
Letter I1	 Responses to Letter I1 

I1-1	 Comment noted. Outdoor recreation is an important consideration for the 
management of public lands by the Ely Field Office. 

I1-2	 The outdoor activities identified in your comment are recognized by the Ely Field 
Office as valid uses of the public lands. 

I1-3	 Please refer to Response to Comment I1-2. 

I1-4	 Comment noted. 

I1-5	 This comment is not relevant to the Ely RMP. The Sloan Canyon Conservation Area 
is not within the Ely planning area. It was a planning effort undertaken by the BLM 
Las Vegas Field Office and was completed in June 2006. 

I1-1 

I1-5 

I1-2 

I1-3 

I1-4 



Letter F-1

Letter I2 Responses to Letter I2 

Please refer to Sections 2.4.15, 3.15, and 4.15 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
for discussions of Recreation Resources within the Ely RMP decision area. The 
management actions contained in the Proposed RMP continue to focus on multiple 
use of resources. 

I2-1 
I2-1 



Letter F-1

Letter I3 	 Responses to Letter I3


I3-1 

I3-2 

I3-3 

I3-4 

I3-5 

I3-6 

I3-1	 In response to this and other similar comments, the lands available for disposal in 
the Baker area have been revised for the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Please 
refer to the revised disposal maps introduced in Section 2.4.12.2 and the revised 
legal descriptions in Appendix I. 

I3-2 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6 (Goal) and text in Section 
2.4.6.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the 
discussion of how the BLM would manage big game species habitats. 

I3-3 The Proposed RMP does not designate areas for wind and solar energy 
development, and the text and map titles in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have 
been changed to clarify this. Changes in technology may change the potential for 
renewable energy development and which areas are suitable. Applications received 
for wind energy development would be subject to NEPA analysis in coordination with 
local, state, and other federal agencies. 

I3-4 While the effects of rodents and insects contribute to the spread of plant seeds, 
these are relatively minor and localized factors in the widespread dispersal of 
invasive weeds. 

I3-5 Thank you for your comment. The Proposed RMP states that the Ely Field Office 
would work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Nevada Department of 
Wildlife to enhance native fisheries habitat whenever possible and balance native 
and nonnative fishery management strategies. 

I3-6 In response to your comment, the text at the beginning of Section 2.4.6 under "Goal" 
and the text in Section 2.4.6.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been 
revised to clarify the discussion of how the BLM would manage big game species 
habitats. 



Letter F-1

Letter I3 Continued 


I3-6 



Letter F-1

Letter I4 


I4-1 

I4-2 

I4-3 

I4-4


I4-5


Responses to Letter I4


I4-1 In response to your comment, various disturbance factors (e.g., fire and thinning) 
are among the common approaches for stimulating additional regeneration in aspen 
stands. The text in Section 2.4.5.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been 
revised to clarify the propose management of aspen communities. 

I4-2 The use of grazing management as a tool in treatment and rehabilitation of 
vegetation communities may involve changes in intensity, duration, and periods of 
grazing or total elimination, if necessary. In most cases, the specific changes in 
grazing management for a given area would be defined following watershed analysis 
rather than being addressed specifically in the RMP/EIS. 

I4-3 Wildlife habitat health is an overriding theme of all the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Although the BLM may 
install artificial wildlife water developments to "Meet the public demands for 
increased recreational opportunities ..." as stated in Section 2.4.6.7 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS, that decision must still meet the goal of wildlife habitat 
management, which is listed at the beginning of Section 2.4.6. 

I4-4 Please refer to Section 2.4.14.2 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of how the BLM plans to manage OHVs. 

I4-5 In response to your comment, the text in Table 2.9-1 and in Section 2.4.6.4 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to include the entire Snake Range. 



Letter F-1

Letter I4 Continued 	 Responses to Letter I4 

I4-6	 Livestock grazing suitability and the evaluation of grazing use relative to grazing any 
Mohave Desert lands and the achievement of the standards for rangeland health will 
be conducted during the term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, 
and during grazing use monitoring. Authorizing grazing may be appropriate in 
certain situations. These are issues that would be considered associated with 
authorizing any grazing use. 

I4-7	 Cultural sites with evidence of public use will be considered for allocation to Public 
Use. Use of such sites will be limited if monitoring of a site shows a need to protect 
the resource. 

I4-8	 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Fees are an allowable method to maintain 
facilities for public use. Fee areas are allowed under BLM policy where special 
management, such as maintenance of facilities for public use, incurs costs that 
cannot reasonably be funded through the normal budget process. 

I4-9	 Please refer to Section 2.4.12.2 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of disposal of designated critical habitat for threatened or endangered species. 
Please note that under the Proposed RMP, no such disposal would be allowed. 

I4-10	 The Ely Field Office is required to designate corridors through the land use planning 
process. It is BLM policy to encourage prospective applicants to locate their 
proposals within corridors. The Proposed RMP states that water pipelines are 
encouraged to be within designated corridors. Water pipelines could be authorized 
through the right-of-way process and would not require a designated corridor. 

I4-11	 The Proposed RMP encourages co-location of communication sites before rights-of
way for new sites are issued. The Proposed RMP is responsive to the needs of 
communication for public safety and to accommodate changes in technology. 

