
  

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

 

NGO-CTV
-267 

NGO-CTVA
-268 

A NGO-CTVA-267: See response to NGO-CTVA-33.
 

NGO-CTVA-268:
 
Based on public scoping the RMP/EIS identified 9 planning issues, see 

Section 1.52 Issue Identification.  Planning issue #1 addresses transpor-
tation and recreation issues.  See also response NGO-CTVA-2. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA
-269 

 NGO-CTVA-269:  The Transportation and Travel Management Plan will 
take into consideration user conflicts relating to multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-270 

NGO-CTVA-270:  FLPMA mandates that the BLM administered land 
be managed for multiple uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-271 

NGO-CTVA 
-272 

NGO-CTVA 
273 

NGO-CTVA-271: See response to NGO-CTVA-1. 

NGO-CTVA-272: Impacts from motorized use on noise will be ad-
dressed through the Transportation and Travel Management Plan process. 

NGO-CTVA-273: Action CA-TA 1.3 addresses roads necessary for fire 
suppression. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-274 

NGO-CTVA 
-275 

NGO-CTVA-274: See response to NGO-CTVA-62. 

NGO-CTVA-275:  Road types and quality would be analyzed 
through the Travel and Transportation management Plan process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 

NGO-CTVA 
-276 

NGO-CTVA-276:  Cumulative impacts by resource and public land uses 
are provided in Chapter 4. Comment suggestions would be included as 
part of the Travel and Transportation Planning effort.  Environmental jus-
tice is addressed in Social Economic Conditions and Environmental Jus-
tice section 4.5.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CTVA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CBD Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CBD Comments Responses 

NGO-CBD-1 

NGO-CBD 
-2 

NGO-CBD 
-3 

NGO-CBD-1: The commenter defines their preferred alternative utilizing 
management actions developed from other alternatives and suggest revis-
ing alternative C.  In order to maintain a range of reasonable alternatives 
as required by NEPA, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14(a), no major 
revisions to alternative C were included in the proposed RMP.  BLM took 
into consideration comments from Center of Biological  Diversity in de-
velopment of the preferred alternative D. The BLM understands that the 
groundwater basins defined by NDWR may not represent completely 
closed basins with regard to perennial yield, however they provide an 
appropriate geographical and hydrologic framework on which to base 
management decisions. 

NGO-CBD-2: Comment noted.  

NGO-CBD-3:Action D-WR 2.3 includes language referencing the state per-
mitting process and does not specifically include a statement relating to live-
stock. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

NGO-CBD 

NGO-CBD-5


NGO-CBD-6
 

NGO-CBD-7 

NGO-CBD-8 

NGO-CBD-9 

NGO-CBD-10

NGO-CBD-11

NGO-CBD-5:  

Comment noted.
 

NGO-CBD-6: 

BLM has developed a range of alternatives. 


NGO-CBD-7:  

Comment noted.
 

NGO-CBD-8:  

Comment noted.
 

NGO-CBD-9: 

Comment noted.
 

NGO-CBD-10:  

Comment noted.
 

NGO-CBD-11:  

Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

CommentsNGO-CBD 

NGO-CBD-
12 

NGO-CBD-
13 

Responses 

NGO-CBD-12: 
Comment noted. 

NGO-CBD-13: 
BLM has developed a range of alternatives. Covered in C-FW 11.1 
as there would be no development of springs.  Wildlife is covered in 
the objective-which is to “ensure availability for aquatic and terres-
trial wildlife and other uses.” Springs are not developed for wildlife. 
Also covered in D-FW 11.1 as stated to develop when possible and a 
pre-disturbance spring snail inventory would be completed. 

Non-Government Organizations - 172 



  

 

  
   

  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses
NGO-CBD 

NGO-CBD-14 

NGO-CBD-15 

NGO-CBD-14:  

BLM has developed a range of alternatives.   Also, Refer to Appendix F 

as the ACEC process has been completed with public nominations. Action 

SSS 1.2.1(2) includes criteria for coordination with NDOW.
 

