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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
10711 Burnet Road, Suite 200
Austin, Texas 78758
512 490-0057
FAX 490-0974

JUL 22 am

Dear Sir or Madam:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is requesting your agency's review and comment
on the issues under your purview that could be affected by the issuance of an incidental take
permit, under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, to Bexar County, Texas
(applicant). The incidental take permit is for the proposed Southern Edwards Plateau (SEP)
Regional Habitat Conservation Plan (RHCP), which includes Bexar and surrounding counties
and would authorize incidental take of federally listed species resulting from residential,
commercial, and other development activities within the plan area. On April 27, 2011, the
Service published a Notice of Intent to prepare a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, The purpose of the EIS is to
evaluate the impacts of, and alternatives to, the proposed issuance of the incidental take permit.
The public comment period is now open and a series of five public scoping meetings have been
held throughout the proposed plan area,

We welcome your agency’s comments, and have attached the Notice of Intent, which describes
the project and the permit area in more detail, All meeting materials provided at the public
scoping meetigs are available at www .sephep.com, click the “eis and nepa process” link, We
would appreciate receiving your comments no later than August 22, 2011, either in writing to owr
address above, or by email to FW2_AUES_Consult@fws.gov, Please feel free to contact
Christina Williams at 512-490-0057, extension 235 with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
1] bﬂ)iﬂ?vl Adam Zerrenner

Field Supervisor

Enc: Notice of Intent for the proposed Southern Edwards Platean Regional Habitat
Conservation Plan

TAKE PRIDE"
INAMERICA
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of our refuges. Depending on tha
activity mqueste:lp:nd tlll% di
management needs of refuges, there may
b instances where an applicant has to .
submit mote or less information for the |
same activity. These instances should be
minimal, and, in no case, can a refuge
manager ask for information that is not
on the application. Kather than
following a “one form fits all approach,”
we believe that allowing vefuge .
managers the discretion to determine

the lewvel of information to
izsue the permi 'will mmm
the burden for applicants. If OMB

appraves the three proposed forms, we
will issue guidance to Regional Offices.
and refuge managars that: (1) they must
collect only the mintmam information
necessary 10 determine whether or not
to issue a permit, and (2) they cannot
collect any ioformation that is not on
the epproved forms.

Comuvent 11: Grazing is never
baneficial to wildiife, and no
agricultural sctivity should be allowed
on national wildlife refuges. Guides
nhn:itlld notﬁl:;:llnmd on mtilqnal
wildlife refuges, Taking people out to
kill wildlife shomld not happen.

Response: The Administration Act
authorizes ug to parmit public
accommodations, including commercial
visitor sarvices, on lands of the Systam
whem we find that the activity is
compatible and appropriate with the
'pnr%m for which the refuge was
establishad. While we apprecdate the
views of the respondent, the comment
did not address the information
collection requirements. We did not
make any changes to our Information
collection request based on thiz
comment.

‘We again invite comments conoarning
this information collection on:

» Whether or not the collection of
infarmation is necessary, includ
whetber o not the information wi
have practical nvility;

+ The accuracy of our estimate of the
burden for this collection of
information;

» Ways to enhance the quality, utility,
and clarity of the information tobe
collected; and

* Ways to minimize the burden of the
collection of information on
respondents. ,

menents that yon submit in -
res o to this notice are s matter of
public record. Befare including your
address, phone number, e-mail address,
or nther 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 can ask OMB in your comment to
withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, wa
cannot guaranteo gml it will be done.
Dated: April 21, 2011,
Tina A, Campbell,
Chisf, Division of Folicy and Directives
Manogement, U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service.
{FR Doz, 201110167 Filed 4-26-11; B:4% k]
BILLING CO0E 4310ubtnp

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTEHRIOR

Fish and Wildlife Service

[FWB-RE-ES2010-N262; 2012411120
0000-+2)

intent To Prapare g Draft
Environmental impact Stadament and
Assoclated Documents for
Development in Bexar County and the
City of San-Antonia, TX

AGENeY: Fish and wildlife Sarvice,
Interior. .

