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1.0  BACKGROUND 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Ely District Office is proposing to conduct an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) of existing motorized vehicle routes for the Silver State Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) 
trail within White Pine County.  The study will be conducted in accordance with the White Pine County 
Conservation, Recreation and Development Act of 2006.   

The Act states that the selected route of the Trail must not result in significant negative impacts to 
wildlife, natural or cultural resources, or traditional uses.  The Act further states that the Trail designation 
must be an effort to extend the Silver State Off-Highway Vehicle Trail designated under section 401(b) of 
the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2004.  Additionally, the Trail will 
be limited to one route that generally runs in a north south direction; and may include one potential spur 
running west. 

This scoping report includes a description of activities conducted during the scoping phase of the project 
and a summary of comments received.  

2.0  DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 
This document contains summary descriptions of: 

• pre-scoping outreach; 

• scoping meetings, including advertising for the meetings; 

• opportunities for public comment during the scoping period; 

• the scoping content analysis process, including how individual letters and comments were coded 
and recorded; and 

• comments received during the 30-day scoping period (March 16, 2009 – April 17, 2009) 
organized by resource. 

All comments were given equal consideration, regardless of method of transmittal. 

3.0  SCOPING PROCESS 
The purpose of scoping is to provide an opportunity for members of the public to learn about the 
proposed project and to share any concerns or comments they may have. Input from the public scoping 
process is used to help the BLM identify a range of alternatives as well as to identify issues and concerns 
to be considered in the EA. In addition, the scoping process helps identify any resources that are not 
present or would not be affected by the proposed action and alternatives and that can therefore be 
eliminated from detailed analysis in the EA. The list of stakeholders and other interested parties is also 
updated and generally expanded during the scoping process.  
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3.1  Pre-Scoping Outreach 
 
Prior to public scoping, five presentations were given to key stakeholder groups to encourage early 
involvement in the scoping process (Table 1). There was an opportunity for questions at these meetings; 
however, only one official comment was received. At the Tribal Coordination Meeting on March 19, 
2009 the Ely Shoshone Tribe commented (verbally, no written comment was received) that they would 
like a regional ethnographic study to be completed. 
 

Table 1. Pre-scoping Presentations 

 

Group Date 

Public Land User Advisory Committee (PLUAC)  March 10, 2009 

White Pine County Commission March 11, 2009 

Ely City Council March 12, 2009 

Coordinated Resource Management Steering Committee March 13, 2009 

Tribal Coordination (Ely Shoshone Tribe in attendance) March 19, 2009 

3.2  Advertising of Public Meetings 
Pursuant to National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, the scoping meetings were 
advertised in a variety of formats (Table 2). In each format, the advertisements provided logistics and 
explained the purpose of the public meetings, gave the schedule for the public comment (scoping) period, 
outlined additional ways to comment, and provided methods of obtaining additional information.  

 

Table 2. Meeting Notification Methods and Dates 

Publicity Item Venue and Date 

Newspaper Ad  
(Appendix A) 

Ely Daily Times – March 11, 2009 

Letter and Comment Form 
Mailed to interested Parties  
(Appendix B and C) 

Mailing to BLM Interested Parties List – March 10, 2009 

BLM Website 
http://www.nv.blm.gov – Website launched on March 17, 2009 
prior to the public scoping meeting and will be continually 
updated. 
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3.3  Description of Scoping Meeting 
One public scoping meeting was held on March 25, 2009 for the Silver State Trail Study (Table 3). The 
meeting was an open-house format with no formal presentation or speaking opportunity for the public. 
Comment forms (Appendix C) and handouts (Appendix D) were available throughout the room. Seven 
informational boards were displayed at the meeting (Appendix E) including:  

1. “Welcome” to the meeting with a brief project description 

2. Resources that would be considered as Areas of Avoidance 

3. Explanation of resources to be considered during route selection 

4. Explanation of opportunities on “How to Comment” during the scoping process 

5. Land Use Map 

6. Wildlife and Habitat Resources Map 

7. Existing Roads and Trails Map 

BLM personnel were available at the meeting to answer questions and take comments. Representatives 
from BLM’s contractor for the EA, SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA), were also available for 
assistance. Meeting attendees signed in upon entrance, at which time they were provided with comment 
forms and were informed of the meeting format and how to comment at the meeting. 

