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Appendix M. Responses to Comments 
Introduction 
The Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS) was available 
for public review and comment starting in July 2008.  The comment period closed on September 9, 2008.  
Public meetings were held the week of August 4, 2008. 

The following comment letters were received (in order of date received): 

1. B. Sachau 
2. Nevada Division of Water Resources 
3. Wild Sheep Foundation 
4. Lynn C. Miller 
5. Jan Cameron 
6. Larry Perkins Brundy 
7. Hsiu Hui Lenford 
8. Michael Lenford 
9. Dot Astles 
10. Lorraine Ealey 
11. Sandra Kisner 
12. Sheila J. Mason 
13. Bruce Muise Jr. 
14. Bruce Muise 
15. Allan Pritcher 
16. Marguerite Smallwood 
17. Douglas Miller 
18. Garry Scott McGuire 
19. Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management 
20. Bruce Burnett 
21. Betty and Bob Davenport (and Kato) 
22. The Nature Conservancy 
23. Center for Biological Diversity 
24. Ted Cassidy 
25. Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs (Alice Baldrica) 
26. Edward Wheeler 
27. Nevada Department of Administration 
28. Russell E. Waite 
29. Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management 
30. Brad Loveday 
31. Red Rock Audubon Society (John E. Hiatt) 
32. Nevada Power/Sierra Pacific Power (Eileen Wynkoop) 
33. City of North Las Vegas (Gregory E. Rose) 
34. Nevada Department of Wildlife (D. Bradford Hardenbrook) 
35. Environmental Protection Agency 
36. Defenders of Wildlife 
37. Paul B. Aguirre 
38. Southern Nevada Water Authority (John J. Entsminger) 
39. Nellis Air Force Base (Sheryl K. Parker) 
40. Gary and Darla Davis 
41. Comments from Public Meetings 
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M-4 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-5 

M.1 B. Sachau, July 13, 2008 
Response 1-1: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 1-2: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 1-3: Comment acknowledged.  Desert bighorn sheep, the primary management focus at Desert 
NWR, are native to the southwestern United States and northern Mexico.  Domestic 
sheep are not allowed on the Refuge(s). 
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M-6 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-7 

M.2 Nevada Division of Water Resources, July 14, 2008 
Response 2-1: Comment acknowledged.  We manage the surface and groundwater on the Refuges in 

accordance with applicable federal and state laws. 
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M-8 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-9 

Response 2-2: Comment acknowledged.  We will manage any wells or boreholes on the Desert 
Complex in accordance with applicable federal and state laws. 

Response 2-3: Comment acknowledged.  If we modify or remove any dam, such as the dam impounding 
Crystal Reservoir, the work will be completed in accordance with applicable federal and 
state laws. 
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M-10 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-11 

M.3 Wild Sheep Foundation, July 30, 2008 
Response 3-1: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 3-2: Comment acknowledged.  We look forward to coordinating with the Wild Sheep 
Foundation for assistance with educational opportunities. 

Response 3-3: Comment appreciated. 
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M-12 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-13 

M.4 Lynn C. Miller, August 4, 2008  
Response 4-1: Ash Meadows, Desert, Moapa Valley, and Pahranagat NWRs have programs for resident 

volunteers.  For more information, please contact the Desert NWR Complex headquarters 
at (702) 515-5450. 
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M-14 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-15 

M.5 Jan Cameron, August 5, 2008 
Response 5-1: Comment acknowledged.  The CCP/EIS text has been revised to clarify that Ash 

Meadows NWR is located within the unincorporated township of Amargosa Valley. 

Response 5-2: The legend for the map following page S-24 (Figure 6; also Figure 3.2-3 in the EIS) was 
revised to clarify that Crystal Reservoir is proposed for modification or removal, and the 
cross-hatch was shaded pink to make it more obvious. 
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M-16 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-17 

M.6 Larry Perkins Brundy, August 6, 2008 
Response 6-1: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 6-2: Comment acknowledged.  The primary purpose of the proposed expansion is the 
preservation of aquatic, wetland, and mesquite bosque habitats needed for the recovery 
and conservation of Moapa dace and other native wildlife species.  Expansion of the 
Moapa Valley NWR boundary does not mean that any of the lands would automatically 
become part of the Refuge System, but would allow us to pursue management 
agreements, transfer, or purchase of land from willing sellers. 
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M-18 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-19 

M.7 Hsiu Hui Lenford, August 6, 2008 
Response 7-1: Comment appreciated. 
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M-20 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-21 

 

M.8 Michael Lenford, August 6, 2008 
Response 8-1: Comment appreciated. 

Response 8-2: We appreciate your interest in having your property included in the Moapa Valley NWR 
acquisition boundary.  Refuge staff will contact you to discuss this possibility. 
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M-22 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-23 

M.9 Dot Astles, August 7, 2008 
Response 9-1: We appreciate your input about the campground at Pahranagat NWR and its value to 

travelers.  At this stage, our preferred alternative is to convert the campground to day-use 
only.  Our primary reason for this position is that Pahranagat NWR lacks the staff and 
resources to effectively manage the campground in a manner that does not conflict with 
priorities for refuge management established by Congress in the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Improvement Act.  Bureau of Land Management lands adjacent to 
Pahranagat NWR are open to camping. 
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M-24 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-25 

M.10 Lorraine Ealey, August 7, 2008 
Response 10-1: See Response 9-1. 
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M-26 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-27 

M.11 Sandra Kisner, August 7, 2008 
Response 11-1: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 11-2: We appreciate your input about the Pahranagat NWR campground and your suggestions 
for changes to the area.  At this stage, our preferred alternative is to convert the 
campground to day-use only.  Our primary reason for this position is that Pahranagat 
NWR lacks the staff and resources to effectively manage the campground in a manner 
that does not conflict with priorities for refuge management established by Congress in 
the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act.  Bureau of Land Management 
lands adjacent to Pahranagat NWR are open to camping. 

Response 11-3: Comment noted. 

Response 11-4: The existing headquarters site was selected for the new visitor contact station for several 
reasons.  First, the site is already disturbed and utilities are present so it would be most 
cost effective.  Second, the location near Upper Pahranagat Lake would likely have a 
greater impact on wildlife due to the presence of sensitive riparian habitat. 

Response 11-5: See Response 11-2. 

Response 11-6: The preferred alternative was revised in the Final CCP/EIS to eliminate the foot access–
only restriction in the day use area. 

Response 11-7: See Response 11-6. 
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M-28 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-29 

Response 11-8: See Response 11-2.  Also note that Pahranagat NWR will continue to be open to fishing 
under the preferred alternative. 

Response 11-9: Your comment regarding the benefit of “snowbirds” to the Refuge and local community 
is noted.  We understand that converting the campground to a day use area may have an 
effect on the visitation by some user groups.  We anticipate that any declines in visitation 
resulting from the campground closure will be at least partially offset by new visitors 
drawn by improvements to the visitor services program.  For example, the preferred 
alternative includes development of new trails, interpretive panels, wildlife 
observation/photo blinds, and a new visitor contact station with interpretive exhibits. 
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M-30 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-31 

M.12 Sheila J. Mason, August 7, 2008 
Response 12-1: Comment appreciated. 

Response 12-2: Comment noted.  Under the preferred alternative, Pahranagat NWR would continue to be 
open to fishing.  However, until safety issues regarding the dam that impounds Upper 
Pahranagat Lake are resolved, opportunities will likely be limited. 

Response 12-3: The CCP/EIS preferred alternative includes the development of new interpretive/wildlife 
observation trails on Pahranagat NWR. 

Response 12-4: The existing headquarters site was selected for the new visitor contact station for several 
reasons.  First, the site is already disturbed and utilities are present so it would be most 
cost effective.  Second, the location near Upper Pahranagat Lake would likely have a 
greater impact on wildlife due to the presence of sensitive riparian habitat. 

Response 12-5: See Response 11-2. 
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M-32 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-33 

M.13 Bruce Muise Jr., August 7, 2008 
Response 13-1: Comment noted.  See Response 9-1. 
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M-34 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-35 

M.14 Bruce Muise, August 7, 2008 
Response 14-1: Comment noted.  See response to comment 9-1. 
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M-36 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-37 

M.15 Allan Pritcher, August 7, 2008 
Response 15-1: Comment noted. Pahranagat NWR has been and will continue to be closed to swimming 

due to the potential for wildlife disturbance and conflicts with higher priority public uses.  

Response 15-2: See Response 11-2. 

Response 15-3: See Response 11-2.  Vendors (concessionaires) on refuges are regulated according to 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Policy 8, Refuge Manual 17.  This policy prohibits us 
from allowing concessionaires on wildlife refuges such as Pahranagat Wildlife Refuge 
when commercial goods and services are available in close proximity (Alamo). 

Response 15-4: See Response 11-2. 



Appendix M 
 

M-38 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-39 

M.16 Marguerite Smallwood, August 7, 2008 
Response 16-1: Comment noted.  The restoration planning effort for Pahranagat NWR has been initiated 

and will consider the best means for providing foraging habitat for sandhill cranes and 
other waterbirds.   

Response 16-2: See Response 11-2. 

Response 16-3: We appreciate your input regarding fishing at Pahranagat NWR. Your input will be 
considered as we develop a fisheries management plan. 

Response 16-4: Comment acknowledged. See Responses 11-2 and 16-3. 

Response 16-5: The preferred alternative includes construction of a new visitor contact station.  The 
specific design of the visitor contact station will be addressed in a step-down NEPA 
document. Your input on its features is appreciated and will be considered. 
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M-40 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-41 

 

Response 16-6: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 16-7: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative includes the development of 
additional parking as well as new turn lanes off the highway so visitors can more safely 
enter and exit Pahranagat NWR. 

Response 16-8: Comment noted.  The restoration planning effort has been initiated and will evaluate 
opportunities for restoring riparian habitat (such as willows and cottonwood trees) at 
Pahranagat NWR. 

Response 16-9: Comment acknowledged.  We plan to provide periodic updates to the local community as 
the restoration planning effort progresses. 
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M-42 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-43 

 

Response 16-10: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 16-11: Comment acknowledged. 
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M-44 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-45 

M.17 Douglas Miller, August 7, 2008 
Response 17-1: Comment acknowledged.  We agree that the primary function of Pahranagat NWR is 

wildlife management and that visitors should be allowed to enjoy Refuge resources.  
Congress has established clear priorities for public uses on refuges in the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997:  hunting, fishing, wildlife 
observation, photography, environmental education, and interpretation.  The 
Improvement Act requires us to give these priority public uses enhanced consideration 
over other uses in planning and management.  With this in mind, we developed plans in 
the preferred alternative to maximize opportunities for the priority public uses in a 
manner that is compatible with Refuge purposes and available staffing and funding. 
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M-46 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-47 

M.18 Garry Scott McGuire, August 7, 2008 
Response 18-1: Comment noted.  Please see Response 11-2. 

Response 18-2: Please see Response 11-2.  The preferred alternative does include expansion of 
environmental education and interpretative programs on Pahranagat NWR. 
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M-48 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-49 

 

Response 18-3: Comment acknowledged.  We look forward to working with the residents of Alamo in 
the future. 
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M-50 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-51 

M.19 Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management, 
August 13, 2008 

Response 19-1: We agree that addition of the referenced properties to the proposed Moapa Valley NWR 
expansion makes sense from a riparian landscape management perspective.  The 
CCP/EIS and land protection plan have been revised to include these lands as requested. 
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M-52 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-53 
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M-54 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-55 

M.20 Bruce Burnett, August 13, 2008 
Response 20-1: Moapa Valley NWR was established to protect the Moapa dace and its habitat.  Our 

restoration and management is focused on achieving this Refuge purpose.  Our policy 
regarding palm trees is to remove trees that are adversely affecting the hydrology of 
springs and channels on Moapa Valley NWR.  We also remove and/or trim palm trees 
that could increase the risk of wildfire spreading on or off the Refuge. 
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M-56 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-57 

M.21 Betty and Bob Davenport (and Kato), August 22, 2008 
Response 21-1: Comment appreciated. 

Response 21-2: Comment noted.  The preferred alternative includes development of new trails and 
wildlife observation/photo blinds. 

Response 21-3: Comment noted.  The restoration planning effort, which has been initiated, is evaluating 
management options for sandhill cranes on Pahranagat NWR. 

Response 21-4: Comment noted.  The preferred alternative was revised in the Final CCP/EIS to eliminate 
the foot-access restriction in the day use area. 

Response 21-5: Comment noted.  We agree that Pahranagat NWR’s strategic location and diversity of 
resources are a value to the public. 
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M-58 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-59 

M.22 The Nature Conservancy, August 25, 2008 
Response 22-1: Comment appreciated.  See Response 19-1. 
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M-60 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-61 
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M-62 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-63 

M.23 Center for Biological Diversity, August 27, 2008 
Response 23-1: The preferred alternative for each refuge includes measures to protect water resources for 

the species that depend upon them.  See Response 39-13.  In addition, the preferred 
alternative for Pahranagat includes acquiring additional water rights from willing sellers. 

Response 23-2: Please see Appendix K, Table 3 which includes the estimated salary and non-salary 
operation and maintenance cost to fully implement the CCP.  This table identifies both 
existing and proposed staffing.  The purpose of the CCP is to identify these needs over a 
15-year span.  New positions are subject to availability of funding. 

Response 23-3: Comment appreciated. 
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M-64 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-65 

Response 23-4: Comment appreciated. 

