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Summary 

The Shmt-'km Habitat CaMcrvatlcm A L m g - ~ H B ~ b b e t n g ~  
Plan (H8) for the Desert Ib* is a by whlch additional tortoise habitat will 
plan to conserve and manage at least be conserved and managed. It will be 
400,000 acres of tortoise habitat in Clark used to support a Seaion IO(a)(l)(B) per- 
County for the benefit of the species. It mit application that will cover inddental 
has been prepared as part an application take in all of Clark County for a period 
for a Section IO(a)(l)(B) pennit under the of 20 years or more. The hg-Term 
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of HCP will bedosely amdinated with the 
1973, as amended, for the incidental take Resource Management Plan (RMP) that 
of the spedes in Las Vegas Valley area the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
over a threeyear period. If the Section is preparing for federal lands in Clark 
IO(a)(l)(B) permit is approved, the and Nye comdes. Both the hg-'krm 
Short-Term HCP will be implemented to HCP and RMP ue M u l e d  to be corn- 
minimize, monitor, and mitigate the im- plete in 1992 
pacts of any inddental take for three 
years after approval. 

Background 
Qark County is Nevada's most popu- 997,100-4 30 peKmnt haww, and 90 
lated county, with an estimated 1990 percent of the is expeaed to 
population of 761,279, about 67 percent occur in Las Vegas Valley, where the 
of the state total. The majority of this amount of developed land has been Ln- 
population (96 percent) is concentrated atsing by sewn I # K P ~ ~  annually since 
in IAS Vegas Valley, as is the region's 1979. 

. urban development and nonfederal 
lands (nine out of ten aaes in Clark In addition to its human population, 
County are owned and managed by Clark County ambins a wide range of 
federal agencies). Over the next 10 wildlife and ~ h v a l  U t a t s ,  hdudhg 
years, the munty'~ population is ex- 8t least 775 rpedm of plant Me, 41 
pected to grow by 235,000 pemm to species of fish, 9 rpedes of mphbhs ,  

I 



54 spedes of reptib392 spedes of Mrds, amdtationa Seaion 7 m t a t i o &  . 
and 142 sped= of mnmals. Of these, apply only to projects that involve 
over 50 are already listed by theU.S. Fish federal land or a federal action. Section 
and Wildlife Service WSFWS) as en- 'IO(aX1XB) pennits are used primarily ', 
dangered or threatened or are can- for projects that involve nonkderal a+. ' 
didates for federal listing. Ihe desert tias and requh that spcdflcamditions 
tortoise (Gophrms ag~ssiri0 has been a be met. The key Ipqulremt is the . 
species of concern in Nevada since the preparation md implementation of an 
late 1%0s and has been listed by.& HCP that identiecs the impacg of the ( Nevada Department of Wildlife pmposed take, show how the impacts 
(NWW) as rare and protected since will be minimized, monitored, and 
1978. Federal listing of the species was mitigated, and demonstrates that the 
considered in 1984 and was the subject plan will not appredably reduce the 
of an emergency petition in 1989. Fol- likelihood of the sunrival and recovery 
lowing an emergency listing of the tor- of the species in the wild. 
toise as endangered on August 4,1989, it 
was listed as threatened in a final rule 7lw Clark County HCP for the desert 
making by the USFWS on April 1990. tortoise was initiated in September of 

1989 by the area's local govenunents in , 

In general, the federal laws that protea response to the emergency listing of the 
the tortoise take precedence over state species. At the time, it was assumed that 
and local statutes and prohibit any take an HCP for a long-term Section 
of the species. As defined in the ESA, lO(a)(l)(B) permit would take two to . 

t a k  means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, tluw years to onnplete. Given, the na- 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or'col- ture of the biological and land use issues 
lect, or to attempt to engage in any such to be addressed, the t h e  frame seemed . 

conduct with regard to federally listed reasanable. However, given thenumber 
species. The prohibition applies equally of projects h d y  pending in urbanized 
to the activities of public agenaes, portions of the county, the lengthy time . 

private enterprise, and individuals. period (2 to3years) was likely toexacer- 
Even trapping conducted in connection , bate the problem of meeting the sdsting 
with biological research quires a spe- population's needs. Furthemow8 addi- 
dal pennit. Violations are punishable by tional protection forthe desert tortoise in 
fines up to $2!5,000 and sentences of up outlying mas was deemed to be an im- 
to six months in jail. mediate need, which should not be 

delayed for 2 to 3 years. Consequently, 
O n e m o f t a k e  thattheESAmayallow the County and five Cities dedded to 
is refend .to as incidental, meaning that seek a short-tem Section lqa)(l)(~) per- . 
it is inddental to and not the purpose of mit to allow borne projects to ptoceed 
otherwise lawful activities. Authoriza- and to provide immedjate protection for 
tion for such take is provided through a the desert tortoise w u e  the hg-Term 
lO(aXl)(B) pennlt or through Section 7 H B  is being aompleted. 

n 



Focus of the Short-Term HCP 

The Short-Tenn H B  focuses on initial Ian&; currently, over 90,000 acres of 
establishment of tartoise maMgement these private lands have been 
Cueas CIUAs) through the conservation developed. 
and management of incrementally 
delineated blocks (100,000 acres) of The permit period will be limited to 
habitat. Conservation and management three years or ampletion of the brig- 
of the blocks of habitat, together with Term HCP, whichever occurs first. 
other actions, will serve as mitigation for Authorization for inddental take will be 
inadental take within the Las Vegas Val- valid only during the -year period. 
ley occuning over a -year period. Advance approval of take that would 

. Minimization and monitoring of the im- occur after the permtt period will not be 
pacts of take will occur through require- allowed. In addition, no take will be 
men6 imposed on projects covered by allowed until thresholds for the estab- 
the Section lO(a)(l)(B) pennit. Once one lishment of TMAs are met. 
or more TMAs are established by means 
of the Short-Tenn HB,  expansion in the E~fimated Level of Take 
size and/or number of those TMAs 
could occur through the Long-Term Over the permit period, the level of 
HCP. Further, designating the 'I'MAs as isscpected tobebetween 1,788and 3,nO 
"Areas of Critical Environmental Con- tortoises. Thig es-k L based on as- 
cem" (ACECs) could be achieved in the sumptions regarding development 
RMP being prepared by BLM. trends, tortoise habitat, and tortoise 

populations in the permit area (see 
The Permit Area and Period Chapter 5 of this HCP). An alternative 

calculation based on collections con- 
The area covered by the Section ducted in LasVegasValley under a sden- 
lO(a)(lXB) permit will be limited to non- tific collection permit for research 
federal lands within the boundaries . purposes places take at 3,129 tortoises. 
inappedin the Sbrt-TermHB@@reA). Under this research pennit, the maxi- 
In general, this area includes lands mum number of tortoises antidpated to 
within the dties of Las Vegas, North Las be found on 11 parcels of land was esti- 
,Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder City; the mated to be 87l; tortoises actually col- 
UnincorporatedtownsofSunriseManor, ~ ~ 8 4 l . ? h w f o l P , t h t s ~  
East Las Vegas, Wmchester, Paradise, is amsidered to be fairly accurate. 
and Spring Valley; and portions of the 
unincorporated areas of Lone Mountain The amount of land likely to be 
and Enterprise. The area covers ap developed in the permit uea between 
proximately 299,700 acres, of which 1991 and 1994 has been estimated at 
about 200,000 acres are privately owned 2232 acres. This estimate assumes that 

m 
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the mount of developed land in the fonn md subject to Wous lev& of 
permit area wiIl total 99,324acres in 1991 audit by NDOW. Projectr will be 
and will ~na-ease at an mual rate of selected for audit an a random basis. 
seven percent. Not dl development in 
the permit area will be on confirmed The primary purpwe d the m ~ c y  and 
tortoise habitat. However, for purposes rrmoval ~ t s i s  to minimfie the 
of estimating levels of take, it has been impact of take by m g  individual 
assumed that 22352 aaxs of occupied tortoisesfroar hum's way and maxi&- 
tortoise habitat could be k t  over the ing efforts to place them in research, 
permit period. ~~Iocation, zoo, education, and adoption 

programs. AU surveys and m v a l s  
Measures to Minimize and will be conducted according to protoco~s 
Monitor Impacts of Take induded in the Short-Term HCP, and all 

aoIIected tortoises will be delivend to a 
To minimize and monim the impam of &@e tortoise transfer fadlity. Final dis- 
take, a combination of pennit amditions Pit ion of collected to* will be 
and enforcement measures will be im- overseenb~NDOWandUSFWS,inan- 
plemenkd in the permit -. in- dtation with the HCP Implementation . 
clude tortoise survey and removal and M d - g  Committee, who will 
requirements, tortoise placement efforts, gQee" and authorh all requesb fortor- 
project review and monitoring, and a foiges. To the m n i n g  P- 
public information progran md n\rudmize efforts to place tortoises, 

an HCP Implementation and Monitoring 
A proponent of a projest within the per- Committee be formed to evaluate 
mit area must comply with tortoise sur- proposals and maintain a current list of 
vey and removal requirements prior to e o n s ,  as as ~ ~ ~ ' w i t i e s .  
being authorized to disturb the site by If is a n d d ~ a a  that m t  but perhaps 
grading, building, or other means. It is * a will be removed as a 
important to note that tortoise survey of the and 
and removal requirements are a h  ap- d m ;  a fav be 
plicable to public utility projects, mad inadve!rtendy destrrrycd as a d t  of land 
improvements, or other such projects, d w e l ~ e n t  The - ~ r  and removal 
even though these types of prom do -ts~-tarelLsonablemd 
not require a development permit from pmdent effort to remove -Y tor- 
a local jurisdiction (but do impact toises as passfMe from harm's ' 

private lands); if these types of projects 
affect public lands, the Section 7 amsul- ThCd~ P * ~ P ~ ~ ~ ~ -  
tation pmess applies. Tortoise surveys vey and lrmoval xeqdmmts will be 
and removals will be oonducted at the those within exclusionary zones 
project proponent's expense and by a mapped in the Short-Tenn HCP and 
party of his or her choosing. Results will that up of the but 
be documented on an H B  oomplianoe which m e e t d u s i o ~  

vll 



The exclusionary zones encompass 
highly urbanfied lands that do not in- 
clude significant amounts of un- . 
developed tortoise habitat and where 
thete ib little likelihood of tortoises being 
present. The three mnes that have been 
mapped include portions of the dties of 
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, 
and Boulder City and portions of the 
unincorporated towns of Sunrise Manor, 
Winchester, Paradise, and East Las 
Vegas. Exclusionary crlterll are limited 
to reconstruction of a structure damaged 
by fire or other natural causes and 
rehabilitation or remodeling of sdsting 

. structures or existing on- and offsite im- 
provements. Should tortoises be found 
on property in the exclusionary zones or 
on sites that meet exclusionary criteria, 
collection services will be provided on 
request at no cost A hothe number will 
be established at the tortoise transfer 
facility for such requests. 

~n HB oamplianoe fonn must be & 
pleted for all projects in the permit area, 
including those excluded fnnn the sur- 
vey and removal requirements. The 
form will be available at City and 
County offices and has three parts (1) a 
project identification and rignature 
page, (2) a form for reparting the results 
of a tortoise muvey, and 0) a farm for 
reporting the results of 8 tortoise 
removal. Once accepted by the local 
agency, the form will be held until the 
agency has au thor id  disturbance of 
the site, by grading, building, or other 
means. This includes public utility 
prom, road improvement pmjecb, or 
other similar pmjeck that do not require 
a development permit from a local juris- 

diaion (but do impact private lands). 
The form then will be sent to a central file 
that will be establbhed md maintained 
by the County over the permit period. 
Thc County will use the Momtion on 
fimn~ to compile monthly reports on ac- 
tual levels of tortoise take and habitat 
lass. Ihe monthly qorts will measure 
cumulative totals of take against the es- 
timated levels and will be submitted to 
the HCP lmplernentation and Monitor- 
ing Committee and to U S M S  for 
review. In consideration of the ad- 
ministrative costs associated with 
pmcesshg HCP compliance forms, the 
County and Cities will establish an ad- 
ministrative fee not to exceed $25 per 
single-family xesidence and $50 for all 
other development. 

In addition to the navcy and removal 
mqulrements, tortoise plaaement &Its, 
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 purpose and condi- 
tions of the Section lO(a)(l)(B) permit, 
promote the use of the hodine, distribute 
information about and ptomote support 
for tortoise adoption programs, sponsor 
workshops on survey and removal 
prommls, m d  promote a better under- 
standing among the general public 
about the needs md plight of the desert 
tortoise and its habitat 

Measures to Mitigate the 
Impacts of Take 
Three types of measures have been 
pnpsd to mitigate the impacts of the 
inddental take: (1) amservation and 



' management of tortoise habitat, (2) in- 4. At least (00,000 aaes will be con- 
itiation of a tortoise -ch and reloca- semvd, with at least 200,000 aaes in 
tion program, and (3) imposition of a eitherofthetwoptiorityarersbeforP 
$550 per acre mitigation fee on projects take exaeds 3,500 tortoises or habitat 
in the permit &a. loss scseds 1 8 m  acres. 

~pedficatl~the~c~proposcstoak- Dueprogreminmeedngtfresethresh- 
serve and manage at least 400poO a a w  olds will be waluated monthly and 
of habitat in potential tortoise manage reporkd to USFWS. 
ment areas (PTMAs) that have been 
identified through the HCP planning 'Ib be anmted as amsend habitat, the 
process (Figure B). The 14 areas amtain ama in question must be within one of 
over 2,750 square miles (1,764,285 acres) the PZUAs (or be approved by USFWS 

. of tortoise habitat that has been as suitable for indusion in a TMA). In 
categorized by BLM as having 20 to250+ addition, land use controls must be in 
tortoises per square mile (Tables A and place to =hid or eliminate those uses 
B). All 14 PTMAs are on federal lands. which have adverse deck on the tor- 

toise. Adequate funding also must be 
7bo priority conservation areas have available for the ongoing management 
been identified, composed of PTMAs 2, of the area. Because commemal and 
6,12, 13, and 14. Combined, these areas oampetitive OHV events may be per- 
contain over 880,000 acres of tortoise mitted in portions of PTMA 12, each acre 
habitat, including ova 400,000 acres of of omserved habitat within that PIUA 
Category 1 habitat. In addition, conser- shall be treated as 0.75 acre, for purposes 
vation thresholds have been established of calculated conserved habitat under 
for the permit period. this sectioh Any area disturbed by new 

mining activity will not be counted 
1. At 'least 100,000. acres will be am- towards axwved habitat. AddiWy,  

served within either of the two any area utilized for the purposes of a 
priority areas before any take is al- grazing study will not be counted 
lowed in the pennit area; towards oonserwd habitat 

, 2. At least 200,000 a m s  will be am- The following land use amtrols will 
served by the end of the fourth quarter apply in aonseived habdtat 
after take is allowed; 

1.crazlng will be eliminated h,"gh 
3. At least 300,000 rcm will be con- the acquisition of grazlng permits 

servedbeforetakeexceedsZOOdtor from willing sellas. One such per- 
toises or habitat loss exceeds 13,000 mits have been aspired, BLM will 
a m ;  authorh non-use for conservation 

and pmeclion purposes on these ac- 
quired pennib, undl such time that a 

bl 





TABLE A 

TORTOISE HABITAT m m PrMAs 
(acres) 

Pl'hfA CAIBOORY 1 CA~UJOUY 2 CATBOOUY 3 'I'~?TAI. 

1 0 121455 0 1214SS 
2 72,193 42533 l 4 W 9  256,175 
3 0 9 3 1 8  0 58318 
4 0 68,108 0 68,108 
5 76388 0 0 76588 
6 191,113 0 0 191.113 

7 o n m  o 7 7 3 7  
8 0 190,65'1 0 190.691 
9 0 140,402 0 140,w 
10 0 19,125 0 19.125 
11 0 121312 7463 128.975 
12 0 0 194353 194353 
13 0 95.48 1 0 95,481 
14 14.239 0 0 14.239 

'IWrAL 486.133 934.692 343,465 1 . 7 6 ~  
% oTTOTAL 28% 53% 19% 1009b 



TABLE B 

BLMS CAT~GOR~ES AND GOALS FOR DESERT ~R'KDISE -ITAT 

C A m y  1 C A ~ Y Z  . 
. . 

CARlOQY 3 

Medium r, high dendy MSdimmhilhdcadclr Iaroomsdimdeadrjr 
a low density conciguoas a b w ~ ~ t i g u a a s  m-wim 
with medimor high w i m d u m a h i g h  rnedhnaabigbdendy. 
dePd1y. M V .  

Inardnl.mbk. SoWsa- Shbleadscrcrriap 
Qcrrringpopuhtian; populmion. Po&-. 

E#earirltomrinte~mt k L y b e e n m i a l ~ ~  N a d r , m r i a -  
. of lnrgc. viable mrhucnureofviabk mraCedvLbb 

poplluiau. popllatians. 

CarIlic~srrsolvabk. ,yo#tcoaIUat M o a ~ c u  
lwdnblc ~ l n b l c .  

Oat: Mdnainrrrble, &&mbmbBlrrble. && Limitbrbimlrad 
vinbkpopuluimrmd vilbk popaums md poprLtion~lbeurw 
protect existing Irrbiw . hJtfinrbadeciinerin 
values; increase papa- Witat valuer. 
lions whcn possible. 

S o m a  ~ ~ & ~ ~ t f a o b r H e b b Y ~ m P d O c ~ : A R q ) n r i l k O P t l ) .  

I k r i t y ~ f o r ~ ~ ~ l d l U n N e v d r :  

b w - 2 0 l o U ) ~ . n d k C O ~ ~ ~ W ~  
~ ~ ~ ) s 1 0 0 a r o l a h p . m n r ( a m l o o . l ~ )  
h i g h - l 0 0 1 0 2 U ) ~ ~ ( ~ 1 6 ~ 0 3 9 ~ )  



definitive study of l i v ~ / d e s e r t  for that purpme, and such'areas will 
tortoise interrelationships has been not be allowed to expand. 
completed that sdentifically dem- . 

onstrates that livestock grazing can be 4. Mining d a b  will be d e w e d  by 
conducted under conditions that will BLM for validity. on an *needed 
improve desert tortoise habitat and basis~sdstingdaimebylawrPtain 
not jeopardize the recovery of the valid rights), and W o n  7 amsulta- 
spedes. The Nature Conservancy will tions will be conducted on mining 
act as the acquisition agent on behalf p h o f  operations. 
of the County and the Cities. Grazing 
will not be permitted by the National 5. Ladfilb will be mtricted to existing 
Park Service on those lands within the dtes, and new or expanded anes will 
P'l'MAs where permits have been not be allowed. The area of an existing 
aquired. landfill will not be counted as con- 

served habitat 
2. With the exception of the El Dorado 
PIUA, commercial and oompetitive 6. Rim to permitting a new or modified 
OHV events will be prohibited. land use, the requirements of the 
Through emergency dosure, OHV Council on Environmental Quality 
designations within conserved shall be fully oomplied with In par- 
habitat will be changed to allow non- ticular, all environmental doaments, 
competitive and noncommerdal a c  as well as biological assessmeits re- 
tivity on designated roads and trails quired for Section 7 consultations, 
only. The delineation of designated shall, in addition to analyzing the 

.roads and trails may be modified as direct and indirect effects of a pro- 
necessary to meet desert tortoise ob- posed action, malyze the inmenta l  
jectives and management needs. impact of the action when added to 
Competitive events will be allowed other past, preaent, and reasanably 
within PTMA 12 existing courses. . fixeweable future actiDns regardless ' . 
Such competidve events would be of what agency (federal or nonfederal) 
strictly monitored and policed by . or person u n m  such other ac- 
BLM and NDOW and evaluated by tions (40 CFR 1508.7 and 15088). 
the HCP Implementation and Moni- 
toring Committee. If it is determined 7. In the went that it is dctamirced that 
that the desert tortoise is negatively my  land use within a l M A  is having 
impacted by such events, fhse events m adverse effect upon the reoovery of 
will no longer be allowed. the desert tortoise, nothing in this 

' 

HCP .is intended to preclude the 
3. Intensive xeaeation uses of any ldnd kderal land manager from instituting 

(excluding O W  use) will be restricted or imposing additional mtrictions 
to existing areas currently designated and prohiitions with respect to that 

land use. 
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Once conserved, management of the this HCP and the 10(a)(lXB) permit ue 
area will be guided by an annual being fulfilled. As part of the annual 
management plan and funded by the .plan and report, the federal land 
budgets of the federal land managers managers shall prepare and submit a 

' 

(BLM and NPS) and from funds budgetforthemanrgementofthe~~~s 
generated by a trust fund that will be under its aontrol, which shall outline, 
established during the permit period. among other things, what portion shall 
The annual management plan will be be funded by the federal land manager, 
formulated by the federal land managers what portion it intendo to seek from See 
in coordination with the HCP Im- don 7 mitigation m, and what por- 
plementation and Monitoring Commit- don it fntends to seek as supplemental 
tee and will be subject to the approval of funding from the HCP funds ad- 
USFWS. The annual management plan mMstered by Clark County. The federal 
will have three components: (1) physical ' land managers have agreed that they 
maintenance, including any signs and will meet regularly with the Clark 
fencing required to protect highly sensi- County Implementation and Monitor- 
tive areas, (2) enforcement of land use ing Committee and that the committee 
conhols, including regular patrols, and will play an important role in providing 
(3) biological monitoring, including technical input in the design, formula- 
surveys and studies of the tortoise tion, and evaluation of the annual 
population. management plan. 

Physical maintenance, enforaement, and 'Ihc HCP Implementrtion ahd Monitor- 
biological monitoring will be the respon- ing Commit tee will also advise the 
sibility of the federal land managers County and Citles regarding proposed 
(BLM and NPS). Maintenan-, enforce- uses of HCP funds, as well as other 
ment, and biological monitoring will be respansibilities. This amunittee will be 
coordinated among those agendes inrdditiontotheHBSteeringCommit- 
through a cooperative agreement. Each tee, which will continue to oversee 
of the federal land managers will preparation of the Long-Term H 8  and 
pnpare an annual management plan its meetings will continue to m e  as a 
and report in consultation with the publicfonra 
USFWS and in coordination with Clark 
County through its Implementation and As d d i t i d  midgadon for the impacts 
Monitoring Committee. The plan shall of take,a tortofse d a n d  docation 
be submitted to the USFWS and shall program will be implemented to en- 
address proposed management plans hance the sdentific basis for the design ' 

and programs for the coming year and md management of m. The pro- 
shall include a q r t  evaluating m- gram will focus on theeffecis of domestic 
agement actions imposed or continued livestock gradng md  grazing by wild 
during the previous year, in order that horses and burros, tortoise predators, 
the USFWS may ensure that the terms of tortoise genetics, the reintroduction of 
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tortoises into suitable habitat, and tor- advanced against the monies to be ool- 
toise demography and dispersal. lected during the permit period, 

provided that funds "bonowed" from 
Finally, a mitigation fee of $!%O per rap the bng-Term HCP budget are repaid 
will be imposed on all projects in the for use in implementing the mitigation 
permit area, including public utility n-wmms to be identified in the hng-' 
projects, road improvement projects, Tenn HCP. 
and other public infrastructure projects. 
If a project has already undergone a n -  The level of funding requid to fmpre 
sultation under Section 7, credit will be ment the amsewation and mitigation 
given, up to $300 per am, towards the measures fs estimated at $6p75poO over 
mitigation fee. The $250-per-acre the period of the pennit mble C). 
mitigation fee currently imposed on 

. development in Clark County would Impfernenfation Agreement 
still apply to all areas outside the permit 
area for the Short-Term HCP, to fund the AU of the psrtidpating agendes will 
Long-Term HCR Additionally, this fee enter into a binding agreement with 
may be increased as necessary to fund USFWS regarding implementation of 
mitigation measures required in the the Shart-Tm HB. This agreement 
Long-Term HCP. The $550-per-acre fee wiU spedfy the responsibilities of each 
will be used for the conservation and agency, the conservation and mitigation 
mitigation measures presented in this measures to be implemented, repottfng 
HCP. If there are funds remaining at the and enforcement procedures, and any 
end of the three-year permit period, other permit conditions. 
these fun& would be applied to the im- 
plementation of the Long-Term HB.  To U the them lO(a)(lXB) permit is a p  
provide immediate funding for the pmved, implementation of the Short- 
Short-Term HCP, funds from the $= Term HCP is expected to begin in early 
per-acre fee for Clark County will be 1991. 
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Chapter One 

Purpose and Scope 

The Short-'R?rm HCP for the Desert Tar- mftIgate the' impacts of any inddental 
toise is a plan to conserve and xnanage at take for three years after permit a p  
least 400,000 acres of habitat in the Clark proval. 
County region for the benefit of the . 
speaes. It has been prepared as part an AL*n\pmHBalsoisbeingpl~pared 
application for a Section lO(a)(l)(B) per- by which additional tortoise habitat will 
mit under the federal ESA for the in- be amserved and managed. It will be 
ddental take of the species in Las Vegas used to support a Section lO(a)(l)(B) per- 
Valley over a three-year period. If the mit application that will cover any in- 
Section lO(a)(l)(B) pennit is approved, ddental take in all of Clark County for a 
the Short-Term HCP will be imple period of 20 years or more. 
mented to minimize, monitor, and 

~ackground 
On April 2,1990, the desert tortoke was syndrome, excessive pred'ation of 
listed as threatened by the USFWS, juvenile tortafscs by coaunon ravens, 
thereby bringing it under full protection d otha cxmMbuting factors (USFWS 
of the federal ESA. This listing was 1990). It was p d e d  by an emergency ' 

' based on ongoing threats to the aon- listing of the tortoise as endangered on 
tinued existem of the species, including August 4,1989. In Nevada, the tortoise 
loss of habitat to urban development and has been categorized as pmkcted and 
agriculture, degradation of habitat by r& dnce 1978. 
grazing and OHV use, illegal collection, 
spread of an upper respiratory disease 
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The 'Zhking Prohibition ~deprojea,orfortakingsuwnallas 
a single specimen. 

In general, the federal laws that protect 
the tortoise take precedence over state Tb qualify for the permit, the applicant 

' 

and local statutes and prohibit any must m t  a HCPthat shows how the 
taking of the spedes. This prohibition impac~s of take an the spedes will be 
applies equally to the activities of public m, what dtematives to take 
agencies, private enterprise, and in- were miderPd,how the impacts on the 
dividuals. Even trapping conducted in . W e s  will be mItigrrted, md how im- 
connection with biological research re!- plementation of the program will be 
quires a spead permit. Violations are funded. These quhma\ts apply to all 
punishable by fines up to $2!5,000 and perdt appliCatiom, regardless of the 
sentences of up to six months in jail. magnitude of the pmposed take, the - 

scale of the project, or the length of the 
Definition of Take proposed permit. 

As defined in the ESA, take means to Habitat CoxujervNaflon Hang 
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect or to 'h general pwpo6e of an HCP fs to 

' 

attempt to engage in any such conduct minimize and mitigate, to the maximum , 

with regard to a federally listed en- extent practicable, the impacts of the 
dangered species. Regulations have proposed incidental take on the 8pedes. '. 

broadened this definition to include How this is done varies with the species 
federally listed threatened spedes as in question, the level and type of impacts 
well. In addition, hann has been M e r  scpected, and thesize ofthe area covered 
defined to include activities that would by the plan. It .Iso depends on the 
modify or degrade habitat in a way that ability of the applicant to fund and en- 
significantly impairs essential be- fore the terms ofthe plan. 
havioral patterns. 

~ * P k n ~ .  
Section lW(l)(B) Permit 

For plan partidpants, a HCP plovides a 
The prindpal exceptions to the fe'deral way to coordinate mitigation measures 
prohibition of take are those activities for for individual projeds within a specific 
whi& a Section IO(aX1KB) permit is issued. area. This coordination increases the ef- 

fectiveness and ensures the aontinuity of . , 
In general, a Section lO(aXl)(B) pennit conservation measures; It replaces 
allows incidental take in connection with project-by-project negotiations with a ' 

otherwise lawful activities. It can be is- oomprehensive program approved by 
sued for an area in which several projects the wildlife agendes in advance. 
will occur, for activities connected to a 
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O t h a H B s  designed to allow for a ltmtted amount 
of habitat 1- outside of areas identified 

Among the HCPs that have been a p  as potential mserves for the spedes. As 
proved since Section IO(a)(lXB) permits with the prom S h o r t - h  HCP for 
were authorized in 1982 are those for the the Dezert Rnwise, it was prepad in 
Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard in oonfunctim with a long-term program' 
Riverside County, California; the Mts- that will mtabbh a network of per- 
sion Blue butterfly in San Mateo County, manent reserves. Other H B e  that have 
California; the valley elderberry long- been drafted but not yet approved in- 
horn beetle on the Lennane property in . clude those for the wood rat and cotton 
Sacramento County, California; the np mouse (among other epedes) in north 
ton kangaroo rat, the San Joaquin kit fox, Key -0, Florida, and the least Bell's 
and the blunt-nosed leopard lizard in the vireo in San Mego County, California. ' 

- Delano Prison in Kern County, Califor- M u l t i w e s  HCPs also have been in- 
nia; and the Stephens' kangaroo rat itiated in Riverside and Kern counties in 
(SKR) in Riverside County, California. California. 
The SKR plan is a short-term program 

The Clark County HCP . 
. * 

The Clark County HCP for the Desert These! factors have d t a t e d  a unique 
Tortoise was initiated in September of framework for the HCP process in Clark 
1989 in response to theemergency listing County, one that includes: 
of the spedes as endangered by the 
USFWS. Three factors differentiate the Identification and plpservation of 
drcurnstances in Clark County from tortoise habitat a federal lands; 
those that have prompted other HCPs: Development of a-te habitat 

management programs based on 
The majority of tortoise habitat biological d and other studies 
within Clark County is on federal amducted hand out of Clark Counw 
land managed by BLM; And 
The current Management Frame- Coordination of the development of 
work Plan used by BLM in Clark the HCP with preparation of a RMP 
County allows certain land uses that by BLM for federal lands in Clark 
appear to be inconsistent with the County which will replace the CXP . 
preservation of tortoise habitat and rent Management Ramework Plah 
the most significant amount of 
developmentin the county is occur- 
ring within Las Vegas Valley, where 
BLM and privately-owned lands are 
intermixed. 
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~ ~ 0 g r a m  Partidpants and Southern Nevada Homebuilders . 

Funding Assodation 
Joya Advertishg Inc 

The Clark County program began when Nevada Off-Highway Users Carmeil 
Nevada Cattleman's m a d o n  . ' the County and Cities of Las Vegas, 

' North Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder '. Nevada m g  Assodation 
City, and Mesquite joined together with Individual mining interests 1 
the intention of being the applicants for ' Individual cattlemen 

' 

a Section lO(a)(l)(B) permit Ib that end, Desert 'Ibrloise Council 
they formed a Steering Committee to TOmGmpNwada 
advise them regarding compliance with ' Defenders 0fWildllfe 
the ESA and to develop a HB.  Natural Rtsaurss Defense Council 

Rnvironmental Defense Pund 
Steering chxnmittee The Nature Conservancy 

University of Nevada, Las V e p  
The primary purpose of the Steering 
Committee is to oversee preparation of * Steering has been meet- 
the HCP. It also plays a vital role in the hg sine - 1989. All of its me* 

ing are open to the public planning process by bringing together 
groups that have been affected by the 
listing of the desert tortoise and who w-m 
have a significant stake in the H B  
process. Current p d d p a n k  indude *'Ikchnicd 

' 

representatives from: cornpose.d of biologists 'and other 
wildlifeexptsalsohasbeenfonnedto 

• ClatkComty &ew the environmental documents- . 
City of Las Vegas tion and the conservation measures 
City of North Las Vegas proposed in the HCP. TAC members in- 

' 

City of Henderson dude qnewntatives froms. 
Bouldercity 
City of Mesquite Nevada Department of Wildlife 
Office of the Governor of the State of ' Nevada OfAgricul- 
Nevada US. Bureau of Land Management 
Nevada CangmWod Delegation U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service (ex 
Nevada Department of Wildlife offido) 
Nevada Department of Agriculture ' 
Nevada Farm Bureau California Department of Fish and 

I 
Game US. Fish and Wildlife M c e  (ex , 

offido) 
U.S. Bureau of Land M a n a v t  University of Nevada, Lsr kgm 
National Park Service 

' Summacorporation 
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ahr m b c n  of the CoXNdt- Short-term Optirms 
tee, together with amsultank retaLned to 
prepare the HCF, also partidpate in TAC 
meetings. 

Gcnarlambactmmd- - tkaark h v  prognm began, 
itwrsaxmnedthataHCPforalong- 
term Section lO(aXl)(B) permit would 

In addition to establishing the m t -  two to three yean, to mplete.  
tees, Clark County the five Giventhemtrupof thebiologicalstudies 
m e d  ' IheNatureComanc~ m c )  to be omducted and the federal land use 
as general contractor for H- permit issues to be resolved, the t h e  frame 
preparation; TNC also will act as rcqufsi- seemed realistic Howwer, given the 
tion agent when the HCP is imple- number of prom h d y  pending in 
merited. Mr. Paul Sel= was hired to Las Vegas Valley, two to three years 
codinate preparation of the HCP, and would likely exacerbate the problem of 
RECON was retained to help prepare the meeting local housing and infrastructure 
technical documentation for the Section needs. -ore, additional prom 
lO(a)(l)(B) permit. tion for the desert tortoise in outlying 

ueds was deemed to be an immediate 

m; need, which should not be delayed for 
two to thee years. 

Mtial funding for the HCP has beensup 
plied by means of an interlocal agree- Md ' 
ment among the County and'cities 
which provides for a prorata oontribu- n\c County urd Cidcs thcn d d d  
tion of %400,000. 7ke county and ddes four options that would rllow some 
have enacted local ordinances which im- projects to proceed while the RMP and 
pose a midgation fee of $250 per acre on m g - ~ e n n  HCP were being prepared 
new development within Qark County. 
Based on historic rates of development, Apl~grammcrtic W o n  7 comdta- 
the fee is expected to generate between tion betwear USFWS and BLM for 
Sa50,OUO and $1,200,000 per year. In ad- rll land in IAS V e p s  Valley, 
dition to this existing mitigation fee, a Spedal rule making by USFWS, 
Wper-acre fee will be imposed upon . Spedal legisladon by Congress, and 
development within the permit area for A short-term Section lO(a)(l)(B) 

. the Short-Term H B  to fund the mitiga- mt 
. tion measures specific to the Short-Term 

plan. Thmfore, development within the The dedsion to i d c  r duwt-km Section 
permit area for the Short-lkrm HCP will IO(aX1KB) permit was made primarily 
be assessed a total fee of $550 per acre. because the approach offend four key 

advantages: 
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The Short-lkm HCPprocess would 
allow the County and Cities to meet 
the growth needs of the existing 
population, 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 a p  
plication could be based on work 

Legal Requirements - 

Although the Short-lkm HCP will be 
closely linked to the long-tenn plan, it 
must stand alone with respect tomeeting 
the legal requirements for a Section 
lO(a)(l)(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 Ad (NEPA), the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act, W M A ) ,  
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), the 
Nevada Administrative Code (NAC), 
and local land use ordinances. 

Federal Endangered Species 
Act 

already Mtiated for the long-term 
plan; 
PrecedentforaShoxt-'IkmHCPand , 

Section 10(a)(l)(B) permit had al- 
m d y  beem eet by the SKR prognm 
In Riverside C a ~ t y ,  Calif- and 
The HCP plo~ss would give the 
county urd ddes more umtrol wer 
the development and implementa- 
tion of conservation mersures. 

'Rva &OM of the ESA typically are 
cited with respect to the review and a p  
proval of individual projeck. 

Section 7 q u h s  all federal agendes to 
consult with the USFWS repding any 
federal action that might affect a W d  
species. This c~nsultation may result in 
ruthoxhtion for inddental take. 

Section lO(a)(lXB), which was added as 
m amendment in 1- permtts inddental 
take under certain oonditions in connee 
tion with 0th- lawful activities. 

The federal ESA of 1973 protects listed * ~ ~ ) ~ ~ ~  
species in several ways. in addition to 
prohibiting take (Sectiong), it authorizes for a Scdfon lO(a)(1)@) 
land acquisition,. other preservation ac- permit must be submitted on an official 
tivities, and cooperative federal and form (Form 3-200) and be accompanied , 

state proizrams for the comervation and by the following attachments: . - 
I recovery of the species. 1. A annplete dedpt ion of the activity 

for which the permit is behg sought; 



2. The annmon and sdentIfic names of 4. The take will not app&bly d u c e  
the species to be covered by the per- the likelihood of the survival and 
mit; and ~ e r y  of the spedes in the wild; and 

3. A HCP that spedffes: 5 . O t h a ~ ~ b y U S F W S  
will be met. 

The impact that will likely result 
. 

. from the proposed taking of the h p d  Awermvnt 
spede; 
Steps the. applicant will take to Draft guidehes issued by USFWS in 
monitor, minimize, and mitigate 1990 emphasize that the identification of 
such impacts; the. impacts likely to result from the 
The level and soum of funding proposed inddental take is the most 

. available to implement such steps; perplexing and difficult problem con- 
* Procedures that will be used to deal fronting all Section lO(a)(l)(B) permit 

with unforeseen arcurnstances; applicants. The guidelines then define 
The names of the responsible party t .  critical subtasks that must be corn- 
or parties; pleted to determine probable impacts. 
Alternatives to the taking and the 
reasons why they were not pursued; 1. Delineation of plan boundaries, . 
and which, as stated in the guidelines, 
Other measures required by USFWS typically should enampass all areas 
as necessary or appropriate. to be affeded during the length of the 

permit by activities that may result in 
Permit Applwal the inddental take of a listed wildlife 

spede; 
The application is submitted to the 
USFWS Director, who, after a public 2. Collection and synthesis of existing 
comment period, may issue the permit if information on the distribution, oc 
it isfound that: currence, and ecology of federally 

listed spedes and other spedes of con- 
1. The take will be inddental; cem within the plan boundaries; and 

2 The applicant will, to the xnaxjmum 3. Detailed d d p t i o n o f  theactivi#es to 
extent practicable, minimize and be a w e d  by the Won lO(a)(l)(B) 
midgate the impacts of the take; pennit, induding activities that have . 

already been propoeed and those that 
3. The applicant will ensure that a d e  are reasonably oertain to oocur. 

quate funding for the plan will be 
provided; 
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MitigrtionM- 

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

1. Preservation (via acquisition or con- 
servation easement) &-g habttat 

2. Enhancement or  restoration of 
degraded or fonner habitat; 

3. Creation of new habitat; 

4. Establiihment of buffer areas mund  
existing habitat; 

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

6. Habitat management p1a.n~; 

7 .  Restrictions on vehicular access; 

8. Restrictions on pestiddes and herbi- 
ades; and 

9. Education of the local 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 a n -  
servation plan, Con- 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 

cdectlon, muupxmt, urd auditing of 
all funds d, w h e  the applicant in- 
tenhstogenemtefundhgonacontfnu- 
ing basis, must establish pmgarns and 
~ t o ~ t e s u f f i d e n t f u n d s  
for perpetusl operation of the plan. 

Reguding 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 
inadental take does not ex@ what the 
plan specifies. 

National Environmental 
Policy Act 

The N a d d  En-tal Policy Act 
of 1969 n q u h  federal agendes to 
evaluate the effecla of their proposed a c  
tions on the human environment in a 
Atten statement that addresses: 

The environmental Impact of the 
proposcdactian; 
Any adverse envhmmtntal cfkc$ 
that cannot be avoided should the 
prow action be implemented; 
Altemativestothepro~action: 
The relationship between short- 
term uses of the human envhn- 
ment verour the nrintenana and 
txhmemmt of long-term pKiduc , 

tivity; and 
Any i r r e v d l e  md irmdwable ' 

commitments of resources that 
would be involved if the pmposed 

'action is implexnenied. .~ 
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I m- =-. 
Compliance with NEPA generally An EXS b 8 detailed Qcumcnt that rr- 
begins with an internal saqhg process. s? w i v e  public Involv~m~t,  

trmtntmgencya#adtnrtion,md 
1. If a prrljminuy d e w  indates that provide the buL for prmlt a p r l s  

thepraposedadonhunoarminirml u \ d o d r m t c g r l ~ t t u t m r y b t  
environmental impacts, then a q u k i f a t k m e  There 
categorical exclusion may be deter- ur rcvarl mandatory BQH fn the BIS 
mined md no further enYIIDnxnentrl PIOP((, Mudhgyublk aqdng meet- 
documentation is required. ings, publiatbn a notie d intent in 

the Mad ILgLter, prepuatlon and 
2. If the review indicates that the public drmlrtion d drift md final ver- 

proposed action may have dgniflant sions of the document, formal public 
impacts, then an environmental as- hearings, md inclusion of public com- 
sessment (EA) or an environmental m t s  and the rtfponscs to those com- 
impact statement (EIS) must be m t a  in the final HS. 
prepared. An EA is prepared when 
the preliminary review indiates that --for 
the proposed action is not likely to HBr 
have significant impacts; an EIS is 
prepared when the expected impacts With rrrpcct @ HBr in @, arm- 
are significant. pliuwr with NEPAlr not r direct obliga- 

tion or mquhmnt d the applicant for 
EA- the Section IWIXB) permit however, 

USPWS mwt comply with NHPA in 
An EA is a con* public document that its dedsion on the application. 
bxiefly discusses the need for and alter- Cowquaitly, the apploprhte tnviron- 
natives to m action and provides suffi- mental documentatlon must be 
dent evidence and malysis to detemhe prepued More a Section lO(a)(l)(B) 
whether the impacts of r praposed r e  pexmlt a n  be hued. 
don are significant. 

E A f a H B  ' 
1. If the EA confirms that the impads of 

theactionuenotsignIficant,tharr PoathcShat-'LhmHCP,mMwEllre 
finding of no significant impact arnpury the Stdm IO(rXI)(B) pcmrit . 
(FONSI) is issued and the NEPA 8ppliatlaa ?lw p u r p  of m EAL to 
=view process is aomplete. dctermfne whether or not to pxepare m 

RE. h rdditlon, tk W-Rnn HCP is 
2 I f t h e E A ~ a d g n i f i a n t t m p r c t ,  klngprrpMdhamythtfnrPrpc+ 

then m EE must be prepad. rrtcr the public hvolvanmrt gorls md 
pvidcotfudoannent8tIonrrqutredby 
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NEPA. For the Lmg-Tkrm HB an EIS public Lndc on lOOp00 a m  or mare 
.will be prepared In amjunction with or mustkapprovec!Inakndueeplan.nd. 
as put of the EIS for the RMP. The Long- .receive the arnavrrna of Congms. 

I 
Term.HCP rlso will be developed with 
NEPA requirements in mind. N m d r  Revised Statutes I 
Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act 

The Marl Land Policy and Muup 
ment Act of 1976 directs the of 
the Interior to develop, maintain, and, - 
where appropriate, revise plans for the 
w of public lands. Furthermore, the 
Coded Federal Regulations (CFR) mquh 
all resource management authoritations 
and actions to oonfonn to 8x1 approved 
land use plan. Where a proposed adon 
does not conform but warrank further 
oonsideration, the land use plan may be 
mended. At a minimum, plan amend- 
ments quire  an EA under NEPA and 
must oomply with the public involve 
ment, inter-agency coordination, and 
consistency requirements of federal 
pl8nning regulations. 

FLPMArlsorrquires thesecrebrybo 
report to Congress any manrgement 
dedsion or action that exdudes one or 
more prindpal land usa for two or mare 
years on 100,000 acres or mare of public 
lands. If Congress adopts a omcurrent 
resolution of nonapprovd within 90 
days, the Secretary is required to 
promptly terminate the management 
decision or action. In addition, my per 
manent exclusion of prindpal uses of 

l l l e N R S n p a n M & w . W ' ~  
kdassiflcdmdtherpmteckdorum 
p z v b c k d m d t h t ~ s p e d e s b e  
further c l a ~ ~ i f i e d  u mmdtive, 
tlue8tentd, a cndur%apd. Ihls das- 
d8ationofprotoQedrpedccwrsintro- 
d u d  in IW. polides and qulatiom ( 
n a ~ a ~ a y ~ ~ ~ - p r o b e c t i o n ,  
muugement, and restoration of wildlife 
and habitat are tstablished by the 
NeV8daBouddwi ld l lk~oaas .  
NRS dso provides for the creation of 
County advisory boards to manage 
wildlife in each of eeveral counties. 

The County urd five Cities have a p  
proved an interlocal agreement that 
authorhs pr~pantion of the HCP and 

I 
have rdopted o r d i .  that asses a 
$250 per a m  fee on 9 surface develop 
ment in C h k  County. 

I 
1 

2 A u ~ t h c ~ t l o n o f ~ r e  
qutred to prepare the HCP. I 

b Stipuhtw that bo k included u a 
bmRdrry of Won IOW(l)(B) 8 



pennit, the participating parties must 2. Rovides for an interim midgadon ke 
be prepared to adopt or amend the of $250 per gross a m  (or portion 
ordinances necessary to fund im- them0 on a development, bets an a p  
plementation of the HCP. propriate fee for development of a 

dngle funily residence, and identifiecl 
LocrlOrdinmoc 8pedfIc ~YW* to the fee; 

PursuanttotheinttrWr-ta 3 . A l l c m r t f u ~ ~ t o . d ~ t h c  
local ordinance has been adopted by all mitigation fee in the fum and 
six loca) govemmenk. This ordinance: 

4. Pllovldes that all fees aolleaed are to 
1. Designates all lands within the in- be deposited in the Desert ?brtok 

dividual jurisdictions as the study Special Reserve Fund. 
. area for the Clark County Desert Tor- 

toise HCP and includes those lands in 
a fee assessment area; 

11 
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Chapter Two 

Regional Profile 

One of the primary purposes of this plans and policies, existing and 
Short-Term HCP is to help iden* the proposed land uses, and growth 
ecological and land use characteristics forwwts. 'Ihis w e ,  however, is in- 
within Clark County that will affect the tendeddy as anoverviewoftheregion. 
selection and management of TMAs. A more detailed evaluation of Clark 
These characteristics include soil and County's natural and urban environ- 
vegetation patterns, the presence of ment will occur in connection with 
other habitats and species of concem, pmparation of the Long-Term HCP and 
patterns of land ownership, land use the formation of individual TMAs. 

. . 

Boundaries 

.Regional Context Nwadrr's most populated anmty, with 
an estimated 1990 population of 761,279 

Clark County is located in the about 67 P e m t  of the state total. 
southernmost tip of Nevada as shown in 
Figure 1. It is bordered on the north by Las Vcgas Vdcy 
Lincoln County, Nevada; on the east by 
Mojave County, Arizona; on the south- ?he mrjmity of C h k  Caunty's popula- 
west by San Bernardino and Inyo coun- tion 86 perrent) is amoentrated in Las 
ties, California; and on the west by Nye Vegas Valley, as is the @on's urban 
County, Nevada. It covers approximately development DeMtions of the am in- 
7,680 square miles or about seven per- duded in the valley vuy, depending on 
cent of the state's total area. It is whetheru~~tionor~tutalfeahrres 
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are used as b~undarI-. For ,the pus- unit plus Boulder City. It owem about 
poses of this He, the valley is defined 1,564 square miles or about 20 p m t  of 
as. the Las Vegas Valley hydrographic Clark County. 

. . 

Ecological Characteristics 

The ecological charactedstics of Clark Mountah to the west; the Pintwater, 
County vary with the terrain and past Desert, Sheep, and La8 Vegas Mountains 
development patterns. In general, the to the ~ r t h ;  and Prenchman Mountain 
area b marked by a highly diversified to the east. It dmhs toward the south 
natural environment and variety of and then easterly through Las Vegas 
biotic communities. Wash to Lake Mead and the Colorado 

River. Valley elevations range from 

T O P O ~ ~ ~ P ~ Y  4300 feet at the upper boundaries of the 
alluvial fan to 1,800 feet in the basin -- lowland. 

Elevations within Clark County range Hydrology 
from 450 feet above mean sea level 
(MSL) along the Colorado River to H-hicRcgtan 
11,918 feet at Charleston Peak. Much of 
the county has features that are charac- Most of Qark County L within' the 
terbtic of the Great Basin, mountain Colorado River Basin but a partion falls 
ranges that extend in a north-south within the central hydmgraphic region. 
direction and erode laterally tolong,nar- Th$ Las Vegas Valley Basin is the major 
row desert valleys. The mountain ranges watershed and encompasses the ur- 
are generally steep and composed banized portions of the valley. 
primarily of bedrock. Wide alluvial luu 
or aprons extend from the base of the SobrtlrtraH* 
mountains and level out to basin 
lowlands. The basin lowlands have Subnvha hydrology in thevalley L 
been continually filling since the moun- characterized by laterally moving 
tains were originally formed and have a groundwater and artesian aquifers. 
surface generally aompused of finesand, Recharge in Iar Vegas Valley x'esulbr . 
silt, and day. from predpitation in the Spring Moun- 

tains and Sheep Range, urban higation, 
!as VegrsVdey treatment plant effluent, and #nne u p  

ward flow from deep artedan aquifers. 
Ias WIXS Valley extends in a northwest- 
southeast direction with the Spring 
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S=f=Hyatology Q'owh- 

~ u r k  hydrology is marked by rom- The growing reason (of frort-free 
. plex flow patterns in the alluvial fans of period) varies but averages 304 days. 
the valley, with are& of concentrated but Generally the first m g  frost occurs . ' 
frequently shifting flows. The dynamic late in November, md the laet occurs 
drainage pattern, topography, and mils early in Match Mean annual pxedpita- 
of the alluvial fan generally are more tion is 5.4 inches, occurring primarily ' 
conduave to sheeting runoff than to during the summer and winter months. 
channelized flow. Consequently, The number of days with measurable 
pronounced gullies and ravines rarely predpitation averages 12 per year. 
develop, and flash floods are a recurrent 
problem v*- 
Surface Warn Within Zas Vegas Valley, average daily 

temperatures range from 75 to 104 
Las Vegas Wash is the only perennial degrees in aummer and from 33 to 56 
stream in the valley and one of few in the degrees in winter. Due to the rain 
entire county. The other primary surface shadow effect of the Sierra Nevada 
waters include Virgin River, Muddy Range and Spring Mountains to the 
River, Muddy Springs, Colorado River, west, moisture associated with storms 
and Lake Mead. . originating h the Padflc Ocean rarely 

math the valley. Humidity is normally . 