I4-12	 Please refer to management actions in Section 2.4.12.7 in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for a discussion of land use authorizations. 

I4-7 

I4-6 

I4-8 

I4-9 

I4-5 

I4-10 

I4-11 

I4-12 



Letter F-1

Letter I4 Continued 


I4-13 

I4-14 

I4-15 

I4-16 

I4-17 

I4-18 

I4-19 

Responses to Letter I4 

I4-13	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify criteria that may be used 
when designating routes in a project-specific transportation plan. 

I4-14	 Thank you for your comment. The Proposed RMP has been developed as directed 
in the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, current federal regulations, and 
applicable Executive Orders. Nevada BLM off-highway vehicle guidelines will be 
utilized by the Ely Field Office. 

I4-15	 In response to this and similar comments, the management action in Section 
2.4.15.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding special recreation 
management areas has been revised to reduce the number and size of proposed 
special recreation management areas. In addition, no special recreation 
management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the 
Proposed RMP. 

I4-16	 In response to this and similar comments, the management action in Section 
2.4.15.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding special recreation 
management areas has been revised to reduce the number and size of proposed 
special recreation management areas. In addition, no special recreation 
management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the 
Proposed RMP. The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by 
the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans are prepared or evaluated. 

I4-17	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. 

I4-18	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. 

I4-19	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of special recreation permit 
areas for motorcycle events. 



Letter F-1

Letter I4 Continued 	 Responses to Letter I4 

I4-20	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. 

I4-21	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. 

I4-22	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. 

I4-23	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. 

I4-24	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised regarding the issuance of outfitter 
and guide permits. Monitoring of outfitter and guide use would still occur for three 
years; however, outfitter and guide permits would not be limited during that three 
year study. Should the study show resource impacts, including user conflicts as a 
result of outfitter and guide actions, the Ely Field Office may address those problems 
by issuing outfitter and guide permits with special stipulations and conditions. No 
allocation system, including a competitive bid process, is included in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

I4-25	 Please refer to Response to Comment I4-16. The location of the Silver State Trail 
was designated in the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development 
Act of 2004. The Ely Field Office is currently developing an implementation 
management plan for that trail. During site-specific transportation planning, the Ely 
Field Office will hold public scoping meetings to address completeness of the route 
inventory and public issues, concerns, and access needs. Neither the management 
plan for the Silver State Trail nor any possible extensions of the trail are addressed 
in the Proposed RMP. 

I4-26	 When the Ely RMP planning process was initiated, there was no requirement in the 
Land Use Planning Handbook to identify lands with wilderness characteristics. 
Under the new Planning Handbook (2005), the BLM no longer designates 
wilderness study areas as part of the land use planning process. While the new 
Handbook allows the Ely Field Office to consider information on wilderness 
characteristics as part of travel management and visual resources management, no 
lands with wilderness characteristics were identified during the Ely RMP planning 
process. 

I4-27	 To clarify, Section 2.4.22.4 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS states that other multiple uses would be emphasized outside of Wilderness 
Study Areas. 

I4-20 

I4-21 

I4-22 

I4-23 

I4-24 

I4-26 

I4-27 

I4-25 



Letter F-1

Letter I5 	 Responses to Letter I5 

I5-1	 The management actions in the Proposed RMP include restricting OHV use to 
designated roads and trails. 

I5-2	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.14 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of off-highway vehicle 
management. 

I5-1 

I5-2 



Letter F-1

Letter I6 




Letter I6 Continued 	 Responses to Letter I6 

I6-1	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of water rights and permit 
applications. 

I6-2	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.1, and the footnote to Table 
3.3-1, of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been modified to clarify the 
discussion of water availability. 

I6-1 

I6-2 

Attachment to e-mail from Sue Gilbert 



Letter I7 	 Responses to Letter I7 

I7-1	 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS includes text revisions from the Draft RMP and 
EIS in several locations to provide clarification of the Ely Field Office's proposed 
approach to identifying causative factors (see Section 2.4.19 regarding watershed 
analyses) and monitoring of rangeland health. 

I7-2	 Expansion of pinyon-juniper communities is related to a variety of factors with 
changes in fire regime being one of the foremost. The change in fire regime, in turn, 
is partially related to grazing management (i.e., fuels manipulation) and partially to 
levels of local fire suppression. The variety of factors affecting pinyon-juniper 
expansion will be considered in the proposed management of these areas during 
and following watershed analysis. 

I7-3	 The term Performance Based Grazing has been removed as a Parameter. 
Performance Based Grazing emphasized flexibility. Flexibility is allowed under 
current regulation and specifically through allotment management plans. Current 
policy and regulation are not decisions in the Proposed RMP. Flexibility will 
continue to be addressed on a site-specific basis. Allotment compliance will 
continue and will be prioritized based on criteria to include resource issues and 
operator performance capabilities. Management objectives are established during 
the term permit renewal process or the watershed analysis process. 

I7-4	 Monitoring objectives are developed in association with the Standards and 
Guidelines, which may be somewhat subjective. However, the objectives are 
measurable and achievable and consider resources and resource uses. Progress 
toward meeting the standards is then based on the objectives. These will continue to 
be developed. 

