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Permit TE-166070

Applicant: Hugo Stolte IV, San Antonio,
Texas.

Applicant requests a new permit for
research and recovery purposes to
conduct presence/absence surveys for
golden-cheeked warbler (Dendroica
chryoparia) within Texas.

Permit TE-165220

Applicant: Donald Hockaday, South
Padre Island, Texas.

Applicant requests a new permit for
research and recovery purposes to
conduct presence/absence surveys for
the following species: leatherback sea
turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), green sea
turtle (Chelonia mydas), hawksbill sea
turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), Kemp’s
Ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii),
and loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta
caretta) within Texas.

Permit TE-069848

Applicant: Ross Rasmussen, Plano,
Texas.

Applicant requests an amendment to
an existing permit for research and
recovery purposes to conduct presence/
absence surveys for black capped-vireo
(Vireo atricapilla) within Oklahoma.

Permit No. TE-163400

Applicant: Joseph Bidwell, Oklahoma
State University, Stillwater, Oklahoma.

Applicant requests a new permit for
research and recovery purposes to
conduct presence/absence surveys for
Neosho madtom (Notutus placidus)
within Oklahoma.

Permit No. TE-046517

Applicant: USGS New Mexico
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research
Unit, Las Cruces, New Mexico.

Applicant requests an amendment to
an existing permit for research and
recovery purposes to conduct presence/
absence surveys for Bonytail chub (Gila
elegans) within New Mexico.

Permit No. TE-166250

Applicant: Miami University, Oxford,
Ohio.

Applicant requests a new permit for
research and recovery purposes to
conduct presence/absence surveys and
collection for Noel’s Amphipod
(Gammarus desperatus), Koster’s
Springsnail (Juturnia kosteri), and
Roswell Springsnail (Pyrgulopsis
roswellensis) within New Mexico.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

Dated: October 12, 2007.
Christopher T. Jones,

Acting Regional Director, Region 2,
Albuquerque, New Mexico.

[FR Doc. E7—21584 Filed 11-1-07; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

Coyote Springs Investment Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation Plan,
Clark County and Lincoln County, NV

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of availability and
receipt of application.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
availability of the draft Coyote Springs
Investment Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (Plan), draft
Implementing Agreement (IA), and draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for public review and comment. In
response to receipt of an application
from Coyote Springs Investment LLC
(CSI; Applicant), we, the Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), are
considering the proposed action of
issuing a 40-year permit for five species.
The proposed permit would authorize
the take of individual species listed
under the Federal Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The
permit is needed because take of species
could occur during proposed urban
development activities located in a
21,454-acre area in southern Lincoln
County, Nevada. In addition, take of
species could occur during recreational
and resource management activities
within the 13,767-acre proposed Coyote
Springs Resource Management Area
(CSRMA), an area leased by the
Applicant from the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), which would be
managed for the conservation of the
desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) and
other covered species pending BLM
approval, located in Clark and Lincoln
counties, Nevada.

DATES: Written comments must be
received by 5 p.m. on January 2, 2008.
ADDRESSES: Comments should be
addressed to Robert D. Williams, Field
Supervisor, Nevada Fish and Wildlife
Office, 1340 Financial Boulevard, Suite
234, Reno, Nevada 89502-7147, fax
number (775) 861-6301.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Robert D. Williams, Field Supervisor,
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office, 4701
N. Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas,
Nevada 89130, telephone (702) 515—
5230 and fax number (702) 515-5231.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Availability of Documents

Copies of the draft Plan, draft IA and
draft EIS are available for public review
during regular business hours from 9
a.m. to 5 p.m. at the Nevada Fish and
Wildlife Office in Las Vegas (see FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).
Individuals wishing copies of the draft
Plan, draft IA, and draft EIS should
contact the Service by telephone (see
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT) or
by letter (see ADDRESSES). These
documents also are available on the
Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office Web
site at http://www.fws.gov/nevada/
highlights/comment/
public_comment.html.