Climate low, averaging 30 pera?nt, but moist 
tropical air from the southwest invades 

~ j r  masses moving aaoss muthern the area from mid to late summer. . 
Nevada are usually low in moisture. llwnderstonns and flash flooding fie- 
This arid condition is charaderid by ~ t l y  oam d h g t h i s  period- h e r -  
low preapitation, low humidity, and sions or periods of f i F t  air masses 
cloudless skies. occur during winter months and prevail 

for several days to a week. ~-~ 
Habitats 

Summer climate is marked by hot days 
and mild nights, with an average daily ClarkCountyam~multiplehrrbitats, 

.temperature of nearly 90 degrees. induding aeoeote bush m b ,  .black- . 
Winter temperatures drop below freez- brush, mountain s l ~ ~ b ,  chenapod m b  
ing about 12 days per year, with average and alkali sink, desert riparian, @yon- . 
daily temperatures of 46 degrees during juniper, fir-pine, bristlecone pine, 
the coldest period. Spring and autumn pseudo-alpine, desert springs and 
are generally moderate, with average marsh, smamside and riparian, rock 
daily temperatures of about 80 degrees. outtrops, and lake- I 
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~ B u s h S c n r b  pmence of yuccas, it is d-ted by a 
diverse, low shrub and perennial grass 

The creosote bush anrununity is found community that includes menodora 
at elevations below 4,200 feet in flat to (Menodora rpincscms), goldenbush 
sloping terrain. Shrubs dominate this (HPplopppts spp.), hopsage (G* 
community. Creosote bush (Lanar qdmam), threeawn (AristLiP spp.) and 
tidmtata) and bursage (AmbmsiP needle grass (Stipa rpp.). The understory 
dumosp) are the aspect dominants,except is dense to moderately d m  annual and 
on saline soils where saltbush (Am'plex low perennial grasses such as red brome 
spp.) replaces bursage as the co- (Bnmncs mh), fluff- (Erlarum 
dominant. Vertical diversity is largely puldrrllm), and gramma grass 
achieved by the occasional to common (Boutcloua spp.) 
presence of yuccas (Yucca brmijbllin and 
Y. schidigm). The herbaceous under- Charopod Samb md Mall Sink 
story is dominated by low annual grasses 
and forbs. Vegetative ground cover is . This community is found on poorly 
sparse and usually ranges from one to drained, saline soils in basins and val- 
five percent, with canopy cover ranging leys. Common dominant shrubs are 
from 5 to 18percent. Where aeolian sand shadescale (Atnpfix mfntifilin), desert 
deposits occur, the density and diversity holly (A. hymnrelyfra), four-winged 
of the herbaceous plant ooveris hmased. saltbush (A. wnesunfs), and Torrey 

saltbush (A. brmj0. Along the edges of 
Blackbrush playas, salt-tolerant herbaceous spedes 

such as sea-blite (SuPadP sp.) and 
Theblackbxushammunityocaarskge1y iodinebush Wlnaol@ uccidcntnlis) are 
at elevations between 4,200 to 6,000 feet abundant Playas themselves are devoid 
where there is a n e a r d a c e  hardpan. It of plant life. 
is emtonal between creosote bush saub 
and the higher elevational big sagebrush Dea Ripdm 
or pinyon-juniper communities. It is 
dominated by a moderately dense cover The desert riparian community ir found 
'of blackbrush (Coleqyne mmosissimn). along washes. Plant spedes are fairly 
Joshua trees (Yucca brevifollia) are scat- dense along wash edges and islands and 
tered to common. H e r b a ~ u s  plants depend on available water. Common 
and grasses are primarily those also Wes in ehrubby drainages include 
found in the creosote community. bladder sage (Slrkrrarin mcx im) ,  cheese 

bush (Hymenaslar aalsda), and rabbit- 
' 

MaunbinShrub brush. ( C h w h m u s  ssp.). A r b o d  
washes indude these ohrubs plus desert 

This community is a namw transitional willow (Chilopsis Jinemb) and catclaw 
zone between the creosote bush and acada &D. In the largest 
blackbrush communities. Except for the 
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washes, with subsurface water, cotton- 
woods (~opul~fimtontii) are scattered. 

= p t n y o n - l u n i p e r - ~ t Y g ~ y  
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 uunipms osteospm) and 
pinyon pine (Pinus monophylln). Corn- 
mon associates indude big sagebrush 
(Atternisia tridentata), scrub oak (Quacus 
turbinella), and mountain mahogany 
(Cnc~~~lrpus spp.) 

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 elwa- 
tions of the Virgin Mountains. It consists 
primarily of white fir (Abies cuncolor) k d  
yellow pine (Pinus ponderma). Quaking 
aspen (Populus tremuloidcs) may be 
found in isolated mesic areas. The com- 
munity also contains many other shrubs, 
small trees, and an abundance of herba- 
ceous plank. 

The bristlecone pine community extends 
from about 9,000 along the uppennost 
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 elevations, white fir and 

bristlecone ie marr abundant Fnipaus 
m m u n i s  is found throughout. This 
.community lacks an understory of 
shrubs and has ~plativdy sparse herba- 
oeous vegetation. 

The pmdcxlpine armmunity b found 
rbwe  thc timberline at elevations above 
11,500 feet on Charleston Peak and 
below 10,000 feet on the Hayford and 
Sheeppeaks. These(u0asarescposedto 
winds and la& a welldeveloped alpine 
flora and'fauna. Only small sprawly 
woody plants and herbs are found in the 

, oommunity. 

The desert springs and marsh com- 
munity is widely scatted throughout 
Clark County. Usually several localized 
springs form a associated group in larger 
valleys. Small mushes on the periphery 
of these areas M u d e  a number of sedges 
(Cmtx, Scirpus sp.), rushes U u n m  sp.), 
and attails (7)phn mnph'folio). lkes 
growing near the spring indude wil- 
lows (Mir sp.), oottonwoods (Populus 
fmnontii), salt cedar ClbmarirgaUiaa), and 
mesquite U'mwpis sp.). Aquatic algae 
plants such as C ~ M ,  Nasturtium, Na@, 
potomogrton, and Rum AU many of the 
spr ine  

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



areas of the Meadow Valley and Las unique wetland habitat in an otherwise 
Vegas washes. sees typically found arid environment 
along the river banks include willows 
(Spl ixsp. ) ,  cottonwoods (Populusficmon- Wildlife 
tii), and salt cedars (Tamark gnllica). 
Dense thickets are often formed by an h&ded in the Clark 
shrubs such as armwweed (Pl* County Comprehensive Plan, Clark 
Mica), seep willow (Bncchnris glutinasa), County at least 775 spedes of 
small willows, and salt cedars. Marsh plant Ilk, 41 of fbh, 9 spedes of 
areas consist of sedges (Carff ep.1, rushes amphibians, 54 sped- of reptile, 392 
(luncus sp.), cattails (Wh sp.1, and epedes ofbMs,md 142specie of mam- 
various grasses. Mesquite bosque is a mals. <)reoeote bush and blackbrush 
subset of this community and consists of ~)mmuni& ~ ~ n t &  about 4 0  sp&es 

. dense thickets of low trees and large of M u f e  and vegeaM, iduding 30 
shrubs. Mesquite (Pros@is juliflora) of the 54 spedes of reptile. Mountain 
dominates the subcommunity and aammunities containthemostspedesof 
grows in sandy, well-drained soils with plant life (414) and the most total sp&es 
subsurface moisture. (579). In addition to amtaining all of the 

f s h  spedes (41), water-related com- 
~ o u ~  . . munities (desert spring and marsh, 

stream riparian, stream, and lake) also 
Rock outoops can occur in my of the have the most bird oped- (245). How- 
communities, and include repre  ever, creosote bush, blackbrush, and 
sentatives of those communities in addi- desert riparian communities are. the 
tion to a distinct flora dependent on the most heavily used by the mabrity of 
elevation. non-water bids. 

M e  Species of Concern 
The lake community in southern spedcsofc0naanur~thrtup-, 
Nevada is restricted to two large human- have eg populatio~, or other- 
made reservoirs, Lakes Mead and wise considered to have questionable 
Mojave. The surrounding vegetation ex- for long-term swfval. of the 
tends to the water's edge because of the faund in  ark County, 50 
artifidal nature of the lakes. are already federally listed as en- 

dangeredorthreatenedorcandida~for . 
Within Vegas Valley, at least federal listing mble 1). Other can- 
habits t types occur, creosote bush, didates for - wgnotinduded in 
chenopod desert riparia- desert lgble 1 are the snowy plover, mountain 
springs and marsh, streamside and whitefad ibis, long-wed cur- 
riparian, and lake. It JLSO should be lew, Meadow Valley speckled dace, and 
noted that the lower Lss VegaS Wash a Meadow valley desert m&r. m e  gila 
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TABLE 1 

ENDANGERED, ~nw-, AND omm mmm OF CON-. . 
nu CLARK COW 

. . 
SrSaeS SThTlU 

Rurrs 

*An#elica owkid0 (mu@ mglig) Fl 
ANellllOriO wticcps ~rrcbing pPrrycac) F1 
* A ~ c u ~ Y c o ~ ~  ~ d i f 0 ~ ~ 0  (Califamir b m  polrp~) . F2 
Are- &gii v u .  rosm (my  king's mdwar) PI ' 

Arlrogolvr o e q ~  (Claltcy's milk-ve(ch) F2 
Amagolvr funerew (funad m-vach) F2 
Artogol~~moIwrNis w. km'ww (pod ndll-vacll) F2 
hlrogd1u 0 0 p b ~  VU. c&&mys (QdPy'8 milk-&) F1 
kP08dYI ~ W W  (Smg bhllMh dk-Mcb) P Z .  
Aroogoltu oiqwrtur (Gcys milk-vach) PZ 
* C o b c h o n v r ~ u s  (W maripom-lily) R 
* C m  ins& (unusud a ' s  eye) ' Fz 
Drobo jocgm' Qacga'r drab) F2 
Dlob01#ucChre10 (ChPlenon -1 pz 
Erigeron ovinvr (sheep Ilubme) ,PZ 
Eriogonmn bi,fwcatum (IWwmp Vdky brlubat) F2 
Eriogonvm viscidhn (sticky luckw&u) . EZ 
Ivesio mtocoufir (hidden iverL) PZ 
O p h  whippki w. multipni (blue dimad chdlr) F2 
*Pcmtemon kidor w. roorw ~ l c d  F2 
Scla;inelIa w o k d s  (Uuh rpilremoss) F2 
SSIuvW(Qdrey'scl lcbny) F2. 
S P ~ ~ ~ ( ~ W )  F1 
Spfhyn i r l xwadh  ( ~ ~ )  ' F l  
Townreldiop~sii w. t d  (- pmmlddry) F2 

mRmRAm3 

E W d b d - 8 -  PL 
PIrbcjns rlhcro ~~ (ML C h M m  blue) F2 
97rbpd- (Mappebblaarll) PZ. 
Sps)rriowmwcordor(Clllol'rhitillrry) . . PZ 
S l c r u m i c ~ m o a j l a ( M o q r r i f h ~ )  F2 
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I I ENDANGERED, THREA-, AND O'lSER SPRCIlB OF mCQ(N 

IN CLARK COWMY 
(continued) - - 

I I 
i l 

SrsCraS STAIlJS 

V W T I B 1 U ~  

! I :  ~ c k & k d l r y l - ~ - ( M a r p ~ )  IrZ 
Cypthfm dihb4li.s (devil'ghde prphrh) W 

* I  i ~ o l c ~ s  hror laos (Rhrrmp kiuwl) W 
EvdcrmompcYlmm(spatrdbrt) F1 

. . *Folco pcregrinuc (Ameriun pasBine hbaa) W .  

I I 
Gila eletuns (ban@ chub) P2 
Gila rob- sminvda (Virgin RivammdIdI cbPb) FE 
Gikr tobum np. (Morpa rocDdrdl h b )  P 2 .  
*Cophem apassizij (dtm tmtoisc) m 

I I Hcpmpsis grncielu MacNcill'r matywing Ildppr) F2 
Lepidomrda nollispinis moll (Virgin M rpimbnce) F2 
b r a  d& wnora (radhvCaaa Oap) . . PZ 

I I Moqpo coriacea (Mapa drce) W 
M y v ~  awrictm (wmd &) FE 
Ph~optaut  0 r p d s s i m ~  (d) Ex 

I1 Prychochocliw lueiuc (Colado rqpm6m) M 
ROMOKO (V~VIUcyboprrdfrOg) M 
Rliinickhys osculus noapoc (Molp dre) Fa 

F2 B I T ~ p a l m r r i  (Rlmu's chipmtmk) 
Tamiaf l d r i w s  ~ ( U l n O  chtpmlml) F2 
Xyravchcn tumw ( m z m k k  Ndn) P1 

I I %mm 7bcNwdrNdHantr-098% 
* ~ h t r V ~ V 8 n . y .  

I I PI- C u m l f a ~ H d r p  
PZ- C a t ~ l o y 2 f a ~ l i ~ f i n g  
PT- P.darltia- 

I I - P E = ~ W t S r d a l ~  
EX = Exrbv~orbullyadrpd 

1. I 
I I 
I I . 
I I 



monster (Helodm arspcctum? is state phainopepla CPhainopcpla nitm).  &I . 
listed as rare and protected (NAC cacti and yucca species also are aab 
503.080). At least one other spedes Is .pmteckd (NRS 527.060.527-120). 

I under consideration for state listing, 

Land Use Characteristics 

Land uses in Clark County have been Rcauatlonal Area (nearly 500,000 
dictated largely by patterns of land acres of which ur in Nevada); 
ownership and four decades of rapid 
population growth. Key issues to be ad- 4. US. Department of Detmse, which 
dressed in this HCP include existing . manages about 7.5 percent of the 
land uses on lands owned or managed county or about 378,111 acres, indud- 
by public agencies as well as proposed ing Nellis Air Force Base and the 
land uses within Las Vegas Valley. Nevada Test Site; 

Patterns of Land Owm&hip . us.Bmu 0f1ndicmm8 a partof 
the Department of the Interlor, which 

Federal Ian& is authorized to act as trustee for the 
Moapa Indian Reservation (about 

About 92 percent of the land in Clark 72,OOO acres), Mojave Indian Reserva- 
County is owned and managed by eight tion (about 3,000 acres), and Piute In- 
federal agencies, five of which areagen- dian Reservation (10 acres); 
aes within the Department of Interior. 
The eight agencies include: 6. US. Parrst Savfce, an agency of the 

Department pf Agriculture, which 
1. BLM, which administers about 3.1 manages rpproJdmately 272,!j85 acres 

million acres (including the Red Rock in the Spring Mountain Range; 
Canyon Recreation Area) or about 61 216,584 acres of BLM lands in this 
percent of the land in the county; range were transfend to the Forest 

Service on April 26,1989, as a result of 
2. USFWS, which manages 506,363 a- the National Forest and Public Lands 

(about 10 percent of the Count)'s of Nevada Enhancement Act of 1988; 
area), mainly in the Desert National 
Wddliie Range (DNWR), and jointly 7. US. B-u of Reclamadon, which 
manages portions of the Nellis ~ e s t  maintains 50,690 acres (including 
Range and DNWR in conjunction Hewer Dam and Lake Mead) and 
with the Department of Defense; whose primary mission is flood con- 

trol; and 
3. National Park Service, which ad- 

ministers the Lake Mead National 



8. Federal Aeronautics Administration, 3. 'fhc Bur~au d m M  manap 
which manages 140 acres in connee 9,120 aaes on the east end of the valley. 
tion with its responsibilities for air- 
port development and regulation. 4.The National Park Service manages 

5,120 a a w  in the east end of Las Vegas 
StateadWGovrnrmadand Wash. 
Prfvrtehids 

The k y  change in land ownership 
Lands held by the State of Nevada, bcal rdvduled in Clark Caunty b w i t h  Lss 
government, and private parties com- Vegas Valley md will entail the d@osal 
prise only about eight percent of the of 1 3 4 m  acres of BLM holding in its 
county's area or about 412,000 acres. Las Vegas Subunit The subunit amtains 
Major state holdings include Valley of a total of 398,542 acres, including the 

. Fi, Floyd Lamb, and Spring Mountain majority of the county's urbanized land. 
state parks. Local government holdings Land ownership patterns within the sub- 
consist primarily of parks, office com- unit vary from large blocks of federal 
plexes, and storage and maintenance land on the periphery to a checkerboard 
facilities. Sixty percent of all state, local of interspersed federal and private hold- 
government, and private holdings are ing around existing urban development 
located in Las Vegas Valley. (Figure 2). 

MP in ~ V W S  V* Land Use Plans and Policies 
Within the urban core of Las' Vegas Land uses within Cluk County. 
Valley, ownership patterns are more governed by the plans and polides ee 
complex than in outlying areas but tablished by federal, state, and local 
government ownership and manage agendes for the amas within their furls- 
ment still predominates CTable 2). Corn- diction. Key plans md  polides Mude  
bined, the holdings of four federal the Management Framework Plan 
agendes account for 55 percent of the (MFP) and related documents 
land. dweloped by BLM and the general plans 

and zoning ordinances developed by 
1. BLM, the valley's largest landholder, local govenunents. 

manages 277W acres (including Red 
Rock Canyon Recreation Area) or BLW--m 
about 50 percent of the area. 

Ihe~ th4FPforCk lcCountywas  
2. The Department of Ddaw m 4 ~ g c s  oompleted In 1983. It outbs major 

13,%0 a- at Nellis Air Force Base land use decisions and guides the 
and the Sheep Mountain Gunnery n ~ ~ ~ g e m e n t  of .bout 3.1 
Range. of public lands in the anmty. In general, 

the plan classifies BLM holdings as 
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TABLE 2 

L A P ~ D O ~ I N ~ A R K C ~ A N D L A S V B ~ A ~ V A L ~ ~ Y  .. - 
OaMw AmBS C AmBs % 

- 
BLM 3DF7.131 9 .  27769 50 
USRKS 506363 10 0 0 
RrlrSuvice 498.814 10 SJ20 1 
ar-~ep* 378.1 11 7 2 
Mian Affairs 75.1 12 1 lISM 10 0 
Faest Suvia 272.885 S 0 0 
RecLmrtion m.690 0 9f 20 2 
AMnwriu 140 0 a* 0 - b.fm*** 412,048 8 247,103 45 

TOTAL 529'3994 100 552970 100 

Now: b r t i r n r r l a r L u V . ( r V . t b y n W h d u C l r r k C o l a y ~ ~ S w P L a r b m m ~ r n g r '  
Bm rhe bomdak wed for the v.Uy in lhir HCP. 
*IncMa Imdjoindy rmnyed m& USPWS. 
* ~ B - o f A a m r m r i o ~ m t & ~ i n m d y d a o f n l k y  orwhip 
***Includes I d a  owmd by mmr md bul g- d p h W  prtitr 
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suitable' for disposal or as lqds to be 8 b c m p i m t h r t ~ t e f a n g e b e  
retained for multiple use: made available to the desert tortoise 

in critical habitat areas. 
1.l.ands classified far disposal (su& as Range Management Decision 1.9, 

those in the Las Vegas Valley Subunit) which calls for ooordtnation and 
can be transferred to states, a~unties, consultation between BLM and 
munidpalities, and private interests; N D O W t o ~ t o r u r d p v i d e f o r  
or the needs of wlldllfe rpedes, pPr- 

titularly the desert tortoise -and 
2. Lands to be retahd ate managed by Mgharnrhcep 

BLM for domestic livestock grazing, Wildlife Deddon 1.1,whichcalb for 
fish and wildlife development, out- . #pedal attention to protecting 
door recreation, mineral production, riparian zonwr as wildlife hnbitat 
watershed protection, wilderness - and assodated native flora during 
preservation, and preservation of the development of activity plans. 
public values. 

, B L M ' s ~ R e e o u m e ~  
A summary of key decisions in the cruc mcnt Pkn 
rent plan related to the conservation of 
the tortoise and preparation of this HCP In Murh, 1990, BLM initiated the s a p  
include those listed below. B W s  land h g  prooess for the preparation of a RMP 
use decisions can be reviewed in their for the entire Iaa Vegas District Stateline 
entirety at the BLM Las Vegas District Rescmm Area. The resource area is cur- 
Office. rently administered under the Clark 

County MFP and Esmeralda-Southern . 

Lands Dedsion 1.1, which calls for Nye RMP. 
the disposal of public lands within 
the Las Vegas Valley, with lands in Rca#n\s given for the preparation of the 
the Sandni-Burton Act area given RMPindude the inadequacyof the adst- 
highest priority. ing plans with respect to meedng the 
Lands Dedsions 12 and 13 (plus demands of rapid growth in Ias Vegas, 
others), which call for the disposal of Laughlln, Pahnamp, and Mesquite and 
public parcels of land within five the federal listing of the desert tortoise. 
communities by 1990. Thc pmposed plan will cover 4.2 million 
Mineral Dedsion 1.1, whi& alb fa 7 in Ckrk d Nyc  untie^ and is 
continued authorization of mineral dtduled to k canpletd by May 1992. 
extraction but also required mitiga- It is antidpated that the ~ ~ m d  .. 
don measures in areas of desert tor- Lang-Brm HCR will be M y  inte- 
toise habitat. grated into the provisions d the RMP. 

. Range Management Dcdsian 12, 
which calls for amtinued livahxdc 
grazing on public rangelands but 

. n 



Public Lands 

In November, 1988, BLM issued 
guidelines for the management of desert 
tortoise habitat on public lands. m e  
rangewide plan establishes three. 
categories of tortoise habitat based on 
four criteria: (1) importance of the 
habitat to maintaining viable popula- 
tions, (2) potential for resolving of con- 
flicts, (3) tortoise density, and 
(4) population status. It also commits - 

.. BLM t'o maintaining viable tortoise 
populations in Category 1 and 2 habitats 
through the implementation of spedfic 
management actions. 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 fadlities, and governs dwdopment 
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 (=bar- 
leston. Other adopted plans related to 
habitat conservation and management 
include: 

Park and Open Space Plan, which 
covers the acquisition, 

~ ~ t a p c n n a n , u \ d m a t n -  
tenanee of parks and fadlities in 
unincorporated areas; 
208 Water Quality Management 
Plan, which addresses munidpal 
wastewater treatment, pundwater 
mmagement, otonn-water pro- 
gnms, the Las V e p  Wash, agricul- 
ture diffuse sources, and water 
qurllty-; 
Clark County MtIands ?hrk Muter 
Plan, which amtains a aonaptual 
guide for the future development of 
the Clark County Wetlands Park 
and identi5es the m a t i o n  poten- 
' tial for the Las Vegas Wash; and 
Comprehensive Stormwater 
Management Plan (Phases 1 and 21, 
which includes a valley-wide 
drainage inventory and recom- 
mends basic flood parameters. 

Boulder CiVs Comprehensive Plan in- 
dudes individual plans and polides to 
conserve physical remmes, cootdinate 
future development, promote eamomic 
development, accommodate housing 
and tr-tion needs, and provide 
annmunity services and fadlities. Re 
source conservation and land use 
polides all for the prokctlon of &tical 
areas and maintenance of natural 
habitats, consistent with the public 
XKtds, herlth, md safety. 

Thc aty of He!dmm#s Corn* 
dve Phn estabbhe~ go& md polides 
wiwm dty planning manage 



rnentlandute,pubUcfadlitiesandber- QtgdNaathIa-WPfm' . 

vices, transportation, residential neigh- 
borhood design, and environmental The City of North IAS Vcgads Wtef 
quality. Environmental quality polides . .Plan rtrteo goals and polides hr land . . 
indude denial of permits for uses not in use!, tramportation, munidpal fadlftles, 
compliance with federal, state, and local public utilities, houring, economic 
standards and cooperadon with dl en- development, urd amsermtloa Con- 
vimnmental enfoment  agendes. ~~~tlonobjecdvesdfortheprrrcrva- 

t i 0 n o f t ) l c n r h v l l e n ~ t l n m d  
atyofbslkpGararlmm uoundhdty. .. 

 at^ of LOS V%a -In- Existing and Proposed Land 
eludes long-, mid-, and short-range uses 
goals. The long-range plan sek general - 
objectives and polides for the growth Existing and pmpored land uses of 
and management of the city through the primary with respect to the tor- 
Year 2000 and beyond. The mid-range toise fndude agriculture, flood control, 
plan defines more spedfic polides md  uvest& minerd -adon, 
PWrams for economic development, off-road vehide activities, parks and 
land use, housing, public services and -tion, dent ia ]  and m r d a l  
fadlities, e a ~ o r t a t i o n t  c o m a d o n ,  development, d i d  waste facilities, 
environmental hazards, parks and transpottrw uwtls ,  md water md 
recreation, historic preservation, and the ewrge fa&*. 
visual environment. Mid-range amser- 
vation policies and programs call for 
preservation of significant envirrmmen- Anrtmlkn, 
tal resources. The short-range plan * . Both m8 md -8 occur within 
tablishes three types of residential Clark county (ree uvese  ~g 
planning districts (urban, a d  wow). Irrigaacd agriculture anvs on 
d) sets planning stand- and a 4 d e ,  piimarlly dong the Las' 
dwelling unit densities for each. V'as Wuh. 

sty of Mesquite General Plm . m o o d ~ l  

=atyofM@teisthe-"'Y~ ~aulsCountyRcgtonalPIdCan- 
newest incorporated dty. Past develop -1 dcvcloping l -- 
merit of the area was covered by the dvc, intcgnM fbod O D ~ ~  ryrtem for . 
Counys community plans. LM V I  Vrlley md nearby mas. Thb 

system will include 21 detention brsins, 
1 debris brPin, 8nd wer 100 miles of 

c3aNt tb t  pipellnrs, dfL;es, .nd -. 
- Many dthe plumed hdlith ueloated 

*' - .  PO 



on BLM land and, because of foal flood- dl* A). AUMs of rllotmmfs tn or near 
ing problems, are deemed asenHal to tortoise habitat h thc caliente wee 
the protection of adsdng as well as new . m a  Is approWtely 13,OCiO (see A p  . 
dwdopment. pndiw A). (An AUM for cattle b the 

-bmmt  of farage rrqulred to nrpport 
--=@ ouoowmdalfpamonth) 

Livestock grazing is ruthodzed on 49 b f & w a I m  
dotmnts within Clark Cumty (Rgrm3). 
However, 26 allotments have not been Minnf mmmeo tn Cluk County have 
g r d  in the past three ye- Gradng been meted dnac the dkovery of 
currently occurs on approdrmtely 22 . lead ore at the Mod minc in 1855. Sub- 
million acres, induding National Puk eequently, the am becune known for its 

. Service and Forest Service Imds. Grrz- - gold and silver mines; today, however, 
ing by wild horses and burros a h  oc the extraction of gypsum, limestone, 
curs in many portions of the m t y .  AU rmd, and gravel dominates. Mineral ex- 
grazing on federal lands in the region L traction on public luuis.accurs under 
administered by BLM. unpatented drims, leases, and pennits. 

Each year, BLM's Ias Vegas W c t t y p i -  
h w s  WvrLdjhm Gmzfvtg.The Quk cally receives 25 to 30 mining plans of 
County MFP identifies approdmately operation, 50 to 100 mining notices, 100 
83,000 acres at Red Rock Reueation Area to 150 mr;te!rial sales contracts, and 10 to 
that areexduded fromlivestock grazing. 15 free use permit applications for 
Grazing also has been exduded from.the minerd mrtaids. Wlthin LM Vegas 
Apex Industrial Park site (22,OCiO acres) Valley, sand. 8nd p v e l  is the primary 
and Mesquite landsale a m  (5,OOOacres) mining activity m d  occurs either 
by cangressIonal action Gndng also is through free-uae pe!xmits or contractual . 

automatically exduded from publickrnd raks md lerses. There u e  three active 
sale parcels within Las Vegas Valley. community sand and gravel pits on BLM . 

. hndliinthevdey. Sandmdgravelex- 
AlloCmartr fn Ltneoln CounCy. Grazing . traction llso oaxm on private lands. 
allotments in northern Clark County are 
adjacent to those in southan Linooln O H V A d d b  
County (Figure 4). These allotnwnts ur 
administered through the BLM C8liente B W  aamrtly .Ibwr tnditkd OHV 
ResouKPArer. . we and annpttitive mas in rI1 uus 

acaptno~ttlinmcnt11~~)(OUEh.8LdS . 
AuerogeAnfmal UlrftMonttu ( A m ) .  Vegas Valley and Hidden Valley) 
Based on fiveyear averages, thenumber [Hpes  Sa, 5b, md 6 md hble 3). In 
of AUMs for which permits have been addition to those traditional events 
issued on grazing allotments in Qrrk rhown on F i p  6, @everrl other events 
County is approximately 25,000 (Appen- occur in northern C h k  County, crossing 
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flGURE Sb. EXISTING OFF-HIOHWAY VEHICLE DESIGNATIONS, ELM STATELHE 
RESOURCEMANAGEMENT AREA 
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TABLE 3 

BLM OHV DESIGNAIIONS 

OPEN 0purmindividprlamap.mdcrmpcidvc~ C m W d a a , ~ d a u a W ) ~ d  
~ ~ r s p D t r s p a m i a m d r r a m b j c c t ( D p s m i , n i ~ i d P d J I U a m i l c W a  
24Wfromrllwua*mnca. 

Ll Ulelimilsdmuininlmdt,mil,radmdwa&m. Noam-mmaytavel Applbrm9 
vchicleum. 
LIA Also,mb!cpesdcunpuiliurmrtl 
LIB A l r o . m h i f i r p s s d c o m p c i t i u m n t c ~ f a r t r s a o r d ~ m I b e ~  

~yonmLovtLlCapoRold 
L2 Limited nmm of we. AppUa m canpeddve evena d y .  
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L2C Southan Spring MolPrrhrJBirdSpia l~  

L3 Uoe&limited~~lsdmbrdyhRedRocLOaymRecratimLndL Appliamrll 
vchiclcurm Clasedmilrmdradswillbcposred. Alro,nohighrpesdcanpairivcmmr 
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U Limiledlypedwe. ~ i m i ~ d o ~ ~ ~ w , i ; a d M d m l r  
U A  SouthanB1-&WdeVrllyrEvsaBlhniasdm200QIMoradbyocha 

aipstiaar 
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LIK: llmiurnSollmaaElbandordNonban#osV~ 
L8D M u  on SomhuePilllc Vdky. 
U E  Limiummumahmdandlvbqr~EQanrbp 
I s  L b n i u m ~ V l l l c r W u b  

. . 

% , 





. . 
up into southern Lincoln Caunty. These 15 (1-151, and the~nion~adfic~allrosd. 
event areas typically include the B y t h e 1 9 7 0 s , h o ~ ~ ~ e r , ~ ~ ~ t i o n h a d  
Meadow Valley Wash and North MOT- . spread in a somewhat loosely knit, leap . - 

mon Mesa areas. In recent years, as fmgfashbntooutlyingamas 'Zhispattern 
many as 50 competitive OHV events continued through the 19809 and is a p  
have been held in Clark County annual- parent in &e land use analysis prepred 
ly, with over 5,000 partidpants and over ' for C h k  County in 1989 by Planning 
100,000 spectators. Since the listing of Information Corporation. The analysis 
the tortoise, however, only 10 competi- mvers 235,391 acres in Las Vegas Valley, 
tive events have been allowed. including the cities of Las Vegas, 

. Henderson, and North Lns Vegas and 
Puks and Rcmation the communities of Bast Las Vegas, 

Paradise, Sunrise Mountain, Winchester, 
The Clark County Comprehensive Plan Spring Valley, Enterprise, and Lone 
differentiates between regional and Mountain. It indicates that urban 
urban parks and recreation facilities. development within the unincorporated 

areas covers42298 acres, compared with 
Rrgional Sffes. Regional sites are those the 33.512 acres of urban development in 
composed primarily of federal and state the three dties CIIable 4). 
agency lands and serve the dual function 
of protecting resources and providing Solid W e  
recreation opporlunities. Such sites in- 
dude Lake Mead National Recreation A d g  to the Clatk County Com- 
Area, Red Rock Canyon Recreation prehensive Plan, there are 24 refuse dis- 
Area, Valley of Fire State Park, Floyd posal sites in the m t y .  The sites range 
Lamb State Park, Toiyabe National from small open dumps in rural areas to 
Forest, Desert National Wildlife Range, a sanitary landfill (Sunrise Mountain) 
Spring Mountain Ranch State Park, and that serves all of Las Vegas Valley. Of the 
Overton Wildlife Management Area. 24 sites, 13 are operated by the county, 6 , 

by the federal government, 1 by Boulder 
Urban Sitcs. Urban sites are those - - City, 2 by industry, and 2 by private con- 
'within the jurisdiction of the local tractors. The Sunrise Mountain site cur- 
governments and allow for p l ' n g  renly -pies about 320 acres of BLM 
fields, tennis mutts, swimming pools, land under a lease that is due to expire 
stables, golf courses, and arenas. in 2012 In May, 1990, the County t e m p  

rarily leased an additional 400 acres, 
R e s i d e n t W ~ u d a I  bringing the total landfill site to 720 
Develop=-t acres. The temporary lease is due to ex- 

pire in 1992 but is expected to be 
Historically, the urbanized arre of Clark renewed. Under both leases, the es- 
County has centered around the axis timated capacity of the landfill is 
fonned by Boulder Highway, Interstate 

. , 
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TABLE4 

LAND USES IN THE URBAN CORE OP LAS VECAS VULEY 
(a=) 

USE HRND~SON WVg(AS N . W V ~ M S  Wmm?. Tutu 

Rcsidsldrl 3335 13845 2662 22312 4239. 
422 2.122 405 6875 

3m 8928 lndusakl IA58 ILw 439 5.966 
Public WaLs 2941 1Pas 574 4 P n  ~ 1 4  
OOV'L a mri . 264 1,182 307 . . 4, in  5930 I 
O W S m  339 - -  258 . 3,062 
Agri&Vuam 35907 19997 15933 9033 1110 162.140 

, 

Not Cknir~ed 0 65 0 23 88 

TOTAL 4u19 395'70 m$18 la24 235391 

plrmairu~~ar~,&VqorVdlr/LAdUr~:lPBdB.bmr).l~). f 'i 
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adequate to serve the valley for the next W W  md 
40 years. 

Water supplies in Cluk h t y  indude 
lfmsmtion . the Colorado River, groundwater in Las 

Vegas Valley, and wastewater reuse. 
Major traxqxmtion facilities in Clark Water from the Calmdo River is highly 
County include E15; Highways 91,93, regulated, and the net depletion of the 
95, and 466; State Routes 29,3l, 40, and mdnstream far all of Nevada ie limited 
163; McCarran International Airport; to 300,000 me&& per year. his Vegas 
.and the Union Pacific Railroad. In Valley relles on the Southern Nevada 
general, road construction throughout Water System and groundwater wells; 
Las Vegas Valley has acceleratedover the . however, current forecasts indicate that, 
past 10 years in response to urban at current rates of use, existing supplies 
growth. 1-95 and 1-515 were expanded will not be able tomeet local needs when 
over the period, using mostly public the valley's population exceeds one mil- 
lands and, as with other local transpor- lion. Sewerage and wastewater treat- 
tation projects, sand and gravel from ment needs are currently handled at 
local mines. Planned improvements in- facilities managed by the County and 
clude a beltway around Las Vegas from individual aties. Expansions have been 
1-15 to the East Lag Freeway; eventual. proposed for three wastewater treat- 
widening of route 160 between Las ment plants in the valley. Clark County 
Vegas and Pahrump; addition of new also is planning a central activated 
routes to serve growing communities sludge treatment plant to process 
such as Sandy Valley and Mesquite; a sewage from the unincorporated areb. 
55.5 acre expansion of McCarran Air- Completion of the new treatment fadlity 
port; and a proposed high-speed train is scheduled for 1994. 
from California to Nevada. 

Growth 'Iknds and Forecast 
utilities 

Three major utility rights-of-way tran- 
- 

sect Clark County from north to south Over the past decade, Clark COMYs 
None of these righ-f-way are within a popula!im has increased frorn463,lOO to 
designated conidor as none have been 761- 64percent rbe. Over the next 
designated on BLM lands in Clark 10 years, It is expected to grow by 
County. Each federal agency is respon- another 235,000 persons to over 
sible for the permitting of utility rights- 997;lOO-a 30 percent rise mble 5). By 
of-way across lands under their 2000,theCountyislikclytohaveover75 
jurisdiction. Establishment of desig- parent ofthe state's population and will 
nated corridors for utility righb-of-way pass the one f l o n  mark b e h  2005. 
must be identified in the agency's land 
use plan. 
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m'1tw=t will amtinue to contain mae than 90 
percent of the County population well 

Over the past decade, countywide into the next century. Likewise, the , . 
employment increased by nearly 70 per- unincorporated area is expected to main- 
cent, rising h m  a total of 216,700 jobs in tain slightly less than a 50 p m t  share 
1980 to an estimated 367,000 in 1990. By of the valle)rs population for the next40 
2000, it is expected to grow by another40 years. 
percent to over 522,000. This employ- 
ment forecast, however, is based on a * Over the k t  10 yeam, the d e y  as 
slightly higher population projection for wholebexpecWtogainover  
Clark County in 2000. 215,000 ddents ;  of that increase, 

about 43 p e m t  is expected to occur 
H* in the valley's unincorporated area. 

.New construction is likely to occur 
Housing estimates indicate that more throughout the valley, with major 
than 125,000 unik have been added since increases expeckd in four master 
1980, with two-thirds of the growth oc planned communities, Summerlin, 
curring in the past five years. To accom- Green Valley, The Lakes, and Desert 
modate the expected population growth Shores. Other master planned corn- 
over the next 10 years, another 92,000 munities expected to begin con- 
units will be needed. Based on historical struction soon are Cosrno World, 
trends, nearly two-thirds of the new Lake Las Vegas, MacDonald Ranch, 
units are likely to be single-family Rancho Del Norte, and Peccole 
homes. Ranch. 

Between 1979 and 1986, the amount 
~ & e g i d ' I k e n d s m d ~  of developed land in the valley in- 

creased annually by about seven 
On the subregional level, population percent. That trend is expeded to 
forecask indicate that Las Vegas Valley continue well into the 1990s. 

. . 
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Chapter Three 
\ 

Desert Tortoise Profile 

The type of habitat required by the desert This profile briefly nmunarizes those 
tortoise, in terms of both its natural char- characte.ristics, together with the condi- 
acteristics and the species' use of it, will tions that have contributed to the 
have a spedal bearing on the, selection species' decline. 
and management of tortoise'resemes. 

Physical Characteristics 

The desert tortoise ( G o p h r m d o ~ D b  m7). Thcrh9annprisesanepidamis 
one of five species of tortoises in North of keratinaceow scales over bony der  

, 
America; the other four are Berlandier's mal plates; the ribs and vertebrate are 
tortoise (G. berlandisi), the g o p h  tor- fused to the anpace. Shell color is 
toke (G. polyphsnus), the bolson tortoise brownish, with yellow to tan mute 
(G.~mmginatus),andthesdq.headed centers and mottling on the plastron 
tortoise (G. iepidoccphalus) (Ottley and . (Stebbins 1954). The forelimbs are 
Velazquez 1989). All five species are adapted for burrowin& with laterally 
strictly terrestrial and herbivorous. sctended limb and flattened feet, en- 

larged and horny scales, and broad nail- 
Appearance and Size like daws. Rear legs are rounded and 

elephantine. The head b rounded in the 

Appcat;mOe front and  ha^ a blunt, horny W eyes 
haw greenbh irises. Skin that is un- 

An adult desert tortoise has a d o d  plotected horny plates thin and 
campace md datively flat, unhinged easily penetrated. Males are distln- 
plastron (ventral portion of shell) Fig- @shed from females by a rounded 
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. . 
posterior carapace (Karl unpublished rdula W to 85 h u h )  Md adults (785 
data); longer, upcurved gular plates on inches). It should be noted that these 
the anterior portion of the plastron; chin classes, while amunonly used, are utifi- 
glands; concave plastron; and longer tail dal. Breeding-age tortoises, for ex- 
(Ernst and Barbour 1972). ample, may end up being dursed as 

subadults because of their size e m  
Size though they have mched maturity. 

Adult decrert tmbbes range in size from A s  Sbrrr)lm 
9.25 to I45 in- 035 to 36.8 d. Hatch- 
lings are about the size of a silver dollar, The age structure of rtable tortoise 
1.4 to 1.8 inches long (36 to 45 mm). They populations is not known and difficult to 
resemble adults except that their shells assess. Hatchlings and juveniles are dif- 
are spongy and paler and their eyes more ficult to detect and are assurned to have 
gold (Stebbins 1954). By the time tor- significantly higher mortality rates than 
toises reach approximately five years of adult tortoises. Desert tortoises are con- 
age (about 3 inches 180 mml in length), sidered to be a K-selected species, mean- 
their shells have hardened considerably. ing that they have a low birthrate, low 
Epidermal scales, or sates, form con- recruitment of juveniles into the breed- 
spicuous growth annually, which wear ing population, low mortality in older 
away due to abrasion with soil and age categories, and a low population 
rocks. The shells of old tortoises are turnover rate Mohman et al. 1980). As 
quite smooth and somewhat concave in a result, the number of adults may 
the scute centers. remain constant for relatively long 

periods, during which the ratio of adults 
Age and Sex Structute to other age groups may vary widely. 

Next to the number of breeding adults, 
Desert tortoises are a long-lived species. thenmberoffuvenlleshl~ to join the 
One captive female tortoise lived to be ranks of adule is a critical component of 
80+ years (Glenn 1903). Although it has a stable p0pddm. However, it is not 
not been possible to verify in the wild, currently ~n~wnwhattheratioofadults 
the life span of an adult tortoise has been to juveniles is among local tortoise 
estimated at 50 to 100 years. Mortality is populations. 
highest in young tortoises and decreases 
with size and shell ossification. SexRdm 

BLM SWAge Sex ratios ofam Wde a p f i l e  of the 
geMal health and rtabillty of a *a- 

BLM h a ~  ategorited - * based tion but up not well known for the tor- 
on length using the following classes: toise. One study af b ! t o h  at 18 d@ 
hatchlings and very young tortoises (4 in showed ratios that a P  
inches), juveniles (4 to 7 inches)# sub- proximated 1:l C h m e ~  and Berry 1984). 
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As with age structure? this aspect of tor- 1. One unit b loated north md m t  of 
toise population requires additional the Colorado River and is refemd to 
study. in the federal listing of the spedes as 

the Mojave population. Ihe other L 
Genetic Subunits located south and east of the Colorado 

and is referred to as the Sonoran 
GetKdCil p0pUhd0JL 

The desert tortoise, as well as other 
members of the famlly of Testudinidae 
(land tortoises), has a chromosome nurn- 
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 berlandim' and Gophmcs 
polyphmus (Hohman et al. 1980). 

G a v t i c  Subunits 

Based on electrophoresis of al loeqmes  
in serum and tissue Uennings 1985) and 
on mitochondria1 DNA analysis (Lamb 
et al. 1988), two major genetic subunits 
of desert tortoises have been identified. 

2 The Mojave population has been fur- 
ther divided into eastexn and westem 
eubgmups bee Dietributionof Spedes 
md Habitat). , , t 

- - 
3. It should be noted? hawwer, that there 
are ho fixed allelic differences be- 1 tween the two genetic subunits based 
on electrophoretic migration of 
proteins (jennings 1W). Moreover, 
the arad boundaries of the genetic 
subgroups and the geneticstru&re of 
tortoise populations have not been es- 

Behavior . . 

The oomplete habib and life history of 
the desert tortoise are not fully known, 
but certain aspects of its behavior have 
been well documented (Auffenberg 
1969). These traits. include burrowing, 
seasonal activity, foraging, reprodue 
tion, and other behavior that marks its 
w of habitat areas. 

Desert tortoises wly on burrows and 
other fonns of aover to regulate body 
heat, using them to escape extremes of 
hot md cold during dre day and night. 

'IbtolJes dig bunow8 by waping alter- 
nately with their forelimbs. When the 
hole becomes deep enough, the tortoise 



may turn around and push the dirt out equine& desert amamfl, bladc-tailed jade- 
with its forelimbs (Ernst and Barbour rabbit, kit fox, feral house cat, and 
1972). In areas with sandy-loamy soil, a various invertebrates including taran- 
burrow the length of the tortoise can be tulas, black widow spiders, brown 
completed in a little more than one hour recluse spidem, and scorpions. 
(Marlow 1979). 

mof- 
Seasonal and Daily Activity 
Desert tortoircs ue ectotherms and 

In southern Nevada, tortoises have been depend an acternal for body 
observed using types of avert pal- heat They also are heterotherms and 
letsorsoil depressions with nosoflcov@, regulate their body temperature 
burrows the approximate width of a tor- beheviorally. 
toise and at least as long as the tortoise, 
and large openings in rodc or caliche MA&,@, which can accommodate several tor- 
toises (Figure 8). Tortoises are active only during the 

wanner months of the year,with greatest 
Number of Cover Sites activity in the spring. Their active 

season begins in early March and ends in 
Tortoises often reuse the same bumws late October or early November, when 
and use between 12 and 25 primary they m t  to ~UITOWS and remain dor- 
cover sites in a single year (Burge 1977). mant through the winter. Wtofses also 
Individual sites are often used by more are rehtively h d v e  during the peak of 
than one tortoise, sometimes simul- summer, except during cool spells or 
taneously. In Utah, 20+ tortoises have storms. 
been found in dens 30 feet long (Wood- 
bury and Hardy 1940). D a y  ActiVlly 

(3hlmmd Sped- Daily activity during their active mason 
is dictated largely by temperahue. Tar- 

Tortoise burrows also have been toises are active between ambient 
reported to be occupied by several a m -  temperatures of 65 to 105 degrees Fah- 
mensal species, including western m i t  (18 to U d v  Celsius) k l ,  
banded gecko, desert spiny lizard, unpublished data). They show a 
zebra-tailed lizard, sideblotched lizard, ' bimodal pattern of daily activity, becorn- 
whiptail lizard, desert iguana, night ing active in the morning s h d y  after . 

snake, gopher snake, rattlesnakes, daylight, rebating to burrows when 
coachwhip, burrowing owl, poorwill, ambient temperatures rise above 105 
desert woodrat, Merriam's kangaroo rat, degrees Fahrenheit, and becoming a e  
pocket mouse, canyon mouse, white- tive again in late afternoon. Noctunral 
footed mouse, white-tailed antelope activity i s m .  It is Ukely that individual 

. . 
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activity bouts are shorter for fuvenile tor- Ntrtdttan 
toises than adults, since their surface 
area to volume ratios are larger, resulting Rubbe diets may entail tm&& be 
in faster heating and amling rates. tween the nuttitianal and water value of 

plants. 
otkr 

During dry p a i d ,  r u e @  may bc 
Rainfall appears to have an efkct on ae the t o W s  role mme of water and 
tivity patterns. When summer mon- primary saurre of forage. However, a 
soons brlng rainfall, tortoises have been tortoise would have to amsume about 
observed to emerge from burrows to three times as much cactus as bush 
drink rainwater, even in suboptimal muhly to meet its caloric requimnents. 
temperatures (Medica et al. 1980). This 
ingestion of rainwater is considered Introduced annual weeds present yet 
critical to maintaining water balance in another tradeoff. 7hey may be abun- 
desert tortoises. It also has been as- dant in areas where grazing is allowed 
sociated with a resumption of feediig but, ampared with nadve vegetation, 
during dry summer months when avail- fail to provide the moisture available in 
able forage is low in water aontent and perennials, are potentially high in potas- 
high in salts. sium, and may have poor caldum to 

phosphorus ratios for tortoise nutrition. 
Foraging . . ~ o s t  importantly, they are only avail- 

able for consumption briefly, during 
Tortoises typically forage in the early 8-g and some durfng fall, wht~eas 
morning and late afternoon and may are available mtinuousl~ 
range up to several hundred yards away 
from their burrows during normal daily 
forays Warlow 1979). 

lbrtobs also exhibit dcfMte pllefaaurs 
for plant types, primarily oonsuming 
ephemeral forbs and grasses and peren- 

In general, their diet is atmposed mainly. nial g r w  (8-e and Bradley 1976; 
of forbs (small annual flowering plants) Hansen et 11.1976; Coombs 1979; Nag)' 
and grasses (Table 6). In southern and Medics 1986.) M r e n a a ~ ~ e a r  to 
Nevada, these plants bloom primarily vary wfth P P p h i c  location and plant 
from March to May and, depending on -unity annposldon but seem to be 
rainfall, in early fall. Other forage in- s ~ ~ e w h a t  independent of forage 
dudes desert m o w ,  succulents, and . v a b u t ~ .  m b s  (1979) and Burge 
weeds that have beenintroduced in con- and Bradley (1976) found a high 
nection with livestock grazing (Berry for ~erenniaf despite 
and Burge 1984). their low availability dative to forb. 

Burge and Bradley (1976) also found a 
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TABLE 6 

. . DES&T TORTOISE FORAGE PUNTS 

a 
. I - 

krP0#oluc -.. -~nr, I 
Camiuonio B ~ m ~  
-pds 1dbn ricrgrrsl 
cw- 
Eiodiw1 
Enphorbio .m 
Gilia C o c r m b o p w  

I 
t r p b  B a v e n d l w  
MokKoIh RdlchdL 
Memelia Itacilcxa~# 
Phacelia 
Planlop0 

Prbet 
Six-wCcks @am Plowsr 
Bmnegntss FWI( 

Red bwnc jmW-yY , 

Red cbm Deatm . 
Six-wccb fucoe DeatamUow 
S c h i r m u s ~  

B q . m d ~ ( I W 6 ) d l k r y ( 1 9 n ) m c i * a i a W O ~ .  

\ 



forthe annu&phtain (Ph- 8 b u t  14 inches (104 mm). Soil is 
tago insularis), far in excess of its watched back fnto the nest caw after 
availability. the eggs rre Idd, and the female may 

urinate into the cavity before or after 
Reproduction oovering it with mil. 

Desert tortoises are believed to ma& 
sexual maturity at approximately 20 
years of age (using growth data from Eggs are elliptical to nearly spherical in 
lbmer et al. [I9801 and reproductive shape, about 1.6 inches (40 mm) in 
data from 'I\uner et al. [19861). length. Clutch size varies f m  2 to 14 

eggs, with an average of 4 to 5 (Emst and 
Qm(shipmdm% Barbour 1972; Turner et a]. 1986). Hatch- 

ing occurs from mid-August to October, 
Courtship and mating typically occur in with a peak in September and early Oc 
the spring but also have been reported in tober (Emt and Barbour 1972). Natural 
early summer and fall .(Ernst and Bar- incubadon periods range from 98 to 135 
bour 1972; Hampton 1981). Courtship daysl although intervals longer than 180 
involves ritualized head bobs, gaping, days have been reported (I-Mman et al. 
and biting by males; shell drop, 1980). 
withdrawal, and walking away by 
females. Not all courting tortoises copu- Home Range and Movement 
late (Berry 19861, and not all adult tor- Patterns 
toises within a population reproduce. 

N-wl 
-- 
Bucdmdatafardeeerttortoinesin 

Nest construction and egg depodtim California, h i m a ,  Nevada, and Utah, 
Occur primarily in early to mid D e r 8  the average home range of a tortoise is 
and.females lay one to three clutches in estimated tobe between 27 and 131 aclps 
a summer (Tbmer et al. 1984, 1986). (11 and 53 hectares) (Berry 1986). 
& f e d  nesting times are early mom- 
ing and late afternoon, consistent with V- 
acdvity periods (Hampton 1981; Ernst 
and Barbour 1972). The nest is dug by Observed ranges appear to ;ary 
the female with its hind feet and is s h y ,  mwing larger when 
limited in size by the distance that the forage is relatively abundant (Burge 
hind legs can be extended. Sometimes it 1m.  female^ typically have &er 
is constructed in the bottoms of or near home range than males. fit&- 
the opening of ~ ~ O W S  (Hampton 1981; ling and juveniles M a  theiractivities 
Hohman et al. 1980; Turner et 81.1986). to small home ranges associated with 
Maximum nest diameter and depth is one or two burrows. The average radius 
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of a juvenile's home range may be 164 SOU ~ & , d ~ ~  
feet (50 m) or less (Berry 1975 as dted in 
Luckenbach 1972). Soda1 behavior of desert tmhes is not 

well hown  but may be M a r  to that 
M a n n e n t P m  exhibited by large, Nghly aggFessfve, 

polygynous lizards (Berry 1986). 
Long-term movement patterns far in- -tabwed by 
dividual tartafses and whole p~p~lation agowc-ten, -bellev& toexist , 
groups are not well known. For ex- among wild populations and are , 
ample, it is not h o w n  how far an in- thought to be rmfntained by visual md 
dividual tortoise travels over the course Meal dgnals n w  t h b y  frequent . 
of its lifetime and in what pattern. It physical antact. Passive avoidance of 
also is not known which individuals and - . larger, - dominant t o m  by sub 
groups are likely to migrate to other ordinates may be a common f e a m  of 
habitat areas, how long such migrations the soda1 system and may have implica- 
take, and what conditions prompt or tions for relocatran efforts (~eny 1986). 
prohibit such movement. 

Habitat Characteristics 
The characteristics of the habitat oe OwmkBuah 
cupied by the desert tortoise reflect the 
spedes' burrowing and foraging be- QPosote bush is the dominant perennial 
havior and physiological climatic con- shrub in the Mojave desert and is an 
straints. Conditions indude but are not indicator of tortoise habitat (Karl 1983) 
limited to an appropriate mix of vegeta- ( R p  9). In Nevada, California, and 
tion and soils, together with aocess to Utah,tortoLPesarefoundinlow densities 
seasonal food and water sources. in creosote bush-blackbru~h ecotones 

and in creosote bush-saltbush com- 
Vegetation munitiesI but rady where o~osote bush 

is entirely absent fmm the surrounding 
Fundion aommunity. 

