
Letter S1


S1-1 

S1-1 

Responses to Letter S1


The format for the Draft RMP and EIS was developed to meet CEQ requirements for 
EISs, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook guidelines for RMPs, and the Ely Field 
Office's need to have the RMP organized by resource program. Consistency 
concerns were raised by a number of commenters. Chapters 2 and 4 in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, in particular, have been revised to correct 
inconsistencies among resource programs. 



Letter S1 Continued


S1-2 

S1-3 

S1-4 

S1-5 

S1-6 

S1-7 

Responses to Letter S1


S1-2 Comment noted. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been edited for clarity. 

S1-3 The format for the Draft RMP and EIS was developed to meet CEQ requirements for 
EISs, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook guidelines for RMPs, and the Ely Field 
Office's need to have the RMP organized by resource program. This has made the 
document difficult to understand for certain reviewers, based on the comments the 
Ely Field Office has received. Changes to improve clarity have been incorporated 
into the Proposed RMP and Final EIS; however, the major modifications requested 
in certain comments would not meet the requirements of regulations or the intent for 
the Proposed RMP and have not been incorporated. The Summary has been 
extensively modified to improve its effectiveness. 

S1-4 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Supporting rationale has been added 
throughout the document and in responses to comments to help improve 
understandability. 

S1-5 In response to your comment, the management actions in Section 2.4.15.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to include the Loneliest Highway 
special recreation management area. Please refer to this section for a description of 
the proposed areas and clarification of recreation management prescriptions. 

S1-6 In response to your comment, the Summary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been revised to more closely follow Council on Environmental Quality regulations for 
content. This change resulted in a reduced length for the Summary, which should 
improve its effectiveness. 

S1-7 In the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the Proposed RMP is presented first, followed 
by Alternatives A, B, C, and D. 



Responses to Letter S1 

S1-8 

S1-9 

S1-10 

S1-12 

S1-13 

S1-14 

S1-11 

Letter S1 Continued 

S1-9 The presentation of alternatives is consistent with the BLM's Land Use Planning 
Handbook. Please refer to Table 2.9-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS where 
management actions for each alternative can be easily compared. 

S1-10 Cross references between alternatives were used to save space in the document. 
Although the Ely Field Office has changed the Proposed RMP to stand alone, single 
cross references between other alternatives remain. 

S1-11 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.13 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of renewable energy impacts. 
The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not 
changed. 

S1-12 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-10. 

S1-13 The Proposed RMP is a compilation of those individual management actions from 
the other four alternatives, plus unique management actions, that the BLM has 
determined would best meet its obligations for multiple use management of the 
resources found within the Ely RMP planning area, given the overall objective of 
landscape restoration and applicable laws, regulations, and policies. The Proposed 
RMP was not formulated directly from the Planning Criteria. 

S1-14 The management actions that are presented in the Proposed RMP were developed 
through consideration of the planning criteria presented in Section 1.5 of the Draft 
RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS, public scoping comments 
presented in Section 1.6, BLM policy especially as presented in the Land Use 
Planning Handbook, and the professional judgment of the staff in the Ely Field 
Office. The Proposed RMP is a compilation of those individual management actions 
from the other four alternatives, plus unique management actions, that the BLM has 
determined would best meet its obligations for multiple use management of the 
resources found within the Ely RMP planning area, given the overall objective of 
landscape restoration and applicable laws, regulations, and policies. 

S1-8 In preparing the Draft RMP and EIS, BLM discussed naming the alternatives, but 
decided against this format. The themes of each alternative are described in the 
summary paragraphs found at the beginning of each Alternative discussion (2.4, 2.5, 
etc) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 



Responses to Letter S1 

S1-15 

S1-16 

S1-17 

S1-18 

S1-19 

S1-14 

Letter S1 Continued 

S1-15 The Planning Criteria provided general guidance for the Ely Field Office in 
developing the RMP; however, they were not used to evaluate each alternative in 
the process of developing the Proposed RMP. Alternative E in the Draft RMP and 
EIS was a compilation of those management directions that the Ely Field Office 
determined best met the multiple use objectives for the Ely RMP planning area. 
Alternative E as presented in the Draft RMP and EIS has been modified for the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS to incorporate comments from a wide array of users of 
the planning area. 

S1-16 In response to your comment, Chapter 4 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been revised to remove inconsistencies. 

S1-17 In response to your comment, the text in appropriate paragraphs of the Proposed 
RMP and Alternatives B and C in Section 4.8 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
has been revised to clarify that the discussion refers to use of off-highway vehicle 
emphasis areas rather than open areas. The basic impact conclusions presented in 
the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S1-18 Please refer to the text in Section 4.14 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS and note 
that the discussion you refer to in your comment is not regarding the impacts of 
travel management and off-highway vehicle use on other programs as you suggest, 
but rather the impacts of those other programs on travel management and off-
highway vehicle use. The text is correct as written and the basic impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S1-19 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. 
See Section 2.2 for the considerations for development of the alternatives. 



Letter S1 Continued


S1-19 

S1-23 

S1-20 

S1-21 

S1-22 

S1-24 

S1-20 

S1-21 

S1-22 

S1-23 

S1-24 

Responses to Letter S1


Please refer to Response to Comment S1-19 for a discussion of development of the 
management actions in the Proposed RMP. 

In response to your comment and similar comments, the discussion of adaptive 
management and monitoring has been revised and expanded in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS (see Section 1.7 and Section 2.4.23). 

Where appropriate, at this broad-scale level for an RMP, the timing of the 
implementation of actions is identified, such as the priority for watershed analysis. 
An implementation plan for all approved management actions will be completed after 
the Record of Decision. The subsequent watershed analysis will define the specific 
actions needed and the timing of those actions at a more site-specific level. If by 
“ownership” you mean identification of the responsible party, this will also be done at 
the more appropriate site-specific level. 

The scale (size), background, and shading on the maps were selected to show the 
information being presented as clearly as possible. Due to the size of the Ely RMP 
planning area, it is not appropriate to have all maps formatted the same. 

Please refer to Response to Comment S1-23 for a discussion of the mapping 
approach. Many of your suggestions were discussed and dismissed as the maps for 
the Draft RMP and EIS were prepared and reviewed by the Ely Field Office. Other 
comments that you have presented have been incorporated into the maps contained 
in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 



Letter S1 Continued


S1-26


S1-25 

S1-27 

S1-28 

S1-25 

S1-26 

S1-27 

S1-28 

Responses to Letter S1


Thank you for expressing your concerns. Where inconsistencies among maps have 
been discovered, they have been corrected in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

Thank you for expressing your concerns. All maps have been reviewed and 
modified where appropriate. 

Please refer to section 2.4.11 in the Draft RMP/ EIS and Proposed RMP / Final EIS 
for a discussion of visual resource management policy. The VRM classifications 
shown on Map 2.4.11-1 have been incorporated into the Proposed RMP and will be 
used during the life of the plan to manage visual resources. Impacts to visual 
resources are discussed in Section 4.11. 

Please refer to Response to Comment S1-27 for a discussion of visual resource 
management policy. 



Letter S1 Continued


S1-28 

S1-29 

S1-30 

S1-31 

S1-32 

S1-33 

S1-29 

S1-30 

S1-31 

S1-32 

S1-33 

Responses to Letter S1


Please refer to Section 4.11 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of impacts to visual resources. VRM class objectives do not 
prohibit other multiple uses. 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 evaluated. 

Please refer to Section 4.11 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of impacts to visual resources. VRM class objectives do not 
prohibit other multiple uses. Mitigation for potential visual resource impacts would 
be evaluated on a project-specific basis. 

In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.15 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the impacts associated with special 
recreation permit areas. Conflicts among resources will occur and will be addressed 
at the time specific projects are reviewed and implemented. 

VRM classes were designated based on the visual characteristics of the Public 
lands being managed by the Ely Field Office. BLM does not designate VRM buffer 
zones around lands managed by other agencies. 