Response 23-5: Comment acknowledged.  We have added a hydrology research strategy (2.2.10) to 
pursue funding and implement the Ash Meadows Embedded Model within the Death 
Valley Regional Flow Model to address these concerns and better understand these data 
gaps.  Furthermore, whenever we plan restoration projects on the Refuge, our Section 7 
consultation includes the Devils Hole pupfish. 

Response 23-6: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 23-7: Comment appreciated. 

Response 23-8: Fencing the southern boundary is included in Alternative C. 

Response 23-9: We agree that fire is not beneficial in all landscapes.  The alternatives maps in the final 
CCP have been revised to show areas where fire may be managed for resource benefits.  
The text of the Final EIS has been changed to provide more clarity. 

Response 23-10: Comment appreciated. 

Response 23-11: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 23-12: Comment appreciated. 

Response 23-13: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 23-14: Comment appreciated. 
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M-66 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-67 

M.24 Ted Cassidy, August 29, 2008 
Response 24-1: We have modified the preferred alternative in the Final CCP/EIS to maintain the existing 

upland game hunting area.  

Response 24-2: Your input on management of the marsh is appreciated.  The restoration planning effort 
which has been initiated will explore options for improving marsh habitat. 
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M-68 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-69 

M.25 Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs (Alice Baldrica), September 2, 2008 
Response 25-1: Comment acknowledged.  We will coordinate with the SHPO during preparation of the 

cultural resources management plan and consider including others when identifying 
resources for interpretation opportunities.  We will continue to submit our data findings 
to SHPO.  The text of strategy 5.1.5 has been revised to clarify this ongoing practice. 

Response 25-2: Comment acknowledged.  The text has been revised to clarify that we will consult and 
coordinate with the SHPO for site selection and interpretation development of selected 
sites. 

Response 25-3: Comment acknowledged.  The strategies for all refuges have been revised to reflect that 
we will coordinate with the existing site stewardship programs. 
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M-70 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-71 

M.26 Edward Wheeler, September 3, 2008 
Response 26-1: Comment acknowledged.  Due to threats associated with spread of the invasive quagga 

mussel, it is imperative to restrict boat access to these waters in order to reduce the threat 
to the endemic aquatic species. 
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M-72 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-73 

M.27 Nevada State Clearinghouse, September 4, 2008 
Response 27-1: Thank you for forwarding the comments from the Division of Water Resources and 

SHPO. 
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M-74 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-75 

M.28 Russell E. Waite, September 8, 2008 
Response 28-1: See response to comment 9-1. 

Response 28-2: Once the restoration planning effort is completed, we will work with Nevada Department 
of Wildlife to prepare a revised fisheries management plan which will evaluate options 
for managing fisheries on Pahranagat Refuge. 

Response 28-3: Your input on food plots for waterfowl and deer is appreciated and will be considered in 
the ongoing restoration planning effort. 

Response 28-4: Comment acknowledged. 
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M-76 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-77 

M.29 Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management, 
September 8, 2008 

Response 29-1: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with applicable permits. 

Response 29-2: Comment acknowledged.  Management of the Refuges outside Clark County will include 
compliance with NDEP requirements. 

Response 29-3: Comment acknowledged.  We will obtain dust control permits for applicable actions in 
Clark County. 

Response 29-4: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with the Clean Air Act and its implementing 
regulations. 
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M-78 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-79 

Response 29-5: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with Clark County air quality regulations for 
actions on the Desert NWR. 

Response 29-6: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with Clark County air quality regulations for 
actions on the Desert and Moapa Valley NWRs. 

Response 29-7: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with the Clean Water Act for applicable 
actions. 
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M-80 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-81 

M.30 Brad Loveday, September 8, 2008 
Response 30-1: The preferred alternative includes development of a new visitor contact station on 

Pahranagat NWR. 

Response 30-2: See response to comment 28-2. 



Appendix M 
 

M-82 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-83 

M.31 Red Rock Audubon Society (John E. Hiatt), September 9, 2008 
Response 31-1: We appreciate your suggestions for organizing the CCP/EIS.  The format and 

organization of the draft and final CCP/EIS follow the standard format for environmental 
impact statements.  However, after the Record of Decision is signed, the document will 
be reformatted into a stand-alone CCP organized in a more user-friendly fashion similar 
to this suggestion. 

Response 31-2: Comment acknowledged.  Although SNPLMA funds may not be used to hire permanent 
personnel, they can and have been used to fund contract and term positions.  We do 
recognize that SNPLMA funds have limitations and we continue to explore other funding 
options to bring the plan to fruition.  Furthermore, we realistically acknowledge that if 
funds are unavailable, some aspects of the plan may not be implemented. 

Response 31-3: Please see Response 31-1. 

Response 31-4: Section 1.7 gives a concise description of the historic land uses of the different refuges 
and describes the impacts from pre-refuge development.  In addition, we feel that existing 
and proposed refuge outreach and environmental education efforts are the best venues for 
informing the public of these challenges and issues. 
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M-84 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-85 

Response 31-5: Comment appreciated. 

Response 31-6: The CCP/EIS text has been revised to reflect that road and parking area improvements 
may be made under Alternative C. 

Response 31-7: The CCP/EIS has been revised to remove the reference to desert pavement as a means of 
soil stabilization.  We will continue to research other soil stabilization techniques. 

Response 31-8: The purpose of the proposed improvements to Alamo and Mormon Well Roads is to 
reduce visitor safety hazards and minimize resource impacts.  Several miles of Alamo 
Road are located in the Desert Dry lake bed and become impassible during periods of 
rain.  Likewise, several sections of Mormon Well Road are constructed in a wash and are 
subject to severe erosion during rainstorms.  As a result, both roads can be hazardous to 
Refuge visitors and employees.  The proposed improvements are aimed at stabilizing 
these sections of road. 

Response 31-9: See Response 23-9. 

Response 31-10: Comment acknowledged.  CCP/EIS changed to reflect importance of vegetation 
maintenance for both reducing fire risk and limiting cover for bighorn sheep predators. 

Response 31-11: Comment acknowledged.  We will coordinate with BLM on decommissioning the fire 
roads.  Fencing is proposed for sections of the eastern boundary due to the Coyote 
Springs development.  As the population of Coyote Springs Valley increases, we 
anticipate an increase in inappropriate uses similar to our experience along the southern 
boundary.  Fencing would be designed to protect Refuge resources while allowing the 
free movement of wildlife, especially desert bighorn sheep. 

Response 31-12: Comment acknowledged. 
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M-86 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-87 

Response 31-13: The existing headquarters site was selected for the new visitor contact station for several 
reasons.  First, the site is already disturbed and utilities are present so it would be most 
cost effective.  Second, the location near Upper Pahranagat Lake would likely have a 
greater impact on wildlife due to the presence of sensitive riparian habitat. 

Response 31-14: The proposed alternative for Pahranagat Refuge includes the development of acceleration 
and deceleration lanes along U.S. 93 to improve the safety of visitors as they enter and 
exit the Refuge. 

Response 31-15: The area west of Pahranagat NWR was included in the 1.4 million-acre Desert 
Wilderness proposal, which was forwarded to Congress in 1974.  This area, which at the 
time was administered by BLM, was transferred to the Service by Public Law 108-424. 
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M-88 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-89 

M.32 Nevada Power/Sierra Pacific Power (Eileen Wynkoop), September 9, 2008 
Response 32-1: As described in the programmatic EIS for the West Wide Energy Corridor, “Although the 

Proposed Action identifies potential corridors crossing national wildlife refuge lands, the 
USFWS would not be amending plans designating these segments as energy transport 
corridors.  Development on these refuges may only occur if the specific proposed project 
is determined to be compatible with the purposes of the refuges and the mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS).  Existing refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plans may require amendments, should a specific project be found 
compatible, and subsequent ROW permitting by the USFWS would occur.”   
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M-90 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-91 

Response 32-2: See Response 32-1. 

Response 32-3: Comment noted.  We will coordinate with the companies regarding construction of post 
and cable fencing along Refuge boundaries. 
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M-92 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-93 
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M-94 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-95 

M.33 City of North Las Vegas (Gregory E. Rose), September 9, 2008 
Response 33-1: Comment appreciated. 
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M-96 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-97 

Response 33-2: We will continue to coordinate with the City of North Las Vegas regarding adjacent 
development and access to the Desert Wildlife Refuge along the southern boundary. 
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M-98 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-99 

M.34 Nevada Department of Wildlife (D. Bradford Hardenbrook), September 9, 2008 
Response 34-1: Comment appreciated. 

Response 34-2: Comment noted.  The preferred alternative includes the use of prescribed fire and fuel 
treatments to maintain habitat and treat hazardous fuels.  More specific information is 
contained in the fire management plan and the integrated pest management plan for Ash 
Meadows NWR. 

Response 34-3: The preferred alternative for Ash Meadows was revised to include coordination with the 
Service’s Private Lands Program, which is currently working with private landowners in 
the removal of salt cedar and the planting of native species. 

Response 34-4: The preferred alternative in the Final CCP/EIS includes the preparation of a hunting step-
down plan which will address all hunting opportunities on Ash Meadows NWR.  We are 
currently collecting data that will inform the development of the hunting step-down plan. 
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M-100 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-101 

Response 34-5: Comment appreciated. 

Response 34-6: The 8,503 acres of BLM-administered land that were transferred to the Service to be 
managed as part of the Desert NWR are located at the northeastern boundary of the 
Desert NWR and the western boundary of Pahranagat NWR.  This is shown on all EIS 
figures depicting the Desert NWR boundary. 

Response 34-7: The CCP/EIS was revised to include monitoring permanent plots throughout Desert 
NWR for both Alternatives C and D. 

Response 34-8: The CCP/EIS was revised to clarify that all springs and catchments on Desert NWR 
would be maintained.  In addition, Alternative C was modified to include regular 
monitoring of flow rates of springs throughout Desert NWR. 
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M-102 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-103 

Response 34-9: Comment acknowledged.  We will consider raptor-specific surveys. 

Response 34-10: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-11: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-12: The final CCP/EIS has been updated to reflect the 2005 and 2006 fire occurrences.  In 
addition, text has been added to address the impact of invasive, non-native vegetation on 
fire management decisions. 

Response 34-13: The order of the discussion is consistent with other refuge descriptions.  White Hot 
Spring was changed to White Spot Spring, which is consistent with the cited reference. 

Response 34-14: The scientific name for the desert bighorn sheep was moved to the correct location. 

Response 34-15: The CCP/EIS maps have been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-16: The CCP/EIS has been revised to include a more appropriate reference for desert bighorn 
sheep movements. 
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M-104 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-105 

Response 34-17: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-18: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-19: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested 

Response 34-20: Comment appreciated. 

Response 34-21: Comment noted.  We will coordinate with NDOW regarding future removal and thinning 
efforts. 

Response 34-22: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested 
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M-106 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-107 

Response 34-23: Comment appreciated. 

Response 34-24: The CCP/EIS has been revised to remove the proposed modification of the upland game 
hunt area from the preferred alternative for Pahranagat. 

Response 34-25: Comment noted.  The referenced text has been changed to “A wheelchair accessible 
hunting blind . . .”   

Response 34-26: The referenced Compatibility Determination has been revised to include the stipulation 
prohibiting pack goats and llamas. 

Response 34-27: Comment acknowledged.  Text within the document and table title has been changed to 
define the meaning of special status species and use it consistently throughout the 
document.   

Response 34-28: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested 
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M-108 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-109 

Response 34-29: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-30: Tables in Appendix H have been reviewed and updated, as appropriate. 

Response 34-31: The referenced question mark has been removed from Table 4. 

Response 34-32: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-33: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-34: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-35: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 

Response 34-36: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested. 
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M-110 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-111 

Response 34-37: The requested change has been made in the CCP/EIS, as appropriate. 

Response 34-38: The requested changes have been made in the CCP/EIS, as appropriate. 
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M-112 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-113 
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M-114 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-115 
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M-116 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-117 

M.35 Environmental Protection Agency, September 9, 2008 
Response 35-1: Comment appreciated. 

Response 35-2: The referenced project has been added to the cumulative impacts section.  Desert NWR 
Complex staff have been and will continue to coordinate with FHWA and other 
stakeholders involved with this project. 
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M-118 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-119 

Response 35-3: The CCP/EIS air quality discussion within section 4.1.1 has been revised to reflect that 
the Las Vegas Valley airshed is in nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone standard. 

Response 35-4: The CCP/EIS text has been changed to explain that no known resources are present but 
that ground disturbing activities may result in the finding of such resources. 
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M-120 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-121 

M.36 Defenders of Wildlife, September 9, 2008 
Response 36-1: We agree that existing and proposed groundwater withdrawals and the potential effects of 

climate change are significant issues on all four Refuges.  As a part of water resources 
management, the Service would continue to monitor water parameters at springs and 
wells, compare water quality and quantity with past measurements on a biannual basis, 
and implement measures in coordination with the State Engineer to defend water rights 
and mitigate substantial changes in water flow or temperature and maintain constant 
water parameters.  The Service will also monitor changes in the environment, such as 
changes in vegetation communities, wildlife trends, and surface and groundwater levels, 
to assess the effects of climate change on the Refuges.  Climate change impacts will be 
further analyzed in project-specific NEPA documents, as appropriate. 
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M-122 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-123 

Response 36-2: We agree that climate change and its potential effects on fish, wildlife, and plants and 
their habitats is a significant problem on all refuges.  The discussion of climate change in 
chapter 4 has been substantially expanded.  In addition, the preferred alternatives for each 
Refuge have been revised to include modeling of climate change and its effects on refuge 
resources.  We currently have a proposal with NDOW and several other partners to 
implement such a project on Desert and Pahranagat Wildlife Refuges, pending available 
funding.   Climate change impacts will be further analyzed in project-specific NEPA 
documents, as appropriate.  