NGO-CBD-15: 

Comment noted.
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses
NGO-CBD 

NGO-CBD
15 
Cont-d 

NGO-CBD
-16 

NGO-CBD
-17 

NGO-CBD
-18 

NGO-CBD-16: 

Action D-MR 2.1.1 does not reference the Nevada Natural Heritage data-
base. ACEC nominations were requested and evaluated – See ACEC
 
Report Appendix F.  Refer to Appendix B, Fish, Wildlife and SSS SOPs
 
and BMPs and appendix L – Fluid Leasing Stipulations for further 

measures to protect resources. 


NGO-CBD-17:  

Suggested change is proposing to prohibit competitive off-road 

events. Such a broad scale exclusion is contrary to BLM’s multiple 

use mandate and was therefore not considered as an alternative.  

Refer to section 2.4 “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
 
Detailed Analysis”. 


NGO-CBD-18: 

LCT protection is covered under CA-SSS 2.2.  Also, Rever to Appendix 

F as the ACEC process has been completed with public nominations. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesNGO-CBD 

NGO-CBD 
-18 
Cont  -d. 

NGO-CBD 
-19 

NGO-CBD-19:  The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate 
change in the FEIS.  This analysis includes greenhouse gases, major eco-
nomic sectors contributing to emissions that are subject to BLM land use 
management practices, global mean temperature changes and future 
trends. Wildlife priority habitat areas, management of priority water-
sheds, lands and realty exclusion and avoidance areas all contain use re-
strictions which would protect wildlife. 
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NGO-CBD 

D 

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

NGO-CBD-20: See comment response NGO-CBD-19. NGO-CB
-20  
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses
NGO-CBD 

NGO-CBD 
-21 

NGO-CBD 
-22  

NGO-CBD-21: BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  Refer to 
Appendix F. 

NGO-CBD-22: The Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing 
County Checkerboard Lands Committee for Wilderness Character-
istics Inventory has been adopted by this RMP.  This Citizens 
Group and the BLM determined that the Lava Beds did not meet the 
criteria for Wilderness Characteristics.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 

NGO-CNW-1: 
NGO-CNW-1 WH&B population and rangeland monitoring are required by BLM 

policy – See WH&B Handbook H-4700-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 

NGO-CNW 
-1 
Cont-d 

NGO-CNW-2: NGO-CNW 
-2  
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-CNW 
-3  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NGO-CNW 
-4  

Comment noted 

NGO-CNW-3:AML levels are addressed in table 2-1 action D-WH&B 
5.2.  Fertility control is addressed at D-WH&B 5.3 and Non-reproductive 
herds are addressed at D-WH&B 5.4. 

NGO-CNW-4: D-WR 2.1 references mitigation measures which, as with 
other economic ventures, would be provided by the proponent. Each case 
will be evaluated to determine appropriate mitigation which could in-
clude resource damage monitoring. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 
NGO-CNW 
-5 

NGO-CNW 
-6 

NGO-CNW 
-6 

NGO-CNW 
-7 

NGO-CNW-5: 
Comment noted. 

NGO-CNW-6 : 
The designation of old growth forests is based on the structure and com-
position characteristics of the forest type according to the Healthy Forests 
Restoration Action of 2003 and BLM guidance, "Meeting Healthy Forest 
Restoration Act - Old-growth Management." - Instruction Memorandum 
2005-110.  The definition of old growth stands has been included in the 
glossary.  

NGO-CNW-7: 
Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 

NGO-CNW 
-8 

NGO-CNW 
-9 

NGO-CNW 
-10 

NGO-CNW 
-11  

NGO-CNW-8: 
Resilience of vegetative communities is stated in Objective VR 1. 

NGO-CNW-9: The BLM has developed a range of alternatives - VR 4.1 
See BLM  Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and 
Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and  Executive Orders 
11987 and 13112. 