ACTION: Notice of intent; announcement
of public scoping meetings; request for
comments.

suMmARY: Wa, the U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), advise the
public that we intend to propere a draft
Environmaental Bopact Stateraent {E15)
to evaluate the impacts of, and
alternatives to, the proposed issnance of
an incidéntal take permit (ITF)under the
Endungered Spacies Act of 1973, us
amendwd (Act), to Bexar County, Texus,
and the City of San Antonio, Texas

- {applicants), The ITP would authorize
sincidental tuke of five Fedarall&;}lat«d

species resultiog from residen
commercial, and other development
activities associated with the ngposad
Southarn Edwards Plateau (SEP)
Regional Habitat Conservation Flan

~ (RHCP), which includes Bexar and

surriunding counties, We alto
spnounce plans for a serivs of public
scoping meetings throughout the
proposed plan area and the opening of
2 public comment period,

DATES: Written comments on ‘
alternatives and issues to be addressed -
in the drafl KIS must be recaived by July
26, 2011. Public scoping meetings will
bo held at various locations throughout
the proposed seven-county plan area.
Public scoping mestings will be held
betwesn Mayl, 2011 and June 15, 2011.
Bxact meeting locations and times will
be announced in local newspapers and
on the Servica’s Austin Ecological
Services Office Web site, http:/
www.fws.gov/southwest/es/ :
AustinTexas/, ot least 2 weaks prior to’
each meeting. S

ADDRESSES: To requast further
information or submit written
comments, use ona of the following
methody, and note that your information
request or comment ig in reference to

_the SEP RHCP/EIS:

« E-mail: Allison Arnold@fws.gov;
+ U.S. Mail: Field Supervisor, Austin
Beological Services Field Office, 10711
Burnet Road, Suite 200, Austin, TX
78758-4460;

» Telaphone: §12/480-0057; or

o Fax:512/490-0974,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
tiotite is published in complisnce with
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEFPA) of 1964, as amended (42 U.5.C.
4321 ef s6q.), and its implementing

" regulations (40 CFR 1508.8), and zection

10{c) of the Act (16 UL5.C, 1591 ef seq.).
The Survice intends to gather the

" informaiion necessary to deterrmine

impacty and alternatives 1o support a
decision regurding the potenti

issuance of an ITPto the applicants
under seatlon 10{a)(1)(B) of the Act, and
the implementation of the supporting
draft KHCP.

"The applicents propase 1o develop an
RHCP az part of thelr application. for an
ITP. The proposed RHCP will include
measures necessary to minimize and
mitigate the impacts, 1o the maximum
extent practicable, of potential proposed
taking of Federally listed species and
tha habitats wpon which thay depand,
resulting from residential, commercial,
and other development sctivitios within
the proposed plan area, to include Baxar
and surrounding counties.

Background
Section 9 of the Act prohibits taking
of fizh and wildlife species listed ay
endangerad or threatened under soction
4 of the Act, Under the Act, the term
“taka™ means to harass, harm, pursue,
hunt, ghoot, wound, kill, trap, capture,
or collact, or ta attempt to engoge in any
such sonduct, Tha term “harm” is
defined in the rogulaticns as significant
habitat modification or degradation that
mts iI!; dﬂi:hhi gr inawy to listed
species by 8 cantly impairi
pesential {xehavioml patterns, iﬁuding
breoding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR
'ilg.a). le :arm “harass™ is dﬂﬁl:;:id in
L1} ations as to carry out actions

thutmte the likelihood of injury to
listed species to such an extent as to
significantly disrupt norms) bebavioral

atierns, which include, but are not

- Timited to, breeding, feading, or

sheltering (50 CFR 17.3), However, the
Service may, under gpecified
circurnstiances, issue permits that allow
the take of Federally listed species,
provided that the iake that oecurs is
incidental to, but not as the purpose of,
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an otherwise lawful activity.
Regulations governing permits for
en and threatened species are