Perennial vegetation is essential to the Soils and Topography 
desert tortoise for cover and also protects 
some types of annuals found in the un- Soil I)rp md 'lbbrm 
derstory. The roots of perennials also 
provide stability to soils, thereby im- TbrbiSes p t d y  found in upas 
proving the suitability of burrow sites. where the soil is sultable for h w  con- 

struction, su& as loamy sand and sandy 
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loams; aeolian sand, talus, and cbbbly 3. Soil cham- identified in the 
substrates are not preferred and rarely above rtudies wem available water 
occupied (Karl 1983; Wilson 1989). They . . capacity (AWC), roil consistence, . . 
also occupy cavities in overhanging depth to r limiting layer, rock frag- 
ledges, caliche, and rocks (Woodbury ment content, roll sty, roil tan- 
and Hardy 1948; Burge 1969; Karl 1983). pen-I and frequency offlooding. 
Burrow construction occurs on flats and 
sloping bajadas, as well as on the relief GataaIly, the gmter the AWC the 
provided by wash banks, berms, more vegetation produced for 
hillsides, and mountain slopes (Karl forage and  me^. 
1983). s o i l s w i t h g o o d l m ~ t ~ ~ d ~ t y  

urd little to no digging limitations 
1. It is thought that sails largely d e t e ~  appear to provide better burrow 

mine habitat and distribution of the locations. Shallow soils have lim- 
desert tortoise. Hardy determined ited burrowing potential. Inset fans . 
that the soil must be suffiaently free and washes cutting through some 
from rocks to permit digging and shallow soils often scpose caliche, 
compact enough to maintain a strong where some burrowing occurs. 
archway over the burrow. Mean mual soil temperature of59 

degrees Fahrenheit at a depth of 20 
2. Woodbury and Hardy (1948) inches seems to cofndde with the 

that tortoise habitat types are northern most geographic dis- 
reslriaed to suitable soils for den mn- trIbution of the desert tortoise in 
struction. Luckenbach 0976) noted . . Nevada. 

that  preferred habitat types in the 
Providence Mountains region were 
areas with good denning potential, 
having soil characteristics of sandy Tbrtofses aw primarily found between 
loam to light gravel clay. Data ml- 1m and 4,000 feet elevations, mind- . 
lected by Wilson and Stager (1988) in dent with diarticamditions. However, 
Piute Valley armborate earlier find-. . they have been found as high as 4,800 
ings and go further to suggest an as- feet in Nwada (Karl 19891, at 7,000 feet 
sociation between specific 'soil ' in the Providence Mountains of Califor- 
properties and tortoise density and nia, and below mean eea level in the 
distribution. Death Valley National Monument 

. . 
. . 

63 

. . 



Distribution of Species and Habitat 

Tbrtoise population densities v a y  wide Nevada, and Arizonrr indicate that m e  
ly within the species' range ffom 0 to loal populations may be d-ing by 
more than 1,500 animals per square mile as much as 20 p e m t  per year (see 
(577 per square kilometer). Densities a p  Gilpin 1990, Appendix 8). 
pear to be controlled largely by habitat 
suitability but also are likely to be in- Dhdbdm in Nem& 
fluenced by disease, predation, and 
degrees of illegal collection and van- In Nevlda, 90 percent of the remaining 
dalism. In southern Nevada, densities habitat is believed to have population 
are estimated to range up to about 250 - - densities of less than 50 tortoises per 
tortoises per square mile. square mile ( 4 9  per square kilometer). . 

. . The USFWS noted declines in tortoises 
Historic and C~ment on the Beaver Dam Slope of Utah and 
Distribution Arizona and a decline of juveniles in the 

remaining East Mojave population (in- 
- r i d y ,  the d m  tortoise - dis- cluding Clark County), but data are in- 
tributed widely throughout the de* suffident to indicate a clear trend in 
of Caliirnia, Nevada, Utah, Arizona, populations in Nevada. 
Sonora, New Mexico, extending as far 
south as Sinaloa (Iverson 1987). Current -in-- 
distribution is considerably more patchy 
within the range as a whole. Except for Ias Vegas Valley and other 

urban areas, tortoise distribution in 
Genetic subunits Clark County is widespread though . 

local population densities may be very 
~ a u s l y n ~ , t w o g a \ ~ ~ y  patchy. Urban development in Las Vegas ' 

tinct groups have evolved, the Mojave Valley has all but eliminated what may 
and Sonoran, with the Mojave group fur- been one the largest and densest 
ther divided into eastern and western b * ~ o ~ a ~ m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  Inadd- 
subgroups Wgure 10). tion, the remaining habitat in Clark 

County has been fragmented by mapr 
RcantDcdinrs. . roads, power-line corridors, urban 

development, O W  activities, and other 
The U S F W S ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  that, b.sed an plot h d  uses. In fact fragmentadon may be 
data from eight sites in California, such that tortoises in Lns 
populations have declined at rates of 10 have been Isolated 
percent or more for the last six to eight from other local populations. 
years (USFWS 1989). Growth rates cal- 
culated for 16 study plots in California, 
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Crucial Habitat in Southern Crucial habitat is r BLM term that 
Nevada describes r portion of the habitats of sen- 

sitive species that; 'if destroyed or 
1979-1981 Study . - modified, could result in their being . 

listed as me, thmatened, orendangged. . ' ' 
In 1983,lO areas with cstinurted densities 
inexcgsof~tortoisespersquaremile 
were identified in southern Nevada 
based on regional strip tranxcts con- ~ b l t 8 t ~ b J ~ & ~ f r P U l a ~ e d  
ducted between 1979 and 1981 (Karl BLM  in^^ of low. d u r n ,  . . 

1983). These areas included: Ngh tortobe dendties. lhese classifla- 
tlons are used in the rangewlde plan 

v i r g i n ~ o ~ t a i n s  prepared by BLM in 1988 for the 
Goodsprings Valley management of tortoise habitat on 
Arden public lands. 
Piute Valley 
El Dorado Valley Bw-WJ- 
Moapa Valley 
Dry Lake Valley B a d  on BLM's density assessment and 
Coyote Springs Valley . other amsiderations such as the impor- 
Hidden Valley tance of the habitat to the ongoing sur- . 
Pahrump viva1 of the tortoise; and the degree to 

which other land uses in the area could : 
Qudrl Habitat Aleas be made annpatible with tortoise can- 