Response 36-3: See response to comment 36-2. 
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M-124 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-125 

Response 36-4: Currently, little or no information exists on how climate change may affect the many 
special status and endemic species which occur on the Desert Refuge Complex.  The 
preferred alternative for each refuge includes expansion of inventory and monitoring 
which is a key part of detecting climate change impacts.  In addition, we have revised the 
preferred alternative for each refuge to include modeling of climate change impact 
scenarios and development of adaptation strategies.  

Response 36-5: Section 4.1.1 in the CCP/EIS has been revised to include more information on the 
potential influence of climate change on wildfires.  

Response 36-6: The Nevada Test Site, and thus the Nevada Desert Research Center (NDRC), are adjacent 
to but not within the boundaries of the Desert Wildlife Refuge.  However, we will 
explore opportunities for collaboration with the NDRC. 

Response 36-7: Comment acknowledged.  See response to comment 36-2. 

Response 36-8: We agree that groundwater development on is a significant concern for the Refuges.  
Section 2.3 of the CCP/EIS has been revised to include the impacts of potential 
groundwater development as a planning issue for each refuge.  Furthermore, the 
alternatives for each refuge include an action to work with the State Engineer’s office to 
defend existing water rights.  In addition, the water resources section (4.1.1) in the 
affected environment has been expanded with a discussion of some of the potential 
options for defending refuge water rights. 
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M-126 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-127 

Response 36-9: The CCP/EIS has been revised to include an action to defend water rights for each 
Refuge, including Moapa Valley. 

Response 36-10: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative for Moapa Valley Refuge in the final 
CCP/EIS includes expansion of the acquisition boundary by 1,765 acres, including the 
former Warm Springs Ranch. 
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M-128 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-129 

Response 36-11: The CCP/EIS Summary has been revised to include potential impacts resulting from 
existing and proposed groundwater development as both a major issue and an area of 
controversy.  We have also expanded the water resources discussion in the Final 
CCP/EIS to reflect groundwater concerns potentially affecting the refuges and actions we 
have taken to address these concerns. 

Response 36-12: See response to comments 38-9 and 38-11.  The CCP/EIS has been revised to include 
more information on pending groundwater development proposals, including SNWA’s 
proposed Groundwater Development Project.   
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M-130 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-131 

M.37 Paul B. Aguirre, September 9, 2008 
Response 37-1: Comment appreciated.  We plan to continue to keep Mormon Well and the portion of 

Alamo Road south and north of the Desert Dry Lake open to the public.  Furthermore, we 
are evaluating options for reopening the portion of Alamo Road which traverses the 
Desert Dry Lake, if feasible. 

Response 37-2: Comment appreciated. 
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M-132 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-133 
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M-134 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-135 
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M-136 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-137 
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M-138 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-139 
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M-140 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-141 

 

M.38 Southern Nevada Water Authority (John J. Entsminger), September 9, 2008 
Response 38-1: This Appropriate Refuge Uses Policy was promulgated under the authority of the 

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 
668dd–668ee) and the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (16 USC 460k).  The draft policy 
was made available for public comment in the Federal Register on January 16, 2001 (66 
FR 3673).  The initial public comment period closed March 19, 2001.  However, the 
comment period was extended several times, and eventually ended June 30, 2001.  The 
Notice of Availability of the final policy, which included a response to comments on the 
draft, was published in the Federal Register on June 26, 2006 (71 FR 36408).  The final 
Appropriate Refuge Uses Policy took effect on July, 26, 2006.  This policy is currently in 
effect and applies to all existing and proposed uses of the Desert National Wildlife 
Refuge Complex. 

Response 38-2: The references to water monitoring in Appendix G, Table 1 were included in error.  No 
compatibility determinations (CDs) exist for this specific use because in this particular 
instance, it was determined to be a refuge management activity and thus did not require a 
compatibility determination.  These references were removed in the final CCP/EIS. 

Response 38-3: Water monitoring is not always considered a refuge management activity.  Any such 
activity will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis pursuant to Service policy 
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M-142 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-143 

 

Response 38-4: We will make a case-by-case determination whether proposed mitigation or other 
activities on refuge lands are considered a refuge management activity or are subject to 
an appropriateness finding  and compatibility determination, in accordance with 603 FW 
1 and 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Service Manual. According to this policy, a refuge 
management activity is “an activity conducted by the Service or a Service-authorized 
agent to fulfill one or more purposes of the national wildlife refuge, or the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Mission. . .” 



Appendix M 
 

M-144 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-145 

Response 38-5: See response to comment 39-5.  Furthermore, as pointed out in the SNWA comments, the 
Service’s compatibility policy (603 FW 2) states that “We will not allow compensatory 
mitigation to make a proposed refuge use compatible.”  Our determination on whether or 
not a proposed use is compatible will be based entirely on its potential impacts and any 
avoidance or minimization measures.  The foundation of the Monitoring, Management, 
and Mitigation (3-M) plan developed as part of the November 2005 Tikaboo/Three Lakes 
Stipulation was that all groundwater development by SNWA would be off refuge lands 
and would be located south of the refuge in the Three Lakes South Hydrographic Basin. 
There was never any consideration of groundwater development on the refuge in the plan.  
This stipulation only considered the change applications proposed by SNWA in Three 
Lakes South.  
 
Furthermore, all the parties to the Stipulation agreed to implement the Monitoring, 
Management, and Mitigation Plan “…if and only if the Nevada State Engineer grants 
SNWA’s Applications for changes in points of diversion for permits 53950, 53951, 
54060, 54068, and 54069, in total or in part.  In the event the Nevada State Engineer only 
grants SNWA’s Applications for changes in points of diversion for permits 54062 and 
54066, in total or in part, SNWA agrees that it shall negotiate in good faith with the 
federal agencies to develop ‘sufficient monitoring and plans for mitigation of impacts, 
including cessation of pumping, if necessary’.”  In the ruling on these change 
applications, the State Engineer did not grant any of the change applications for permits 
53950, 53951, 54060, 54068, and 54069, in total or in part.  According to the stipulation, 
this means the 3-M plan originally negotiated by the parties terminated by its own terms. 

Response 38-6: Comment appreciated. 

Response 38-7: While we are skeptical that any such use on the Desert NWR would be considered 
compatible, we will determine compatibility of proposed uses on a case-by-case basis in 
accordance with our Appropriateness and Compatibility Policies (603 FW 1 and 2).  
Evidence suggests that groundwater development on Desert NWR would impact Service 
water rights and trust resources at Desert NWR, Ash Meadows NWR, and Devils Hole 
(see State Engineer Rulings from the Amargosa Basin and the Three Lakes/Tikaboo 
Basins).  

Response 38-8: The statement regarding development adjacent to the southern boundary refers to 
residential and related development proposed by the City of North Las Vegas and the 
City of Las Vegas.  The purpose of this statement was to express our desire to work with 
city governments and other stakeholders to ensure that refuge purposes are taken into 
consideration in any development plans near our boundaries.  Any proposed uses within 
the refuge boundaries will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the 
Service’s compatibility and appropriateness policies. 
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M-146 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-147 

Response 38-9: Requests for water pipeline rights-of-way or other proposed uses will be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis in accordance with our Appropriateness and Compatibility Policies 
(603 FW 1 and 2).  

Response 38-10: Comment noted.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft CCP/EIS, the Service’s Final 
Policy on Wilderness Stewardship was published in the Federal Register (see 73 FR 
67876). 
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M-148 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 
 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-149 

Response 38-11: The referenced sections have been revised to include additional discussion about 
groundwater hydrology, including the complexity of the regional carbonate aquifer. This 
discussion also recognizes that there are different interpretations of the data used to 
characterize the groundwater system and its susceptibility to stressors. 
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M-150 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-151 

Response 38-12: The water resources discussion in section 4.1.1 of the CCP/EIS has been revised to 
include a description of some of the options we have to protect refuge water resources  
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M-152 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-153 

Response 38-13: See response to comments 39-11 and 39-12. 

Response 38-14: Section 4.3.1 (water resources) of the CCP/EIS has been revised to more accurately 
reflect the existing monitoring wells on Desert NWR. 
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M-154 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-155 

Response 38-15: See response to Comment 39-17. 
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M-156 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-157 

Response 38-16: The information in the HRT Baseline Report, completed in 2007, was compiled from 
data generally through 2006.  Some of this information has already been updated by more 
recent work (such as Mayer and Congdon 2008).  All of it will likely continue to be 
updated and changed through the additional study and work products of the HRT 
members.  The CCP/EIS summarizes the issues leading to the establishment of the MOA 
(existing declines in water levels and springs; a Biological Opinion for a pipeline 
enabling additional carbonate pumping) and briefly mentions the current status of water 
monitoring sites and water level/spring discharge trends within this context.  Readers can 
refer to ancillary documents for more specific information. The text of the CCP/EIS has 
been revised to more fully discuss the monitoring, activities, data collection, and water 
level decline trends. 
 
We recognize that climate affects ground water levels in the Muddy River Area. In a 
peer-reviewed article in the journal Ground Water, Mayer and Congdon (2008) showed 
that the response of groundwater levels to climate in this area is limited to very wet years, 
and that there was no response to dry or average years.  This analysis also demonstrated 
that the decline in groundwater levels that began in 1998 was not caused by drought.  The 
decline began in 1998, which was a very wet year.  Groundwater levels did not decline 
during similar droughts that preceded 1998, the year that groundwater pumping increased 
so significantly.  Local climate records do not show a consistent drought from 1998 to 
2004, the period of groundwater level declines.  Finally, wells outside of the Muddy 
River/Coyote Springs/CA Wash area do not show a similar response to what is claimed to 
be a regional drought.  
 
The draft Consensus Statement by the HRT acknowledges that the trends in groundwater 
levels cannot be explained with climate alone; rather, it is necessary to add pumping or 
some other parameter as an explanatory variable (page 4 in consensus statement). 

Response 38-17: Figures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 have been revised to show the correct extent of the Muddy River 
perennial flow. 

Response 38-18: The referenced section of the CCP/EIS has been revised to reflect the issues with data 
quality at these sites prior to 1998.  Groundwater monitoring data quality is a dynamic 
issue and one that is continually being addressed and resolved through the work of the 
HRT, the USGS, and others.  Past flow records have been “cleaned up” or significantly 
improved at sites such as Pedersen Spring and Corn Creek Springs.  We know a great 
deal more about what data are regarded as poor quality than we did when we first started 
evaluating these records.  We anticipate that this will continue to be an area of further 
refinement and improvement.  The need for a precise statement on the quality of spring 
discharge data is one of the points the Service has been making in the HRT meetings.  It 
is more appropriately addressed in the HRT documents rather than in the CCP.  This 
comment clearly calls attention to the need for such a statement.  Also, see Response 38-
16.  
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M-158 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-159 
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M-160 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-161 

Response 38-19: While we agree that the volume of water pumped from the carbonate aquifer did not 
exceed the volume of water diverted from springs until 1999, we do not believe this 
information is relevant to the existing discussion referenced in the comment. 

Response 38-20: The CCP/EIS text in section 4.4.1 has been revised to clarify that SNWA’s existing and 
proposed groundwater wells are in Coyote Springs Valley.  Redistributing pumping to 
move groundwater withdrawals further from the Moapa Valley NWR is certainly a 
strategy to consider.  However, the information available to date suggests that this 
strategy may only delay impacts to the springs and potentially make any impacts more 
difficult to mitigate.  Future data collection and analysis such as that being done through 
the HRT may enable us to better understand whether the proposed strategy will 
effectively protect the springs from upgradient pumping. 
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M-162 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-163 

Response 38-21: The reference to palm trees in this section was removed from the CCP/EIS.   

Response 38-22: Section 4.4.1 has been updated to more accurately reflect the status of water rights within 
the vicinity of Moapa Valley NWR. 
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M-164 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-165 
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M-166 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-167 

Response 38-23: The Final CCP/EIS Section 4.4.1 has been revised to include a summary of the Muddy 
River MOA.  More details on the MOA are included in the Management Considerations 
section of the Land Protection Plan. 

Response 38-24: The Final CCP/EIS Section 4.4.1 has been revised to accurately describe the Service’s 
water rights for Moapa Valley NWR. 
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M-168 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-169 

Response 38-25: Comment noted.  The referenced statements have been changed to reflect that the species 
mentioned do not occur on the Refuge. 

Response 38-26: Comment noted.  The referenced paragraph has been revised to more accurately reflect 
potential cumulative impacts of groundwater development. 
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M-170 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-171 

Response 38-27: Comment noted.  Text within the referenced section was revised to clarify that we will 
monitor spring discharge on the Refuge to determine if pumping activities within and 
outside the Refuge may be affecting it.  In addition, we also included a summary of the 
Delamar, Dry Lake, and Cave Valleys stipulated agreement in 3.1.1. 

Response 38-28: The CCP/EIS and Land Protection Plan have been revised to reflect the current name for 
the property. 
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M-172 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-173 
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M-174 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-175 

Response 38-29: The Management Considerations section in the Land Protection Plan describes the 
conservation measures that SNWA and other signatories have committed to in the 
Memorandum of Understanding.  Both the Land Protection Plan and the EIS have been 
updated to show cooperative agreement, memorandum of understanding, and/or transfer 
as the preferred protection method for the Warm Springs Natural Area. 