at 50 CFR 17.22 and 17.32, respectively.
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act containg
provisions for issuing such incidental
take permits to non-Federul entities for
the take of anda;agered and threatened
species, provided the following criteria
- are met: (1) The taking will be
incidental; (2) the applicants will, to the
maximum extent practicable, minimize
and mitigate the impact of such taking;
(3) the ap‘rliclmw will develop a draft
RHCP and enszuye that adequate fun
' for the plan will bs provided; (4] the
taking will not appreciably reduce the
likelihood of the survival and recovery
of the species in the wild; and (5) the
applicants will carry out any other -
measures that the Service may require
us being necessary or appropriate for the
purposes of the RHCP,
Thus, the prrpose of issuing a
p tic ITP 15 to allew the
“applicants, undaer their respedctive City. -
or County antharity, to authorize '
development whils conserving the.
covered species and their habitats,
Implementation of a programmatic
multispecies habitst consscvation plan,
rather than a species-by-species/project-
by-project approach, will maximize the
benefits of conservation measures for
covered species and eliminate
expemsive and time»»mnmuni::jﬂ efforts
associated with processiog individual
- ITPs foF each project within the
applicants' proposed seven-gounty plan
area. The Service expects thit the
applicants will request ITP coverage for
a period of 30 yaers,

Scoping Meetings

The purpose of suoping meotings is to
pmvide“tlﬂg public witll:lag gmerals
understanding of the background of the
proposed RACY and activities that
would ba covered by the draft RHCP, -
alternative proposals under, “.: .
consideration for the draft EIS, and the
Service’s role and steps to be taken to
davelap the draft EIS for the draft RHCP.

The ruweting format will consist of a
1-hour apen house prior to the formal
scnl)ing meeting. The open house format
will provide an opportunity to learn
about tha propesed action, permit area,
and species covered. The open house
will be followed by a fi :
presentation of the proposed action,
sumimary of the NEPA process, and
presentation of oral comments from the
public. A court reparter will be present
at each meeting, and an interpreter will
be present when dsemed necessary. The
primary purpoge of these meetings and
public comment period is to soliclt
suggestions and information on the

scope of issues and alternatives for the
Service to consider when drafting the
EIS. Oral and written comments will ba
accepted at the meetings. Comments can
also be submitted to persons listed in
the ADDRESSES section. Once the draft
EIS and draft RHCP are completed and
made available for review, thers will be
additional opportunity for public
comument on the content of thege
docurnents through an additional public
hearing and comment period.
Alternatives

The proposed sction presented in the
draft 1S will be compared to the No-
Action alternitive. The No-Action
alternative represents estimated future
conditiong to which the proposed

- potion's estivasted future conditions can

be compared. Other alternatives
considered, including impacts
aseociated with cach altetiative

" eviluated, witl alzo be addressed in the

draft EIS.
No-Action Alternative

Bowause the proposed covered
activities {development activities) are
vital In providing services to
accommuxdate future population growth,
energy, and infrastructure demand,
thess activities would continue
rogardless of whether a 10(a)(1)(B)
permit {s requested or issned. The
applicants would continue to avoid and
minimize fmpucts to protected spociss’
habitit. Where potential impacts to
Federally protectedd species within the
propowed permit area could not be:
avolded, they would be minimized and
mitigated through individual formal or
informal conmltation with the Service,
when applicable, or applicants would
potentially gook an individual section
1Ha3(1)(H) TTP on a project-ty-project
basis. Although future activities by the
applicants would be similar to those
coverad by the RECP, not all activitios
~would nevessitate.an incidental tike
permit or consultation with the Service.
Thus, under this alternative, numerous
individual section 10(a)(1XE) permit
applications would likely be filed over

@ 30-year projest period. This project-
by-project approach would be more
time-consuming and less efficient; and
conld result in an isolated independent

. mitigation approach,

Proposed Alternative
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effects of the potential incidental take of
covered species to the maximum extent
practicable, would be developed and
implemented by the applicants. This
alternative could allow fora
comprebensive mitigation aspmm:h for
unavoidable impacts and reduce the
permit processing effort for the Service.
© Activities proposed for mvemg:
under the proposed permit will
utherwise lawfil activities that would
ocouy consistent with the RHCP and
include, bt are not limited to:

(1) Construction, use, and/or
maintenance of public or private land
development projects, (eg', sl:lglau and
multi-family homes, residenti
vubdivisions, farm and ranch
improvements, commercial or industrial
projects, government offices, and park
infragtracture); (2) construction,
maintenance, and/or inprovement of
roads, bridges, wad other transpoctation
infragtructure; (33 tustallation and/oy
maintenance of utility infrastructure
(o.g. transmission or disteibution lines
mﬁ facilities related to electric,
telecommunication, witer, westawter,
potralowm or natural gus, and other
utility products or services); (4) the
constroction, use, maintenance, wod/or
expansion of schools, hospitals,
conreotions or justice facilities, wrd

' eommunity service development or

improvement projects; (5) construction,
use, or maintenance of other public
‘infrastructore and improvement projects
{e.g., projects by municipalities,
counties, school districts); (6] any
management activities that are
necessary to manage polantial hebitat
for the covered spocies within the RHCP
gystom that could temporarily result in
incidental take; and (7) the constrivotion,
uhy, maintenance and/or expangion of
quarries, gravel mining, or other similar
extraction projects,

It is mtic:igztad that the following
species will be included as covered

" species'in the RHCPI The golden.

cheeked warbler (Dendrofca
chrysoparia), black-capped vireo (Vireo
atricapilla), Madla Cave meshweaver
{Cicurina madla), and twa ground beatle
species, each of which has no commen
nume (Rhadine exilis and Rhodine
infernalis). For these covered species,
the applicants would seek incidental
take authorization. Six Fedeorally listed
endangered specios have boen
recommended for inclusion as covered

The propesed action isthe issuance of species: Robber Baron Cave meshweaver

an ITP for the covered species for
davelup;m_mt ac;tiﬁﬂpmithin l;l; ;
roposad permit area for a period of 30
guars. The propozed RHCP, which must
meet the requirements of saction
10(a)(2)(A) of the Act by providing
meagures to minimize and mitigate the

(Cicurine baronia}, Bracken Rat Cave
meshweaver (Cicurina venii),
 Government Canyon Bat
Cavemeshweaver (Cicuring vesparn),
Government Canyon Bat Cave spider .
(Neoleptoneta microps), Gokendolpher
Cave an (Taxalla
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of our refuges. Depending on the
activity requested and the differing
management needs of rel‘ufes. there may
bs instances where an applicant has to
subimit more or less information for the
sume activity, These instances should be
minimal, and, in no case, can a refoge
manager ask for information that is not
on the application. Rather than
following & “one form fits all approach,”
we believe that allowing refugne
managers the discretion to determine
the level of information necessary to
issue the permit will result in reducing
the burden for applicants. If OMB
aprmves the three proposed forms, we
will issue guidance to Regional Offices.
and refugy managers that: {1) they must
collect only the minimum information
necessary 1o determine whether or not
to issue a permit, and (2) they cannot
coilect any information thisd s not on
the approved forms,

Comment 11: Grazing is never
beneficial to wildlife, and no
agricultural activity should be allowed
on nationa) wildlite refoges. Guidos
should not be allowsd on national
wildlife refuges. Taking people out to
kill wildlife should not happen.

Response: The Administration Act
suthorizes us to permit public
sccommodations, including commercial
vigitor services, on lands of the System
when we find that the activity is
compatible and aﬁpmpriate with the
purpose for which the refoge was
established, While we appreciate the
views of the respondent, the comment
did not address the information
collection requirements. We did not
make any changes to our information
collection request based on this
comment,

We again invite comments converning
this information collection on;

» Whether or not the collection of |

information is necessdry, incliding: |
whether or not the information will -
have practicel ntility: ‘

+ The accuracy of our estimate of the
burden for this collection of
information;

» Ways to enhance the quality, utility,
and clarity of the information to be
collected; and

