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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gunther-1 

I-Gunther-2

I-Gunther-3 

I-Gunther-4 

I-Gunther-5 

I-Gunther-6 

I-Gunther-7 

I-Gunther-8 

I-Gunther-9 

I-Gunther-10 

Individuals - 76 

Responses 
I-Gunther-1:  Comment noted.

 I-Gunther-2:  There are no designated wild horse and burros areas.  HMAs 
are areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that we manage 
for horses but not exclusively.  Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 proposes elim-
ination of livestock grazing throughout the WD. 
 I-Gunther-3:  The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and pro-
vided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act 
(FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for multi-
ple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to occur on 
BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of live-
stock management, up to and including elimination of livestock grazing.  The 
BLM has revisited the WH&B management actions and environmental anal-
ysis in the FEIS/RMP.

 I-Gunther-4: The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall 
be determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data 
and following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process.   
Forage for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit.

 I-Gunther-5:  Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at 
the site specific or allotment level. 

 I-Gunther-6:  This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through 
properly managed livestock grazing. 

I-Gunther-7:  Management of big game species and populations are under 
the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is out-
side the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legis-
lative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the 
management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM 
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources.

 I-Gunther-8:  Alternatives A, B and D allow use of birth control methods for 
WH&B, including PZP. 

 I-Gunther-9:  Comment noted. 

 I-Gunther-10:  Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential components: 
forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be present within the 
HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations and healthy 
rangelands over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient amounts, 
the authorized officer should consider amending or revising the LUP to re-
move the area‘s designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return a 
designated HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then be 
gathered and removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Harders Comments Responses 

I-Harders –1 

I-Harders –1: 

BLM is required to manage WHB according to the WH&B Act and by 

BLM policy. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hardin Comments Responses 

I-Hardin-1  
I-Hardin-1: D-1.3 does not close areas near Humboldt River Ranch to 
livestock grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hawthorne Comments Responses 

I-Hawthorne-1 

I-Hawthorne –2 

I-Hawthorne-1 : 
Equitable allocations of resources is addressed at D-WH&B 5.7.1 

I-Hawthorne –2: Consistent with 43 CFR 4710.3-1, Herd Management 
Areas (HMAs) shall be established for the maintenance of WH&B herds. 
In delineating each HMA, the authorized officer shall consider the ap-
propriate management level for the herd, the habitat requirements of the 
animals, and the relationships with other uses of the public and adjacent 
private lands, and the constraints contained in § 4710.4. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hayden Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hayden Comments 

I-Hayden-1
 

I-Hayden –2
 

I-Hayden-3
 

I-Hayden –4
 

I-Hayden-5
 

I-Hayden –6
 

I-Hayden-7
 

I-Hayden-8
 

I-Hayden –9
 

I-Hayden –10 


Responses 

I-Hayden-1: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal descriptions in the 
designation of the HMAs and HAs. BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP 
analysis.  BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis.  Several GIS layers 
are available to the public for downloading at:  http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/ 
more_programs/geographic_sciences/gis/geospatial_data.html 

I-Hayden-2: All the HAs contain checkerboard land and therefore the wild horses 
were removed.  Creating a management action, as the author suggests, of reintro-
ducing wild horses to the HAs would create an increased population of wild hors-
es on private lands.  This could create an unmanageable situation which would 
require the BLM to continually and frequently remove horses from private lands. 

I-Hayden-3 : No ranges were nominated or identified for designation through public 
scoping, the RAC subgroup or cooperators.  The Winnemucca District currently pro-
vides information in recreation guides as to viewing areas for wild horses and burros.  

I-Hayden-4 : Comment noted. 

I-Hayden-5:This action is an implementation level decision, not an RMP level deci-
sion. During the implementation level planning process a separate public involvement 
and NEPA analysis will be conducted. 

I-Hayden-6 –See response I-Hayden-1. 

I-Hayden-7 : See response I-Hayden-1. 