servation goal, BLM classified 1.8 mil- 
~~~~d on a review of - lion acres of tortoise habitat in southern . . 

sectsn Berry and Burge (1984) then iden- Nevada into three categories, Category 
tified six areas as crucial habitat, 2# and 3. These are 
including most of the 10 areas identified cksdbed in more detail in 4# 
in 1983. The six areas were: Potential 'Ibrtoise Management Areas. It 

should be noted that the 1.8 million acres 
Gold Butte (Mrgln Mountains) only includes habitat that meets the 
PiuteValley definition of BLM's categories. All of . ,, 
Moapa Clark County falls within the historic 
Arrow Canyon (Hidden Valley/ -Ofthe -Ise. 
Coyote Springs Valley) 
California Wash (Dry Lake Valley) 
Goodspri~gs 
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Decline Factors . 

# I  ' 
The single greatest threat to the con- direct and cumulative adverse i m e  

u I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
a I 
I I 
a i 
I I 
# I  
t I 
I I 
I I 

h u e d  exisknce of the desert tortoise in on atmnurding habitat areas. 
Clark County has been and continues to 
be loss and degradation of habitat. 1.  highway^ ud rorckr -kac habitat 
Other factors are believed to include when being built. a d  as mortality 
predation of juvenile tortobe by com- sinks for local tortoiser, eepedally 
mon ravens, spread of an upper bFecding cohort and hlate local tor 
respiratory disease syndrome (URDS), 
and illegal collection, vandalism, and 

-ti= i m m g  P ~ W  
cal barriers to tortoise movement 

road kills. The opinion of most (Nicholson 1978). Nicholson (1978) 
biologists familiar with the spedes is that found that tortoise densities were 
tortoise is unlikely to survive over the negatively affected within one mlle of 
long tenn in southern Nevada without a road with >I80 average daily traffic 
the direct aid of some form of habitat (ADTI, espedally within the Arst half 
conservation or recovery plan. mile. 

Habitat Loss and 2 Karl @emma! armmunicadon) found 
Degradation similar m d t s  in a study of an 18-year- 

old freeway, with a significant 
Tortobe habitat has been lost to and decrease in density w i t h  the first 
deteriorated by urban development, onehalf mile from the freeway more 
highways, power-line conidors, large- importantly, however, the density of 
scale water development, mineral ex- the breeding cohort of the local 
traction, military activities, OHV  PO@^ a m  be strongly 
activities, livestock grazing, and other depressed w i t h  two miles of the 
land uses CUSFWS 1989; Spang et al. freeway 
1988). Fragmentation of the remaining 
.habitat, especially within Las Vegas Val-. . 3- It @hated that m g  hfghm~s 
ley, poses the additional threat of isokt- and roads in Qark County currently 
ing already low density populations and affect 2,000 quare mlles of tortoise 
further reducing their genetic viability. habitat 

U r b r n D e v e ~  O n v ~  

'As previously noted, existing urban OHV Posc - and fndfrrct 
development has already removed h d u h g  desfrud* of tor- 
prime habitat in Clark County. Ongoing toises and damage to their habitat (Bury 
development will result in additional 1978; et J. 1982, and 
loss of habitat and is likely to have in- Luckenbach 1983; Brattstrom and 

m. 
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I I 

'L 



Bondello 1983). Most OHV activity in The etiology of URDS is unknown. 
Clark County is on public lands, indud- However, it has been postulated that an 
ing known habitat areas. infectious agent or agents may play 

primary and/or beoondary roles. One 
Crrdne prevalent theory is that it has been trans- 

mitted to the wild population by 
The overall effects of livestock grazing released captive tortoks who carry the . 
on the tortoise must be studied but are disease. Clinical signs ofrPJpfratory dis- 
believed to include competition for eases in captive tortoises have been 
forage, loss of habitat, damage to bur- recognized for two decades. However, 
rows, destruction of tortofses, and in- this may be the utifaa of sampling and 
duaion of plant spedes with limited URDS may be an endemic to which , 
nutritional value for the tortoise. Given - - stresd tortoises are subject. Moreover, 
the vast aaes of land permitted by BLM URDS symptoms were obserwd in wild 
for g&g in Clark County, the poten- populations in the 1930s. 
tial damage to the species and its habitat 
over the long term could be enormous. Environmental factors, such as the 
Grazing by wild horses and burros oc- severe several-year drought in the 
curs throughout the county and a d d  Mojave Desert and probable long-term 
also contribute to negative impacts to effeds from livestods grazing also may 
tortoises, as discussed above. have weakened tortoises. Other effects, 

such as the toxic effects of mercury, pes- , 

. Disease tidde nsidues, and air pollution, also 
. 

may influence the effects of URDS. 
URDS is amsidered a dinical manifata- 
don of an urr~pediied respiratory dis- Predation 
ease that may be responsible for or may 
have contributed significantly to the Ravens. . 
decline of local tortoise populations. 

In CaWtnh, predation of young tor- 
URDS has been observed in wild desert toises by ravens is considered a serious 
tortoise populations in the western . problem (BLM 1989). The raven was 
Mojave Desert in southern CnMom4 amsidered to be uncammon in Califor- 
Saguaro National Monument in nia before the 1940s but its *tion 
Arizona, and the Beaver Dam Slope in has grown dramatically since then. 
Utah-Arizona (Roskopf 1988, 1989; 
FaunaWest Consultants 1989). Until 1. Breeding bid surveys In the Mojave 
1990, there were anecdotal repoxts that Desert of California, Nevada, and 
the disease occurs in Clark County Utah m e h  a 15-fold increase in 
(Beny and Slone 1989). However, recent ravens between 1968 and 1990. In 
reports indicate that URDS has become general, the spread of the raven 
extensive (see Appendix B). population has been attributed to the 
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urbanization of desext mas, indud- due to the fact that a supply of damcstl- 
ing highways and tr-on lines cated tortoises is mdily a d a b l e  for 
that mate opportunities for raven adoptton thraugh the TORT Group, a 
foraging, roosting, and nesting. volunteer o r p h t i o n .  Homer, there 

is some amcem that local restricdolrs on 
2. Raven predation is mpeckd of king owning tortoises outside of urban areas 

responsible for reduced numbers of of Clark County may be providing an 
hatchlings, reduced recruitment of incentive for people living in other a m -  
juveniles into the adult population, munities to obtain tortoises illegally. 
overall shift in th@ age structure of 
tortoise populations, and general Other Factom 
population decline. 

Other facton, which may amtribute to 
3. In Clark County and Las Vegas Valley the tortoise's decline indude drought, 

in particular, the raven is still con- air pollution, and Are. 
sidered an uncommon species but is 
increasing in number. Raven preda- -t tion on juvenile tortoises has been 
documented in Piute Valley and at hg- tnm efkcts of h g h t  on the tar- 
Sheep Mountain, but the extent of toise are not known. However, 
such predation is not known. prolonged periods of drought clearly 

limit the tortoise's primary food and 
OUvrPdators water sources. Such conditions are likely 

to directly affect the tortoise's ability to 
Other preda- of the tortoise and tor- maintain body condition and water 
toke eggs include coyotes, bobcats, balance. Also, prolonged drought con- 
badgers, skunks, kit foxes, ring-tailed ditions may indirectly affect breeding 
cats, domestic dogs, golden eagles, because tortofsed are M y  to w n d  
hawks, roadrunners, burrowing owls, with reduced aaivity levels. In add- 
gopher snakes, larger rattlesnakes, and tion, drought conditions may affect sur- 
larger ~ChwMps.  m a t i o n  by prairie vival rates among the nanadult cohort 
falcons also has been reported becalt~eoftheirlowrtaragecapadtyand 
(D. Stevens, Southern California Edison rpedal farage mquhements. The long- 
Company). term effects of this condition would not 

be felt by the population for as many as 
Illegal Collection 20 years, when the nonadult cohort 

would beo~me breedas. 
USFWS dted illegal collection as one of 
the reasons for the tortoise's decline and Air Pollution 
subsequent listing. Within Las Vegas 
Valley, however, illegal collection may ~ i r  polI&lon may affect desert tortohres 
have declined somewhat in reoent years directly throughinhalation oftaxlns and 
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indirectly through damage to vegeta- a l ly  found in early arcasdona1 stages 
don. However, toxiceffects of aiteria air following fim. OHV use has been iden- 
pollutants on reptilia have not been tifled as an ignition baurce for wildfires 
studied. In mammals, pollutants can in Clark County and as such increases . . 
cause irritation of the 'tspiratory tract, the potential for Are damage in many 
eyes, and other sensitive membranes habitat ueaa 
and inhibit oxygen transport (Clement 
1990). Studies also suggest that some 
desert plans used by the tortoise an 
sensitive to ozone. Other fa- that may be dmdy af- 

fecting torbhes in Clark County indude 
k illegal dumping, illegal gravel mlning, 

illegal OHV use, domestic and feral pets, 
The m e  of fire in tortoise habitat is poorly and squatting on undeveloped lands. 
understood, but tortoises are not typi- 
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Chapter Four 

Potential Tortoise Management Areas 

This section of the HCP identifies 14 Categories of tortoise habitat in the 
PTMAs that will be the focus of coruer- PTMAs; 
vation measures proposed to mitigate General chamctaistis of each area; 
the impacts of iddental take. It focuses and 
on: . The process by which potential sites 

willbecomeTMkP. 

Tortoise ~abitat'in the PTMAs 

n e  in H C P m  idmtified BLM's Habitat Categories 
by the TAC based primarily on habitat 
categories and management goals As diswsed in the Desert Tortoise 
praposed in BLM's rangewide plan, the . Pmfile chapter, the three categories used 

. crudal habitat areas identified in south-' . by BLM to dassify habitat take 
em Nevada prior to the Us&g .of the into account different levels of habitat 
spedes, and the committee's collective quality based on the density of tortoises 
knowledge of actual oondittons in the inhabiting habitat M; the importance 
field. In general, the areas indude tar- of the habitat to the ongoing survival of 
toise habitat that has been mapped the tortoise; and the degree to which 
categorized by BLM on land it m g e s  other land uses in the uea eould be made 
in southern Nevada. compatible with tortobe amservatlon 

goals Clbble 7). It should beemphasized, 
however, that the habitat in BLM 
Categories 1,2, or 3 indudes most but 
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TABLE 7 

BLM'S CATEMURS AND Corn DESEUT TORTOISE H A B ~ A T  

. . 

Clrm3caY 1 CAT#MIy 2 CAmxluY 3 

Meeiummbighdmcity m m h i L b - W  Lmtm-dsadp 
c r l o w d a a i a m ~  ahdsad ty - t jm-  
wifbmediumahigh wllh mediom a higb 

Wcootiluw* 
PsdLrmahQbdsady. 

denbty . Quity. 

Ilmshu~cabk. &&lea- w a d s a a d n l  
deaerhrgpaplltiar. - - 
E~x!aWtbmrimenme MnybeepentWm Notrar*i.r(Dnmin- 
0lLrpe.vtbk u m i a ~ d v i n b b  ~lncedvtbb 
popllliaL1. popllnionr 

Wicu nrolnble. Moncmfliar MoacmIliac 
~ v r b l c  mnaolnble. 

Oarl: lbwnmioarbk, oal.mlmhloble, Oal: lhnitbrbiorad 
vhbkpoplluiaumd rirbkpoprlrdmcrd pclpclltioocthecxtalt 
poraexirtmpbrbirm. ~ t ~ ~ h l  mhiarin.impcLt. 
~ 8 I u e c ; ~ $ W ~ t h . ,  habiotvrlpa. 
Dbnr vbae possible. 

B M , D a m T a d r H . b * P Y ~ m r c l # i r ~ :  A k y n r Y . C l n ( l P # ) .  

DadyraprlarolldmNI*dr. 
b v r 2 0 t o u ) ~ . m i b ~ I D Q O V u a  
mrdhm-500 1 0 0 1 m o M p . ~ ~ ~  toO.l6ke) 
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not all tortoise habitat in southern This preliminary cstlrnate e x t r a p  ' 

. . Nwada. lates from habitat. densities assigned 
tothePI'MAsbasedonthedtsof 

Habitat in the tram& field etudes in 1984 and 1988. . , . 
The studies recorded actual numbers' 
of tortoises sighted, together with the 

'Ihe 14 PTMAs roughly f m  6 dusters number and type of tombe sfgn en- ' 
and contain about 1.8 million aaes of countered (for example, burrows and 
t o e  habitat (Figure 11 and lhble 8). droppings). A relative tortoise den- 
About 28 percent of the habitat is d t ~  was *gned toeachtransectarea 
Category 1,53 percent is Category 2, and based on adjusted tortoise sign: very 
19 percent is Category 3. With the ex- low (01, low (1-31, moderate (4-71, 
tion of PTMA 12, all of the PTMAs con- moderate to high (Ell), and high to 
tain either Category 1 or 2 habitat. very high (~12). Data for 788 transects 

within PTMAs indicate that portions 

General Characteristics of all 14 have moderate densities and 
wven include moderate to high den- 

1. With few exceptions, individual sitia Cable 9). . . 

PTMAs are part of continuous 
stretches of m i s e  habitat in south- 4. Plollminary land use uulyses.indioate 

that all 14 PTMAs include gmzing and em Nevada .and neighboring states. 
mg8 A ormainr ,,- . Three of the areas PTMA 1,2, and 6) - 
llnc gndng for both the extend from Clark County into Lin- BLM Stateline Rrxnvae Areaand the coin County. Three CPTMAs 9,10, and - ILM Area. wthin 14) are linked to habitat in -a, the 14 -, it is stimated that . 

two (PTMAs 4 and 5) border on firnuem t l y o v a l J , O O O ~ g  Arizona, and one ('FTMA 1) continues drimr (h Meber, -rial into Utah' Habitat estimates reflect munication, 12/ 14/90). There are acre in Clark and Lincoln counties evm thnwdr. of mMng only. claims located within each YXMA. 
Howwer, this doe. not mean that all 2. F'rMA2isthelargest o b m , w l t .  NB dm WIII be mined. Slg- 256,000 a c m ; m 1 0 b  mvs mg notlas and with 19,125 acres. F T M h  6 and 14 
ph of for .ite 

I 

contain the majority of the Category 1 disturbance) than claims are flled. habitat in southern Nevada, a p  in thcrrgim - Or proximately 350,000 aaes combined. barder at least 10 PTMh. O W  use . 
in most PlUAs is already subject to 3. Rel idnary population estimates v ~ o w u m i a d m I ~ a l l y  in based on assumed habitat densities ueas that coindde with crucial habitat 

the identified by BLM in 1984 (see Crucial 
tween 80,000 and 160,000 tortoises. 
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TABLE 8 

Tom= HABITAT m m PThus 
(a-1 

m CAmOmy 1 CAmooRY 2 C A m l m Y  3 mu 

1 0 121,455 0 121.455 
2 72393 42533 14149 2sts.i~ 
3 0 3318 0 3318 
4 0 68.108 0 68.108 
5 76m 0 0 waB 
6 191.113 0 0 191,113 

. 7  0 nm 0 77267 
8 0 190.691 0 190.691 
9 0 140,402 0 140,402 
10 0 19.125 0 19.125 
11 0 121312 74953 128,975 
12 0 0 194,353 194,353 
13 o a m  o 95,481 
14 146239 0 0 146.239 

'IDTAL 486133 93892 1.7W90 
% of TOTAL 28% 53% 19% lowb 





Habitat Sn Southern Nevrda d o n  
and OHV Activities in Chapter 2). 

Descriptions of the PTMAs 

k c h m L  MdY d ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~  North Monnon Mesa 
an individual site to help identify the (PTMA 2) 
biological and land use Issues that must 
be addressed in the selection and wm 
management of TMAs. Actual TMAs 
are Likely to include portions and wm- N& M~ M- (m 2) fs I+ 
binations of individual P W .  cated on the northern boundary of Clark 

County and extends into Iincoln County. 
Sand Hollow (P'I'MA 1) The Moapa Indian Reservation and wm- 

munities of Moapa and Glendale are 1 e  
ccM;ltL4X!dOn cated south of the PTMA 

PTMA 1 is located in southeastern ~ a r g c  & ~url l ty  Lincoln County, near the Utah border. It 
is part of a continuous stretch of 2 L the largest of the identified 
habitat that overlaps county and state m a s .  It contains 256,175 acres of 
boundaries. habitat--72,193 acres of Category 1, 

42,533 aaes of Clttgory 2, and 141,449 
Habitat Aaugc md Q d t y  acres of Category 3. Additional 

Category 3 habitat abo txtends south- 
PIUA 1 contains 122,455 acres of h a -  . ward between PIMA 2 and 6. Overall 
tat, all Category 2. Habitat distribution is habitat quality is wNidered good. 
amsidered patchy and the q d t y  is fair. 

L a d U s c ~  
L . n d u e e ~  

Shccpgruingoccunmthc~hrllof 
Pote!ntfal d d o p m t  to the south fn PlUAZandattlegndngoacunon the 
M W t e  is k l y  to @&g Is west. O W  rws ue generally restricted 
the greatest amflict in the PIUk Al- because of the habitat categories. Utility 
though linked to habitat in County lines bisect the PIUk and additional 
the area is in BLM's Caliente Resource utility projects ( W y U  Gas pipeline and 
Area, in Lincoln Gaunt' which is out- Kern River Gas pipeline) are planned for 
side of the area covered in the RMP being . the near future. In addition, a high- 
prepared by BLM. rpeed train traveling between Anaheim, 

California, and Las Vegas, Nevada, 

to 



could t ravdthb  PI'MA. I-15.marksite Habit&-& Qrulity 
southern border. Of the m 6 a l  habitats 
identified in 1984, this area has some of . PTMA4 amtains 68,108 acres of habitat, . 
the highest density habitat and the all Category 2. Habitat quality is con- . 
highest density of roads and trails. A sidered fair to gwd. 
significant amount of mining occurs in 
this area. fmdUaeIemml 

South Mormon Mesa hdintng oocun on the eutem boundary, 
(PTMA 3) m d  the Bakerville deposlt is located 

within the PIMk 
CarenlLbatia 

Gold Butte (P'I'MA 5) 
ITMA 3 is located in northeastern Clark 

. County, south of 1-15, which divides it 
from PTMA 2. Its southern edge is near 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area. F'l"MA5 is located near the Ariun\a bar- 

der, on the eastern side of the Overton 
Habitat Aaeagt and Quality arm of Lake Mead. It is adjacent to the 

southern portion of PIUA 4. 
ITMA3 contains 58,318 a- ck habitat, 
all Category 2. Habitat distribution is . Habbt md Qe 
considered patchy and its quality is fair. 

PIMAS am* 76,588 a& of habitat, 
h n d U w ~  atl Category 1. Habitat quality is con- 

sidered good. 
1-15 abuts the PTMA on its northern 
border. ImdUneImues 

Bunkerville (PTMA 4) The remote location of the PTMA 
provides it with some protection from 

GawnlL#rtton dweloping utility amidors and the im- 
p a c l s ~ ~ w i t h p r o x l m i t y t o u r b a n  - 4 is 1-a th areas. The area Ls not fragmented by 

,,f m k  county, below 1-15 near major roads, but two minor roads 
the Arizona border. It is rdjaoent to (primarilyassodatedwithmining>cross 
PrUA 5, which pins it near its mthern the uek One of these minor roads is a 

BLM bactroountxy byway. edge. ?he dty of Mesquite and com- 
munity of Riverside are north of the 
PrUA, and Lake Mead National Reaea- 
don Ama is located to the south. 
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C Otes gvalley 
&6P" 

thesouthborder0ft)lcPLUk  bout 
43,000 a- in the northern poltion of 

. thePlUAhasbecntransfcrredfmm 
Gcnarllrvrtirm BLM to Amjet, who has initiated a See ' 

tion 7 anrsultrtion with U r n  Amjet 
Coyote Spring Valley (PTMA 6) extends bujld and test jet tur- 
f r o m n ~ ~ ~ o f ~ s s ~ e g c u ~ d e y i n r o ~ l n -  h o n & p r o p e r t y .  n-~* 
coln County. Historically, it m y  have land would occur fn N@dedty 
been continuous with PTMA 2, but the * ofthe ITMA. 
habitat between the two has been frag- 
mented by mads. It is bordered on the ralifan\ia Wash @l"MA 7) 
west by the D m  to the north is the 
Pahranagat National Wildlife Refuge; to &tmd b d o n  
the southeast is the Sheep Mountain 
Gunnery Range; and to the east is the PI'MA 7 located of the b~ 
Moapa Indian Reservation. Vegas Valley Subunit, below 1-15, which 

separates all but a tip of the area from 
Eiabita A-tF and mq FTh4A 8. It is b o r d d  on the northeast 

by Valley of Fire State Park. 
E?UA6contains 191,113auesofhabitat8 
all Category 1. Habitat quality is con- Ehbbd md Qd!y 
sidered good to excellent. 

PTMA7 amtaina 77357 urcs of habitat, 
t a n d U s c h e s  all ategory 2 Habitat quality is .con- 

ddered fair to moderate. 
O W  uses are generally restrScted be- 
cause of the habitat categories. No a m -  Imd UW - 
petitive races are permitted, but the 
approved course for the 1990 NIssan 100 H-'= ofthe quite&= 
(Mint 400) follows part of the PZUA's due to ucem mads urd ~~ails. 
southern border. A portion of the PTMA This area d v e s  high level of ~asual 
.may be designated as a Spedal Recre!a- OHV use. 
tion Management Area in the RMP being 
prepared by BLM. The m a  is bisecbed Northwest Vegas BTMA 8) 
by Highway 93, and Htghway 168 cuts 
through low-density habitat between Carmf Loath 
PIUA 2 and 6. There are existing trans- 
mission lines in this area, and several ' PTMAB- frrmr theClark County 
others are proposed. Additional border with Nye dong Hghway 95 to 
propoxdland usesindudernindustrial just north of the Irs Vegas Valley Sub- 
park and hazardous waste apatment unit, above 1-15. The muthanmost tip 
faciiity on appro-tely 20,000 aaes at of PTMA 6 joins PTMA 8. lTMA 7 also 
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is adjacent but is separated from PI'MA 
8 by 1-15, It indudes portions of Nellis . 
Air Force Base and Ground Gunnery 
Range and is bordered on the north by 
Nellis Air Force Range and DNWR 

PTMA 8 contains 190,691 acres of 
habitat, all Category 2. Habitat quality 
is considered fair. Prlor to the urbanba- 
tion of the valley, habitat in this area may 
have been continuous with that in PTMA 
9. At present, however, the two are not - 
linked by a functioning comdor. 

Military operations a t  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 w i t .  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 (PThfA 9) 

1 PIUA9isIocatedbelowtheLasVegas 
Valley Subunit, west of 1-15, whid! nms 
the length of i s  eastern border and 
separates it from PIUA 10 at the San 
Bernardino ,County, California, border. 

PTMA 9 contains 140,402 acres of 
habitat, all Categozy 2 Habitat qualfty 
ts ansidered good. Prior to the ur- 
banlzadon of the valley, habitat in the 
uea may have been continuous with that 
in PIUA8. At premt,however, the two 
are not linked by a functioning corridor. 

AsinPIMA8,thcueaIsfngrmntedby 
major roads, power-line corridors, 
towns, msidential 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. 
Livestodc grazing is restricted in the 
area, and human-caused fires have been 
a problem. 

CararlrmHm 

Prulr 10 Ls located at the Clark County 
border with San Bemardino County, 
California, west of 1-15. It is connected 
to one of four important highdensity 
areasinCalifornia. 

HabihtAaqpmdQldity' 

PTMA 10 contains 19,125 ra ts  of 
habitat, all Category 2 Habitat qualfty 
is considemi fair to good. 
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I m d U a e ~ e s  a m .  The rtrte of Nevada applied to 
purchase the land March 1,1968. How- 

Both competitive and casual OHV w ever, the Colorado River Commission 
occurs. Development of casinos and has not scerdsed its option to request 
other facilities at Stateline pose sig- patent to any of the land nor has the state 
nificant impacts for the area. Illegal appropriated any money. 
dumping also occurs in the area 

Pahrump (PTMA 11) 
H'bihtA-B=dQPrllty 

PTMA I2 contain8 194,353 acres of 
GaretPlLtwatim hawtat, all Category 3. Habltat quality 

fa oonsidexed fair to good. 
PTMA 11 is located in the southwestern - 
comer of Clark County, where the Nye Lmd b ISSua 
County and San Bernardino/lnyo coun- 
ties, California, borders meet. It is not U~tw-dzation in BouldaCity affectr the 
connected or immediately adjacent to northem podon ofthePIUk The west 
any other ITMA. side of El Dorado Valley ie pxesently 

grazed. Highway 95 and the culvert as- 
Habht Acmge and Quality sociated with it bisect the area. 

Numerous transmission lines cross the 
PTMA 11 contains 128,975 acres of area, (hsual and COmPetitiveOHVuse fs 
habitat, 121,312 acres of Category2 and w i d v d .  
7,663 acres of Category 3. Habitat 
quality is considered fair. C ~ t b n ~ o o d  (PTMA 13) 

bud uee Iaueti GacntLocatim 

The P I U A  is bisected by a highway. PTMA 13 h located in the mthwestern 
partion of Clark County, east of High- 

EI Dorado (PTMA 12) way 95. ~t joins PIUA 14 at its southern 
tip and is adjacent to but largely 

GenmlLaation separated from PI'MA 12 by Highway 
95. To the east is Lake Mead National 

ITMA 12 is lacated south of the Las Reatadonha .  
Vegas Valley Subunit and is bisected by 
Highway 95. It /om PTMA 14 at its IirMht-PldQl* 
southern tip and is adjacent to but largely 
separated from PW 13. Mead PTMA 13 contain8 95,481 acres of 
National Recreation Area is located to its habitat, all C a m  Z m x i m a t e l y  
east. This PTMAcontains the El Dorado am are within Lake Mead Na- 
Valley Act lands, approximately 107,432 tional Recreation Arm m t l y  
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managed by the National P e  Service. 
Habitat quality is considered moderate 
to good. 

Lord Use l6Sucb 

The ~ w n e s s  of the PIMA has be& 
caused by a combination of human and 
natural factors, including Highway95 to 
the west and the El Dorado Mountains 
to the east. Nan-habitat areas west of the 
ITMA are heavily mined. There is 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 PI'h4A 
is also impacted by mining activities. 

Piute Valley (PTMA 14) 

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 PTh4As 12 and 13 at its north- 
em 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 

PTMA 14 contrim' 146,239 acns of 
habitat, all Cabegory 1. Habitat quality 
is good. It b connected to a large and 
high density tortoise population in 
Callfonria 

~ ~ ) o r h l % ~ y r t t u w d t h c m  
Highways 95 and 163. Power l inesb i i  
the area, running parallel with the high- 
ways, and a fibemptic line is pmpceed 
dong Highway 95. Seaxhlight and Cal- 
NevAri are signillcant and expanding 
urban arean within the PTMAs, and 
g&g development is planned for the 
area near the inkrsection of Highways 
95 and 163. Mining occurs throughout. 
There are three BLM-designated grazing 
allotments in the VIUA, two of which 
are active. A pordon of the Zaughlin 
OHV event area is 1ocated.in the 
southern tip of the P'I?U, and several 
jeep trails arwrs the western portion. A 
small airfield also is located in the center 
of the ITMA, near Hfghway 95. Sig- 
niAcant competitive and casual OHV ac- 
tivity occurred on each side of Highway 
95inthis~prlortothelisdngofthe 
tortoise. 

N establishment of 'lMAs must take p p o m i  as midgadon for incidental 
into account several factors, induding take. Other kcy considerations are: 
the fact that formation of TMAs is being 



The biological information available HCp R e s e e  and Shdies 
about conditions in a TMA must 
support the contention that, with As Mted in dre D m  lbrtoisc ProAlc 
prudent management, thearea's tor- section, additional Mormation about , . 
tohe populadon is likely to persist; tortoises and toltobse habitat isneeded to . 
m e  nature and mmber of land uses develop management strategies that wfll 
in a TMA must be such that adverse aid the W e g .  Some of that infom- 
impacts on the tortoise can be tion will be provided through the 
eliminated or fully mitigated; biological and land use d y s e e  for the 
The boundaries of a TMA must be Long-Term HCP. These analyses in- 
flexible enough to allow for clude: 
modifications as more is learned 
about tortoises and TMA manage 1. A survey of the htstoric and current 
ment; and distribution of the tortoise in Clark 
The formation of a TMA must be County and adjacent areas, based on 
coordinated with the agencies interviews, available literature, and 
responsible for the management of documentation; 
that land. 

2. Analysis of the ecology and ltfe history 
To address these concerns, a buildiig of the tortoise, including m n t  ef- 
block approach will be taken to the es- fects of disease and predation, based 
tablishrnent of TMAs. This approach en- on available sdentific literature and 
tails three interrelated steps: other sources; 

. 1. Completion of the research and 3. Identification of current land uses in 
studies required for both the Short- each PTMA and selected historic ' 

Term HCP and the Long-Term HCP; localities; 

2. Identification of a ?asonable unit of 4. Identification of current federal land 
measure for TMA building blocks; use plans and management 
and guidelines; 

3. Coordination of the H B  with ather 5. Identification of anent and planned 
plans and studies, espedally the RMP zoning general plan designations, 
being prepared by BLM. and other information on nonfederal 

lands in or adjaoent to PIMAs; 
The goal is to establish one or more 
TMAs by means of the S h 0 r t - m  H 8 ,  6. Definition of aiteria to be met by . 
expand the size and/or number of those propoeed conservation measures; 
TMAs through the Long-Tenn HCP, and 
have the TMAs designated as ACEG in 7, Mapping of amservation uea botm- 
the RMP W i g  prepared by BLM. daries and other tortoise habitat areas; 
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8. W m e n t  6f the viability of tortoise 
populations within pmposed TMAs; 
and 

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

Worlc completed to dateon theabovehas 
been induded 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) analysis of the 
desert tortoise in Qark County, induded 
as Appendix B of this Short-Term HB. 
In Appendix B,Gilpin demonstrates that 
a reasonable basic building block of 
habitat for protection of tortoises is 
roughly 1 00,000 acres. 

Minimum Viable PopuMim Analysis 

Gilpin determined that in order to 
protect the desert tortoise in Clark 
County, several viable popuIations 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 MWT" is 
difficult to answer, since it requires data 
that often are not collected for the rare 
and difficult-to-study spedes that end 
up being listed. For the desert tortoise, 

MVP t cspedlllly difficult, not only be- 
cause of the mason just given but also 
because the species has a long generation 
time (at least 25 years), has a complex 
demography not yet fully understood, 
and is being assaulted by some major 
ecological factors (URDS, habitat frag- 
mentation) to which it may not have 
been previously exposed during its 
evolutionary histmy. Some of the factors 
important in the MVP analysis for the 
desert tortoise are discussed below. 

Ttmc Emu Codderatfons. The mini- 
mum viable population for an en- 
dangered species often is defined by 
answering the following question: Will 
a population of size N have better than a 
95 percent probability of W i g  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 time frames are partIcularIy short 
for the desert tortoise, since individuals 
may live 100 years and genetic genera- 
tion time is around 30 years. For pur- 
poses of defining a reasonable building 
block for W A S ,  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- 
ffOM. Growth rates for tortoise popula- 
tions vary from time to t h e  and from 
local population to local population. 
With variable growth rates comes the 
possibility the population will have a 



run of bad luck and will drop below the Coordination with O h  
threshold of extinction. Based on data Plans and studies 
collected from 16 study plots over the 
past decade, the mean growth rate for m l y ,  &don and management of 
the local tortoise population is 0.985. TMA~ be e t e d  &her 
This means that the population as a plans and studies currently under way 
whole is not increasing or replacing it- or likely tobe initiated in thenear fum. 
self. Spedfically, the data for the study mese hdude: 
plots show some groups decreasing by 
20 Percent Per Year and some groups 1. F9qamdon ban RMPby BLM far the 
increasing by 15 pe-nt Assuming that entire I,,as Vregas District Stateline Re- 
these growth rates continue, the mean source Area; 
time to extinction for these populations - 
would be 505 years, not long by tortoise 2 Mhtlon of a mg m d y  by 

' 

standards. But if the mean growth rake to determine the effects of livestock 
could raised from 0.985 to 1.000 (i.e., the grazing on the desert tortoise and 
size of the population could be made other species of concern; 
stable through conservation measures), 
time to extinction would increase 3. potential tothemen* 
fivefold to 2,474 years. Resource Area MFP that may be re- 

quired to conserve tortoise habitat 
TMABuildirrgBlocks contiguous with areas in Clark County; 

Based upon the above factors and 0th- 4. a - a t h  plans for haM- 
important to an MVP analysis, for tat areas in adjacent areas of Califor- 
habitat that supports 100 adult tortoises nia, Utah, Arizona, and Nevada; 
per square mile, approximately 100,000 
acres would be needed to support 20,000 5. R#DP- plm prep& by U- 
adults for at least 500 years (based on for the desert tortoise in all or parts of 
current population trend data, 100,000- its range; 
acre blocks of habitat have a mean time 
to extinction of about 500 years). It 6. H m  for other or multiple spedes 
should be noted that this condusion ig- within Clark County; and 
nores the possibility of catastrophes and 
spatial structure co.mideradons. Also, 7. Other plans md d~ that are l h l y  
additional research on population to be undertaken within Clark County 
d~namia  of tortoises is requfred- None ' 

by local government, the sdentific 
theless, the MVP analysis shows that a commudty, and private developers. 
reasonable basic building block for 
protection of desert tortoise habitat is on 
the order of 100,000 acres of contiguous 
tortoise habitat. 
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Chapter Five 

Conservation and Mitigation 
Measures 

This section of the HCP specifies Conservation measures that will be 
implemented to mitigate the im- 

The location and level of inddental pacts of take. 
take for which a Section lO(a)(l)(B) 
permit is being sought, It also identifies the parties responsible 
Steps that will be taken to minimhe for implementation and enforcement, re- 
and monitor the impactsof that take, quired levels and sources of funding, 
and and alternatives to the pmposed take 

that were considered. 

Location and Level of Incidental Take 
Clark County and the Cities of Lab Permft h a  and Period , 

Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, and 
Boulder City are seeking a Section p - h  
lO(a)(l)(B) permit for the inddental take 
of desert tortoise within a portion of Las The area covered by the Section 
Vegas Valley for a threeyear period. lO(aXl)(B) permit will be limited to non- 

federal lands within the boundaries 
mapped in thb HCP (Figure 12). In 
general, this area includes lands wlthin 
the dties of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, 
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Henderson, and Boulder City; the unin- Estimated Level of Take 
corporated towns of Sunrise Manor, East 
Las Vegas, Winchester, Paradise, and Over the permit period, the level of take 
Spring Valley; and pardons of the un- is expected to be between 1,788 and 3,nO 
incorporated areas of Lone Mountain tortoises. etImate is based on the 
and Enterprise. The area  cove^^ approxi- assumptions regarding development 

299,700 acres, of which about trends, tortoise habitat, and tortoise 
200,000 acres are privately 0wned lands. populations in the permit area listed 
Over 90,000 aues of these private lands below. 
contain existing urban development. 

HabitatCanditlonsinthePeunitArea 
This permit area has been proposed b e  
cause it is outside of I'TMAS and Desett tor& h a m t  in the permit area 
quently will not affect the formation of has been severely affected by sdsting 
'IMAs. The tortoise habitat that is in- development and human activities (see 
cluded within the pennit area has a]- Appendixes B and C). Specifically, 
ready been degraded and fragmented by habitat has been fragmented by the 
existing land uses, and it contains most proliferation of roads and scattered 
but not all urban development in Clark urban land uses and degraded by dump 
County. ing, off-road vehicle use, vandalism, and 

vehicle traffic The TAC also supports 
PeBnitPertod these findings. Incidence of URDS in Las 

Vegas Valley is extensive (see Appendix 
The pennit period will be limited to 8). For these reasons, the MVP analysis . 
three y e w  or completion of the h g -  presented in Appendix B notes that 
Term HCP, whichever occurs first. habitat in the Las Vegas Valley will 
Authorization for incidental take will be probably not support a viable tortoise 
valid only during the -year permit population in the long term. 
period. Advanq approval of take that 
would occur after the permit period will In general, habitat amditions in the Per- 
not be allowed. In addition, no take will mit Area are summarlzed below 
be allowed until thresholds for the estab- 
lishment of TMAs are met (discussed 1. Where mads and urban development 
later in this chapter). have been in place for several years, 

m e  tortoises persist but the frag- 
This pennit period has been p p o w d  men@ of mmaidng habitat have been 
because it imposes a time limit that will merely degraded; 
further restrict the amount of take that 
-I provides an incentive to oom- 2.Where roads and development are 
plete the long-term HCP, and ahowl -  new, the islands of rPmalning habitat 
edges the time required for BLM to are mlatively larger and contain more 
complete the RMP. 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 immcdi- 
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 pennit 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 tomises at best). 
The poorest habitat is along the eastern 
and northern borders. Moderate or bet- 
ter habitat (i.e, supporting densities in 
excess of about 35 tortoises/square mile) 
is found along the southern and western 
borders. 

Habitat ~ d o r  

The pennit boundary shownin Figure 12 
would foredose the option of a habitat 
comdor on the west side of the Las Vegas 
Valley mnnecting populations located 
north and south of Las Vegas. However, 
it is the opinion of the TAC, biologists 
that are consultants to this Short-Tenn 
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 m u n d i n g  Las Vegas. Also, 

tnduded fn this determhtion are the 
following: 

1.Thcurasnorthmdwcstof~Vegss . 
Valley am ineffective as mrddors; 

2 TheurbanimpactsassadatedwithLas 
Vegas gmvth have already rendered 
the axridor Medive;  

3. Genetic -exchange can be accom- 
plfshed m c a l l y ;  

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

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

The amount of land likely to be 
developed in the pennit area between 
1991 and 1994 has been estimated at 
22352 a m .  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 assumptions are consistent with 
recent growth trends in the Las Vegas 
Valley, where the amount of developed 
land inueased 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 purpoes of calculating 
levels of take, it has been assumed that 
22m acres of occupied tortoise habitat 
could be lost over the permit period. 



EettrutedImvelofToltoisePlce per aue was assumed for the entire per- 
mit ma .  This density is based on the 

The amount of take expected over the number of tmtoiees collected (475) and .. 
pennit period has been estimated to be number of a m s  deared 0300) in Las 
between 1,788 to 3,nO tortoises. Vegas Valley as of August of 1990 in 

connection with a edentific collection 
1. The 1,788 estimate is based on the as- permit for rPsearch purposes. Under 

sumption that the pennit. m a  as a this approach, the estimated level of take 
whole is lowdensity tortoise habitat. is 3,129 tortoises (0.14 tortoiee x 22352 
Estimated population densities for acres). Under the d permit men- 
such habitat in Clark County range tioned above, the mwimum number of 
from 0.03 to 0.08 tortoise per acre. tortoises expected tobe foundon 11 par- 
Using the high end of this range (0.08 cels of land was estimated to total 871; 
tortoise per acre), the number of tor- tortoises actually collected totaled 841. 
toises on 22352 acres was calculated Therefore, this approach is considered to 
to be 1,788. be fairly accurate. 

2. The 3,7lO estimate takes into aammt -of- A&cM by 
pockets of higherdensity habitat in 3kke 
the pennit area. Solely for the pur- 
pose of estimating take, it was as- ThetotalnumberoftortohsintheClark 
sumed that 20 percent of the 2232 County -@on is not known Howw~~,  
a m  would be highdensity habitat forethe purpose of evaluating potential 
(0.16 to 0.39 tortoise per acre), 30 per- 'impacts of take, the number within 
cent would be mediumdensity (0.08 ITMAS has been estimated to be be- 
to 0.16 tortoise per acre), and 50 per- tween 80,000 and 160,000. This estimate 

. cent would be lowdensity. Using the is based on the density ranges (tortoises 
high end of each density estimate, the per acre) assigned to categories of 
level of take was calculated to be 3,710 habitat in the PTMAs. Weighed against 
tortoises KO39 tortoise x 4,470 acres) + the 8 0 m  estimate, theexpected level of 
(0.16 tortoise x 6,706 acres) + (0.08 tor- . take would be the equivalent of 22 to 4.6 
toke x 11,176 acres)]. percent of the PTMA tortoise *a- 

don. Weighed against the 160,000 es- 
Altannthre CPlculatton of akc timate, take would be the equivalent of 

1.1 to 23 pefient of the ITMA total. 
As an alternative to the above calcula- 
tions, a habitat density of 0.14 tortoise 
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Measures to Minimize and Monitor Impacts of 
Take 

To minimite and monitor the impacts of 1. A pqxment of a pmject within the 
the inddental take on the spedes, a com- permit area, exapt as stated under 
bination of permit oonditions and enfor- exclusionary zones and uiteriabelow, 
oement measures will be implemented in must survey for and remove tortoises 
the permit area. The conditions and from hls or her property prior to dis- 
measures include tortoise survey and turbing the site by grading, develop 
removal requirements, tortoise place ment, or other means. It is impoztant 
ment efforts, project review and - to note that tortoise survey and. 
monitoring, and a public information removal requirements are also a p  
program. These provisions are in addi- plicable to public utility projects, mad 
tion to limitations on the permit area and ' improvements, or other such projects, 
period, and meas- to mitigate the im- even though these types of projects do 
pack of take. not require a development permit 

from a local jurisdiction (but do irn- 
Tortoise Survey and pact private lands); if these types of 
Removal Requirements projects affect public lands, the ~ e c -  

tion 7 consultation process applies. 
The primary purpose of the tortoise sur 
vey and removal requirements is to min- 
imize the impact o t t ake  by using 
reasonable and prudent measures to 
remove most tortoises from harm's way 
and mrudmidng efforts to place them in 
research, relocation, zoo, education, and 
adoption programs. It is anticipated that 
most, but perhaps not all, tortoises wiU 
be removed as a result of the survey and 
mmoval procedures; 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 as many tortoises as possible 
from harm's way. The rquirements also 
provide a way to document and monitor 
actual levels of take. 

a. T b r b k  surveys and removal will 
be conducted at the project pro- 
ponent's expense, by a party of his 
or her choosing, and according to 
probxmls developed by the TAC for 
this HCP (Appendix Dl. 

b. A projea pmponent's oompliance 
with the e w e y  and m o v a l  re- 
quirements will be documented on 
a HCP Compliance Fonn that will 
be available at City and County of- 
fices (see Appendix Dl. 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 under the direct supervision of 
the results of tortoise removal. In 'NDOW. 
consideration of the administrative 
costs associated with processing b. If the survey indicates that tortohs 
tortoise survey forms, the County are on the property, the project , 
and Cities will establish an ad- proponent shall arrange for the 
ministrative fee not to exceed $25 removal of the tortoises and notify 
per single-family residence and $50 the tortoise transfer fadlity in writ- 
for all other development ing at least 10 days in advance of the 

' collection. During the 10-day 
c A project proponent's compliance period, the project may be selected 

with the survey and removal re- for in-field inspection of collection 
quirements also will be subject to pfocedm. 

' various levels of audit (Figure 13). 
The audits will be conducted by c Ifaprojectpqxmentwishestosur- 
NDOW, and projects will be vey for and collect tortoises at the 
selected for audit on a random same time, the tortoise transfer 
basis. Funds for the audits are in- facility must be notified in writing 
cluded in the HCP implementation at least 10 days in advance. During 
budget. the 1-y period, the project may 

be selected for in-field inspection of 
2. Survey resulk will be reported on the survey and collection procedures. 

. HCP Compliance fomi and will be 
considered valid for 90 days. After 90 3. The d t s  of a tortoise temoval will 
days, a new survey must be com- be reported on the HCP aompliance 
pleted prior to removal of tortoises or form and will be considered valid for 
to disturbance of the property. 60 days. However, once the tortoise 

removal pmcess is complete, any tor- 
a. If the survey indicates that tortoises toises found on the property shall be 

are not on the property, the a m -  colleaed also. After 60 days, a new 
pleted survey form will be sub- survey and, if necessary, a second 
mitted to the appropriate local eollectionwillberequiredpriorto 
agency. The completed form will disturbance. 
be held by the local agency for one 
week, during which the survey aA~tortoisesrrmwcdfromproper- 
findings will be subject to audit. If ties covered by the Section 
selected, the audit of the findings lO(a)(lXB) permit will be delivered ' 

will be completed within one week to a single tortoise transfer facility. 
after the form has been submitted. 
Ifthefindingsarefoundtobeinvalid, b. The project pmponent win pay the 
a new survey will be required, tortoise transfer fadlity a flat fee to 
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FIGURE 13. OVERVIEW OF HCP COMPLIANCE PROCESS FOR PROJECTS WITHIN lo(*) PERMIT AREA 
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cover handling expenses at the a. The exclusionary zones are those 
facility. mapped in this Short-Term HCP 

(Figures 14 through 17b). These ' 

c Upon delivery of the tortoises, an zones encompass highly urbanized 
authorized representative of the lands that do not include significant 
transfer facility will countersign the amounts of undeveloped tortoise 
removal form, which then will be habitat and very little likelihood 
submitted to the appropriate local that tortoises are present The three 
agency, together with the survey zones that have been mapped in- 
form. dude portions of the dties of Las 

Vegas, North Las Vegas, Hender- 
d. All tortoises shall be kept and main- son, and Boulder City and portions 

tained at the transfer fadUty in a of the unincorporated towns of 
dean, orderly, and humane manner Sunrise Manor, Winchester, Para- 
for a period which shall not be less dise, and East Las Vegas. 
than three days nor more than five 
days (the holding period). b. Exclusionary criteria are limited to 

reconstruction of any structure 
e. The tortoises will be delivered hPm damaged or destroyed by fire or 

the tortoise transfer fadlity only to other natural causes and rehabili- 
such persons, finns, and entities as tation or remodeling of existing 
directed by NDOW or USFWS. structures or existing off-site 

improvements. 
f. Those tortoises that the transfer 

facility has not been directed to c .Should tortoises be found on 
deliver pursuant to e above shall be property within exclusionary me8 
humanely euthanized after the or on sites that meet exclusionary 
holding period has expired. criteria, collection services will be 

provided on request at no cost. A 
g. Accurate records will be kept and hotline number will be established 

maintained regarding all tortoises for such quests and will be hand- 
which have been accepted, deliv- led through the tortoise transfer 
ered, or euthanized by the tortoise fadlity. Funds for the hotline and 
transfer faality. . collection serviae are included in 

the HCP implementadon budget. . 

4. Pmpcb exduded f~nn the survey and 
removal requirement are limited to TOrfoise macement Efforps 
those within exclusionary zones and 
those outside of exclusionary zones Find disposition of c o ~ ~  b 
but which meet exclusionary aiteria. 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 tartoisep for 
research, relocation programs, zoos, 
museum exhibits, educational facUties, 
and adoption programs. 

1.m assist the screening piacess 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 H 8  
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 reasonable 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 fadlity 
will not have the authority to make 
such decisions. 

5. Except for the handling costs paid by 
the project proponent on delivery of 
the tortoises, the cost of pladng  to^ 
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 

I from the transfer facility, and (c) mark- 

ing the d v e d  tortoh? fix idend- 
flcation prnposes in a way prescribed 
by USFWS or NDOW. 

&An official date  wiU be devel- 
oped by wMllfe agendessoredpients 
of tortoises will have ploof of legal 
acquisition and/or pa9session. 

7. ArPcordofthefinaldIsposlthofthe 
collected tortoises will be maintained 
by the transfer fadlity and provided to 
the HCP Implementation and Moni- 
toring Committee on a monthly basis. . 

Project Review and 
Monitoring Process 

For all pjects in the permit area, the 
HCP Compliance Form must be com- 
pleted before disturbans of the site by 
grading, building, or other means is al- 
lowed to proceed. This includes public 
utility projects, road improvement 
projects, or other similar projects 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 a e  
cepted by the local agency, the form will 
be held until the agency has authorized 
site disturbance; the form then will be 
sent to a central file that will be estab- 
lished and maintained by the County 
over the permit period. 

1.Ifthepmjectieezdudedfimthehm 
b b e  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, to select another party to oonduct a , 

send the farm to the central file. new survey. The new survey and 
any required removal of tortoises 

2 If the project requires a m e y  and the will be conducted under the direct. 
survey indicates no preseme of tor- supervisionofNDOWandwjllbe, 
toises, the compliance form must be scheduled at its convenience. 
signed by the person who conducted NDOW may charge a fee to cover 
the survey and the completed survey its expenses for scheduling and 
form must be attached. The two forms . conducting the additional survey. 
will be held for one week, during 
which the results of the survey will be b. If an. in-field hpectian indicates 
subject to audit.. that mllecdon is not proadng a c  

cording to the required protocol, 
3.If the projectrequires asurvey and the collection will be halted and the 

tortoise removal, the annpliance fonn project proponent will be required 
must be signed by the person who to select another party to do the 
conducted the survey and an collection. The new collection will 
authorized representative of the tor- be mnducted under the direct su- 
toise transfer facility. The HCP Com- pervision of NDOW and will be 
pliance Form then will be submitted scheduled at its convenience. 
to the local agency and sent to the 
central file after that agency has c If an audit indicates that a survey or 
authorized disturbance of the site. m a 1  form has been intentionally 

W e d ,  the project will be exduded 
4. Forms sent to the central file wiIl be from coverage by the Section 

used to compile monthly reports. lO(aX1XB) permit for the duration 
USFWS also will use the forms to of the permit period. Moreover, if 
audit the compliance of local agencies take occurred on such property, it 
with project review and reporting was not inddental to an otherwise 
mquirements. lawful activity and will be referred 

dhctly to USFWS for prosecution 
,5. Complianaz monitorin8 and @ty under the terms of the federal ESA 

controls are built into the protocols for Vilations of the Section 9 of the 
tortoise surveys, removal, and the ESA are punishable by fines of up 
audit of forms and procedures. to Sup00 for each instance of take 
Specific quality control and amwive and by sentencep up to six months 
measures are as follows. in jail. 

a. If an audit reveals that torbbes (UP d. Pinally, if the parddpating local 
present where a survey states no gove!mmentJ fail to require HCP 
obvious signs were found, the Compliance Ponnr prior to authe 
p r o w  Proponent will be required rization of disturbance of the land 
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I 
or fail to make such forms available meeting cansavation thresholds, . 
for random audits and monitoring USFWS would have grounds to 
reports, USFWS will have grounds . suspend or revoke the Section . 
to suspend or revoke the lO(a)(l)(B) lO(a)(lXB) permit. a 
permit within the defaulting 
jurisdiction. Public Information Rugram 

6. Based on information recorded on the A public -b prognm will 
farms to the ~~ f% the be amducted in the pennit to: 
will compile monthly reports on a c  
tual numbers of tortoises take and 1, M* local lpsi*~ of the purpose 
habitat loss. . and conditions of the Section 

lO(a)(l)(B) permit and the reasons for 
a. The reports will be submitted to the establishing TMAs; 

HCP Implementation and Monitor- 
ing Committee, the HCP Steering 2 Promote use of the hotline and d e c  
Committee, and USFWS for review don service within the exclusionary 
and will measure cumulative totals zones; 
of take against the estimated levels 
and conservation thresholds, which 3, Provide educational materials (in- 
are discussed in detail in the duding one or more short videos) and 
Measures to Mitigate the Impacts of sponsor workshops on tortoise survey 
Take section of this chapter. The and removal -Is; 
purpose for these thresholds is to 
ensure that 400,000 acres of desert 4. mtribute -tion on and help 
tortoise habitat will be preserved at promote tortobe a d w o n  programs 
the end of the three-year permit for brtdm inddentally taken under 
period. the Section lO(aXl)(B) permit; and 

b. Should thereport indicate that take 5. Promote a better understanding 
has exceeded the originally stated . among the general public about the 
or revised estimates or that it has needs and plight ofthe desert tortoise. 
occurred without due progress in 

Measures to Mitigate Impacts of Take 
To mitigate the impacts of actual take on ' ttal tortoise m ~ ~ w t  m8 m a ~ g e  
the spedes, a combination of measures ment and monitoring of conserved 
outside and within the permit area will habitat, initiation of a aortolse research 
be implemented. These measures indude and docation -, and imposition 
conservation of tortoise habitat in poten- of a mitigation fee on prow in the 
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permit area. The primary purpose of the 
mitigation and amservation 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 amserved 
habitat over the pennit period. 

5. TMAs should be designed to have an 
area of habitat adequate to support 
viable populations of desert tortoises 
or be modMed h u g h  management 
to meet this goal; and 

6.TMAs should be designed to mini- 
mize land use conflicts including 
roads, u r ~ t i o n ,  and so on. 

Amamt-ard'Lfmfngof 
Habitat Cor\seMttan 

As stated in Chapter 4, 100,000 acres of 
tortoise habitat has been identified as an 
appropriate building block for TMAs. 
The building-block concept has been 
used here to set onservation thresholds 

For pqoses of thls H8, amserved Over the permit period- 
habitat is defined as tortoise habitat that 
is being preserved and managed for the 1. At least 100,000 acres of obnserved 
specific benefit of the tortoise. To be habitat will be established within 
counted as conserved habitat, the area in either of two priority areas (PTMAs 2 
question must meet the following oondi- and 6 and PTMAs 12 to 14) before any 
tions: take is allowed in the pennit area. 

1. Grazing permits must be aa@red; 

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

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

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

2. At least 200,000 a a w  of c o d  
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 obnserved 
habitat will be established before take 
exceeds 2,000 tortoises or habitat loss 
exceeds 13,000 acres. 

4. At least 400,000 a m  of conserved 
habitat will be established, with at 
least 200,000 a m  in either of the two 
priority areas, before take exceeds 
3,500 tortoises or habitat loss exceeds 
18,000 acres. 



5. Due progress in meeting these for base propeq owners who have 
thresholds will be reported monthly. gnzing privileges in the identified 

PTMAs. The a p v e d  non-use will 
The 400,000 acres of mnserved habitat not be activated (ie., grazing will not 
proposed to be protected for the tortoise be permitted during the non-use 
equals 23 percent of the 1,764,285 acres mod) on those allotments until a 
in the PTMAs (Figure 18). It also trans- definitive study of livesbck/desert 
lates into a mitigation ratio of 18 a m  tortoise interrelationships has been 
conserved for every 1 acre lost in the completed that would sdentifically 
permit area. demonsirate that livestock grazing 

can be conducted under conditions 
Because commercial and mmpetitive that will improve desert tortoise 
O W  events may be permitted in portions habitat and not jeopardize recovery of 
of PTMA 12, each a a e  of conserved the species. Grazing will not be per- 
habitat within that PTMA shall be mitted by the National Park Service on 
treated as 0.75 acre, for purposes of cal- those lands within the PTMAs where 
culated conserved habitat under this see permits have been acquired. 
tion. Any area disturbed by new mining 
activity will not be counted towards con- 2 With the excepdon of the El Dorado 
served habitat. Additionally, any area PTMA (Fl?v¶A 12), competitive and 
that is utiiized for the purposesof a graz- commedal events will be prohibited. 
ing study will not. be counted towards Through emergency closure, OHV 
conserved habitat. designations within the conserved 

habitat will be changed to allow non- 
LadUecantmb competitive and noncommerdal ac- 

tivity on designated roads and trails 
The following land use controls will only. The delineation of designated 
apply in amserved habitat roads and trails may be modified as 

necessary to meet desert tortoise 
1.Grazing will be eliminabed through objectives and management needs. 

the acquisition of gazing permits Competitive events would be allowed 
from willing sellers. Funds for such within PTMA 12 on existing courses. 
acquisitions are included in the HCP Such competitive events would be 
implementation budget TNC has strictly monitored and policed by 
been identified as the acquisition BLM and NDOW and evaluated by 
agent, representing the Section the HCP Implementation and 
lO(a)(l)(B) permit applicants. Once Monitoring Committee. If it is deter- 
these grazing permits have been a c  mined that the desert tortoh is nega- 
quired, TNC will apply for non-use of tively impacted by such events, these 
these permits annually, as required by events will no longer be allowed. 
BLM. BLM will authorize non-use for 
conservation and protecdon purposes 
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3. Intensive recreation uses of any kind additional restrictions and prohibi- 
(excluding OHV use) will be restricted tions with mpect to that land use, and 
to existing areas currently designated it is antidpated that in such case, the 
for that purpose. Such areas shall not federal land manager would institute 
be expanded. such xwtrictions and prohibitions. 

4 . m g  daims wfU be reviewed by AcqdWonofGmhgPennitn 
BLM for validity on an as-needed 
basis (existing claims by law main The acquisition of grazhg perrnitp firrm 
valid rights), and Section 7 amsulta- willing sellen, will be a primary focus of 
tions will be conducted on all mining conservation efforts during the permit 
plans of operations. period. 

5. Landfills will be restricted to existing 1. The HCP implementation budget in- 
sites, and new or expanded ones will dudes $2 million for acquisition of 
not be allowed. The area of an existing grazing permits and base property 
landfill will not be counted as con- within FMAs. 
served habitat 

zmoritywinbegiventoacquisitionof 
6. Prior to permitting a new or mod3ied grazing pennits in areas with Cate- 

land use, the requirements of the gory 1 or 2 tortoise habitat. In areas 
Council on Environmental Quality whem blodcs of consemred habitat have 