+ Ways to minimize the burden of the
collection of information on
rezspondents,

mments that you submit in
response to this notice are a matter of
public record. Before including your
address, phone number, e-mail address,
or other personal identifying
information in your comment, you
ghould be aware that your entire
comment, including your personal
identifying information, may be made

publicly evaiiable at any time. While
you can ask OME in your comment to
withhiold your personal identifying
information from public review, we
cannot guarantee that it will ba done,
Drated: April 21, 2011,
Tina A. Camphell,
Chiaf, Divigion of Policy and Directives
Management, 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Servica.
[FR Doe. 201110167 Filod 4=26=11; 8:4% um)
BILLING CODE 4310-55-F

DBEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Figh and Wildlife Service
[FWE-R2-ES~-2010~-N202; 201241112
0000-£2)

Intent To Prapare a Draft
Environmental impact Statement anc
Assoclated Documents fof”
Devolopment in Bexar County and the

City of San Antonlo, TX

AGENCY! Figh and Wildlife Service,
Intarior,

AUTON: Notice of intent; announcement
of public scoping meetings; request for
comments,

SUMMARY: We, the 115, Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), advise the
puhlic that we intend to prepare a draft
Environmenial Impact Statement {EIS)
to evaluate the impacts of, and
alternatives to, the proposed jssuance of
an incidental take permit (ITP)under the
Endangered Species Act of 18973, ag
amended (Act), to Bexar County, Texas,
and the City of San Antonio, Texas
{applicants). The I'TP would authorize
incidental take of five Fadarally listed
species resulting from residential,
commerecial, and other development
actlvities associated with the proposed
Southern Bdwards Plateay (SEM
Regional Habitat Congervation Flan
(RECPY, which inelhdes Bexar and |

‘surfounding counties, We'dlis

anoounce plaas for a series of public
seoping meetings throughout the
proposed plan area and the opening of
a public comment period,

DATES: Written comments on
alteratives and issues to be addressed
in the draft EIS must be received by July
26, 2011. Public scoping meotings will
be held at various locations throughout
the proposed seven-county plan area.
Public scoping meetings will be held
between May1, 2011 and June 15, 2011.
Exact meeting locations and times will
be announced in local newspapers ang
on the Service’s Austin Ecological
Services Office Web site, hitp://
www.fivs,gov/southwest/as/
AustinTexas/, at least 2 weeks prior to
each meeting.

ADDHESSES: To request further
information or submit written
comments, use one of the following
methods, and note that your information
request or comment is in reference to
the SEP RHCP/BIS:

¢ B-mail: Allison Arnold@fws.gov;

« 1.5, Mail: Field Supervisor, Austin
Ecological Services Field Office, 10711
Burnet Road, Sulte 200, Austin, TX
78758—446D;

s Telephone; 512/490-0057; or

« Fax: 512/490-0974.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
notice is published in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, ss amended (42 U.8.C.
4321 et seq.), and its implamenting
regulations (40 CFR, 1506.6), and section
10(¢) of the Act (16 1).5.0, 1631 o seq.).
The Service intends to gather the
information nocessary to detortiine
frapacts and alternatives to support a
decision regarding the potenti

issuanae of wn ITPto the applicants
under section 10(r)(1)(B) of the Act, and
the implementation of the supporting
draft EHCP,

The applicants propose to devalop an
FHCP as part of thelr application for an
ITP. The proposed RHCP will include
measures necessary to minimize and
mitigate the impacts, to the maximum
extent practicable, of potential proposed
taking of Federally listed species and
the habitats upon which they depend,
resnlting from residential, commercial,
and other development activitiss within
the proposed plan ares, to include Bexar
and swrrounding counties.