NGO-CNW-10: BLM Policy for emergency stabilization actions re-
quires that actions must be taken within 1 year following containment of 
a wildland fire. (620 DM 3.3E) 

NGO-CNW-11: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 

NGO-CNW
-12 

NGO-CNW
-13 

NGO-CNW
-14 

NGO-CNW
-15 

NGO-CNW-12: Comment noted. 

NGO-CNW-13: Several factors went into the determination of Priori-
ty Wildlife Habitat Areas. As a starting point, and through coopera-
tion with NDOW, the areas that are designated as Population Man-
agement Units (PMUs) for the candidate species Greater Sage-grouse 
were reviewed.  Many of these areas are also inhabited by the threat-
ened species Lahontan Cutthroat Trout (LCT). Of these areas, the 
ones considered to be the most crucial for protection due to presence 
of at-risk wildlife species habitat, are those proposed as Priority 
Wildlife habitat areas. The PRMP/FEIS proposed alternative (D) clar-
ifies management of these areas to include use restrictions and permit 
stipulations applicable to certain minerals and rights-of-way pro-
posals in order to protect these areas. See D – FW 1.2, D-SSS 1.2.1 
and D-SSS1.2N. 

The vast majority of the areas were determined as described above, 
yet small adjustments were made based on other considerations such 
as land ownership, habitat fragmentation and areas already under 
special management or proposed as such (e.g. WSAs, ACECs).  For 
ease in defining and describing the priority area boundaries, section 
lines were used as much as possible. 

NGO-CNW-14: The BLM has an extensive list of Cooperating Agen-
cies and partners to accomplish public land management goals and 
objectives. 

NGO-CNW-15: This action is an implementation level decision, not 
an RMP level decision.  During the implementation level planning 
process a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be 
conducted. 

All Renewable Energy Plans of Developments are required to be re-
viewed under NEPA.   This process is a public process.  Local gov-
ernments may be invited to be Cooperating Agencies in the NEPA 
process. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 

NGO-CNW 
-16 

NGO-CNW 
-17 

NGO-CNW 
-18 

NGO-CNW 
-19 

NGO-CNW-16: The Granite Range is designated as a rights of way 
exclusion area under Alternative D.  Please refer to Figure 2-62. The 
Fox Range and the Pine Forest Range are WSAs which in accordance 
with the Interim Management Policy they are excluded from rights of 
way and discretionary actions. 

NGO-CNW-17: See response to NGO-CNW-14 DR 10.2 includes a 
description of the public outreach that would be employed once the 
travel and transportation planning process is initiated. 

NGO-CNW-18: This will be further addressed & brought forward in the 
subsequent Transportation & Travel Management Planning processes. 
See DR 10.2. 

NGO-CNW-19: ACEC boundary was based on Pine Forest nomination 
by the Nevada Department of Wildlife.  Refer to Appendix F. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-CNW Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-DS Comments Responses 

1-DS-1: 
Refer to Alternatives B, C and D for actions AQ 1.2:  “Minimize or re-

NGO-DS-1 duce adverse impacts on air quality from BLM and BLM-authorized ac-
tivities by implementing BMPs and mitigation measures on a case-by-
case basis. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-DS Comments 
NGO-DS-1 
Cont-d 

NGO-DS-2 

NGO-DS-3 

NGO-DS-4 

NGO-DS-5 

Responses 

NGO-DS-2: A visual resource inventory was completed in 2009 and 
was adopted in the Draft RMP. 

NGO-DS-3: This corridor was designated in the 2008 Programmatic 
EIS for the Designation of Energy Corridors in the 11 Western States. 
This designation amended the exiting Land Use Plans for the NCA and 
the Winnemucca District.  

NGO-DS-4: See Table 2-1 Sustainable Development - Action D-SD 3.0 
and D-SD 3.1 encourages re-use of public lands which may have been 
previously disturbed areas. 