Response 38-30: The Land Protection Plan and CCP/EIS have been revised to include the entire Warm 
Springs Natural Area within the proposed expansion area. 

Response 38-31: Comment acknowledged. 
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M-176 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-177 

Response 38-32: See response to comment 39-30. 

Response 38-33: The Final CCP/EIS Section 1.7.3 Refuge Partnerships has been revised to include SNWA 
as a Refuge partner. 
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M-178 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-179 

Response 38-34: Both the Land Protection Plan and the EIS have been updated to show cooperative 
agreement, memorandum of understanding, and/or transfer as the preferred protection 
method for the Warm Springs Natural Area. 

Response 38-35: See Response 39-35. 
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M-180 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-181 

 



Appendix M 
 

M-182 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-183 

M.39 Nellis Air Force Base (Sheryl K. Parker), September 10, 2008 
Response 39-1: Sections 1.7.2, 3.3.1, and Table 3.6-2 have been revised to clarify access restrictions that 

apply to the DOD-withdrawn lands. 

Response 39-2: The U.S. Air Force Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) is 
described in Section 1.5, Relationship to Regional Goals. 

Response 39-3: Sections 3.3.1 and Table 3.6-2 have been revised to include consideration of Fish and 
Wildlife Service and Air Force assets in wildfire management. 

Response 39-4: The Final EIS Figures 1.1-1, 1.7-2, 3.3-1, 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 4.3-5, and Summary 
Figures 1, 3, and 7, have been revised to clarify DOD-withdrawn lands. 

Response 39-5: Both sections referenced were revised to reflect Desert NWR is located immediately 
north of the cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas. 

Response 39-6: The referenced figures have been revised to show the correct locations of springs.   

Response 39-7: See Response 39-4.  Figure 3 (Summary) and 1.7-2 (FEIS) have been revised to use the 
same symbol to designate DOD-withdrawn lands as other maps. 

Response 39-8: This figure and others showing DOD’s withdrawn lands have been corrected in the final 
CCP/EIS. 

Response 39-9: The footnote on Figure 3 in the Summary has been deleted to avoid confusion.    

Response 39-10: The compatibility policy discussion in Section 1.4 Legal and Policy Guidance correctly 
states that compatibility determinations are not required when other federal agencies have 
primary jurisdiction and the activity is in accordance with a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) governing use of the land.  Our compatibility policy (603 FW 2, 
Section 2.10[B][1]) further states that “where reserved rights or legal mandates provide 
that we must allow certain activities, we should not prepare a compatibility 
determination.” Based on our interpretation of the most recent Nellis Air Force Range 
withdrawal (Public Law [PL] 106-65), Air Force activities on Desert NWR that are in 
accordance with the existing Air Force/Fish and Wildlife Service MOU are considered 
legal mandates and are not subject to compatibility determinations.  Conversely, activities 
not covered in the existing MOU are subject to the compatibility policy and regulations. 

Response 39-11: Section 1.7.2 History of Establishment and Acquisition has been revised to clarify that 
we have administrative jurisdiction over the Desert Refuge pursuant to PL 106-65.  We 
also included further clarification that PL 106-65 transferred primary jurisdiction of 
112,000 acres of bombing impact areas on Desert Refuge from the Service to DOD, and 
that we retained secondary jurisdiction over these lands. 
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M-184 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-185 

Response 39-12: We disagree that the sentence regarding recreational opportunities in the vision statement 
is misleading.  Vision statements are broad characterizations of what we hope a refuge 
will be based on Desert NWR purposes and the Refuge System mission.  Not all elements 
of the vision statement need apply to every unit of a refuge.  Many refuges have units that 
are seasonally or completely closed to the public and address recreational opportunities in 
their vision statements.  Nevertheless, we have added additional text to the CCP/EIS to 
clarify that the western half of Desert NWR is closed to the general public (see section 
1.7.2 and Figure 4.3-5). 

Response 39-13: Wilderness stipulations are located on pages 25 and 26 of the 1974 wilderness proposal, 
which is found in Appendix I-2 of the CCP/EIS. 

Response 39-14: Comment noted.  We would be happy to include DOD in the outreach program for Desert 
Refuge. 

Response 39-15: The proposed wilderness was not discussed in Chapters 4 or 5 because it is treated the 
same in all the alternatives.  In other words, the treatment of wilderness in the action 
alternatives is the same as the no-action alternative.  Nevertheless, we have revised 
section 1.7.2, Special Designations, to include more information about the proposed 
wilderness. 

Response 39-16: Desert NWR Strategy 3.1.2 has been revised as suggested. 

Response 39-17: Desert NWR Objective 3.3 has been revised to reflect that we will prepare a revised 
wilderness proposal in coordination with the DOD. 

Response 39-18: To the best of our knowledge, the document contained within Appendix I is the proposal 
that was submitted to Congress.  In the Final CCP/EIS, we have included a separate 
document that accompanied the proposal to Congress:  “Changes as a result of the public 
hearing.” 

Response 39-19: Comment acknowledged.  See response to comment 39-17.  We plan to coordinate with 
the DOD when preparing the revised wilderness proposal for Desert NWR.  The issues 
raised by the commenter can be addressed at that time. 

Response 39-20: Appendix J was prepared in 2003 by Bruce Zeller, the former Refuge wildlife biologist.  
The purpose of this document was to explain the basis for bighorn sheep population 
objectives on Desert NWR.  Section 4.3.2 Wildlife has more recent sheep population 
data, based on NDOW surveys. 
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M-186 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-187 

M.40 Gary and Darla Davis, received September 11, 2008 
Response 40-1: The reservoir was drained to address safety issues regarding the outlet structure of the 

dam.  We plan to repair the outlet structure this summer.  In addition, we are exploring 
options for future management of the Upper Pahranagat Lake/North Marsh in the 
ongoing restoration planning process. 

Response 40-2: We suggest you contact the Nevada Department of Wildlife (702-486-5127) to address 
this concern. Alternatively, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services office 
in Reno may be able to assist you.  Their phone number is (775) 851-4848. 
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M-188 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-189 
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M-190 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

M-41 Comments from Public Meetings 

 
 
 
 
 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-191 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 
Response 41-1: See Section 3.3. A new entrance sign and information kiosk will be located at the 

Mormon Well Road entrance under Alternative B, C, and D.  

Response 41-2: Comment appreciated. 

Response 41-3: We are currently planning to use post and cable fencing along the southern boundary. 

Response 41-4: See Response 19-1. 

Response 41-5: Yes.  See Response 38-30. 
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Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-193 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 
Response 41-6: See Sections 3.2 and 4.2.2. Until a hunt plan is completed, hunting for waterfowl and 

upland game would continue to be allowed on most of the Refuge, consistent with 
Service and State of Nevada policies and regulations. In general, the current hunt area 
includes the entire Refuge except for the area around the current Refuge headquarters.   

Response 41-7: See Section 4.2.2. Bighorn sheep are occasionally observed at Point of Rocks and the 
steep terrain on the northeast portion of the Refuge. 

Response 41-8: Mountain lions have been sighted infrequently on the Refuge.   
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Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-195 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 
Response 41-9: See Section 4.2.1.  The Service is currently engaged in restoration activities in attempt to 

restore the area to its natural historic condition. The overall goal of the Refuge is to re-
direct spring outflows back into former natural channels, restore native riparian and 
upland vegetation, and remove unnecessary structures such as roads, fences, dams, 
levees, and power lines.  

Response 41-10: See Section 4.2.2.  Devils hole is a 40-acre inholding within Ash Meadows NWR, which 
is managed by Death Valley National Park.  The Service has a responsibility to jointly 
manage threatened and endangered species, including Devils Hole pupfish.   

Response 41-11: See Section 4.2.2.  We manage Ash Meadows Refuge for Ash Meadows Amargosa 
pupfish, Warm Springs pupfish, Devils Hole pupfish, Ash Meadows speckled dace, and a 
wide variety of other wildlife and plants.   

Response 41-12: See Section 4.3.2.  Burros do not currently occur on the Refuge because the boundary is 
completely fenced.  

Response 41-13: See Section 4.2.4.  The number of visitors annually to the Refuge is estimated by traffic 
counters that count the number of cars entering the Refuge. Based on recent estimates, 
Ash Meadows NWR receives approximately 65,000 visitors annually.   

Response 41-14: Information about the existing and proposed budgets for Ash Meadows NWR and the 
other refuges is contained in Appendix K. 

Response 41-15: See Sections 3.2.1 and 1.5.4.  Restoration activities on the Refuge attempt to restore 
species to the their historic ranges, establish self-sustaining populations, remove threats 
from their habitats, restore historic water flows in historic channels, and restore plant and 
aquatic communities to historic structure and composition.  By restoring natural habitat, 
endemic species are expected to expand their range and increase in population.  

Response 41-16:  The shading represents various vegetation control and/or restoration alternatives as 
described in the Alternative Highlights legends. 

Response 41-17: Comment appreciated. 

Response 41-18: Pahrump buckwheat has not been observed on Ash Meadows NWR. 

Response 41-19: Leather-leaf ash trees are present throughout the Ash Meadows Refuge. 

Response 41-20: See Section 5.2.2.  The Service prepared an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Plan in 
2006 and is beginning to implement strategies to manage invasive species.  A more active 
invasive species removal program would be implemented under Alternatives B and C to 
control non-native and invasive plants throughout the Refuge.  Specifically, the Service 
would remove 50 to 75 percent of salt cedar and Russian knapweed populations under 
Alternative B and 75 to 95 percent of their populations under Alternative C.  



Appendix M 
 

M-196 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-197 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 
Response 41-21: Section 1.3 describes the purpose and need for a CCP.  A CCP provides long-range 

guidance on refuge management through its vision, goals, objectives, and strategies.  The 
CCP also provides a basis for a long-term adaptive management process that will include 
monitoring the progress of management actions, evaluating and adjusting management 
actions based on new information or techniques, and revising management and 
monitoring plans accordingly.   

Response 41-22: Appendix K contains a list of projects proposed in the CCP and their cost.  This appendix 
also describes the existing and proposed staffing levels needed to implement these 
projects.  CCPs provide long-term guidance for management decisions and set forth 
goals, objectives, and strategies needed to accomplish refuge purposes and identify the 
Service’s best estimate of future needs.  These plans detail program planning levels that 
are sometimes substantially above current budget allocations and, as such, are primarily 
for Service strategic planning and program prioritization purposes.  The plans do not 
constitute a commitment for staffing increases, operational and maintenance increases, or 
funding for future land acquisition. 

Response 41-23: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 41-24: See Section 5.3.1.  Prescribed fire will be used to restore vegetation characteristics 
representative of a natural fire regime under Alternatives C and D. 

Response 41-25: See Section 3.4.4, and response 6-2.  The primary management objective of the Moapa 
NWR is to protect and restore habitat for the Moapa dace and contribute to its recovery. 
This was the primary factor in determining what properties to include in the proposed 
expansion area. 

Response 41-26: See Response 38-33 

Response 41-27: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative does include management of cultural 
resources, including Black Canyon. 

Response 41-28: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative does include cultural resource 
interpretation, in coordination with culturally affiliated tribes. 
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Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-199 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 
Response 41-29: Though the Moapa dace population went through a period of decline until 2007, it has 

stabilized in the last two years.  

Response 41-30: See Section 4.2.2.  Blue tilapia were illegally introduced into the upper Muddy River and 
tributaries.  The Service, NDOW, and other collaborators have been conducting a 
program to eradicate blue tilapia from the Muddy River system and control other non-
native populations in order to facilitate recovery of Moapa dace and restore Moapa White 
River springfish to historic population levels.  

Response 41-31: Comment acknowledged.  Moapa dace were not present on the property prior to 
restoration.  The Service is working with partners to address potential flooding concerns 
of downstream property owners. 

Response 41-32: Soil and gravel used in all restoration projects come from local sources. 

Response 41-33: The 1994 fire devastated the Moapa dace population on the Pederson unit of the Refuge 
and required reintroduction efforts. 

Response 41-34: See Appendix H, Biological Resources. 

Response 41-35: Per the requirements of the SNPLMA funds used to purchase the Warm Springs Ranch, 
SNWA is required to coordinate with the Service in management of the property. 

Response 41-36: Appendix L contains a conceptual management plan for the proposed expansion area.  
More detailed planning for the area will be completed if and when the Service acquires 
the lands (through agreement, transfer, or purchase).   

Response 41-37: The southwest side of Moapa Refuge is not fenced and allows wildlife access to springs.  
Bighorn sheep have recently been sighted on the Pederson Unit of the Refuge. 

Response 41-38: During the restoration efforts, the modified spring sources are excavated to reveal the 
original spring heads.    

Response 41-39: During previous restoration projects, dace have been observed moving into newly 
restored habitat almost immediately after construction if access is available.  

Response 41-40: We suspect that the odors are from the breakdown of organic materials.  

Response 41-41: See Section 4.4.4.  The Service works with the other public land agencies in southern 
Nevada to coordinate volunteer work through the Southern Nevada Interagency 
Volunteer Program–Get Outdoors Nevada.  For more information, please contact the 
Desert NWR Complex headquarters at (702) 515-5450 or www.getoutdoorsnevada.org. 

Response 41-42: See Appendix L for more information on how the Service proposes to manage properties 
that are acquired or transferred. 

Response 41-43: The soft-shell turtle is known to occur in Moapa Valley NWR; however, the species is 
not considered a species of special concern.   

Response 41-44: Raccoons are known to occur at Moapa Valley NWR and within the proposed expansion 
area.  The effects of raccoons on dace are not currently known. 