I7-5	 Livestock grazing is a multiple use activity and other resource uses are considered 
in association with authorizing grazing use. Multiple use objectives are established 
associated with the standards for rangeland health. Conformance with established 
guidelines to include effective management practices is essential to maintaining or 
achieving the standards for rangeland health. 

I7-1 

I7-2 

I7-3 

I7-4 

I7-5 



Letter I7 Continued 


I7-6 

I7-7 

I7-8 

I7-9 

I7-10 

I7-11 

I7-12


I7-13


I7-14


I7-15


I7-16


Responses to Letter I7


I7-6	 Please refer to section 2.4.16 and 2.7.16 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of objective and measurable criteria relative to performance-based 
grazing. 

I7-7	 The Proposed RMP specifies management policies and action and provides 
programmatic and implementable direction for management of the public lands. 
Policies such as rangeland suitability will be reviewed on an allotment-specific basis. 

I7-8	 The Proposed RMP specifies management policies and actions and provides 
programmatic and implementable direction for management of the public lands. 
Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to achievement of the Mojave-Southern 
Great Basin Standards is a continual and on-going process. Grazing use will be 
evaluated during the term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, and 
during grazing use monitoring.. 

I7-9	 Livestock grazing suitability and the evaluation of grazing use relative to grazing any 
Mohave Desert lands and the achievement of the standards for rangeland health will 
be conducted during the term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, 
and during grazing use monitoring. Authorizing grazing may be appropriate in 
certain situations. These are issues that would be considered associated with 
authorizing any grazing use. 

I7-10	 Comment noted. The Ely Field Office recognizes that off-highway vehicle use is an 
acceptable use of public land wherever it is compatible with resource management 
objectives. However, no single-focus OHV emphasis areas have been identified as 
a recreation designation. 

I7-11	 In response to this and similar comments, the management action in Section 
2.4.15.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding special recreation 
management areas has been revised to reduce the number and size of proposed 
special recreation management areas. In addition, no special recreation 
management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the 
Proposed RMP. 

I7-12	 Please refer to Response to Comment I7-11. 

I7-13	 The BLM deems the recreational use of OHVs to be a valid multiple use of public 
lands. Management actions are included in Section 2.4.14 and 2.4.15 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS to ensure that OHV use would have acceptable 
effects on other uses and resources. As required by existing regulations, an EA or 
EIS would be prepared for specific developments or events, as appropriate. 

I7-14	 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office 
when project-specific plans are prepared or evaluated. 

I7-15	 Please refer to Response to Comment I7-14. 

I7-16	 Please refer to Response to Comment I7-14. 



Letter I7 Continued Responses to Letter I7 

I7-17 Comment noted. I7-17 



Letter I8	 Responses to Letter I8 

I8-1	 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The Proposed RMP does not propose the 
Garden Valley special recreation management area for scenic qualities. However, 
the Garden Valley area continues to be identified for visual resource management 
Class II and Class III objectives. The type of issues raised in your comment will be 
considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans are prepared or 
evaluated. 

I8-1 



Letter I8 Continued	 Responses to Letter I8 

I8-2	 Please refer to Section 2.6.16 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of the subject livestock closures. As indicated in the text, these closures are included 
under Alternative B as protective measures related to desert tortoise and bighorn 
sheep. The anticipated effects to visual resources are strictly coincidental and are 
not the reason for the suggested closures. 

I8-3	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify criteria that may be used 
when designating routes in a project-specific transportation plan. 

I8-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I8-3. 

I8-5	 Please refer to Response to Comment I8-1. 

I8-6	 Thank you for expressing your concern. The special recreation permit area in the 
Coal Valley area is based on historic motorized event courses. The type of issues 
raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when the project-
specific plan is prepared. 

I8-1 

I8-2 

I8-3 

I8-4 

I8-5 

I8-6 



Letter I8 Continued Responses to Letter I8 

I8-6 

I8-7	 Please refer to Section 2.4.22.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
description of special management prescriptions for the Mount Irish Area of Critical 

I8-7 Environmental Concern. 

I8-8	 Please refer to Response to Comment I8-1. 

I8-8 



Letter I9 	 Responses to Letter I9 

I9-1	 Please refer to Section 2.4.22.4 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
description of the continuing management of existing wilderness study areas in the 
Ely RMP decision area. Existing wilderness study areas will continue to be 
managed under the BLM’s Interim Management Policy. In addition, the Proposed 
RMP closes existing wilderness study areas to motorized and mechanized travel. 
No new wilderness study areas have been designated in the Proposed RMP. 

I9-2	 In response to your comment, the Ely Field Office considered the size of the Blue 
Mass Scenic Area ACEC but did not change the area proposed for designation. 
Please refer to Section 2.4.22.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
description of the Blue Mass Scenic Area ACEC. As part of the ACEC regulations, 
the Ely Field Office may not use an ACEC designation as a substitute for wilderness 
suitability recommendation. 

I9-3	 The subject of this comment is beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. Only Congress 
can designate wilderness. 

I9-4	 No oil, gas, or wind energy projects will be allowed within existing wilderness study 
areas until Congress has made a determination on the wilderness designation of 
such areas. 

I9-5	 A combination of visual resource management classes have been assigned over 
these areas. Please refer to Section 2.4.11 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for 
clarification of visual resource management class designations. 