I-Hayden-8 : The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to livestock 
grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and provided protection for 
WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the 
BLM administered land be managed for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B 
are both uses authorized to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes sev-
eral proposed levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock 
grazing. 

I-Hayden-9 : Comment noted.  

I-Hayden-10 : See response I-Hayden-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hayden Comments 

I-Hayden-11 

I-Hayden –12 

I-Hayden –13 

I-Hayden-14 

I-Hayden –15 

I-Hayden-16 

I-Hayden-17 

I-Hayden-18 

Responses 

I-Hayden-11: See response I-Hayden-5. 

I-Hayden-12 Specific allotment and HMA  AUM allocation decisions are 
addressed at the site specific or allotment level. 

I-Hayden-13 Comment noted and is reflected in FEIS. 

I-Hayden-14: See response I-Hayden-5. 

I-Hayden-15:  See Objective D-WR2.  See response I-Hayden-5. 

I-Hayden-16 -Comment noted.  

I-Hayden-17 : Comment noted. 

I-Hayden-18 : Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hayden Comments 

I-Hayden-19 

I-Hayden –20

I-Hayden –21

I-Hayden –22

I-Hayden –23

I-Hayden –24

I-Hayden –25

I-Hayden –26

Responses 

I-Hayden-19 : Comment noted. 

I-Hayden-20 : Management of big game species and populations are un-
der the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and 
is outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria 
and Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with 
NDOW in the management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public 
land resources. 

I-Hayden-21: See response I-Hayden-5. All Renewable Energy Plans of 
Developments are required to be reviewed under NEPA.  

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis.  Several GIS lay-
ers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/ 
gis/geospatial_data.html 

I-Hayden-22 : WH&B management with respect to fencing is addressed 
in WHB 2. 

I-Hayden-23 : Management of wildlife including predators is done by 
the Nevada Department of Wildlife. 

I-Hayden-24 : Comment noted. 

I-Hayden-25: Comment noted. 

I-Hayden-26: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-Hayden Comments Responses 

I-Hayden-27 : 
I-Hayden –27 

I-Hayden –28 

Comment noted. 

I-Hayden-28 
No living being can be considered for listing on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) pursuant to the National Historic Preser-
vation Act.  The NRHP only applies to historic properties. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hill Comments Responses 

I-Hill –1 

I-Hill –2 

I-Hill –3 

I-Hill –4 

I-Hill –5 

I-Hill –6 

I-Hill –7 

I-Hill-1:  Comment noted. 

 I-Hill-2:  There are no designated wild horse and burros areas.  HMAs 
are areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that we man-
age for horses but not exclusively. Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 pro-
poses elimination of livestock grazing throughout the WD. 

 I-Hill-3:  The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Pol-
icy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed 
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized 
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed 
levels of livestock management, up to and including elimination of live-
stock grazing. The BLM has revisited the WH&B management actions 
and environmental analysis in the FEIS/RMP. 

I-Hill-4: The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall be 
determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and 
following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process. 
Forage for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit.

 I-Hill-5:  Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at 
the site specific or allotment level. 

 I-Hill-6:  This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through 
properly managed livestock grazing. 

I-Hill-7:  Management of big game species and populations are under 
the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is 
outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and 
Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with 
NDOW in the management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public 
land resources. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

I-Hill –8: Alternatives A, B, and D allow for birth control methods for 
WH&B, including PZP. 

I-Hill –8 

I-Hill –9 I-Hill –9: Comment noted. 

I-Hill –10: Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential compo-
nents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be pre-
sent within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B 
populations and healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not 
present in sufficient amounts, the authorized officer should consider 
amending or revising the LUP to remove the area‘s designation as an 
HMA. If the decision is made to return a designated HMA to HA status, 
the total population of WH&B should then be gathered and removed. 
See BLM Manual Section 4710.3. 