Background Information

Section 9 of the Federal ESA of 1973,
as amended, and Federal regulations
prohibit the take of fish and wildlife
species listed as endangered or
threatened (16 U.S.C. 1538). The term
“take” means to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture,
or collect, or to attempt to engage in any
such conduct (16 U.S.C. 1532). Harm
includes significant habitat modification
or degradation that actually kills or
injures listed wildlife by significantly
impairing essential behavioral patterns,
including breeding, feeding, and
sheltering [50 CFR 17.3(c)]. Under
limited circumstances, we may issue
permits to authorize incidental take of
listed fish or wildlife; i.e., take that is
incidental to, and not the purpose of,
otherwise lawful activity. Regulations
governing incidental take permits for
threatened and endangered species are
found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 17.22,
respectively.

Although take of listed plant species
is not prohibited under the Federal ESA,
and therefore cannot be authorized
under an incidental take permit, plant
species may be included on a permit in
recognition of the conservation benefits
provided to them under a habitat
conservation plan. All species included
on an incidental take permit would
receive assurances under the Services
“No Surprises” regulation 50 CFR
17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5).

We have received an application for
an incidental take permit for
implementation of the Coyote Springs
Investment Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan. The application has
been prepared and submitted by Coyote
Springs Investment LLC (Applicant).
The Applicant has prepared the Plan to
satisfy the application requirements for
a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit under the
Federal ESA, of 1973, as amended.
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The Applicant seeks a 40-year
incidental take permit for covered
activities within a proposed 21,454-acre
development area located in southern
Lincoln County, Nevada. The
development area extends
approximately 9 miles north of the
Lincoln County-Clark County line. The
Plan also would cover approximately
13,767 acres of land leased from the
BLM (approximately 7,548 acres) in
Lincoln County and (approximately
6,219 acres) in Clark County. The leased
lands would be managed for the
conservation of the desert tortoise and
other covered species pending BLM
approval, and designated as the Coyote
Springs Resource Management Area
(CSRMA).

Land leased and owned by the
Applicant occupies most of the eastern
portion of Coyote Spring Valley
straddling the Pahranagat Wash and the
Kane Springs Wash in Lincoln County.
This area is bordered by the Delamar
Mountains to the north, the Meadow
Valley Mountains to the east, and U.S.
Highway 93 to the west. The leased land
in Clark County is bordered by State
Route 168 to the south. The surrounding
land is primarily owned by the United
States and is managed by either the
BLM or Service. South of the
development area, CSI privately-owned
lands are being developed in Clark
County and are covered under the
existing Clark County Multi-Species
Habitat Conservation Plan.

The Applicant has requested a permit
for five animal species, two of which are
currently listed as threatened or
endangered under the Federal ESA.
Proposed covered species include two
animal species, the federally listed as
threatened desert tortoise (Mojave
population) and endangered Moapa
dace (Moapa coriacea). Proposed
covered species also include three
animal species that are not listed under
the Federal ESA at the current time:
banded Gila monster (Heloderma
suspectum cinctum), Virgin River chub
(Gila seminuda) (Muddy River
population), and the Western burrowing
owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea).

If the proposed Plan is approved and
the permit issued, take authorization of
covered listed species would be
effective at the time of permit issuance.
Take of the currently non-listed covered
species would be authorized concurrent
with the species’ listing under the
Federal ESA, should they be listed
during the duration of the permit.

The proposed Plan is intended to be
a comprehensive document, providing
for regional species conservation and
habitat planning, while allowing the
applicant to better manage growth of the

proposed community, as development
build-out would be phased in over time.
The proposed Plan also is intended to
provide a coordinated process for
permitting and mitigating the take of
covered species as an alternative to a
project-by-project approach.

In order to comply with the
requirements of the Federal ESA, the
proposed Plan addresses a number of
required elements, including: species
and habitat goals and objectives;
evaluation of the effects of covered
activities on covered species, including
indirect and cumulative effects; a
conservation strategy; a monitoring and
adaptive management program;
descriptions of changed circumstances
and remedial measures; identification of
funding sources; and an assessment of
alternatives to take of listed species.

The proposed development would be
phased over a number of years. Up to
2,000 acres would be developed for the
first eight years. A report would be due
every two years that included an
assessment of the level of take in
relation to the amount requested in the
Plan, and the implementation of
conservation measures as outlined in
the Plan. Every ten years until the
expiration of the permit, a
comprehensive assessment would be
conducted of the expected effects to
covered species and implementation of
existing conservation measures. If the
expected potential effects to covered
species are significantly greater than the
level assessed in the Plan, the Service
will notify the Applicant of the need to
implement additional conservation
measures.