Appendix M 
 

M-200 Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex 

 



Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-201 

M.41 Comments from Public Meetings 
Response 41-45: See Section 1.7.4.  

Response 41-46: Comment acknowledged. 

Response 41-47: Comment acknowledged.  Our primary reason for proposing to convert the campground 
to a day use area is that it requires significant staff and funding to operate, which detracts 
from other refuge management activities. 

Response 41-48: See Section 3.5.1.  Under the preferred alternative, Pahranagat NWR would continue to 
be open to fishing.  However, until safety issues regarding the dam that impounds Upper 
Pahranagat Lake are resolved, opportunities will likely be limited.  

Response 41-49: The Refuge policy to prohibit swimming would be enforced and regulatory signs at the 
open water areas maintained.  Swimming poses a public health and safety concern and 
can adversely affect fish, wildlife, and their habitats.  

Response 41-50: NDOW has stocked fish on the Refuge in the past but not in recent history.   

Response 41-51: Comment acknowledged. The Service is currently proposing to locate the new visitor 
contact station at the current headquarters site.   

Response 41-52: The preferred alternative for Pahranagat NWR includes construction of new interpretive 
trails on the Refuge.  New trails will be wheelchair accessible where feasible. 

Response 41-53: See Section 3.5.1.  Pahranagat Refuge is an important stopover location for migrating 
sandhill cranes.  The cranes that use the Refuge are part of the lower Colorado River 
population of greater sandhill cranes, which is a species of high concern in the 
Intermountain West Waterbird Conservation Plan. 

Response 41-54: We propose to restore the historic drainage through the Black Canyon to diversify habitat 
on the Refuge, in particular riparian areas.   

Response 41-55: Potential impacts to cultural will be analyzed further in project-specific NEPA documents 
to be prepared for Refuge actions.  To prevent adverse impacts on cultural resources 
during restoration and construction activities, professional archaeologists would survey 
the Refuge for cultural resources and record the information and locations prior to project 
implementation.  This project will be fully coordinated with culturally affiliated tribes. 

Response 41-56: See response 41-52.  A step-down plan and NEPA analysis will address the purpose 
(use), impacts, and mitigations associated with the proposed visitor contact station 
development.  The design of the visitor contact station has not been initiated but we hope 
to include space for appropriate uses such as school groups.   

Response 41-57: The health of the riparian habitat is being addressed in the restoration planning effort 
which is in progress. 

Response 41-58: The Ducks Unlimited project has been completed. 

Response 41-59: We will consider including a gift shop at the visitor contact station. 

Response 41-60: See Responses 41-52 and 41-56.  We are not currently proposing to locate the visitor 
contact station near Upper Lake due to the sensitivity of the habitat and lack of utilities.  
However, we may consider alternative locations when we prepare the NEPA document 
for the project. 

Response 41-61: Funding for the visitor contact station does not include restoration or construction of 
other visitor facilities such as trails. 
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Responses to Comments 
 

  Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex M-203 

Response 41-62: Jurisdiction of the Maynard Lake area was transferred to BLM by Public Law 108-424, 
which became law on November 30, 2004. 

Response 41-63: We plan to complete the repairs of the outlet structure after the lake is drawn down again 
in the summer of 2009.  The lake will refill again as we begin to receive our water 
allocation in November.   

Response 41-64: Comment acknowledged. 

 


	Appendix M. Responses to Comments
	Introduction
	M.1 B. Sachau, July 13, 2008
	Response 1-1: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 1-2: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 1-3: Comment acknowledged.  Desert bighorn sheep, the primary management focus at Desert NWR, are native to the southwestern United States and northern Mexico.  Domestic sheep are not allowed on the Refuge(s).

	M.2 Nevada Division of Water Resources, July 14, 2008
	Response 2-1: Comment acknowledged.  We manage the surface and groundwater on the Refuges in accordance with applicable federal and state laws.
	Response 2-2: Comment acknowledged.  We will manage any wells or boreholes on the Desert Complex in accordance with applicable federal and state laws.
	Response 2-3: Comment acknowledged.  If we modify or remove any dam, such as the dam impounding Crystal Reservoir, the work will be completed in accordance with applicable federal and state laws.

	M.3 Wild Sheep Foundation, July 30, 2008
	Response 3-1: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 3-2: Comment acknowledged.  We look forward to coordinating with the Wild Sheep Foundation for assistance with educational opportunities.
	Response 3-3: Comment appreciated.

	M.4 Lynn C. Miller, August 4, 2008 
	Response 4-1: Ash Meadows, Desert, Moapa Valley, and Pahranagat NWRs have programs for resident volunteers.  For more information, please contact the Desert NWR Complex headquarters at (702) 515-5450.

	M.5 Jan Cameron, August 5, 2008
	Response 5-1: Comment acknowledged.  The CCP/EIS text has been revised to clarify that Ash Meadows NWR is located within the unincorporated township of Amargosa Valley.
	Response 5-2: The legend for the map following page S-24 (Figure 6; also Figure 3.2-3 in the EIS) was revised to clarify that Crystal Reservoir is proposed for modification or removal, and the cross-hatch was shaded pink to make it more obvious.

	M.6 Larry Perkins Brundy, August 6, 2008
	Response 6-1: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 6-2: Comment acknowledged.  The primary purpose of the proposed expansion is the preservation of aquatic, wetland, and mesquite bosque habitats needed for the recovery and conservation of Moapa dace and other native wildlife species.  Expansion of the Moapa Valley NWR boundary does not mean that any of the lands would automatically become part of the Refuge System, but would allow us to pursue management agreements, transfer, or purchase of land from willing sellers.

	M.7 Hsiu Hui Lenford, August 6, 2008
	Response 7-1: Comment appreciated.

	M.8 Michael Lenford, August 6, 2008
	Response 8-1: Comment appreciated.
	Response 8-2: We appreciate your interest in having your property included in the Moapa Valley NWR acquisition boundary.  Refuge staff will contact you to discuss this possibility.

	M.9 Dot Astles, August 7, 2008
	Response 9-1: We appreciate your input about the campground at Pahranagat NWR and its value to travelers.  At this stage, our preferred alternative is to convert the campground to day-use only.  Our primary reason for this position is that Pahranagat NWR lacks the staff and resources to effectively manage the campground in a manner that does not conflict with priorities for refuge management established by Congress in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act.  Bureau of Land Management lands adjacent to Pahranagat NWR are open to camping.

	M.10 Lorraine Ealey, August 7, 2008
	Response 10-1: See Response 9-1.

	M.11 Sandra Kisner, August 7, 2008
	Response 11-1: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 11-2: We appreciate your input about the Pahranagat NWR campground and your suggestions for changes to the area.  At this stage, our preferred alternative is to convert the campground to day-use only.  Our primary reason for this position is that Pahranagat NWR lacks the staff and resources to effectively manage the campground in a manner that does not conflict with priorities for refuge management established by Congress in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act.  Bureau of Land Management lands adjacent to Pahranagat NWR are open to camping.
	Response 11-3: Comment noted.
	Response 11-4: The existing headquarters site was selected for the new visitor contact station for several reasons.  First, the site is already disturbed and utilities are present so it would be most cost effective.  Second, the location near Upper Pahranagat Lake would likely have a greater impact on wildlife due to the presence of sensitive riparian habitat.
	Response 11-5: See Response 11-2.
	Response 11-6: The preferred alternative was revised in the Final CCP/EIS to eliminate the foot access–only restriction in the day use area.
	Response 11-7: See Response 11-6.
	Response 11-8: See Response 11-2.  Also note that Pahranagat NWR will continue to be open to fishing under the preferred alternative.
	Response 11-9: Your comment regarding the benefit of “snowbirds” to the Refuge and local community is noted.  We understand that converting the campground to a day use area may have an effect on the visitation by some user groups.  We anticipate that any declines in visitation resulting from the campground closure will be at least partially offset by new visitors drawn by improvements to the visitor services program.  For example, the preferred alternative includes development of new trails, interpretive panels, wildlife observation/photo blinds, and a new visitor contact station with interpretive exhibits.

	M.12 Sheila J. Mason, August 7, 2008
	Response 12-1: Comment appreciated.
	Response 12-2: Comment noted.  Under the preferred alternative, Pahranagat NWR would continue to be open to fishing.  However, until safety issues regarding the dam that impounds Upper Pahranagat Lake are resolved, opportunities will likely be limited.
	Response 12-3: The CCP/EIS preferred alternative includes the development of new interpretive/wildlife observation trails on Pahranagat NWR.
	Response 12-4: The existing headquarters site was selected for the new visitor contact station for several reasons.  First, the site is already disturbed and utilities are present so it would be most cost effective.  Second, the location near Upper Pahranagat Lake would likely have a greater impact on wildlife due to the presence of sensitive riparian habitat.
	Response 12-5: See Response 11-2.

	M.13 Bruce Muise Jr., August 7, 2008
	Response 13-1: Comment noted.  See Response 9-1.

	M.14 Bruce Muise, August 7, 2008
	Response 14-1: Comment noted.  See response to comment 9-1.

	M.15 Allan Pritcher, August 7, 2008
	Response 15-1: Comment noted. Pahranagat NWR has been and will continue to be closed to swimming due to the potential for wildlife disturbance and conflicts with higher priority public uses. 
	Response 15-2: See Response 11-2.
	Response 15-3: See Response 11-2.  Vendors (concessionaires) on refuges are regulated according to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Policy 8, Refuge Manual 17.  This policy prohibits us from allowing concessionaires on wildlife refuges such as Pahranagat Wildlife Refuge when commercial goods and services are available in close proximity (Alamo).
	Response 15-4: See Response 11-2.

	M.16 Marguerite Smallwood, August 7, 2008
	Response 16-1: Comment noted.  The restoration planning effort for Pahranagat NWR has been initiated and will consider the best means for providing foraging habitat for sandhill cranes and other waterbirds.  
	Response 16-2: See Response 11-2.
	Response 16-3: We appreciate your input regarding fishing at Pahranagat NWR. Your input will be considered as we develop a fisheries management plan.
	Response 16-4: Comment acknowledged. See Responses 11-2 and 16-3.
	Response 16-5: The preferred alternative includes construction of a new visitor contact station.  The specific design of the visitor contact station will be addressed in a step-down NEPA document. Your input on its features is appreciated and will be considered.
	Response 16-6: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 16-7: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative includes the development of additional parking as well as new turn lanes off the highway so visitors can more safely enter and exit Pahranagat NWR.
	Response 16-8: Comment noted.  The restoration planning effort has been initiated and will evaluate opportunities for restoring riparian habitat (such as willows and cottonwood trees) at Pahranagat NWR.
	Response 16-9: Comment acknowledged.  We plan to provide periodic updates to the local community as the restoration planning effort progresses.
	Response 16-10: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 16-11: Comment acknowledged.

	M.17 Douglas Miller, August 7, 2008
	Response 17-1: Comment acknowledged.  We agree that the primary function of Pahranagat NWR is wildlife management and that visitors should be allowed to enjoy Refuge resources.  Congress has established clear priorities for public uses on refuges in the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997:  hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, photography, environmental education, and interpretation.  The Improvement Act requires us to give these priority public uses enhanced consideration over other uses in planning and management.  With this in mind, we developed plans in the preferred alternative to maximize opportunities for the priority public uses in a manner that is compatible with Refuge purposes and available staffing and funding.

	M.18 Garry Scott McGuire, August 7, 2008
	Response 18-1: Comment noted.  Please see Response 11-2.
	Response 18-2: Please see Response 11-2.  The preferred alternative does include expansion of environmental education and interpretative programs on Pahranagat NWR.
	Response 18-3: Comment acknowledged.  We look forward to working with the residents of Alamo in the future.

	M.19 Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management, August 13, 2008
	Response 19-1: We agree that addition of the referenced properties to the proposed Moapa Valley NWR expansion makes sense from a riparian landscape management perspective.  The CCP/EIS and land protection plan have been revised to include these lands as requested.

	M.20 Bruce Burnett, August 13, 2008
	Response 20-1: Moapa Valley NWR was established to protect the Moapa dace and its habitat.  Our restoration and management is focused on achieving this Refuge purpose.  Our policy regarding palm trees is to remove trees that are adversely affecting the hydrology of springs and channels on Moapa Valley NWR.  We also remove and/or trim palm trees that could increase the risk of wildfire spreading on or off the Refuge.

	M.21 Betty and Bob Davenport (and Kato), August 22, 2008
	Response 21-1: Comment appreciated.
	Response 21-2: Comment noted.  The preferred alternative includes development of new trails and wildlife observation/photo blinds.
	Response 21-3: Comment noted.  The restoration planning effort, which has been initiated, is evaluating management options for sandhill cranes on Pahranagat NWR.
	Response 21-4: Comment noted.  The preferred alternative was revised in the Final CCP/EIS to eliminate the foot-access restriction in the day use area.
	Response 21-5: Comment noted.  We agree that Pahranagat NWR’s strategic location and diversity of resources are a value to the public.

	M.22 The Nature Conservancy, August 25, 2008
	Response 22-1: Comment appreciated.  See Response 19-1.

