mention that the Bureau is already under l
specific directions from Congress to take actions to protect
the desert tortoise. P.L. 101-67, section 6, requires BLM
to submit a report to Congress as to the funds and personnel
required to fully implement BLM's Desert Tortoise Plan. BIM I
is also required to arrange for a soil survey of public
lands in Clark County to assist in the implementation in
such county of the Desert Tortoise Plan. The Secretary is l
addjtionally required to invite public proposals for the '
designation of areas of critical environmental concern whose
designation would further the implementation of BLM's Desert '
Tortoise Plan. Finally, the Secretary is obligated to
consider restricting or sliminating any uses of lands in the
Paiute Valley which may conflict with the implementation of |
the Desert Tortoise Plan. l

The HCP fails to mention these preexisting duties of
BILM, fails to analyze the relation of these duties to the
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HCP, and fails to determine whether BLM has gatisfied the
requirements of P.L. 101-67 with respact to the tortoise.
To the extent that BLM has not undertaken adequate measures
to implement its own Plan, promulgated prior to the
tortoise’'s designation as threatened, it is doubtful whether
BLM would adequately undertake and implement the land use
controle set forth in the HCP, Sierra Club and NRDC are not
aware that BLM has done anything to comply with the
requirements of P.L. 101-67.

The CHP fails alsc to address the guestion of BLM's
duties under the  Endangered Species Act to protect the
tortoise and ite relation to the HCP. BIM has a duty,-
independent of the HCP, to conserve and enhance desert
tortoise habitat by any combination of appropriate means,
which can iInclude designation of ACEC's, withdrawals, and
regulatory controls over grazing, ORV's, and other uses of
the public lands that might be detrimental to the tortocise.
Thus, the land use controls necessary to protect the
tortoise will be imposed in furtherance of BLM's duties
under the ESA, not as part of the mitigation for a taking
incidental to the section X permit for the HCP. It is
critical to keep in mind this fundamental distinction in
assessing the adequacy of the mitigation for the proposed .
incidental take. Creation of the tortoise management areas
implements BLM preexisting duties under ESA.

The Endangered Species Act (®ESA") of 1973, 16 U.S.C.
§ 1531 et seg., 1s "the most comprehensive legislation for
the preservation of endangered species ever enacted by any
nation.” Tepnessee Vallevy Authordty v, Hill, 437 U.S. 153,
180 (1978). A review by the Supreme Court of the "language,
history, and structure of the [ESA]"® convinced the Court
"beyond doubt® that "Congress intended endangered species to
be afforded the highest of priorities®, and that "{t)he
plain intent of Congress in enacting this statute was to
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halt and reverse the trend toward spafies extinction,
whatever the cost." Id, at 174, 18

Passage of the ESA resulted from Congress' deep conceérn
over the accelerating pace of species extinction. As noted
by the Supreme Court, the legislative proceedings were
"replete with expressions of concern over the risk that

nmight lie in the loss of apy endangered species.® T,V,A. v,
Hill, supra, 437 U.S. at 177 (emphasis in original).

Congress was aware that "the two major causes of
extinction are hunting and destruction of natural habitat",
and, moreover, that "[o]f these twin threats, . . ., the
greatest was destruction of natural habitatg." \'4
Hill, supra, 437 U.S8. at 179 (citations to legislative

- history omitted). gSee

« 639 F.2d 495 at 498 (9th Cir. 1981).
The 9th Circuit has recognized the paramount importance that
Congress attached to saving endangered epecies, and to
habitat protection as a means to that end. -

The goal of recovery of endangered species and
protection of their habitat parvades the ESA. One of the

. purposes of the ESA, for example, is "to provide a means

whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and
threatened species depend may be conserved."” 16 U.S.cC.
§ 1531(b). "Conserve" means "the use of all methods"
necessary to help endangered species recover, including

1. I.¥.A., Vv, Hill remains the only Supreme Court
decision interpreting the ESA. In that case the Suprene
Court affirmed a lower court injunction permanently halting
a virtually completed dam for which Congress had already
expended more than $100,000,000, because £i1ling of the
reservolr would jeopardize the continued existence of the
endangered snail darter, a small fish which had been
discovered only aftar the dam was nearly complete. In
reaction to this "anail darter case", Congress amended the
ESA in 1978 by adding a complex procedure for exempting
federally funded projects from the strictures of the ESA and
by establishing a Cabinet lavel Endangered Species Committee
empowered with the firal decision on proposed exemptions,
Pub. L. 95-632, § 3, codified at 16 U.S.C. § 1536(e)~(p).
Congress did not, however, weaken any of the substantive
requirements of the ESA or disapprove the Supreme Court's
interpretation of the ESA in T,V.A. v. Hill. See, g;ggi

L
F.2d 1041, 1049 (1st Cir. 1982).