shall be fully complied with. In par- been established, acquisition of pennits 
ticular, all environmental documents, for adjacent habitat (including Cate- 
as well as biological assessments re- gory3habW)willbegivenequal~ty. 
quired for Section 7 consultations, 
shall, in addition to analyzing the 3. TNC will be the acquisition agent and 
direct and indirect effects of a pro- will negotiate transactions with will- 
posed action, analyze the incremental ing sellers. Appropiation of funds 
impact of the action when added to for such transactions will be subject to 
other past, present, and reasonably the review of the HCP Implementa- 
foreseeable future actions regardless tion and Monitoring Committee and 
of what agency (federal or nonfederal) the HCP Steering Committee and 
or person undertakes such other a c  authorization by the Clark County 
tions (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8). Board of Commissioners. 

7. In the event it is determined that any WarIty -Axem 
land use within a TMA is having an 
adverse effect upon the m v e r y  of the 'Rvo priority uaas have been identified 
desert tortoise, nothing in this HCP is for the establishment and expansion of 
intended to preclude the federal land the first Th4A building bl&, PI'h4As 2 
manager from institutingor imposing and 6 and PlUAs 12 to 14 Figure 19). 
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The 8iz.e and canfiguration of a IUA in Cantaim one of the t h  distinct . 
either or both of these areas, or in any genetic group of tortoises iden- 
other PTMA, will depend on the amount tified in Clark Cdunty; 
and location of habitat within the area Is located entirely within Clark . . 
that can be meet the conditions of con- County and the area ooverrd by the 
served habitat as defined above. W; 

Induda aeas that have b e a ~  the 
1.The .mount of tortoise habitat in focus of dctaIlcd studies; and 

PIUAs2and6hrsbeenestimatedat b an\nected to habitat that contahs 
450,288 aaes, including 308,839 acres fhe lugest important population of 
of Category 1 and 2 habitat. Category tortoises in California. 
3 habitat is located in the north- 
western portion - 2 and covers Management of Conserved 
approximately 141,449 acres. Habitat Habitat 
in these PTMAs has been designated 
as a priority area because it: . Active managanent of a arnsaved a m  

will begin when a TMA building block 
h t a i r u  m m  than one local tor- has been established. Funds for ongoing 
toiw ~ o p u l a d o ~  induding P U P S  management will be provided through a 
=Pmting the ex- trust fund that will be established during 
tent of the tortoise's current range; period. 
Is relatively undisturbed, compared . . 
with other P W ;  
Is adjaaent to other Category 1 and 

De6nuhofTMABtrildir\gBlocl< 

2 habitat that could k added to a In hpter a m b w -  , . 
TMA established in the uea; and ing Mock" is M area of contiguous tor- 

• IS relatively remote from the urban- t o h  habitat roughly a- in 
ized portions of Las Vegas Valley. size. 'IheactualsfieofsuchaTMAwill 

depend on habitat condidone and the 
2. The amount of tortoise habitat in level of management p r o m .  b r  

PIMAS 1% 131 a d  14 * planning purposes, however, 100,000 
timakd at 436fl73 a-1 hduding acres has been eztabbhed as the basic 
241,640 acres of Category 1 and 2 dt. 
habitat The m a  has an estimated 
194,353 acres of ategory 3 habitat in ~~llpanenb &- PTMA 12, of which approximately . 
115,000 acres ir scheduled for d e  to mgemcnt d habitat a . the State of Nevada. =bitat these include three co~~~panentp: (1) physical 
I"l'h4As has been designated a maintenance, (2) enforcement of land 
priority area because it: use ammIs, md (3) biological monitor- 

ing of the a m .  
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1. Physical maintenance of mnserved 
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 rgerq, 
maintenance will be coordinated 
among those agencies through a 
oooperative apemen t  

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 m a  shall 
also be the responsibility of the federal 
land manager and shall include, but 
not be limited to: 

TMA mapping and i n v e n q  
Tortoise monitoring and ansus; 
Habitat monitoring and evalua- 
tion; 
Evaluation of public knd we ac- 
tivities and the effects they are 
having upon tortoise habitat 
Monitoring of other spedes of am- 
rpm; and 
PFedatorrnonitoxhg. 

1. Becaw management and cach of the 
three components camprise a sig- 
nificant aspect of the mitigation re 
quired pursuant to this HB, each of 
the federal land managers will 

prep~r~anmualmaxuganentplan . 
and report in anwltation with the 
USWS and in coordination with 
Clark County through its Implemen- 
tation and Monitoring Committee!. 
T h e p k n m b e r u b m i # c d t o t h e  
USFWS md shall r d h  pmpowd 
management p h  and programrr for 
the aoming year as well rs a report 
wduating managmwnt actions im- 
posed or amtinued during the previ- 
ous year, in order that theUSFWS may 
ensure that the tenns of this HCP and 
the lO(a)(l)(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 amtrol, which shall outline, among 
other thing, what portion shall be 
funded by the federal land manager, 
what portion it intends to seek from 
Section 7 midgrtion funds, and what 
portion it intends to seek as s u p  
plemental funding from the HCP 
funds adminis- by Clark County. 

2Whikittd.arthrtthefede~lland 
managers have the xejponsibility to 
both plan for and implement the re- 
quired management within TMAs, 
both the BLM and the NPS reoognize 
the substantial interest that Clark 
County and the Cities have in asour- 
ing that the Section lO(aX1XB) permit 
is not suspended or revoked. With 
that intenst in mind, the federal land 
managem have agmd that they will 
meet regularly with the Clark County 
H 8  Implementation and Monitoring 
Committee and that the amunittee will 
play an important mle in providing 



input in the fannulation and evalua- 
don of the annual managanent plan. 
In addition, the federal land managers 
have agreed that, except for emergen- 
cy situations that require immediate 
action, all praposals for maintenance, 
enforcement of land use amtrob, and 
biological monitoring of the TMAs, 
including research projects (design, 
requests far proposals, interim urd 
final reports, and evaluations), shall 
be presented to and reviewed by that 
committee on behalf of the County 
and the Cities prior to implementation 
or acceptance by the federal land 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 submit annual $lans and 
budgets to the committee and the 
USFWS, final decisions regarding all 
aspects of the formulation 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. 

To assist ongoing management of am- 
saved habitat, a $3,125,QOO trust fund 
will be established. . 

1. Assuming an eight p m m t  yield, the 
$3,125,000 trust fund would prwide 
$2W,OMl for implementation of the an- 
nual TMA management plan. These 
monies will be used to aver the oost 
of specific measures in the plan and 

will be in addition to, not instead of, 
amounts budgeted by BLM and NPS 
or other agenaes for the management 
of TMAs. As with other H 8  monies, 
thelrustfmdwillberdministe~by 
theClarkCountyBoardofCommis- 
sioners. 

2 Funds in the H B  Implementation 
b u d g e t f o r t h c t o r t o h ~ m d  
rplocation pmgmm also may be used 
during the permit period for work 

- d h c t l y  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 tortoise habitat is the 
primarymitigationpropasedtodfsetthe 
impacts of take. As additional mitiga- 
tion, a tortoise lPsePfih and docation 
program will be implemented to en- 
hanae the scientific basis for the design 
and management of'IUAs. lhe research 
amducted through thio program will be 
waluated, reviewed, m d  monitored by 
the HCP Implementation and Monitor- 
ing Committee. 

Ihetcntok!rerevch8ndreloationpnt 
gnm will focuP on data, studies, and 
field work rfmed at improving the tor- 
toise's chancef of d v a l  and recovery 
in the wild. A geogr8phic information 
systemdatabmewillbeutilizedtoas- 
similate and uulyze the biological and 



1 
land use data collected during xwearch even yeu period. Ihe m g  h d y  ' ' 
studies. This Momtion will then be will be dosely caardfnrted with and 
applied to land management aechniques complimentary to the BLM's proposed 
recommended in the annual manage- livestock grazlng mdy. 
ment plan. Ova the permit period, 
~,OOOwillbe.Uoc.tedforthete-  RrrlotaS-.~cparbfrrrmc.llfin- 
Sear& PrOgrm. nia indicate that r a v m  are preying ' . 

. selectivelyonyoungertorbbesandthe 
level of pnxhtion b lffectlng the num- 
beroftortoieesthatsundvetokcome 

Theprogramwlllgivepriaitybbtudies reprodudngadultn Otherreportsatso 
that focus on the effects of domestic live suggest that predation by coyotes has 
stock grazing and grazing by wild hor- ina'eased in aertain areas. To determine 

. . ses and burros, tortoise predators, if raven or coyote predation is a problem , 

tortoise genetics, the 1Pinmduction of in southern Nevada and, if so, how best 
tortoises into suitable habitat, and tor- to reduce it, a predator survey will be 
toise demography and dispersal. Other conducted in and adjacent to the 
research and studies will be undertaken PTMAs. Thts s t ~ ~ d y  will survey roads, 
'to the degree that funding is available. powerlines, and other features for raven 

and coyote presence and density; ex- 
Ctrrzfng Sfudy. Grazing by domestic unine raven perch and nest sites for tor- 
livestock and wild hones and burros is toise shells; monitor waste disposal sites, 
believed to result in ampetition be- hdfills, and other human activity areas 
tween tartoises and gndng animals far that may attract ravens or other 
food, trrmpling of tortohs and bur- predators; md study the ecology, be- 
m, change in the campoeltlon of floral havior, development, and leamhg of , 
spedes, and other ecological irnpacts. nvens, with emphasis on their potential 
To help resolve the debate over the level role a8 tmtok predators. 
of such impacts, a grazing study will be 
initiated, possibly within a amserved CartJc Srrmy. Preliminary mito- 

'habitat area. Use of a portton of con- dtondrial DNA studies have indicated 

' 

served habitat is reammended because that there are three genetic subunits of 
the land use controls on such mas will desert toxtoise in Clark County. How- 
provide a way to further isolate and ever, the studies provide little infonna- 
monitorthespecific~ofgrazingon tion on the geographical boundaries of 
the tortoise. The grazing study will be the units md the genetic structure of . 
designed to assess the individual Id of tortoise! populaths. To ensure that the . 

grazing impacts on tortoise physiology, TMAs preserve genetic diversity and to 
behavior, reproduction, and other provide data necessary for tortoise 
biological parameters, and monitor the relocation studies, a detailed analysis of 
effects on tortoise populations in control gene flow, petit sbucture, and effee 
and arperimental areas over a five to tive population size will be conducted. 
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This analysis will sample 15 to30 tortobe Tortoise Demo~uphy and Dtrpmal. 
populations throughout the county, Mathematical models that predict the ' 

analyze the Mrnples for mitochondria1 persistence of populations depend on 
DNA and allozymes, determine variations auwd by the demographic 
relationship between tortoke popula- parameaers, sodalst~chue, and Ilfe his- 
tions north and south of the Las Vegas tory of a sped-. Such data =garding 
Valley, and establish geographical boun- the tortoise am largely missing but a- 
dories for genetic subunits. drl to e a t a b M g  thesize, management 

parameters,mdufetymargirlsforin- 
Tortobe Relocaffm Srudy. Can wild dividual TMAs. To help gather such 
tortoises be reintroduced into suitable data, this aomponent of the program will 
habitat, and can relocation be used to establish a long-term study UO+ years) 
help the species survive and recover? of a marked tortoise population and pro- 
The tortoise relocation study propuses to vide for an annual census of tortoises in 
helpanswer these questions and provide conserved areas during the permit 
a placement option for tortoises period. The primary objective is to col- 
removed from the permit area. Spedfi- lect data on natural history, behavior, 
cally, it will test the reintroduction of reproduction, movement, mortality, and 
tortoises into habitat that has been otherdemographicparameters. 
degraded by highways but can be made 
suitable with some modifications and O h  SPudirr. To the degree that other 
controls. A study site with suitable funding is available, other research and 
habitat will be selected adjacent to a studies will be ansidered on a caseby- 
highway but outside of conserved areas. c~se.b.sis. 
It then will be surveyed for tortoises and 
other species of concern and equipped Review md S d d o n  of Ream& 
with appropriate fences or other bar- Propoblls 
rim. Following appropriate tests for 
genetic compatibility and disease, a Roposals to amduct one or mom of the 
select number of tortoises removed from above studies will be solicited and 
the pennit area will be relocated to the reviewed by the HCP Implementation 
study site and monitored. The primary and Monitoring Committee and other 
objectives of the study am to establish outside m applicable, beginning 
successful relocation pmcdures, deter- in the &st quarter of the permit period. 
mine the effects on the relocated tor- Selection of one or more research teams 
toises, and determine the effecri on the to conduct the studies, or allocation of 
resident tortoises. Pending the results of funds to federal land m g e r s  for such 
the study, controlled relocation areas 8tudies, will be eubw to the review of ' ' 

may be identified in one or more of the the HCP Implementation and Monitor- 
anserved habitat areas. ing Committee. 
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Mitigation Fee 
Within the Section lO(a)(l)CB) permit 
upa,amitigation feeof$550peracrewU 
be imposed on all projects in the permit 
area. This includes public utility 
projeas, mad improvement projects, or 
other similar projects that do not require 
a development pennit fmm a local furis- 
diction (but do impact private lands); if 
public lands are a f k k d  by these types 
of projects, the .Section 7 consultation 
process applies. Mitigation meanws 
recommended as a result of Section 7 
consultations should be consistent with 
the mitigation proposed in the Short- 
Term HCP. However, if !jection 7 consul- 

Implementation Measures 

Won has been conducted for a pioject 
and a mitigation fee has been paid, up'to 
$300 per a m  will be applied towards the 
H B  mitigation ke. The impaeition of 
thie fee does not affect the Wper~cre 
f e e t h a t h a s ~ y b e e n i m ~ a n  
development in Clark County to fund 
the Lmg-Term .HB. Additionally, this 
feemaybehueasedreneaarearyto 
fund mitigation meaatres llequfred in 
the brig-Tenn HB. The $55Gper-aue 
feewillbeusedfortheoonservationand 
mitigation measures presented in this 
Short-Term HCP. At the end of the three- 
year permit period, if any monies remain 
unspent, these funds will be contributed 
to the Zang-Term HCP fund. 

To ensure implementation of the HCp Implementation and 
proposed conservation and m i t i e m  Monitoring Committee 
measures, the pennit applicants propose 
to (1) sign an im~lemenbtion agree- 1. An HCP Implementation and 
ment; (2) form an H B  Implementation ~ d e ~  ~m will be e b -  
and Monitoring committee; 0) secure lished to lssist in the ongoing aspects 
adequate funding for implementation; of this He. Its duties and respon- 
and (4) complete the Long-Term HCP. s i i t i e s  shall include: 

Implementation Agreement 
All of the partidpathg agencies will 
enter into an agreement with USFWS 
regarding implementation of the H a  

- This agreement will spedfy the respon- 
sibilities of each agency, the amsenration 
and mitigation measures to be imple- 
mented, reporting and enfoment  pro- 
cedures, and any other permit 
conditions USFWS may require. 

Hdpfarmulate8ndevaluatethean- 
nual management plan in ampera- 
don and consultation with the 
kderal land managers; 

b. Rrvlcw pmp& for maintenance 
and enforament of land use con- 
mls and biological monitoring of 
the TMAs, including research 
projects (design, requests for 
proposals, interim and final 
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r e p ,  and evaluations) prior to Clark County Wildlife Advisory 
implementation or acceptance by Board 
the federal land managers; Environmental Defense Fund/ 

Defenders of Wildlife 
c Advise the County and the Cities TQRTGratp 

r e g a g  pr0P-d - d i m  The Nahup C o ~ a n c y  
of HCP funds, including propod Univdty of Nevada at Las WgaS 
acquisition of grazing permits, re- * Southern Nevada Homebuilders 
search proposals, and supplements hsodatlon 
to federal land manager budgets; Tko repmsentadvm of Yrndtiple 

land use" interesfs Ci.e., mining, 
d. Upon request from the USFWS, 

review and comment upon the - - 
gr=in&OHV) 
A representative from the Recov- 

proposed expenditure of Section 7 ery Team appointed by U W S  for 
mitigation funds; the desert tortoise (until the 

recovery plan is Analized) 
e. Review monthly reports xegardhg 

cumulative acreage, desert tor- 3. The Clark County Board of Cammis- 
toises taken within the permit area, doners will appoint representatives to 
and amount of habitat conserved; the eomrnittee. This committee will 

be in addition to the HCP Steering 
f. Consult with NDOW and USFWS Committee, which will continue to 

regarding final disposition of tor- oversee preparation of the Long-Term 
toises collected within the permit HCP and whose meetlngs will m e  
area; and as a publc forum 

g. Perform such further duties and Funding Sources and Budget 
responsibilities as the Clark County 
Board of Commissioners shall from The level of funding q u i d  to imple 
time to time did. ment the oonservation and mitigation 

measures is estimated at $6,075,000 over 
2. Agencies and organizations to be rep the period pemit (Table 10). The fund- 

resented on the HCP Implementation ing source will be the 850-per-aae 
and Monitoring Committee indude: mitigation fee an pl9/ects in the p&t 

awa. 
vsFws (exoffido) 
BLM (exofficio) 'Ib provide an i m m e d i a t e ~ o f  funds 
National Park Service (ex offidol for grazing permit acquisition and 
NDOW (ex offido) habitat management, monles generated 
Nevada Department of Agricul-. to date by the S W ) - p - a e  fee for Clark 
ture (ex offido) County will be advanced against the 
Clark County and the Cities modes to be adlected during the permit 
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TABLE 10 

ESHMA~D BUDCE~ FOR I M P ~ ~ ~ A T I O N  OF SHORT-l'lm HCP 

NDOWAuditofSwcylRanonlComplhaa@aramelad 
o w b a d f o r 3 ~ )  s3amo 
H o t - ~ S a v i a t n ~ l P d o a y Z o o e r  
(SU.0001yar) 7 5 m  
~ u b l i c ~ a ~ ~ t i m ~ o g r m i n P a r n i t A r s r W ~ )  7 S m  

Sokocrl tUO*000 

P 
O N i s D P a m i u e R o p r r y ~  . sumom 
~ ~ p n d f o r 7 ~ ~ ~ t ( r i e l d i n g ~ ~  
a 8% interest) 3.lUm 

I 
1 
I 
I 
B 
I 
t 

T m o i c e R t r c r r e b m d R c ~ ~  M4000 

Sllbwrl s5mm 
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period. Other potenttal funding sources number) o f T ~ A s  established drnlng the 
. that will be pursued if neassary indude: short-term pennit period, and the $2W 

per-aue fee imposed on development in 
Parks and Wildlife Bond (Question Clark County will continue through the . .. ' 
5 on the 'November 1990 Nevada permit period to provide funds for ex-. 
referendum), which will nise $47.2 pansions. Mditlody this fee may be 
million to support existing rtate i nuead .s xwasmy to fund mitiga- 

' 

parks and pmgrm and will in- tion measures required in the --Term 
clude $13 million for wildlife H B .  'Ibtheextmt thatocpendihues for 
prolects; devdopme!nt 8nd impkmentation ofthe 
Publiclandsales~~an.mcnd- Short-Term HCP exceed the funds 
ment to the Santini-Burton Act, by generabed by the S3OGperacre augmen- 
which proceeds from the sale of tation to the SWrper-acre fee currently 
lands in the Santini-Burton area being collected for development of the 
could be redirected to habitat Long-Term HCP, those additional funds 
preservation and management; requfred will be t 'bom~ed" from the 
Federal funding, granted to BLM in -per-acre HCP fund, provided that 
.the amount of approximately the $300-per-acre fee augmentation for 
$250,000 to perform a annprehen- the Short-Term H B  will be continued 
sive grazing study on BLM lands., beyond the three-year term until such . 
Federal funding under Section 6 of time as the funds "borrowed" from the 
the federal ESA for research projects Long-Term HCP are repaid. The Long- 
or from the Federal Land and Water Term HCP also ent& coordination with 
Conservation Fund; and md  aompletion of the m, by which 
Private funding through the Nature oohServed habitat can be formally das- 
Conservancy, Conservation Fund, sified as a sensitive resource and desig- 

. 

Irvine Foundation, Ford Founda- nated as an ACEC in BLIvf's plans. Work 
tion, Keck Foundation, and/or on both the Long-Tenn HCP and RMP 
other institutions. has already been initiated and is 

scheduled to be completed in 1992. 
Completion of the 
Long-Term HCP 

Completion of the Lung-Rrm HCP will 
provide for the expansion On size and/or 

in 



Chapter Six 

Alternatives Considered 
- - 

, . 

Alternatives to the propmed inddental wm d d e r t d  in plPpulng this HB. 
take and to the propo6ed amservadon All public comments on the Short-Term 
measures, induding those suggested by HCP are included in Appendix E. 
the SC, TAC, and members of the public, 

~lternatives to Proposed Take 
. .  , 

Thm dtemadvts to the prrrposcd in- ofthcrrrbrnaxa Itwasmjeddk 
cidental take were considered: no c a u s e i t w a u l d d o ~ t o ~ r e l a -  
project, delay of take tmtU completion of tfvely poor quality tortoh habitat in 
the Long-Term HCP, urd additional urbanarbthantoprotectthetortoise 
restrictions on the level of take. in the wild. It llso was rejecQd be- 

c a u s e i t ~ e s t h e ~ t y t o  
1.The No Project dtanrtive murnes implement amsenration measures on 

that a Section lO(a)(l)(B) permit a d e  not possible through indi- 
would not be issued and that projects vidual projects or by individual 
involving take would be prohibited federal agenda 
under W o n  90f the ESAor, if federal 
land or action was involved, handled 2 The Lung'Rrm HCP dtanrtlve as- 
through Section 7 consultations. Such rumer that a Section lO(r)(l)(B) per- 
an approach would indefinitely delay .mit would not be sought undl the 
development on nonfederal knd and, long-term plan md RMP are a m -  
because of the Section 7 option and plete. lhis scenuio is similar to the no 
land ownership patterns, would project alternative except that the 
promote urban development outside delay in development on nonfederal 
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land would be limited to two or thtpe that a Section IO(a)(l)(B) permit 
years. It was mjected primarily be- would be issued. The amccpt of a 
cause, over the two or three years, it numeric cap was because, in 
would have the same drawbacks as no addition to being arbitrary, it would 
project. In addition, the approach be extremely difficult to cldminister. It 
would delay conservation measures also woulddomtopromokann-  
in relatively undisturbed tortoise petition among jurisdictions and 
habitat for the sake of postponing in- developers than to promote their 
cidental take in an already urbanized cooperation in implementing the 
area. HCP. A d e r  permtt area was also 

rejected largely for the same reasons. 
3. Additional restrictions on inddental A mnaller permit am also might re- 

take also were considered, including a quire that a significantly higher 
. . numeric cap on take and a smaller mitigation fee be imposed to fund the 

pennit area. Such alternatives assume proposed conservation measures. 

Alternative Conservation Strategy 

The preliminary drafts of the HCP amsewation areas. The building block 
proposed the establishment of one TMA amcept has been incorporated into the 
as the primary conservation measure HCPbecauseit allows for habitat conser- I . 
outside the permit area. This.approach ' vation in more than one area, establishes 
has been modified based on a minimum areas of conserved habitat that can be 
viable population analysis that estab- expanded through the Long-Term H8, 
lished 100,000 acres as a reasonable and provides more flexibility in the 
building blodc for TMAs. The revised design and management of TMAs. It 
approach calls for the establishment of also does not limit the total amount of 
TMA building blocks in more than one habitat conserved over the permit period 
area and uses the areas recommended as to that within one area. 
T M h  in the earlier drafts as priority 
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Chapter Seven 

HCP Preparation 

Paul Seize-Attomq, Best, Best and directed the -don of the Least 
Krieger Bell's vireo HCP, San Mego, and the 

Stephens' Knngamo Rat HCI? 
Mr. Selzer directed and oooranated 
preparation of the Clark County Desert Jean cafim ~ a m g e ,  ~ C O N  
Tortoise Short-Tenn Habitat Conserva- 
tion Plan (Short-Tenn HCP) for the See MS. ~ a r r  - -pal .~thon of & 
tion lO(a)(l)(B) permit applicants, &aR- HCP, whl& rrquired d~ 
including coordination of the Steering coordination with the TAC, Srecrlng . ' 

Committee. Mr. Selzer has 25 yead ex- ~~~, & spa groups. 
perience in real estate law and has e carrhover  1 0 ~ ~  v e i n  
ordinated p ~ a d o n  of the c o a m  land use planning and public infoma- 
Valley Fringe-toed Lizard and the tion programs; she was also the prhdpal 
Stephens' Kangaroo Rat HCP. author of both the Least Bell's Vireo and 

Stephmd Ksngvoo Rat HCPs. 
Paul FmmeEndangeml Species 
Spedalist/ConsemHon Biologist, &a waod-~n-td- 
RECON RECON 

Mr. Promer was @le for the tech- Principal nspomibilitien induded 
n i d  preparation of the Short-TmnHCP., .cop~ng and -tion of the Short- 

. ' 
including d i o n  and moderation of Term HCP. Ms. Wood has over five 
the Technical Advisory Committee W c e  in the preparation of 
(TAC). Mr. Fmmer has over 10 years' state and federal envimnmeneai docu- 
experienoe as a senior biologist. He has ments. She prepmi the En*nma\tal 
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Assessment for the Scientific Co11ection 
Pennit for the Desert Tortoise in the Las 
Vegas Valley and participated in the 
preparation of the Stephens' Kan- 
Rat HCP. 

Ron Marlow-Tortoise Biologist, 
RECON, University of Nevada, Ias 
Vew 

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 Kemman4raphic Artist, 
RECON 

Hany Price-Graphic Artist, W N  
Denise Bmwn-Production w i s t ,  

RECON 
Loretta Gmss-Production Super- 

visor, RECON 
Stacey Tomlinson-Production 

Spedalist, RECON 

In addition to Mr. Selzer and thc RECON 
staff, the Technical Advisory Committee 
also partiapated in the preparation of 
the Short-Term HCP. TAC members are 
noted below. 

Kristin H. Beny, Bureau of Land 
Management 

Betty Burge, TOKT Group 
John Donaldson, Nevada Depart- 

ment of Wildlife, Region III 
Bad Hardenbrook, Nevada Depart- 

ment of Wildlife, Region III 

mvid HarIow, US. Fbh and 
Wildlife service 

Karin Hoff, University of Nevada, 

" " '  MarkM y,US.kh.ndWlldllfe 
woe 

Sid Slane, Wmru of Lurd Manage 
m e n t , h V  District 

'llunn~ Smig8&vada Ikpmb 
ment of Agricultw 

JimStatClllfonrfaDcpart- 
ment &Fish md Gune 

Bob lbner, Nevada Department of 
W i l W ,  Region III 

Kent Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area 
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Chapter Nine . . 

Glossary 

Blackbmh: Family Rosaceae. A dark; moderately small h b ,  ususlly shorter than 
0.5 m. I).pically grows on shallow hardpan in dense stands above 1,300 m or on 
north-faang slopes in lower elevation. 'fkansitional between Mojave Desert w u b  and 
Great Basin Desert scrub. C . . 

Calichc: The accumulation of a fenestrated, amenblike laya at or near the soil 
surface, formed as calcium carbonate and other minemls are predpitated in 
spaces in gravel, espedally in arid regions. - - 
Curpace Upper part of a turtle's shd. . . . . 

Categorial Excltuio~~' Acatepry of actions that do not individually ck cumulatively 
have a significant effect on the human envllonment and have been found to have no 
such effect in procedures adopted by a federal agency pursuant to NEPA. 

~am~mrrtion Me- Me- - by public md private land- 
to offset the adverse environmental impacts of dewlopment. lh lneamw are 
implemented through apemen& and may include dedication of land, pv&ion of 
funds for wildlife conservation, design modification, habitat reclamation or enhanap 
ment, and/or other protective actions. 

Consemtion: M e t h o d s m d p r o a c d u r r s ~ t o l r a o o a u r ~ ~ o r  ' .  
threatened species, including research, oenw, law dommmt, habitat acqujsition, 
habitat protection, habitat rmlntmcc, rpedes propagation, and live trapping and 
tramportation. 

I* 
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Crltial Habitat: Defined in the federal S A  (1973) to include the area oaxpied by a 
species at the time it is listed, spedfic areas in the vidnity of the ocmpitd habitat, and 
specific areas away from the ormpied habitat amsidered essential for the amsewa- 
tion of the species. 

Crodrl Habitak A BLM term used b denote a portion of the habltrfs d mnddve 
spedes that, if destroyed or modified, oould result in their being listed as m, 
threatened, or endangered. 

Corndative Impack fhc incremental en- impact of an action bgether 
with impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable aaions (regardless of the 
source of the other actions). 

Dcrcrt Tortoise (Cophmu agassizffk A ~ l a d v d y  large, taxstrial, hcrbivwus, 
burrowing tortoise found in the deserts of the southwest; federally listed as a 
threatened species in 1990. 

Endangtwd Species: Any plant or rnimaf species in danger of extinaim in an or a 
significant part of its range. 

Endangered Species Act: Federal act of 1973, as amended, 16 US.C 1531-1543. C I 
Enviromental Aueummt (W: A amdst public document prepand in a m -  
pliance with NEPA, which briefly dkusses the need for an actlon and alternatives to 
such action and provides suffident evidence and analysis to determine whether to 
prepare an environmental impact statement or r finding of no significant impact. 

Environmental Impact Statement (BIS): Document prrparrd in .ocordutoe with 
federal law to describe, analyze, and consider mitigadon d the significant environ- 
mental effects of a project, plan, or action. C 
Extinct: Disappeared as a specIc9 due to failure to repmduac ruffIdent numkrs to 
maintain suclceeding generations. 

Fin- of No S i w a n t  Impad (RINSh A dcmment pqmn?d in a n n p k  
with NEPA, usually supparred by an environmental ursesPment that briefly states 
why a federal action will not have a signffimt effect 0x1 the human environment and 
for which an environmental impact statement, *erefore, will not be prepamd. I 
Cndne: Herbivory, referring gararIly to domestic livesto& 



Gnting ALlotmenk A legally ddincd area of public Jand which b l d  hr the 
purpaee of grazing domestic liwotlxk. 

Habitat: Native en-t of an animal or plant . . 
. . 

Habitat Qoatlo. Plan (HOk An hnplanenbblc progmm for the h g t a m  
protection and bentAt ofa spedes i n r  defined ~ IW mquiredmput ofr Won 
lO(a)(l)(B) permit application under the federal ESA. 

HMmicHabftrt A r r a s t h a t h a v e ~ r ~ i n t h e ~ m d m r y a a m r y n o t  
continue to do so. 

H W d c  Ranlp: The kn& general dMribudonof r asubspedesasrrported 
in current scientific literature. 

I n d d d  7hke The taking of a federally listed wildllk spedes* if such taking is 
inddental to, and not the purpose of, canying out o t h m  lawful activities. 

Mitiption: Meuuresunderbkento~orcampenuttforthcntgadvtimplcQ 
of a project or activity on the environment. Includes avoiding the impact altogether 
by not taking a certain action or parts of an actian; mtnlmtdng impacts by limfting 
the degree or magnitude of the acdon and its implementation; rrctifying the impact 
by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected envinmment; reducing or 
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintaunce operadona during 
the life of the action; or compensating for the impact by repladng or providing 
substitute resources or environments. 

Mod- Regular observation of bidogled pxuams, mmemtkmmslramr, md 
land uses with and adjacent to anrserved habitat Within the amtext of the shorMerm 
HCP, the term refm to the pr~cess by which the applicant jwbdictions will evaluate 
and regulate proposed developments within Lao Vegrs Valley during the threeyear 
period awexed by the proposed Section lO(aX1XB) permit. 

Pinyon-Jdpct. The arboreal plant community hmdiattly above the shrub layer, 
at approximately 6,000 feet; aspect dominants ue Pinw tnmpbyk and Jlrntpcrus 
apt-- - Lawer part of r hvtlc's W. 

Pokntkl Tbrtoiae Mrmrgcment h PI'MAh An m a  f&nti5ed 88.8 poadble site 
for a pemianent tortoise reserve* based primarily on known habitat aonditians and 
estimated tortoise population densities. 
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Recovery P1Pn: A plan to enswe the amservation md smdvll of c n d ~ g e ~ ~ ~  md 
threatened spedes. k o v e r y  plans give priority, to the acent feasible, to thoee 
endangered or threatened spedes that are or may be in conflict with construction or 
other development projecis or other fonns of emnomic M v i t y .  

Saltbush: The common name for several rpecies of AMpk (family 
Chenopodieaceae). Usually occurs in or near sfnics utd dry Ues. 

kte A large scale; horny shields or platen amring 8 ~WWB rhcn r I 
Sectlon 7: Asedion of the federal ESA that provide for andtation between federal 
agencies and the USFWS to ensuro that any action authoriud, funded, or carried out 
by such agencies is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered 

. or threatened species or result in the destruction or advenre modification of critical 
habitat of such speaes. 1 
Section 9: A section of the federal Endangered Spedes Act that prohibits the taldng 
of any endangered spedes. C 
Section lO(d(l)(B): An amendment to the federal ESA that rllm for inddental 
takings of an endangered species if the permit for the po@ rdvity L acoom- 
panied a habitat conservation plan that will demomtrably benefit the rpedes. 

Species Any dbtlna population of wildlSfe that interbreeds when matwe. . . t 
Specia of Con- Species which  at^ rare!, have ~~y andl a dccllning 
populadons, or whase probability for long-term survival Is questioned. C 
Stephens' Kmgaroo Rat: Small8 nomyna] mammal dated to quirrd family of 
rodents, native to flat grasslands and coastal sage habitat of western Riverside County 
and northern San Diego County. 

mc: To harass, harm, pursue, hunt, h o t ,  w a d ,  )611, m ~ O  dect a 
species, or attempt to do so. 

Threatened Sped= Any spedes or mbspdes that b likely tobecome mmdangered 
spedes within the foreseeable f u m  throughout all ora sfgnieant portion of its range. 

Tortoise Management Anr: k a ( s )  b be pmemd md m g e d  for the 
benefit of the desert tortoise. 









SUMMARY OP BLM AUDWENT DATA 

Appendix A confains a summary of BLM g d n g  allotment data. 

T8bk .1 dcswibu ly bow -y Uxr of md, @f dl-nt b 
w i ~ e a e h ~ - r n ~ i o 1 * ~ ~ ~ ~ p z i n g ~ - .  
meat which overlaps with the PTMA is in tbC a o c d  cohrmn; rPd che 
number of rcres of the grazing a l l o w  within the PTMA k in the third 
column. 

Tsble 2 dauibet each BLM gruing laoarneat rvitbin borb tbe Saacliae Reromce 
Area d the Qliente Resource Arts, its rtaau (raive a W w ) ,  total 
lurrpsc, livenock class, and tfre number of perndtreu within the allmmmt. 



sud HO~OW Tos~opSbkp 

North Mamwr~ Mesa Acdo11-Prrria 
AmnvQnyw 
Bunlrerville 
Glendale 
Lowa Mormon Mesa 
Mesa Cliff 
Muddy River 
Rox 

. . ToquoP shsep 
Upper M o m m  Mesa 

South Momwrn M ~ M  BunkdUe 
Gletldale 
L o w ~ M m m n  Mesa 
Mesa cliff 
O v m n  Arm 
Toquop Sh=P 
Uppm Mcumon Mesa. 

Bunkmille Bunlraville 
Hen Sprin 
Mesquite P d v  

Oold Butte Billy Goat 
Bunkede  
Gold Bum 

Coyote Springs Valley m b ~ m  
Dry- 
pitmvn wen 

~ O n l i a W a s h  w- 
MY- 
Muddy Riva 
SunrireMounain 
White Basin 

Northwen Vegas 
Kyle Clnyon 
Lucky stnlrc 
Wheeler Slope 
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I I TABLE1 
~ O A U M I M E N l S ~  

#)TBNTUt TORlOISE MANAGEMENT AREAS . . . . IamQPad) 
. . 

I I - '  

. . 
. . . . 

1 I. . - . -Nmnbad . . 

PTMA amZhgAlbm3mt hd=- within - . 

I I G'=mhv BkkBtnte . . 69 

I I 
-v* 57 
Roach Lala 8.429 
Table Mounmin 29,495 

I I Ivanpah Oucent Peak 354 
Jean Lakc 11,516 
Roach Lakc 888 

I I Pahnunp Black Buoe 15305 
Stump Springs 32532 
Table Mountain 47 

I I Wheeler Wash 22601 . . 
Younu Spring 13,828 

. . 

4 I '. 

El Dorado Hidden VIUey 924 
Ircab Peaks 67.215 - .  

Coffollwood(NPsland . . 
. . 

I I ananocincludtd) kctebr Perb 91,443 

piute VIU~Y ~rirolluntepw 47837 ' 

I I c~csccntR#k 76.712 
kttcba Mks 1522 
Newberry Mooatdm 8368 

I I 
South Point 1.690 

Saad Hollow wmw 
&uum* 

42.366 
4,290 

u i FLuTapMerr9 57 
J8cknbbiP 1.710 
S r n d H o W  35589 

I1 
Summit SprinQ' 11 . . 
Snow Spnngr ' 8,153 
Taw 22.324 
Lim Mormaint* . . 441 

I I 
I I 
I I  . ,  

. . 



n 
TAME1 

~ O ~ W T R W  
-TDR'KlISE h 4 A N A - m  

I 
. . 

. . 

I 
A-Npmberd 

AcruofOrszin Allommu A ,  m Onring Allomrent within 
11 

North Monwn Mar DelrmuL 8,473 
-* 16 

I 
BWove* 88,452 
Roxrhle* 25.677 
MornronFcik* 889 

I 
Henrice 31,523 
Gourd Spring* 4,320 

Coyote Springs Valley Lowa Lake* 11,307 

I 
. . Delamar+ 19,536 I 

Sratcline Resource A m  
OCaliente Resource Area 

. . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. . I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. -. .- .. ... - - -  . - 



TABLE 2 
8-Y O? BU8 QIUaIlfQ D A m  

ACIYIN-FARRIER 
ARROW CANYON 
AZURE RnxE-* 

DRY LAKE 
FLAT TQP MESA 

JEAN LAKE 
KYLE CANYON 
LIME SPRTNGS 
mwm MORMON HESA 
WCRYSTRME 
bkauDwm MOUNTAIN 
MESA(~IFF . 
M E S Q m O O ~  
MUDDY MOUNTAINS 
MUDDY RIVER 
NEWBERRY MOUNTUNS 
OVERTON ARM 
PrITMANwELL 
PULSIPHER WASH 
ELOACHLAlCE 
ELOX 
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(continued) 

SUMMARY O F B I M ~ ~ D A T & ~ N B ~  
l- 

'A 
smm* 

AumMmr AaiwlInu3b 
. S p A d  

Aeries 

hstivc(85) 
-- 

SOUTHPOW 13.985 
' SPRING MOUNTAIN W v c ( 8 5 )  237,890 

. STUMP SPRING ~ ~ ~ ( 8 5 )  50,535 
SUNRISE MOUNTAIN Inactin 

Inactive 
34.272 

I 
TABLE MOUNTAIN 88,537 
TOQUOPSHEEP 
UPPER MORMON MESA 

fiwm 29.793 . Wrbkp) 2 
Anin(89) 47.659 334 1 

UTE Inactive 70280 

I 
. WHEELERSLOPE 

WASH 
w v e ( s S )  72.277 
fiivc(89) 70.1U 709 1 

WHIlE BASIN MW) 89,790 510 1 
I 

YOUNTS SPRING kractive(85) 14,401 
5555 INDIAN SPRING xx~acdve 6,786 

-- Inactive, 6666 RIVER MOW-s , - - 10,371 
I 

. . 7777LASVEGASvALLEY hastin -3 - 
9999 LAKE MEAD NRA W v e  - 
ASH h4EADOW I~ct ivc  120 

.I 
CARSON SLOUGH Inamin 
O W  LINE Inamin 

am1 

GRAPEVINE-ROCK VALLEY ~ V C  
6.720 
7,605 

. - - -  

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 

r . - - -. . - . - - - . - . . . . . -. - . - - . . . . . ... . . - . . . 

I 
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I ' 
TABLE 2 . . 

m I (continued) -**** 
. . . . . . . . 

I' . . '  
. , . . 

Status* 5-yr. Ave No. of 

-u ' ALlmmNT Active/Inactive Acre8 ' Am** Pernittees . . 

. v  ' IXlWER LMU? EAST Active 640 1 
SAND BOLLOW Active i,460 3 
BEACON Active 6 2 '  

I I- 
SNOW SPRINGS Active 2,096 S 
BReEDIX)VE Active 864 1 
ROX/TULE Active 765 1 
MORMON PEAK Active 600 1 
SUMMIT SPRING 
GOURD SPRING Active 

Active . 

TOTAL AUM STATELINE 24,687 
TOTAL AUM CALIENTE**** 12,856 

. . 

Active status was determined by'use in the past three 

I '  
year*, unless othervise noted; () indicate last year'of 
use. 

** Livestock class for Stateline allotments is cattle, unless 
othervise noted. AUM for Caliente allotmente include all 
livestock classes. 

* *  Uanaged by BIH Arizona Strip District. 
. **** Caliente allotments arm only thome with or near 

categorized habitat; acreage for Caliente allotment8 not 
included. 

. . 

I '  
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In A*; 1990, the Mojan population of the Descn Tamisc (Gaahaus m) was decland a 
threatened species under the Endangered Species Act. Several genetic and ecolo#cal units are thought 
to exist over its range. A major dinsion is between Eastern Mojave and Westun Mojave 
subpopulations (see Figure 10 of the Short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan [d Bary 1989 and 
USFWS Pndecision Document 19901) and each of these may deserve special protection under the 
Endangered Species Act Both of these two major subpopulations ut p~wcat m Clark County. 
Nevada 

The d m  tonoise populations in aarlr County ue W i g  fragmented by development in and radiating 
from Las Venas Vdlev. Nevada. To urotect the d m  tortoise in ClarL Cormrv. several viable 

pulations &I have io be establishd. 'here is thus the managanent n#d td&etmine what is a 
kimurn  viable Population (MVP) of desert tortoises in this region. 

MVPisnevermeasyquestiontoanswa,~itrepoinsdrtathaturafCenm~)U~fortheson 
of rare and difiicult-testudy species that commonly end as W by nue md fedaal agencies. 
And for the dexn tortoise MVP ma be an especially cult question to answer. for, beyond the r $;P 
population biology considerations o the population subunits just mentioned, the +a has a long 
generation time and a complex demography. md it is being wrulted by sane major ecological factors . 
to which it may not hive been prtviously exposed during its evolutionary hismy. 

C o m t i o n  managas and consmation biologists must be cleu &oat 8 number &terms, ddinitions 
and standards befm launching a Population Viability Aualysis (Gil in and Soule 1986) that has as its 

L a  goal the determination of some form of MVP for an cndangeral or tend species. Several 
mportant considerations that may be of impomnce in considering tfre desert tortoise .rr: listed below: 

llmc Erpmr. An MVP must be defined out to r quSc dmt horiztw LC. m MVP is often defined 
through use of the question: will r population of rrze N have beaa than 8 95% pxobability of being 
extant T years from now? The minimum population site N for which the answer to this question is 
"yes" defines the MVP for the time span T initially w u m d  Fnquently. time spans, T. of 100 or 200 
yean are used in Population Viability Analyses that attempt to answer this queshon of MVP. Such 
time h m t s  are part~cularly short for the desert tortoise, since individuals m y  live 100 y m  or more, 
and since the genetic generation time is around 30 years. Clearly, some time horizon 500 or 1000 
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yean into the future is mon misonable for this thatcned species. Arbimdy, 500 yean is used in the 
analyses to follow. 

MYE and pabulation Size. Eariy work on MVP (Shaffer 1981 and Franlrlin 1980) postulated that 
extinction probabilities were a function of population site alone. Shaffer, working with data from the 
Yellowstone National Park grizzly bear population, looked sole1 to demographic and cnvironmntal 
factors that influenced population fluctuations. And Franklin (1 $ 80) looked solely at loss of genetic 
variation through genetic drift, which crudes the long-tam adaptability of a species. Genetic drift is a 
process whose rate is inversely proportional to population size. Thus, both of these early efforts at 
MVP detamination w a e  monofactorial. 

MYE and b p u l a h  D d l y .  In a social specks, tbe groanh dynamics may depend on density per 
unit are. rather than the total molation number remaining in the nrjon. When animals are too thinly 
distributed, various survival &&anisms may becorn d y h c t i d ~  Tbe ease or likelihood of findirig 
a mate is one i m m t  mechanism that clearlv dc~ends on dcnsitv. ?here are. however. manv others. 
For example, the availability (i.e.. density per-bit-area) of tern& burrows;which afford disert 
tortoises protection from heat and prcdahon, 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 anas at the northern range limit of the desert tortoise species, there may be an energetic 
advantage to clustering in small natural caves during the winter. Thus, a higher density of desert 
tortoises in an area may allow desen tonoises to cluster in large numbers in the winter and thenby to 
minimize the problems associated with cold temperature. 

MYEnndsoatial . In situations where the species population is divided into a set of 
loosely coupled l M m n s  that exchange of less than ten animals per ytar between these spatial 
units, ihe configuration of these local pulations in two-dimensional spice inny be more importikt 
than their summed total population. c!“' ilpin's chapter in Soule's Yi& fQE!atwmth 
(1987) book discusses this at some length (SIX also the forthcoming b m m m i c  Rcrn 19911 on 
MetaDoDulation edited by Gilpin and Hanski). 

It is important to understand in this context that r system of local popuhrions. each of which is 
nonviable. can nonetheless form a viable system. This is, of course, only possible when the locally 
extinct populations can be quickly recolonized from another local populauon in the system. For 
example, the Jack Ward Thomas plan to sustain the northan spoacd owl utilizes a number of small 
habitat patches of old growth Douglas Fu, none of which itself would have a long time to extinction 
for resident spotted owl populations. 

. .  . 
YS. St6chanic Factors. A population bat has. on mragc, negative population growth is 

-tinction. The dm to extinction is smightforwardly calculated from the exponential 
p w t h  quation, dNIdt = rN. If r is the negative pa year gmwth rate. the time to extinction, Text* is 

Text = log(NR)h. I 
w h m  N is the cumnt (i.e.. initial) population size. Suppose, for example, hat 8 population of 25,000 11 isdracuing~108pryar.uromswouldlu~c.irthesin~tionfal~populati0ll~oflbcderar 
tonoise, then the expected time to extinction is 95 years. Note in this equation that a doubling of the 
cumnt population size produces only a small, uithmtic increase in time to extinction. If, instead, the 
cumnt population size were 50,000, then the t h e  to extinction is i n m e d  to 102 years, hardly any 1 1' gain at all. The following table shows FXt  for some other negative g m 4 1  nu: I 

T=t (years) negative r 

2%/yr 475 

11 
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Clearly. consewation managers must be able to adjust the dcuimcnml impacts on 8 small threatened or. ' 
endangered population so-that the expected growth is at least zero. That is. the daaministic tendency 
for the populahon growth must at least be to stay constant in totnl size. 

However, even with such management of the apected fcames of the dueministic factors on a 
population. thm an still random, ear-to-year forces that impel a ulation both up and down. 
These an the so-called stochastic r actors. Thee is often a thltsho P"P d m total population size, a 
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 foms  is 

I the situation where Population Viability Analysis can produce an MVP f a  the species population. 

-. A catastrophe is an extreme event which, all by itself, can threaten population 
extinction. Fires. floods and epidemics are commonly cited catastrophes. In general, catastrophes are 
rare events whose probabilities arc 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 formal Population Viability Analysis. 

I The Upper Respiratory Disease Syndrome (URDS) is a possible camstrophe that threatens desert 
tortoises. Its rate of spread and ultimate h a c t  have not yet bten calculated bv midemioloeical " 
models. But. it is cl&ly the most serious cjlallenge to &serving the desert d i s e .  

A second situation that has sometimes been regarded as atasmphic to the d m  tortoise is the. 
incnase 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 uuly catasnophic threat 
to the entire desert tortoise species, since ravens do not y a  have a range-wide distribution wer  tonoise 
habitat. However, for local subpopulations in the western and southern Mojave Desert 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 popdation is to have redundancy built into the 
management system; that is, to have backup populations mailable that would not be likely to be smck 
by the same catastrophic event. For threats such as flooding, this suggests that local populations be 
distributed over a region that is large compared to the total spatial scale of flood-producing storms. 
For URDS this means that epidemiologically isolated populations are requid. However, since the 
scheme of transmission of URDS is not yet fully understood, actually arranging for this is 
probablematical. 

Extinctian Varticcs. In 1986. Gilpin and Soule integrated the various, above mentioned approaches to 
MVP to a new technique, Population Viabiity Analysis (PVA). This malysis recognized not only 
these monofactorial approaches to MVP, but their interaction. Gilpin md Soule used a metaphorid 
tam to describe these interactions--*'extinction vortices"-and they described several modes of 
interaction. For example., a fragmented population structure increases the rate of genetic 
hetuuzygodty loss in local populations, which. in trrm. raises. through inbreeding depression. Iocl  
extinction probabilities and produces more exmme fragmentation. 

The difficulty in dealing with extinction vortices is that at least two fairly ammue ess models arc r needed, together with an accurate description of how these two processes interan at 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 bitter 
and which worse. 

2. Desert Tortoise Genetics. 

Mort PVAs involve considerations of population genetics-lops of heterorygosity, inbreeding 
depnssion, long-term loss of adaptability, p a d i m  paternities, population structure and so forth. 
However, most W A  involve much smaller populations than cmnt ly  exist for the desert m i s e .  For 
example. 

Blackfooted Fmea 6 
California Condors 28 
Whooping Cmes 50 
Yellowstone Grizzlies 200 
Northern Spotted Owls 2000 

The desert tortoise population in Clark County is at least 20,000 adults, an ardu of magnitude lmga 
than even the largest of these above-cited cases. Furthemore, the generation time of the desert tortoise 
is long. at least 25 years, which slows the process of hetcrot).gosity loss in calendar time. 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 tonoise, genetics must play a secondary role 
to otha aspects of dynamics that are better understood and that pose a mon immediate threat. Thus, 
genetics will be largely ignored in the analysis to follow. 

This is not to say that generics will not soon become imponant in the management of the desat w i s e  
if local muulation sizes continue to decline. Furthenurn. under rtcomrnended research in the ST 
HCP, pk&sals are made to conduct genetic surveys of bdth mitochondrial and electropho~ctic 
variation and otha investieations. such as those focused on gene flow. that will illuminate the role of 
the genetics of the desert tkoise its battle for slnvivaL A; data 6 these investigations become 
avaihble, they can serve to fine-tune the initial estimates and prtdictions from the mdel. It is, 
however. extremelv unlikelv that. whatever the outcome of these studies eenetics could bear 
importantly on the-early d2isions in the conservation management of thcldesert tortoise--that is, on the 
initial choice of tonoise management area, the initial W s ,  in Clark County, Nevada 

One can make some educated guesses about the genetics of the desert tortoise. Most impomndy, the 
desert tortoise is likely to show inbneding depression when its local populations become small. The 
desert tortoise formerly had a relatively continuous distribution, so then would probably have been 
genetic exchange over relatively large areas. Seweli Wright's neighborhood Ne is reasonably large - 
(greater than 560). based on c&nt-&mates'of moveaxkt (gnat& than 1 km during the lifetime> and 
population density. Thus, there would not have been a continual purging of deleterious recessive 
-dallcles through thc'recent history of the desert tortoise. 

Inbreeding depression coupled with a low hainsic nxe of popdadon k m s c  (see Section 3 on 
tortoise dcmogmphy,.below) means that local extinction rates will be increased as local populations 
become and remain small. Some quantification of this effect is an impomnt nstarch goal. 

3. Desert Tortoise Demography. 

Tonoise demography is complex. The w d  futrrres ~e well known. First, thae is a long 
prmproductive paiod. Females first reproducc at ages be- 12 and 25 years. It seems that animal 
size may be more important than age in determining vital rates. As a general ruleof-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 nproduce throughout their lives. 
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In general. females rcpmduce in most yean and m y  have two clutches per year. The survival of u 
juveniles is low and probably varies from year to year. I 
3.1. A Ro'cction Model. ?he only data for a dcmqqhic  analysis come hxn the work of T m a  and d I- 
Bary (19 6) on the Goffs population. From these data, it is straightfarward to construct an age or 
stage p c c r i o n  matrix. For simplicity, a stage s m d  manix is illustrated below. It is constructed 
by co apsing Turner and Berry's more finely resolved data. The five stages used in this model are: 

Stage 1 = hatchlings 

Stage 3 = = 6-1 1-51'= years Old old 
Stage 4 = Subadults 
Stage 5 = Adults 

- 
These cornspond to a five element column vector. The output frmn one run of the program is: 

Hen's the ptojeetion matrix: 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 

lambda is 1.007 and the corresponding r is .0065 I 
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 individuals. 
Stage 5 had 3.80685 percent of the individuals. 

Stage 1 Reproductive value = 1 
Stage 2 Reproductive value r 1.62349 
Stage 3 Reproductive value = 524694 
Stage 4 Reproductive value = MA02 
Stage 5 Reproductive value = 89.W7 

This output is for a single nmiof the d L  Om amst mmmber that each of tbe prnmaas in the 
transition matrix has wme -ties uoociued with it Thus, one must do r sensitivity analysis on 

YI 
the matrix before one can draw any conclusions fmm the model. Some of this work has been done. 
The important conclusions to date are given in the following sections. C 
' 3.2. The per year p w t h  m e  of desert tortoises is low. The ltana lad Bary mdy found only 2% pa 
year. If this rate is a maximum that is generally true f a  all populatian~. desert tortoises have low 
mistance to negative deterministic impacts (harvesting by humans, -tion, disease, kills by motor 
vehicles, competitive interactions from sheep. etc.) to the population. Figure 3.1 illustrates this 
schematically: 
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p ! 
growth  
per year A 

de te rmin is t i c  
I 

I dens1 t y  

Figure 3.1. Two population growth e w e s .  Both A and B have the & carrying capacity (the 
rightmost point on the abscissa where the growth curves intersect). Curve A has a higher mtrinsic rate 
of increase. If a determinisitc force indicated by the downward arrow at the right of the figure impacts 
the population, the population following curve A could adjust 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 
detaministic force and the population would go extinct. 

9' ~ ~ ~ a u s e o f t h e e ~ l o n ~ ~ u n i v e p r i o d ( m . n a ~ e a ~ t a 2 0 ~ o 1 d ) , t h C '  
repmductive values of tortoises varies greatly. Figure 3.2 shows the nproductive values vmus age for 

1 the Tumer a d  B q  data. 

100 

reproduc t ive  
value 

1 
1 2 0  

age 

I Figure 3.2 Repxudu~tive vdues. 

One consequence of this is that introductions of desert tortoises to empty habitat should best be 8 I accomplished with the addition of high reproductive value individuals, i.r, young adults. Of course. 
this mathematical result is consistent with common sense. 

L -:-.?.. *.. :- 
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3.3. The age and size seucnne of a population of desert tonoises is vuy slow to mum to the stable 
distribution following a pcmubation. This is much like the human population, whae in the United 
States the consequences of the baby boom will be felt for a cenhuy. An out-ofquilibrium agJsizc 
distribution could have implications for tortoise social structure. For instance, too many large males , 

could produce dimptive aggression. 
I 

3.4. Density dependence. Nothing is known about the mechanism of density dependent &tion , 

~gulation in the desert tortoise. That is, what sets a c-g capacity, K? Aze tortoises E t e d  by 
food nsouras? B soil structure considerations? Are they held'down by predation? Do they have r social regulation o population density? 

3.5. Demography and URDS. Does URDS strike dl age gnmps equally? If it docs now, what 
consequences does this have? It setms that the mechanism of URDS transmission is nose-to-nose 
social interaction among adults. Juvenile tonoises may not engage in this interaction. and thus may be 
immune from catching URDS. This could mcan 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. 

a 
3.6. Dmnography and deterministic population regulation is an area that nsedr further m a r c h  and 
study. And it must be kept in mind that these processes may vary over the range of the tonoise. That 
is, it is inappropriate to apply details from the Goffs study to desert tomise populations in the far 
western Mojave or to northern populations in Nevada and Utah. Although the general character of 
desert tortoise demography as revealed by the Goffs study is pmbably valid throughout the range. 

4. Variable Growth Rates of Desert Tortoises (Environmental Stochasticity) 

t 
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 local population. , 

With variable growth rates comes the possibility of stochastic extinction: the population will have a run 
of bad luck and its density will drop below the threshold of extinction. 

A simple discrete equation for stochastic growth is: 

Nt+l = (lam&) Nt if N e K  (4.la). 
Nt+l = K if N >  K (4.1 b). 

where Nt is the cumnt population rite and whae Nt+l is the size the next time period. and where 
(lambda) represents a random Mlirble fm discrete growth described below. So. if the clment 
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 ppulation size is determined by drawing a discrete growth rate. 
lambda, from a probabity distribution with a known mean and variance. In most explorations of this 
model. it is assumed that the mean lambda is greater than 1. which comsponds to an r of greater than 
0. Recall that the relationship between rand lambda is 

r = lo& (lambda). (4.2) 

In m m  sophisticated models (e.g., Goodman 1987). the mcan and wiance of the distribution of 
lambda values may change with the density of the population, that is, they may be functions of N. For 

P 
populations in natural environments, it is almost impossible to detumine the relationship of mean and 
variance of lambda to N, if for no other reason than the problem of obtaining a ~ ~ c i e n t l y  large 

. . . . - . - - - - . . - - . . . . - . - -- .. -- - 
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sample sirs. Thus, it will almost always be the case that the miation of population gmwh will $ 
modeled as independent of N. 

11 During the last d d c  desert mrmire populations have been censured at 16 location thnmghout the 
Mojave desert 

1 California Sites: chemehuevi 
Chuckwalla Bencb 
Goffs 

1 lvanpah Valley 
Upper Ward Valley 
Desen Tonoise Natural h 
Frcrnont Valley 
Johnson Valley 
Kramer Hills 
Lucerne Valley 
Sroddard Valley 

Piute Valley 

11 ~rizona~i tes :  Littlefield 

Censuses of adult tortoises have been taken at these thesey locations at various years. From these 
censuses. the discrete growth rate lambdas can be computed. These lambdas arc based on per year 41 growth intervals. For censuses on two successive y e 4  the lambda is given by 

lambda = final-cens~shitial~census. (4.3r) 

Ir the paid is mac than m e  year, the relationship is 

lambda = ( ~ c e n s u ~ ~ c e n s u s y Y 1 h o O o f ~ ) .  (4.3b). 

where the "A" sign indicates exponentiation. From these study locations. some of which bad more than 
two CenSUSCS, 27 different values of lambda can be detamined, which define a probability distribution. 11 The mean lambda is .985. with a standard deviation of .08. lie probability distribution of lambdas is \ 
shown in Figure 4.1. 

\ 
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a 
I 

lo. - Mean A = .985/yr 
. . r = -.O 15/yr 

8. 

6. - 
4. 

2. - 
0 - , . , . , .  , . , , I .  1 .  . . , ,- 

.5 .6 .7 .8 .9 1 1.1 1.2 1 3  1.4 1 5  

Discrete per year growth r a t e  for  adults ( X )  . #  