	M.23 Center for Biological Diversity, August 27, 2008
	Response 23-1: The preferred alternative for each refuge includes measures to protect water resources for the species that depend upon them.  See Response 39-13.  In addition, the preferred alternative for Pahranagat includes acquiring additional water rights from willing sellers.
	Response 23-2: Please see Appendix K, Table 3 which includes the estimated salary and non-salary operation and maintenance cost to fully implement the CCP.  This table identifies both existing and proposed staffing.  The purpose of the CCP is to identify these needs over a 15-year span.  New positions are subject to availability of funding.
	Response 23-3: Comment appreciated.
	Response 23-4: Comment appreciated.
	Response 23-5: Comment acknowledged.  We have added a hydrology research strategy (2.2.10) to pursue funding and implement the Ash Meadows Embedded Model within the Death Valley Regional Flow Model to address these concerns and better understand these data gaps.  Furthermore, whenever we plan restoration projects on the Refuge, our Section 7 consultation includes the Devils Hole pupfish.
	Response 23-6: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 23-7: Comment appreciated.
	Response 23-8: Fencing the southern boundary is included in Alternative C.
	Response 23-9: We agree that fire is not beneficial in all landscapes.  The alternatives maps in the final CCP have been revised to show areas where fire may be managed for resource benefits.  The text of the Final EIS has been changed to provide more clarity.
	Response 23-10: Comment appreciated.
	Response 23-11: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 23-12: Comment appreciated.
	Response 23-13: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 23-14: Comment appreciated.

	M.24 Ted Cassidy, August 29, 2008
	Response 24-1: We have modified the preferred alternative in the Final CCP/EIS to maintain the existing upland game hunting area. 
	Response 24-2: Your input on management of the marsh is appreciated.  The restoration planning effort which has been initiated will explore options for improving marsh habitat.

	M.25 Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs (Alice Baldrica), September 2, 2008
	Response 25-1: Comment acknowledged.  We will coordinate with the SHPO during preparation of the cultural resources management plan and consider including others when identifying resources for interpretation opportunities.  We will continue to submit our data findings to SHPO.  The text of strategy 5.1.5 has been revised to clarify this ongoing practice.
	Response 25-2: Comment acknowledged.  The text has been revised to clarify that we will consult and coordinate with the SHPO for site selection and interpretation development of selected sites.
	Response 25-3: Comment acknowledged.  The strategies for all refuges have been revised to reflect that we will coordinate with the existing site stewardship programs.

	M.26 Edward Wheeler, September 3, 2008
	Response 26-1: Comment acknowledged.  Due to threats associated with spread of the invasive quagga mussel, it is imperative to restrict boat access to these waters in order to reduce the threat to the endemic aquatic species.

	M.27 Nevada State Clearinghouse, September 4, 2008
	Response 27-1: Thank you for forwarding the comments from the Division of Water Resources and SHPO.

	M.28 Russell E. Waite, September 8, 2008
	Response 28-1: See response to comment 9-1.
	Response 28-2: Once the restoration planning effort is completed, we will work with Nevada Department of Wildlife to prepare a revised fisheries management plan which will evaluate options for managing fisheries on Pahranagat Refuge.
	Response 28-3: Your input on food plots for waterfowl and deer is appreciated and will be considered in the ongoing restoration planning effort.
	Response 28-4: Comment acknowledged.

	M.29 Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management, September 8, 2008
	Response 29-1: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with applicable permits.
	Response 29-2: Comment acknowledged.  Management of the Refuges outside Clark County will include compliance with NDEP requirements.
	Response 29-3: Comment acknowledged.  We will obtain dust control permits for applicable actions in Clark County.
	Response 29-4: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with the Clean Air Act and its implementing regulations.
	Response 29-5: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with Clark County air quality regulations for actions on the Desert NWR.
	Response 29-6: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with Clark County air quality regulations for actions on the Desert and Moapa Valley NWRs.
	Response 29-7: Comment acknowledged.  We will comply with the Clean Water Act for applicable actions.

	M.30 Brad Loveday, September 8, 2008
	Response 30-1: The preferred alternative includes development of a new visitor contact station on Pahranagat NWR.
	Response 30-2: See response to comment 28-2.

	M.31 Red Rock Audubon Society (John E. Hiatt), September 9, 2008
	Response 31-1: We appreciate your suggestions for organizing the CCP/EIS.  The format and organization of the draft and final CCP/EIS follow the standard format for environmental impact statements.  However, after the Record of Decision is signed, the document will be reformatted into a stand-alone CCP organized in a more user-friendly fashion similar to this suggestion.
	Response 31-2: Comment acknowledged.  Although SNPLMA funds may not be used to hire permanent personnel, they can and have been used to fund contract and term positions.  We do recognize that SNPLMA funds have limitations and we continue to explore other funding options to bring the plan to fruition.  Furthermore, we realistically acknowledge that if funds are unavailable, some aspects of the plan may not be implemented.
	Response 31-3: Please see Response 31-1.
	Response 31-4: Section 1.7 gives a concise description of the historic land uses of the different refuges and describes the impacts from pre-refuge development.  In addition, we feel that existing and proposed refuge outreach and environmental education efforts are the best venues for informing the public of these challenges and issues.
	Response 31-5: Comment appreciated.
	Response 31-6: The CCP/EIS text has been revised to reflect that road and parking area improvements may be made under Alternative C.
	Response 31-7: The CCP/EIS has been revised to remove the reference to desert pavement as a means of soil stabilization.  We will continue to research other soil stabilization techniques.
	Response 31-8: The purpose of the proposed improvements to Alamo and Mormon Well Roads is to reduce visitor safety hazards and minimize resource impacts.  Several miles of Alamo Road are located in the Desert Dry lake bed and become impassible during periods of rain.  Likewise, several sections of Mormon Well Road are constructed in a wash and are subject to severe erosion during rainstorms.  As a result, both roads can be hazardous to Refuge visitors and employees.  The proposed improvements are aimed at stabilizing these sections of road.
	Response 31-9: See Response 23-9.
	Response 31-10: Comment acknowledged.  CCP/EIS changed to reflect importance of vegetation maintenance for both reducing fire risk and limiting cover for bighorn sheep predators.
	Response 31-11: Comment acknowledged.  We will coordinate with BLM on decommissioning the fire roads.  Fencing is proposed for sections of the eastern boundary due to the Coyote Springs development.  As the population of Coyote Springs Valley increases, we anticipate an increase in inappropriate uses similar to our experience along the southern boundary.  Fencing would be designed to protect Refuge resources while allowing the free movement of wildlife, especially desert bighorn sheep.
	Response 31-12: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 31-13: The existing headquarters site was selected for the new visitor contact station for several reasons.  First, the site is already disturbed and utilities are present so it would be most cost effective.  Second, the location near Upper Pahranagat Lake would likely have a greater impact on wildlife due to the presence of sensitive riparian habitat.
	Response 31-14: The proposed alternative for Pahranagat Refuge includes the development of acceleration and deceleration lanes along U.S. 93 to improve the safety of visitors as they enter and exit the Refuge.
	Response 31-15: The area west of Pahranagat NWR was included in the 1.4 million-acre Desert Wilderness proposal, which was forwarded to Congress in 1974.  This area, which at the time was administered by BLM, was transferred to the Service by Public Law 108-424.

	M.32 Nevada Power/Sierra Pacific Power (Eileen Wynkoop), September 9, 2008
	Response 32-1: As described in the programmatic EIS for the West Wide Energy Corridor, “Although the Proposed Action identifies potential corridors crossing national wildlife refuge lands, the USFWS would not be amending plans designating these segments as energy transport corridors.  Development on these refuges may only occur if the specific proposed project is determined to be compatible with the purposes of the refuges and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS).  Existing refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plans may require amendments, should a specific project be found compatible, and subsequent ROW permitting by the USFWS would occur.”  
	Response 32-2: See Response 32-1.
	Response 32-3: Comment noted.  We will coordinate with the companies regarding construction of post and cable fencing along Refuge boundaries.

	M.33 City of North Las Vegas (Gregory E. Rose), September 9, 2008
	Response 33-1: Comment appreciated.
	Response 33-2: We will continue to coordinate with the City of North Las Vegas regarding adjacent development and access to the Desert Wildlife Refuge along the southern boundary.

	M.34 Nevada Department of Wildlife (D. Bradford Hardenbrook), September 9, 2008
	Response 34-1: Comment appreciated.
	Response 34-2: Comment noted.  The preferred alternative includes the use of prescribed fire and fuel treatments to maintain habitat and treat hazardous fuels.  More specific information is contained in the fire management plan and the integrated pest management plan for Ash Meadows NWR.
	Response 34-3: The preferred alternative for Ash Meadows was revised to include coordination with the Service’s Private Lands Program, which is currently working with private landowners in the removal of salt cedar and the planting of native species.
	Response 34-4: The preferred alternative in the Final CCP/EIS includes the preparation of a hunting step-down plan which will address all hunting opportunities on Ash Meadows NWR.  We are currently collecting data that will inform the development of the hunting step-down plan.
	Response 34-5: Comment appreciated.
	Response 34-6: The 8,503 acres of BLM-administered land that were transferred to the Service to be managed as part of the Desert NWR are located at the northeastern boundary of the Desert NWR and the western boundary of Pahranagat NWR.  This is shown on all EIS figures depicting the Desert NWR boundary.
	Response 34-7: The CCP/EIS was revised to include monitoring permanent plots throughout Desert NWR for both Alternatives C and D.
	Response 34-8: The CCP/EIS was revised to clarify that all springs and catchments on Desert NWR would be maintained.  In addition, Alternative C was modified to include regular monitoring of flow rates of springs throughout Desert NWR.
	Response 34-9: Comment acknowledged.  We will consider raptor-specific surveys.
	Response 34-10: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-11: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-12: The final CCP/EIS has been updated to reflect the 2005 and 2006 fire occurrences.  In addition, text has been added to address the impact of invasive, non-native vegetation on fire management decisions.
	Response 34-13: The order of the discussion is consistent with other refuge descriptions.  White Hot Spring was changed to White Spot Spring, which is consistent with the cited reference.
	Response 34-14: The scientific name for the desert bighorn sheep was moved to the correct location.
	Response 34-15: The CCP/EIS maps have been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-16: The CCP/EIS has been revised to include a more appropriate reference for desert bighorn sheep movements.
	Response 34-17: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-18: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-19: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested
	Response 34-20: Comment appreciated.
	Response 34-21: Comment noted.  We will coordinate with NDOW regarding future removal and thinning efforts.
	Response 34-22: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested
	Response 34-23: Comment appreciated.
	Response 34-24: The CCP/EIS has been revised to remove the proposed modification of the upland game hunt area from the preferred alternative for Pahranagat.
	Response 34-25: Comment noted.  The referenced text has been changed to “A wheelchair accessible hunting blind . . .”  
	Response 34-26: The referenced Compatibility Determination has been revised to include the stipulation prohibiting pack goats and llamas.
	Response 34-27: Comment acknowledged.  Text within the document and table title has been changed to define the meaning of special status species and use it consistently throughout the document.  
	Response 34-28: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested
	Response 34-29: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-30: Tables in Appendix H have been reviewed and updated, as appropriate.
	Response 34-31: The referenced question mark has been removed from Table 4.
	Response 34-32: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-33: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-34: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-35: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-36: The CCP/EIS has been revised as suggested.
	Response 34-37: The requested change has been made in the CCP/EIS, as appropriate.
	Response 34-38: The requested changes have been made in the CCP/EIS, as appropriate.

	M.35 Environmental Protection Agency, September 9, 2008
	Response 35-1: Comment appreciated.
	Response 35-2: The referenced project has been added to the cumulative impacts section.  Desert NWR Complex staff have been and will continue to coordinate with FHWA and other stakeholders involved with this project.
	Response 35-3: The CCP/EIS air quality discussion within section 4.1.1 has been revised to reflect that the Las Vegas Valley airshed is in nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone standard.
	Response 35-4: The CCP/EIS text has been changed to explain that no known resources are present but that ground disturbing activities may result in the finding of such resources.

	M.36 Defenders of Wildlife, September 9, 2008
	Response 36-1: We agree that existing and proposed groundwater withdrawals and the potential effects of climate change are significant issues on all four Refuges.  As a part of water resources management, the Service would continue to monitor water parameters at springs and wells, compare water quality and quantity with past measurements on a biannual basis, and implement measures in coordination with the State Engineer to defend water rights and mitigate substantial changes in water flow or temperature and maintain constant water parameters.  The Service will also monitor changes in the environment, such as changes in vegetation communities, wildlife trends, and surface and groundwater levels, to assess the effects of climate change on the Refuges.  Climate change impacts will be further analyzed in project-specific NEPA documents, as appropriate.
	Response 36-2: We agree that climate change and its potential effects on fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats is a significant problem on all refuges.  The discussion of climate change in chapter 4 has been substantially expanded.  In addition, the preferred alternatives for each Refuge have been revised to include modeling of climate change and its effects on refuge resources.  We currently have a proposal with NDOW and several other partners to implement such a project on Desert and Pahranagat Wildlife Refuges, pending available funding.   Climate change impacts will be further analyzed in project-specific NEPA documents, as appropriate. 
	Response 36-3: See response to comment 36-2.
	Response 36-4: Currently, little or no information exists on how climate change may affect the many special status and endemic species which occur on the Desert Refuge Complex.  The preferred alternative for each refuge includes expansion of inventory and monitoring which is a key part of detecting climate change impacts.  In addition, we have revised the preferred alternative for each refuge to include modeling of climate change impact scenarios and development of adaptation strategies. 
	Response 36-5: Section 4.1.1 in the CCP/EIS has been revised to include more information on the potential influence of climate change on wildfires. 
	Response 36-6: The Nevada Test Site, and thus the Nevada Desert Research Center (NDRC), are adjacent to but not within the boundaries of the Desert Wildlife Refuge.  However, we will explore opportunities for collaboration with the NDRC.
	Response 36-7: Comment acknowledged.  See response to comment 36-2.
	Response 36-8: We agree that groundwater development on is a significant concern for the Refuges.  Section 2.3 of the CCP/EIS has been revised to include the impacts of potential groundwater development as a planning issue for each refuge.  Furthermore, the alternatives for each refuge include an action to work with the State Engineer’s office to defend existing water rights.  In addition, the water resources section (4.1.1) in the affected environment has been expanded with a discussion of some of the potential options for defending refuge water rights.
	Response 36-9: The CCP/EIS has been revised to include an action to defend water rights for each Refuge, including Moapa Valley.
	Response 36-10: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative for Moapa Valley Refuge in the final CCP/EIS includes expansion of the acquisition boundary by 1,765 acres, including the former Warm Springs Ranch.
	Response 36-11: The CCP/EIS Summary has been revised to include potential impacts resulting from existing and proposed groundwater development as both a major issue and an area of controversy.  We have also expanded the water resources discussion in the Final CCP/EIS to reflect groundwater concerns potentially affecting the refuges and actions we have taken to address these concerns.
	Response 36-12: See response to comments 38-9 and 38-11.  The CCP/EIS has been revised to include more information on pending groundwater development proposals, including SNWA’s proposed Groundwater Development Project.  