I9-1 

I9-2 

I9-3 

I9-4 

I9-5 



Letter I9 Continued 	 Responses to Letter I9 

I9-6	 The Ely Field Office recognizes that off-highway vehicle use is an acceptable use of 
public land wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives. During 
site-specific transportation planning, the Ely Field Office will hold public scoping 
meetings to address completeness of the route inventory and public issues, 
concerns, and access needs. 

I9-7	 Comment noted. Congress has designated wilderness through the Lincoln County 
and White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Acts, 2004 and 
2006 respectively. 

I9-6 

I9-7 



Letter I10 Responses to Letter I10


I10-1 Map 2.4.14-1 and Map 2.4.14-2 is based on roads currently known to be maintained 
by federal, state, and county agencies. To the extent that the road map files used 
were accurate and up-to-date, this map is inclusive of such roads. However, no 
warranty is implied regarding the completeness or data accuracy of those data 
sources, particularly at the small scale necessary for this document. The type of 
issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when 
transportation plans are developed through coordination with local agencies, 
residents, and interest groups. 

I10-2 Please refer to Section 1.5.1, Planning Criterion #12, in the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of valid existing rights. 

I10-1 

I10-2 



Letter I11	 Responses to Letter I11 

I11-1	 Vehicle routes that are excluded from wilderness study area boundaries by cherry-
stemmed boundaries would remain open, providing motorized access routes to 
these areas. 

I11-2	 A range of alternatives was presented and analyzed in the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Each alternative had a different management 
emphasis, based on comments received during scoping and the needs/desires of 
various public land users. While not all management actions would be acceptable to 
all users, the alternatives do contain a range of approaches for analysis purposes. 

I11-3	 Please refer to Response to Comment I11-1. 

I11-4	 The designation of dry lake beds as open was considered in the Draft RMP and EIS 
and Proposed RMP and Final EIS as part of Alternative C. However, it was not 
incorporated into the Proposed RMP. Not all dry washes would be suitable for OHV 
use; however, some may be designated as trails when transportation plans are 
prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The public will be invited to 
participate in the transportation planning process. 

I11-5	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel 
management planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning area. 

I11-1 

I11-2 

I11-3 

I11-4 

I11-5 



Letter I11 Continued


I11-5


I11-6


I11-7


I11-8


I11-9


I11-10


I11-11


I11-12


Responses to Letter I11 

I11-6	 Please refer to Response to Comment I11-1. 

I11-7	 Comment noted. The Proposed RMP does not designate any areas as "Open" to 
off-highway vehicle travel. 

I11-8	 Please refer to responses to comments I11-1 through I11-7. 

I11-9	 In response to your comment, the text in Table 2.5-11 and Section 2.5.15.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of Special 
Recreation Management Areas. No special recreation management areas 
emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the Proposed RMP. 

I11-10	 Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment I11-2. 

I11-11	 Please refer to Response to Comment I11-9. 

I11-12	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of competitive vs. non
competitive events. 



Letter I11 Continued	 Responses to Letter I11 

I11-13	 In response to your comment, the management action in Section 2.4.15.2 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify non-competitive off-
highway vehicle events. Such events will be evaluated on a case-by case basis and 
allowed if appropriate. 

I11-12 

I11-13 



Letter I12	 Responses to Letter I12 

I12-1	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel 
management planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning area. Not all dry washes 
would be suitable for OHV use; however, some may be designated as trails when 
transportation plans are prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The 
public will be invited to participate in the transportation planning process. 

I12-2	 Comment noted. All existing roads and trails will remain open until site-specific 
travel management plans have been completed with public input. 

I12-3	 Comment noted. The intention of the Ely Field Office is to manage not eliminate off-
highway vehicle use. 

I12-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I12-1. 

I12-1 

I12-2 

I12-3 

I12-4 



Letter I12 Continued


I12-4 



Letter I13 




Letter I13 Continued	 Responses to Letter I13


I13-1	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of water rights and permit 
applications. 

I13-2	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.1, and the footnote to Table 
3.3-1, of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been modified to clarify the 
discussion of water availability. 

I13-1 

I13-2 

Attachment to e-mail from Robert Martinez 



Letter I14


I14-1 

I14-2 

I14-3 

I14-4 

I14-5 

Responses to Letter I14


I14-1	 Comment noted. For clarification, travel will be restricted to designated, not existing, 
roads and trails. 

I14-2	 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office 
when project-specific plans are prepared or evaluated. 

I14-3	 The Ely Field Office recognizes that off-highway vehicle use is an acceptable use of 
public land wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives. In 
response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify criteria that may be used when 
designating routes in a project-specific transportation plan. 

I14-4	 Thank you for your comment. The subject of this comment is beyond the scope of 
the Ely RMP and does not require further agency response. 

I14-5	 Thank you for your comment. The Ely Field Office is not aware of any Wilderness 
Study Areas in the vicinity of Basque Canyon south of Ely. 



Letter I15


I15-1


I15-2


I15-3


Responses to Letter I15


I15-1	 In response to your comment, the term "natural system" has been added to the 
Glossary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

I15-2	 Maintenance and management of healthy aspen is one of the Ely Field Office's 
stated priorities in the Proposed RMP and final EIS. BLM's proposed management 
described in Section 2.4.5.3 is designed to maintain or improve the health of these 
sites. 