—*

' |
g
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specifically "habitat acquisition and maintenance." 16
U.5.C. § 1532(3). In fact, "conservation¥, Bt is,
recoverv of endangered and threatenad specles,” is the
primary goal of t?e ESA, and the conservation concept
pervades the ESA. The very first sentence of the ESA, for
example, sets forth a Congressional finding that “various
species of fish, wildlife, and plants in the United States
have been rendered extinct as a consequence of economic
growth and development untempered by adegquate concern and
conseryation”. 16 U.S.C. § 1531(a) (1) (empbasisc added).

The purposes of the ESA include “to provide a means whereby
the ecosystems upon which endangered specles and threatened
species depend may be conserved¥, and "to provide a program
for the conservatiop of such endangered and threatened
species.® 16 U.S5.C. § 1531(b) (emphasis added). Moreover,

. Congress declared it to be its policy "that all Federal

2. The ESA defines “conserve™, ®“conserving”, and
"consarvation" to mean "to use and the use of all methods
and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered
species or threatened species to the point at which the
measures provided pursuant to thise chapter are no longer
necessary™ -- that is, to bring them to the point where they

are no longer sndangered or threatened. 16 U.S5.C.
§ 1532(3).

3. In. introducing the Conference Report for the 1973
ESA to the House, the House manager of the Bill, Congressman
Dingell, stated:

Another example . . . [has] to do with the continental
population of grizzly bears which may or may not be
endangered, but which is surely threatened . . .

Once this bill is enacted, the appropriate Secratary,
whether of Interior, Agriculture or whatever, will
have to take action to mee that this situation is not
permitted to worsen, and that these bears are not
driven to extinction. The purposes of the bill
included the conservation of the species and of the
ecosysteme upon which they depend, and gvery aqencv of
government is committed to see that those purpcses are
carried out . . . . [T)ha agencies of Government can
no longer plead that they can do nothing absut it.
Thev can, and thev must., The law is clear.™ 119
Cong.Rec. 42913 (1973). (Enphasis added.)

437 U.5. at 183-184.
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departments and agencies ghall seek to gonserve endangered
specles . . ,"* 16 U.5.C. § 1531 (c) (emphasis added) .

As the Supreme Court has found, this goal of *halt(ing}
the trend towards species extinction,

whatever the cost . . . iB reflecteq not only in the stated
policies of the act, but in literally every section of the
statute.® « Bupra, 437
U.8. at 184 (emphasis added). PFor example, Section 3(5)(a),
16 U.S.C. § 1532(5) (A), defines "critical habitat" as
habitat that contains pbysical or bilological features
Yessential to the conservation of the species" (emphasis
added) . Section 4(f), 16 U.S.C. § 1533(f), requires the
Secretary of the Interior to "devalop and implement"
rgcovery plans “"for the conservation and survival of

. endangered species and threatened speciaes."’ Section 5, 16
U.8.C. § 1534, provides authority to the Secretaries of
Interior and Agriculture to acquire property interests by
purchase, exchange, or condemnation for the of
threatened and endangered wildlife. Section 6, 16 U.S.C.

. § 1535, requires the Secretary to cooperate "to the maximum
extent practicable™ with the States "for the purpose of
gongerving . . . endangered species or threatened speciaes”
(emphasis added). section 7{a) (1}, 16 U,S.C. § 1536 (a) (1),
requires federal agencies to "utiljize their authorities i
furtherance of the purposes of this chapter by carrying out
programs for the copgservation of endangered species and
threatened spacies." See -

. 741 F.2d. 257, 261-262 (9th cir. 1984)
(Secretary of Interior's decision not to sell water fron

Little Truckee River reservoir to cities in Nevada on
grounds that this would jeopardize endangered fish upheld;
ESA imposes an affirmative duty on the fecretary to take
action to conserve endangered species.)