	M.37 Paul B. Aguirre, September 9, 2008
	Response 37-1: Comment appreciated.  We plan to continue to keep Mormon Well and the portion of Alamo Road south and north of the Desert Dry Lake open to the public.  Furthermore, we are evaluating options for reopening the portion of Alamo Road which traverses the Desert Dry Lake, if feasible.
	Response 37-2: Comment appreciated.

	M.38 Southern Nevada Water Authority (John J. Entsminger), September 9, 2008
	Response 38-1: This Appropriate Refuge Uses Policy was promulgated under the authority of the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 668dd–668ee) and the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (16 USC 460k).  The draft policy was made available for public comment in the Federal Register on January 16, 2001 (66 FR 3673).  The initial public comment period closed March 19, 2001.  However, the comment period was extended several times, and eventually ended June 30, 2001.  The Notice of Availability of the final policy, which included a response to comments on the draft, was published in the Federal Register on June 26, 2006 (71 FR 36408).  The final Appropriate Refuge Uses Policy took effect on July, 26, 2006.  This policy is currently in effect and applies to all existing and proposed uses of the Desert National Wildlife Refuge Complex.
	Response 38-2: The references to water monitoring in Appendix G, Table 1 were included in error.  No compatibility determinations (CDs) exist for this specific use because in this particular instance, it was determined to be a refuge management activity and thus did not require a compatibility determination.  These references were removed in the final CCP/EIS.
	Response 38-3: Water monitoring is not always considered a refuge management activity.  Any such activity will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis pursuant to Service policy
	Response 38-4: We will make a case-by-case determination whether proposed mitigation or other activities on refuge lands are considered a refuge management activity or are subject to an appropriateness finding  and compatibility determination, in accordance with 603 FW 1 and 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Service Manual. According to this policy, a refuge management activity is “an activity conducted by the Service or a Service-authorized agent to fulfill one or more purposes of the national wildlife refuge, or the National Wildlife Refuge System Mission. . .”
	Response 38-5: See response to comment 39-5.  Furthermore, as pointed out in the SNWA comments, the Service’s compatibility policy (603 FW 2) states that “We will not allow compensatory mitigation to make a proposed refuge use compatible.”  Our determination on whether or not a proposed use is compatible will be based entirely on its potential impacts and any avoidance or minimization measures.  The foundation of the Monitoring, Management, and Mitigation (3-M) plan developed as part of the November 2005 Tikaboo/Three Lakes Stipulation was that all groundwater development by SNWA would be off refuge lands and would be located south of the refuge in the Three Lakes South Hydrographic Basin. There was never any consideration of groundwater development on the refuge in the plan.  This stipulation only considered the change applications proposed by SNWA in Three Lakes South. Furthermore, all the parties to the Stipulation agreed to implement the Monitoring, Management, and Mitigation Plan “…if and only if the Nevada State Engineer grants SNWA’s Applications for changes in points of diversion for permits 53950, 53951, 54060, 54068, and 54069, in total or in part.  In the event the Nevada State Engineer only grants SNWA’s Applications for changes in points of diversion for permits 54062 and 54066, in total or in part, SNWA agrees that it shall negotiate in good faith with the federal agencies to develop ‘sufficient monitoring and plans for mitigation of impacts, including cessation of pumping, if necessary’.”  In the ruling on these change applications, the State Engineer did not grant any of the change applications for permits 53950, 53951, 54060, 54068, and 54069, in total or in part.  According to the stipulation, this means the 3-M plan originally negotiated by the parties terminated by its own terms.
	Response 38-6: Comment appreciated.
	Response 38-7: While we are skeptical that any such use on the Desert NWR would be considered compatible, we will determine compatibility of proposed uses on a case-by-case basis in accordance with our Appropriateness and Compatibility Policies (603 FW 1 and 2).  Evidence suggests that groundwater development on Desert NWR would impact Service water rights and trust resources at Desert NWR, Ash Meadows NWR, and Devils Hole (see State Engineer Rulings from the Amargosa Basin and the Three Lakes/Tikaboo Basins). 
	Response 38-8: The statement regarding development adjacent to the southern boundary refers to residential and related development proposed by the City of North Las Vegas and the City of Las Vegas.  The purpose of this statement was to express our desire to work with city governments and other stakeholders to ensure that refuge purposes are taken into consideration in any development plans near our boundaries.  Any proposed uses within the refuge boundaries will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the Service’s compatibility and appropriateness policies.
	Response 38-9: Requests for water pipeline rights-of-way or other proposed uses will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in accordance with our Appropriateness and Compatibility Policies (603 FW 1 and 2). 
	Response 38-10: Comment noted.  Subsequent to the release of the Draft CCP/EIS, the Service’s Final Policy on Wilderness Stewardship was published in the Federal Register (see 73 FR 67876).
	Response 38-11: The referenced sections have been revised to include additional discussion about groundwater hydrology, including the complexity of the regional carbonate aquifer. This discussion also recognizes that there are different interpretations of the data used to characterize the groundwater system and its susceptibility to stressors.
	Response 38-12: The water resources discussion in section 4.1.1 of the CCP/EIS has been revised to include a description of some of the options we have to protect refuge water resources 
	Response 38-13: See response to comments 39-11 and 39-12.
	Response 38-14: Section 4.3.1 (water resources) of the CCP/EIS has been revised to more accurately reflect the existing monitoring wells on Desert NWR.
	Response 38-15: See response to Comment 39-17.
	Response 38-16: The information in the HRT Baseline Report, completed in 2007, was compiled from data generally through 2006.  Some of this information has already been updated by more recent work (such as Mayer and Congdon 2008).  All of it will likely continue to be updated and changed through the additional study and work products of the HRT members.  The CCP/EIS summarizes the issues leading to the establishment of the MOA (existing declines in water levels and springs; a Biological Opinion for a pipeline enabling additional carbonate pumping) and briefly mentions the current status of water monitoring sites and water level/spring discharge trends within this context.  Readers can refer to ancillary documents for more specific information. The text of the CCP/EIS has been revised to more fully discuss the monitoring, activities, data collection, and water level decline trends.We recognize that climate affects ground water levels in the Muddy River Area. In a peer-reviewed article in the journal Ground Water, Mayer and Congdon (2008) showed that the response of groundwater levels to climate in this area is limited to very wet years, and that there was no response to dry or average years.  This analysis also demonstrated that the decline in groundwater levels that began in 1998 was not caused by drought.  The decline began in 1998, which was a very wet year.  Groundwater levels did not decline during similar droughts that preceded 1998, the year that groundwater pumping increased so significantly.  Local climate records do not show a consistent drought from 1998 to 2004, the period of groundwater level declines.  Finally, wells outside of the Muddy River/Coyote Springs/CA Wash area do not show a similar response to what is claimed to be a regional drought. The draft Consensus Statement by the HRT acknowledges that the trends in groundwater levels cannot be explained with climate alone; rather, it is necessary to add pumping or some other parameter as an explanatory variable (page 4 in consensus statement).
	Response 38-17: Figures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 have been revised to show the correct extent of the Muddy River perennial flow.
	Response 38-18: The referenced section of the CCP/EIS has been revised to reflect the issues with data quality at these sites prior to 1998.  Groundwater monitoring data quality is a dynamic issue and one that is continually being addressed and resolved through the work of the HRT, the USGS, and others.  Past flow records have been “cleaned up” or significantly improved at sites such as Pedersen Spring and Corn Creek Springs.  We know a great deal more about what data are regarded as poor quality than we did when we first started evaluating these records.  We anticipate that this will continue to be an area of further refinement and improvement.  The need for a precise statement on the quality of spring discharge data is one of the points the Service has been making in the HRT meetings.  It is more appropriately addressed in the HRT documents rather than in the CCP.  This comment clearly calls attention to the need for such a statement.  Also, see Response 38-16. 
	Response 38-19: While we agree that the volume of water pumped from the carbonate aquifer did not exceed the volume of water diverted from springs until 1999, we do not believe this information is relevant to the existing discussion referenced in the comment.
	Response 38-20: The CCP/EIS text in section 4.4.1 has been revised to clarify that SNWA’s existing and proposed groundwater wells are in Coyote Springs Valley.  Redistributing pumping to move groundwater withdrawals further from the Moapa Valley NWR is certainly a strategy to consider.  However, the information available to date suggests that this strategy may only delay impacts to the springs and potentially make any impacts more difficult to mitigate.  Future data collection and analysis such as that being done through the HRT may enable us to better understand whether the proposed strategy will effectively protect the springs from upgradient pumping.
	Response 38-21: The reference to palm trees in this section was removed from the CCP/EIS.  
	Response 38-22: Section 4.4.1 has been updated to more accurately reflect the status of water rights within the vicinity of Moapa Valley NWR.
	Response 38-23: The Final CCP/EIS Section 4.4.1 has been revised to include a summary of the Muddy River MOA.  More details on the MOA are included in the Management Considerations section of the Land Protection Plan.
	Response 38-24: The Final CCP/EIS Section 4.4.1 has been revised to accurately describe the Service’s water rights for Moapa Valley NWR.
	Response 38-25: Comment noted.  The referenced statements have been changed to reflect that the species mentioned do not occur on the Refuge.
	Response 38-26: Comment noted.  The referenced paragraph has been revised to more accurately reflect potential cumulative impacts of groundwater development.
	Response 38-27: Comment noted.  Text within the referenced section was revised to clarify that we will monitor spring discharge on the Refuge to determine if pumping activities within and outside the Refuge may be affecting it.  In addition, we also included a summary of the Delamar, Dry Lake, and Cave Valleys stipulated agreement in 3.1.1.
	Response 38-28: The CCP/EIS and Land Protection Plan have been revised to reflect the current name for the property.
	Response 38-29: The Management Considerations section in the Land Protection Plan describes the conservation measures that SNWA and other signatories have committed to in the Memorandum of Understanding.  Both the Land Protection Plan and the EIS have been updated to show cooperative agreement, memorandum of understanding, and/or transfer as the preferred protection method for the Warm Springs Natural Area.
	Response 38-30: The Land Protection Plan and CCP/EIS have been revised to include the entire Warm Springs Natural Area within the proposed expansion area.
	Response 38-31: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 38-32: See response to comment 39-30.
	Response 38-33: The Final CCP/EIS Section 1.7.3 Refuge Partnerships has been revised to include SNWA as a Refuge partner.
	Response 38-34: Both the Land Protection Plan and the EIS have been updated to show cooperative agreement, memorandum of understanding, and/or transfer as the preferred protection method for the Warm Springs Natural Area.
	Response 38-35: See Response 39-35.