Background
Section 9 of the Act prohibits aking

of fish and wildlife species lisied as
endangered or threatened under section
4 of the Act. Under the Act, the term
“take” yoenns to harass, hacom, puesue,
huat, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture,
or colleat, or to attempt to engage in any
such condust. The termy“harm” is
defined in the regulations as significant
habitat modification or degradation that
results in death or injury to listed
species by significantly impairing
essential behavioral pattarns, including
breeding, feeding, or sheltering {50 CFR
17.3). The term “harass” is defined in
the regulations as to carry out actions
that create the likelihood of injury to
listed species to such an extent as to
significantly disrupt normal behavioral

alterns, which include, but are not
imited to, breeding, feeding, or
sheltering (50 CFR 17.3). Howaver, the
Service may, under specified
circumstances, issue permits that allow
the take of Federally listed species,
provided that the take that ocours is
incidental to, but not as the purpose of,
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cokendolpheri), and Helotes mold beetle
{Batrizodes vanyivi), Seven additional
species have been identified us
potentially affected by the proposed
covered activities and maybe considered
for inclugion in the RHCP! Whooping
ctane (Grus americand), big red sage
{Salvia Eenstemnnoid&s], to bmsch
fishhook cactus (Sclerocactus
bravihamatus ssp tobuschii), bracted
twistflower {Streptanthus bracteatus),
golden orb (Quadrula ourea), Texas
pimpleback (Quadrula petring), and
Texas fatenucket (Lampsilis bracteata).
Incidental take awthorization for these
additional species may be neces:

during the term of the ITP. Inclusion of
thase species will be determined duriog
the RHCP Elanning and development
process. The RECP may include
congervation measures 10 bonefit these
species, where practicable, and support
reswarch to help fill data gaps ing
the biology, babitat, distribution, and/or
management of these species, even if
incidental take coverage is not requasted
under the ITP.

Candidate and Federally listed
species not likely to be taken by the
covered activities, and therefors not
covered by the proposed I'TP, may also
be addressed in the drafi RHCP to
explain why the applicants balieve
these species will not be taken,

Counties included in the proposed
permit area are Bexar, Medina, Bandera,
Kerr, Kendall, Blanco, and Comal
Counties,

Public Availability of Comments

Written comments we receive become
part of the public record associated with
this action. Before including your
address, phone number, e-mail address,
or other personal identifyiog
information in your comment, you
should be aware that the eotire
comnant—inchading your persenal
identifying information—may be made
publicly available at any time, While
vou can ask us in your comment to
withhold your personal identifying
information from public review, we
cannot guarantee that we will be able to
do s0,

Environmental Review

The Service will conduct an
environmenltal review to analyze the
proposed sotion, as well as other
alternativas avaluated and the
associated impacts of each, The draft
EI% will be tho basis for the impact
evaluation for each species covered and
the range of alternatives to be addressed.
The draft EIS is expected to provide
biological descriptions of the affected
species and hahitats, as well as the
effacts of the alternatives on other

resources, such as vegetation, wetlands,
wildlife, geology und soils, air quality,
water resources, water quality, cultural
regources, land use, recreation, water
use, local economy, and environmentat
justice,

Following completion of the
environmental review, the Service will
publish a notice of availability end a
request for comment on the draft EIS
and the applicants’ permit application,
which will include the draft RHCP. The
draft EIS and draft RHCP are expected
to be completed and availabla to the
public in late 2011,

Joy E. Nicholopoulos,

Acting Regional Director, Region 2,
Albuguergue, New Maxico,

(FR Doc, 201110143 Filed duibe11; £:45 nin]
BRLING COUE 4310559

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Fish and Wildlite Service

[FW S B G0 1 0SS5 B30T B34
#TWGR-WA)

Trinity Adaptive Managoment Working
Group

AGENCY: Figh and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of meeting,

summany: The Trinity Adaptive
Manageraent Working Group (TAMWG)
affords stakeholders the opportunity to
give policy, management, and technical
input concerning Trinity River
(California) restoration efforts to the
Trinity Management Council {TMC),
The TMC interprets and recommends
policy, coordinates and reviews
mansgement actions, and provides
organizational budget oversight, This
notice announces 8 TAMWE meeting,
which iz open to the poblic,

baTES: TAMWG will meet from 98.m.
to & p.m. on Tuesday, May 17, 2011,
ADDRESEES! The meoting will he hald at
the Waaverville Victorian Inn, 1709
Main Street, Weaverville, CA 96093,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT?
Meeting Information: Randy A. Brown,
TAMWG Designated Federal Officer,
.S, Fish and Wildlife Service, 1655
Heindon Road, Arcata, CA 95521;
telephone: (707) 822-7201, Trinity River
Restoration Program