Proposed covered activities and
projects within the Plan fall within six
categories: community development and
construction activities; recreational
facilities and open space; utility
infrastructure; water supply
infrastructure; flood control structures
development and maintenance
(including stormwater management);
and resource management features.

The Plan’s conservation strategy was
designed to minimize and mitigate the
impacts of covered activities, contribute
to the recovery of listed covered species,
and protect and enhance populations of
non-listed covered species, as proposed.
The proposed conservation strategy
provides for the establishment of the
CSRMA on approximately 13,767 acres
of leased land by the Applicant from the
BLM (99-year lease with an automatic
99-year extension) in Clark and Lincoln
counties. The proposed CSRMA would
be managed for the conservation of the
desert tortoise and other covered
species. The CSRMA would also serve
to achieve other complementary goals

such as creation and use of walking and
equestrian trails and a site to conduct
research of covered species, as long as
the primary biological goals of the Plan
are met and not compromised. Other
conservation measures include: (1)
Develop and implement a long-term
protection plan for the Moapa dace and
Virgin River chub and secure associated
funding for implementation of the plan;
(2) payment of mitigation fees, based on
a $800 per acre of disturbance, for the
development of private land which
would be used to fund research on the
covered species and management of the
CSRMA, and other mitigation measures
as described in the Plan; and (3)
creation of a wash buffer zone easement
within the development area.

National Environmental Policy Act
Compliance

Proposed permit issuance triggers the
need for compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As
lead agency, the Service has prepared a
draft EIS which analyzes alternatives
associated with issuance of the Permit.
The draft EIS also addresses issuance of
a section 404 permit under the Clean
Water Act by the U.S. Corps of
Engineers (Corps) for the proposed
urban development on 21,454-acre land
and development of flood control
facilities on approximately 3,331 acres
of the utility corridor on BLM land west
of U.S. Highway 93. The proposed flood
control facilities on BLM-administered
land is not included as a covered
activity in the Plan but would be subject
to a section 7 formal consultation under
ESA. In addition, the draft EIS addresses
the BLM’s reconfiguration of the land
holdings, the creation of the CSRMA,
and, in consultation with the Service,
entering into a management agreement
with the Applicant covering the
CSRMA. Cooperating agencies to the
draft EIS include the Corps, BLM, and
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

The draft EIS analyzes three
alternatives including the proposed
Plan, described above. The proposed
Plan is considered the Preferred
Alternative (Restricted and Phased
Development of a New Town Consisting
of a Planned Community with Resource
Management Features). Two other
alternatives being considered by the
Service include the following:

No Action Alternative: Under the No
Action Alternative, the Service would
not issue an incidental take permit for
implementation of the Coyote Springs
Investment Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan in Clark and Lincoln
counties, Nevada. As a result, the
Applicant’s private lands in Lincoln
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County would likely be sold to
individual landowners, who would be
responsible for obtaining individual
incidental take permits pursuant to
section 10 under ESA and individual
section 404 permits under the Clean
Water Act. Leased lands would remain
an island within the privately-owned
land. Land leased by CSI from BLM in
Lincoln County (7,548 acres) would
continue to be available for the full suite
of activities authorized in the Land
Lease Agreement.

Alternative 1—Full and Immediate
Development of a New Town Consisting
of a Planned Community without
Resource Management Features: This
alternative would result in the issuance
of an incidental take permit pursuant to
section 10 of the ESA by the Service and
a section 404 permit under the Clean
Water Act by the Corps that would
allow development of the entire CSI-
owned private and leased lands in
Lincoln County. The Applicant’s private
land would be available for
development, while lands leased by the
Applicant from BLM would be available
for activities specified in the Land Lease
Agreement. All land owned and leased
by the Applicant would be available for
development activities immediately
upon issuance of an incidental take
permit and other required regulatory
permits.

Public Involvement

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
EIS was published in the Federal
Register for this project on December 4,
2001 (66 FR 63065). The Plan described
in the 2001 NOI included privately-
owned, developable lands and leased
land in Lincoln and Clark counties,
Nevada. A second notice was published
on September 12, 2006 (71 FR 53704)
because the amount of land included in
the Plan was modified. The Plan
described in the second NOI includes
private, developable lands in Lincoln
County only, as well as leased land to
be used for conservation in Clark and
Lincoln counties. Public scoping
meetings were held on September 26
and 27, 2006, in Alamo and Moapa,
Nevada, respectively. A NOI to reopen
the public comment period and to
correct inaccurate contact information
provided in the September 12, 2006
notice was published on November 2,
2006 (71 FR 64555).