I-Hill –10
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hill Comments Responses 

I-Hill-1: 
I-Hill-1 FLPMA directs BLM as a multiple use agency. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Horn Comments Responses 

I-Horn-1 

I-Horn-2 

I-Horn-1: BLM manages WH&B in accordance with the Wild Horse 
and Burro Act and applicable BLM policy.  

I-Horn-2: Wild horses and burros are managed according to the Wild 
Horse and Burro Act. Action D-WH&B 5.6 balances habitat and multiple 
uses.  Objective D-WH&B and Actions D-WH&B 2.1 and D-WH&B 2.2 
addresses free-roaming nature of WH&Bs.  The Nevada Department of 
Wildlife manages wildlife populations including predators.  Lands pro-
posed suitable for disposal and retention are identified in D-LR 3.1. All 
lands must meet requirements of FLPLMA before disposing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Horn Comments Responses 

I-Horn –2  
Cont  -d. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Horn Comments Responses 

Individuals - 90 




  

 

  

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Houston Comments Responses 

I-Houston-1 
I-Houston-1:
 
BLM provided a range of alternatives that close areas to livestock graz-
ing—see LG 1.3.
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesI-Hummel 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Hummel Comments Responses 

I-Hummel-1 

I-Hummel-2 

I-Hummel-3 

I-Hummel-1:  

A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan (CTTMP) 

will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for the RMP is 

signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public participation and
 
input. 


I-Hummel-2: See response I-Hummel-1.
 

I-Hummel-3: See response I-Hummel-1.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jackson Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jackson Comments Responses 

I-Jackson –1 

I-Jackson-2 

I-Jackson-3 

I-Jackson-1:  

BLM has developed a range of alternatives applicable to livestock graz-
ing. See LG 1.3. The proposed final RMP/FEIS brings forward LG 1.3,
 
the no-grazing option 2 applicable to C-LG 1.3 was not selected. 


I-Jackson-2 -Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are ad-
dressed at the site specific or allotment level. 

The method for returning suspended AUMs or increasing permitted 

use is covered in regulations at 43 CFR 4110.3-1 "Increasing Per-
mittee Use". Addressed in LG 1.3 


I-Jackson-3: BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  This is ad-
dressed in LG 1.10
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jackson Comments Responses 

Individuals - 96 




  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

    

 
   

  
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
    

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jefferson Comments Responses 

I-Jefferson-1 

I-Jefferson-2 

I-Jefferson-3 

I-Jefferson-4 

I-Jefferson-5 

I-Jefferson-6 

I-Jefferson-7 

Individuals - 97 

I-Jefferson-1: 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 the appropriate mitigation which could in-
clude resource damage monitoring.  

I-Jefferson-2: Land health standards are generally broadly applied; howev-
er, BMPs and mitigation measures are project specific to help meet those 
land health standards. 

I-Jefferson-3: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, 
also known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal enti-
ties waive sovereign immunity and comply with state water law. If water 
law conflicts with management objectives and actions, the BLM will defer 
to state law and seek to use the most effective alternative means to manage 
the health of the land and its multiple uses. 

I-Jefferson-4:  
D-WR 2.1 references mitigation measures which, as with other economic 
ventures, would be provided by the proponent. Each case would be evalu-
ated to determine appropriate mitigation which could include resource 
damage monitoring. 

Land health standards are generally broadly applied, however BMPs and 
mitigation measures are project specific to help meet those land health 
standards. 

I-Jefferson-5: Comment noted. 

I-Jefferson-6: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. Refer to Action 
VWM 2.1.  For most prescribed fire planning BLM adheres to cool-season 
burns.  However, there may be situations where burning in warm season is 
necessary especially for research studies or in upper elevations.  Limita-
tions based on season may not allow for meeting management objectives. 