I15-3	 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act stipulates that the BLM manage 
public lands for multiple uses and sustained yield. Although the cost for projects 
such as fire rehabilitation and weed treatments are high in the short term, 
implementing projects of this nature in the long term would improve vegetation 
communities and lessen the cost of future maintenance. An objective of the 
Proposed RMP is restoration of a more natural burn cycle with smaller, cooler fires. 



Letter I15 Continued


I15-3 

I15-4 

I15-5 

I15-6 

I15-7 

I15-8 

Responses to Letter I15


I15-4	 BLM's proposed vegetation treatments and watershed management will be designed 
to encourage the regeneration and increase of numerous native species. The term 
"white sage" is commonly used to refer to both Ceratoides lanata or winterfat and 
Artemisia ludoviciana, also known as western mugwort, sagewort, or silver 
wormwood. The former species, which often forms almost pure stands in the Great 
Basin, is included under the discussion of Salt Desert Shrub communities (see 
Section 2.4.5.5). The latter species is a widespread understory species occurring in 
association with sagebrush, pinyon-juniper, and other communities. 

I15-5	 The Ely Field Office agrees that there needs to be more participation from state 
agencies and livestock operators and understands that they suffer from budget 
issues as well. The Ely Field Office has established and will continue sound working 
partnerships with state agencies, collaborative partnerships, and others to 
accomplish the mission of the managing public lands. 

I15-6	 The existing assistance agreements with ENLC allow for collaborative work on all 
landscapes managed by the Nevada BLM. 

I15-7	 A priority for BLM management is protection of riparian systems. Through the 
assistance agreement with the ENLC, data has been provided and volunteers have 
assisted with wetland development and management. The Ely Field Office will 
continue in this effort as budget and workforce allow. 

I15-8	 The Ely Field Office will maintain a collaborative working relationship with NDOW on 
all vegetation systems. The Ely Field Office is updating its inventories of water 
resources, and this information is shared with NDOW. The Ely Field Office suggests 
that the commenter contact NDOW directly with your concerns. 



Letter I16	 Responses to Letter I16 

I16-1	 When the Ely RMP planning process was initiated, there was no requirement in the 
Land Use Planning Handbook to identify lands with wilderness characteristics. 
Under the new Planning Handbook (2005), the BLM no longer designates I16-1 wilderness study areas as part of the land use planning process. While the new 
Handbook allows the Ely Field Office to consider information on wilderness 
characteristics as part of travel management and visual resources management, no 
lands with wilderness characteristics were identified during the Ely RMP planning 
process. In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify criteria that may be 
used when designating routes in a project-specific transportation plan. 



Letter I17	 Responses to Letter I17 

I17-1	 Comment noted. 

I17-2	 The Ely Field Office recognizes that off-highway vehicle use is an acceptable use of 
public land wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives. In 
response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel 
management planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning area. 

I17-1 

I17-2 



Letter I18


I18-1 

I18-2 

I18-3 

I18-4 

I18-5 

Responses to Letter I18


I18-1	 Copies of the Draft RMP and EIS were sent to those persons, organizations, and 
agencies that indicated they would like to receive one; and copies were also placed 
in local and regional libraries. The availability of the Draft RMP and EIS was also 
noticed in the Federal Register and the Newsletter distributed to approximately 
3,000 recipients on the RMP/EIS mailing list. The required comment period on a 
Draft RMP and EIS is 90 days. BLM elected to set a 120-day comment period for 
the Ely Draft RMP and EIS and did not formally extend this period. Although the 
BLM did not elect to extend the official comment period for this document, 
comments received after the end of the comment period were considered as late as 
practicable within the overall document revision and publication process. Comments 
that were received after the close of the comment period have been accepted and 
considered in the preparation of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

I18-2	 Comment noted. Please refer to Alternative D in the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, which excludes many of the discretionary 
management actions you mention in this comment. 

I18-3	 Comment noted. 

I18-4	 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please refer to Sections 3.8 and 3.16 in 
the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for discussion of the 
actual numbers of wild horses and animal unit months of livestock use within the Ely 
RMP decision area. 

I18-5	 Law and policy prohibit the BLM from disposing of excess wild horses through 
slaughter. Nowhere in the Proposed RMP is slaughter identified, discussed, or 
analyzed. During the planning process, the Ely Field Office identified where to 
manage wild horses and an overall view of how to manage wild horses on the public 
lands. The management of wild horses is limited to Herd Areas identified after the 
Wild and Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act (PL-195) was passed in 1971. From 
these Herd Areas, designation of Herd Management Areas (HMA) occurs, which 
identifies areas that are suitable for the long-term maintenance of wild horses. 
Within these HMAs, wild horses are free to roam as one multiple-use of many under 
a specified appropriate management level, so as not to exceed the capacity of the 
rangeland to support a thriving natural ecological balance. 



Letter I19


I19-1 

I19-2 

I19-3 

I19-4 

I19-5 

I19-6 

I19-7 

I19-8 

Responses to Letter I19


I19-1	 The Ely Field Office recognizes that hunting is an acceptable use of public land 
wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives. The Ely Field 
Office has not prioritized multiple uses in the Proposed RMP. 