 

Table 3. Public Scoping Meeting Date, Time, and Location 

Date Time City Address 

March 25, 2009 6:00 – 8:00 p.m. Ely, NV BLM, Ely District Office 
702 North Industrial Way 
Ely, NV 89301 

3.4  Opportunities for Public Comment 
Members of the public were afforded several methods for providing comments during the scoping period: 

• There were multiple stations at the public meeting with comment forms (Appendix C) on which 
attendees could write and submit comments.  

• Emails could be sent to silverstatetrail@blm.gov. 

• Letters could be mailed to the BLM Ely District Office, Attn: Kalem Lenard, 702 N. Industrial 
Way, HC 33 Box 33500, Ely, NV 89301. 

3.5  Scoping Content Analysis 
During the scoping period, comments were submitted at the scoping meeting (comment forms, etc.); via 
mail; and by email to the above email address. Each public letter received was first numbered (beginning 
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with 01) and then labeled with a commenter code indicating the entity from which it was received (i.e., 
individual; government agency; non-governmental organization or special interest; business; or tribe) 
(Table 4). This combination of number and commenter code results in a unique alphanumeric identifier 
for each individual public letter submitted. This system provides ease in referencing and cross-checking 
public letters received and the comments contained within them.  
 

Table 4. Comment Type 

Type Type Code 

Individual Submittal I 

Government Agency G 

Non-Governmental Organization (special interest) O 

Business B 

Tribe T 

 
A total of 32 submissions were received. Three were from government agencies (Southern Nevada Water 
Authority, Nevada Department of Wildlife, and White Pine County Board of County Commissioners), 
four were from non-governmental or special interest organizations (Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, 
Center for Biological Diversity, Capital Trail Vehicle Association, and Back Country Hunters and 
Anglers), one was from a business (Cave Valley Ranch, LLC), and 24 were from individuals (23 from 
Nevada and 1 from California). After all public letters were numbered with unique alphanumeric 
identifiers, each was reviewed, and comments were categorized by resource issue. Comments were coded 
Resource Categories (alphabetic abbreviations) corresponding to their respective resource issue (Table 5). 
For example, a comment concerning soil health in the study area would be coded as SOL (Soils), to 
identify this as a Soils issue. For each public letter received, there may have been several comments; each 
comment was coded separately based on resource issue (Resource Category). This form of analysis 
allows for specific comments to be captured and then grouped under the umbrella of a general resource 
issue. It also allows for cross-referencing and comparison. 
 
Capital Trail Vehicle Association submitted a letter which was not about the Silver State Trail, but 
regarding a Travel Management Plan for the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest. Many of the comments 
did not apply to the Silver State Trail and were deemed out of scope. These comments included closing 
down areas to OHV use, Forest Service laws and regulations, and opinions on specific alternatives for the 
Management Plan. Comments from the letter which were applicable to the Silver State project were 
coded. 
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Table 5. Resource Issue Identification 

Resource Category Resource Issue 

AA Adequacy of Analysis 

ALT Alternatives Development 

AQ Air Quality 

AST Aesthetic Resources 

LS Livestock Grazing 

LAR Lands and Realty 

MS Miscellaneous 

PHS Public Health and Safety 

PR Process 

REC Recreation 

SOC Socioeconomics 

SOL Soils 

TM Travel Management 

VEG Vegetation 

WL Wildlife 

WR Water Resources 

4.0  SUMMARY OF SCOPING ISSUES 
Comments are summarized below, in narrative form, for concerns related to the NEPA process, the 
analysis that should take place for the project, and project alternatives (Sections 4.1–4.3).  Comments 
specific to unique resources are summarized in Section 4.4, organized by resource (e.g., all comments 
specifically related to wildlife appear under the subheading “Wildlife,” while all water resource 
comments are included under “Water Resources”). Miscellaneous comments are summarized in Section 
4.5.  
 
The narrative summary is organized in the following order: 

• NEPA Process 

• Adequacy of Analysis 

• Alternatives Development  

• Resources Issues (listed alphabetically) 

• Miscellaneous Comments (including Comment Form Tally) 
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4.1 NEPA Process 
Process goals, procedures, and issues 

One commenter suggested that the over-arching goals throughout the process should be: 1) manage lands 
for public benefit; 2) manage in an environmentally sound and reasonable manner; 3) manage in a way 
that avoids environmental extremism; and 4) manage in a way that promotes shared use. The commenter 
noted that the process should develop a balance between the natural and human environment. The 
commenter felt that the NEPA process favors funded organizations, so the needs of funded organizations 
versus those of all citizens should be factored into the decision-making process. The process should be 
issues driven and significant issues of the travel plan should be those that have the greatest impacts on 
motorized recreationists. Furthermore, NEPA requires adequate evaluation of irreversible and 
irretrievable impacts, so the decision-making process should provide mitigation to avoid loss of 
opportunities for motorized recreation. 