I-Jefferson-7: Comment noted. 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


 


 


 


 

 
 
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
   

 
 

 

 
  

   
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jefferson Comments Responses 

I-Jefferson-8 

I-Jefferson-9 

I-Jefferson-10

I-Jefferson-11

I-Jefferson-12

I-Jefferson-13

I-Jefferson-14

I-Jefferson-15

I-Jefferson-8: According to the Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 
- Section 102(e)(1)(D) which states in part; “Old Growth Stands is 
“based on structure and composition characteristic of the forest type”…  
BLM policy per “The Healthy Forest Initiative and Healthy Forest Res-
toration Act – Interim Field Guide” further clarifies ”the HFRA does 
not mandate particular definitions of “Old Growth” or specific process 
to identify old-growth stands.” BLM utilized existing structure and 
composition of the forest type to delineate old growth stands. 

I-Jefferson-9: BLM identified a range of alternatives with respect to 
weed management.  Alternatives A, B, and D all include chemical treat-
ments. 

I-Jefferson-10: The BLM complies with FLPMA and other applicable 
laws and regulations by employing principles of coordination, coopera-
tion, consultation, and collaboration to enhance communication, obtain 
advice or opinion, encourage participation, and inform and engage di-
verse interested parties for the purpose of seeking solutions for manag-
ing public lands.   

I-Jefferson-11: Comment noted. 

I-Jefferson-12:  Resilience of vegetative communities is stated in Ob-
jective VR 1. 

I-Jefferson-13: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. See Action 
WFM 2.1. 

I-Jefferson-14: The BLM has an extensive list of Cooperating Agencies 
and partners to accomplish public land management goals and objec-
tives.  The BLM complies with FLPMA and other applicable laws and 
regulations by employing principles of coordination, cooperation, con-
sultation, and collaboration to enhance communication, obtain advice or 
opinion, encourage participation, and inform and encage diverse inter-
ested parties for the purpose of seeking solutions for managing public 
lands. 

I-Jefferson-15: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Responses 

I-Jefferson-1

I-Jefferson-1

I-Jefferson-1

I-Jefferson-1

I-Jefferson-2

I-Jefferson-2

I-Jefferson-2

I-Jefferson-16: According to BLM Emergency Stabilization and Re-
habilitation Handbook, BLM policy is to determine seed mixes on a 
case-by-case bases. See also BLM Manual 1745 Introduction, Trans-
plant, Augmentation, and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and 
Plants; and Executive Orders 11987 and 13112.  Action D-VR1.3 
prioritizes utilizing native seeds first, followed by non-natives.  See 
also Action VR 4.1.  Additionally, the BLM has an extensive list of 
Cooperating Agencies and partners to accomplish public land man-
agement goals and objectives. 

I-Jefferson-17:   See C and D VR 4.1.  BLM emergency stabilization poli-
cy requires seeding to be completed within 1 year from the date the fire is 
contained.  Restoration priorities are also defined by BLM policy. The 
Winnemucca District strives to seed in the fall following the fire, usually 
within a few months depending on the date the fire is contained. 

I-Jefferson-18: BLM works with other partners in developing Emergency 
Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plans. 

I-Jefferson-19: Maintain (6) and restore (7) sagebrush communities, these 
actions are not listed from high to low, there is  no priority. 

I-Jefferson-20: Granite Range is already proposed for exclusion area un-
der Alternative C and D 5.4. Priority Habitat map has been revised for 
the FEIS. In addition, the area extending from the Granite Range to Fox 
Mountain is included as the proposed Priority 1 habitat.  The proposed 
Pine Forest ACEC includes large acreages and addresses wildlife needs. 
An area south of the ACEC, that is important sage grouse habitat, has 
been reconsidered for designation as Priority wildlife habitat areas in the 
FEIS. 

I-Jefferson-21: Comment noted. 

I-Jefferson-22: BLM has developed a range of alternatives. 

Individuals - 99 



  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jefferson Comments Responses 

I-Jefferson-2  3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-Jefferson-2  4 
 
 
 
 
I-Jefferson-2  5 
 

I-Jefferson-23:
 
Suggested actions are in place through the Tri-State WHB Memo-
randum of Understanding.
 