In response to your comment and similar comments, numerous modifications to 
maps have been made to improve the clarity of presentation. 
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S1-34 

S1-35 

S1-36 

S1-37 

S1-38 

S1-39 

S1-40 

S1-34 

S1-35 

S1-37 

S1-38 

S1-39 

S1-40 

S1-36 

Responses to Letter S1


To keep the maps as legible as possible, extra background material such as 
mountain range and valley names were not included on these maps so as to avoid 
obscuring the primary information being presented. 

Thank you for your comment. Given the scale of the map, it is not possible to label 
all the roads. The intent of the map was to provide the reader with the general 
distribution of highways and roads within the Ely RMP planning area. 

In response to your comment, Map 2.5.14-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been modified to more clearly present the roads in the Duck Creek Basin. 

This map was included to display to the reader a typical number and distribution of 
soil units within a watershed. The individual soil unit numbers are not relevant to the 
intent of the map. 

Thank you for your comment. Given the scale of the map, it is not possible to label 
all the basins, ranges, and springs. The intent of the map was to provide the reader 
with the general distribution of springs within the Ely RMP planning area. 

In response to your comment, Map 3.5-6 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been modified to more clearly present the risk of cheatgrass invasion. New mapping 
became available subsequent to publication of the Draft RMP and EIS. 

The location of the Table of Contents follows standard document organization 
format. 



Letter S1 Continued	 Responses to Letter S1 

S1-41	 The Question and Answer section is not required by CEQ regulations or BLM 
planning policy. It has not been retained in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

S1-42	 In response to your comment, the text in the Introduction to the Summary of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify where in the document 
the proposed plan is presented. 

S1-43	 In response to your comment, the Summary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been revised to more closely follow Council on Environmental Quality regulations for 
content. This change resulted in a reduced length for the Summary, which should 
improve its effectiveness. 

S1-44	 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-8 for a discussion of titles for the 
alternatives. 

S1-41 

S1-42 

S1-43 

S1-44 



Responses to Letter S1 

S1-45 

S1-46 

S1-47 

S1-49 

S1-50 

S1-48 

Letter S1 Continued 

S1-45 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-9 for a discussion of the format for 
presenting the alternatives. 

S1-46 Thank you for expressing your concerns. In the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, 
Alternative E has been modified to be the Proposed RMP and is presented first in all 
sections. 

S1-47 In response to your comment, the Summary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been revised to more closely follow Council on Environmental Quality regulations for 
content. This change resulted in a reduced length for the Summary, which should 
improve its effectiveness. Table S-2 has been eliminated. 

S1-48 Table S-2 has been eliminated from the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

S1-49 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.17 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of commodity production. The 
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S1-50 Please refer to Appendix D in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of 
why different ACECs were identified for each alternative. ACEC designation not 
only considers areas that contain sensitive resources but also whether those 
resources are in need of special management, beyond what can be provided by the 
management actions that would be applied across the entire Ely RMP decision area. 
Alternative C is more oriented toward commodity production; therefore, the BLM felt 
that two additional areas would require special management, and thus ACEC 
designation, when compared to the Proposed RMP and Alternatives B. The text has 
been revised to clarify this point. 



Letter S1 Continued


S1-51 

S1-52 

S1-53 

S1-54 

S1-55 

S1-56 

S1-57 

S1-52 

S1-53 

S1-54 

S1-55 

S1-56 

S1-57 

S1-51 

Responses to Letter S1


The BLM does not make allocations for social or economic goals; however, it is 
required under NEPA regulations to address impacts to social and economic 
conditions in the EIS prepared for the Proposed RMP. Please refer to Sections 
1.3.2, 3.23, 3.24, 4.23, and 4.24 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for discussions of economic and social visions, conditions, and impacts. 

Lincoln County's receipts of PILT have historically been capped on the basis of its 
low population. Projected population growth under the Proposed RMP could be 
expected to exceed the threshold for higher PILT payments. In response to your 
comment, the text in Sections 3.23.2 and 4.23 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
has been revised. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and 
EIS have not changed. 

Use of the term “American Indian” throughout the document was recommended by 
the Tribal representatives from the cooperating agencies on the Ely RMP. Please 
refer to Section 5.1.5 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
for a listing of the Tribes represented. 

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. 

Renewable energy was not raised during the scoping period by agencies or 
members of the public, thus it is not recorded in this section of the document. 
However, renewable energy is one of the major resource categories addressed in 
the Ely RMP and is discussed in Sections 2.4.13, 3.13, and 4.13 in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

Please refer to Response to Comment S1-55. Renewable Energy (Wind and Solar 
Energy) is addressed in Section 2.4.13, Section 3.13, and Section 4.13. Where 
applicable, impacts from renewable energy on other programs are addressed in 
“Interactions with Other Programs” in subsections of each resource program. 

The PLUACs function in an advisory capacity to the county commissions. Since 
White Pine, Lincoln, and Nye Counties were all formal cooperating agencies on the 
preparation of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the 
PLUACs had input into the planning process through the county commissions. 
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S1-58

S1-59

S1-60

S1-61

S1-62

Letter S1 Continued

S1-58 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to clarify the intent of the alternatives. 

S1-59 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-9 for a discussion of the format for 
presenting the alternatives. 

S1-60 The designation of fee sites is no longer included in the Proposed RMP.  Fee areas 
are allowed under BLM policy where special management incurs costs that cannot 
reasonably be funded through the normal budget process.  The number of fee sites 
that could be established during the life of the plan can not be determined at this 
time.  The designation of fee sites may occur in the future when a project-specific 
plan is prepared including public input and review. 

S1-61 Please refer to Section 2.4.12.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of criteria for disposal of lands.  Designated critical habitat for federally listed 
threatened and endangered species would be retained unless the disposal results in 
acquisition of land(s) with higher quality habitat. 

S1-62 Please refer to the text in Section 2.4.12.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of the management actions for Land Use Authorizations.  Land use 
authorizations are made at the discretion of the BLM Authorized Officer. 

S1-63 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 

S1-63 renewable energy development and which areas are suitable. All applications will be 
subject to NEPA analysis and the Wind Energy Best Management Practices 
contained in Appendix F, Section 3. 



Letter S1 Continued


S1-65 

S1-64 

S1-66 

S1-67 

S1-68 

S1-63 

Responses to Letter S1


S1-64	 By its very nature, the RMP contains broad management actions that form the 
framework for future management decisions. It is expected that there will be many 
“unanticipated projects” during the life of the Ely RMP. These projects will be 
evaluated based on conformance with the land use plan, current BLM policy, and 
the analysis conducted for the appropriate NEPA document. A decision on the 
project will then be made by the Field Manager. 

S1-65	 In response to your comment, the text of Section 2.5.5.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised. Aspen management may include grazing or the total 
lack of grazing. 

S1-66	 In response to this and related comments regarding Mojave Desert vegetation plus 
changes in vegetation conditions that have occurred since publication of the Draft 
RMP and EIS, the text section (2.4.5.8) addressing Mojave Desert vegetation has 
been substantially revised in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. The text revisions 
provide clarification of proposed management actions in relation to the South Desert 
Complex Fires of 2005 and additional detail regarding control of invasive weeds. 

S1-67	 The number of fee sites that could be established during the life of the plan can not 
be determined at this time. Fee areas are allowed under BLM policy where special 
management incurs costs that cannot reasonably be funded through the normal 
budget process. 

S1-68	 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-27 for a discussion of visual resources 
management actions. 
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S1-69 

S1-70 

S1-71 

S1-72 

S1-73 

S1-74 

S1-75 

Letter S1 Continued 

S1-69 In response to your comment, a new best management practice based on the 
wording you suggested has been added to the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see 
Appendix F, Section 2). 

S1-70 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-69. 

S1-71 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12, of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of designated corridors. 

S1-72 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-71 for a discussion of designated 
corridors. 

S1-73 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-71 for a discussion of designated 
corridors. 

S1-74 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-71 for a discussion of designated 
corridors. 