{ TRAP)Informuation: Jennifer Faler,
Acting Executive Director, Trinity River
Restoration Program, P.O. Box 1300,
1313 South Main Street, Weaverville,
CA 96093; telephone: (530) 623-1800;
e-mail; jfaler@usbr.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under
section 10(a)(2) of the Federal Advisory

Committee Act (5 U.5.C. App.), thig
notice announces a meeting of the
TAMWEG. The meeting will include
discussion of the following topics:

+ TRRP FY 2012 budget and work
plan,

+ Temperature and reservoir
management and recent CVO letter,

+ Acting Executive Director’s Report,

» Policies for work in tributary
watersheds,

» Initial report on peak releases,

« Channel rehabilitation phase Il
planning update,

+ TMC chair repart,

» TAMWG bylaws, and

» Designated Federal Officer topics.
Completion of the agenda ia dependent
on the amount of time each item takes,
The meeting could end early if the
agenda has been completed,

Diatod: Apeil 21, 2011,
Joseph Polos,

Suparvisory Fixhery Biologist, Arcata Fish
and Wildlife Office, Arcata, CA.

[FR Do, 200310141 Edlad de2bud1; 845 axn)
LIS AN ANl

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Indian Aftairs

Final Determination Against Federal
Acknowledgment of the Choctaw
Natlon of Florida

AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Intarior,
ACTION: Motice of Final Determination.

sSuMMARY: Notice is hereby given that
the Department of the Interior
(Department) declines to acknow!ledge
that the group known as the *Choctaw
Nation of Florida" (CNF, formerly
kngwn as the Hunter Tsalagi-Choctaw
Tribe), Petitioner #288, o/o Mr, Alfonso
Jarnes, Jr., Post Office Box 6322,
Marianna, Florida 32447, is an
Amearican Indian group that exists as an
Indian tribe under Department
procedures, This notice is based on a
determination that the petitioner does
nol rmeet one of the seven mandatory
criteria set forth in 25 CFR 83.7,
spocifically criterion 83.7{g), descent
from a historical Indian tribe, and
thorefore, the Department may not
acknowledge the petitioner under 25
CFR part 83. Based on the limited
nature and extent of comment and
consistent with previous practices, the
Department did not produce a detailed
report or other summary underthe
criteria pertaining o this FI, This
notice is the Final Determination (FD),
DATES: This determination is final and
will become effective 40 days from



United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service
101 8. Main 5t
Temple, TX 76501

August 2, 2011

Mr. Adam Zerrenner

Field Supervisor

U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service
16711 Burnet Road, Suite 200
Austin, TX 78758

Plan
Dear My, Zerrenner:

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) would like to thank the U.S. Department
of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) for the opportunity to comment on the notice of
intent for the proposed Southern Edwards Plateau Regional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

We support the development of the HCP proposed in the notice of intent and will help however
we can with the plan and its implementation. NRCS works closely with the scientific and
academic communities to develop plans of action to conserve, enhance, and restore the habitats
for listed endangered species. These actions are taken in cooperation with private landowner and
managers in a voluntary manner to apply those conservation practices that provide the most
benefit to species and reduce loss due to habitat degradation.

Should you require any additional information or have additional questions, please contact Susan
Baggett at 254-742-9805.