I-Jefferson-24:
 
Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site 

specific or allotment level. 


I-Jefferson-25:
 
Comment noted
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jefferson Comments Responses 

I-Jefferson-26 

I-Jefferson-27 

I-Jefferson-28 

I-Jefferson-29 

I-Jefferson-30 

Individuals - 101 

I-Jefferson-26:  Comment noted. 

I-Jefferson-27:
 
Objectives and Management Actions Common to All Alternatives – 

Wildland Fire Ecology Management includes: CA-WFM1 & CA-
WFM 1.1-1.5 which addresses suppression management priorities.  

Objective CA-WFM 3 and Management Actions CA-WFM 3.1-3.3
 
addresses management of fuels.  Fuels Management is also addressed 

in section WFM 2.
 

I-Jefferson-28: Winnemucca District fire history shows about half of all 

fires are human caused.  The Winnemucca District has a long history of 

utilizing roads as fuelbreaks or to enhance fuelbreaks.  Appendix B-

BMPs and SOPs has been revised to reflect:  Where practical construct
 
fuelbreaks/greenstrips in areas previously disturbed such as along road-
ways and in previous burned areas. 


I-Jefferson-29: See VR 1.2 There are a range of land and vegetation
 
treatments available to protect, maintain, or improve vegetation that
 
are available, including livestock grazing if appropriate. Action WFM 

2.1 has been modified to include prescribed grazing for Alternatives 
A,B, and D. 

I-Jefferson-30: All Renewable Energy Plans of Developments are re-
quired to be reviewed under NEPA.  This process is a public process. 
Local governments may be invited to be Cooperating Agencies in the 
NEPA process. 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  

 

   

 

 

  
 

   

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jefferson Comments Responses 

I-Jefferson-31 

I-Jefferson-32 

I-Jefferson-33 

I-Jefferson-34 

I-Jefferson-35 

I-Jefferson-36 

I-Jefferson-37 

I-Jefferson-31: Granite Range is already proposed for exclusion area 

under Alternative C and D 5.4.  Refer to Figure 2-62.  The Fox Range 

and Pine Forest Range are WSAs which, in accordance with the Interim
 
Management Policy, are excluded from right-of-ways and discretionary
 
actions. The proposed Pine Forest ACEC includes large acreages and 

addresses wildlife needs. An area south of the ACEC, that is important
 
sage grouse habitat, has been reconsidered for designation as Priority
 
Wildlife Habitat  in the FEIS. 


I-Jefferson-32: See Action D-R 10.1 for the BLM definition of “Limited”. 


I-Jefferson-33:
 
A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan (CTTMP) 

will address these concerns after the ROD for the RMP is signed. The 

CTTMP will be determined with full public participation and input. 


I-Jefferson-34: Comment noted.
 

I-Jefferson-35: Comment noted.
 

I-Jefferson-36: These are the areas designated by the working group.
 

I-Jefferson-37: Comment noted.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jefferson Comments Responses 

I-Jefferson-38 

I-Jefferson-39 

I-Jefferson-40 

I-Jefferson-41 

I-Jefferson-42 

I-Jefferson-43 

I-Jefferson-44 

I-Jefferson-45 

I-Jefferson-38: Objective D-WR 2 includes providing water for wildlife 
on public lands.  The BLM does not anticipate transporting water for 
wildlife purposes. 

I-Jefferson-39: Fire fighting tactics are implementation level decisions 
and are made on a case-by-case basis. 

I-Jefferson-40: Comment noted. 

I-Jefferson-41: Delineation of priority wildlife habitat, priority sage-
grouse habitat, and priority watersheds management includes use re-
strictions which would protect special status species habitat and other 
important wildlife habitat. See D-FW 1.2, D-WR 1.4, and D-SSS 1.2N. 

I-Jefferson-42: AUM adjustments are done on a case-by-case basis by 

allotment. 