S1-75 Please refer to Section 1.9.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of 
conformance with local plans, including the White Pine County Open Space Plan. 
The White Pine County plan does not recommend retention of lands identified as 
open space. 
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S1-76 

S1-77 

S1-78 

S1-79 

S1-80 

S1-81 

S1-76 

S1-77 

S1-78 

S1-79 

S1-80 

S1-81 

Responses to Letter S1


Please refer to Section 2.4.12.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of retention. Also see response to Comment S1-75. 

In response to your comment, this sentence has been removed as it is regulation. 

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 disposal of the lands you reference. 

Please refer to Response to Comment S1-78. 

Please refer to Response to Comment S1-75. 

In response to your comment, the text in Section, 2.4.12.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify acquisition of inholdings within Wilderness 
Study Areas and designated wilderness. The management of Wilderness Study 
Areas and designated wilderness is within the scope of the RMP. 



Letter S1 Continued Responses to Letter S1


S1-82 

S1-82 The Caliente to Yucca Mountain rail line corridor is no longer a proposed withdrawal 
as it was withdrawn on December 28, 2005. 

S1-83 Wilderness study areas are temporary designations that are managed by the BLM in 
a manner so as not to impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as 
wilderness. According to the interim management policy for lands under wilderness 

S1-83 
review, new rights-of-way may be approved for temporary uses that satisfy the non-
impairment criteria. This differentiates wilderness study areas from designated 
wilderness. 

S1-84 

S1-84 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-8 for a discussion of coordination with the 
Department of Defense on communication towers. 

S1-85 In response to your comment, Section 2.4.12.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
S1-85 has been revised to clarify the discussion of designated wilderness and Wilderness 

Study Areas. 

S1-86 
S1-86 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-9 for a discussion of coordination with the 

Department of Defense on right-of-way equipment. 

S1-87 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-85. 

S1-87 

S1-88 Whether consolidated with or independent of existing authorizations, all new land 

S1-88 
use authorizations are made at the discretion of the BLM Field Manager. Such 
decisions would be made in accordance with applicable regulations, policies, and 
plans. 

S1-89 
S1-89 The management actions contained in the Proposed RMP will provide for the 

protection of valuable resources managed by the Ely Field Office, consistent with the 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook and other applicable laws, regulations, and 
policies. Please refer to Section 2.4 and Appendix F in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS. 
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S1-90

S1-91

S1-92

S1-95

S1-93

S1-94

S1-96

Letter S1 Continued

S1-90 Applications for land use authorizations will be reviewed in the context of the 
regulations and the policies and plans that are in place at the time they are 
submitted.  Please note that project-specific NEPA analysis (either an EA or EIS) 
would be conducted for proposed land use authorizations, as appropriate. 

S1-91 Please refer to Section 4.13 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of the impacts from the development of renewable energy.  
Further analysis is also included under other resource programs such as wildlife.  
Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 4.28.13. 

S1-92 Please refer to Section 4.18 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of the impacts from the development of geothermal energy.  
Geothermal resources are managed as a leaseable mineral.  Further analysis is also 
included under other resource programs such as wildlife. 

S1-93 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-10 for a discussion of coordination with 
the Department of Defense on wind energy development. 

S1-94 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). 

S1-95 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-94. 

S1-96 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.13 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of authorization of wind and 
solar energy projects. 

S1-97 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.15.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify discussion of this special recreation 
management area.  Continuation of management is appropriate under the Proposed S1-97 RMP. 
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S1-97 

S1-98 

S1-100 

S1-101 

S1-102 

S1-99 

S1-103 

Letter S1 Continued 

S1-98 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.22 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to include rationale for ACEC designations by 
alternative. 

S1-99 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.13 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of renewable energy impacts. 
The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not 
changed. 

S1-100 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-51 for a discussion of socioeconomic 
goals and management direction. 

S1-101 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of the difference in cumulative 
impacts between the Proposed RMP and Alternative D. 

S1-102 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-27 for a discussion of visual resource 
management policy. 

S1-103 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The co-location of utility rights-of-way is 
encouraged under all alternatives, except Alternative D which would allow no new 
rights-of-way. Please refer to Section 2.4.12 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 



Letter S1 Continued	 Responses to Letter S1 

S1-103 

S1-104	 Please refer to Response to Comment S1-94. 

S1-104 

S1-105	 Please refer to section 2.5.11 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and S1-105 Final EIS for a discussion of visual resource management policy. The VRM 
classifications shown on Map 2.4-5 have been incorporated into the Proposed RMP 
and will be used during the life of the plan to manage visual resources. VRM 
management class objectives would be considered when evaluating BLM projects or 
private party proposals. Mitigation for potential visual resource impacts would be 
evaluated on a project-specific basis. VRM class objectives do not prohibit other 
multiple uses. 

S1-106 

S1-107 
S1-106	 VRM management class objectives would be considered when evaluating BLM 

projects or private party proposals. Mitigation for potential visual resource impacts 
would be evaluated on a project-specific basis. VRM class objectives do not prohibit 
other multiple uses. 

S1-107	 Visual resources within the Ely RMP decision area will be managed in accordance 
with BLM policies and guidelines, which will be considered as project-specific plans 
are prepared or evaluated. 



Responses to Letter S2Letter S2 

In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to include additional management actions for wellhead 
protection. 

Thank you for your comment. 

S2-1 

S2-2 

S2-1 

S2-2 



Letter S2 Continued




Responses to Letter S3Letter S3 

S3-1	 The commenter assumes that all proposed treatments would occur within a 20-year 
time span. This is incorrect, and the Draft RMP and EIS pointed out that treatments 
would continue over several decades, as opposed to a shorter, fixed time period. 
Neither the Draft RMP and EIS nor the Proposed RMP and Final EIS identify a 
specific time frame for treating all subject areas. Rate of treatment application would 
be affected by several factors, including funding availability. The Ely RMP also 
emphasizes that the treatments would occur within individual watersheds or portions 
thereof rather than as huge consolidated blocks encompassing numerous 
watersheds. Thus, at any given time during the treatments, the overall planning area 
would include a mosaic of sagebrush and pinyon-juniper communities in various 
states and phases including abundant untreated areas. 

S3-2	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.6.6 and 4.6.2 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of the effects of elk on 
habitat within the Ely RMP planning area. 

S3-1 

S3-2 
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S3-3 

S3-4 

S3-5 

S3-6 

S3-2 

Letter S3 Continued 

S3-3 Reference to Performance Based Grazing has been removed as a Parameter or a 
management action in the Proposed RMP. Flexibility associated with livestock 
grazing is allowed in the current grazing regulations at 43 CFR Part 4100 and is 
specifically addressed under allotment management plans. 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. 

S3-4 No reference is found in the Draft RMP and EIS to “desirable non-native species to 
be used in restoration” at either Section 2.5.7.1 or in the first paragraph on page 2.5-
7. However, appropriate species (native and non-native) to be seeded in 
conjunction with vegetation treatments of a given watershed would be selected by 
BLM specialists and managers to meet resource objectives. 

S3-5 This comment implies that NDOW believes that the sagebrush communities 
currently outside the desired range of conditions, as described in Section 2.4.5.6, 
are essential to sagebrush obligate species and more valuable to a greater variety of 
wildlife species than would be these same areas if treated to be within the described 
desired range of conditions. The Ely Field Office will continue to work with NDOW in 
selection of specific treatments for individual watersheds, including site-specific 
objectives for a range of wildlife species. It is also important to bear in mind that 
treatments will occur over several decades, not a few years. In response to your 
comment and similar comments, the impact analysis has been clarified as to the 
effects of vegetation treatment on wildlife. 

S3-6 In response to your comment, the text of Section 2.4.5.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised. Grazing management (including reduction or total 
elimination of grazing) is a viable management tool. 
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S3-7 

S3-8 

S3-9 

S3-10 

S3-11 

S3-12 

S3-13


S3-14
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S3-7	 In response to your comment, the text of Section 2.4.5.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised. Grazing management (including reduction or total 
elimination of grazing) is a viable management tool. 