Sincerely,

il oo

SALVADOR SALINAS
State Conservationist

cc: Susan Baggett, SRC, NRCS, Temple ‘
Russell Castro, Biologist, NRCS, Temple -

Helping People Help the Land

An Equal Opportunity Previder and Employer



GENERAL LAND OFFICE

]ERRY PATTERSON COMMISSIONER

Mr. Adam Zerrenner

Fish and Wildlife Service
10711 Burnet Road, Suite 200.
Austin, TX 78758

RE:  Southern Edwards Plateau Regional Habitat Conservation Plan

Dear Mr. Zerrenner: -

On behalf of Commissioner Patterson, I would like to thank you for the opportumty f5-comment on the erFBUE —
Southern Edwards Plateau Regional Habitat Conservation Plan proposed by Bexar County, and the intent by the
Service to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). As you may know, the General Land Office (GLO)
is responsible for managing state owned land dedicated to the Permanent School Fund (PSTF). This includes
protecting the natural resources of these lands for all Texans, and maximizing revenue to support public education.
The GLO agrees that there should be steps taken to protect the threatened and endangered species within the plan
area, and understands the need to streamline the Endangered Species Act take permitting process. However there
are many state owned assets within the area covered by the draft plan, and the GLO is concerned how the draft plan
may affect the ability to generate revenue for the PSF with these assets. The draft plan includes the statement “The
alternative plan would allow authorization of all anticipated incidental take for the covered species across the entire
plan area (excluding Comal County, since a separate plan would cover this area) over the next 30 years.” This
potential limitation on responsible development could greatly impact the ability of the GLO to generate revenue for
the PSF and fund public education. The GLO requests that the EIS specifically addresses the plans impact to the
PSF and the ability to generate revenue to support public education. The GLO also requests to be involved in the
further development and implementation of the Southern Edwards Plateau Regional Habitat Conservation Plan, and
to be invited to participate in any further meetings to discuss the proposed plan.

if you have any additional questions or concerns, please contact Ned Polk at (512) 463-5030 or by e-mail at
ned.polk@glo.texas.gov .

Rene D. Truan
Deputy Commissioner
General Land ‘Office

Stephen F. Austin Building « 1700 North Congress Avenue ° Austin, Texas 787011495
Post Office Box 12873 » Austin, Texas 78711-2873
512-463-5001 = 800-998-4GLO

www.glo.state.tx.us




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CAMP STANLEY STORAGE ACTIVITY, MCAAP
25800 RALPH FAIR ROAD, BOERNE, TX 78015-4800

August 17,2011

James V. Cannizzo, Attorney Advisor, Camp Stanley (Army Material Command,
AMC) and Retained Army Functions at Fort Sam Houston and Camp Bullis

Adam Zerrenner, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Austin Ecological Services Office
10711 Burnet Road Suite 200
Austin, Texas 78758

Dear Mr Zerrenner,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your July 22nd, 2011 letter requesting
comments on the proposed Southern Edwards Plateau Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
notice to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. As a federal agency, we will not be
covered by the incidental take provisions the plan is expected to result in, however, we support
the plan because we believe it will provide a streamlined method for management of
development around Camp Bullis and Camp Stanley which should result in a higher rate of
compliance by nonfederal parties.

We are aware of only two site specific habitat conservation plans ever being done in the
Bexar County area (LLa Cantera development for Bexar County listed Karst Invertebrates and
Lumbermans/PGA Village for Golden-cheeked Warbler, GCWA). With many thousands of
acres of development occurring in the Bexar County area, it is likely many developments
ignored or otherwise avoided performing species mitigation. We believe this development is
displacing GCWA onto our military installations. Having a streamlined means of complying
as has been the case with a regional HCP in Travis County since 1996 should encourage more
developers to comply with the Endangered Species Act. We hope that having a regional HCP
will stop the net loss of habitat in this area and result in some mitigation being done.

Camp Bullis and Camp Stanley cannot and should not alone bear the burden of compliance
with the Endangered Species Act. We are becoming the “lone island of refuge” for these
species. The populations of GCWA on Camp Bullis have dramatically increased the past
several years. On Bullis we have gained approximately 1,250 acres of occupied habitat the last
four years, including over 416 more occupied acres in 2011. In addition to more areas being
occupied, GCWA population densities have increased.

Points of contact are Matthew Lucas Cooksey, Camp Bullis Wildlife Biologist at (210) 295-
7889 or me at (210) 295-7082/9830.

Sincerely,

James V. Cannizzo
Administrative and Civil Law Advisor
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