Other commenters said that because there were no draft alternatives released with the scoping materials 
and information, it was difficult to accurately comment. It was stated that information was biased towards 
OHV users because the information presented does not reflect the effects that OHVs have on resources. 
Commenters asked that a draft of the EA be released for public comment and a need for sincere disclosure 
of the true intent of the agency’s actions. Other commenters noted that it was hard to make substantive 
comments without a map, asked to avoid using any reroutes, and requested to avoid Cave Valley. 

Public Involvement 

Commenters noted that it is not reasonable for citizens to comment on every NEPA action, which results 
in inadequate public involvement and a bias due to the lack of OHV enthusiasts as agency staff. It was 
requested that there be more public education of the NEPA process since lack of understanding has 
resulted in poor public involvement. It was also noted that the public involvement process does not 
adequately address the needs of the motorized community; therefore, the planning team should coordinate 
with OHV users during the process.  

A commenter questioned why only indirect attempts (like public meetings) were used to gather 
information instead of directly going to the users. The suggestion was made for the BLM to host 
collaborative sessions to produce reasonable multiple-use outcomes. It was also suggested that public 
comments should not be used as a voting process so the needs of all citizens are met. 

Commenters questioned the BLM’s lack of communication and coordination with local land owners over 
issues such as water rights, traditional uses, and private land access. They stated that these should be 
addressed before the process continues. 

Some commenters asked to be placed on the mailing list or to receive copies of the document. 

Laws and Regulations 

It was stated that the document must provide thorough analysis of the effects and analysis of the proposed 
trail as outlined in Executive Orders 11644 and 11989. Another commenter noted that all regulations of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act must be adhered to.  

One commenter said that the BLM should retain private law firms to defend their multiple-use land 
management decisions and special designations should have no effect on the multiple-use mandates. 
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4.2  Adequacy of Analysis 
It was requested that the OHV impacts be accurately and fairly analyzed, which includes using nature as 
the baseline and comparing impacts caused by natural ecosystem functions to human impacts. It was 
requested that the issues addressed in the document should not be limited to just natural resource issues.  

Commenters requested that the best scientific information, techniques, and methods available should be 
used by independent scientists throughout the planning, analysis, and evaluation stages. It was also 
requested that a peer review plan and process should be used for all impacts analyses and include experts 
that are neutral about motorized recreation.  

It was suggested that effective methods be developed to gather information on motorized access and 
account for motorized users. It was recommended that the document should recognize and account for the 
difference between all-terrain vehicles (ATV) and motorcycle needs and impacts and that the Humboldt-
Toyaibe National Forest information should be reviewed for an example of information and analysis that 
should be developed for the Ely District. 

Commenters asked that assumptions of increased traffic be factored into all analyses of impacts, 
resources, and uses. One commenter requested analysis of increased use impacts to any proposed route 
above the toe of the slope on any ridge. Commenters also asked that the analysis maximize all existing 
recreational opportunities, as well as anticipate and plan for an increased recreational use in the future. 

One commenter asked that a definition for a “significant” conflict be included in the document.  

4.3  Alternatives Development 
Commenters stated that the alternatives should include: 

• Maximizing new, sustainable trails 

• Proactive OHV management 

• Marking, mapping, and maintaining of roads, trails, and areas with OHV users 

• Management and planning to anticipate increased use 

• Existing trails remaining open 

• Problems being solved through mitigation 

One commenter noted that a reasonable range of alternatives needed to be developed to follow NEPA and 
in the development of alternatives preserving existing routes, enhancing existing routes, developing new 
routes, and implementation of mitigation to compensate for past motorized closures should be the focus. 
Another commenter said that the alternatives needed to be evaluated in the context of how well they met 
the Executive Orders which require minimization of impacts and the White Pine County Conservation, 
Recreation, and Development Act. It was also requested that the document identify the criteria used to 
evaluate the alternatives. 