Figure 4.1. The distribution of27 lamWas fnnn 16 desert tortoise study plots. \a 
The lowest lambda is .8 and the highest is 1.15. These canspond to per year changes of roughly - 7 
20% and +I5 %. with a mean of -1.5%/year. That the average growth rate from these sites is only - 
1.5% does not mean that the entire tortoise population is only shrinking at this rate. for these study 
populations represent for the most pan local populations in the centers of good habitat. The entire 
species population of desert tortoises could slmultancously be shrinking in iu spatial extent, and this 
would not be represented in these figures. Furthamorc. these an p U R D S  studies. Kristin Berry 
(personal communication) has shown that not long afta URDS is first identified in these populations, 
the adult dieoff accelerates by as much as an order of magnitude. Also, the extreme growth rates of - 
20% and +15% probably cornspond to cases when the age structure of the population is badly out of 
stable age distribution (see Sssaon 3). or when rhm is some fam d animal movement in m or out of 8 the local population. 

Nonetheless. the variance in lambda values possibly represents the valance that would be present in 
reserve systems that had their edges protected by fences, md which wen frce of URDS. Thus, these 
are good numbers to use in a first-pass simulation study of local extinction of desert tortoise 
populations on reserves. But understand that these arc bestcase scenarios. They may set one kind of 
lower limit to the scale of xesqve units, agesting that mything smaller is certain to be inadequate. 
They do not, however, guarantee such reserves from considerations of disease or pruiation. since the 
consequences of these are not reflected in the data 

8 
i l l  

To madel time to extinction. one utilizes equations (4.1) using the empirical dimihtion of lambdas in I 
Figure 4.1. For the first study, assume an initial N of 20,000 adult tortoises, and that the K is the same 
value; that is, the population is assumed to be at equilibrium. An extinction threshold is taken as 2 
individuals. which is quite liberal. The distribution of tims (in years) to extinction is given in Figure 
4.2. 

f 
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50 simulations 

10 o f  stochastic 
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Li fet ime of Desert Tortoise Population (years) 

Figure 42 Times to extinction baaed on current best estimates of ttochastic growth. 

)I m e  acraiptiw statistics fa ~s jrdimihtik &times to extinaim are in the following t . ~  

XI: column 1 @I mean: Std. Dev.: Std. Error: Variance: Coef. Vn.: Count: 

504.8 1 15.427 16.324 13323.429 22.866 50  I 
Mlnlmum: flaxlmum: Ranqe: Sum: Sum Squared: * Mlsslnq: 

332 987 655 25240 13394000 . 0 

I 
I rr I c 10th X: 10th I: 25th X: 50th X: 75th 12: 90th X: 

5 350 423 499.5 562 , 633.5 I . > 90th X: 

5 I I I I I I 
From this table it can be #en that, among otha tbings, 90% of the populalions will nwive at lean 350 
y ~ . n d t h u r h e m ~ d m c t o e x t i n C t i o n i . 5 M y u n , v i t h a ~ M o n d I l 5 y c ~ 1 .  

These projections are tmscd on r relatively simple -1 and on data collected ova the last decade on . 
desert tortoise population growth. One way to get a feeling for the mmnablemss or "stability" of 4' such projections ~r to change the model slightly. Assume that the mean lambda is nisd from 0.985 to 
1.000 (a growth rate for maintaining stable population size), but that the variance in growth remains 
the same; that is. that the histogram in Figure 4.1 is shifted rightwards by an amount 0.015. Now the 
man tendency is for rhe population to remain stable in rim. Howcva. it cannot in- above its K, 
while at the same time it has no lower bound otha than extinction. If the model is now xun with the 
slight increase in mean lambda. the growth distributions are u shown in Figure 4.2. 

. . 
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0 
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0 

Ll fe t lme of  Desert Tortolse Populatlon (years) 

Figure 4.2 Extinction time under hypothesized good management (see text). 
d 

The mean timt to extinction has now increased fivefold to 2474 yean, with a standard deviation of 
1150 yean. That is. given the situation for growth that now obtains for the desert tortoise. a 1.5% 

9 
elevation of the growth rate leads to a 500% increase in time to extinction. This suggests that a little 
management of tortoise habitat may go a long way to help local tortoise populations. This has 
significance for mitigation as discussed in Section 7, below. 

0 
A second manipulation may be done to the modeL Keep the mean lambda at 1.000, but make the local 
population (i.e., the resave) ten times smaller: take Niw = 2000 and K = 200. This gives the 
results shown in Figure 4.3, whae the mean time to extinction is 361 years. Thus, the size of the 

'9 
reserve matters greatly given the observed fluctuation in growth rates. Thus. even with improved 
management, a reserve with a K of 2000 desert tortoises (roughly 10,000 acrea) is too small. # 

1. 
Y 
- 8  
1 
IIJ 
'1 
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I Lifetime of Desert Tortolse Population (years) 

Rgure 43. Extinction times in a mall, managed resave. 

i What do there simulations say about the fare of th dcm tatOin? Reall that earlier the time haima 
of 500 yean was chosen as appropriate for the d e m  taoise. For habitat that supports 100 adult 
tortoises per square mile, 128.000 acres art needed to support 20.000 adults. From the best 
information we have, this will have an expected life of just Ion er than 500 years. Roughly speaking, 01 the tmoirs habitat in Nonh M o m n  Mesa, Ruts Valley and 80 yote Springs Valley, can support 
these numbers of adult tortoises. Thus, this size of tortoise reserve just barely meets the MVP 
threshold established in the introduction. 

.' These conclusions must be taken with a large grain of the salt of experience. This farm of modeling 
ignored three imponant features of ecolo@cal realism First, it i g n d  catastrophes. Second, it 
extrapolated from the last decade of tortoise history hundreds of yuvs into the fum, climate change, 1 for instance, could invalidate these numbers lhird it ignored spatial m- (see S h o n  5. below) 
and the possible interaction of local populations. Nonetheless, these analyses show that artasonable 

PI basic building block of habitat for tortoise protection is roughly 100,000 acres. 

W 5. Fragmentation of- Tortoise Habitat (Metapopulatim Analysis) 

@ ( Figure B (page 9) of the RECON Shm-Tam HCP shows the BLM's ~ g o h z n t i o n  of desert tortoise 
- habitat. This habitat is llrcady quite fragmented, and it wil l  only become morr frngmened in the years 

ahead. The local populations on these m a n t s  of habitat may or may not interact through the 
exchange of migrants. If there is such i n t d o n  between local populations. the total system is tamed 
a "mtapopulation"--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 managas 
might want to exchange animals between isolated habitat fragments, in which case the techniques of 

'# I rnetapopulation analysis bccorne applicable. 

The computer program METAPOP (Gilpin 1986) ~KIS been used to d y z e  fiagmcnkd species 
populations (e.g., Bmssard and Gilpin's [I9901 analysis of reinanduction schemes for the & I zeintroduction of the blackfooted fern). 'Ibis maiel inmpaaer environmental srochasticiry of local 
populations, and migmtion (colonization) between these local populations. Local extinction I 



Desm T m i s e  MVP for Clark County. NEVADA page 13 

probabilities arc based on the she of M populations. Colonization probabilities arc based both on 
' 

the size and the isolation of extant source populations. As the model runs, local popuhtions "wink" on 
and off. Ln some cases, a large fraction of the patches me 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 m y  be modified within the program. The model is particularly suited to sensitivity analyrc+ ,@ w h m  better may be distinguished from worse. Even without complete data. the model may be used to 
pmhct relative times to extinction. Historical evidence and a cumnt survey of local F e n c e  and 
absence can usually establish a ratio between the extinction pmbabilit). md the colonmtion 
probability, which is all that is necessary for many forms of comparanve analysis. 

Absolute times to extintion require knowledge of both extinclion probabilities and colonization 
probabilities. Since we know very little about long range movement of desat tortoises. it is not 
possible at this point in time to have accurate estimates-of colonization probabilities. 

\ I 
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 supaimposed 
on the map. 

Fig 5.1. The five circles north of highway El5 indicate the five local papulatiom oomprising Coyote 
Spring Valley and North Monnon Mesa The relative sizes of these tches have'bcen adjusted so that rA the rates of local extinction and recolonization provide a reasonable is for comparison (which is 
performed in Section 6, below). 

In a typical m of the METAPOP model for this configuration, the time to extinction for the 
roughly 100 time units. 7HESE ARE C O M P m Y  A R B W Y  AT 

' 

IN THE ANALYSIS. They arc used only for comparison with other alternatives. Better data on local 
extinction mobabilities and Daaerns of animal movement an n d e d  before it is possible to utilize this 
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madel for accmte projection of time to metapopalation extimion. This is also an impaant ana for 
research. 

A run of this baseline model is shown in Figure 5.2. 

1 1..4..7...12 ' Total 

Extinct 

Metapopulation Arena 

Generation 105 

kg. 5.2. A simulation result. A summary for patch occupancy runs down the left side of rhis figure 
I 

for a maximum of 250 generations. 

All of the five patches EIC assumed to be occupied initially. During the run. the time units are amnted 
off and the circles in the Metapopulation Arena change from disks (an extant local p0~)ulation) to open 
circles (an extinct local population) and back again. T i  nms for 250 genaations (hme steps). Down 
the left side of the figm the actual history of each patch is ncolded, together with the total number of 
patches occupied In this simulation, the metapopulation goes extinct at gcnuafion 105. Observe, 
however. that for the last 50 odd generations, only a single local population was extant. 

This model can be mocMed to investigate many of the possibilities for habitat canservrtion in C h k  
County. Nevada. 

6. Comparison of Attanatin Locarions for T ~ S C  Managem~~t  AFeas 

There are various dtanatives in 'ding mitigation habitat for the S h - T a m  Habitat Consewation 
Plan. One region to the north of c? Vegas focuses an habitat in Nonh Molmon Mesa and Coyote 
Springs Valley, which covers roughly one-half million acres. To be consid& in possible conjunction 
with these two areas is the habitat in Sand Hollow, South M m n  Mesa. Bunkavrlle and Gold Butte. 
A different alternative utilizes habitat in El Dorado, Cottonwood and Piutc Valley, which lie to the 
south of the Las Vegas Valley. 

We can analyze these alternatives biologically and w! compare thk through the use of the PVA 
considerations outlined above. 
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6.1. Genetics. The northern Clarlc County habitats uwer populations cumntly classified as part of the 
eastan Mojave subpopulation, southern Qark County habitat covers the Piute Valley. which is 
connected to the western Mojave subpopulation in Caliiornia. On this basis, ndnhm habitau are 
preferable. It must be understood. however. hat  this distinction of subpopulations is based on scant . . 
evidence and could be ovenunied by more thorough genetic m e y s .  It is nonetheless the case that . 
northern habitats arc purely in 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 plans all contain mixtures of Category 1, Category 2 and Category 3 desert 
habitat as classified by the BLM. There is little to distinguish one from any otha  on this bas's. 

6.3 Population Density. Thc Piute Valley habitat contains the largest amount of " m c d i m g h n  
density habitat. This may or may not be meaningful. Fmt. there art obvious statistical mblems in 
ass&ng this, and these have noi been adequatelj addressed. Second, these differences 'm density may 
be due to recent historical events and mav not reflect underlvine deterministic tendencies. As 
discussed above under the heading - . .  . Stocha;ticv- a higher initial population 
size does very little to protect a population suffering average population growth that is negative. Third. 
as Section 4 on variable population growth suggested, a higher carrying capacity docs less to protect a 
population from stochastic extinction than a lower variance in growth rate. The character of the 
b h c e  in growth rates in northern and southern Clark ~ o u n c  habitats is unknown. 

In sum. total area and variation in underlying habitat variables is probably mrre important to reserve 
choice and reserve location that cumnt estimates of population density, although both an important 

6.4. Demography. One assumes that then is no difference in the underlying demographic mtes.of 
these three populations. There could, howeva. be i m m t  diffucncs in current age/size saucture. 
This needs closer study. 

- 

6.5. Catastrophes. The full set of northern habitats. which covas 1.5 million acres and with includes 
n u m u s  partially isolated local populations is the best protected fm catastrophes The mon linear 
southern habitat, which is the smaller and which is in a single valley, has less tection kern 
catastrophes. Also the southan habitat is connected to a large population in 2% omia, which d d  be 
signifcant danger from the standpoint of the spmd of URDS. On the other hand. if the Piute Valley 
subpopulation wen extirpated due to, say, weather factors, the connection to the California population 
could facilitate recolonization, which could be quite important. 

6.6. Size and Fragmentation. Some altamtives can be compand though tht use of the METAPOP 
model discussed in Section 5, above. Since thae is rn habitat to the norih of the Las V e p  Valley, 
a more secure r t m e  could be established thae. Howevu. since funds for habitat acquisinon arc 
limited, the actual choice is less obvious. 

Some illuminating comparisons of alrematives in northan Clrrrir County can be made with the 
METAPOP model. Three Plans are compared. Plnn A covers about 400,000 aaca entirtiy in Norih 
Mormon Mesa and Coyote Springs Valley and Plrrns B and C ~ ~ p r e s m t  the additions of habitat frtrther 
to the east and immediately south of 1-15 covaing the region of Sand Hollow, South Mormon Mesa, 
Bunkcrville and Gold Butte. In Plan C, it is assumed that migration across 1-15 is facilitated by some 
as yet to be determined mechanism or structure. 

In the following. Plan A, Plan B and Plan C arc compand. These alternatives are ilhned 
graphically in Figure 6.1. 
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0 0 

Plan A 

0 0 

0 
Plan B 

0 0 

Plan C 

I 

Figure 6.1. Thr# alternatives camprved under the METAPOP model. Tht major bighways and Las 
Vegas Valley subunit arc supaimposed on the patch smcture of the METAPOP madel for illusmtive 
purposes only. The three patches south of high 1-15 are moved closer to the other populations in the 
Plan C configuration to account for greatex migration m s s  the 1-15 barrier. 

In the Plan A analysis under the METAPOP model. the size and spacing ofthe patches was adjusted by 
aisl and error to mimic reasonable behavior. In particular, a ''reasonable" dm to mempopulation 
extinction was sought. One hundred time units C'genaations" in the parlance of the METAPOP 
model) was considered reasonable for use as a baseline. The qualicatlve results of the analysis to 
follow is not changed if a different baseline is used. Typical runs arc illustrated in Figure 6.2. -The 
total n u m k  of patches occupied is p l o d  against the arbieary time units. 
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Figure 6.2. Total extant subpopulations v m s  time. 

F i  trials wae xun for each of the thne altmativea Fmm 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 configurations, there was higha patch oampancy and more turnover, i.e., 
colonization of a local population following its extinction. 

The mean time to mtapopulation extinction f a  these three configurations rre: 

Configuration Mctapopulatim Ft 

Plan A 107 generations 
Plan B 140 generations 
Plan C 204 generations 

I 
The difFcrcncc between Plan A, which covers 0.5 million rnes  and Plan B. which covers 13 minion 
acres, is surprisingly small. The reason for this becorns obvious after one views the operation of the 
METAPOP model. The h e c  patches in Plan B south of El5 arc relatively isolated and go extinct for 
the most part independently df the other six patches. adding very little txm duration of Me to the 
system. Fundamentally, the in- time to extinction from Plan A to Plan B is caused by the 
inclusion of the Sand Hollow habitat to the system of North Mormon Mesa and Coyote Springs 
Valley. 

' Tbe modification explored in configuration Pkn C is inmesting. Com rred to Plan B, no area is P added to the system. The only change is that the three patches south o highway 1-15 (South Monnon 
Mesa. BunLmille and Gold Butte) are made more interactive with the other unitr of the system. This 
in done in the context of the METAPOP model by moving the patches closer. In the actual system 
increased mi tion could be accomplished in various ways. One could build tortoise transit corridors 
under 1-15. g o n e  muld institute a regular pmgram of exchange of tortoises -SS 1-15. In any cue, $ 
this larger, more interactive system lasts twice as long as the Plan A altunative. And. since it has a 
higher patch occupancy, it does better at presaving genetic variation. 

A - . - -. .- . - .- .- - . - . . 
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It must be undastood, however, that the foregoing a d  sis explores the relative d i f f m c e  in 
performance between t h e  management alternatives. & ce data are available on extinction and 
mlonization. it might be found that the Plan A altanative has a quite long mean time to extincdm 
(metapopulation Text), and the inclusion of additional habitat into the Clark County HCP might better 
be based on genetical considerations and consideaations of potential catastruphes, such as the range- 
wide spread of URDS. This is, it might be better to add habitat to the south in Piutc Valley. 

Tbe anas nortb and rwth of Los Vegas are likely to be na!umlly dampled by the inmvening 
rabanization surrounding Las Vegas. Thus, they would not form an interactive unit to be studied unda 
the METAPOP model. With no context, the METAPOP model would conclude that all of the 
conserved habitat would be best be inone or the other of the two areas, since this would provide fm the 
longest population slwival 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 tonoise habitat is 3 to the north and one to the south. A deeper analysis of this 
and other such questions awaits better research on the population dynamics of desert tortoises in Clark 
County. 

7. Mitigation under the Shon-Tam Habitat Canscnration Plan 

The question is simple: is the d#at  tortoise better off with the Short-Tam Habitat Conservation Plan? 
The answer is a somewhat qualified "yes." 

The loss of the entire Los Vegas Valley to desert tortoises is clearly bad for the desert rortoise species. 
The en& valley. i.e.. the permit area. is roughly 300,000 acres. one-third of which is already 
urbanized. Twenty thousarid acres may be developed during the period of the the Short-Term HB. 
But, ultimately, the entire valley will probably be lost as viable deswt tonoise habitat. This loss is a 
direct blow to the species population, entailing the loss of as many as 50.000 individuals (assuming 
150 tortoises p a  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, h o m e r ,  be discounted by the g m t  probability that it would occur anyway, even with 
strict enforcement of the take provisions of the Endangered Species Act, since LDS Vegas Valley is 
probably the most determinis~cally bad habitat that cumntly 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 propod under the Short-Tmn HCP involves improving a minimum of 400.000 acres 
of habitat, in four conti ous blocks. In Section 4, it was shown, based on cumnt population trend 
data, that 100,000 acre r' locks have a mean time to extinction of about 500 years. It was also shown 
that a very slight shift in the population gmwth rate, a 1.5% increase in the discrete growth rate, would 
p t l y  extend the ulation lifetimes of such local populations. It is not hard to imagine that the 

"g efforts to improve ha itat quality in the Tortoise Management Areas could effect such a 1.5% inncase 
in growth. For example, based on the standard mourccbased model for interspecies competition, the 
effect of sheep grazing could lower tonoise 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 adult-proof fences. This could lower adult wrrtality rates due to road kill. 
So, it is quite likely that the viability of Clark County desert tortoise populations will be increased by 
the measures proposed by the Shon-Term Habitat Conservation Plan. 
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ASSESSMENT OF TORTOISE HABlTAT QUALITY 
AWNG THE PERIPHERIES OF 

THE CLARK O U N T Y  HABlTAT CONSERVATION PLAN 
PERMlT AREA AND EXCLUSIONARY ZONES 

A Desen Tortdse Shm-tum Habitat Canmtion Plan (He) is W i g  developed for 
Clark County, Nevada (RECON 1990). Ekments include a Section Iqa) permit a m  
comprising non-federal lands in most of Las Vegas Valley and rhm exclusionary zones 
within that permit area - Las Vegas. Henderson, and Boulder City - each enclosing highly 
developed areas. Development within the permit area requirts a flat fee of $300 per acrc (ii 

addition to cumntly-assessed fees) to fund mnsuvation and research pragrams. (No 
distinction is made in fees between high quality and poar quality tortoise habitat.) 

Furthrrmore, all development within the pamit area most include surveys for and nmoval 
of tonoises fiom all sites prior to grading; these q i r rmtn t s  ~IC! conducted at the expense 
of the develapa: (Exclusionary lones, and other axas within the pumit area meting 
exclusionary criteria, arc exempt frorn tortoise s w e y  and rnnoval mphamts . )  To 
maximh the cansewation effort for mmiscs in La, V e p  Valley, it is crucial to accmtely 
identify tortoh habitat withim the valley, in association with the pwmit area and 
exclusionary zonc boundaries. It is also important to d y  identify the &t area and 
exclusionary lone boundaries for ecoclarnic legitimacy to developas. To assist in refining 
the perimaao of the permit area and exclusionary zones, a m y  of tortoise habitat quality 
along these barden was completed, the resul~  of which rtponed herein. 

?he narey was canducted f b m  22 to 25 October 1990. ?t inched driving and walking 
thc pennit am and exclusionary aone bormdaries to usess habiau for tar&i#s. H a b i i  
quality was deermined fnm atamivc plevims arpaia~n of thc m h e r  in rampling 
tortoise habitat in Nevada, Cnlifomh, and Utah and included qualitative analyses of 
vegetation (e.g.. species. cover, diversity), soil and subsaate (e.g.. consistence, coarse 
particles), topogrephy and drainage, and adjacent habitat potential. Habitat quality was 
divided into five categories: 



1) None - no tmtoius possible 
2 ) P o o r - ~ m y b e ~ n t . k r t i t b u n l i l r e l y .  Iftheyarcpmcat,dcnsities 

arc very low 
3) Fair - tortoises @ a b l y  present in law densities 
4) Modera& - aaaoises probably prcsat in mbdarae densities (below 

-ly 75-100 -2) 
5) Good - tortoises probably pnsent in densities in w s  d appmdmaaely 

100 tortoisestmi2. @Todlsmamn . .  . is mde betwcu~ good and exccUmt 
habitar, since both ~ppat large numbas of a n i d s  rtquiring essentiany 
the same aeatment during mitigation.) 

I s .  Where the habitat was a mosaic between two categarier. both categodm wae nofed 

- 
1-15 to Valley View Inhaently modaue habitat (fair to to proltimiry to -1 

t l scatted houses and adjacent to fmmay 

C Valley View to Buffalo Modaate to good habitas d y  ondew- with widely 

P' scatted houses, inside and outside permit paimm. 

Buffalo to hills just narth Good habiat; dewbpnwt u alxm . .  of Blue Diamond Rd. 

4' Hills just nor& of Blue Poor to fair, th flats to the east am good with rhe exception 
Diamond Rd of Sections 6 (T22S R60E) and the a rround the westan 

extension of Warm Springs Rd., which is moderate; 
developmnt as above 

ArcaofSunsetRd. Good; developmeat as above 

Hils of Section 36 (TZlS Modarae, no& hat much d habitat to eut rad nmhcast is 
R 59E) poar or fair, so unless chert is goo habitat to the west of 

I' paimecn (unlikely), densities may be l o w  than the 
~nhertnt quality of the habitat or there may only be patches of 
higher density . 



I 
Mid Section 14 to Section Fair habitat scatted houses to cast 
1 1  

I 
Hill in Section 10 Paor to non-habitat; occasional dwelling 

Section 10 to mid Sectik 6 Pbar to fair habitat occasional duelling 
(nonh of Blue Diamond Rd.) 

. I 
Mid W o n  6 to westem Mountains t f t  non-habitill Inrmediaely adjacent flats arc 
extension of Smalre Ranch poor, becoming fair further dormslope. Mountains to 
Rd. west and north art non-habitat. No horns. 1 
Smoke Ranch Rd. to Mountains arc non-habitat near summits d o n  talus; 
Cheyenne Rd Iowa slopes art poor. with fair habitat on immediately 

d j m t  flau; occasional homes to cast 

Cheyenne Rd to mid Mostly ~ e ,  some patches good. Scatted horns. 
Section 36 (T19S, R59E) 

!kction 36 to wtcm edge 
of Section 12 (1 mile west 
of Highway 95) 

Section 6 to Section 5 

Sections 5 md 4. rdjaccnt 
nonhancanas  

Section 1 msection 18 
(T19S R62E) 

Section 19 m El5 

1-15 to sauthan end of 
Section 12 (T2OS R62E) 

Section 12 to b k c  Mead 
Blvd. 

Lake Mead Blvd to lawa 
end Section 36 

Fair habitat scatted houses 

Modente habitat 

Fair to modmate habitat. houses 

Non-habitat 

Poa habitat 

Rimaxily non-habitat, although thac is a vay slight chance 
of tortoises in sections 3 and 10 because of adjacent fair to 
moderate habitat in the southwcs~ 

F a i r s b o r d a l i n e ~ k h a b i t u  

Fair habitat ( i i n t l y  lewd mu 1-15) 

Poa habias #nrre dmlopmenc and dishlrbance along 
paimta with housing uact approxituntcly 0.5 mi west and 
beyond 

Pocir on slopes west of perimeter. non-habitat ar his; 
housing uact 0.5 miles east of paimtcr 



- .  

1' 
I' W o n  36 to Section 24 Fair JQlg paimuer, becanin &cnd m~darue neat t rwthcrn end of segment; non- bitat in northwestem crmer 

E' 
of Section 2. Buildings andlor T ~ P r o s o p u  bosque 
along entire perimeter segmnt, with exception of the 
northern portion 

8' Section24toWm25 Poarhabi~bdaedtorvertbybosque 

Section 25 to Sectian 34 Non-habitas either the boquc or clcmd. Hills to the east 

I' =pmr 

Seaion 34 to Highway 95 Fair on east side of perimner, d y  poor on wen d&: 
housing tnct 0.5-1 mile west. Moderate habitat in Section 

8' 22; dcveloped south of Section 22. 

Railroad Pats Poor to fair in hills on nah ride of Highway 9 5  fair nor& 

I' of hills 

Section 36 (T22S. R63E) to Fair habitat; no &vc@umt 

If1 
Black Mountain 

.. - Black Mountain A m d c  of nowhabitat to M habitat, depending on talus 
condition and ptrant slope; fair to moderate habitat on the 

I' alluvial fan cast of Black Mountain 

Highway 93 to Section 11 Fair habimt; m &vclopmcnt with exception of transmission 
(l23S R64E) lims 

11' SectionlltoSection13 Fairtomaderaoehabim~becaming~inS&on13 

I' S e c t i o n l 3 m a ~ t c l y  Goodhabi~lt;low-ad~habi~atjltneartofnrbnation; 
05  mi west of substation no housing 

r! 0.5 mi west of substation I a w d  fair habitat; rrtiFidrrl ponds and runoff, heavy 
to edge of Township 63 1/1E sheep grazing 

4'. 
Township 63 lt2E to High-end mdcratc habimr. no housing 
approximately 0.5 mi north 
of highway crossing 

I' 0.5 mi nanh of highway Modare habi~at; m haasing 
crossing to 05 mi south 
of Highway 93 

I' 0.5 mi south of Highway hir habit* only buildings m? a casino 
93 to the highway 

11 Nmh ofMccullough Fair to modesate habimt; hooting near edge ofpaimem 
Mu., west of Highway 95, for most of segment 
to Section 25 

I' NonhmedgeofMcCul- ~airhbitesoauionaldwelling 
lough Range to Bennuda Rd 

6' 4 

a' 



Bermuda RcL to 1-15 Modme C i a t n d y  h w n d  gwd nearI-15); several 
houses. 

11. Exclusionary Zones: 

Exclusionary Zone 1 (Figme 2): 

1-15 to Rainbow 

'Itapicana to Hwy. 95 Continoour muchaes inside ud outside paimoer. 
freeway 

-way to Rancho Nearly continaotlt 8tmctum inside jmhetm, with major 
excevtions at (1) Smoke Ranch Road. w h a t  there am 
s e v d  areas dd-hhmntly fair (now k) habitat, 
continuous to west, but divided by freeway and adjacent to 
housing tracts; and (2) small patch of inherently poa m fair, 
highly disturbed habitat inside perimeter when Rainbow 
becomes kcway - no tortoises. Outside perimter are large 
wxs of houses with intermittent patches of habitat This 
habitat is mostly poor m fair @oar nonh of Alexander) and 
conneas to habitat in west 

Rancho; junction Housing tract to west, outside exclusionary nne. but to 
noctheast axe patches of poor m fair habitat and scattmd 
houses 

Junction to Lbne Mountain Outride nm is scrttaed houses and inbaaaly poor (some 
Rd. non-) habitat; surrounded by houses. Inside paimeter is 

s m c m s .  

Rancho and Craig Rd. PrvsopLslAtripkx scrub north and south of perimem, highly 
disturbed - no tortoises. Various housing tracts to nonh. but 
also continuous habitat 

Chig Rd. to Cbeyenne Ave Buildings aclerr td with large patches of inherently poor 
ud mostly bighly disturbed habitat 

Ranchoatcheyenae Highlydijtllrbedhabitatwnhunmd~ofperimeter 
junction. 

CbcycnaeAve.to ~ u a ~ p a n h 8 b i ~ t ~ o b ~ ~ w i t h  
Corn St. mtcrmimt buildings Developed south of pcrimtta to 

C l a p ;  poor habitat Chhmntly bwcnd fair) cast of 
Clayton. 

Commerce m 1-15 . Developed norlh and south of perimeter. 

Cheyenne m M g  Rd. Developed on west side of &way. Developed on east side 
north to Gowan. Nonh of Gowan to Ciaig art revend anas 



of inhmt ly  poor habitat, now compleoely smwnded and 
tonoises highly dikcly. 

1-15 to Nellis Blvd North and south 'ofperimtcr is inherently poa~ habitat, now 
. completely surmundd (unoises unlihly). with occasional 
buildings. Shortly east of Lamb to Nellis is continuous 
S t l U ~ S .  

(3raig Rd. to Carey Ave. With exception of andl patch dm-habitat at cana ofLas 
Vegas Blvd. and Nelh a n d ~ h  of non-habitat wt of 
perimeter at Gowan, is contmuous developma~t both skb 
of pc l imm 

Nellis to Hollywood Nearly continuous building north and sooth of paimter. 
E x a ~ b n s :  mtch of vav uocu habitat C i n t l v  fair) nuth 
of ky at h n y  Lane; Kwh of non-hribitat (inhirendy 
poor) cast of ML Hood S t  At Carey and Hollywood is fair 
habitat to north and east of pcximtcr and buildings to cast. 

Carey to Charleston Blvd. Inside paimeter a m  is a large met dfair habitat south of 
Owens St. to Bonanza Rd. Continuous housing east of 
ptrimeter, south to Stewan Ave. Fair habitat south to 
Charleston, although highly disturbed on sourhwcst and 
southeast corner of Charleston, so is non-habitat here. 

Charleston to Sahara Ave Inherently fair habitat intide perimeter, but highly disturbed 
ncar Charkston. so i s  non-habitat there. Toward Sahara I 
there is a large T ~ ~ m s o p i s  bosque abutting tonoise 
habitat to the west, so the habitat here pmbably hosts few, if 
any, toytoirs, because of adjacent habitat w r y  Outside 
perimeter is highly disturbed, non-habitat (~nherently fair). 

Sahara to Vegas Valley Develapmeru inddc and ou& perimeter. . 
Dr. I 
Vegas Valley Ih. to Borque dong west dde dpaimm to 03 mi south 
Fremont St. of Vegas Valley Dr., what bosque encompasses road nearly 

to Frcmont. At Fruaont is non-habitat ( i aen t ly  poor, but 
surrounded by mn-habitat). Inside perimeter are buildings 
at Ely Ave. Gravel pit wuide perimter area in smthwestcm 
coraa of Section 14. 

hemant to Mountain Developad inside md ouaide pairnew. 
Vista St. 

Russell Rd. to Sunset Rd. Whitmy Merr a m  is non-lubitat C i t I y  poor but 
nxmundcd by mn-habitat); mnahdcr is developed on both 
sides of puimcttr. 

Mountain Vim to Green Dmlopsd inside p u h c m  m-habitat outside with de- 
Valley Parkway velopmnt outside paimeter at Green Valley. 

Green Valley to Pccos Rd Inside pcrimean is mostly non-habitat; outside perimaa is 
developed. 

6 .  



Pecos Rd. to El5 Inside perimeter is mostly developed, with some non-habitat 
just east of Pccos and a large patch of fair habitat 
(continuous to south) at railroad nossing. Outside perimeter 
is mostly developed with several small patches of non- to 
poor habitat (inherently poor to fair). 

B 

Exclusionary Zone 2 3): 

Northern poltion 
Inside puhctcr Continuous stmctms 

I 
outside p c h t a  Smchues along Highway 95 and north of Sunset. Rd. 

Poor habitat north of Sunset mar Pabco Rd 
TarnarirlProsopis bosqu surrounds most of northem and 

B 
eastern edges. Along Highway 95 at southern end of mne is 
patch of inherently fair habitat but completely surrounded by 
development so probably no tortoises. 

I 
Southern partion 

Inside paimtter Continuous sauchuts, except (1) on the southwestern 
cann (intasection of Pacific and Heather), (2) on the 

0 
southcastem comer, where habitat is mostly fair to . 
moderate. but highly disturbed (poor) near railroad and (3) 
in the west where the habitat is inherently fair from 

1. 
Vicwmont Dr.north to Coolidge Ave. between F m k f a  

' 

Way and Tigertail Way. between B i i  and Tigertail the 
habitat is highly disturbed, so poor. 

Outside peri- S m c t m s  along Lakc Mead Blvd. from Albany nearly to 
Warm Springs Rd. Habitat is inherently poor to fair north to 
northem end of Exclusionary Zone. but surrounded by 

' 1 
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 

.I. 
southeastern comer of zone. becoming fair west of 
Greenway. From Horizon north, habitat is poor to fair. I 

Exclusionary Zone 3 (Figme 4): 

Inside pcaimetcr Continuous houses a other buildings, with the exception of: 
(1) the area between Kiva Dr. and Mendota Dr.. which is 
fair habitat. but completely smunded  by recent housing; 
and (2) a small @on of poor habitar at the norhean end of 
Alaska Ave . 

Outside paimtet Mo&rate to good habitat along Buchanan. south of El 
Camino Way. Continuous structures h n  El Camino Way 
north along Buchanan Blvd., and along Nevada Highway to 
Bicentennial Park. Habitat is fair to moderate from the park 
to Adams Blvd. Houses art continuous from Adams Blvd 



southcast m Vaquero, at which paint the habitat is moderate. 
Houses again occur in a broad block f m  Bmnuda Dunes 

Habimt quality along the pamit am perimeter is largely only fair a paor# Q.c., it 

mppmts low densities of tortoises at best); the poaest habitat is along the eastem and 
nahern borders. Moderate a betm habitat (ie., supporring dmsitits in excew of 
appmhately 35 moises/mi2) is found dong the routhem md westan bardcn, with the 

. best habitat south and southwest of Las Vegas and northwest With a few cxa@ons, the 
exclusionary zone border zones of continuous housing or other sm~cturcs. Suggestions for 
slight changes in the permit area and exclusionary m e  boundaries area o f h d  below to 
support the intent of the short-tam HCP: 

Parnit Artakrimcter: From Valky View to Buffala: Extend pamit area south 
because of good tartoise habitat there. 

Section 3 to Man 6 (T19S R 61E): This habitat 
is not worth as much to tortoises as that along wesmn ca 
southern pennit area bardes, consider a decreased pr ia  for 
development hue. 

Bermuda R d  to I-15: Extend pmnit area to south because 
of moderate tortoise habitat that. 

Exclusionary Zone 1: Fnnn Fremont to E15, consida expanding the orclusioaary 
m e  south because of the high degree of development. 
(Excludc that area from the railroad crossing near Bennuda 
to Las Vegas Blvd; that area is poorly developed) 

At Lare Mountain Rd. and Rancho. extend exclufionary 
oone nor ths t  - non-habitat surrwnded by houses. 

BetweencraigradQleyenneatongRaaeho,e~ 
exelusionmy zone to east - paa to non-babitat with much 
dtvelopmenr 

- 
Along Hollywood Blvd between ChPrluarn and Fnmam, 
push exclusiawy zont boundary cast to include large 
patches of tortoise habitat and p n d t  the large bosque. 

Exclusionary Zone 2: Move paimcm daclusianary zone north to Kimberly. 
since there art no buildings between Kimberly and the 
exclusionary zone border. 

8 
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Figure 2. Tortoise habitat along perimeter of Exclusionary Zone 1: 
O=Non:habitat, P=Poor, F=Fair, MtModerate, C=Cood, .......... .......... .-.-.......'...'.'.' . . . . . . . . . . = Structures, IIIIIII1I1 = Poor habitat interspersed with 
buildings. 



O=Non-habitat, P=Poor, F=Fair, M~Moderate, G=Good, - . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . ....-.... . . . . . . . . I Structures, 'vA= Poor to fair habitat interspersed - 
with buildings. 
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. RCP COMPLIANCE FORMS AND PROTOCOLS 

11 The following forms and protocols a r e  d r a f t  versions of those t o  be used 
f o r  projects  within t h e  10(a)  permit area.  The forms w i l l  be available 
a t  City and County off ices  and include an ident i f ica t ion  number coded t o  
t h e  local  jur isdict ion.  'I The d r a f t s  presented here f o r  review include: 

#I 1. A projec t  i den t i f i ca t ion  and s ignature  page t h a t  must be .completed 
by a l l  p ro jec t s  i n  the  permit area; 

. 2. The protocol t o  be used f o r  t o r t o i s e  surveys and the  form t o  be used 
t o  report  survey resul ts ;  and 

3 .  The protocol t o  be used f o r  t o r t o i s e  removals and the  form t o  be 
used t o  report  removal r e su l t s .  

Please note t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  forms w i l l  be typeset. 

. d 

J 



HCP ID # 

I 1 HCP COWLIANCE EORM 
PART 1 -- PROJECT IDENTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE SHEET 

I NOTE: 

1. IF AN AUDIT INDICATES THAT A SURVEY OR REMOVAt FORM BAS BEBN 
INTENTIONALLY FALSIFIED, THE PROJECT WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM 
CoVERAGE BY TEE SECTION 10 (A) (1) (B) PERMIT FOR TBE DURATION OF 
TAE PERMIT PERIOD. MOREOVER, IF TAKE OCCURReD ON SUCH PROPERTY, 

11 
IT WAS NOT INCIDENTAL TO AN OTHERWISE LAWFUL ACT M T Y  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 MOST BE' REPORTED ON THE BCP COMPLIANCE FORM 2B 
AND WILL BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A MAXIMUM OF 90 DAYS. 

3. TIfE RESULTS'OP A TORTOISE REMOVAL MUST BE REPORTED ON THE HCP 
COMPLIANCE FORM 3B AND WILL BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A MAXIMUM OF 
60 DAYS. 

A l l  p ro j ec t s  in t h e  permit area  a r e  required t o  complete t h i s  fonn and 
submit it t o  the  appropr ia te  l o c a l  agency. Authorization t o  grade I' property w i l l  not  be given by t h e  l o c a l  agency u n t i l  t h i s  fonn has been 
submitted and is  accepted as complete. 

I' The pro jec t  proponent is responsible f o r  securing a11 s ignatures  
required below and f o r  providing a l l  required in fomat ion .  

11 1. cite loca t ion  and s i z e  of subject site: 

Parcel  number (8) 

Acres 

City o r  township 

2. Check t h e  box below t h a t  app l ies  t o  subject  site: 

a. S i t e  is within  an exclusionary zone. 
Tor toise  survey is not required. 

b. S i t e  is covered by exclusionary c r i t e r i a .  a' 0 Tortoise survey is  not required. , 



c. S i t e  has been surveyed f o r  to r to i se s .  
No evidence of t o r t o i s e s  found on-site. 
Survey report  attached. 
Signature of surveyor provided Lielow. 

m i  
I ' d. S i t e  has been surveyed f o r  and cleared of to r to i ses .  

0 Removal report  attached. 
Signature of t o r t o i s e  remover provided below. 
Signature of person a t  t r ans fe r  f a c i l i t y ,  where t o r t o i s e s  were 
delivered, provided below. 

( 1 3.  Provide proof of payment of mltlgation fee. 

Date of payment 

Receipt attached. 
(check box) 

I 

I 1. I f  2 .C o r  2 .d a r e  checked above, provide t h e  appropriate signature 
below. 

(2. c) 
I Signature of Surveyor 

(2 .dl 
S'ignature of Tortoise Remover 

Signature of Receiver a t  
Tortoise Transfer Fac i l i t y  

Date 

Date 

Date 

Signature of Property Owner Date 

5 .  Sign below as proof of compliance w i t h  XCP requirements. ' 

Signature of Project  Proponent Date 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Date of submittal  

Signature 
of person accepting form 

N a m e  and T i t l e  



HCP COMPLIANCE FORM 
PART 2A -- TORTOISE SURVEY PROTOCOL 

. . 

I n  order t o  comply with  HCP requirements, t o r t o i s e  surveys must be 
conducted according t o  the  following protocol  and reported on the 
a t tached form (28) . 

I 
I 

p u a l i f i c a t i o n  of Surveyor I 
The following gu ide l ines  f o r  t h e  s e l ec t ion  of a t o r t o i s e  surveyor a r e  
based on those  used by t h e  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and a r e  
recommended f o r  use by p ro j ec t  proponents i n  t he  permit area .  

I 
1. A s  a general  ru le ,  a qua l i f i ed  dese r t  t o r t o i s e  surveyor is a 

b i o l o g i s t  w i t h  a bachelors o r  graduate degree i n  biology, ecology, 
w i l d l i f e  biology, herpetology, o r  r e l a t e d  f i e l d s .  He/she should be 

I 
f ami l i a r  w i t h  t h e  survey techniques used by resource agencies and 
should have p r i o r  f i e l d  experience. F ie ld  experience may mean a 
minimum of 60 days of i n - f i e ld  searches f o r  t o r t o i s e s  and t o r t o i s e  

I 
s ign.  

2. For t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  survey t o  be  acceptable, the  surveyor must be 
ab le  to :  (a) recognize and accurate ly  i d e n t i f y  a l l  t y p e s  of desert 

4 
t o r t o i s e  sign,  and (b) record a l l  s ign i n  a ca re fu l ,  l eg ib le ,  and 
complete way. Tor to i se  s ign includes cover sites, s h e l l s ,  and 
es t imated s i z e  of l i v e  t o r t o i s e s .  

8 
S i t e  Description I 
The surveyor w i l l  provide a l ega l  descr ip t ion  of t h e  site and a site map 
t h a t  c l e a r l y  shows the  loca t ion  of the property w i t h  respect t o  t h e  
boundaries of t h e  1 0 ( a )  permit and e x i s t i n g  roads. 

The surveyor a l s o  w i l l  describe t h e  site's: I 
1. S o i l  types, t ex tu re ,  and p rope i t i e s  r e l a t i v e  t o  drainage and 

s u i t a b i l i t y  f o r  t o r t o i s e  burrows ( fo r  example: -well-drained sandy 
loam w i t h  patches of gravel  and cobbles under a poorly developed 
desert pavement; h ighly  s u i t a b l e  f o r  t o r t o i s e  burrows"); 

2. Landform o r  topography ( fo r  example: -gently s loping a l l u v i a l  p l a i n  
d i ssec ted  by shallow drainage channelsw); I 

3.  Plan t  community, wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  dominant perennials  
and t h e  presence and i d e n t i t y  of t y p i c a l  t o r t o i s e  forage species  
( f o r  example: " typ ica l  creosote  scrub community wi th  widely 
s c a t t e r e d  creosote  bushesw);  



4 .  Human impacts.on the site o r  o f f - s i t e  f ea tu re s  t h a t  may h a m  an 
impact on any t o r t o i e e s  on t h e  property (such as: grading, ORV 
ac t iv i ty ,  adjacent road, dumping) ; and 

5. A br i e f  descr ip t ion  of  adjacent  land, including the presence and 
estimated ex ten t  of s u i t a b l e  t o r t o i s e  hab i ta t .  I 

Survey Procedure and Record o f F i n d i n q s  

1. To conduct t h e  survey, t h e  sunmyor w i l l  walk a s i n g l e  series of 
p a r a l l e l  l ine- in te rcep t  t r a n s a c t s  u n t i l  t h e  entire site has been 
covered. These t r ansec t s  w i l l  be spaced a t  10-yard i n t e r v a l s  (See 
below). I n  s i t u a t i o n s  where it is impossible o r  unsafe t o  follow 
t h i s  procedure (such a s  on prec ip i tous  s lopes  o r  where unsafe 
condit ions ob ta in) ,  t h e  procedure ac tua l ly  usedmust be described i n  

' d e t a i l .  

Property Boundary 

H 
10 yards 

2. A l l  t o r t o i s e  s igns  found w i l l  be recorded on t h e  survey repor t  form, 
and t h e  locat ion of t h e  s igns  w i l l  be marked on t h e  site map. If 
codes other  than t h e  numbers from the  survey form a r e  used t o  mark 
s ign  on the  map, a  key t o  codes must be included on t h e  map. 

3. Tortoise  surveyors w i l l  look f o r  t o r t o i e e s  on the eurface, under 
bushes, under ledges, under overhangs, and any o ther  p lace  a 
t o r t o i s e  might seek she l t e r .  Tor toise  burrows w i l l  be examined. f f  ' 

t h e  back end of t h e  burrow i r  not  v i s i b l e ,  t h e  searcher w i l l  use a  
f i b e r  o p t i c  device o r  o ther  remote sehsing system t o  inspect  t h e  
unseen por t ions  of t h e  burrow. 

4.  Surveyors a r e  not  required t o  raarch f o r  t o r t o i s e  egga. I f  egg6 .re 
discovered i n  t h e  process of  searching f o r  t o r t o i s e  sign, t he  
surveyor should mark t h e  loca t ion  i n  t h e  f i e l d  and c a l l  t h e  ho t l ine  
a t  t he  t o r t o i s e  t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y .  Removal of t o r t o i s e  eggs w i l l  be 
provided a t  no charge through t h e  h o t l i n e  service .  



! 

Conclusions 

the site and check the appropriate box on the survey report form. 
When the survey is completed, the surveyor must reach a conclusion abcrut 

Helshe must decide whether or not the site is tortoise habitat. Re/she 
also must report whether or not there is evidence that tortoises are 
currently on the site. 

Form Completion and Submittal I 
To be accepted as complete, the survey form mus't be: 

1. Legiblet 

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. 
I 

The surveyor and property owner aiso must sign the wProject Identifica- 
tion and Signature Sheetn of the HCP Compliance Form. 

I 
I 
I 
a 

-- .- ... .~ - - .- - .--..--.-. 



HCP ID # 

pizq 
HCP COMPLIANCE FORM 
PART 2B -- TORTOISE SURVEY REPORT 

NOTE : 

1. I F  AN AUDIT INDICATES THAT A SURVBY OR REWKhL 
FORM HAS BEZN INTENTIONALLY FALSIFIED, THE PRWECT 
WILL BE EXCLUDED FROM COVERAGE BY TEIE SECTION 
1 0  (A) (1) (B) PERMIT FOR THE DURATION OF TBE PERMIT 
PERIOD. MOREOVER, IF TAKE OCCURRED ON SUCR 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 TRE 
ESA ARE PUNISHABLE BY FINES OF UP TO $25,000 FOR 
EACH INSTANCE OF TAKE AND BY UP TO SIX MONTHS I N  
JAIL. 

2. SURVEY RESULTS MUST BE REPORTED ON THE HCP COMPLI- 
ANCE FORM 2B AND W I L L  BE CONSIDERED VALID FOR A HAXIMUM OF 90 
DAYS . 

. This f o m  must be completed fo r  a l l  p ro jec ts  required t o  survey for  
to r to i se s .  It w i l l  not be deemed complete unless it is legible ,  accom- 
panied by a site map tha t  ind ica tes  the  locat ion of property i n  the  
permit area and t h e  locat ion of any t o r t o i s e  s ign  found during the 
survey, and signed by the  surveyor. 

Results  of a survey t h a t  conclude t o r t o i s e s  are no t  present on the  site 
w i l l  be subject  t o  audi t  over a one-week period a f t e r  t h e  HCP Compliance 
Fonn has been submitted t o  t h e  appropriate loca l  agency. Such audi ts  
w i l l  be conducted by NDOW on a random basis .  

If a survey concludes t h a t  tortoises are present on the  site, the  HCP 
Compliance Form cannot be submitted u n t i l  a t o r t o i s e  removal report has 
been completed. 

Completion of t h i s  form is  the  respons ib i l i ty  of t h e  surveyor and proj- 
ect proponent. 

1. C i t e  locat ion and s i z e  of subject  site: 

Parcel  number (8) 

c i t y  o r  township 



I 
I 

2. Prepare and a t t a c h  a site loca t ion  map t h a t  shows t h e  subject  
property i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  permit area .  The map a l s o  w i l l  be used 
t o  show t h e  l oca t i on  of t o r t o i s e  s igns  found during t h e  survey and 
must be l a rge  enough t o  allow for t h e  easy i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of such 

8 
locat ions .  

Map at tached.  
I 

(check box) 

3. Provide a brief descr ip t ion  of s o i l  types, t ex ture ,  and proper t ies .  
I 
I 

. . 

4 .  Provide a b r i e f  descr ip t ion  of t h e  site8s topography. I 
I 

5. 'Describe t h e  p l a n t  community on t h e  site. I 
I 

6. Describe human impacts on t h e  site. I 
I 

7 .  Br ie f ly  descr ibe  t h e  adjacent  property. 

I 
I 

8. If d i f f e r e n t  from HCP protocol ,  descr ibe  methods used. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

- . -. .- - - -  -. - 



Summarize findings below (individual findings w i l l  be described i n  
item 10 and recorded on the site map). 

Number of l i v e  torto ises  found 

Number of torto ise  remains found 

Number of cover sites found 

Number of  sites with droppings 

Total number of .o ther  sign 



L 

L 
- 

I 
10. List all findings below (add additional sheets if required). I 

. I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
a 
1 
I .  
I 
I 
I 
-1 
I 
I 

~ t m ~ ~ o ~ n v r m ~ u m m r c u :  I 

i 



Date 

1 
- .. . . . . -- - -  - -- 

( I 11. State conclusions by checking t h e  app rop r i a t e  box below. 

0 a. 
S i t e  is  not  t o r t o i s e  hab i t a t  o r  is  no longer su i t ab l e  t o r t o i s e  
hab i ta t .  No evidence of t o r t o i s e  presence was found. Tortoise 
removal not  required. 

b. S i t e  is t o r t o i s e  hab i t a t  but  no evidence o r  t o r t o i s e  presence 
was found. Tor toise  removal not  required. 

S i t e  has t o r t o i s e  s ign  but  no t o r t o i s e s  found. Search f o r  0 '* t o r t o i s e s  a s  per  HCP removal protocol  required. 

d. S i t e  has t o r t o i s e s .  Tor toise  removal required. 

1' 12. Sign below a s  proof of compliance w i t h  HCP requirements fo r  t o r t o i s e  
surveys. 

SiQnature of Surveyor 

P r i n t  Name 

Street Address 

c i t y ,  S ta te ,  ZipCode ' 

(Area Code) Phone Number 



Signature of Property Owner 

Stree t  Address 

City, State ,  Zip Code 

(Area Code) Phone Number 

Date I 



I I t n  order t o  comply with HCP requirements, tortoise removal8 must be 
conducted according t o  t h e  following protocol and reported on the  
attached form (3B). 

I I Qualif icat ion8 of Tortoise Remover 

The recommended qua l i f ica t ions  of a person who removes t o r t o i s e s  a re  the  (1  same as  those f o r  a t o r t o i s e  surveyor. 

1. As a general rule ,  a qua l i f ied  deser t  t o r t o i s e  surveyor is a biolo- 
g i s t  with a bachelors o r  graduate degree i n  biology, ecology, wild- 
l i f e  biology, herpetology, o r  r e l a t ed  fields. He/she should be 
famil iar  with the  survey techniques used by resource agencies and 

11 . should have p r i o r  f ie ld  experience. Field experience may mean a 
minimum of 60 days of in-f ie ld  searches f o r  t o r t o i s e s  and to r to i se  
sign. 

11 2. For the  r e s u l t s  of t he  survey t o  be acceptable, t h e  surveyor must be 
able  to :  (a)  recognize and accurately iden t i fy  a l l  types of desert 
t o r t o i s e  sign,  and (b) record a l l  s ign  i n  a careful ,  legible ,  and 
complete way. 

Scheduling and Timing of Tortoise Removals 

(1 1. T h e  pro jec t  w i t h  property t o  be cleared of t o r t o i s e s  must 
no t i fy  t h e  t o r t o i s e  t r ans fe r  f a c i l i t y  i n  wri t ing a t  l e a s t  1 0  days i n  
advance of t h e  col lect ion.  During the 10-day period, t h e  project  
may be se lec ted  a t  random f o r  in - f i e ld  inspection during 
col lect ion.  

) 1 2. A l l  co l lec t ions  s h a l l  be conducted during dayl ight  hours. I 
3. Collected t o r t o i s e s  must be delivered t o  t h e  t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y  

within four hours of co l lec t ion  (beginning with the  first to r to i se  
co l lec ted) .  I 

(i 4.  Collected t o r t o i s e s  must be delivered t o  t h e  t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y  by 
5:00 p.m. o r  by spec ia l  arrangement with t h e  f a c i l i t y .  

Collection Methods 

(1  1. Tortoise removal s h a l l  be accomplished by .earchar8 walking pa ra l l e l  
t r ansec t s  a t  25 f e e t  i n t e rva l s  u n t i l  t he  e n t i r e  s i te . is  covered (see 
below). Complete coverage of t h e  site i n . t h i s  manner s h a l l  be 
considered one pass. I 



Property Boundary I '  
I 

. I 
I 

H 
I 

25 feet 
2. A l l  t o r t o i s e s  encountered on a pass w i l l  be co l lec ted  and removed 

from t h e  f i e l d  a t  t h a t  t i m e  (see " to r to i se  handling and record 
I 

keepingn below). The number of t o r t o i s e s  co l lec ted  on a pass w i l l  
be recorded on t h e  Tortoise  Removal Form (3B). I 

3. A site w i l l  be considered.cleared when two passes without finding 
t o r t o i s e s  have been made o r  when a t o t a l  of four passes have been 1 made. 

4 .  ~ o r t o i s e  removers w i l l  search f o r  t o r t o i s e s  on t h e  surface, under 
bushes, under ledges, under overhangs,.and any o ther  place a 
t o r t o i s e  might seek she l t e r .  Tortoise burrows w i l l  be examined. If 

I 
t h e  back end of t h e  burrow is  not v i s ib l e ,  t h e  searcher w i l l  use a 
f i b e r  o p t i c  device O r  o ther  remote sensing system t o  inspect t h e  

.unseen port ions  of the burrow. 
I 

5 .  Tortoise  removers a r e  not  required t o  search f o r  t o r t o i s e  eggs. If 
eggs a r e  discovered i n  the  process of co l l ec t ing  to r to i se s ,  t h e  
t o r t o i s e  remover should mark the  locat ion i n  t h e  f i e l d  and c a l l  t h e  
t o r t o i s e  ho t l ine  a t  the  t o r t o i s e  t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y .  Removal of 
t o r t o i s e  eggs w i l l  be provided a t  no charge through t h e  hot l ine  
service .  

I 
Tortoise  Handling and Racord Keeping 

1. Tortoises  may not be rest ra ined,  confined, o r  molested i n  the  f ield 

I 
before  co l lec t ion .  

2. Tortoises  s h a l l  not be in jured  during removal from burrows, 
. I 

crevices ,  o r  other  she l te rs / fea tures .  

3. Removal of t o r t o i s e s  may not involve t h e  use of explosives, heavy 
I - 

equipment (backhoes, bulldozers, motor-powered e a r t h  moving 
equipment), o r  any other  method, material ,  o r  implement t h a t  may 
i n j u r e  t h e  animal. 

I 
I 

I I 
. . - . - . . . - - . . . -. . . . . - 



. .. -. . . . 

4. Tor toises  must be handled i n  a ca re fu l  manner.   his requires  t h a t  
t h e  animal be l i f t e d  slowly and f u l l y  supported i n  an upright 

I [ . pos i t ion  (as it normally s tands  on the ground) a t  a11 times. If a 
t o r t o i s e  i s  found on i ts  back, it should be righted immediately w i t h  
a slow and g e n t l e  motion. 

. .  . 

) 1 5. Each t o r t o i s e  encountci-ed on a pass  rill be placed i n  a newly- 
purchased, c lean cardboard box of an appropr ia te  s i z e  (8wx8wx6" fo r  
small t o r t o i s e s  and 10nx13"x12" f o r  a d u l t  t o r t o i s e s ) .  Placement of 
a t o r t o i s e  i n  a box w i l l  occur i n  t h e  f ield where the animal was 
encountered. 

6. Each box w i l l  conta in  only one t o r t o i s e  and w i l l  be sealed with 
unreinforced cellophane packaging tape.  Each box s h a l l  be marked on 
t h e  t o p  sur face  i n  black fe l t  permanent marker with t h e  following 
information i n  t h e  following order: 

a .  Co l l ec to r l s  name 
b. Location/name of s i te o r  p ro j ec t  
c. Time and d a t e  of  co l l ec t i on  
d.   he site's HCP i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number 

(The HCP i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number is  i n  the upper r ight  hand corner of 
t h e  HCP Compliance Form.) 

7 .  A summary of  t h e  information on the boxes must be included on t h e  
Removal Report Form (3B) .  

8. Between c o l l e c t i o n  and de l ivery  t o  the  t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y ,  t h e  boxed 
t o r t o i s e s  s h a l l  be maintained i n  the  shade on a p a l l e t  o r  i n  a 
veh ic le  i n  t h e  shade w i t h  the a i r  condi t ioner  running. 

I' 9. Vehicles used f o r  t o r t o i s e  t r anspo r t  s h a l l  be adequate t o  secure t h e  
boxes during t ranspor t .  Boxes should not  be allowed t o  f a l l ,  s l i de ,  
o r  tilt. The a r e a  i n  veh ic le  i n  which t h e  boxes a r e  placed should 
be closed, air-condit ioned,  and p ro t ec t  the boxes from d i r e c t  
sunl ight .  Trucks, open pick-up beds, and non-air-conditioned camper 
s h e l l s  a r e  not  acceptable. ' Truck beds and f loorboards a l so  must be 
insu la ted  by add i t i ona l  carpets ,  plywood, p a l l e t s ,  o r  o ther  
i n su l a t i ng  mate r ia l s .  

10. A l l  t o r t o i s e s  w i l l  be del ivered t o  the t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y  on t h e  day 
of co l lec t ion .  Ae noted above, ,del ivery must occur within four 
hours of co l l ec t i on .  Delivery must be by 5:00 p.m. o r  by spec ia l  
arrangement with t h e  t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y .  

~ o r m  Completion and Submittal 

Upon. de l ivery  of  t h e  t o r t o i s e s ,  an authorized. represen ta t ive  of t h e  
t r a n s f e r  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  check t o  s ee  t h a t ' t h e  Removal Report Form i s  ) I  complete and then  1 counter s ign  it and t h e  HCP " Iden t i f i ca t ion  and 
Signature Sheet." The s igna ture  of the t o r t o i s e  remover and property 
owner a l s o  must be on both forms. 



L 
. 

I 
HCP I D  # 

F l  I 

HCP CObPLIANCE FORM 
I 

PART 38 -- TORTOISE REMOVAL REPORT 
NOTE : 

I 
1. IF AN AUDIT INDICATES THAT A SOIIVEY OR 

FORM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY FALSIFIED, THE PROJECT 
WILL BE EXCLUDED PROM COVERAGE BY TEE SECTION 

I 
10 (A) (1) (B) PJZRMIT FOR TEE DURATION OF THE PERMIT 
PERIOD. MOREOVER, IF TXU3 OCCURRED ON SUCH PROP- 
ERTY, IT WAS NOT INCIDENTAL TO AN OTHERWISE LAW- 

I' 
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 

I 
UP TO $25,000 FOR EACH INSTANCE OF TXU3 AND BY UP 
TO SIX MONTHS IN JAIL. 8 

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. 

I 
This form must be completed for  a l l  p ro jec ts  required t o  remove 
to r to i se s .  It w i l l  no t  be deemed complete unless it is leg ib le  and 
signed by both the  t o r t o i s e  remover and a representat ive of t h e  t o r t o i s e  

I 
t r ans fe r  f a c i l i t y .  

Completion of t h i s  form is  t h e  respons ib i l i ty  of t h e  t o r t o i s e  remover 
I 

and t h e  pro jec t  proponent. 

1. C i t e  loca t ion  and s i z e  of subject  site: 
I 

Parcel  number (a)  

Acres 
I 

City o r  township ' 1 
2. Indicate  t h e  da te  and time of the  co l lec t ion  and the  number of 

searchers used on each pass. 

Date of co l l ec t ion  

I 
Time started' Time f inished 1 
Number of searchers  f o r  each pass: 

Pass 1 Pass 2 Pass 3 paas 4 
I 
I 



- 

- - .  - .  .. - 

1 ( 3.  Summarize t h e  r e s u l t s  of  each pass  and mark t h e  general  locai ion of 
co l lec ted  t o r t o i s e s  on a copy of t h e  site loca t ion  map prepared 
during the  t o r t o i s e  survey. (If t h e  p ro j ec t  proponent has opted t o  
combine the survey and removal s teps ,  a site loca t ion  map must be 
prepared a s  per in s t ruc t i ons  on t h e  survey form. In  such cases, - 
t o r t o i s e  s ign  a l s o  should be noted and mapped during the  first 
co l l ec t i on  pass.) 

Map at tached.  
(check box) 

1 ( . 4 .  Sign below t o  confirm compliance with HCP requirements f o r  t o r t o i s e  
removal. 

s l Signature of Remover Date 

I' P r i n t  Name 

S t r e e t  Address 

C i t y ,  S ta te ,  Zip Code 

(Area Code) Phone Number 

I 







On Octoba 24. 1990, The C M  County Desert Tomhe Steering Canmime bmtcd 
. 

an i n f d  public meeting on the draft Short-term Habitat atnsavatiw Phu for 
the 1)em Tortoise ('HCP). ' h e  -ring was held in the Clark County Board -of 
Commiosionen chambers, from 7$0 to 1 1 m  p.m. The purpose of the meeting was 
to prwide a forum outside of the regular stcuing committee mtcting. to dis- 
cuss the HCP and to gather a d d i t i d  public mmrats. Mr; PAIII Selzer, Roject 
Coordinator, md Mr. Paul -, Project Director, acted as mating mtdiators 