I19-2	 The Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) are nationally chartered by the Secretary 
of the Interior and are not populated by profiteers. The RACs consider a wide range 
of resource issues within the Ely RMP decision area. 

I19-3	 Law and policy prohibit the BLM from disposing of excess wild horses through 
slaughter. Nowhere in the Proposed RMP is slaughter identified, discussed, or 
analyzed. During the planning process, the Ely Field Office identified where to 
manage wild horses and an overall view of how to manage wild horses on the public 
lands. The management of wild horses is limited to Herd Areas identified after the 
Wild and Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act (PL-195) was passed in 1971. From 
these Herd Areas, designation of Herd Management Areas (HMA) occurs, which 
identifies areas that are suitable for the long-term maintenance of wild horses. 
Within these HMAs, wild horses are free to roam as one multiple-use of many under 
a specified appropriate management level, so as not to exceed the capacity of the 
rangeland to support a thriving natural ecological balance. 

The Ely Field Office disagrees that a small number of wild horses are being provided 
for in the Proposed RMP. The plan identifies 1,695 wild horses that initially are to be 
managed within the Ely RMP planning area. This will still make Ely Field Office the 
third largest wild horse manager within the Federal Government. 

The Ely Field Office disagrees that wild horses are not a grazer. All past and current 
scientific information states that wild horses are indeed a grazer. Further, the Ely 
Field Office has presented accurate information in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
based upon scientific data, current rangeland management principles, and 
professional field experience. The Ely Field Office disagrees that a small number of 
wild horses are being provided for in the Proposed RMP. The plan identifies 1,695 
wild horses that initially are to be managed within the Ely RMP planning area. This 
will still make Ely Field Office the third largest wild horse manager within the Federal 
Government. 

I19-4	 Comment noted. 

I19-5	 The priority species listed in Section 2.4.6.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
does include game species, but also includes migratory birds. In addition, Section 
2.4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS addresses special status species most of 
which are not game species. The text of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been 
revised to take out any discussion regarding the killing of coyotes. The killing of 
coyotes is not the responsibility of the BLM, and therefore, not part of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 



Responses to Letter I19


I19-6	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to specifically include the potential for migratory bird mortality 
on wind turbines. While the potential impact is acknowledged, it is impossible to 
quantify anticipated impacts in the absence of specific development plans. That 
impact assessment would occur in the NEPA analysis associated with specific 
project reviews. 

I19-7	 Cheatgrass is an invasive species that has spread across both public and private 
lands throughout the Intermountain West. Although improper grazing management 
has contributed to its spread in some situations, fire has probably been a 
substantially greater factor in its distribution and dominance across large areas of 
the Great Basin. 

I19-8	 Comment noted. 



Letter I20


I20-1 

I20-2 

I20-3 

I20-4 

I20-5 

Responses to Letter I20


I20-1	 Vehicle routes that are excluded from wilderness study area boundaries by cherry-
stemmed boundaries would remain open, providing motorized access routes to 
these areas. 

I20-2	 Please refer to Response to Comment I20-1. 

I20-3	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify criteria that may be used 
when designating routes in a project-specific transportation plan. Not all dry washes 
would be suitable for OHV use; however, some may be designated as trails when 
transportation plans are prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The 
public will be invited to participate in the transportation planning process. 
Wilderness study areas will be managed under the BLM's interim management 
policy until Congress makes a decision on the designation of wilderness. 

I20-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I20-3. 

I20-5	 Your comments will also be applied to Alternative E. 



Letter I20 Continued


I20-6 

I20-7 

I20-8 

I20-9 

Responses to Letter I20 

I20-6	 Please refer to management actions REC-2 and REC-4 in Section 2.4.15.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of recreation values/opportunities in 
Special Recreation Management Areas. Of particular note (in part) is the following 
component of management action REC-4: "Using information from the 
interdisciplinary team and through public scoping, identify different recreation niches 
to be served in the special recreation management area. Write specific objectives for 
the recreation opportunities that would be provided and managed." Thus, the 
appropriateness of motorized recreation in the proposed Pahranagat SRMA would 
be determined through the interdisciplinary and public process described. 

I20-7	 Please refer to Response to Comment I20-6. 

I20-8	 Please refer to Response to Comment I20-9. 

I20-9	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of competitive vs. non
competitive events. 



Letter I21	 Responses to Letter I21 

I21-1	 The Ely Field Office recognizes that hunting is an acceptable use of public land 
wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives and public safety. 
The Proposed RMP will only limit motorized access off of designated roads and 
trails. Access by foot or horse will be allowed in all areas. 

I21-2	 Comment noted. 

I21-3	 Please refer to Sections 2.4.15, 3.15 and 4.15 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
for a discussion of proposed recreation management actions, existing recreation 
conditions, and impacts to recreation resources. 

I21-4	 Comment noted. Outdoor recreation is an important consideration for the 
management of public lands by the Ely Field Office. 

I21-1 

I21-2 

I21-3 

I21-4 



Letter I22


I22-1 

I22-2 

I22-3 

I22-4 

Responses to Letter I22


I22-1	 Comment noted. A registration system should not affect amateur or hobby 
collectors. 