S3-8	 The desired range of conditions explained in Section 2.4.5 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS addresses the composition of plant communities and their various 
states desired across the landscape. Sagebrush obligate species habitat needs 
were considered as part of this desired range. The Ely Field Office is assessing and 
evaluating vegetation condition through watershed analyses to determine if 
rangeland health standards are being achieved. Resultant implementation strategies 
and site-specific management actions will consider the current uses in the 
watershed that will help achieve land health standards. Meeting sagebrush obligate 
species habitat needs is part of meeting the land health standards. 

S3-9	 Alternative C looks at the maximum level of sagebrush treatment. While this level of 
treatment would not be acceptable to all users, the alternative does present a range 
of approaches for analysis purposes. The goals for sagebrush obligate species 
would still have to be met, specifically during mid-level (watershed) analyses and 
site-specific implementation. Alternative C would still have the directive to assure 
that the rangeland health standards are met. 

S3-10	 In response to this and related comments regarding vegetation management in the 
Mojave Desert and to changes in vegetation conditions that occurred as a result of 
the South Desert Complex Fires of 2005, Section 2.4.5.8 in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been substantially revised. Please see the revised text of this section 
describing proposed management of the Mojave ecosystem. 

S3-11	 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the value of non-native seedings 
for wildlife. Ely Field Office personnel have frequently observed elk using various 
non-native seedings. 

S3-12	 In response to your comment, the text of Section 2.4.5.10 under Alternative A has 
been revised in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to omit the term “resistant to 
grazing.” The commenter's suggestions regarding recommended management are 
more appropriately directed to alternatives other than current management 
(Alternative A). The Proposed RMP and Alternative B generally tend to address the 
objectives expressed in this comment. 

S3-13	 Please refer to Appendix H - Tools and Techniques in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for discussion of the methods (tools) that could be used in the vegetation 
treatments. 

S3-14	 The text in this paragraph of Section 2.5.6 was removed. Section 3.6 acknowledges 
the fact that climatic conditions affect wildlife populations. The basic impact 
conclusions present in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 
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S3-20 

S3-21 
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S3-15	 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. 

S3-16	 In response to your comment, the text references to the White Pine and Lincoln elk 
technical review teams have been modified, where practical, to cite the specific 
management documents. 

S3-17	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6.4 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of big game habitat 
management for increased game species distribution and densities. 

S3-18	 In response to your comment, the text in this paragraph of Section 3.6.2 and other 
sections of the document have been revised to acknowledge the fact that elk is an 
indigenous species. 

S3-19	 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Chapters 2 and 4 related to elk 
management has been revised to clarify that habitat management for this species 
(under the Proposed RMP and Alternatives B and C) would be consistent with the 
county elk management plans. It should be noted that the BLM through its land use 
plans must make decisions about introductions, transplants, or reestablishments of 
wildlife. It is Bureau policy (1745- Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and 
Reestablishment of Fish Wildlife, and Plants) that releases must be in conformance 
with approved land use plans. Please note that the Elk Management sub-plans 
must be in conformance with the approved land use plan. BLM can not just adopt 
these plans. The BLM and the State will coordinate in establishing habitat, 
population, and desired plant community objectives. This process is covered in 
Supplement No. 3 of MOU between NDOW and BLM. 

S3-20	 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. 
Please refer to Response to Comment S3-20 for a discussion of the economic 
contributions of elk hunting. 

S3-21	 Thank you for your comment. The Ely Field Office is aware of the economic 
contributions of big game hunting to the local economy, devoting a separate sub
section to the subject in Section 3.23. That discussion was prepared in consultation 
with NDOW, relying upon information contained in the 2001 National Survey of 
Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-related Expenditures, an analysis of big game license 
sales in 2002-2003, and information about guiding and outfitting obtained from 
NDOW. While the specific levels of activities may vary from year-to-year, the 
portrayal of activity in the draft is reasonable and appropriate. The comment 
requires no changes in the discussion, analysis, or conclusions. 
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S3-24 

S3-25 
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S3-27 

S3-28 

S3-29 

S3-30 

S3-31 
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S3-22	 In response to your comment, the text in this paragraph of Section 3.6.2 in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS and other sections of the document have been revised 
to acknowledge the fact that elk is an indigenous species. Text has also been 
revised in Section 2.4.6.4 to clarify that forage is available for but not allocated to 
wildlife. 

S3-23	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of the Nevada Department of 
Wildlife vs. BLM role in big game management, big game habitat management for 
increased game species distribution and densities, and the time required to study 
wildlife interactions and impacts. 

S3-24	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6.4 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to remove the reference to elk technical review teams. 

S3-25	 The management actions presented in the Proposed RMP are not anti-elk and are 
not based on competition between ungulate species. 

S3-26	 Please refer to the Introduction to Section 2.4.6 and 2.4.23 in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS for a discussion of the Nevada Department of Wildlife's and BLM's 
roles in wildlife habitat and population management. Also, please refer to Response 
to Comment S3-19 for a discussion wildlife population management. 

S3-27	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6 and 2.4.23 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of vegetation use by 
wildlife. 

S3-28	 Please refer to the Introduction to Section 2.6 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
for a discussion of the Nevada Department of Wildlife's and BLM's roles in wildlife 
habitat and population management. Text has also been added to Section 2.4.6.4 
regarding management direction for bighorn sheep. Also, please refer to Response 
to Comment S3-19 for a discussion wildlife population management. 

S3-29	 Thank you for your opinion. Sections 2.4.6.3 and Section 2.4.16 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify that when changes to BLM grazing 
permits are being considered within occupied habitat for desert bighorn or Rocky 
Mountain bighorn sheep, domestic sheep and goats would be managed in 
accordance with current BLM guidelines at that time. The way the current BLM 
guidelines read, if a topographic feature or physical barrier would not prevent 
physical contact, the entire 9-mile buffer would be applied. 

S3-30	 Alternative B commits BLM, not NDOW, to conduct western burrowing owl surveys 
in cooperation with NDOW. The absence of NDOW's cooperation, if they are 
unavailable to commit the resources to cooperate, would be regrettable but would 
not affect the impact analysis for this alternative. 

S3-31	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of sage -grouse as an 
“umbrella” species. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and 
EIS have not changed. 
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S3-32	 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 the disposal of this specific parcel. 

S3-33	 Aliquot parts of the Haypress Allotment have been identified in the Proposed RMP 
for potential disposal but not specifically for a wild horse preserve. Any disposal 
would be in accordance with the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and 
Development Act, would be a public process, and would be analyzed in accordance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act. 

S3-34	 The RMP would not obligate the disposal of any lands. It merely identifies where the 
disposal of public lands would be considered by the Ely Field Office. If and when an 
application to obtain lands identified for disposal is received, a more detailed 
analysis of the parcel(s) involved would be conducted, looking at concerns such as 
wildlife habitat. The appropriate NEPA review would be conducted prior to any land 
disposal. Please note that the land disposal maps and the legal descriptions in 
Appendix I of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been updated. 

S3-35	 The Proposed RMP has retained the SWIP corridor in response to public demand 
for energy and the Western Energy Corridor Study EIS. 

S3-36	 Please refer to Section 4.14 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of 
the effects of OHV use on roads. 

S3-37	 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-3 for a discussion of performance based 
grazing. 

S3-38	 The Ely Field Office is not proposing to eliminate grazing permits. The management 
action in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS would restrict the kind of livestock that 
could be grazed in the buffer area when changes are considered to grazing permits 
within occupied bighorn sheep habitat, which is consistent with current BLM policy. 
Conversions from sheep grazing to cattle grazing would be decisions made by the 
permit holder and evaluated by the Field Office on a case-by-case basis. Forage 
availability, rangeland health, stocking rates, and season of use are all considered 
when evaluating conversion from one kind of livestock to another. 

S3-39	 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the wording regarding bighorn 
sheep and domestic sheep interactions. The specific wording in question has been 
taken directly from BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum No-98-140 and 
is being retained in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 
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S3-40	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6.4 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify that while additional forage is allocated to 
livestock, additional forage would also be available for but not allocated to wildlife. 