In summary: Section 2(c) of the Endangered Species
Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1531(c); requiras that "ali Federal
departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered
species and threatened species and shall utilize their

4. As the district court in Carson-Truckee stated,
in order to carry out their Section 7 mandate to conserve
endangered species federal agencies "must do far more than
marely avoid the elimination of protected species. [They)
must bring these species back from the brink so that they
ma2y be removed from the protected class, and [they) must use
all methods necessary to do so." 549 F.Supp. 704, 710 (D.
Nev. 1982}, aff'd, 741 F.2d at 261-262.
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authoriti?s in furtherance of the purposes of this
chapter.®” Section 2(b) of the Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b),
states that "the purposes of this chapter are to provide a -
means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species
and threatened species depend may be conserved, [and] to
provide a program for the conservation of such endangered
species and threatened species, . . ." Section 7(a) (1)
states in pertinent part that "the Secretary shall review
other programs administered by him and utilize such programs
in furtherance of the purposes of thias chapter. All other
Federal agencies shall, in consultation with and with the
assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in
furtherance of the purposes of this chapter by carrying out
progrars for the conservation of endangered specles and
threatened species . . .® 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(1).

In Defenders of Wildlife v, Andrus; 428 F.Supp. 167
(1977), the Court held that the Secretary of Interior had an
affirmative obligation, in administering programs for the
hunting of waterfowl, to increase the populations of
threatened and endangered species. The Court concluded:

It is clear from the face of the statute that the
Fish and Wildlife Service, as part of Interior,
must do far more than merely avoid the elimination
of protected speciesa. It must bring these species
back from the brink so that they may be removed
from the protected class, and it must use all
methods necessary to do so. The Service cannot
limit ite focus to what it considers the most
lmportant management tool available to it, l.e,
habitat control, to accomplish this end . . . .
Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the
agency has an affirmative duty to increase the
population of protected species.

428 F.Supp. at 170

In carson-Truckee Water conservancy Dist, v, Clark,
supra, the Ninth Circuit rejected arguments made by the
appellant that the Secretary's authority is defined solely
by 7(a)(2), 16 U.5.C. § 1536(a)(2). The Appellant argued
that 7(a) (2) authorized the Secretary only to take actions

5. The term "conserve" is defined in Section 3(n) of
the Act, 16 U.5.C. § 1532(3).
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that avoid "jeopardizing” the continued existence of a
species. 1In rejecting that argument, the cOurt stated:

In addition to its § 7(a)(2) "jeopardy” proviaion,
however, ESA also directs the Secretary to
conserve threatened and endangered specles to the
extent that they are no longer threatened or
endangered. Appellants, relying solely on

§ 7{a)({2), would have us ignore the other sections

of ESA directly applicable here and relied on by
the district court. . 549

Carson-Truckee Il
F.Supp. at 708-10. ESA § 2(b), (c), & § 3(3),
U.S.C. § 1531(b}, (c), & § 1532(3). ESA

§ 7(a) (1), moreover, specifically directs that the
Secretary "shall" use programe administered by him
to further the conservation purposes of ESA. 16
U.5.C. § 1536(a)(1l). Those sections, as the
district court found, direct that the Secretary
actively pursue a species conservation policy.
See algo Tennessee Valley Authority v. Hill, 437
U.S. 153, 184, 98 S5.Ct. 2279, 2297, 57 L.Ed.28 117
(1978) (ESA requires the Secretary to give highest
priority to the preservation of endangered
species; Congress intended to "halt and reverge
the trend toward specles extinction, whatever the
cost." (emphasic added}).

16

wWhen viewed in this light, the HCP becomes
essentially a supplemental funding device whereby BLM
. obtains additional moneys not otherwise available through
the appropriation process. These moneys, gathered from the
collection of a development charge, become the principal
pitigation component of the HCP, and the "price" developers
have to "pay" for removal and taking of desert tortoises in

Clark County.
C::;;;fzgjgguly Yit:;%i;ézkéb1_/
Laurens
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