I22-2	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.10.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to remove any link between permits and commercial 
collecting. In the Proposed RMP, the Ely Field Office is not proposing a permit 
system, but an on-site no-fee based registration system in order for the Field Office 
to better track use and inform the public of proper use and etiquette in collection of 
invertebrate fossils. 

I22-3	 The Proposed RMP contains management actions that set direction/standards for 
land use management; it does not impose regulations. The management actions 
contained in the Paleontology section allocate these resources to scientific and 
public use. Enforcement activities will be ongoing to ensure proper use. 

I22-4	 Comment noted. Amateur collecting will continue to be allowed under the Proposed 
RMP. 



Letter I22 Continued


I22-4 

I22-5 

I22-6 

I22-7 

I22-8 

Responses to Letter I22


I22-5	 Comment noted. 

I22-6	 Comment noted. 

I22-7	 Thank your for comment. The text in Section 3.23 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to expand the list of recreation and tourism activities that 
occur in the Ely RMP planning area. The economic contributions of all such activities 
is recognized collectively in both Sections 3.23 and 4.23. However, individual 
assessments are beyond the scope of the analysis. The revisions do not affect the 
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS. 

I22-8	 Please refer to Response to Comment I22-3 for a discussion of management 
actions for invertebrate fossil collecting. The Proposed RMP does not contain 
restrictions on the collection of invertebrate paleontological resources; however, 
enforcement activities will be ongoing to ensure proper use. In response to your 
comment, the management actions in Section 2.4.10 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of site-specific project plans. 
The Ely Field Office would be happy to work with any group interested in assisting 
with identifying and monitoring paleontological resources. Also in response to your 
comment, the text in Section 4.2 (Goals) has been revised to clarify the discussion 
of objectives attainable under current staffing. 



Letter I22 Continued	 Responses to Letter I22 

I22-9	 Please refer to Section 2.5.12.2 [lands] and 2.4.10 [paleo] in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for a discussion of land disposals. Lands identified for disposal would 
have to be inventoried for resources (including paleontological resources) prior to 
disposal. If the lands contain resources eligible for National Natural Landmark 
status, they would not be subject to disposal. The paleontological resources 
mentioned in this comment would be identified during inventory and if they meet the 
National Natural Landmark criteria, they would be nominated to the NNL. 

I22-10	 In response to your comment, the land disposal legal descriptions and maps have 
been updated in coordination with the County. See Appendix I and Maps in 2.4.12 in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

I22-11	 In response to your comment, the Area 51 special recreation management area has 
not been included in the Proposed RMP. 

I22-12	 Please refer to Response to Comment I22-11. 

I22-13	 Please refer to Responses to Comments I22-2 and I22-8. 

I22-9 

I22-10 

I22-11 

I22-12 

I22-13 

I22-8 



Letter I23


I23-1 

I23-2 

I23-3 

I23-4 

Responses to Letter I23


I23-1	 In response to this and similar comments, the management action in Section 
2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding outfitter and guide permits 
has been revised. 

I23-2	 Please refer to Response to Comment I23-1. 

I23-3	 Please refer to Section 5.5 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a listing of those organizations to which the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS were sent. 

I23-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I23-1. 



Letter I24	 Responses to Letter I24 

I24-1	 Thank you for your comment. These kinds of corrections need to be made in the 
Geographic Coordinate Database. Your comment has been forwarded to our 
Nevada State Office for resolution. During site-specific implementation of the RMP, 
the Master Title Plats and the Geographic Coordinate Database will be consulted to 
evaluate land status. 

I24-2	 Map 2.4.14-1 is based on roads currently known to be maintained by federal, state, 
and county agencies. To the extent that the road map files used were accurate and 
up-to-date, this map is inclusive of such roads. However, no warranty is implied 
regarding the completeness or data accuracy of those data sources, particularly at 
the small scale necessary for this document. The type of issues raised in your 
comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when transportation plans are 
developed through coordination with local agencies, residents, and interest groups. 

I24-3	 Comment noted. The Ely Field Office does not normally reopen reclaimed roads. 

I24-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I24-2. 

I24-1 

I24-2 

I24-3 

I24-4 



I24-5

I24-6

I24-7

I24-8

I24-9

I24-10

I24-11

I24-4

Letter I24 Continued Responses to Letter I24

I24-5 Please refer to Response to Comment I24-2 regarding Map 2.4-32.  In response to 
this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel management 
planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning area. 

I24-6 Please refer to Response to Comment I24-2. 

I24-7  In response to your comment, maps in 2.4.12 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
have been modified. 

I24-8 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.12.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of land disposal and to specify 
that disposed lands would be subject to valid existing rights, such as maintaining 
public access. 

I24-9 In response to your comment, all of the area for the indicated parcels has been 
removed from the Proposed RMP (see Appendix I). 

I24-10 Please refer to Response to Comment I24-5. 

I24-11 The Proposed RMP does not designate areas for wind and solar energy 
development, and the text and map titles in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have 
been changed to clarify this. Changes in technology may change the potential for 
renewable energy development and which areas are suitable. All applications will be 
subject to NEPA analysis and the Wind Energy Development Program Policies and 
Best Management Practices published in conjunction with the Record of Decision for 
BLM's Final Wind Energy Development Programmatic EIS (Appendix F, Section 3, 
of the Ely Proposed RMP and Final EIS). The type of issues raised in your comment 
will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for wind energy 
development are received and evaluated. 