	M.39 Nellis Air Force Base (Sheryl K. Parker), September 10, 2008
	Response 39-1: Sections 1.7.2, 3.3.1, and Table 3.6-2 have been revised to clarify access restrictions that apply to the DOD-withdrawn lands.
	Response 39-2: The U.S. Air Force Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) is described in Section 1.5, Relationship to Regional Goals.
	Response 39-3: Sections 3.3.1 and Table 3.6-2 have been revised to include consideration of Fish and Wildlife Service and Air Force assets in wildfire management.
	Response 39-4: The Final EIS Figures 1.1-1, 1.7-2, 3.3-1, 3.3-2, 3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 4.3-5, and Summary Figures 1, 3, and 7, have been revised to clarify DOD-withdrawn lands.
	Response 39-5: Both sections referenced were revised to reflect Desert NWR is located immediately north of the cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas.
	Response 39-6: The referenced figures have been revised to show the correct locations of springs.  
	Response 39-7: See Response 39-4.  Figure 3 (Summary) and 1.7-2 (FEIS) have been revised to use the same symbol to designate DOD-withdrawn lands as other maps.
	Response 39-8: This figure and others showing DOD’s withdrawn lands have been corrected in the final CCP/EIS.
	Response 39-9: The footnote on Figure 3 in the Summary has been deleted to avoid confusion.   
	Response 39-10: The compatibility policy discussion in Section 1.4 Legal and Policy Guidance correctly states that compatibility determinations are not required when other federal agencies have primary jurisdiction and the activity is in accordance with a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) governing use of the land.  Our compatibility policy (603 FW 2, Section 2.10[B][1]) further states that “where reserved rights or legal mandates provide that we must allow certain activities, we should not prepare a compatibility determination.” Based on our interpretation of the most recent Nellis Air Force Range withdrawal (Public Law [PL] 106-65), Air Force activities on Desert NWR that are in accordance with the existing Air Force/Fish and Wildlife Service MOU are considered legal mandates and are not subject to compatibility determinations.  Conversely, activities not covered in the existing MOU are subject to the compatibility policy and regulations.
	Response 39-11: Section 1.7.2 History of Establishment and Acquisition has been revised to clarify that we have administrative jurisdiction over the Desert Refuge pursuant to PL 106-65.  We also included further clarification that PL 106-65 transferred primary jurisdiction of 112,000 acres of bombing impact areas on Desert Refuge from the Service to DOD, and that we retained secondary jurisdiction over these lands.
	Response 39-12: We disagree that the sentence regarding recreational opportunities in the vision statement is misleading.  Vision statements are broad characterizations of what we hope a refuge will be based on Desert NWR purposes and the Refuge System mission.  Not all elements of the vision statement need apply to every unit of a refuge.  Many refuges have units that are seasonally or completely closed to the public and address recreational opportunities in their vision statements.  Nevertheless, we have added additional text to the CCP/EIS to clarify that the western half of Desert NWR is closed to the general public (see section 1.7.2 and Figure 4.3-5).
	Response 39-13: Wilderness stipulations are located on pages 25 and 26 of the 1974 wilderness proposal, which is found in Appendix I-2 of the CCP/EIS.
	Response 39-14: Comment noted.  We would be happy to include DOD in the outreach program for Desert Refuge.
	Response 39-15: The proposed wilderness was not discussed in Chapters 4 or 5 because it is treated the same in all the alternatives.  In other words, the treatment of wilderness in the action alternatives is the same as the no-action alternative.  Nevertheless, we have revised section 1.7.2, Special Designations, to include more information about the proposed wilderness.
	Response 39-16: Desert NWR Strategy 3.1.2 has been revised as suggested.
	Response 39-17: Desert NWR Objective 3.3 has been revised to reflect that we will prepare a revised wilderness proposal in coordination with the DOD.
	Response 39-18: To the best of our knowledge, the document contained within Appendix I is the proposal that was submitted to Congress.  In the Final CCP/EIS, we have included a separate document that accompanied the proposal to Congress:  “Changes as a result of the public hearing.”
	Response 39-19: Comment acknowledged.  See response to comment 39-17.  We plan to coordinate with the DOD when preparing the revised wilderness proposal for Desert NWR.  The issues raised by the commenter can be addressed at that time.
	Response 39-20: Appendix J was prepared in 2003 by Bruce Zeller, the former Refuge wildlife biologist.  The purpose of this document was to explain the basis for bighorn sheep population objectives on Desert NWR.  Section 4.3.2 Wildlife has more recent sheep population data, based on NDOW surveys.

	M.40 Gary and Darla Davis, received September 11, 2008
	Response 40-1: The reservoir was drained to address safety issues regarding the outlet structure of the dam.  We plan to repair the outlet structure this summer.  In addition, we are exploring options for future management of the Upper Pahranagat Lake/North Marsh in the ongoing restoration planning process.
	Response 40-2: We suggest you contact the Nevada Department of Wildlife (702-486-5127) to address this concern. Alternatively, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services office in Reno may be able to assist you.  Their phone number is (775) 851-4848.

	M.41 Comments from Public Meetings
	M-41 Comments from Public Meetings
	Response 41-1: See Section 3.3. A new entrance sign and information kiosk will be located at the Mormon Well Road entrance under Alternative B, C, and D. 
	Response 41-2: Comment appreciated.
	Response 41-3: We are currently planning to use post and cable fencing along the southern boundary.
	Response 41-4: See Response 19-1.
	Response 41-5: Yes.  See Response 38-30.
	Response 41-6: See Sections 3.2 and 4.2.2. Until a hunt plan is completed, hunting for waterfowl and upland game would continue to be allowed on most of the Refuge, consistent with Service and State of Nevada policies and regulations. In general, the current hunt area includes the entire Refuge except for the area around the current Refuge headquarters.  
	Response 41-7: See Section 4.2.2. Bighorn sheep are occasionally observed at Point of Rocks and the steep terrain on the northeast portion of the Refuge.
	Response 41-8: Mountain lions have been sighted infrequently on the Refuge.  
	Response 41-9: See Section 4.2.1.  The Service is currently engaged in restoration activities in attempt to restore the area to its natural historic condition. The overall goal of the Refuge is to re-direct spring outflows back into former natural channels, restore native riparian and upland vegetation, and remove unnecessary structures such as roads, fences, dams, levees, and power lines. 
	Response 41-10: See Section 4.2.2.  Devils hole is a 40-acre inholding within Ash Meadows NWR, which is managed by Death Valley National Park.  The Service has a responsibility to jointly manage threatened and endangered species, including Devils Hole pupfish.  
	Response 41-11: See Section 4.2.2.  We manage Ash Meadows Refuge for Ash Meadows Amargosa pupfish, Warm Springs pupfish, Devils Hole pupfish, Ash Meadows speckled dace, and a wide variety of other wildlife and plants.  
	Response 41-12: See Section 4.3.2.  Burros do not currently occur on the Refuge because the boundary is completely fenced. 
	Response 41-13: See Section 4.2.4.  The number of visitors annually to the Refuge is estimated by traffic counters that count the number of cars entering the Refuge. Based on recent estimates, Ash Meadows NWR receives approximately 65,000 visitors annually.  
	Response 41-14: Information about the existing and proposed budgets for Ash Meadows NWR and the other refuges is contained in Appendix K.
	Response 41-15: See Sections 3.2.1 and 1.5.4.  Restoration activities on the Refuge attempt to restore species to the their historic ranges, establish self-sustaining populations, remove threats from their habitats, restore historic water flows in historic channels, and restore plant and aquatic communities to historic structure and composition.  By restoring natural habitat, endemic species are expected to expand their range and increase in population. 
	Response 41-16:  The shading represents various vegetation control and/or restoration alternatives as described in the Alternative Highlights legends.
	Response 41-17: Comment appreciated.
	Response 41-18: Pahrump buckwheat has not been observed on Ash Meadows NWR.
	Response 41-19: Leather-leaf ash trees are present throughout the Ash Meadows Refuge.
	Response 41-20: See Section 5.2.2.  The Service prepared an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Plan in 2006 and is beginning to implement strategies to manage invasive species.  A more active invasive species removal program would be implemented under Alternatives B and C to control non-native and invasive plants throughout the Refuge.  Specifically, the Service would remove 50 to 75 percent of salt cedar and Russian knapweed populations under Alternative B and 75 to 95 percent of their populations under Alternative C. 
	Response 41-21: Section 1.3 describes the purpose and need for a CCP.  A CCP provides long-range guidance on refuge management through its vision, goals, objectives, and strategies.  The CCP also provides a basis for a long-term adaptive management process that will include monitoring the progress of management actions, evaluating and adjusting management actions based on new information or techniques, and revising management and monitoring plans accordingly.  
	Response 41-22: Appendix K contains a list of projects proposed in the CCP and their cost.  This appendix also describes the existing and proposed staffing levels needed to implement these projects.  CCPs provide long-term guidance for management decisions and set forth goals, objectives, and strategies needed to accomplish refuge purposes and identify the Service’s best estimate of future needs.  These plans detail program planning levels that are sometimes substantially above current budget allocations and, as such, are primarily for Service strategic planning and program prioritization purposes.  The plans do not constitute a commitment for staffing increases, operational and maintenance increases, or funding for future land acquisition.
	Response 41-23: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 41-24: See Section 5.3.1.  Prescribed fire will be used to restore vegetation characteristics representative of a natural fire regime under Alternatives C and D.
	Response 41-25: See Section 3.4.4, and response 6-2.  The primary management objective of the Moapa NWR is to protect and restore habitat for the Moapa dace and contribute to its recovery. This was the primary factor in determining what properties to include in the proposed expansion area.
	Response 41-26: See Response 38-33
	Response 41-27: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative does include management of cultural resources, including Black Canyon.
	Response 41-28: Comment acknowledged.  The preferred alternative does include cultural resource interpretation, in coordination with culturally affiliated tribes.
	Response 41-29: Though the Moapa dace population went through a period of decline until 2007, it has stabilized in the last two years. 
	Response 41-30: See Section 4.2.2.  Blue tilapia were illegally introduced into the upper Muddy River and tributaries.  The Service, NDOW, and other collaborators have been conducting a program to eradicate blue tilapia from the Muddy River system and control other non-native populations in order to facilitate recovery of Moapa dace and restore Moapa White River springfish to historic population levels. 
	Response 41-31: Comment acknowledged.  Moapa dace were not present on the property prior to restoration.  The Service is working with partners to address potential flooding concerns of downstream property owners.
	Response 41-32: Soil and gravel used in all restoration projects come from local sources.
	Response 41-33: The 1994 fire devastated the Moapa dace population on the Pederson unit of the Refuge and required reintroduction efforts.
	Response 41-34: See Appendix H, Biological Resources.
	Response 41-35: Per the requirements of the SNPLMA funds used to purchase the Warm Springs Ranch, SNWA is required to coordinate with the Service in management of the property.
	Response 41-36: Appendix L contains a conceptual management plan for the proposed expansion area.  More detailed planning for the area will be completed if and when the Service acquires the lands (through agreement, transfer, or purchase).  
	Response 41-37: The southwest side of Moapa Refuge is not fenced and allows wildlife access to springs.  Bighorn sheep have recently been sighted on the Pederson Unit of the Refuge.
	Response 41-38: During the restoration efforts, the modified spring sources are excavated to reveal the original spring heads.   
	Response 41-39: During previous restoration projects, dace have been observed moving into newly restored habitat almost immediately after construction if access is available. 
	Response 41-40: We suspect that the odors are from the breakdown of organic materials. 
	Response 41-41: See Section 4.4.4.  The Service works with the other public land agencies in southern Nevada to coordinate volunteer work through the Southern Nevada Interagency Volunteer Program–Get Outdoors Nevada.  For more information, please contact the Desert NWR Complex headquarters at (702) 515-5450 or www.getoutdoorsnevada.org.
	Response 41-42: See Appendix L for more information on how the Service proposes to manage properties that are acquired or transferred.
	Response 41-43: The soft-shell turtle is known to occur in Moapa Valley NWR; however, the species is not considered a species of special concern.  
	Response 41-44: Raccoons are known to occur at Moapa Valley NWR and within the proposed expansion area.  The effects of raccoons on dace are not currently known.

	M.41 Comments from Public Meetings
	Response 41-45: See Section 1.7.4. 
	Response 41-46: Comment acknowledged.
	Response 41-47: Comment acknowledged.  Our primary reason for proposing to convert the campground to a day use area is that it requires significant staff and funding to operate, which detracts from other refuge management activities.
	Response 41-48: See Section 3.5.1.  Under the preferred alternative, Pahranagat NWR would continue to be open to fishing.  However, until safety issues regarding the dam that impounds Upper Pahranagat Lake are resolved, opportunities will likely be limited. 
	Response 41-49: The Refuge policy to prohibit swimming would be enforced and regulatory signs at the open water areas maintained.  Swimming poses a public health and safety concern and can adversely affect fish, wildlife, and their habitats. 
	Response 41-50: NDOW has stocked fish on the Refuge in the past but not in recent history.  
	Response 41-51: Comment acknowledged. The Service is currently proposing to locate the new visitor contact station at the current headquarters site.  
	Response 41-52: The preferred alternative for Pahranagat NWR includes construction of new interpretive trails on the Refuge.  New trails will be wheelchair accessible where feasible.
	Response 41-53: See Section 3.5.1.  Pahranagat Refuge is an important stopover location for migrating sandhill cranes.  The cranes that use the Refuge are part of the lower Colorado River population of greater sandhill cranes, which is a species of high concern in the Intermountain West Waterbird Conservation Plan.
	Response 41-54: We propose to restore the historic drainage through the Black Canyon to diversify habitat on the Refuge, in particular riparian areas.  
	Response 41-55: Potential impacts to cultural will be analyzed further in project-specific NEPA documents to be prepared for Refuge actions.  To prevent adverse impacts on cultural resources during restoration and construction activities, professional archaeologists would survey the Refuge for cultural resources and record the information and locations prior to project implementation.  This project will be fully coordinated with culturally affiliated tribes.
	Response 41-56: See response 41-52.  A step-down plan and NEPA analysis will address the purpose (use), impacts, and mitigations associated with the proposed visitor contact station development.  The design of the visitor contact station has not been initiated but we hope to include space for appropriate uses such as school groups.  
	Response 41-57: The health of the riparian habitat is being addressed in the restoration planning effort which is in progress.
	Response 41-58: The Ducks Unlimited project has been completed.
	Response 41-59: We will consider including a gift shop at the visitor contact station.
	Response 41-60: See Responses 41-52 and 41-56.  We are not currently proposing to locate the visitor contact station near Upper Lake due to the sensitivity of the habitat and lack of utilities.  However, we may consider alternative locations when we prepare the NEPA document for the project.
	Response 41-61: Funding for the visitor contact station does not include restoration or construction of other visitor facilities such as trails.
	Response 41-62: Jurisdiction of the Maynard Lake area was transferred to BLM by Public Law 108-424, which became law on November 30, 2004.
	Response 41-63: We plan to complete the repairs of the outlet structure after the lake is drawn down again in the summer of 2009.  The lake will refill again as we begin to receive our water allocation in November.  
	Response 41-64: Comment acknowledged.