Public Comments

The Service and Applicant invite the
public to comment on the draft Plan,
draft IA, and draft EIS during a 60-day
public comment period beginning on
the date of this notice. Before including
your address, phone number, e-mail

address, or other personal identifying
information in your comment, you
should be aware that your entire
comment—including your personal
identifying information—may be made
publicly available at any time. While
you may ask us in your comment to
withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do so.

The Service will evaluate the
application, associated documents, and
comments submitted to them to prepare
a final EIS. A permit decision will be
made no sooner than 30 days after the
publication of the final EIS and
completion of the Record of Decision.

This notice is provided pursuant to
section 10(a) of the Federal ESA and
Service regulations for implementing
NEPA, as amended (40 CFR 1506.6).

Dated: October 17, 2007.
Ken McDermond,
Deputy Manager, California/Nevada
Operations Office, Sacramento, CA.
[FR Doc. E7—21504 Filed 11-1-07; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

Interagency Florida Panther Response
Plan

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice of availability: plan and
environmental assessment (EA); request
for public comment.

SUMMARY: We, the Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service), announce an EA for
our Interagency Florida Panther
Response Plan. Our EA considers
alternatives for managing conflicts
between humans and the endangered
Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi).
DATES: We must receive any written
comments on the EA at the Service’s
Field or Regional Office (see ADDRESSES)
on or before December 3, 2007.
ADDRESSES: Layne Hamilton, Refuge
Manager, Florida Panther and Ten
Thousand Islands National Wildlife
Refuges, 3860 Tollgate Blvd., Suite 300,
Naples, FL 34114, or Southeast Regional
Office, Fish and Wildlife Service, 1875
Century Boulevard, Suite 420, Atlanta,
GA 30345 (Attn: Elizabeth Souheaver).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Layne Hamilton, Refuge Manager,
Florida Panther and Ten Thousand
Islands National Wildlife Refuges (see
ADDRESSES), at 239/353—8442, extension
227 (telephone), or Ms. Elizabeth
Souheaver, Area IV Supervisor (see

ADDRESSES), at 404/679-7163
(telephone) or 404/679—-4082 (facsimile).
For information on how to request
documents for review or to submit your
comments, see ‘“Public Document
Review and Comment.”

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: We
announce an EA for our Interagency
Florida Panther Response Plan. Our EA
considers alternatives for managing
conflicts between humans and the
endangered Florida panther (Puma
concolor coryi). One of the rarest large
mammals in the United States, this
species is protected as endangered
under the Endangered Species Act, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.; Act),
and Florida statutes. Because of the
panther’s potential for extinction,
conflicts with humans raise issues that
require careful consideration and action
to conserve the species and protect the
public.

Florida panthers occur primarily in
southern Florida, with most individuals
residing south of Lake Okeechobee.
Recovery actions over the past 25 years,
particularly genetic augmentation
initiated in 1995, enabled the
population to grow from 30-50 animals
in 1995 to 80—100 animals in 2005. At
the same time, the human population of
Collier County, where most panthers
reside, more than doubled in 14 years
(1990-2004), from 152,000 to 306,000.
Because of increases in numbers of both
people and panthers, urban-suburban
areas now interface with panther
habitat, increasing the possibility of
human-panther interactions.
Management guidelines are needed to
provide more definitive guidance to
respond and manage panther and
human interactions and to educate the
public about appropriate behavior when
living and recreating in panther habitat.

In accordance with mandates
established under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), we
are required to consider a full range of
reasonable alternatives for addressing
and responding to major public issues,
management concerns, and resource
conservation opportunities associated
with issues arising from human-panther
interactions.

We analyzed three alternatives.
Alternative A (Preferred Action)
proposes managing human-panther
interactions with an interagency
response team and an established plan
that prioritizes public safety and
evaluates each situation by analyzing
panther behavior and human activity.
Alternative B (No Action) does not
utilize an interagency team or a
response plan, but responds to human-
panther interactions on a case-by-case
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