I24-17 

I24-19 

I24-20 

I24-18 

I24-11 

I24-12 

I24-13 

I24-14 

I24-15 

I24-16 

Letter I24 Continued	 Responses to Letter I24 

I24-12	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to emphasize the preliminary nature of these water yield 
estimates and that they will change over time as more groundwater investigations 
are conducted in the planning area. 

I24-13	 The map information is the most extensive available for the Ely RMP planning area. 
There are no "data" associated with the map; it is simply provided to generally depict 
the distribution of resources and to identify possible locations of interest for future 
water resources investigations and assessments. Investigations and assessments 
for other specific NEPA actions, as well as data from monitoring programs, would 
further characterize these resources and potential impacts to them from specific 
project proposals. 

I24-14	 No pumping of groundwater is proposed in the Ely RMP. NEPA regulations direct 
federal agencies during their preparation of an EIS to reduce the accumulation of 
extraneous background data [40 CFR 1500.2(b)]. Thus, the Ely Field Office 
assembled the information that was necessary to formulate management actions 
and make a reasoned choice among alternatives. Where data that is important in 
making a decision is incomplete or unavailable, this must be disclosed in the EIS [40 
CFR 1502.22]. Please refer to Section 4.1.4 in the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of Incomplete and Unavailable 
Information. The data that is requested in this comment, while potentially of interest, 
is more detailed than that required to prepare an RMP/EIS for the Ely planning area. 
Separate NEPA analyses will be prepared for any groundwater development 
projects, and data collection may be appropriate for those projects. 

I24-15	 Please refer to Response to Comment I24-14 for a discussion of data collection. 

I24-16	 Comment noted. 

I24-17	 Comment noted. Road designation is a process that will occur with public input 
subsequent to the approval of the RMP. 

I24-18	 Please refer to Appendix H in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of Tools and Techniques, including grazing as a management 
tool. 

I24-19	 Please refer to Section 1.7.3 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of 
Management by Watersheds. This management approach recognizes that many 
environmental factors and affected resources overlap multiple watersheds, but the 
watershed unit is the most practical geographic entity upon which to base resource 
management for the overall Ely RMP decision area. 

I24-20	 Please refer to Response to Comment I24-5. Designated Back Country Byways 
would be maintained as necessary to allow their designated use. 



Letter I24 Continued	 Responses to Letter I24 

I24-21	 The text in Section 3.3.1 of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS does not imply that the aquifers are independent. Please see the third sentence 
of the second paragraph. 

I24-20 

I24-21 



Letter I25	 Responses to Letter I25 

I25-1	 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office 
when project-specific plans are prepared or evaluated. 

I25-2	 Comment noted. 

I25-3	 Comment noted. The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated 
into the Proposed RMP presented in this document. 

I25-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I25-1. 

I25-5	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.14.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of off-highway vehicle use 
designations. Please note that the Proposed RMP would limit use to "designated" 
and not "existing" roads and trails. 

I25-6	 The designation of dry lake beds as open was considered in the Draft RMP and EIS 
and Proposed RMP and Final EIS as part of Alternative C. However, it was not 
incorporated into the Proposed RMP. Not all dry washes would be suitable for OHV 
use; however, some may be designated as trails when transportation plans are 
prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The public will be invited to 
participate in the transportation planning process. 

I25-1 

I25-2 

I25-3 

I25-4 

I25-5 

I25-6 



Letter I26


I26-1 

I26-2 

I26-3 

I26-4 

I26-5 

Responses to Letter I26


I26-1	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel 
management planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning area. 

I26-2	 Please refer to Response to Comment I26-1. 

I26-3	 In addition to four-wheel all-terrain vehicles and four-wheel-drive trucks, the Ely Field 
Office has also utilized motorcycles in accomplishing the inventory of existing routes 
and ways. During site-specific transportation planning, the Ely Field Office will hold 
public scoping meetings to address completeness of the route inventory and public 
issues, concerns, and access needs, such as single-track route management. 

I26-4	 Please refer to Response to Comment I26-1. 

I26-5	 Please refer to Response to Comment I26-1. 



Letter I26 Continued 

I26-5 



Letter I27	 Responses to Letter I27 

I27-1	 The Ely Field Office recognizes that off-highway vehicle use is an acceptable use of 
public land wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives and 
does not intent to "close off" most riding areas. In response to this and similar 
comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel management planning will occur in 
the Ely RMP planning area. 

I27-2	 Comment noted. 

I27-3	 Thank you for expressing your concerns. One of the goals of the Ely RMP is to 
maintain lands within the decision area for use by future generations. 

I27-4	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify criteria that may be used 
when designating routes in a project-specific transportation plan. Not all dry washes 
would be suitable for OHV use; however, some may be designated as trails when 
transportation plans are prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The 
public will be invited to participate in the transportation planning process. 

I27-1 

I27-2 

I27-3 

I27-4 



Letter I28	 Responses to Letter I28 

I28-1	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify access to public land following land disposals. 

I28-2	 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The current land use plans are more than 
20 years old and need to be updated to address new issues and management 
directions. 

I28-1 

I28-2 