Commenters asked that all existing trails be included and requested the originally mapped plan and the 
route proposed by Gary Clinard in 2005. Commenters requested that the following be considered: 1) loop 
trail systems; 2) areas to load, unload, and camp; 3) access to towns, scenic areas, and recreation 
opportunities; 4) trails set up for day trips; 5) quality, long distance routes; 6) variety of beginning, 
intermediate, and advanced trails; 7) trails for motorcycles, ATVs, and 4-wheeled vehicles; 8) semi-
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primitive motorized opportunities; 9) year round availability to trails; 10) short distances between 
stopping and refueling areas; 11) connectivity with the Paiute Trail; 12) more than just vehicle use wide 
roads; and 13) dual use designations. 

One commenter said that a north to south trail system should not include loops and avoid use of county 
roads. Other commenters requested that trails avoid any adverse environmental impacts. 

4.4  Resource Issues 
Aesthetic Resources 

Commenters stated that whenever possible, routes with the natural topography and vegetative cover to 
provide visual and acoustic barriers should be utilized. They noted that agencies could establish 
reasonable sound limits to address the sound level issue. One commenter explained that a trail system in 
the Cave Valley area would increase use of the area and effect noise levels. 

Air Quality 

One commenter explained that a trail system in the Cave Valley area would increase use of the area and 
effect air quality. 

Livestock Grazing 

Commenters also requested that the trail not interfere with springs and wells which livestock operations 
rely on. Commenters requested that the document evaluate conflicts with and impacts to and include how 
these conflicts and negative impacts will be addressed on grazing allotments and livestock operations. 

Lands and Realty 

Commenters requested that the document evaluate conflicts with and impacts to the following and include 
how these conflicts and negative impacts will be addressed: 

• Existing rights-of-way 

• Existing facilities 

• Existing uses 

• Existing road use 

• Private land and access 

• Multiple-use management 

• Public road use and management 

• Horses and Herd Management Areas 

• Wilderness designation in Cave Valley Area 
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Public Health and Safety 

Concerns from commenters consisted of the cost of emergency and rescue services, need for increased 
law enforcement, safety and OHV use on existing public roads and in communities, increased use 
decreasing user safety, and mixing OHVs and other forms of passenger transportation. 

Recreation 

Commenters asked for more dispersed camping areas. 

Commenters requested that the document evaluate conflicts with and impacts to and include how these 
conflicts and negative impacts will be addressed: 

• Displacement of non-motorized users 
• Conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users 
• Motorcyclists 

Motorized travel to unauthorized areas was also a concern. 

Socioeconomics 

Commenters asked that the following be included in the socioeconomic analysis: 
• Cost of additional maintenance to existing roads 
• Liability to the county due to unlicensed vehicle use 
• No funding allocated to assist the county to address negative impacts 
• Cost of search and rescue 
• Cost of law enforcement 
• Impacts on public owning OHVs, looking for opportunities to use them, and land owners 

purchasing property to have access to OHV areas 
• Economic benefit from motorized recreation 

One commenter stated that the trail should go through as many towns as possible to boost the economy. 
Another commenter stated that the Trail System would be an economic drain. 

Soils 

Commenter’s concerns included that no trail should be built because of the impact to soil in terms of 
erosion and dust and soil health. One commenter remarked that soil erosion is too often credited to 
motorized vehicles, when it is also caused by flooding and fires. 

Travel Management 

Commenters asked that the following be considered for travel management: 
• Management to keep OHVs in designated areas 
• Consistent signage which is clear to all users, identifies reporting methods, level of difficulty, and 

allowable uses 
• Standard reporting procedure for damage and conflicts 
• Seasonal passage, snowmobile use, and winter ATV use 
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• Implement guidelines from Lincoln County Trail 
• GPS addresses given on route cards 
• OHV clubs to help with donations, clean-up, trail maintenance, management teams, and 

education 
• Use signage to identify cultural resources and info on how to report violations 
• Greater, stricter OHV control and better enforcement 
• Environmental concerns mitigated with adequate trail design and planning 
• Motorized recreation allocated the same amount as non-motorized 
• Not using the trail inventory to designate non-motorized trails  
• Keep a sense of magnitude and an accountability to its users when closing routes 
• Site specific monitoring for motorized versus non-motorized provided for each route 
• SWECO trail machines should be used for maintenance 
• If segregation of uses is necessary, an even 50-50 designation must be implemented 
• Decisions should be made to match local conditions and customs 
• Accommodate elderly, handicapped, and disabled citizens 
• Cooperation with OHV groups and individuals 
• Avoid overly restrictive management that limits the land manager’s ability to respond to changes 
• Recognize and account for the difference between ATV and motorcycle needs 
• Use other plans from nearby states as examples of trail management 
• Maps should be consistent, easy to read and interpret, and have lots of identification 
• Create a management team that is representative of all citizen’s needs, including OHV enthusiasts 