NGO-DS-5: Impacts to VRM from mineral development was analyzed in 
Chapter 4 – Section 4.2.15. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-DS Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-FNW Comments Responses 

NGO-FNW-1 

NGO-FNW-2 

NGO-FNW-1: BLM has identified lands having wilderness characteris-
tics in the RMP.   The Pershing County Wilderness Working Group rec-
ommendations have been carried forward for the wilderness characteris-
tics included in this RMP.  The Pine Forest working group recommenda-
tions are being considered by Congress and are likely to be enacted on 
prior to the finalization of this RMP/EIS.  Ultimately WSA status and 
boundaries would be determined by Congressional action. 

NGO-FNW-2: The Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing County 
Checkerboard Lands Committee for Wilderness Characteristics Inventory 
has been adopted by this RMP.  This Citizens Group and the BLM deter-
mined that the Lava Beds did not meet the criteria for Wilderness Charac-
teristics. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-FNW Comments Responses 

NGO-FNW-3
 

NGO-FNW-4
 

NGO-FNW-5
 

NGO-FNW-6
 

NGO-FNW-3: BLM will manage lands with wilderness characteristics 
subject to FLPMA Sec. 603(c) and subsequent guidance. 

NGO-FNW-4: Please see Action D –LR 4.1.4,  prioritization of the ac-
quisition of in-holdings within wilderness and WSAs. 

NGO-FNW-5:  After a review of the maps showing lands that may be 
considered for disposal, the map for Alternative D (Figure 2-66) has been 
modified and certain lands have been designated as suitable for disposal 
and certain lands have been designated for retention. With regard to the 
Alder Creek Ranch and the Leonard Creek Ranch, the recommendations 
of the Pine Forest Wilderness Citizen’s group were incorporated. 

NGO-FNW-6: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-FNW Comments Responses 

NGO-FNW-7 

NGO-FNW-8 

NGO-FNW-9 

NGO-FNW–10 

NGO-FNW-7: Management of utility corridors is addressed in Table 2-1 
at LR 5.1. The PRMP also delineated ROW avoidance areas (see D-LR 
5.3) and exclusion areas (see D-LR 5.4). 

NGO-FNW-8: Management of SRMAs is addressed at D-R 8.  Subse-
quent implementation planning will also address how SRMA are man-
aged. Objective D-R10 and Action D-10.1 designates Travel Manage-
ment areas.  WSA 1.2 addresses OHV travel management within WSAs.  

NGO-FNW-9: The proposed RMP brings forward the Pine Forest 
SRMA. Portions of  the Pine Forest range area also proposed as an 
ACEC (See ACEC 1.1). 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-FNW Comments Responses 

NGO-FNW-11

NGO-FNW-12

NGO-FNW-11: Prior to the greater sage-grouse being designated as a 
candidate species, it was a BLM sensitive species.  BLM policy is to 
provide sensitive species with the same level of protection as provided 
for candidate species in BLM Manual 6840.06C, that is to “ensure that 
actions authorized, funded, or carried out do not contribute to the need 
for the species to become listed.” 

NGO-FNW-12: Management strategies for sage-grouse can be found 
in the RMP EIS under Special Status Species. See Objective D-SSS-3, 
Actions D-SSS1.5, D-SSS 1.2 and 1.2.1, SSS 1.2N, Sss-1.2.3. Action 
D-SSS 1.2.1 includes use restrictions to protect sage-grouse habitat. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 

NGO-
HRRA-
1 

NGO-HRRA-1:  
Lands proposed to be opened and closed to livestock grazing has been 
identified in the FEIS/RMP in LG 1.3. Alternative C, option 2 proposed 
no livestock grazing throughout the District.  The proposed RMP does not 
close areas around Humboldt River Ranch to livestock grazing – See D-
LG 1.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 

Non-Government Organization - 195 




  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

NGO-HRRA Comments Responses 

Note: page 8 of 8 was a blank page and therefore  omitted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-HRRA, Petition-1 Comments Responses 

I-HRRA, Petition-1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
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