and provided responses to 7 questions. Over 110 people attended the 
public meeting, and 32 peop e offered verbal connnents. 'Ihe majority of those 
attending and speaking u the meeting reprtsented off-highway vehicle (OH') 
interests. Reprcsenmtives from the ranching and mining communities also 
wcnded and spoke. Other speakus rtprestnted collccms from the Southern 
Nevada Homebuilders Association, the Environmental Defense Fund, the City of Las 
Vegas. and other concerned individuals. Attendees of the public meeting are 
listed below. Those individuals that gave verbal comments m indicated with m 
asterisk. 

The W t  majority of the concerns vocalized at the meeting came ffom the 
"multiple users" and cenmed mund the land use constraints that would be 
imposed by the HCP. Nearly all connnents protested taking public lands out of 
multiple-use for the purposes of providing protection for the desert tortoise. 
All multiple usen wbo spoke strongly stated that they have a right to the use 
of public lands, for OHV remaion, grating, mining. hundng. and other activ- 
ities. Many felt that too much land already had been withdrawn from public use. 
Then w a e  many questions regarding the authority under which this "right" to 
use public lands could be talren away. Additionally, many of the colnments also 
indicated that it was "unfair" that the HCP "benefit" the developen in the Las 
Vegas Valley, to the detriment of both residents and users of the desert outside 
of the .Valley. Many indicated concern m r  the rapid growth that has Plnady 
occurred in the Las Vegas Valley. without the necessary public works 
infrasmlctun. 

Then was a show of support of the HCP process from the Sombem Nevada 
Homebuilders Association, the Environmntal Defense Fund. md the City of Las 
Vegas. These groups indicated that the HCP represented a consensus of 
participants and that all H B  participants compromised to a certain extenf 

Other comments nised u the meeting me s u m a d d  below, recarding to tbe 
reprtmtativz interest g~oop. 

By locating the potential TMAs d m g  the major rodways, you m blocking 
access to OHV uw; you should pot the TMAs far away fknn existing 
roadways. 

OHV reaeation does not ,repr#ent r conflict with the deren tortohe. 
OHVs race on existing roadways and approve courses. They lm already 
required to mitigate potential Imprctp to the baoisc. through Section 7 



coru&tim with the BLU A memba of the HCP team s M d  go otlt into the 
f ~ l d  and see how cuefully races are conducted. I 
OHVs do not kill tartoi&s, we never see my tcutohs when we ride. 

A l l o f t h e T M A s r e p r e s e n t p r i m e ~ H v d & ~ .  

H o w c u r l a n d i n L i n c o l a C o u n t y b e i n c 1 ~ A n b i f y o 9 i n c l P d b t r n d i n  
Lincoln County, why not include land in San Banardino Coonty in . 
California? 

O W  use in the the El D o d o  Hins axen bar rtrtady been demmkred by 
USFWS as having no significant impacts. 

The YKL Raach and Nelson Hills lands rhould be designated as the fint TMA 
since these lands have already been designated as tortoise reserves. 

Thm is no proof that livestock @wing is hamfd to tamim. In fact, 
livestock grazing is beneficial to tonoires, because tortoises eat cow 
dung. 

The fint TMA should be in Coyote Spring Valley md ia Piute Valley. 

This plan will mult in tbe 106s of my family heritage - mching. 

hliniu 
Mamon Mesa should not be included as an TMA. 

400,000 axes may not be enough for the tortoise to sdn. 

Put the tortoises in smaller, cantrolled environments, such as a zoo, and 
p m e  them through captive breeding. 

Eluidu 

WhopaidfatheHCPl 

YouucPldagor~ou&ltarraddoingromethingwdon*tmppat 

Tbe ratio of raulle of development dIOwtd to -ge pnnrved ir 
substantial. 

Mort dvcrtising of public meetinga ir nqhd. 



I 
Request urea timt for rubminal of commm~ on dreHB. 

Desut tortoires rn not Wig preserved, Las V e p  VIUey developers are 
being pnserved. 

I 
How can BLM enfacct any of dtesc laad ure commhu~? Tbey dm't have . 
adequate rrdf to &'their existing job. 

I 

Alll~ofcommentoatheHCPmincludedinth&rppendtt. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
. I 
I 
I 
I 
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A ~ B E S A T R l E l I J C ~ O  
OCIOBER 24.1990 . 

1 1. Nune 

11 MikeFmnta *~ebcca lmrjaty 
- 
veprvIUey4x  

11 
Oary Brtwer SNORWVegas VrUey 4 Wheelen 
RonCarter SNORWVegrs Vdley 4 WbeeIm 
MaxCarm SNORE4HDRA 
*Mike Halverson SNOREtHDRA 

LI Pat Dean SNORWHDRA 
B e k k i F m  . SNORE 
Dean Miller SNORE 

(1 
*Jeff & Sue Phillips MRANtBITD 
John & Cindy Clarich - 
Craig Baker SNDWMRAN 
Paul Ziegler Gamblers/MRAN 

11 Barry Webb HDRA 
*Michael J. Conway O W  Intueas 
John F. Luongo HDRA 

11 
Wayne Pruinly. Jr. - 
Rusxll Ruit - 
Todd Stan - 
Onty Starr - 

11 Lindsay Stadrlander - 
Scott Shan MRAN 
Richard Shaw MRAN 

11 *Bob Stewan Rancher 
Mike Morris MRAN 
Jimrnie D. Glimp MRAN 

rl Shane D. Richardson AMA/MRAN 
Krista Matheny MRANIAMA 
Joseph Meycr MRANtAMA 
Frcd Ham11 Motorcycle Duler'r Asroc. of NV 

1.; Ken Wilson MRAN 
Bob Wilson MRAN 
Harry pap= Pistol Amc., clerk Cnty wildlife 

f! 
Board 

Stephanie Fmr TartoiseTtchnidsn 
Tim Pocock - 
John C. Dcmck - 

11' RcbcccaKahrt - 
Damll I(ahn - 
Gina L Wilson MRAN/Wild BmChmoIivC 

11 Ian Bwnan MRANMriId B d  
Greg Rice SNARE 
Linda Price SNARE . 

SNARE 

l i  
Mike Powada 
Scott Powada SNARE 
Frank Bunn . MRANWon6. ofLV/MDAN 

11 
I' 



- .  

11 ATIWDEESATPUBLICMEEIlNO 
OCIOBER 24,1990 

(cantinaed) 

I I 
Name AfliIidw 

I1 Dami~Dawtn - 
11 Roben Cma MRAN 

David Huf'fard MRAN/J-t 
Alan Beaman Wild Bunch 
*Susan Ponsittr Rancher 

(1  Chris Trolson MRAN, Wild Bunch 
David Cutting - 
*Terry Murphy So, NV Hamebaildess Arsoc. 

11 
*Dartel Kris-Kelley - 
+Larry /barton c i t y d ~ a s ~ t ~  
*Scott Mornty - 
*Miles Hinson - 

11 *Jerry Oxborrow MRAN, NV S- As=., Nye 
County Intuens 

Tim Jegerir MRAN. Wild Bunch 

11 *Daryl F o b  MRAN, Gamblers 
*Casey Folks MRAN, Gamblen 
Paul Skeary MRAN, Wild Bunch, h4.C. 

81 
Tom Skesry MRAN, Wild Bunch 
Brent Hanning MRAN. Wild Bunch, M.C. 
Chad Tichenon M R A N , G r o m  
Mark Delahoussaye - 

11 Mikc Palmer MRAN, Jadmbbita 
Amy Reeve MRAN. Jackrabbits 
Jake Rince MRAN. Jackrabbits 

I 1  
Michelle Azevedo MRAN, Jackrabbits 

" BYa Moapa Valley 
Eileen oyce Moapa Valley 
*Michael Looney OHV hmtm 

11 ' h y  Herbst HDRA-SNORE 
Ed Hubst HDRA-SNORE 
Tim Herbst HDRA-SNORE 

11 Brian Collins HDRA-SNORE 
Pat Dean HDRA-SNORE 
John Z Robiaron 
Lolawarna 
winnifnd JIcksoa 

F V Y  v-y - 
1 1 '  city 0th vegu 

Lany Barton City of Las Vegas 
J a m s  Buckntll MRAN 

!I *Keith Nay Rancher 
Calvin L Nay HCR R n d l  
Marilyn Nay - 

(1 
+Wen Walker OHV Inmtm 
Rebecca Villegas MRAN-Gamblen 
Frankie Viegas MRAN-Gamblen 

I' 



I 
A~EESATIWBLICMEETINO 

OCIOBER 24,1990 
( d u d )  

1 

Name . . Afhlirdon 
. 'I 

Roger 1. Nu0 Ilrncber 
I 

Rocky Hatcher Delamar Cattle Ranch 
Bill Bee Walking Box Ranch 
*Jean Mischel EDF 
Ronald Milre Nelson O W  lnmtrts 

I 
Jeremy Nelson OWIntercsts ' 

*Don Akins SNARE 
*Ron & Ann ~chreib& Mining 

I 
Paul D'Aura Mining 
Shelly & Ted Rents 
*Don Dayton SNORE 
Michele Richardson - 

I 
Danny Richardson - 
Jill & David Stouard Wild Bunch 
*Jeff Vanee Las Vegas comnmity intaesu 

4 
*Roben Michael O W  Intucsts , 
*Mark Trinko O W  Interests 
*Mike Gomez Resident, North La, Vegu 

.I 
*Stephen Abbot O W  lnmsts 
*Mark Fieruza O W  Interests 
*Juainne Hayward Cl* County Uvcstock Asroc. 
*Lindsay Dally Moapa Valley 

I 
*Rick Powers Las Vegas Jccp Club 
Yvonne Fox Ranching Interests 
Lavert Lucas City of Hendason 

1 

- = not given 
=speakers 

a 
il 
1. 
-I 
I 
I 
1 
I 

- . - - -.- 



MINING 

There  a r e  '13,070 mining  claims c o v e r i n g  529,780 a c r e s  i n  t h e  

proposed 14 P o t e n t i a l  T o r t o i s e  Management Areas. These c la ims  a 

u s u a l l y  w e l l  r e s e a r c h e d  b e f o r e  b e i n g  olairned. The l i s ts  of mining 

c l a ims  f o r  each PTMA on t h e  fo l lowing  pages  were  taken  from t h e  

BLM Microf icha  d a t e d  A p r i l  of 1990. There  may have been more 

c l a ims  f i l e d  s i n c e  t h a t  t ime ,  b u t  t h e  lists made express  t h e  

Asierrment  and  any claims f i l e d  t o  t h a t  date. 

To c l a i m  8 mining  c l a i m ,  it c o s t s  $1.00 p e r  a c r e  and $5.00 

p e r  c l a im  t o  t h e  coun ty  (The c l i i m  may bm anywhere from a 20 a c r e  

c l a i m  v i t h  on. c l a i m a n t  t o  a 160 a c r e  claim v i t h  8 claimants . )  

A f t a r  t h e  claims arm f i l e d  wi th  t h e  county,  they a r e  then r e n t  t o  

BLM where an  a d d i t i o n a l  610.00 f e e  i n  p a i d  f o r  each cla im.  Three 

y e a r s  ago ,  t h e  f e e  was o n l y  $5.00 t o  BLM, a n d  t h e  informat ion on 

each PTMA, g i v e r  thm t o t a l  f o r  e i t h e r  f e e .  

A f t e r  a l l  o f  t h i s  i s  done, t h e r e  must b e  a n  expendi ture  i n  

t h e  form of improvements t o  t h e  c l a i m  of $100.00 per c la im,  p l u s  

an  annual  assessment  r e c o r d i n g  f e e  of  $1.75 t o  t h e  county, and 

$5.00 t o  BLM f o r  each  claim. 

On t h e  f o l l o w i n g  14  pages  is a s y n o p s i s  of t h e  mining c l a i m s  

found i n  each of t h e  14 PTW's. 
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PTMA # 1 ' . 

$ : 
796 CLAIMS 

!& 508 IN 160's 

224 IN 40's 

#I. 64 IN 20's 
, 

91 TOTAL ACREAGE 91,520 

ml PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS(not counting paparwork, p08t8, 
or surveying) 

CLARK COUNTY $ 95,500 

gr BLM (batwaan) t 3,980 & t 7,960 

81 TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (batwaon) S 99,480.00 & S 103,460.00 

91 
YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

1,393.00 to Clark County to film Assmssment 

#I' $ 3,980.00 to BLM to film Asremsment 

4 79,600.00 Aasa8smant (into thm mconomy of Clark County) 

ipel TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSES $84,973, 

$1 
8 1 ;  

g! 
-' 
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8 
PTMA R 2 \I 

3,893 CLAIMS 4 
443 IN 160's 

16 IN 80's 
It 

16 IN 40's 

3,418 IN 20's 

TOTAL ACREAGE 141,160 4 
PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not oounting paperwork, port., 

or murvmy ing) 
' a 

. CLARK COUNTY t 160,625.00 

BLH (between $ 19,465.00 61 $ 38,930.00 

5 
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (batwmmn) $180,890.00 & 8199,555.00 8 
YEARLY OOVERNMENT &XPENSES ON CLAIMS 

$ 6,612.75 to Clark County to file Ammmmamant 

0 
S 19,465.00 to BLU to file Ammmmmmmnt - 8  
8389,300.00 Ammem*nent (into the moonomy of Cl~rk County) 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE 8415,577.75 
1 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $415,775.50 8 
I 



2,115 CLAIMS 

83 IN 160's I 
TOTAL ACREAGE 55,920 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting papmiwork, port. 
or surveying) 

CLARK COUNTY 1 66,495.00 

BLM <betwean) 8 10,575.00 & 8 21,150.00 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSES <bmtwmen) 877,070.00 & 07,645,OO 

!I 
YEARLY GOVmNMENT EXPENSES. ON CLAIMS 

$ 3,701.25 to Clark County t o  film Amrorsment 

8 10,575.00 t o  BLM to film Assmsrmmnt 

8211,500.00 Asrermmmnt <in to  tho moonomy of Clark County) I 
I l .UI TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $225,776.25 . I 
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PTMA 0 4 
4 

259 CLAIMS 

68 IN 160's  

1 
74 IN 80's  @ 

117 IN 20's  

TOTAL ACREAGE 19,140 
\$ 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, pomtr 
or  'murvey ing) 

a 
CLARK COUNTY - 8 20,435.00 'a 
BLM (between) 4 1,295.00 6r 8 ' 2,590.00 

TOTAL PRIHARY EXPENSE (between) $ 21,730.00 & S 23,025 -00 
1 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 
1 

8 453.25 t o  Clark County t o  f i l e  Ammonmment 

8 1,295.00 t o  BLM t o  f i l e  Ammemmrnent 
8 

S 25,900.00 Ammemmment ( into t h e  moonomy of Clark County) 8 
TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSES 8 27,648.25 B 

"J 
1 

- -- - 

3 



354 CLAIMS 

16 IN 160's 

22 I N  40 's  

264 I N  2 0 ' s  ' 

TOTAL ACREAGE 8,720 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posta 
or murveying 

CLARK COUNTY 8 10,490.00 

BLM (between) $ 1,770.00 6 S 3,540.00 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) $ 12,260.00 & 8 14,030.00 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSE ON CLAIMS 

$ 619.50 t o  Clark County t o  f i l e  A~aossment 

S 35,400.00 Aaaersment < i n t o  t h e  economy of'  Clark County 

TOTAL Y-LY EXPENSE $ 37,789 .SO 
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PTMA # 6 \. E 
129 CLAIMS 

47 I N  160's 

f 
82 I N  20 ' s  8 

TOTAL ACREAGE 9,160 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, posts 

J 
or surveying) 

CLARK COUNTY S 9,805.00 
e 

BLM <batween) $ 645.00 61 8 1,290.00 \# 
TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (batveen) S 10,450.00 61 S 11,095.00 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSE ON CLAIMS 

Y 
$ 225.75 t o  Clark County t o  f i l e  Aameasrnent .b 
8 645 -00 t o  BLM t o  f i l a  Assessment 

$ 12,900.00 Assessment <into the economy of Clark County) 
0 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE S 13,770.75 8 
I 
It 
8 
5 

- 



PTMA # 7 

251 CLAIMS 

23 IN 160's 

228 IN 20's 

TOTAL ACREAGE 8,24 0 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting papmrwork, poeta 
or surveying) 

CLARK COUNTY 8 9,495.00 

BLM (botwaan) S 1,255 -00 & S 4,290.00 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE Betwoan) S 10,750.00, 8 S 12,005.00 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

8 439.25 to Clark County t o  file Aenas.mont 

$ 1,255.00 t o  BLM t d  file Aarreemont 

$ 25,100.00 A8sa~smont (into the economy of  .Clark County) 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE $ 26,794.25 



429 CLAIMS 

71 IN 160's 

TOTAL ACREAGE 18,520 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting papervork, portr 
or surveying) 

. CLARK COUNTY S ' 20,665.00 

BLH (batween) 8 2.105.00 & I 4,290.00 3 
TOTAL' PRIMARY EXPENSE <between) S ' 22,810.00 61 4 24,955 .OO 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

S 750.75 to Clark County to file Airerrment 

8 2,145.00 to BLM to file Arrerrment 

t 42,900.00 Arrermment (into the economy of Clark County) 

TOTAL YEARLY' EXPENSE o 47,795 -75 



PTMA # 9 

441 CLAIMS 

40 IN 160's 

PRIMARY EXPENSE ON CLAIMS (not counting popervork, post8 
or murveying) I 

CLARK COUNTY $ 16,985 

BLM (between) 8 2,205 61 f 4,410 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betvren) S 19,190 & S 21,395 

I YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

S 771.75 to Clark County to file Amremsment 

@ I  8 2,205.00 to BLM to file A88essment 

$ 44;100.00 Armessment <into the economy of Clark County) 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE 8 47,076.75 



193 CLAIMS 

,193 IN 20's 

TOTAL ACREAGE 3,860 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not count ing paperwork, .ports 
or  surveying) 

CLARK COUNTY 8 4,825 

BLM (between) b 9 6 5 6 0  1,990 . 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (between) $ 5,790 & 1 6,755 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS' 

S 337.75 t o  Clark  County t o  f i l e  A r t r ~ r r n e n t  

8 965.00 t o  ELM t o  f i l e  Assemmrnent 

$ 13,300.00 Asserrment ( i n t o  t h e  eoonomy of Clark County) 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE S 20,602.75 
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PTNA W 11 

296 CLAIMS 

el 44 I N  160's 

252 I N  20'5 

Ir .TOTAL ACREAGE 12', 080 

@I , .  P R I m Y  EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not counting paperwork, ports 
or rurvoying) 

81 CLARK COUNTY S 13,560 

BLM <batween) $ 1,480 h 8 2,960 

I\ TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betweon) SlS,S40 & S 16,520 

I;; YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

L 518.00 to Clark County to file Asrearment 

I; $ 1,480.00 to BLH to  file Ammomsmont 

El $ 29,600.00 Asremement (into the eoonomy of Clark County) 

- TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE 8 31,598 

I1 
Ci 
11. 

- 
m 

Cr 



1,250 CLAIMS 

256 I N  160's 

974 I N  20 's  

TOTAL ACREAGE 70,360 

P R I M Y  EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not aount inq paperwork, post ' I 
o r  ' rutvaying) 

CLARK COUNTY 8 76,610.00 

BLM (batween) S 6,250.00 6 1' 12,500.00 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE <batwaan) 8 82,860 & 8 89,110 

YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

8 2,383.50 t o  Clark County t o  film Amsomsmant 
a 

8 6,810.00 t o  BLM t o  f i lm Asmasmmmnt 

8136,200 .OO Ammaramant ( i n t o  t h e  economy of Clark County) 

TOTAL YEARLY EXPENSE S 245,296.20 
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PTMA # 13 

I1 
862 CLAIMS 

a1 14 IN 160's 

81 848 IN 20's  

TOTAL ACREAGE 19,200 

I' PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CLAIMS (not oounting paparwork, pouts 
or murvey ing) 

d CLARK COUNTY S 24,372.00 

cl BLM (batween) S 4,310.00 & $ 8,620.00 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (batween) t 28,682.00 6 S 32,992,OO 

~i YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

$ 1,491 .DO t o  Clark County t o  f i l e  Aermrrment 

8' $ 2,260.00 t o  BLM t o  f i l e  Ammmmmment 

#I 
8 85,200.00 A~rm88mant ( i n t o  t h e  moonomy of Clark County) 

TOTAL Y-EARLY EXPENSE S 88,951 .00 

#' 
1' 
g 1 



1.802 CLAIMS . 

84 IN 160's 

114 IN 80's 

62 IN 60 ' s  

1,542 IN 2.0's 

TOTAL ACREAGE 37,120 

PRIMARY EXPENSES ON CUIMS (not oounting paperwork, portr 
or surveying) 

CLARK COUNTY L 66,130.00 

BLM (between) S 9.010.00 & 1 18.020.00 

TOTAL PRIMARY EXPENSE (betwean 8 75,140.00 & $ 84,150.00 1 
YEARLY GOVERNMENT EXPENSES ON CLAIMS 

O 3,153.50 t o  Clark County t o  f i l e  Aoaearment 

8 9,010.00 t o  BLM t o  film Arsearment 
-1 

t180,200.00 Ar..rsment Cinto the economy of Clark County) 

YSURLY EXPENSES 0192,363.50 
B 
1 
1 

. . . . - - . . - -. .. - 



Cm HALL 240 W A ~  Snrn 
Y HENDERSON. NEVADA 89015-72m 

Garwf to Lalv Mead &sons 

December 13, 1990 

XI. Ta ra  Mood 
RECON 
1276 Horena Blvd. 
Ban Diego, Ca. 92110-3815 

tl RE: Short-Term HCPDated 12-5-90 

Dear He. Wood 

We have reviewed t h e  l a t e r t  v e r e i o n  of  t h e  Bhort-Term HCP and - 
we a r e  i n  r u p p o r t  of t h e  language i n  t h e  P lan .  We b e l i e v e  
t h a t  t h e  P l a n  s e a t s  tho. i n t e n t  of t h e  Endangered Bpeo l r r  Act ,  
a 8  w e l l  a o  p r o v i d e r  reamonable a r r u r a n c e r  t h a t  t h e  l o c a l  
economy w i l l  n o t  be i r r e v o c a b l y  damaged. 

pl Although i n  r u p p o r t  o f  t h e  language of  t h e  P l a n ,  we are r o l e -  
what ooncr rned  ar t o  how t h e  o u t l l n r d  a d m l n i r t r a t i v e  p rocr -  

jl d u r e r  w i l l  be i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  i n d l v i d u a l  e n t i t y ' r  ongoing 
enforcement  programs. Many of  t h e  e n t i t i e r  enforcement  power8 
a r e  d e r i v e d  from o t h e r  a u t h o r i t i e s  and a r e  n o t  r e a d i l y  
changeab le .  Wr a11 have ongoing r egu l a t i onm and p rocedu re r ,  

Rl some oL whioh a r e  h e l d  i n  aommon and o t h e r s  a r e  t a i l o r e d  t o  
t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  e n t i t y .  The a d d i t i o n a l  workload propored by 
t h e  HCP i s  r i g n i f l c a n t .  Some r e t r a i n i n g  w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d ,  and 

I I t h e r e  a r e  d e f i n i t e l y  roms h idden  c o r t r .  

I ' It i r  q u i t e  a p p a r e n t  t h a t  i n r u f f i c l r n t  o o n r i d e r a t i o n  war 

. l i  
g i v e n  t o  t h e  above when t h o  propored  a d m t n i r t r a t i v e  and 
mon i to r ing  r t r u c t u r e  wa8 formula ted .  Thim d o e s n ' t  mean t h a t  
t h e  o u t l i n e d  r d m i n i r t r a t i v e  r t r u o t u r r  i s n ' t  workable.  It 
doe8 mean t h a t  we have a  l a r g e  t a s k  ahead t o  d e f i n e  t h e  rpe- 
a i f i c  a d m i n i e t r a t i v e  p r o c e r r  and p r o c e d u r e r .  We rrr w i l l i n g  
and mnxiour t o  unde r t ak r  t h e  p roosn r  o f  f u n c t i o n a l l y  i n t e -  
g r a t i n g  t h e  o u t l i n r d  r t r u a t u r e  i n t o  o u r  working procedurer .  

Community P lann ing  61 Development Drpt. 
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Terr Wood 
RECON 
1276 Mrmr Blvd. 
San Dfego, CA 92110-3815 
FAXED TO: (619) 542-1690 

Boundary C l r r i  f i c a t l o n  . : .  . 

IITP Consewation Plen 
Clark County, Nevada 

1 m C a l l l n  ywr a t tan t l on  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  PtWA border which 1 appears d i f f e r e n t  y on d i f fe rent  f igures (Figure 11 and 19) rnd i s  
c r i i i c r l  t o  the l r g l t l m t e  mfnfny t n t e r o t s  o f  the State of Nevada. 

1 r r f e r  t o  the  boundaries o f  PfMA 12 I n  the  v l c l n i t y  o f  Nelson, 
Nevada. This may include pa r t  o f  the h lgh ly  mInerallzed Eldorado 
Mining D i s t r i c t ,  t he  o ldest  minlng d i s t r i c t  I n  the  s ta te  (1857). 
Although most knom orebodfes 1le on patented minlng claims, there i s  
I mix o f  patents w i t h  unpatented claims i n  various stages o f  
explorat ion and development. The ares i s  h igh ly  disturbed, rough 
t e r r a i n  and, i n  my vlew, poor hab l ta t  f o r  to r to ise .  I belleve you 
meant t o  rxclude the  main d i s t r i c t .  

The p r lnc lpa l  mining m a  I s  e n t i r e l y  w l t h l n  T. 26 S., R. 64 E. 
The area I n  which there i s  4 PRIA border quest ion I s  I n  Sections 4-9 
which contains the p r inc lpa l  mineral prospects, fonnrr  -producers and 
known orebodles (Flgures 1 and 3). The minera l l red  d i s t r i c t  i s  more 
extensively shown an r copy o f  the Nelson 15 mln. quadrangle (Flgure 
2). f i gu re  3 shows the nines o f  the d i s t r i c t  i n  more deta i l ,  showing 
racemended exclusion l i n e  on thu Nelson 74 mln. quadrangle. I have 
drawn the boundaries t h a t  I recomncnd. 

Objectfen t o  HTP Plan 

I n  the Draft  HTP. 9/25/90, Appendix 8 ,  Mining Public Lands, the 
p lan  c a l l s  for 'as areas o f  c r l t l c a l  tnvlronmrnta l concern f o r  the 
p r a s e w ~ t i o n  and conservr t ior~ of the desert to r to ise ,  BLH w u l d  apply 
f o r  withdraws1 o f  these lands frum mineral entry. This process 
focuses on a val id4 t y  exam, which would show whether o r  no t  the claim 
contains vr luable minerals t h a t  can bt mined a t  a p to f l t . "  

On behalf  o f  the Nevada Minlng A ~ s o c i a t l o n  and on rly own 
testimony I st rong ly  object  t o  t h l s  inc lus lon  I n  the management plan. 



Tera ,Wood 
RECON 

December 12, 1990 
Page Two 

Withdrawal o f  miner r l  entry i s  not  necessary a t  a l l .  There has been 
no adverse lmpact t o  the to r to i se  connected w l t h  nlning. In  fact ,  I n  
Catl fornla the Viceroy mine has been p e m t t t e d  and ,the Mesquite mine 
i r  r gold producer In  t o r to i se  habitat. 

Tho withdrawal process stops exptoratton on unpatented claims 
making t h e i r  assessment work very d i f f i c u l t  t o  rc~ofnpl lsh. The 
" v a l i d l t y n  rxaminatlon has been d is tor ted  t o  t h e  extent t h a t  It has 
become an cxam4nation of present operr t ional  p r o f l t a b l l l t y .  

This i s  a very serious objrct ion. Ye are w l l l l n  to accept the P Section 7 consultatfon, and d l 1  of the seny s ta te  end r d t r r l  laws 
tha t  protect  the environment and w l l d l l f e .  This does nothing t o  
protect  the tor to ise.  Ores are where nature put them. They cannot be 
zoned away o r  relocated t o  non-sensi t i v e  arers. 

FAXED COPY TO: 
Paul Seltzer 
H i  k t  Doylt/Hevada Mining Assuclation 
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December 7, '1990 

Ms. Jean Carr 
RECON 
1276 Morena Boulevard 
San Diego, C a l i f o r n i a  92110-3815 

Dear Jean, . 

I attended the Steering Committee Meeting November 28, 1990 
regarding the F ina l  Short-term Habi ta t  Conservation Plan f o r  the 
Desert Tor to ise (RECON Number 2111E). There was some discussion i n  
reference t o  page 52 2.c. I t h i n k  a be t te r  way t o  phrase t h i s  
paragraph would be: . 

"c. Environmental fac to rs ,  such as the  severe 
several-year drought i n  the  Mojave Desert, g lobal  warming 
and possible long term e f fec t s  from l i ves tock  grazing, 
a lso  may have weakened to r to i ses .  Other e f fec ts ,  such as 
the t o x i c  e f f e c t s  of mercury, pes t i c ide  residues, a i r  
p o l l u t i o n  and calcium/phosphorus def ic iencies may 
inf luence the e f f e c t s  o f  URDS." 

Global warming and calcium def ic ienc ies  are current  s c i e n t i f i c  
top ics which appear i n  s c i e n t i f i c  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and may need t o  be 
considered when the research s tud ies are planned and evaluated. 

Todd Esque and E r i c  Peters o f  Colorado Sta te  Univers i ty  
published an a r t i c l e  i n  Discover M w z i n e  November 1990 which 
suggests the need t o  inves t iga te  long term rangeland fo rb  changes 
and t h e i r  possible. r e s u l t  i n  calcium d e f i c i e n t  grazing f o r  the 
Desert Tor t ise.  

U n t i l  the grazing study i s  complete, I don't t h ink  the 
document should an t i c i pa te  i t s  outcome by using the word "probable" 
i n  regard t o  l ivestock grazing impacts on Desert Tortoise. 

Thomas E . Smigel , Deputy xi rector  

TES:dlb 
cc: T. Ballow 

T. Hafen 



raternitu (Df 3he 
- ~ - - -~-.  

' December 3, 1990 

esert T h o  7 .%-if, d 
;I i q  J 

:2 t.,.,,; Box 27494 Las Veaas. Nevada 891 36-1 AQA 

RECON, Regional Environmental Consultants 
1276 Horena Blvd. - ~ - ..* - . 
San Diego, California 92110-3815 . J  

Attention: Tara V. Wood, Environmental Analyst 

Dear Ms. V I o o d ,  

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 m e n )  in this state 
be adequately represented on the Steering and Implementation 
and Monitoring Committees of the Southern Nevada Tortoise 
Habitat Conservation Plan Steeridg Conunittee. 

E 
I am sending you this correspondence for informational 1 

purposes and I hope that you will please be supportive of \ 

its message. 

Sincerely, 

Roy E. Lee 
President 

seL/tlh 
Encl . 

" A MEMBERSHIP UNSELFISHLY DEDICATED TO THE UTILIZATION, 

CONSERVATION AND WELFARE OF THE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP" 
8 
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' 7 - 2  er  
1276 Morena Boulevard 
San Diego, Ca l i fo rn ia  32110-3815 

Nevada 891 26-1494 

December 2.1990 

Dear Paul, 

Please al low me t o  introduce mvself. I a" Roy Lee. President of  
the F ra te rn i t y  o f  the Desert Bighorn. We are m organization 
unse l f ish ly  dedicated to. the u t i l i z a t i o n ,  conservation and 
welfare o f  the Desert Bighorn sheep. We bel ieve i n  the wise 
u t i l i z a t i o n  and conservation of a l l  forms o f  f l o r a  and fauna. 

I am wr i t i ng  t o  you because we share a mutual interemt, 
spec i f i ca l l y  fu ture  opportunit ies t o  br. allowed o r  discontinued 
on thousands o f  acres publ ic lands i n  southern Nevada as a resu l t  
o f  the establishment o f  Tortoise Management Areas. 

On October 23,1990 Robert B. Snider, Chairman of  the Clark County 
Advisory Board prepared a l e t t e r  which was sent t o  RECON, 
Regional Environmental Consultants. In t h i s  l e t t e r  he reauested 
tha t  a representative of the Clark County W i l d l i f e  Advisory Board 
be included i n  the membership o f  the Steering Committee and the 
Im~lementat ion and Monitoring Committee. I have rocently been 
informed tha t  h i s  request was apparently no t  acted upon or that 
you disallowed h i s  request. 

The Fra te rn i t y  of  the Desert Bighorn i s  very concerned that the 
Sportsmen o f  Southern Nevada wi-11 not  be adequately represented 
i n  fu ture  p ro~osa l s  made by these committees. We fee l  that the 
representative o f  the Clark County W i l d l i f e  Advisory Board must 
be a formal member of  these committrrs i t  our i n t ~ r w n t s  are t o  be 
under. tood . 
Please l e t  me know i f  h i s  reouest was overlooked o r  what your 
ra t iona le  i s  i f  you intend t o  deny h i s  request. I w i l l  share t h i s  
information wi th  my membership so that aiisunderstandings can be 
minimized. 

Thank you for  vour time and attention. I can be reached by 
telephone during the day a t  work a t  (702) 647-3034 o r  a t  home a t  
(702) 647-6907. 

PRESIDENT 

" A MEMBERSHIP UNSELFISHLY DEDICATED T O  THE UTILIZATION, 



L 

I 
Clty of Boulder Clty 

PO. BOX 1 6 7 8  
900 ARIZONA STREET 

BOULDER CIW, NEVADA 890050367 

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 occupied by buildings or buildings under 
construction). These areas should be included in the Exclusionary 
zone. 

The City disagree. with the exslu~ion of the area of the Bemenway 
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 Seleer and representatives of the ORV 
users in regards to Potential TMA 12 (Eldorado 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, 

Jeffrey L. Patlovich, AICP 
Director, Community Development 

JLP : mcc 
JP1060 

"Clean Green Boulder City" 

I 
I 

I 

8, 
1 

I 

I 
E 
1 
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Mr. Jean Carr 
IZECCIN 
1276 Morena Boulevard 
6an Diego, C& 92110-3815 

Dear Ma. Carrz 

Thank you 201. wnding um the nawest version 
(~ovember 2 0 ,  1930) C I ~  the short-~erm nabitat 
.Conservation Plcn (RCrP) for the Desert Tortoise. 
Basically, vrr w-rt the new tanguage prescribing 
land ume oor.t:*tls for grazing. rn particular, we 
are aonvinci\d that authorization of non-use will, in 
faat, banefit tortoimes in un atod allotmentm within 
TMU, and we welcome the proh r" bition on grazing in 
those allotment8 *until a definitive study , , . 
moientifically d.monstrate[m] that llvemtook grazing - 
aan be conducted under oonditionm that will improve 
desert tortoime habitat a d  not jeopardize recovery 
of the mpe~iem.~ However, the new language does not 
ooapletmly ammuage a11 of our conceme. 

Bpaaifioally, va find the meoond mmntenoo in the 
now version to be momwhat obscure. Altering that 
mentence to mtate that wgrazing will not be allowed 
on those allotment# untll . . .* will exprese what we 
believe to be the mentsnce's intent. In addition, we 
have mweral mpeolfic quemtions relating to grazing 
mllotmentm vhere the peraittees do not apply for non- 

what atfaet wiil the failure or r o f w l  of mom= 
pomitteem to apply for non-we have on the goals and 

' "The Buraau of mnd Uanaqmnt will authorize 
YU for oonmervation and protection ~nupomem for 
[crll base pro-part owner0 vho have -pazing 1 priv legee in the 1 dentified desert tortoise 
management aream. The apprwed non-use will not be 
aotivated on those allotm.nts until a definitive 
mtudy of 1iveetookJdemert tortoise intarrelationmhipo 
ham bean aompleted that would rcientifically 
demonstrate that livemtock grating oan be conducted 
under conditions that will improve desert tortoise 
habitat and not jeopardize recovery of tho ~pecie~.* 



Jean Carr 
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objective@ of t h e  ACP? What o f f w t  bill  -ah failure8 haw on 
the  goal of matting amid0 sufficient aareage of quality tor to ise  
habitat?  Rvauant t o  what procadure8 and under what conditions, 
w i l l  grazing be permittad'vhen non-uee i m  not taken? 

we a180 romain oonoernmd, a i n d i o a t d  in  our Latter t o  
you datod 0otob.r 9, 1990, am t o  BW1m willingneoe and legal  
authority, upon the  expiration of a grazing permit, t o  deny any 
applioationm for  now grazing permitm, i n  tbe absence of a WIP 
o r  RMP amendment prohibiting grazing am a permittad uma. 
Purruant t o  th8 t ex t  au promently drafted, the authorization of 
non-ume ooourm annually throughout the  three-year permit 
period, but vhat happm8 when ( i f )  the  permit expires? 

second, we wimh t o  take thir opportunity t o  re i t e ra te  our 
conoern about the  iPrpaats of ORV ume i n  THAs. Given the known 
of fea t s  of 8uah u8a on tortoi888 and the California Bwls 
reaognition t h a t  conduoting oompetitive ORV event8 much a8 the 
Barmtw-Vegam race i n  demert to r to i se  habit8t i m  not 
appropriate, v8 strongly advocata retention of the  ban on : 

mcompatitive and oormnaraial ORV eventsn and tho remtriction of 
ORV urn8 t o  domignated t r a i l 8  and -dm. 

. With-krpeot t o  OW ure it i8 aritical t h a t  ORV ume only 
be a l l o ~ e d  on road. o r  t ra i l .  t ha t  a r e  mi9n.d f o r  oRV use. NO 
ORV uue rlull be alloved unlosm there are pomitive indiaationa 
from mignr th8t  much ORV ume w i l 1 . b .  a l lwed .  It i n  a l so  
0 r i t i c a l  t ha t  there be a matisfaatory defini t ion of a numaablen 
t r a i l  that i n  aonoistent vith prumorvation and anhancement of 
domart tortoime habitat .  

Third, va aontinue to b e l i m  t h a t  it l e  not mf f io i en t  t o  
r88trlct in temive  r e o n a t i o n  w e e  t o  ewioting arrae and t o  
prohibi t  t h e i r  expaneion. An proviourly otatad, the  HCP mh-d 
ewgrommly eontamplate contraotion of muoh erum, as may ba ' 

n8ca88ary t o  protect  tho tortoimo. 

?our-, the ourront d r a f t  mhort-term EUP, lih previous 
draf ta ,  f a i l 8  t o  oontain comaitasant t o  withdraw lMa  landm 
from the operation of the  mining l a w .  We mtrcmuoumly object 
t o  the f a i l u r r  to  inolude much a raquirraent f o r  the  r8amonm 
met for th  i n  our previoum letter. 

Fif th,  vo balievo that Me language togarding 
urvironmental doeumantation i n  the  event of n w  o r  modified ' 

land use need. olar if ioat ion.  ?rankly, we  are of tho opinion 
t h a t  now o r  modified land u e a  i n  'conserved aream" v i l l  always 
require preparation of a fullonvironmental impact s t a tmen t  
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and wo arm dimmayet¶ by the Lailuro of the 1CP to 80 provide. 
Zn addition, we belimve that, inmtmad of providing for rnalyrim 
of "the oumulative impauts of -8 prdpomed use,* the HCP mhould 
contain the following npecific language which im takon directly 
from the regulation6 imploaonting the National Environmental 
Poliay Act that have bean promulgated by tho Council on 
Environmental Quality: nThe rmquirementm of the Counail on 
Environmental Quality 8hal.l b. fully colaplied vith, prior to 
permittlnp a now or modified land use. In particular, all 
enviromental dooumentm, am well 8s biological anmemaments 
repuirmd for Section 7 aonoult~tionm, mhall, in addition to 

, analyting the dirrct and indirrct effects of a proposed action, 
analyro the incruuental impact of the action when added to 
othir past, promant, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardlems of what agoncy (Federal or non-Federal) or peraon 
undertaker 8uah other  action^.^ 40 C.F.R. l i  1508.7 and 1508.8 
(1987). 

FLnally, we urOs axpansion of the prapo8.d conmentation 
area beyond the 400,000 acre ainimun and, mpocifieally, the 
omtabliohment of additional TMAS in northern Nevada. We 
undermtarid Vlat the tortoimeo in northern Nevadabslong to a 
different gene pool than thoma in the mouth and that mctrmely 
valuable tortoima habitat im looated there. Thoee tortoimes 
and their habitat derervo to be protected, rather than 
rementially ignorod. 

Thank you in advane0 for 8onmidering them oomnentm. We 
are 8orry t h a t  dempite improvomentm from the 1a.t draft, we 
find the plan am preeently drafted mcologioally and legally 
unaccrptabls. It fails to aontain adequate commitmento fron 
the B U  to manage THA's in a unnar that vill acoeptably . 
mitigate tho taking oftortoi8om within the &am Vegan 
rtropolitan area that vill be urbanized. Without them 
commitments, the plan rumin. 8 tortoime removal devioe without 
adequate mitigation. 

sin eroly, 4 
Ah- ? - t 

Lauren6 H. Bilvor 
Johanna Wald 
On behalf of t?i*tr8 Club and 
Natural Ro8ources 
Dermme council 

oar ~ o h r t  smith 
U.6. ?ieh and Wildlife Smrvica 
Portland 



November 19, 1990 

PAUL T. SlWS& Beq. 
B e s f W L K r i c g e r  
600 Bast Tahquitz Way, Suite C - 
Palm Springs, California 92262 

Re: MOAPAVAILI[YDBVKU)PYBNT 

DRAB PAUL: 

This letter is pumant  to our conversation in Las Vegas on Noveaber 7, 
1990, wherein 1 mentioned a real potential expansion of the Valley and 
made reference to some Press Releases which I would forward to your 
office. 

Enclosed herewith are copies'of those Press &leases for your p e ~ d  
and information. 

&J& ALD J. 

corporate COUXI'S~~ 

DJS:dc 
Encs. I 
cc: Jean Qrr 'I 

B 
I.. 
I 
8 

9744 ~ ~ r h l n  B o l m r d  Sdte 310 Beverly Hills, Wifomia 90212 Oil) XX-8750 I 
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MICRON METALS CANADA COW. 
#390 - 885 Dunsmuk Sheet, Vmcouva, B.C V 6 C  INS 

. telephone: (604) 685-1017 fax (604) 6854492 

11 NEWS R.EmwsE 

11 ALBERTA STOCK EXCHANGE 
October 1,1990 TRADING SYMBOL: MMZ 

11 I - 
Mr. Gordon Lee, the President and Director of Micron Metals Canada Corp. 

11 ("Micron"), is pleased to announce that Micron (in conjunction with.the entire 
MOAPA I joint venture) has signed a letter of intent to enter into an option 
agreement with Blue Falcon Mines Ltd. ("Blue Falcon"), a private Canadian mining 

t 1 company, to further develop the groups' extensive Moapa Valley precious hetals 
properties. Blue Falcon will earn a 60 percent interest subject to completion of the 
following: . . 

W I  1) . The upgrading of a local mill to a 10 ton per day ("TPD.") capacity, and 
processing material as selected Fram the various optioned land positions 

81 for a period of 90 days using BLUE FALCON'S newly developed process. 
Costs are estimated to be between 1.5 and 2.0 million US dollars. Some 
of these costs will be offset by the value of the metals recovered. 

II 2) Commissioning the preparation of a feasibility study by Kilborn Ltd., an 

rC internationally recognized engineering company, which will detail. the 
results of a 90 day 10 T.P.D. milling and metallurgical testing 
procedure. These testing procedures have been requested by a Gnancial 

11 : 
group arranged by Canadian International Milling in conjunction with :, 
Ingersoll Rand (Canada) Inc. The report will include the design of a 
plant of optimum size capable of economically recovering precious metals 

11 
from the complex "ores" of the area 

3. Under the tanns of the agreement, Blue Falcon will be granted an 

81 option to purchase 2.5 million private placement shares of the company, 
. providing Micron with working capital of $6 million as follows: 

a1 1,000,000 shares at $0.50 by Noveqber 30,1990 - $500,000 
500,000 shares a t  $1.00 by Januarj 31,1991 - $500,000 
1,000,000 shares at $5.00 by Sep-er 30,1991 - $5.000.000 

11 TOT& $6,000,000 

I' "J2 
i .  

rl . . 



October 1,1990 
. Page 2 

The above transaction is subject to the finalization of the option agreement as well 
: as shareholder and regulatory approval. 

The vast placer-like deposits, often known as the Moapa sediments, have been subject 
. to extensive exploration and development by Micron and a variety of other operators 
. since the early 1980's. The clays are known to contain many precious metals 
including gold, silver, platinum, palladium, and rhodium. Despite the many millions 
spent so far no scaled-up technological process has been developed which extracts 
these metals economically. Blue Falcon's newly developed metal-lurgical process is 
superior and proprietary and has produced excellent results in laboratory scale tests, 
yielding highly commercial P.M. values as confirmed by Assayers Ontario of Toronto, 
Canada. The soon to be commissioned pilot plant tests will reveal3 .$hey have finally 
discovered the key that unlocks Moapa's unlimited potential. ... 
The Company also wishes to announce the grantidg of management incentive stack 
options entitling the holders thereof to acquire up to a total of 535,000 common 
shares in the capital of the Company a t  the price of $0.35 per share, which options 
are for a tenn 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- 
800-628-6826 or Ed Molina, V.P., of Finance (213) 390-6730. . . . . ' I  
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I' Suite I390,885 Dummuir Street, VANCOLWER, British Columbia Canada V6C INS 
Tel: (604) 685-1017 Fax: (604) 685-4492 

. ..... 

- :  FORCE RESOURCES LTD. 

October 1,1990 COATES TRADING SYMBOL: FORC 

: NEWS RELEASE 

, Mr. Gordon Lee, the President and D i t o r  of Force Resources Ltd. ("Force"), is pleased to 
announce that Force (In conjunction with the entire MOAPA I joint venture) has signed a letter 
of intent to enter into an option agreenient with Blue FaJcon Mines Ud. (''Blue Falcon"), a private 
Canadian mining company, to further develop the groups' extensive Moapa Valley precious 
metals properties. Blue Falcon will earn a 60 percent interest subject to completion of the 
foUowing: . - 
I) The upgrading of a local miU to a 10 ton per day ('T.P.D.")Cacapsdty, and 

processing material as selected from the various optioned land positions for a 
period of 90 days using BLUE FALCON'S newly developed process. Costs are 
estimated to be between 1.5 and 2.0 million US dollars. Some of thesecosts will 

I' 
be offset by the value of the metals recovered. . .  . 

2) Commissioning the preparation of a feasibility study by. KiIbom ttd., an 
internationally recognized engineering company, which will detail the resulk of 
a 90 day 10 T.P.D. milling and metallurgical testing procedure. These testing 
procedures have been requested by a financial group arranged by Canadian 
International Milling in conjunction with Ingeaoll Rand (Canada) Inc. The report 
will include the design of a plant of optimum size capable of emnorninUy 
recovering precious metals from the complex "ores" of the area. 

The above transaction is subject to the finalization of the option agreement as well as shareholder 
and regulatory approval where necessary. I 
The vast' placer-like deposits, often known as the Moapa sediments, hnw been subject to 
wtensive exploration and development by the Moapa I joint venture and a variety of other 
operators since the early 1980's. The clays are known to contain many precious metals incIuding 
gold, silver, platinum, palladium, and rhodium. Despite the many millions spent so faino 
scaled-up technological process has been developed which extracts these metals economicauy. 
Blue Falcon's newly developed metallurgical process is superior and proprietary and has 
produced excellent results in labontory scale tests, yielding ltighly commexial P.M. values as 
confirmed by Assayen Ontario of Toronto, Canada. The soon to be c o ~ f o n e d  pilot plant 
tests %Ill reveal if they have finally discovered the key that unlocks Moapa's unlimtted potential. 

F~# infoyttion, contact Don Colbeck, V.P., Canadian Opexatiom l-800428-6826. 
. . . f:. C*,' u 

LF OF THE BOARD .- 

NO REGULATORY A U I H O N n  OR SKXX EXCHANGE HAS 
APPROVED OR DISAPPROVED THE CONTENTS OF THE R6LEASE. I 
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Suite (1390,885 Dunsmuir Street, VANCOWER, British Columbia Canada V6C INS 
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October IS, 1990 COATES TRADING SYMBOL: RIRC I 
. . 

NEWS RELEASE 

Mr.  ord don Lee, the President and Director of Force Resources Ltd. ("Force"), is pleased 
to announce the following: - _ a 
The joint venturers involved in developing a recovery process for the disseminated 
precious metal deposits comprised in the joint venture claims which are located in t l~e  

I 
Moapa Valley, Nevada, have achieved 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 

1 
assays from custody samples totalling several hundred pounds colleckd h m  various 
locations on the claims. After completion of the recovery employing the proprietary 
process as refined, the assay results yielded an average 1.2 oz Au per ton as actual metal 

I 
in hand which was confirmed by standard fire assay finish. The'.metal beads were 

management is very optimistic that the refined recovery method indicates that the 
I subsequently redigested to re-confinn the aforementioned resulk. The Company's 

Moapa project is becoming a commeraally feasible significant preaous metals deposit. 
Force Resources Ltd. holds a 10% working interest in the project. 1 
For furher infdnnation, please contact Don Golbeck, V.P., Canadian Operations 1-800- 

. . 

. . . . I 

NO REGULATORY AUTHOIUTY OR STOCK EXCHANGE HAS 
I 

APPROVED OR DEAPPROVED THE CONTENTS OF THIS ELEASE. 

1 
8 .  
I 
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PReSs m3.W. --- 
S M D E R  28, 1990 . 

M r .  Cordon Lcl icver ,  P rcs idcn t  of BLUR P ~ N  tams LTD 
P W N ' I . ,  n p r i v a t e  Canadian Mining Com;nl~y i s  plcascd t o  
announco t h a t  U U J ?  PALCON ha?; acquired a con t ro l l ing  i n t e r e s t  
i n  an invcn t ivc  n c t a l l u r g i c a l  process w h i c h  r eprcsan t s  t h e  

I' 
c u M n a U o n  of many years  of dedicated mc:allurgical r e sea rch  
and dcvc lopcn t .  This breakthrough is  a modification o f  an  acid- 
leach process which is  currc l l t ly  y ic ld ing  s i g n i f i c a n t  precious 
metal recover ies  i n  l abora to ry  s c a l e  tests. Thc ncw proccss 

I' 
is  eapcc ia l ly  app l icab le  t o  t h e  complex sands and c lays  t h a t  . 
a r e  locntcd i n  t h e  we l l  knwn and mucll explored noapa-ncsquito 
areas  of t h e  s t a t e  of Ncvada. 

As A r e s u l t  of t h c  i n i t i a l  success  of BLUE FALCOti'S process t h e  

(1 
cmpany has been a b l e  t o  consolidate a very l a r g e  land p o s i t i o n  
by way of opt ion a g r c a e n t s  wi th  var ious  mining concerns p rcsen t ly  
a c t i v e  i n  t h e  area .  DLOX FALCON w i l l  c a m  i t s  c o n t r o l l i n g  . . 
i n t c r c s t  i n  thcsc laird p o s i t i o n s  by: 

1; Tho upgrading of a l o c a l .  m i l l  to  a 10 t o n  
per day ('T.P.D..) capaci ty ,  and processing 
mate r ia l  a s  s c l e c t c d  from t h c  variouz optioned 
l and ,  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  a period of 90 Cays using 

1; DLtIE FhLCON'S ncwly dcvcloped proccas. Costs 
a r e  cstimntcd t o  bc bctwccn 1 .5  and 2.0 mi l l ion  
US d o l l a r s .  Somc of  thcsc  c o s t s  w i l l  be o f f s c t  ' 

by t h e  valuc of t h e  mctals recovcrcd. 

3 2. Colalssioning t h e  p rcpara t ion 'o f  o f e a s i b i l i t y  
study by Kilborn Ltd., an  i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y  
recognixed cnginccr ing cmpany. which v i l l  
d c t a i l  t h e  r e s u l t s  of a 90 e y  1 0  T.P.V. 

4' mil l ing  and meta l lu rg ica l  t c s t i n g  procedure. 
Thcso t e s t i n g  procedurcs havc bcun r c q u c s t d  . ... ... _ .  . .  . -  .- 
by a f i n a n c i a l  group arranged by Canadian 
I n t e r n a t i o n ~ l  H i l l i n g  i n  conjunction v i t h  

I' 
I n g c r s o l l  Hand (Canadit) Inc.  Thc r e p o r t  v i l l  
include t h c  design of a p l a n t  of optimum s i z e  
capable of cconomically r c c o v c r i n ~  pr&;?us 
metals from t h c  complex "orcs' of t h e  area .  

d H i s t o r i c a l l y  t h e  v a s t  p lacc r - l ike  depos i t s ,  Xnwn as t h c  Woapa 
sediments .have been s u b j e c t  t o  cxtfnlrivc explorat ion,  research 
and devclopmcnt by va r ious  operators ,  including Wcron Metals 
Wnada Corp. s i n c e  the c n r l y  1980's. Thcsc sediments o r 0  k n w n  

1 t o  contain  many precious  mctalo including gold and s i l v e r  vi th ' .  
undetermined values  of otl tcr platinum group mctals. Despite 
t h c  many mi l l ions  npcnt s o  f a r  no onc technolopicnl proccss has 
becn dcvclopcd which l i b c r a t c a  thcsc  metals eccttcrically.  The 
nev ~ L U B  FAU:oN proccss i s . p r o p r i c t a r y  and a s  such e f f e c t s  t h c  

t' economic v i a b i l i t y  of any mining p r o j c c t  i n  t h e  surrounding area .  
Laboratory s c a l e  t e s t s  pcrformcd by two indcpcndcnt'laboratorics 
on mate r ia l  sc lcc tcd  from +lie a rca  have yic ldcd r c s u l t s  i n d i c a t i n g  
t h e  presence of precious  a c t a l s ,  sonc OK vliicli n rc  q u i t e  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  

1' Thc soon t o  bc e a i s s i o n e d  1 0  T.P.D. p i l o t  p l a n t  w i l l  be c l o s e l y  
monitored and controlled b y .  Kilborn Ltd. This independent - ana lys i s  of t h e  test r c s u l t s  m y  f i n a l l y  provide t h c  kcy t h a t  

8' unlocks t h e  long k n m  p o t e n t i a l  of tho  v a s t  M o a p a  - Mesquite 
mineral  arcas. 

BLUE PNCOW WI)ILS LTD. 

I' --rn 
I' 
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3685 SO..PECOS McLEOD LAS VEGAS. NEVADA 89121 
(702) 7 W 1 1 7  FAX (702) 7Be2a9 

November 15, 1990 I 
RECEI\IFD 

Ms. Tara Wood 
RECON 

I O V  2 3 1990 
I 

1276 Morena Boulevard F' 
San Diego, California 

Dear Tara, 
I 

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 I that the fees collected within the permit area not be maintained 
separately for the long and short term habitat conservation plans. 

. m 
We would like to see a change of language throughout the \. 

document wherever the fee is referenced, such that the fees 
collected within the permit area will be used to finance the short- 
term habitat conservation plan, with a11 monies accumulated but not I 
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 1 
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. 

I 
Il! you have any questions, please donut hesitate to contact 

me. 

I 
1 

cc: Paul Selzer 
Jim Ley 
Pat Howard 
Jan Tait 
Lavert Lucas 
Jeff Patlovich 
Michael C. Niarchos , 

Those who belong. . 
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.r,- -. .i @ United States Department d ihe Interior w- 

5' - - BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT I - 4-  
h 3 0.. LAS VEGAS DISTRICT OFFICE I 

I' 4765 VEGAS DRIVE I.. ..m 1 a m *  m 

P.O. BOX 26569 
LAS VECAS. NEVADA 89126 6842 

I' 
(NV-053 

November 14, 1990 

Ms. Jean Carr 

1' 
Regional Environmental Consultants 
1276 Morena Boulevard 
San Diego, CA 92110-3815 

11 : Re: Comments on Short-term HCP 

Dear Ms. Carr: I! 
Thank you f o r  the opportuni ty t o  comment on the d r a f t  Short-Term 
Habi ta t  Conservation Plan fo r  Clark County. My comments are 

I' l i s t e d  below i n  add i t ion  t o  comments on Paul Selzer's d r a f t  
b r i e f i ng  paper. I bel ieve t h a t  the plan has come a long way and 
i s  c lose t o  being acceptable t o  the Bureau o f  Land Management. 

I' 
HCP Commenu 

1' 
Page 39 (6 ) :  The U.S. Forest Service manages approximately 

I' 
272,585 acres i n  the Spring Mountain. 216,584.98 
acres o f  BLM lands were t ransferred t o  the Forest 
Service on A p r i l  26, 1989 as a r e s u l t , o f  the 
National Forest and Publ ic Lands o f  Nevada 

I' Enhancement Act o f  1988 (Publ ic Law 100-550). 
This should a lso be re f lec ted  i n  Table 2, page 43. 

I: 
Page 44 ( 2 ) :  "mineral production" i s  l i s t e d  twice. 

Page 45. 1s t  paragraph: Change " d i s t r i c t "  i n  1s t  sentence t o  

I' 
"resource area". 

Page 61 ( 1 ) :  Delete "State Park" i n  Red Rock Canyon Recreation 
Area State Park. 

I' Page 82 (c ) :  There are ac tua l l y  about 3.5 m i l l i o n  acres o f  
desert t o r t o i s e  hab i ta t  on BLM lands and another 

!I 
1.5 m i l l i o n  acres o f  t o r t o i s e  hab i ta t  under other . 
j u r i sd i c t i ons .  The 1.8 m i l l i o n  acres referenced 
i n  the document only include Category I, 11, and 

1' 
I11 areas. The BLM d i d  not  c lass i f y  the remaining 
t o r t o i s e  hab i ta t  as Category I11 because of very 
low densi t ies or  marginal habi ta t .  However, i n  
ac tua l i t y ,  these areas could have been included i n  

I' Category 111. 

1 



I 
I 

Page 93 (1.c.)  Change BLM9s Cal iente D i s t r i c t  t o  Cal iente 
Resource Areg. 

Page 93 (2.c.) The l a s t  sentence i s  untrue. There are very few 
i roads i n  Category I11 h a b i t a t  w i t h i n  t h i s  PTMA. 

I 
The highest density of roads i s  ac tua l l y  i n  the I Category I habi ta t .  

Page 94 (5.c.) The statement "The area i s  heav i l y  grazed and a lso 
has the la rges t  herds o f  f e r a l  burros i n  Nevada." 
i s  untrue. Though heavy use by burros occur along 

I 
, t he  south and west perimeters of the Gold Butte 

area. there i s  rn burro use w i t h i n  the PTMA as 
del ineated i n  Figure 6 ,  page 9. I 

Page 97 (12.c. A l o t  of mining a c t i v i t y  a lso occurs w i t h i n  
t h i s  PTMA (outs ide the  Eldorado Land Act 
area) as witnessed by the  in tens ive a c t i v i t y  

8 
under mining not ices t h a t  has occurred over 
the l a s t  f i v e  years. 

Page 121 a. ( 1  I am opposed t o  the  i nc lus ion  o f  PTMA 12 

1 
(Eldorado Val ley)  as a p r i o r i t y  area and i n  
f a c t  am opposed t o  i nc lus ion  o f  t h i s  area as 
a PTMA. 

I 
Page 121 b. (1 )  Delete l a s t  sentence "If necessary, BLM a lso 

w i l l  be asked t o  impose i n t e r i m  r e s t r i c t i o - s  
1 

on o r  e l iminate grazing p r i v i l e g e s  i n  the 
area." The BLM w i l l  a l low l i ves tock  use 
consistent  w i t h  t o r t o i s e  management 
ob ject ives and Section 7 consul ta t ion 
requirements now under way. 

Page 121 b. ( 2 )  Change "ex i s t i ng  t r a i l s  and roads" t o  
"desi gnated roads and t r a i  1 s'" . Rewrite 
sentence as fol lows: Through emergency 
closure, ORV designations w i t h i n  the 

I ' 
conserved hab i ta t  w i l l  be changed t o  al low 
noncompetitive and nonsommercial a c t i v i t y  on I 
designated roads and t r a i l s  only.  The 
de l inea t ion  o f  designated roads and t r a i l s  
may be modified as necessary t o  meet desert 
t o r t o i s e  ob ject ives and management needs. 1 

Page 121 b.. ( 3 )  Add "current ly"  before the  word "ex is t ing" .  
Add " i f  i t  i s  determined t h a t  recovery.of the 
desert t o r t o i s e  i s  negat ive ly  impacted" a f te r  
the  ph,rase "sha l l  no t  be expanded". 

I 
Page 123 b. ( 4 )  Add the  fo l lowing:  Section 7 consul ta t ion 

w i l l  be required f o r  a l l  mining plans o f  

I 
operations. 

2  



Page 127 c. 

Page 128 ( 2 )  

11 
11 

Page 123 b. ( 5 )  Add the fol lowing: Section 7 consul tat ion 
w i l l  a lso be repuired inc lud ing a cumulat.ive 
impact analysis. 

. .  . 

11 Page 127 b. ( 3 )  Rewrite t h i s  paragraph as fol lows: 

Biological monitoring of the area will be 

11 under the jurisdiction of the responsible 
1 and management agencies vi th close 
cooperation, and coordination vi th the L'. S. 

11 
Fish and k'il dl ife Sen-ice and .Vex-ada 
Department of Wild1 ife. A rex-iel*. commi ttee . 
will be es'tabl ished to provide technical 
recommendations to the agencies. 

11 
Add "and BLM" a t  end o f  l a s t  sentence. 

I! Rewrite t h i s  paragraph as fo l lows: 

The biological moni toring component will be 

11 written by the land management agencj. in 
cooperation and coordination ~iith the L'.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Kevada 

11 Department of k'jldlife. ..I review commit tee 
as identified abo\-e will pro\.ide technical 
recommendations to the agencies. Required 

11 
personnel and equipment will be specified. 
Tasks to be addressed in this component 
include but arc not limited to: 

11 o T.Y.4 mapping and i nr-en t or?. 

o Tortoise monitoring and censtrs 

li o Habitat rnonj toring and eve1 uat ion 

o Tracking pub1 ic land use act i l.i t ies 

11 that could affect tortoise habitat 

o Monitoring of other species of 

11 concern; and 

o Predator moni Coring 

I' Page 129 b. ( 2 )  Any 1 ivestock grazing study i d e n t i f i e d  .and 
implemented as p a r t  o f  the HCP should be 
c lose ly  coordinated w i th  and complimentary t o  

11 the BLM's proposed l ivestock grazing study. 

11 3 

! 
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I ' 
m' r 

Br ie f i na  P a ~ e r  

I' Page 3 1s t  Paragraph: It i s  untrue t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  100% of 
t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t  (excluding Park 

I' Service) i s  on BLM lands. We manage 
roughly 3 t 0 3 . 5  m i l l i o n  a c r e s o f t h e  . 
almost 5 m i l l i o n  acres o f  desert 

I I  t o r t o i s e  h a b i t a t  i n  Nevada. Suggest You 
s ta te  t h a t  BLM manages approximately 3/4 
of the desert t o r t o i s e  i n  Nevada and 

,I . .  
v i r t u a l l y  a l l  the hab i ta ts  supporting 
s i g n i f i c a n t  populations. 

I' Page 3, I tem 2,  Paragraph I: It  i s  more agreeable i f  the 
statement " i s  not  de t r ime~ i ta l  t o  

I the desert t o r t o i s e "  i s  replaced 

O. 
wi th  "under spec i f ied  condit ions 
( t o  be adhered t o  i n  permi t t ing)  
can be allowed without adversely 
a f f e c t i n g  the recovery of  the 

I' desert t o r t o i s e " .  

Page 5 ,  I tem 2, Paragraph 2: M i t i g a t i o n  r e s u l t i n g  from Sec. 7 

I' consul ta t ion regarding l ivestock 
grazing w i l l  be dea l t  w i th  on i t s  
own. The Service should not  

I' 
suggest t h a t  the e l im ina t ion  o f  L 
grazing i n  po ten t i a l  TMAs i s  or 
w i l l  be m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  l ivestock 
grazing outs ide the TMAs. 

I' Page 6, B: Add the fo l lowing a f t e r  the  f i r s t  sentence: 
"Designation of roads and t r a i l s  may change 

I' 
overtime t o  proviae adequate management 
f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  meet management object ives."  

Page 7, C, Cther Recreational Uses: May want t o  change "shal l  

1'. no t  be expanded" t o  
" sha l l  n o t  be expanded i f  

I ' i t  i s  determined tha t  

I' recovery of  the desert 
t o r t o i s e  i s  negatively 
impacted." 

m'  
8" 

4 



Page 7, D, L a i d f i l l s :  Land disposal act ions ( inc lud ing  
l a n d f i l l s )  can only take place on lands 
i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  disposal i n  the MFP. No 
new lands can be made ava i lab le  unless 
we amend the plan. We are conf ident 
t h a t  the RMP w i l l  address l a n d f i l l s  
appropr iately as we do not intend t o  
i d e n t i f y  land disposal areas w i t h i n  our 
Category I and I1 areas.. However, the 
RMP w i l l  be the  document i n  whish t h i s  
decision w i l l  be made. Therefore, there 
i s  no need t o  even discuss l a n d f i l l s  i n  
the HCP. 

Page E ,  I tem 2 ,  2nd Paragraph: The Secretary o r  Congress 
would have t o  do the emergency 
mineral withdraw. ELM as an 
agency cannot withdraw land. 

As'we have prev ious ly  discussed, my f i n a l  approval o f  t h i s  p lan 
w i l l  be subject  t o  concurrence by the Nevada State D i rec to r  and 
the D i rec to r .  

1here.are several general comments t h a t  I would l i k e  t o  
r e i t e r a t e .  The HCP appears t o  re legate BLM's land management 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  other agencies and a review committee. This 
i s  unacceptable t o  the BLM. Once the  ELM agrees t o  the 
condi t ions o u t l i n e d  i n  the HCP, i t  w i l l  be the BLM's 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  implemented those ob l i ga t i ons  and as such BLM 
w i l l  be accountable. I recommend tha t :  1)an MOU between the BLM 
and FWS s p e l l i n g  ou t  how the BLM w i l l  consul t  w i th  FWS i n  
implementing the  management act ions; 2 )  BLM appoint an advisory 
committee t h a t  repor ts  t o  the BLM; and 3 )  Clark County appoint an 
appropriate committee t o  make recommendations f o r  the a l l oca t i on  
of  funds. To ensure t h a t  BLM's r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  are met, the BLM 
w i l l  expect appropr iate funding through the HCP t o  implement 
tnose ob l iga t ions .  Considering the act ions i d e n t i f i e d  under 
"Management o f  Conserved Habi tat"  on pages 124 through 128, I 
doubt t h a t  $250.000 per year f o r  implementation w i l l  be 
s u f f i c i e n t .  It would probably be wise t o  i d e n t i f y  spec i f i c  
implementation ac t ions  and funding necessary t o  implement them 
p r i o r  t o  approval o f  the HCP so t h a t  a r e a l i s t i c  budget can be 
developed. The ELM w i l l  provide support through regular 
app rop r ia t~ons  where possible. 



t 
I' 

I would a lso l i k e  t o  r e i t e r a t e  my opposi t ion t o  the inc lus ion cf  
Eldorado Valley as a PTMA. The Eldorado Valley Land Act (P.L. 
85-339 o f  March 5 ,  195.9) encumbers 107,432 acres. The State 
appl ied t o  purchase the  land March 1 .  1968.  However. the 

1' Colorado River Commission has not  exercised t h i s  opt ion t o  
request patent  t o  any o f  the land nor has the  State appropriated 