I-Jefferson-43: The RMP prioritizes priority wildlife and sage-grouse 
habitats for fire suppression. See CA-WFM 1(3). 

I-Jefferson-44: Comment noted. 

I-Jefferson-45: Providing public education and outreach are addressed 
under Recreation Objectives R 2 and R 3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jensen Comments Responses 

I-Jensen I-Jensen: Comment noted. 

Individuals - 104 



  

 

 

 
 

 
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Johnson & Pascoe Comments Responses 

I-Johnson & 
Pascoe-1 

I-Johnson & 
Pascoe-2 

I-Johnson & 
Pascoe-3 

I-Johnson & Pascoe-1, 2 and 3:  BLM revisited lands suitable for dispos-
al. See Figure 2-66 and Sections LR 1.1 and LR 2.1. BLM has consid-
ered this comment and has included certain lands as suitable for ex-
change/disposal in the RMP.  The attached map was reviewed and con-
sidered; however, it is not included in this Appendix. To view this docu-
ment contact the Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-
mail at wfoweb@blm.gov. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Johnson & Pascoe Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Jones Comments Responses 

I-Jones 
I-Jones-1:
 
A range of alternatives was developed offering travel management op-
tions. See R 10.1.
 

Individuals - 107 



  

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Kilby Comments Responses 

I-Kilby 
I-Kilby-1: 
Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Kudrna Comments Responses 

I-Kudrna-1 

I-Kudrna-2 

I-Kudrna-3 

I-Kudrna-1: The BLM is required to make  land use plan decisions that 
are consistent with laws governing the administration of public lands 
and with state and local plans to the maximum extent consistent with 
Federal law (Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1). 

I-Kudrna-2: Alternative A contains present management as identified in 
the existing land use plans and amendments.  Laws, regulations and 
policies implemented after the adoption of the MFPs are also reflected 
in Alternative A.  NEPA requires a range of alternatives which are pre-
sented in Alternatives B through D. 

I-Kudrna-3: Refer to Actions CA WR 3.1. Maintenance of roads and 
trails, public access will be addressed in the forthcoming Transportation 
and Travel Management Plan. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Kudrna Comments Responses 

I-Kudrna –3 
Cont-d 

I-Kudrna –4 I-Kudrna-4 and 5:
 
BLM has developed a range of alternatives.
 

I-Kudrna –5 

I-Kudrna-6 : 
See proposed Action D-R 10.2 & D-R 10.3 

I-Kudrna   –6 

I-Kudrna   –7 

This will be further addressed and brought forward in the subsequent 
Transportation & Travel Management Planning processes. 

I-Kudrna-7: 
Refer to response to I-Kudrna-3 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Lacaillade Comments Responses 

I-Lacaillade-1 

I-Lacaillade-1:  
A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan 
(CTTMP) will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for 
the RMP is signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public 
participation and input. 

See Vegetation-Riparian and Wetlands for a range of alternatives for 
managing these areas, including managing uses. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Laravie Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Laravie Comments Responses 

I-Laravie-1 

I-Laravie-1:  Procedure for allowing off-road vehicle travel is the type 
of issue that is addressed in a Transportation and Travel Management 
Plan.  This level of activity planning will be undertaken after the Re-
source Management Plan is in place and it is conducted in a manner 
consistent with the NEPA Environmental Assessment process.  The 
BLM has revised the geology section in the FEIS/RMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Laravie Comments 

I-Laravie-1 
Cont-d: 

I-Laravie-2 

I-Laravie-3 

Responses 

I-Laravie-1-

I-Laravie-2:
 
Definitions of OHV are provided in the Handbook of Travel and Trans-
portation Management.  Glossary has updated to reflect definition of mo-
torized vehicle. 


I-Laravie-3:
 
A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan (CTTMP) 

will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for the RMP is 

signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public participation and
 
input and will designate travel routes depending on which alternative is 

selected. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Little Comments Responses 

I-Little –1 

I-Little –2 

I-Little –3 

I-Little –4 

Individuals - 115 

I-Little-1: See Objective D WHB 5. 