S3-41	 The Nevada Department of Wildlife has played a critical role in the past during fire 
management planning, particularly in the Ely RMP planning area. The Ely Field 
Office looks forward to continuing to work with NDOW as plans are revised or 
developed. Current fire plans allow for flexibility in management decisions of all 
areas during any given year. Some areas that might benefit from fire use may not 
be in prescription during any given year due to drought, and thus fires may be 
suppressed. Other areas that are in prescription may be suppressed due to lack of 
available resources to manage the fire. Many of the fire management polygons are 
large in nature. In some full suppression polygons, there may be areas where fire 
would be beneficial, and the Ely Field Office may manage a fire for resource 
benefits. Conversely, in areas that have very few constraints, there may be areas, 
which due to cheatgrass or other issues, the best decision would be suppression. 
Fire plans are developed to allow flexibility in their implementation and to ensure that 
site-specific evaluations, from year to year, are addressed during the management 
of fires. 

S3-42	 Thank you for your comment. Crested wheatgrass seedings do provide a benefit to 
wildlife, especially elk which use these seedings yearlong. In addition, mule deer 
will use crested wheatgrass seeding in the spring, because crested wheatgrass is 
usually one of the first plants to green-up. 

S3-43	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.5.10 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of non-native seedings. The Ely 
Field Office would manage for the cyclic return of sagebrush in the non-native 
seedings until 65 percent herbaceous state is accomplished, plus or minus 5 
percent. 

S3-44	 As emphasized at various locations throughout the text, the discussion of pinyon-
juniper woodlands focuses on true woodland sites (as defined by soil characteristics) 
rather than on areas of pinyon and juniper invasion into sagebrush sites. 

S3-45	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.5.16 of the Draft RMP/ EIS has 
been revised in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to replace the word "elk" with "wild 
ungulates." 

S3-46	 In response to your comment, Table 3.6-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been revised in accordance with the corrections you provided. 
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S3-47	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.6.1 (Current Management) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to insert the words “to provide 
optimal habitat for fish species.” 

S3-48	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.6.2 (Existing Conditions) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see page 3.6-9, paragraph 2 of the Draft RMP and 
EIS) has been revised to clarify that mountain goats are at present not known to be 
full time residents within the Ely RMP planning area. 

S3-49	 In response to your comment, the text in this paragraph of Section 3.6.2 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS and other sections of the document has been revised 
to acknowledge the fact that elk is an indigenous species. crested wheat grass is 
acknowledged as an important forage for antelope, however sagebrush is the 
primary forage source. 

S3-50	 In response to your comment, the text in this paragraph of Section 3.6.2 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to incorporate the corrections 
identified in your comment. 

S3-51	 In response to your comment, the text in these paragraphs of Section 3.6.2 in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to incorporate your clarifications 
regarding mountain goats, mountain lion control by APHIS, the status of blacktailed 
jackrabbits, the introduction of Merriam's turkeys, and the distribution of chukars. 
The basic impact conclusions present in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-52	 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 BLM is not required to collect all potentially useful data before proceeding 
with the preparation of an EIS. However, 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 is more detailed than that required to prepare 
an RMP/EIS for the Ely planning area. 

S3-53	 In response to your comment, the text in these paragraphs (Species Trends) of 
Section 3.6.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to incorporate 
some of your clarifications regarding elk population objectives, mule deer trends, 
and pronghorn trends. 

S3-54	 In response to your comment, the text in these paragraphs (Small Game and Non
game Trends and Current Management) of Section 3.6.2 in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of small game and non-game 
trends and to incorporate your clarifications regarding BLM and NDOW roles relative 
to habitat and wildlife management, the relationships of county and statewide elk 
plans, and the correct citations for the bighorn sheep management plans. Also, 
please refer to Response to Comment S3-19 for a discussion wildlife population 
management. 
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S3-55	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the species that are discussed. In addition, a 
reference has been added to direct the reader to Appendix E for a list of special 
status species occurrence by county. 

S3-56	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been modified to address an array of roosting habitats. 

S3-57	 Thank you for your comment. The text is adequate for the intended purpose of 
providing a planning-level overview of sage-grouse trends. 

S3-58	 In response to your comment, the text at the beginning of Section 2.4.6 under 
“Introduction” of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how 
the Ely Field Office would work with the Nevada Department of Wildlife to implement 
the goals, objectives, and actions outlined in the Nevada Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy. 

S3-59	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.8.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify that sale authority is valid unless the authority is 
revoked. 

S3-60	 The status of immunocontraception for population control within wild horse herds 
within the Ely RMP decision area has not changed since the Draft RMP and EIS was 
released. The evaluation of effectiveness remains in the research phase. 

S3-61	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.9.2 has been revised to clarify 
the discussion of degradation trends. 
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S3-62 The NEPA review for the White Pine Energy Station has not been completed, and 
no right-of-way has been issued.  The information presented for the Falcon to 
Gonder right-of-way is correct as written.  The right-of-way is 160 feet wide, while 
the corridor within which it is located is 0.5 mile wide.  The description of the 
Southwest Intertie Project has been updated in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

S3-63 Please refer to Sections 2.4.17.2 and 3.17.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for 
discussions of fuelwood management and fuelwood supplies in the Ely RMP 
decision area.  Also in response to your comment, the text in Section 4.13 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to address the effects of 
vegetation treatment management actions on biomass utilization. 

S3-64 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.13.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to reflect changes in current management direction that 
have occurred since the Draft RMP and EIS was released for public comment. 
There have been few proposals for wind energy development. 

S3-65 The description of current management for travel designations is accurate.  OHV 
designations may only be made during the land use planning process, or through 
emergency closures.  Section 3.14 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS gives a full 
description of how the Ely Field Office is proposing to handle travel management 
and OHV designations in the short-term and long-term. 

S3-66 In response to your question regarding suspended AUMs, the answer is “No.” The 
text is correct as written that AUMs are still recognized as being in suspended use. 

S3-67 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.16 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the reference to the RAC guidelines. 

S3-68 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.16.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to incorporate the suggested wording. 

S3-69 In response to your comment, a new best management practice based on the 
wording you suggested has been added to the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see 
Appendix F, Section 1). 

S3-73 S3-70 Data for this field (Deadman Creek Field) is listed in the citation referenced in the 
text and also presented in the Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology Open-file 
Report 2001-07 Nevada Oil and Gas Database Map. Production appears to have 
been limited and from a single well (Deadman Creek No. 44-13). No change was 
considered necessary in the text. 

S3-71 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.20.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to expand the discussion of BLM's interagency 
agreements related to fire protection within the Ely RMP planning area. 
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S3-72	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.20.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to expand the discussion of weed control in the 
emergency stabilization and rehabilitation process. 

S3-73	 The provisions of the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and 
Development Act have been incorporated into the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 
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S3-74	 Most tourism and recreation economic activity is included in the services and the 
trade sectors. 

S3-75	 The scope and complexity of the Ely RMP require discussions to highlight 
information regarding important industries and economic activities and important 
trends affecting those activities as they relate to public lands management. As 
stated in Section 3.23, farming and ranching have traditionally played important 
roles in Nevada's rural economy and social fabric, are very directly affected by public 
lands management, and have faced challenging economic times; factors which 
warranted discussion. Any appearance of differential consideration of the economic 
contributions of specific industries based on the length of the discussion was 
unintended. 

S3-76	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.23 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised regarding the Bald Mountain Mine. 

S3-77	 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-75 regarding the discussion of hunting 
and fishing and Response to Comment S3-21 regarding consultation with NDOW 
staff. 

S3-78	 The statement regarding the influence of state and federal payrolls on local personal 
income is based on data published by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. That 
data shows average earnings per job of state and federal employees being 
considerably higher than those in most other sectors and that the aggregate state 
and federal payroll represents a substantial share of the total labor earnings in the 
local economies. 

S3-79	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.1.4.4 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of bighorn sheep and domestic 
sheep and goat interactions. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft 
RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-80	 In response to your comment, text related to this alternative has been revised to 
clarify that the elimination of grazing in approximately 3.5 million acres (see Section 
2.6.16) including habitats for several special status aquatic species. 

S3-81	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.4 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to include level of use related to travel management and OHV 
activity as one of the primary factors affecting erosion. 
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S3-82	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been changed to incorporate the wording you suggested. 