represented by percentage of use 
• Use of education as first response to visitor problems 
• Use funds from OHV gas tax for support of motorized recreation 
• Special management to address problems instead of closure, including fixing the problem and 

mitigation to areas where people are not following designations 
• Simplify and standardize closure dates and avoid yearly closures 
• Recognize the low maintenance need for single-track trails 
• Clear trails early to avoid rerouting 
• Establish OHV census collection points 
• Use Wildlands CPR’s list of best management practices to guide identifying trails 
• Ensure that OHV routes are compatible with the ability of the agency to maintain, monitor, and 

enforce them 
• Develop a monitoring plan, public education plan, restoration plan, and budget estimate for 

annual and lifetime implementation of plans for all alternatives 

Vegetation 

Commenters requested that the document address the spread of noxious weeds, disturbance of vegetation 
and any special status plant species, and how to mitigate these impacts. Commenters requested 
identification and protection of any special status plant species.  
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One commenter requested that the document make a fair evaluation of all sources and uses that contribute 
to the spread of noxious weeds. Another commenter asked that all OHVs are cleaned and washed when 
leaving infested areas. 

Wildlife 

Commenters were concerned about OHV impacts to wildlife and their habitat. Specific requests for 
wildlife impacts analysis in the document include: 

• Deer 
• Elk 
• Antelope 
• Sage Grouse 
• Wild horses, including seasonal movement and foaling season 
• Game animals 
• Big horn sheep 
• Peregrine and prairie falcons 
• Bald and golden eagles 
• Northern goshawk 

Commenters requested documentation to support claims of impacts to wildlife. Some commenters 
claimed that the OHV impacts, such as displacement and direct mortality, to wildlife were overstated and 
that wildlife and motorized users can coexist. Others stated that OHV impacts to wildlife, like disruption 
of animal movement patterns, animal’s ability to hear and detect danger, direct mortality, and spread of 
invasive species, were proven and routes should be planned to avoid any impacts.  

One commenter questioned the statement that wildlife disturbance could be mitigated by limiting group 
size and requested peer reviewed science to back the mitigation possibility. Another commenter expressed 
concern with OHV impacts to Cave Valley’s elk, sage grouse, and mule deer population and habitat. 
Commenters also requested that the trail not interfere with springs and wells which wildlife rely on. 

Water Resources 

Concern was expressed regarding OHV impacts to surface water resources such as sediment delivery to 
streams and destruction of riparian habitat. Possible mitigation measures suggested were to buffer 
streams, ponds and lakes by at least 200 feet, provide other hardening measures at water and wetland 
crossings, water bars, and sediment traps. Commenters stated that trails should avoid wetlands and water 
resources. 

One commenter asked why the BLM recreational planners chose not to be involved with proposed 
riparian restoration projects on Antelope and Rosebud Springs when the route of the Lincoln County 
Silver State trail passes through these locations and serious erosion issues of the present road are taking 
place.  

Commenters requested that the document evaluate conflicts with and impacts to 1) the Proposed Clark, 
Lincoln, and White Pine Counties Groundwater Development Project, 2)  water rights, and 3) springs and 
wells and include how these conflicts and negative impacts will be addressed. 

   

Silver State Trail System   June 2009 
Environmental Assessment  
Scoping Report 



12     
 

  

   

Silver State Trail System   June 2009 
Environmental Assessment  
Scoping Report 

4.5 Miscellaneous Comments 
Miscellaneous comments included general support for and opposition to the project. Additionally, 
comment forms included boxes in which commenters could check which resources and uses they wished 
to comment on. Following are the totals: 
 

Table 6. Checked Box Totals 

Resource Total Times 
Checked 

Trail Corridors 15 

Trail Routes 20 

Allowable Uses 17 

Community Connections 11 

Increased Use 10 

County Roads 9 

Public Safety 10 

Conflicting Uses on  
Roads and Trails 

11 

Other 2 

Geology and Soils 3 

Biological Resources 5 

Visual Resources 3 

Land Use 6 

Transportation 7 

Recreation 11 

Hazardous Materials 1 

Traditional Uses 7 

Cultural Resources 3 

Noise 3 

Socioeconomics 1 

Air Quality 2 

Water Resources 3 
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