I-Little-2: The WFRHBA requires the BLM to manage horses in a man-
ner that is designed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecologi-
cal balance on the public lands (16 USC § 1333(a)). See also Animal 
Protection Institute of America, 109 IBLA 112, 115 (1989) (―…the 
‗benchmark test ‘for determining the suitable number of wild horses on 
the public range is ‗thriving natural ecological balance’…) (Dahl v. 
Clark, 600 F. Supp. 585, 594 (D. Nev. 1984)).  

I-Little-3: According to Handbook 4710, Population size should be esti-
mated primarily by aerial survey. Two techniques, mark-resight using 
photographs and simultaneous double-count with sightability bias cor-
rection, should be used as the principal methods for estimating wild 
horse and burro population numbers. These techniques may be modified 
pending further research.  

Selection and use of a specific technique should be based on the HMA 
or complex’s topography, size, and vegetative cover. Mark-resight us-
ing photographs should be conducted using a helicopter. Simultaneous 
double-count with sightability bias correction can be conducted with 
either a helicopter or fixed wing aircraft. 

I-Little-4: Secretary Salazar and BLM Director Bob Abbey both re-
quested public input on WH&B management as part of the development 
of the strategic plan. 



  

 

 

  

 

 

 
  

  
    

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Little Comments Responses 

I-Little –5 

I-Little –6 

I-Little-5: Bait trapping is a viable removal tool for some HMA gathers. 
The Winnemucca District has used this tool in the past and will continue 
to utilize bait trapping on a case by case basis. 

I-Little-6:  Handbook 4700-1 states, "In the past, genetic diversity was 
assessed by evaluating blood samples from the herd. Hair samples are 
now used to assess genetic diversity. Procedures for collecting and pro-
cessing WH&B hair samples are described in Appendix 1 (Genetics Data 
and Hair Sample Collection Instructions). A report assessing genetic di-
versity is developed for each set of samples from an HMA." 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Luke. B. Comments Responses 

I-Luke-  1 I-Luke-1: A range of alternatives was developed 
depicting options to close areas to livestock grazing. 
See LG 1.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Luke, B. Comments Responses 

I-Luke –1  
Cont  -d. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Luke, L. Comments Responses 

I-Luke-  1 I-Luke-1: A range of alternatives was developed depicting options to 
close areas to livestock grazing. See LG 1.3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-Lynn Comments Responses 

I-Lynn- 
9/24/10-1 

I-Lynn-9/24/10-1:  Action D-WR 2.1 would prevent the export of water 
if it is shown to be in conflict with FLPMA. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Lynn Comments Responses 

I-Lynn- 
9/24/10-2 

I-Lynn- 
9/24/10-3 

I-Lynn-9/24/10-2:
 
Comment noted.
 

I-Lynn-9/24/10-3:
 
A ten year capture zone is case specific and is determined by well, pump-
ing, and aquifer characteristics. The 1000ft demarcation is to used in the 

interim while ten year capture zones are defined.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Lynn Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Lynn Comments Responses 

I-Lynn   
10/19/10–1 

I-Lynn-10/19/10-1:  See response to I-Lynn-9/24/10-1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-Lynn Comments Responses 

I-Lynn-1  
Cont  -d. 

I-Lynn – 
10/19/10-  2 

I-Lynn- 
10/19/10-  3 

I-Lynn-10/19/10-2:  See response to I-Lynn-9/24/10-2. 

I-Lynn-10/19/10-3: See response to I-Lynn-9/24/10-3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Lynn Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Lynn Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-1 

I-MacDonald-2 

I-MacDonald-1: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-2: The BLM is required to make  land use plan decisions 
that are consistent with laws governing the administration of public 
lands and with state and local plans to the maximum extent consistent 
with Federal law (Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1). 