S3-83	 The text indicates that general qualitative (not quantitative) usage of the restored 
community by wildlife (as indicated by species presence) is simply one component 
in the determination of whether the treated site has achieved the desired range of 
conditions. The text at this location does not state or imply that usage levels by 
individual wildlife species would be quantitatively measured or monitored. 

S3-84	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been changed to incorporate the suggestion that treatments may be timed 
to coincide with low points in the normal wild horse population cycle (i.e., following 
gathers). The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have 
not changed. 

S3-85	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of nonnative fish management. The 
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-86	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been modified to clarify the impacts of fencing on wildlife resources. The 
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-87	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of wildlife water developments. The 
Ely Field Office biologists consider the current distribution and availability of water 
sources to constitute more of a limiting factor to population growth and expansion of 
some wildlife species than others. 

S3-88	 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-87 for a discussion of competition among 
wildlife species. 

S3-89	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to clarify that habitat requirements of special status species 
would be a management priority over habitat management for other wildlife species. 

S3-90	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to clarify that continued conflicts with other resource uses 
would result in different types and levels of effects to various wildlife species. 

S3-91	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6.3 and Section 4.6 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of big game 
habitat management for increased game species distribution and densities. 
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S3-92 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to eliminate the reference to elk as the example species 
favored by actions within this alternative. 

S3-93 The Ely Field Office biologists have determined that the more open vegetation 
communities resulting from treatments in this alternative, with greater emphasis on 
the herbaceous state, would favor increased populations of some nonnative wildlife 
species with associated increased competition and reduced habitat availability for 
various native species, to the extent that such species share similar or overlapping 
ecological niches. 

S3-94 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to eliminate the reference to conflicts with native species. 

S3-95 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of hiking and vehicle use on existing 

S3-95 roads and trails that could result in localized minor erosion.  Sediment input to the 
stream or ponds is not anticipated.  In addition, the management direction to be 
developed for the ACECs for these areas would not allow activities that could affect 
habitat for these species.  NEPA and Section 7 compliance will be required, and 
impacts and mitigation will be described for the specific use areas. Appropriate 
mitigation and stipulations also would be included in the ACEC Management Plans. 

S3-96 In response to your comment, this paragraph in Section 4.7 (Proposed RMP) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to be worded the same as the 
impact statement for Alternative B, since the management direction in these two 
alternatives is identical. The management direction in Alternative A is different. 

S3-97 In response to your comment, the text in this paragraph of Section 4.7 (Alternative 
A, Impacts from other Programs) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been 
revised to clarify the potential increase in mortality as individuals are displaced to 
surrounding habitats. 

S3-98 In response to your comment, the management action in Section 2.4.7.1 regarding
implementation of bat management actions has been expanded to reference 
guidance from the Revised Nevada Bat Conservation Plan (Bradley et al. 2006). 
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S3-99 

S3-100 

S3-101 

S3-102 

S3-103 

S3-104 

S3-106 

S3-107 

S3-105 

Letter S3 Continued 

S3-99 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised to address your comment on grassland dependent species. 
The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not 
changed. 

S3-100 The Sage Grouse guidelines will be one of the factors considered when project-
specific plans are prepared. The Ely Field Office does not consider the actions 
described for Alternative C in Section 4.7.3 to be contrary to these guidelines. 

S3-101 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 (of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been modified to include a reference to the Bat Conservation Plan. 
The basic impact conclusions presented on the Draft RMP and EIS have not 
changed. 

S3-102 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-31 for a discussion of sage-grouse as an 
"umbrella" species. 

S3-103 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.14 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been clarified. Wind energy projects are unlikely to have impacts to 
overall travel management in the Ely RMP decision area. However, additional roads 
supporting wind energy projects may be required, but those would be analyzed 
during review of project-specific proposals. Maintaining public access to public 
lands would be a major consideration of the Ely Field Office during the review of 
wind energy proposals. 

S3-104 NEPA regulations require the analysis of alternatives that are beyond the authority 
of the lead agency (the BLM in this case) to implement. While certain management 
actions contained in Alternative D might require regulatory or legislative changes 
before they could be implemented, including them in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS provides a reasonable range of alternatives, per NEPA regulations, for impact 
analysis and consideration by the public and decision makers. 

S3-105 In response to your comment, the text in this paragraph of Section 4.19 under 
Assumptions for Analysis has been revised to clarify the role of monitoring data in 
the application of adaptive management and continual refinement of treatment 
technologies. The discussion of adaptive management and monitoring has been 
revised and expanded in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see Section 1.7 and 
Section 2.4.23). 

S3-106 The commenter is misreading the context. This is not a discussion of the impacts of 
watershed management on fish and wildlife, but rather the impacts of the fish and 
wildlife management actions on the watershed management program. 

S3-107 The Ely Field Office has not made the assumption you reference and has cited 
literature that strongly indicates that trends toward thresholds will occur. 
Management decisions regarding vegetation restoration will continue to consider 
changes in vegetation communities suggested by the state and transition pathways. 
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S3-108 

S3-109 

S3-110 

S3-111 

S3-112


S3-113


S3-114


S3-115


S3-116
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S3-108	 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 1 of the Ely District Proposed RMP and Final EIS). 

S3-109	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.23 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of potential economic concerns 
related to the RMP management alternatives. The basic impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-110	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.23 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised, changing “...would temporarily” to “... could temporarily” 
to clarify the discussion of potential effects of Alternative B on off-highway vehicle 
use. The assessment reflects uncertainties associated with the timing, location, and 
changes in road and trail access. The basic impact conclusions presented in the 
Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-111	 Big game hunting is acknowledged to be important to the local economies in Section 
3.23. The referenced conclusion does not diminish or denigrate the potential 
importance of future increases in hunting to local economies. Rather, the conclusion 
refers to the aggregate economic effects of Alternative B, including not only those 
associated with increases in big-game hunting, but also the direct, indirect, and 
induced effects of implementing the overall management alternative relative to the 
size of the underlying regional economy. 

S3-112	 Thank you for your comment. The entire Ely RMP is in fact an acknowledgement of 
the comment's underlying premise, that being the positive value of a healthy, 
functioning ecosystem. Also refer to pages 4.23-1 to 4.23-6 for discussions of some 
of the economic costs of declining ecosystem health, augmented by other 
information incorporated throughout the document. More detailed discussions of 
this subject are beyond the scope of the Ely RMP and the comment does not require 
further agency response. 

S3-113	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.24 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised. The change does not affect the basic impact 
conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS. 

S3-114	 It is true that recreational use of both on- and off-highway vehicles contributes air 
pollutants, mostly in the form of PM10. It is a matter of conjecture whether this 
source would exceed emissions from mining and unlikely that it would exceed 
emissions from vegetation treatment and fire management. Section 4.2 in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to discuss the effects of dust from 
recreational vehicle use in the Ely RMP planning area, including competitive events 
held under special recreation permits. Please note that no special recreation 
management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the 
Proposed RMP. 
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S3-115	 All herbivores, including wildlife species, affect vegetation communities 
(composition, density, production, ecological health, etc.) to one degree or another, 
depending on the type, intensity, and timing of herbivory. The statements in this 
section of the text do not assign relative levels of effect to the various factors 
mentioned, but simply acknowledge that such effects exist. 

S3-116	 In response to your comment, the text in of Section 4.28 (Impacts of the Proposed 
RMP) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential 
increase in mortality as individuals are displaced to surrounding habitats. 
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S3-116 

S3-117	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.7 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of maintenance levels at which S3-117 
maintenance mitigations would be implemented. The basic impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-118 S3-118	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential increase in mortality as individuals 
are displaced to surrounding habitats. 

S3-119 
S3-119	 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-122 for a discussion of wildlife as a 

contributor to current deteriorated ecological conditions. 

S3-120 
S3-120	 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-122 for a discussion of wildlife as a 

contributor to current deteriorated ecological conditions. 

S3-121	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.19 of the Proposed RMP and 
S3-121 Final EIS has been revised to not include wildlife management as one of the other 

land uses that affect watershed conditions. 