any money. Before the lands are included as a TMA. 1 f e e l  the 

I[. 
State and CRC w i l l  have t o  give t h e i r  approval. I n  my opinion 
they are "de-facto" p r i v a t e  lands. There are a lso too  many 
c o n f l i c t s  w i th  e x i s t i n g  pub l i c  land uses and t o r t o i s e  hab i ta t  i s  

I t o o  patchy t o  j u s t i f y  t h i s  area as a PTMA. 
m 
I '. Thank you fo r  your considerat ion and cooperation. I f  you have 

f any questions, you may contact myself o r  Sid Slone, my s t a f f  
. b i o l o g i s t ,  a t  ( 7 0 2 )  647-5000. 



no. Tara V. wood 
P r o f r c t  Manager 
Regional Bnvironaanta l  C o n r u l t r n t r  
1276 Horeaa Boulrvard 
Ban Diogo. C a l i f .  92110-381s 

R s f e r e n e a ~  Derrrt T o r t o i r a  nxclur ionary  Zone* 

Dear Ha. Wood 

We rece ived  your correspdndrnae  dmte3 l o v r r b r r  S, 1990 and 
t h e  aorremponding map which dep ic ted  t h e  r e v i r e d  DIlrrt Tor- 

I 
toimr E x c l u r i o n i r y  Zonr f o r  t h e  C i t y  of Henderron. Wr a r e  
p l e a s e  t h a t  you concurred w i t h  u s  and agroed t h a t  changes 
were I n  o r d e r .  

8 
We b e l i e v r  t h a t  fha propomad changer d idn ' t  go f o r  enough. It 
appearts t o  us  t h a t  you bared a l l  t h o  propored revir ionts  on 
t h r  January  1990 a e r i a l  photograph8 w r  forwarded t o  your of-  

I 
f i c e .  Although t h r s e  photo8 reprrrmntod t h e  mort r r c r n t  
a v a i l a b l e  t h r y  d i d n ' t  a c c u r a t e l y  d e p i c t  a l l  land8 be ing  dr-  
va lop id ,  l and  developed r i n c e  t h e  pho to .nor  l a n d s  r c a r r a d  by 

I 
a i n i n p  and d e r e r t  dumping. Buch probl@mr o n l y  braoar  apparent  
through r v i r u a l  i n r p s c t i o n ,  I 
W r  a t e  fo rmal ly  r r u u e r t i n g  that your o f f i c e  mend romroae t o  - 
Henderson t o  look a t  some t h e  aream you haven ' t  inc luded i n  
t h e  e x a l u a i o n ~ r y  r o a r .  aomeona from o u r  o t f i c a  w i l l  br a v a i l -  
a b l e  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h e  a r e r r  of aonorra.  You rhould aontacf  
myrrlf  t o . a r r a h g e  t h e  t o u r .  We a r e  r r p e o t i n g  t o  h e a r  from you 
noon. We a r e  anxious  t o  r e r o l v o  t h e  d iL2rrencer .  I 

S i n c e r e l y ,  a 

community t1;nnlnq and Developaent Dept. 











PETITION 
TO STOP. THE USE OF THE MORMON MESA AS TORTOISE H A B W :  

I <we) am i n d i v i d u a l s ,  by p a t i t i o n ,  f o r n u l l y  p r o t a r t  t h a  
H a b i t a t  Conmarvation P lan  dona by  Recon f o r  C l a r k  County f o r  
t h a  f o l l o w i n g  reamons: 

1. Thara  wam n o t  enough care t a k e n  i n  t h e  c h o i c e  o f  l ands .  
Tha m u l t i p l a  user. war* a s k e d  f o r  t h e i r  i n p u t ,  and then  
i g n o r e d ,  a n d  t h e r e  warn no i n p u t  from t h e  ave rage  c i t i z e n .  

2. Thara  are o r  w i l l  soon b a  o v a r  3,000,000 aorem of  l and  
under  much t h a  mama r a r t r i o t i o n m  am t h e y  w i l l  ume on a 
T o r t o i s e  Managament Araa. Thara  is  good t o r t o i s a  h a b i t a t  
on much o f  t h i s  a r e a ,  b u t  l i t t l e  of  it is b a i n g  aonr ida red  
i n  t h e  c o n s a r v a t i o n  p l a n .  Thara  i m  n o  good r e a r o n  t o  g i v e  
up any  more of t h e  l a n d  t h e n  w e  a l r e a d y  have. 

3. Tha Buraau of Land Managament i n  d o i n g  a n  RPIP/EIS which 
w i l l  d o  much t h a  rune  r r  t h e  C l a r k  County H a b i t a t  
Con=erva t ion  P lan .  T h i s  w i l l  be dona i n  2 y e a r s ,  and it 
d o e s n ' t  h u r t  any of u r  t o  w a i t  t h a t  l ong .  Thara  i s  t o o  
much growth  i n  Lam Vegas, a n d  aome of t h a  v a c a n t  b u i l d i n g s  
ahould  b a  u t i l i z e d  b a f o r a  anymore a r a  b u i l t .  Slowing of 
growth w i l l  h e l p  t h e  wa te r  problam, t h e  school  p r o b l m s ,  
and t h a  c r i m a  problam. 

The H a b i t a t  Consama t ion  P l a n  is a documant mad* by t h e  
m i n o r i t y  f o r  t h e  m a j o r i t y  w i thou t  oonsan t  of t h a  ma jo r i t y .  
The l a n d  t h a y  want t o  u s a  is b e i n g  managad f o r  m u l t i p l a  u s e ,  
b u t  t h a y  have  n o t  wantad t o  conmidar  t h e  m u l t i p l a  umer. 
A mambar of  t h e  r t a e r i n g  canrmittaa wan fond  of s a y i n g  t o  
t h e  m u l t i p l a  umarm, B u l l s  and Bearm maka monay, Hogs g e t  a t l !  
I t ' m  r e a l l y  a mhma thay  d i d n 8 t  r a a l i z e  who t h e  real hog i r .  

Thim p e t i t i o n  w i l l  be mant t o  Raaon, The D i r e c t o r  of Fimh 
and W i l d l i f e ,  Tha D i r e c t o r  of Tha Bureau of Land Management 
and  C l a r k  County Comimmionars. 



NAME ADDRESS I 

h.o&L&# w 

- /565 f i U , f i b ~ I ) .  

o. R d  6 3 G  D u S Y L / ,  
A /a?. 
) ' 

t 







ADDRESS . I 





NAME ADDRESS 



NRME ADDRESS 



' ADDRESS 











NAME ADDRESS 
I 



I i  
I 

\ 

I' . 
ADDRESS 

D v ~  - 
.--_.. - 

1 ,  t w 
rF9uun - - 

9 0  ?,P 

4vk- 2 7 0 2 ~  

V "  

I' 
J 



. . C 

NAME ADDRESS 



NAME ADDRESS 





..- MU 5.  1538 5:1m a 1 4  P.01 11 ' S  

f 1 
DONALD J. SHAW - -- -.-.*---.-- ... .. - ... 

1 9144 Mbhbc Blvd.' 
suiu 110 

. h r l y  Hh, CA 90212 ' 

I Is 
0 1 3 )  mww. 2osa76) 

November 6, 1990 

@ I  
~ L A s ~ B U W  

t ' 121 South Martln Luther King Boulevard 
h s  Vegro, Nevada 89106 

I 8' A* NARY YAWWZNO 

... Ra: ~ M O B Y O W ~ m ~  

tl DRAuMs.- 

On Oatobar 24, UW, a t  7- pr, a p & ~ o  mwtfng war hold in ha 

u' V- N w d a ,  wnmrnfng the proposed plan for the -AT 
. OOWSRRVAnON PLAN me). I t  was rocm d y "  attenhoe 
with a host of passionate dlaaentero who vehamontly .protested the 

11 . .  

"teotaCivoW dectlon of the MORMON YESA. I wso urptlrsd to see on4 
M E  PAUL 8BLZ;BB, h., Chairman, and PAUL FUWBR from RUCQN taking 
the full brunt of the taxpayor atbokr without ahy reoorder or mod& 

1' 
present rave one XOAPA newspaper. 

I am a duty liemeed attorney In Cbm t h t m  of Wants and I mpmmnt 
the MICRON N M N G  CaYTANY wlth approxlmntely a WUtm 

it' b l l u  ($lS,O00,000.00) Inv#tment a t  its YOAPA, NEVADA, mine dte. 1 
have been rypmachd by the 'U(WYON NXSA IWilNU ALIJANCBw 
-Aa) to support thelr 1IClgrUon attorney to properly raroarob and @I'. fUe a lawsuit reeking lnjunotive ralief In Ute Qurts on several ground8 
which may miso muxndlng politha1 ramiflartlona Of ooum, I will 
support this group as the MICRON Interest Is ot drk. 

I' I t  bas h a  alleged tbat tba 'steorhg coprlalttoo"for tbo Qult 
Qltne EMTAT fXMBIBVATION PLAN for r s ~ m l  moons h u  bnrched 
Its flduoiay duty n p m n t l n g  tho cltlzens of aulr me. A 
'balancing of lnterocts" fa mandated by tbe Iotter and rpirlt of the 

J' Natbarl Bvfrauwnhl Aat ('NIPAm), whioh q u i r e s  tbal oqultrble 
appmaoh to rlghts of ali porrons as woll am the addratcing of adv- 

I' effeota wbjoh oannot k avoided. Mom ardnotly pt, It -1- a 
hhcbg of Mts between the 'short-term' urn of human onvlronment , 
versus tho alleged 'long-t8ama (tortohe) producUon which meanr the 
rlghts of md fmpect to dl c i t ~ s  must be weigbed. The commlttca 8' . seemingly ignores ovet aos h d d  (100) yetaro of gnzing and mlnlng 
together with a huge lnvortmsnt of the, owmat and uay and tho 

mi 
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hown ganemtionr who only a u k  urJoymnt of t h e b  envlmnmmt The ~~ wekc to ertabllch a lWTUKB JWMSUbR ARM (.IYAm) to 
protoot a 'threatened opecler." Booauee an alleged cwpimtory v i ~ s  hao 
bean dlsaavered i n  oome XoJars k a r t  'IbrbnLoq tbe M TbrtoLb 
bas been plaoed on tho ondangerod epaoieo list by the Unltcd Statam 
D s p b e m t  of the Iatcdor. B i o l o g h  had sald Lhnt the  decrtbe of half 
of the Soutbum OIlUomSa tortoise population oaold bo mured by thls 
myoterlour vim@ or, perhaps, a oomblnatlon of dmught, development and 
ranohlng? H w w e r ,  a f t e r  they camchow dotemined I t  wac the v l ~ o  
that killed, then another determlnetlon was medc tha t  tho OslUomh 
tortoise war healthy but under attack by the Nevada tortoise. I t  is a 
f r c t  tha t  w i e r  are born and d o  wlth great regularity and while 
rearonable stbps should be taken to pmcerve hlgher life form*, i t  ir 
lmpastlble to solidify every exlctln rpecles. Although the  h r t  
Torto- was listed ar * a x t m g t d a n d  m a m t e m e d n  in w, UBI. 
because of the diseased tortolceo ln Nevda who allegedly dcolded to 
travel to Womb spreading thin virus, only f a r  (4) had been 
dimovered L. Nsvrdn with the  v h r  ar Iato as W b e r ,  JEWS. 

&a=& I t  Im rtrongly f e l t  that tho oonstitutlonal rlghtr of ault Coumly 
cltlzens on and near  tho MOBWW YESA are revsrely inMnged upon. 
The MORMON MESA D8lWER AINANm dleg6o t hu t  on t he  MORMON 
YBSA there exlsts a more complicated Iocue'than a typical developer 
seeklng profits o r  a more IIoenn?a crossing t he  land. Here we have 
nncbers  with verted and continuing gmzing rights, and miner8 with 
unpetented c h n  who p, and hrve paid, yearly .orercments on tbspe 
olaims working toward dlrmrcy" and patanted dtrimo guaranteed under 
the k m l  Mining Law of 1872 and protcctd by the  5th and Uth 
imendrnents. Indeed, hem is a larl and effeotlvo arbitrary "taking" of 
vertod rlghtr and a tortlwm interfelance wlth contract  which b tba 
bmd, too dl.oriahmtoy, and tno ubitmy. Counsel has suggested that 
injunctive rolief in the FaIW D h b k t  C h a r t  is highly probable under 
t h e  clrcumrtmces. 

Although thom &payon of tho NNM point their f l ~ r r  and a W m  
"Spwhl Interertrn have b, .ad are bslag, a c d ,  all  i n t emtod  
offidalr  oldm muoh allegationr are at bsrt unfounded. Purtber, tho 
YYDA allege t h e  Steering Cammitb'm be& cholm fo r  the IlABIIAT 
~ V A I I O N  PLAN md tho rcultlng MANMIMBNI AREA 
oreeps a m  the  CaruQ mnctlng to a number of rpeolal I n t e m t r  
looklng lor  a nwwkest linkn finally rsrting at  t h e  MOBYON YLSA and 
the only nmdn ing  r t sp  Im to justify this oholoe. To pamphram the 
exdtd  tupayws, @ ~ f h y  took our rights and gave them to other 
graupr." The MOAPA araa, eepeoially tho MOPYON YaElS Ir On the 
thnrbold of m 4 o r  mining development which m u l l s  jobs and r m u e R  
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Thlr aertrlnly will k in t h e  best intare& of a~~~ryone,  inoludfng'the 
federal government, tbo State a d  the County, mnd will illuminate the 
fact  that  the YOWON YHSA Ie a bad cholob. 

This fbert m i m  Jr Jndlgena~r to mally Ik. (5) staton, Neumda, 
W d a  Wb, Arlzooa, and New krb. The questlone are why am 
A&ma and N w  M a x i o o  exempt and why 1s Ncvada tbe target state? 
7'he blggect queetlon lr  why has t h e  UABITAt CONSHRVAnON PLAN now 
moved to tho MORMON MESA? The answer I get is -- Polltlaol 

Further, those taxpayen supportfng tho N ~ O N  M S A  DWRNSB 
ALLIANQI make strong allogationo aonoernlng QgCUUl At 
first, the t h ~ e t  of the  UNHXD mATES PlSB AND WICDLEB SBRVICX 
('USrWS') was d m e d  a t  YaQmn IntcrnatioMI Airport., t h e  Uty of Iao 
Vcgu; and pdmle developere The embamrohg  point was that I t  war 
first asserted t h a t  the  Nevada Piah and Wildlife S w v b  offtclals Lhad 
found no evidence of t h e  disease,' then a later memo drafted July 21, 
1909, by a P a  and Wlld l l l e  &porvlsor In &moa Nevada, stated the 
State Wildlife DEpahtnt kept rlck and hwlthy tortoises w e t h e r  h a 
holdlnq pen in 1987-1988 and r e X d  rrpa of tboo reptilee with tb. 
v i m  hto tbe wild where much infected tortoises had ncvcr been known1 
Tho next embamccmant wlll be t h e  exposed plan to herd tho tortaim 
found in Nevada into g r o u p  tha t  romoone wlll direct  to be esnt to thir 
' t o r t o i ~  sanctuary," or be r e n t  out for " m e a r c h , b  to to dedgnated 
for more epeody sxtlnction by n e u t h a ~ ~ a c l a . ~ l o w e v e r ,  t he  "targets* 
have changed, t he  lawsuits were mottled and on Nmcmber 11, 1589, it 
was reported that  Iru V.g.r c a m  withln Qo Yllllon Dollus 
($1,~,000.00) of its dl t h o  yearly record for tulld111g permlt 
valuation. This did not take Into account the months of WovsPbor and 
Deoembcr. I t  memo (be Dmokpm deflnltely .re not oonbcrned with 
the Ureatened torto1ec"l The YYDA asked, "Where are our  ?J& 
offblalo? ...' 
bstly, the  ta%payen of a u k  Qmb are ~~ to be a u g h t  In a 
power r t ~ g g l e  between USPWS and BWMU Otc IAND IUHAagYlWT 
(%Litw). Tho lUId has been mrnagfng government L.nd gcncmlly fair  
a d  mccoeerully for  some years. Ry fedem1 etatute (the 
Spsda A&) t he  BLM Is now mandated to enter a oonarlClrUon parlod oa 
each p ro j~o t  wftb 09rW8 prior to a p p r d  Although final 

' 

determinntionr have not been made by t he  MY on a national pollay 
' 

. bash the power struggle probably will and w1t.h the  S c m b r y  of tha 
In- a r  flnrl arbiter of dieputem between the  BLM and the  (1SrWS to 
deoide on a pmgmmmatio basin to mqulm a full envlmamentd Imprat 
statement for each project before approval by tbo BUI for  a plan of 
operations. 
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on N& 7, iem, at law L.L, OD tb. thid n-6 p ~ h . p r  the irrt . 
meattng of that "Steering tkrnrnltted wlll k held s t  YcC3arrm 
Intmmtkmd Ahpoet I would cuggeet that. your peper mlght wish to 
attend that meeting as I t  may well be the d l f n g  of major politleal 
coafmntations in the near future. Your paper wns most involved In the 

it has not lost Inbrert. 

< 

C 
Attorney nt Law 

DJS:dc 

cc: BRIAN OREENSPUN 
Docert Sun Bdltor 
R. SCHRIBBBR 
YYDA 
Yioraa CLlrrrap 3 
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United States ~ e ~ a k e n t  of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Fr--,. .- 
3 

NOW 1 5  
FISH LW WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT 

RENO FIELD STATION 
4600 Bietzke Lane, Building C.-135 

Reno, Nevada 89502-5093 

November I, 1990 
Fjle No.: I-5-91-TA-6 

Tarn Wood 
Regi on:rl Envi rnnmnt.nl Consul tents 
!276 Yorsaa Boulevard 
Sen Djrgo, Cal ifor.nia 03110-3R15. 

near Ms. Wc~od : 

The Fish and Wildlife Service !Service) ha- reviewed the finnl draft Short- 
tern Habitat Conservation Plan !ACP! for the desert tortoise in Clark County, 
X ~ V H ~ R .  The Servic~ is very p1e:ised with the progress that the participants 
have made thus far in the development of a HCP for Clark County. This effort 
is reflected in this final draft Short-term HCP. 

The Servjcr has four major concerns with the proposed Short-term RCP; the 
proposed short-term RCP budget, documentation that t h ~  proposed mitigation 

: will taka place, timing of the grading of properties in which tortoise removal 
. WHS required, and justification for the elimination of a possible habitat , 

corridor on west side of Las Vegas Valley. 

A . Provosrd Short-term HCP Budeet. 

The ~eneral line it- shown in the budget t.able on page 133 do not provide 
drtaild supplemental infonnation in the narrative section of the document or 
addit irrnnl tnblex for each general line i tern. Tt is important to s11nw 
justification for each figure in the table. The Service recommends a budget 
tirtnil similar to that provided in the Environmental Assessment and Biologics1 
Assessment for the proposed scientific collection permit to take desert 
t.ortoisrs in Clark County, Nevada. - 
The general line item entitled Trust Fund for Tortoise Management Area 

g' Mmagemsnt concerns the Service. The entire HCP is centered around the 
management .of these areas. With the absence of an itemized budget, the 
Service is uncert.ain whether funding will adequately cover implementation of 

C 
this portion of tho RCP budget. For example, we anticipate that at least fi 
cetagories could be included under the Trust Fund for Tortoise Management 
Areas: enforcement, monitoring, physical improvements, public infonnation, 
inventory. and research. Er~Sorcement costs alone could equal 3250,000, when 

. l i  you consider rartger salary, law enforcement training, vehicles, protective 
rquiyme~~t. and aerial patrol t i m e .  Conversr?ly, the HCP must aakn i t  clear that 
these funds serve nnlg to supplement the budgetary requirements of tile land 

f management wgmcies. The lnnd manngment agencies must play a role in the 

1 



bud~et fnmulation and agree to what funds they need to comply with the tams 
of the HCF. 

Documentation that the Provosed Mitigation Will Take Place 
~ ~ --- -- 

Section 10 ir1)!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' adequate funding 
for the plan will be provided, (4) the taking will not appreciably reduce the 

1. 
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 
Sarvicrt w i l l  be unable Lo approve a Section 10 (n)(l)(B) permit to allow 
ittcjdental take of tortoises if there are not adequate guarantees that t.he 
a~itida~ion w i l l  1.ake place, and that adequate funding is provided to implement. 

F 
t.11e 111 ~JI. 

Timinr! of the Crodin~ of Pr~~pert.ies in which Tortoise Removal was Required 1. I 
The Service is concerned t.hnt the proposed measures t.o minimize the taka of 
tortoises on those propertjes located adjacent to undeveloped occupied desert 
tortoise habi 1.at. are not adequate to prevent. the unnecessary take of tortoises 
that could reoccupy the parcel before grading. The Service understands that 
the HCP is at.tempting 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 tort.oises. The HCP proposes to allow the 
developer up to 90 days to grade property after tortoise removal. The HCP 

t 
technical advisory committee 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. 

4 ,. 
The Service presently requires, through Section 7 consultations with the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, that property owners either fence 
tl~ose sides of the property that are adjacent to undisturbed tortoise habitat 
before torloise removal, or begin grading their property within 24 hours of 
removalof the last tortoise from their property and provide a tortoise 
biologist for each piece of heavy equipment during grading. If the property 
is not graded shortly after tortoise removal, the efforts may be invalidated 

b 
due to immigration from adjacent lands. 8 
Justificat.ion for the Elimination of a Possible Habitat Corridor on West Side 
of La6 Ver[as Valley 

The proposed permit boundary as shown in figure 12, page 105, would foreclose r 
the option of habitat corridor on the west side of the Las Vegas Valley. On 
July 12, 1990, at the HCP Technical Advisory Comittee (TAC) meetin.&!, 
conservation biologists, Dr. Peter Brussard and Dr. Mike Gilpin, gave a 

@.. 

presentation on conservation biology as it relates to the desert. tortoise. 
Onr of the discussions at this meeting was whether it was appropriate to 
maintain a habitat, corridor through the Las Vegas Valley. The TAC reached n 
group consensus to reject the necessity of a habitat corridor through the h s  

1 
r) 



W a s  Valley based on t h e  following reasons: t ho  north  and mst corr idors  
around Las Vegas Valley a r e  i ne f f ec t i ve  and more l i k e l y  t o  be an avenue fo r  
t he  spread of disease;  t he  urban impacts associated with Las Vegas growt.h 
l i k e l y  have a l ready  rendered t he  cor r idor  i ne f f ec t i ve ;  gene t ic  exchange can 
be accomplisfred mechanically; gene f l w  t h a t  occurs now through the  area  is 
l i k e l y  neg l ig ib le ;  t he  e x i s t i n g  cor r idor  probably functions as a s ink;  and 
other  cor r idors  may e x i s t  around t h e  Las Vegas Valley. The Service recommends 
t h a t  a discussion of the  hab i ta t  cor r idor  b e  included under 2s  on page 104. 

Spec i f ic  e d i t o r i a l  m n t s  by page, paragraph, and sentence are addressed a s  
f o l l ~ :  

FHKC i i i -  A?ternatives Considered should b e  a f u l l  sec t ion ,  not. j u s t  a ~1111- 
spction. 

Fade 2, f i r s t  varafiravh, t h i r d  sentenc:e - The S e w i c e  recammends that. t he  
document. include the s p e c i f i c  da tes  of the  emergency l i s t i n g  of t he  desert. 
t o r t o i s e  August 4 ,  1989, and t h e  formal l i s t i n g  o f  t h e  deser t  t o r t o i s e  a s  a 
threat.ened spr:cies on April 2, 1990 by t he  Service.  

Pace 2. second varagravh, f i f t h  sentence- According t o  Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, a s  amended, t h e  f ines  fo r  a threatened spec ies  is up t o  $25,000 and 
up t o  sis months i n  j a i l .  

P ~ f i e  3. t h i r d  varamavh. second sent.ence- The Serv ice  recormaends tha t  the  
document ac:knwleclge t h a t  there  is a d i f fe rence  between a Section 10 (a)!l)(A) 
take permit. f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  pe rn i t s  and a Section 10 ( a ) ( l ) (B)  incidental  take 
permi t.. 

Pafie 3, t h j  rd pa ra~ ravh .  1 a s t  sen1.ence- How many of t h e  399,700 acres  'within 
t he  permit a rea  a r e  non-federal acres? 

Pad* 3. last varaEaph. second sentence- P lease  expand on what is meant by 
conservat ive assumpt ions. 

Pace 4 ,  four th  paramavh. second sentence- Remove ... according "the" replace 
with "to" protocols .  

Pane 7 .  last vararCraph. last s e n t e n c e  Add t o  t h e  end of sentence "and its 
hnbitat". 

Page 8. second varaaravh. f i r s t  sentence- A typographical e r r o r  exist.s a t  t h e  
end of t he  sentence ... RCP planning procee... it should b e  process. 

Pane 8. t h i r d  paragraph. item 4- What is t h e  recourse i f  400,000 acres  of 
hab i t a t  is not 'conserved before  the  expi ra t ion  o f  t he  p e r r i t ?  The Service 
recommends t h a t  a threshold be es tab l i shed  t o  restrict both take of tortoises 
and hab i t a t  t o  ensure t h a t  t he  400,000 ac r e s  o f  hab i t a t  is conserved before 
the expi ra t ion  of the  3 year permit period. 

Pnfie 12. f i r s t  varafiravh. item NIB. 1- Before t h e  Service  can issue an 
incidental '  take permit i n  an accordance with Sect.ion lO!a!(l)(B) of the 
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t 
Endangered Speciek Act, the Service must be certain that the mitigation 
measures proposed in the HCP will be implemented. Therefore, the Bureau and 
the National Park Service must document that grazing will be restricted in (5. those grazing allotments where elimination of grazing occurs as the result of 
acquisition of grazing permits from willing sellers. Also, the Burea" and the 
Rational Park Service w-t document interim grazing restrictions within those 
a1lot.mrnt.s where grazing has not been eliminated. These restrict.ions miiy 
include seasonal, forage utilization thresholds,.and animal units. 

Pace 12, first pnradrtivh. i !em m- The Off-road Vehicle use terminology 
has been chanced t c r  Off-highway I'ehicle !Omf)  use. This land use control 
shoulc! Lre changed lo "Restrict OHV use to designnted trails and roads, and 

1 
y~.r>hilit c:ornpet it.ivlr and comnccrrcial OW eoent.sW. Jn order for these l M A w  to 
fur~ct j on as cor~ser-vat i on areas for the desert t.ortoj sr, access into these 
areas must be limited to recluce habitat. fragmentation. What is an existing 
trail? 

Pace 12. first vnrat?rnph. item No. 3- Inten~ive recreation uses should be 
J 

prohibited from 'MAS. The key words of the proposed land w e  control is 
"intensive recreation usesw. The Service interprets intensive recreation uses 
to mean large nwnlrers of people and associaled vehicles. The only way 
intensive recreat ion uses could be allowed in R U s  would be if they were 

i 
r.esI.ricted to unvegetatad areas like dry lake beds and controlled to,not 
degrade desert tortoise habitat. The Service reconmends that intensive 
recreation uses be prohibited in l?lAs. Othemise, the area is not likely 

Y 
appropriate for RU designation. 

impose any protective measures on the habitat. The SfCP must discuss the 
Page 12. first. varscraph. item No. 4- This proposed land use control does not 

re.ults of such validj t y exams. A validity exam of an existing mining claim I' ' 
is an ineffective method of protecting desert tortoise habitat unless the area 
Ilas first. been wi ttldrawn from mineral entry. Under the mining law of 1872 
unless Ihe area hris been withdrawn from mineral entry there is no procdura to' 
prevent the same claimant or a different claimant from filing claims on the 

. I _  J L 1 - L - J .  "7%- C ---. 2-- ------- & , same area in which the validity ',:-&YO -- r.r-. .xu-cru.. ..." ..-. ..-- . ,..-.-..,..-.. 
that the 400,000 acres proposed to become conserved habitat by the end of the 
expiration of the 10 (a)(l)(B) permit for the Short-tern HCP be iediately 
put under a 2 year emergency withdrawal until the 400,000 acres can be 
formerly withdrawn. This would protect the conserved habitat from being 
ilaediately staked withmining claims. 

Are there any proposed restrictions on mining exploration? New roads and 
trails can be developed during exploration phases and can add to the p 
fragmentation of tortoise habitat. 

Paat=. 12. third parafiraph, first sentence- Add ... enforcement will he "the" 
respor~sibility. 

Page 12. fnurth para~rnph, first. sentence- The Service recomaends that all 
proposed research be roordinatsd with the Bureau's Hanag~ment. Oversifit Group; 
research proposed gs part of the Section 10 ( a ) ) (  research permit issued 
to I he kevadit Depnrtmer~t of Wildlifn, the Nature Conservancy, and the Bureau 

4 



of Land Xanageaent; and with t h e  development o f  t h e  Service's  deser t  t o r t o i s e  
recovery plan. 

Pane 13. t h i r d  va ra~ raph .  first sentence- Add ... over t he  period "of the" 
permit. 

Page 15. last parngravh- Change f i n e s  t o  up t o  $25,000 and up t o  6 m o ~ t h s  i n  
j a i l .  These a r e  t he  f i n e r  f o r  threatened species violat ions .  

Page 17. f i r s t  vuragraph- Other approved RCPs include t h e  h n a n e  property i n  
Sacramento County for- l.he valley e lderberry longhorn b e e t l e  and the  Delnno 
Prison i n  6er11 County for Tipton kangaroo r a t ,  San Joaquin k i t  fox, -and hlunt- 
nosed leopard 1 izcird. 

Pare 18. item I . .  f i r s t .  santence- Add ... in ten t ion  of being t h e  "applicants" 
for.. 

Pace 18. t h i r d  vararraph. item a-  Is t h e  National Park Service n w  considered 
a member o f  t h e  s t e e r i n g  committee? I f  t r u e  t he  Service  reconmends t h a t  the  
National Park Service  be included a s  one of t h e  pa r t i c ipan t s  of t he  s t ee r ing  
commit tee. 

Page 19. second ~ a r a n r a p h ,  item b- Is t h e  National Park Service ntm considered 
a member o f  t h e  technical  advisory c o l l i t t e e ?  If t r u e  t h e  Service recononends 
tha t  t h e  National Park S e w i c e  be included as one of t he  members of t he  
technical  advisory committee. 

Pare 25, necond v a r a m a ~ h .  item e- Add t h e  following sentence a f t e r  t h e  first 
sentence o f  t h e  paragraph. The purpose o f  an EA is t o  determine whether o r  
not t o  prepare and EIS." 

P ~ g r  36. first ~n reg raph .  f i r s t  senten- P l a n t l i f e  is two words, 'plant l i f e .  

Pare 74. t a b l e  6- The Service  recomends t h a t  t h e  use of p lan t  names be 
consis tent .  Use both s c i e n t i f i c  and c o l o n  mmz f o r  each spec ies  o r  only t h e  
common o r  s c i e n t i f i c  name. The Service  preference would be t h e  use of both 
t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  and common name. 

Page 75. second varamavh. first sentence- A typographical e r r o r  e x i s t s  ... Nagy and Medico 1986 ... should be Medica. 

Pane 84. second vararravh. second sentence- The S e w i c e  be l ieves  t he  correct 
terminology f o r  . . .acres of land "allotted".  . . mhould be . ..acres o f .  land 
permitted o r  l icensed. 

Pace 05. second varamavh, i1.k (11,- f i r s t  sentence,  Replace ... ravens 
l~atween 1968 and "1899" with "199Ou1 second s e n t e n ~ r ,  A typographical e r ro r  
exis ts . . . t ransmission l i ne s  tha t  "creat". .. should be c rea te .  

Pagr? 91. s c r ~ ~ d  w r a ~ r a p h .  item b. second sentence- A typographical e r ro r  
e x i s t s  ... PMAS 6 and 14 "conatin" should be contain.  
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Pace 93. Lhircl ~arilrraph. item C. third sentence- The Service recornends the 

C 
modifical.ion of . . . BLY's Calien1.r District,. . . t.o BIN'S Caliente Resource 
Area, in Lincoln County, which. I) 
P a m  101, it.m c.. first sentence- Add ... lU4s is "to" attain. 
Page 104. L! Estimate Level of Take- Please expand on whet is mmt. by 
collser\*at.ive assumptions. 

3 
Par!#: 107, item b.. first. sent.ence-. Add . . . estimated at. 22.352 acres "of 
pri ~ V I L P  1 a11t1. " 

I 
Pw!c 107. i tern b. and c:.- The document should revise estimtes o f  habitat loss 
and Lake by quarter. 

I 
P a m  108. item r. .  first sentence- Add . . .region is not "known." 
Pane 109. third ~ararrra~h. item h. first sentence- This sentence indicates 

I 
t h ~ t  the tortoise survey is only valid for 90 days. The Service recommends 
that the statement "Tortoise Survey is Only Valid for 90 nays" I)e 
conspicuously placed on the HCP compliance forms. The project. proponent must 

t 
also ack~~wlrdgs in writing that he/she iu responsible for initiating another 
survey if tl~e property has not been'graded within 90 days, and Clark County 
acknowledges that they are responsible for.ensuring compliance with the 90 day 

1 
limit. 

Pare 1 1 1 ,  first. paragraph, item c, first sentence- Refer to the Service's 
c:oments under Timing of the Grading of Properties in which Tortoise Remc~val 

1 
was Beauired above. This sentence indicates that tortoise removal is only , 
valid for 90 days. Ttle Service racomends that the statement "Tortoise 
Remc~val Results ere Only Valid for (number of days the HCP recommends) Days" 

1, 
be conspicuour;ly placed on the HCP compliance fo-. The project proponent 
must also acknowledge in writing that he/she is responsible for initiating 
another tortoise removal if the property has not been graded within the 
required number of days, and Clark County acknowledges that they are 

8 
responsible for ensuring compliance with the required day limit. 

Page 112. item 2.- The Service recommends that all tortoises rmoved from the 

'I  
permit area be marked to distinguish them from wild tortoises. m d  tortoises 
presently in captivity. 1 
Pane 112, item a.- Remove ... place tortoises, "an " and replace with "a". 
Fare 118. fifth ~aranraph. item (2). second sentence- It is our understanding 
that the Nevada Department of Wildlife has agreed to take the responsibility 

1 
of ensuring compliance of the tortoise removal protocol through the audit 
process. 

8 
reieR 119, first' paragraph item 13) -  Correct fines are up to $25,000 and Up to 
6 months in jail for threatened species. @ 

r 
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t' 
I' Page 120. f i r s t .  parncraph. item d.-. Remove "authorized by NI)OW and USRJS" ~ l c l  

&'  
replace with "?or t o r t o i s e s  incidentnl ly  taken under t h e  sec t ion  10 (a)(l)!B) 
pewi t" .  The Service  dues not authorize  t o r t o i s e  adoption programs e x n p t  , through the  t.erms of t h i s  10 (a)(l!(B) pernit. 

E I  P a ~ e  120. t h i r d  ~ a r a g r a ~ h .  item 1.- Remove "conserved" and replace with 
"preserved and managed a s  conserved habitat". 

I' 
Pace 121. ilrm a.!ll- Rmove " w i l l  be" and r e p l a n  with "of'" and add ... 
conserved "habitat w i l l  be  t.staltlishecl". 

8.' 
Pale  121. item a.J2- Remove " w i l l  he" and rep lace  with "of": remove "fourth 
quarter" and replace with " f i r s t  year elf t h e  permit."; and add .. . conserved 
"habi ta t  w i l l  be e s t ah l  islted". 

Pace 131, ilrnn a. (3)- Remove " w i l l  be" and rep lace  with *ofw m d  add ... 
c.onservrtl "h:rbit.a! w i l l  be established". 

Page 121. it-- Remove " w i l l  he" and replace with "of'" and add ... 
conserved "habi ta t  w i l l  be established". 

.@I 
Pacci 121. iLem a.  l n s t  paracraph- Remove . . . amount of p tortoise" and replace 
witli "conserved" H I I ~  remove . . . t o  be "ronat:rved" and replace with 

. "estahl ished f o r  t he  tor toise" .  

D' 
F H R ~  121, item h. !I) .  t h i r d  sentence- Remove ... RLM "HISO"; remove "be asked 
to" and reylal-t! with "a1so"; removr . . . p  r i v i l egos  i n  "the": and acld t o  end of 
sentrttc:e, "u!,eas where grazing pr iv i leges  have been acquired from wi l l ing  

.a' 

sellers. 

Pace 112, item h. (21- Change r e s t r i c t i o n  t o  designated roads and t r a i l s  and 
def ine dcsignnted on RLV maps. t P H ~ R  122, item I.(Fi)- Item should be modified t o  " A l l  new o r  modified 
esist.irrg lrmd uses propvsed in RIAs wi l l  be  required assess  t b e  impacts on t he  

a' deser t  tort .oise and t o r t o i s e  hab i t a t  under NEPA regulations". 

Pace 323, item c.(3). second sent- Appropriation o f  funds f o r  such 

I' 
t ransact ions  w i l l  be  sub jec t  t o  t he  consent o f  who? Should not i t  be t h e  
consent of t h e  appl ican ts  o f  t he  Section 10 (a ) ( l ) (B)  permit? 

Page 127. item b. 121, first sentence- Add .. . r e spons ib i l i t y  of BM "for  

4' conserved hnbi tat".  Second sentence- Add . . . If t h e  conserved whabitat". Add 
s t a t e s e n t  thnt  discusses  BLL('s agreerent not  t o  r e i n s t a t e  grazing pr ivi leges  
i n  a1 lotments where the pr iv i leges  have been purchased frcm wi l l i ng  s e l l e r s .  

I' Pace 137, it- b. !3?. f i r s t  n e n t e n c c  Remove . . .atmitoring of 'the" and 
replac:* w i  1 h "conserved habit at areas". 

fl' 
Page 12R. second ~ a r ~ c r a p l ~ .  i tem- (31,  f i r s t  senter~ce- A typographical 

- 
I 



error exists . . .submitted with "THE" unnual.. . it should be the. Rep1ac:e ... habitnt. management, "an" with "a". 
Page 134, tar, o f  page- %kc ALTERNATIVES CONSmERED a separate section. 

Av~cnclix 3. RCP Camdlance Form Part 3b --Tortoise Removal .Report- The 
Service rttcommrmds thnt the large box at the bottom of the page should be 
reduced to only one 'row and tlre title of the row m.ndified to No. of Tortoises 

3 
Coller:l.ed. 

Thank you for the opportunity 1.0 review the f inal draft Short-tern Hnbitat 
Conservation Plan for the desert tortoise in Clark County, Nevada. If you 
sl~ould hiivr an\. yueslic~tls alaout. our commen1.s please contact m or Mark Maley 
o l  1702! 7RJ-5227. 

David I. Barlow ~ ~~ - 

Field Supervisor 

cc:: Assistant Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife EnhancemenL, Portland, 
Oregon ( FWE-ES ) 
Paul Selzer, Best, Best & Rrieger, Palm Springs, California 
Director, Administrative Services, Clark County, Las Vegas, Nevada 



RICHARD H. W'AW 
00- 

STATE OF NFYADA 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

RECEIVED 
Sean Carr 
RECON 

acrs raa 
1276 Motena Blvd. 
San Diego, California 92110-3815 

RECUP-1 

Dear Jean, 

According to the 9/25/90 Final Draft of the Short-Term 
Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert Tortoise in Clark 
County, Nevada, on page 8, conservation thresholds within ' 

priority conservation areas have been established. 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 funds which became available through Section 
7 consultations should be diverted to other Federal and 
State lands such as Nevada Test Site, State Parks, Nellis 
Bombing Range, National Wildlife Areas, National Monuments, 
etc. within the Desert Tortoise Conservation area for the 
implementation of a conservation plan for the protection of 
Desert Tortoise. This would.decrease the demands to 
eliminate existing multiple use areas and satisfy the 
conservation thresholds needed to implement and continue the 
Seccion 10(a) permit. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas E. Smigel, Deputy Director 

TES:mla 

cc: T. Ballow 
T. Hafen 
Ron h Ann Schreiber 



Submitted in Public Hearing 
October 24, 1990 

The City of Las 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 10(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 Tortoiae is critical to 
the long-term environmental and cultural health of our State and 
our nation, 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 XCP are, 
for the most part, completely acceptable to the City. Although 
some of'the provisions will impose additional work on the part of 
City offices, those extra efforts are reasonable in light of the 
goal to be achieved. 

The one area which the City continues to have 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 amount of money, which constitutes 
a serious financial burden for developers, is not justified. 

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, knovn: whether or not the Tortoise 
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 coats would be adequately supported by a fee much 
closer to the current $250 per acre. To require that dwelopers 
set aside millions 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 monies: for 
what purpose and by whom would those millions be used? 

Although the draft XCP identifies four possible sources for f unhing 
a long-term HCP -- and there may be others as well -- no 
recognition is given to these sources for funding the long-term 
plan. Instead, the developers are asked to fund the long-term plan 
single-handedly. 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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October 10,  1990 

STASMENT M. %CNT (TIM) ON BEHAW OF 
AGRICULTURE AND LIVE8TOCK TO CLARK COUNTY 

STEERING COMMITTEE 

~ f t c r r  a toview of t h r  "Pinr l  D r r f t ,  Short  Tarm Habitat  
Conrarvrtion Plan" datmd Septenbar 25,  1990, wr &rm plaaaad w i t h  
the r epor t  i n  general.  

t?o u a  C.~rth8x plerred that the p l rn  eallm f o r  tha 
wil l ing mollor concapt of requiring grar ing pannit8 by purchara. 

Wb rgrmm with tha conmpt  02 urlng 100,000 8cra blockr 
a8 UI u a a  capable of rur ta in lng  r t o r t o i r e  population fo r  a t  
l r a s t  500 yearr .  

wo i n  qrieulturr and l ivar tock  w a n t  t o  pladga contin- 
uing & r r i r t a n c r  m d  ~00pOrat ion i n  bringing both the Short Tern 
and the Long Term iiibitrt conrrrvation Plrnr t o  rucaar r fu l  con.. 
clurionr . 

We havm marno pr0p08111 t o  t h i a  d r a f t  t h a t  wo fael . re 
necorrrry t o  h e l p . r o f t m  tho impact t o  l ivastock pomfetems. 

I' 1n idant i fy inq  rppropr i r to  bui lding block8 of 100 ,000  
each f o r  thm r h o r t  term HCP, PTHAr 2,  6 ,  11, 13  and 14 have been 
i d a n t i f i d  er area8 whmro tho f i r r t  400,OO acre8 w i l l  ba conserved, 

Armaa 1 2 ,  13 and 14 contain 436,073 acras and k o r  6 
contain8 191,113 acrar .  It would ream t h a t  Area 2 conrrinr more 
aonf l i c t r  tram u t i l i t y  a r a m m t r  and grazing than thr othr r  four 
4 r m a  We thmrofdta requart  t h a t  &or 2 ba deleted and not 
I. inclub04 i n  t h r  short Tam H C I .  ?hi. r q u e s t  I 8  conris tent  
with out pr ior  pos i t ion  md hr r  prrvioumly bean nuda known t o  the 

Wo hrvr  rmpeatodly r@quart.d t h r t  continuad grazing be 
allowed within tha  P T k l k ~ .  We h8ve agre.6 t h a t  controllad grating 
my be n r c r r r u y  i n  8mm rrerr. %hi8 d r r f t  0.11. f o r  slimination 
o f  grazing a l t h a r  through buyout8 O r  by arkAnq B W  t o  impora ra- 
mtrictionr o r  alirainata grazing. (prgrr  1 2 . m d  121) 

. _  . .  . -  



we b a l i e i e  thLo draft I r  r e r iou r ly  f1.w.d jn art 
deer it addtea8 g r r t i n p  by wild hor r r r  anb.burroa, 

~ i v r r t o c k  q t a ~ i n q  em br  cont ro l lad  md livertoak 
0.n ba rtleeed t o - g r a c e  aft8r the tartoile i 8  do mu.^, 8-, grrging can br cont ro l led  80 t o  allow aztplr fo.6 Lor t h e  
torto~se  . 

wild horser  and buzroe U. not contzoL2ed r a  to 
of grmring, plrca of razing or mount  of gra t ing  and whather 
that8 war rdaqurte +A 1 nfall ar drought.  BLM 18 finding i t  di f f t -  
suit to  control tha n w r r  of wild horre8 and burros. 

We bal leve  wild horror Urd burrom, b t h e i r  nature m d  
f a d i n g  h a b i t r ,  arr more d8r t ruc t ive  to  tho ha i t a t  of thr d.rrre K 
tortoise than l iver tock  g tb t inv  - if i n  f a c t  l ivestock gracing i, 
destruct4v0, 

n l i ve r toek  18 t o  be rmwd iron any nrrp d . 0 4 ~  by . 
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l i  3685 SO. PECOS McLEOD LAS VEQAS. NEVADA 89121 
(702) 7W-0117 FAX (702) 70c2Ug 

October 8, 1990 

1' Ms. Jean Carr 
RECON 
1276 Morena Boulevard 
San Diego, California 92110-3815 

C O m m T B  on rrblAL ORAPT O F  TLnr mom-TBRIt  HABITAT C O I O B r n T I O N  PLnta 
?OR TEE DEBERT TORTOXBE X I  CLARIC . COUNTY I HEVADA I 
Dear Jean, I 

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 issues and then provide 
you with my specific comments. 

While 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. Hy specific concern is 

i 
that, if a project has undergone consultation under Section 7, and 
the project proponent has paid 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 ordinances for credits 

i for those who have previously paid mitigation through a means other 
than the HCP? 

1 As I have stated earlier, 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 

d 
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 h e n  identified, and for which alternative 
funding sources have been identified and may be available. For the 

1 Home 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 w e r  two million dollars. 

SPECIFIC C o r n  

Page 3 - last paragraph, second mentence. What do you mean by 
'conservative assumptionstn Does this mean that 22,000 acres over 
three years is a "conservativen estimate. and that in realitv it 



I 
I 

Page 4 - paragraph 3, third sentence. "NDOWw has not been 
previously defined. I 

Page 8 - Top of Page "Ueasurem should be "Ueasures.' 
Conservation Threshold 13. In regard to habitat loss exceeding 
15,000 acres, does this mean acres from which tortoises have been 
removed, or all acres for which grading pennits have been issued? 

Page 10 Table A. We may varit to define h w  tortoise habitat 
is categorized prior to presenting information using the BIN 

I 
categories to describe habitat. m 

Page 11, Table 8. The "Goalw in Category 3 habitat is written I 

as follows: "Limit habitat and population to the extent by 
mitigating impacts.* There runt be a few words missing here. 
How are density ranges related to Habitat Categories, if at all? 

Page 12, 13. Delete the vordn "will be restricted* from the 
second line of the first sentence. I 

Page 13, second sentence. What is the purpose of maintaining 
the $250.00 per acre fee? 

Page 19, d. You may vant to note that while the fee vas 
- expected to generate between $650,000.00 and $1,200,000.00 per 

year, it actually generated $ in the first year. . 1 
Tiring Issues. You ray vant to briefly explain 

the nature of the nprojects already pending," ie: flood control, 
roads, mchools, other infrastructure necessary to support existing 
population. 

I 
m 

Page 25, a. At the end of the first line, "accompanyn should 1 
be waccom~anies." - 

Page 29, subheading 2., line 6. delete the word "by." 

Page 44, second bullet. Which other decisions are you 
referring to, and to which five communities do they pertain? 

Page 64, d. (2) . Other raster planned c01.unitiem expected to 
begin construction moon are Conmo World, Lake Las Vegas, MacDonald 
Ranch, Rancho Del Norte and Peccole Ranch. I 

Page 83, 1. Habitat -. The last sentence 
of this paragraph to indicates that further development of the.Las 
Vegae valley will indeed ioolate 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 201 of the tortoises collected from the 
northwest portion of the valley have exhibited symptoms of URDS. 

I 
I 



Page 84,' 2.a. We have empirical evidence that URDS occurs in 
Clark .County. We have been finding it in about 202 of the 
tortoises collected in the northwest portion ofthe valley. Please 
check with Brad Hardenbrook of N W W  to confirm the level. 

Page 88, Table 7. Goal in Category 3 im unclear. 

Page 101, a., lamt mentence. If we are assuming 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 
based on wconservativen assumptione regarding development trends, 
tortoise habitat and populations. What is meant by wconservativen 
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 BIW in connection with the 
acquisition of grazing permits? 

Page 131, 4. Again, the Home Builders 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 useful to you. Again, I believe 
that this document is very much improved and I thank you for your 
efforts on behalf of the Clark County HCP. 

Sincerely , 

-=Ay Development Specialist 



I! Ms. Jean Carr 
PECON 
1276 Morena Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92110-3815 

City of Boulder City 
P.O.'BOX 367 

800 ARIZONA STFtEET 
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 890059387 

I 

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 Boulder City should be referenced properly, not as 
"Boulderq1. 

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 reconunended procedure, all 
jurisdictions (agencies) should be required 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 Sb., incorrectly references Lake Mead whereas 
it should reference Lake Mojave. 

6 .  Page 109, Section l(b) (2) states that the project proponent 
will arranqe for the removal of the tortoises .... This 
language 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 Zone 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" 
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Page 2 
October 10, 1990 

I 
C. Hemenway Valley area. 

D. Golf Course area (Lewis Hanes). 

8. Pages 124 - 125, Section 1ld) (21 should state that the 
Eldorado Valley Transfer Area contains 105,000 acres not 

I 
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 

I 
per acre fee is for the conservation and mitigation measures I 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? Section 3 on page 132 states that the $250.00 per acre 
fee will remain through the permit period to provide funds for 
expansion. This needs further clarification. 

Sincere'l y , 

' \ a 
Director, community Development 

m : m c  
JP1055 

I - . - . . . . - - - - . . . . . . 
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October 9, 1990 I 
Jean Carr 
RECON 
1276 Morena Boulevard 
San Diego, CA 92110-3815 

Dear Ms. Carr, 

On behalf of the Sierra Club and the Natural Resources 
Defense Council (NRDC), I have reviewed the Final Draft of 
the Short Term Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert 
Tortoise. Both Sierra 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 acquisition of grazing 
permits. It is uncertain, however, that the acquisition of 
grazing permits will eliminate grazing. Under BLM1s 
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. Even 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 tortoise 
not be adequately protected, but the moneys expended for the 
purchase of the grazing permits could be wasted. C.F.R. 
S 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 sonie instances O W  use on existing trails or roads 
would be detrimental to the tortoise. B M  must comit 
itself, pursuant to existing law, to allow motorized vehicle 
use only on designated trails. BLM must commit itself to 
evaluating offroad vehicle use in each T M A  and allowing that 
use (on positively signed designated trails and roads) only 
after a determination that such continued use it4 consistent 
with the survival of the tortoise. ' 

I 
I 

BLM1s promise to restrict intensive recreational use 8- 

to existing areas designated for that purpose is not 
adequate. It is 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 
the TMA1s from the operation of the Mining Law of 1872, 

C 
pursuant to the withdrawal authority vested in the Secretary 
under the Federal; Land Policy Management A c t  of 1973, the 8 tortoise will not be sufficiently protected, for BLM does 
not deem itself to have the authority to prohibit mining 
activities from taking place on claims once there is a 
determination of a mining discovery. Clearly, BLM must 
commit 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 
specific directions from Congress to take actions to protect 
the desert tortoise. P.L. 101-67, section 6, requiras BLN 
to submit a report to Congress as to the funds and personnel 
required to fully implement B M 1 s  Desert Tortoise Plan. BLM 
is also required to arrange for a soil survey of public 
lands in Clark County to asmist in the implementation in 
such county of the Desert Tortoise Plan. The Secretary is ' 

additionally required to invite public proposals for the 
designation of areas of critical environmental concern whose 
designation would further the implementation of BIB'S Deaert 
Tortoise Plan. Finally, the Secretary is obligated to 
consider restricting or eliminating any uses of lands in the 
Paiute Valley which may conflict with the implementation of 
the Desert ~0rt0iSe Plan. 

The HCP fails to mention these preexisting duties of 
BLM, fail8 to analyze the relation of these duties to the 
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HCP, and fails to determine whether BLM has satisfied the 

al requirements of P.L. 101-67 with respect to the tortoise. . 
To the extent that BIW has not undertaken adequate measures 
to implement its own Plan, promulgated prior to the 

11 tortoise's designation as threatened, it is doubtful whether 
BIB would adequately undertake and implement the land use 
controls set forth in the HCP. Sierra Club and NRDC are not 

J 
aware that ELM has done anything to comply with the 
requirements of P.L. 101-67. 

The CHP fails also to address the question of BLMms 

81 duties under theEndangered Species Act to protect the 
tortoise and its relation to the HCP. BIW has a duty,- 
independent of the HCP, to conserve and enhance desert 
tortoise habitat by any combination of appropriate means, 4; .. which can include designation of ACECes, withdrawals, and 
regulatory controls over grazing, ORV8s, and other uses of 
the public lands that might be detrimental to the tortoise. g i Thus, the land use controls necessary to protect the 
tortoise will be imposed in furtherance of BLM1s duties 
under the ESA, not as part of the mitigation for a taking 

11 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 . 

a1 incidental take. Creation of the tortoise management areas 
implements BLM preexisting duties under ESA. 

11 
The Endangered Species Act (*ESAm) of 1973, 16 U.S.C. 

S 1531 m., is *the most comprehensive legislation for 
the preservation of endangered species ever enacted by any 
nation." -itv v. U, 437 U.S. 153, 

J 180 (1978). A review by the Supreme Court of the *language, 
history, and structure of the [ESA]" convinced the Court 
"beyond doubtn that aCongress intended endangered species to 
be afforded the highest of priorities*, and that "[tlhe n!. plain intent of Congress in enacting this statute was to 

t? 
11 
11 
11 
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halt and reverse the trend toward spepies extinction, 
whatever the cost." IB, at 174, 184. 

Passage of the ESA resulted from Congressa deep concern 
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 
might lie in the loss of endangered species." LV.A. v. 
w, puDra, 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 habitats." T.V.A. v, 
mI .suDra, 437 U.S. at 179 (citations to legislative 
history omitted). PBb ila v. Hawaii Dent. of 
and Natural Resources, 639 P.2d 495 at 498 (9th ~ i r .  1981). 
The 9th Circuit has recognized the paramount importance that 
Congress attached to saving endangered species, and to 
habitat protection as a means to that end. 

The goal of recovery of endangered species and 
protection of their habitat pervades 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.C. 

- S 1531(b). "Conservew means "the use of all methodsn 
necessary to help endangered species recover, including 

1. 3.V.A. v. remains the only Supreme Court 
decision interpreting the ESA. In that case the Supreme 
Court affirmed a lower court injunction permanently halting 
a virtually completed dam for which Congress had already 

a 
expended more than $100,000,000, because filling of the 
reservoir would jeopardize the continued existence of the 
endangered snail darter, a small fish which had been 
discovered only after the dam was nearly complete. Ir! 
reaction to this "snail darter usem, Congress amended the 1 ESA.in 1978 by adding a complex procedure for exempting 
federally funded projects from the strictures of the ESA and 
by establishing a Cabinet level Endangered Species Committee 
empowered with the final decision on proposed exemptions. 
Pub. L. 95-632, S 3, codified at 16 U.S.C. S 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.U. BS, SdL, 

ve w , 684 
F.2d 1041, 1049 (1st Cir. 1982). I 
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specifically whabitat acquiwition and maintenance.m 16 
U.S.C. S 1532(3). In fact, nconservationw, thft is, 
x e c o v ~  of endangered and threatened species, 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 adequate concern a 
~0nservat;ipn~. 16 U. S.C. $ 1531 (a) (1) (emphasis added) . 
The purposes of the ESA include "to provide a means whereby 
the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened 
species depend m v  be c o m n ,  and "to provide a program 
for the conservation of such endangered and threatened 
species.' 16 U.S.C..S 1531(b) (emphasis added). Moreover, 
Congress declared it to be its policy Vhat all Federal 

2. The ESA defines "conservem, mconservingw, and 
wconservation" 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 this chapter are no longer 
necessaryn -- that is, to bring them to the point where they 
are no longer endangered or threatened. 16 U.S.C. 
S 1532 (3). 

3. 1n.introducing the Conference Report for the 1973 
ESA to the House, the House manager of the Bill, Congressman 
Dingell, stated: I 

Another example . . . [ham] to do with the continental 
population of grizzly bears vhich may or may not be 
endangered, but vhich is surely threatened . . . . 
Once this bill is enacted, the appropriate Secretary, 
whether of Interior, Agriculture or whatever, 
bave to take action to see 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 
ecosystems upon which they depend, and 
aovernment to toea that those purposes are 
carried out . . . . [Tlhe agencies of Government can 
no longer plead that they can do nothing about it. 

thev must. T h e  is clear." 119 
Cong.Rec. 42913 (1973). (Emphasis added.) 
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departments and agencies shall seek to EQpserve endangered 
species . . .I 16 U.S.C. S 1531(c) (emphasis added). 

As the Supreme Court haa found, this goal of "haltting] 
& I r a  the trend towards species extinction, 
whatever the cost . . . is reflected not only in the stated 
policies of the act, but in literally every section of the 
statute." Tennewee V-itv v. m, m, 437 
U.S. at 184 (emphasis added). For example, Section 3(5)(A), 
16 U.S.C. § 1532(5)(A), defines "critical habitat" as 
habitat that contains physical or biological features 
llessential to the conservation of the speciesn (emphasis 
added) . Section 4 (f) , 16 U.S.C. S 1533 (f) , requires the 
Secretary of the Interior to "develop and implementll 
recovery plans "for the ~paservatim and survival of 

. endangered species and threatened species." Section 5, 16 
U.S.C. S 1534, provides authority to the Secretaries of 
Interior and Agriculture to acquire property interests by 
purchase, exchange, or condemnation for the sonsernation of 
threatened and endangered wildlife. Section 6, 16 U.S.C. 

. S  1535, requires the Secretary to cooperate "to the maximum 
extent practicablew with the States "for the purpose of 
~ o n s e r v a  . . . endangered species or threatened speciesw 
(emphasis added). Section 7(a) (1) ,. 16 U.S.C. S 1536(a) (I), 
requires federal agencies to "utilize their authorities iq 
furtherance of the purposes of this chapter by carrying out 
programs for the conservation of endangered species and 
threatened species." &g -on - Truckee Water Conservgp~y 
U i c t  v. Cia, 741 P.2d. 257, 261-262 (9th Cir. 1984) 
(Secretary of Interior's decision not to sell water from 
Little Truckee River reservoir to citieo in Nmvada 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. S 15 31 (c) , requires that Federal 
departments and agencies 6hall seek to conserve endangered 
species and'threatened species and shall utilize their 

4. A8 the district court in w e o n  - Zau3sm stated, 
in order to carry out their Section 7 mandate to conserve 
endangered species federal agencies "must do far more than 
merely avoid the elimination of protected species. [They] 
must bring these species back from the brink so that they 
may be removed from the protected class, and [they] must use 
all methods necessary to do so." 549 P.Supp. 704, 710 (D. 

I 
Nev. 1982), aff'd, 741 P.2d at 261-262. 
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I ' 
authoritie in furtherance of the purposes of this 

I( chapter." Section 2(b) of the Act, 16 U.S.C. S 1531(b)r 
states that "the purposes of this chapter are to provide a ' 

means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species 

11 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)(l) 
states in pertinent part that "the Secretary shall review 

I' other programs administered by him and utilize such programs 
in furtherance of the purposes of this chapter. All other 
Federal agencies shall, in consultation with and with the 

r assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in 
furtherance of the purposes of this chapter by carrying out 
programs for the conservation of endangered species and 

ai threatened species . . .* 16 U.S.C. S 1536(a)(l). 

In Defnnders of w e  v. Andrusi 428 P.Supp. 167 

I( 
(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: 

I. It is clear from the face of the statute that the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, a8 part of Interior, 

11. 
must do far more than merely avoid the elimination 
of protected species. 1t must bring these species 
back from the brink so that they may be removed 
from the protected class, and it must use all 

I' methods necessary to do so. The Service cannot 
limit its focus to what it ~onsiders the most 
important management tool available to it, Fg, 

I! 
habitat control, to accomplish this end . . . . 
Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the 
agency has an affirmative duty to increase the 

I' 
population of protected species. 

428 ~.supp. at 170 

In =son - hu-e Water C- Dist. v. C m ,  
m, the Ninth Circuit rejected arguments made by the 
appellant that the Secretary's authority is defined solely 

I' 
by 7(a) (2) , 16 U.S.C. S 1536(a) (2). The Appellant argued 
that 7(a)(2) authorized the Secretary only to take actions 

a1 5 .  
The term mconserven is defined in Section 3(n) of 

81 the Act, 16 U.S.C. S 1532(3). 
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that avoid wjeopardizingm the continued existence of a 
species. In rejecting that argument, the Court stated: 

In addition to its S 7(a) (2) mjeopardyw provision, 

I 
however, ESA also directs the Secretary to 
conserve threatened and endangered species to the 
extent that they are no longer threatened or 

I 
endangered. Appellants, relying ~03.ely on 
g 7(a)(2), would have ue ignore the other sections 
of ESA directly applicable here and relied on by - 

I 
the district court. Carson Truckee 11, 549 
F.Supp. at 708-10. ESA S 2(b), (c), L S 3(3), 16 
U.S.C. S 1531(b), (C), C S 1532(3). ESA 
S 7(a)(l), moreover, specifically directs that the 

B 
Secretary "shallw use programs administered by him 
to further the conservation purposes of ESA. 16 
U.S.C. S 1536(a)(l). Those sections, as the 

I. 
district court found, direct that the Secretary 
actively pursue a species conservation policy. 

&&Q m e s s e e  Val&v Authoritv v. U, 437 
]I 

U.S. 153, 184, 98 S.Ct. 2279, 2297, 57 L.Ed.2d 117 
(1978) (ESA requires the Secretary to give highest 
priority to the preservation of endangered 
species; congress intended to "halt an9 teverE 

I 
the trend toward species extinction, whatever the 
cost. (emphasis added) ) . 8 ,  

When viewed in this light, the HCP becomes 
essentially a mupplemental funding device whereby BLM 

. obtains additional moneys not otherwise available through 
the appropriation process. These moneys, gathered from the 

1 
collection of a development charge, become the principal 
mitigation component of the HCP, and the apriceol developers 
have to "payn for removal and taking of desert tortoises in 

1 
Clark County. I 

@ , 
Lauren. H. Silver 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Pund 1 
Johanna Wald 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
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