BLM is in compliance with the requirements of FLPMA and the 
WH&B Act with respect to proposed WH&B management alternatives.  
None of the proposed alternatives presented  consider the permanent 
removal of wild horse and burro habitat or their populations. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-2 
Cont-d 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-2 
Cont  -d 

I-MacDonald-2 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-3 I-MacDonald-3: The BLM has revisited WH&B management actions and 
analysis in the FEIS/RMP. 

Individuals - 131 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 
I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-3 I-MacDonald-3: 

AML are determined through site specific implementation actions.  A 

cumulative impact analysis was completed with respect to WH&B. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-4 

I-MacDonald-5 

I-MacDonald-4: 

Comment noted
 

I-MacDonald-5: 

A range of alternative management actions that address suitability to
 
sustain healthy WH&B populations is addressed in WHB 1.8.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-MacDonald Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald-6a 


 I-MacDonald-6b 


I-MacDonald-6c
 

I-MacDonald-6d 


I-MacDonald –6e
 

I-MacDonald-6a: The Wild Horse and Burro Act did not specify legal de-
scriptions in the designation of the HMAs and HAs. 

Several GIS layers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/ 
gis/geospatial_data.html. 

I-MacDonald-6b: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6c:  Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6d: Wild Horses and Burros are managed in accordance 
with the Wild Horse and Burro Act. 

I-MacDonald-6e: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

 I-MacDonald-6f 

I-MacDonald-6g 

 I-MacDonald-6h 

 I-MacDonald-6i 

I-MacDonald-6j 

I-MacDonald-6k 

I-MacDonald-6l 

I-MacDonald-6f Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6g: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6h: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6i: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6j: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald-6k: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of range-
lands to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established 
HMAs and provided protection for WH&B.  The Federal Land Manage-
ment and Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land 
be managed for multiple uses.  Livestock grazing and WH&B are both 
uses authorized to occur on BLM administered land.  The RMP analyzes 
several proposed levels of livestock management, up to and including 
elimination of livestock grazing. 

I-MacDonald-6l: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-MacDonald Comments 

I-MacDonald-6m 

 I-MacDonald-6n 

 I-MacDonald-6o 

 I-MacDonald-6p 


I-MacDonald-6q 


I-MacDonald-6r 


I-MacDonald-6s
 

Responses 

I-MacDonald-6m: Refer to D-LG 1.11. 

I-MacDonald-6n: BLM policy and technical references define methods 
for monitoring and meeting watershed, riparian, and aquatic health and 
functionality standards. 

I-MacDonald-6o: 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. 

I-MacDonald-6p: Comment noted.   

I-MacDonald-6q: Comment noted.   

I-MacDonald-6r: Management of big game species and populations are 
under the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and 
is outside the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria 
and Legislative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with 
NDOW in the management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM strives to achieve a balanced management of public 
land resources. 

I-MacDonald-6s: Comment noted.  
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-MacDonald Comments Responses 

I-MacDonald 6t  

 I-MacDonald-6u 

I-MacDonald-6v 

I-MacDonald-6w 


I-MacDonald-6x 


I-MacDonald-6y 


I-MacDonald-6z 


I-MacDonald- 6t: See response I-MacDonald-6r. 

I-MacDonald-6u-: See response I-MacDonald-6o.  All Renewable Energy 
Plans of Developments subject to a federal action are required to be re-
viewed under NEPA.   

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis.  Several GIS lay-
ers are available to the public for downloading at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/prog/more_programs/geographic_sciences/ 
gis/geospatial_data.html. 

I-MacDonald-6v: WH&B management with respect to fencing is ad-
dressed in WHB 2.  Herd Management Areas are addressed when multiple 
use proposals occur within these areas in site specific NEPA analysis.  
These documents are made available to the public. 

I-MacDonald-6w: See response I-MacDonald-6r. 

I-MacDonald-6x: Comment noted. 

I-MacDonald 6y: Comment noted.   

I-MacDonald-6z: Comment noted. 
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