S3-122	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.19 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of wildlife as a contributor to 
current deteriorated ecological conditions. The basic impact conclusions presented 
in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S3-122 

S3-123	 Please refer to Response to Comment S3-107. 
S3-123 

S3-124	 In response to your comment, the data in Appendix E of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to incorporate your suggested revisions. 

S3-124 
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S3-126

Letter S3 Continued

S3-125 Appendix J has not been included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  Discussion 
S3-125 of mule deer winter use of sagebrush is included in Section 3.6.2 (Mule Deer) 

S3-126 Under the Proposed RMP and Alternative B, approximately 1.8 million acres of 
sagebrush communities in the shrub state would be subject to treatment over a 
period of several decades. This represents approximately 60 percent of the 
sagebrush area in the shrub state and approximately 32 percent of the total 
sagebrush area. The planned treatment approach and areas involved are not 
viewed by the Ely Field Office as conflicting with the referenced statement in 
Appendix J of the Draft RMP and EIS since large tracts of such habitat would remain 
available at any given time. 
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S3-127	 This section refers to Appendix E in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, which lists 
the special status species and identifies the types of habitat that they use. New 
information was added that identifies the geographical occurrence and habitat used 
by these special status fish species. 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. 

S3-128	 In response to your comment, the discussions regarding aquatic invertebrates and 
amphibians in Section 3.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised 
and expanded to clarify the general distributions and habitat relations of these 
species. In addition, a management action has been added to Section 2.4.7.1 for 
the protection of spring snails. 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. 

S3-129	 In response to your comment, Section 3.7.2 and Table 3.7-2 in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been modified to more clearly present the results of the most 
recent NDOW surveys conducted in 2003 and 2004. 

S3-130	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of species populations. In 
addition, a statement has been added to Section 4.1.4.5 to refer the reader to that 
section. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not 
changed. 

S3-131	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been expanded to include a discussion of impacts from shoreline 
disturbance. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS 
have not changed. 

S3-127 

S3-128 

S3-130 

S3-129 

S3-131 
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S3-132	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of potential impacts to Meadow 
Valley Wash desert sucker and Meadow Valley Wash speckled dace in the Clover 
Creek drainage. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS 
have not changed. 

S3-133	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of impacts from the 1999 fire in 
Condor Canyon. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS 
have not changed. 

S3-131 

S3-132 

S3-133 
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S4-1	 Analysis of the impacts of the construction and operation of the Yucca Mountain rail 
spur will be conducted by the Department of Energy and presented in an EIS 
prepared by that agency. The Ely Field Office has treated the rail line as an 
interrelated project in the cumulative impact section (4.28) of the Draft RMP and EIS 
and Proposed RMP and Final EIS at an appropriate level of detail, according to 
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations and BLM NEPA guidelines. It is noted 
that the Department of Energy is investigating an alternative rail spur alignment (the 
Mina corridor) that would not cross the Ely RMP planning area. 

S4-1 
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S4-2 

S4-3 

S4-4 

Letter S4 Continued 

S4-2 

S4-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment S4-1 for a discussion of the analysis of 
impacts from the Yucca Mountain rail spur. 

Please refer to Response to Comment S4-1 for a discussion of the analysis of 
impacts from the Yucca Mountain rail spur. 

S4-4 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Air Quality) of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential for increased fugitive 
dust associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail 
spur. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 



S4-5 

S4-6 

S4-8 

S4-7 

S4-9 

S4-10 

S4-11 

S4-12 
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S4-5	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Water Resources) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential alterations in 
surface drainage patterns and accelerated erosion and sedimentation associated 
with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. Also please 
see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-6	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Soils) of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential surface disturbances, loss of 
soil productivity, and increased erosion and sedimentation associated with the 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. Also please see 
Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-7	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Vegetation) of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential surface disturbances 
and loss of vegetation associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
including the rail spur. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-8	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Wildlife) of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential surface disturbances, 
loss of habitat, habitat fragmentation, and creation of wildlife migration barriers 
associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. 
Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-9	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Special Status Species) of 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS describes the potential surface disturbances, loss 
of habitat, and habitat fragmentation associated with the reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, including the rail spur. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-10	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Wild Horses) of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential surface disturbances, 
loss of vegetation, and creation of migration barriers associated with the reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. Also please see Response to 
Comment S4-1. 

S4-11	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Cultural) of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS describes the types of impacts associated with potential surface 
disturbing activities such as those listed as reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
including additional rights-of-way, in Table 4.28-1. Also please see Response to 
Comment S4-1. 

S4-12	 The Ely Field Office does not manage resources on private land. 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. Impacts to the scenic 
qualities of Garden Valley from the proposed Yucca Mountain rail line would be 
analyzed and mitigation would be considered in the Department of Energy EIS. 
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S4-13	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.10 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential loss of paleontological resources 
associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. 
Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-14	 Please refer to Section 4.28 Impacts of the Interrelated Projects of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS where the proposed development of the Department of Energy 
rail line is specifically mentioned as one of the reasonably foreseeable future actions 
potentially contributing to cumulative impacts to visual resources. Also please see 
Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-15	 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-1. Analysis of the potential development 
of private land is beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. 

S4-16	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Renewable Energy) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the interaction between the 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur, and renewable energy 
development. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-17	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Transportation) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential impact of the 
proposed rail line on travel management and off-highway vehicle use. Also please 
see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-18	 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-17. 

S4-19	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Livestock and Range 
Management) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the 
potential surface disturbances, loss of vegetation, and creation of movement barriers 
associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. 
Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-12 

S4-13 

S4-14 

S4-15 

S4-16 

S4-17 

S4-18 

S4-19 
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S4-20	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Forestry and Woodlands) of 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential surface 
disturbances and loss of woodlands associated with the reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, including the rail spur. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-21	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Geology and Minerals) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential contribution of 
the proposed Department of Energy rail line and other interrelated projects to 
increased local demand for sand, gravel, and ballast rock. Also please see 
Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-22	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Water Resources) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential alterations in 
surface drainage patterns and accelerated erosion and sedimentation associated 
with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. Also please 
see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-23	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Fire Management) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential for increased 
fire ignition sources associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
including the rail spur. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-24	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Cumulative) of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential for increased weed seed 
introduction and dispersal mechanisms associated with the reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, including the rail spur. Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-25	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Special Designations) of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the potential contribution of 
the proposed Department of Energy rail line to cumulative impacts affecting desert 
tortoise habitat in the existing ACECs. Also please see Response to Comment S4
1. 

S4-26	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28 (Social and Economic 
Resources) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the 
potential negative as well as positive impacts to economic and social conditions 
associated with the reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the rail spur. 
Also please see Response to Comment S4-1. 

S4-19 

S4-20 

S4-22 
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S4-24 
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S4-27	 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-26. 

S4-28	 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-11. 

S4-29	 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-1. Analysis of the potential health effects 
from the construction and operation of the rail spur is beyond the scope of the Ely 
RMP. 

S4-30	 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-1 for a discussion of the analysis of 
impacts from the Yucca Mountain rail spur. 

S4-31	 Please refer to Section 5.1.5 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for a discussion of Cooperating Agencies. As indicated, the Department of 
Energy was invited to be a cooperating agency on the Ely RMP but declined. 

S4-26 

S4-29 

S4-30 

S4-31 

S4-27 

S4-28 
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S5-1 

S5-2 

S5-3 

S5-4 

S5-5 

S5-6 

S5-7 

S5-8 

S5-9 
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S5-1 Comment noted. 

S5-2 In response to your comment, the text related to Alternative B in Table 2.9-1 has 
been revised to incorporate the wording you suggest. Please refer to the Glossary 
in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for definitions of 
resilient and resistant. 

S5-3 The 77 percent of existing woodland would be treated to achieve the desired future 
conditions presented in the Proposed RMP for pinyon and / or juniper. Treatments 
would utilize all tools available, individually or in combination. Please see Appendix 
H in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a listing of Tools and Techniques. 

S5-4 Section 2.6.5.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to incorporate 
the wording you suggest. Please refer to the Glossary in the Draft RMP and EIS 
and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for definitions of resilient and resistant. 

S5-5 The management direction in Alternative C has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP. Pinyon and /or juniper communities as a whole are generally more 
accessible, whereas most of the High Elevation Conifer areas are not. 

S5-6 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-7 The management direction in Alternative B has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP. The vegetation treatment would be implemented over a long period of time, 
as determined appropriate through watershed analyses. Areas of treatment would 
require exclusion of livestock per BLM policy; however, there would be a balance of 
treatment acres among watersheds and allotments to lessen the effect on current 
livestock operations. 

S5-8 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-9 Fire prevention and rehabilitation are important components of the Proposed RMP. 
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S5-10 

S5-11 

S5-12 

S5-13 

S5-14 

S5-15 

S5-16 

S5-17 

S5-18 

S5-19 

S5-20 

S5-21 
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S5-10	 Hydrologic function is tied to plant community structure and composition, and the 
two are not separable and would be considered together on a watershed basis. 
Riparian/wetlands are part of a watershed system and would exhibit ecological site 
integrity. 

S5-11	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-12	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-13	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-14	 In response to your comment, the Glossary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been updated to include clarification of the terms identified in Table 2.9-1. 

S5-15	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-16	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-17	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-18	 The lands proposed for disposal were selected in coordination with county officials. 
The counties held public meetings to get input on where the Ely Field Office should 
dispose of public lands and then provided their choice of lands to be available for 
disposal that would best meet the county’s future needs. The proposed lands are 
concentrated around the communities in the planning area to provide for community 
expansion for residential, commercial, and public purpose uses. 

S5-19	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-20	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.14.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of Off Highway Vehicle 
Designations. Please refer to Section 2.5.14.1 in the transportation plan in the Draft 
RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of emergency 
motorized vehicle access. 

S5-21	 Thank you for expressing your concern. Special Recreation Permits for off-highway 
vehicle events are issued following site-specific environmental analysis and may 
contain special stipulations, such as a requirement to notify other permittees or a 
requirement to rehabilitate damaged roads in a timely manner. 
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S5-22 

S5-23 

S5-24 

S5-25 

S5-26 

S5-27 

S5-28 

S5-29 

S5-30 

S5-31 

S5-32 

S5-33 

S5-34 

S5-35 
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S5-22	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-23	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-24	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-25	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-26	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-27	 Please refer to Section 2.5.16.2 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for an explanation of “temporary non-renewable” grazing. This explanation 
has been repeated in Section 2.5.16.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

S5-28	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-29	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.17.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion that fuelwood collection would 
include both live and dead trees. 

S5-30	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-31	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-32	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-33	 In response to your comment, the Proposed RMP in Section 2.5.17.6 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been changed to allow commercial use on a 
case-by-case basis. Please refer to Section 2.4.17.6 in the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of how BLM would prevent over
harvesting. 

S5-34	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-35	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 
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S5-36 
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S5-41 
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S5-36	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-37	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-38	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-39	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-40	 Please refer to Section 4.16 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of the acreage that would be lost to livestock grazing with the 
designation of ACECs under each alternative. 

S5-41	 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP presented in this document. 

S5-42	 Since the management related to wilderness is common to all alternatives, a 
parameter related to this topic is not needed in Table 2.9-1. The table heading has 
been corrected in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to eliminate this erroneous 
reference to Section 2.5.22.3. The management direction in Alternative E has been 
incorporated into the Proposed RMP presented in this document. 

S5-43	 Section references have been eliminated from Table 2.9-1. Please see Section 
2.5.22.4 for discussion of the management for Wilderness Study Areas and to 
Section 2.5.22.5 for the management of Other Special Designations. Wilderness 
characteristics are defined by wilderness regulations. (Please also see Section 
1.6.2.1 for further discussion of these areas). 

S5-44	 Please refer to Response to Comment F1-43. 
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S6-1	 Thank you for expressing your concerns. While statements of opinion (including 
agreement or opposition) do not require specific responses or text revisions under 
the NEPA regulations, they have been considered by the Ely Field Office and 
Nevada State Office and documented in the administrative record associated with 
the Ely RMP. 

S6-2	 In response to your comment and similar comments, the text in several locations in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to discuss the array of potential 
causal factors potentially associated with failure to meet Resource Advisory Council 
Standards and Guidelines. 

S6-3	 In response to your comment, the text in several locations throughout the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify that watershed assessments and 
monitoring programs will examine a wide array of potential causal factors in not 
meeting objectives and standards, rather than emphasizing livestock grazing as the 
primary factor. 

S6-4	 In response to your comment and similar comments, the discussion of adaptive 
management and monitoring incorporating these aspects has been revised and 
expanded in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see Section 1.7 and Section 2.4.23). 

S6-5	 The format for the Draft RMP and EIS was developed to meet CEQ requirements for 
EISs, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook guidelines for RMPs, and the Ely Field 
Office's need to have the RMP organized by resource program. Consistency 
concerns were raised by a number of commenters. Chapters 2 and 4 in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, in particular, have been revised to correct 
inconsistencies among resource programs. 

S6-6	 Thank you for your comment. The approach to watershed analysis is addressed in 
the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS at a level of detail that 
BLM considers appropriate for the land use planning process. A variety of editorial 
revisions have been made to the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to better explain the 
relationships between watershed analysis, the monitoring program, and adaptive 
management. 
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S6-7 Please refer to Response to Comment S6-4. 

S6-10 Please refer to Response to Comment S4-4. 

S6-11 In response to your comment, exclosures have been added to the Research Tools 
section of Appendix H (Tools and Techniques) in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

S6-12 In response to your comment and similar comments, the discussion of adaptive 
management and monitoring incorporating these aspects has been revised and 
expanded in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see Section 1.7 and Section 2.4.23). 
The Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook has been included as a reference in 
this section. 

S6-13 The Ely Field Office agrees with your comment. The management actions in the 
Proposed RMP are intended to result in healthy wildlife communities, not just 
increased numbers of game species. 

S6-8 In response to your comment, the text in Sections 1.7 and 2.4.23 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of adaptive 
management and monitoring. 

S6-9 The Ely Field Office works on landscape management and monitoring in partnership 
with the Eastern Nevada Landscape Coalition, which includes University professors, 
federal and non-federal agency specialists, and nation-wide environmental groups. 
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S6-14	 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. 

S6-15	 The Memorandum of Understanding between NDEP and BLM is already discussed 
in Section 1.8.2 and Section 2.4.3, and additional references to it and the Clean 
Water Act have been made in Section 4.3. 

S6-16	 Please refer to the Response to Comment S6-15. 

S6-17	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.5.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the protection methods for encouraging 
aspen regeneration would be applied on a site-specific basis. 

S6-18	 Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to achievement of the standards and 
guidelines for rangeland health 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, all of which will occur. Evaluations will be 
allotment-specific, and if it is determined that grazing is a causal factor for not 
meeting standards for rangeland health, appropriate adjustments to grazing 
practices will be made to address the specific problem. This could include 
elimination of livestock grazing to promote aspen regeneration. 

S6-19	 Please refer to Response to Comment S6-4. 

S6-20	 In response to your comment and similar comments, the text related to the 
Proposed RMP in Section 2.4.16 and Section 2.5.16 has been revised to delete this 
reference to Rangeland Health Standards Assessments. The discussion of adaptive 
management and monitoring incorporating these aspects has been revised and 
expanded in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see Section 1.7 and Section 2.4.23). 

S6-21	 Please refer to Response to Comment S6-20. 
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S6-22	 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.1.4.4 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of interactions among bighorn 
sheep and domestic sheep and goats. The basic impact conclusions presented in 
the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

S6-23	 Please refer to Sections 4.19, 4.20, and 4.21 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for 
discussions of livestock grazing as a tool in the management of watersheds, fire, 
and weeds, respectively. 

S6-24	 Please refer to Response to Comment S6-5 for a discussion of the format of and 
inconsistencies in the Draft RMP and EIS. 




