
Responses to Letter N1 

N1-1 The required comment period on a Draft RMP and EIS is 90 days. BLM elected to
N1-1 set a 120-day comment period for the Ely Draft RMP and EIS and did not formally

extend this period. Although the BLM did not elect to extend the official comment
period for this document, comments received after the end of the comment period
were considered as late as practicable within the overall document revision and
publication process. Comments that were received after the close of the comment
period have been accepted and considered in the preparation of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS.

Letter N1 



N2-1

N2-2

Letter N2 Responses to Letter N2 

N2-1 The Ely Field Office recognizes that off-highway vehicle use is an acceptable use of
public land wherever it is compatible with resource management objectives. Areas
are designated as “open” for cross country vehicle use where there are no
compelling resource protection needs, user conflicts, or public safety issues. No
areas managed by the Ely Field Office were determined to meet those criteria. The
Ely Field Office is designating a majority of the planning area as “limited” in the
Proposed RMP. The “limited” designation would still provide for off-highway vehicle
opportunities, including potential new off-highway vehicle trails, while managing for
public safety and resource protection needs. In response to this and similar
comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has
been revised to clarify criteria that may be used when designating routes in a
project-specific transportation plan. Not all dry washes would be suitable for OHV
use; however, some may be designated as trails when transportation plans are
prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The public will be invited to
participate in the transportation planning process.

N2-2 Comment noted.



Letter N3 



Letter N3 Continued Responses to Letter N3 

N3-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The Proposed RMP does not propose the
Garden Valley special recreation management area for scenic qualities. However,
the Garden Valley area continues to be identified for visual resource management
Class II and Class III objectives. The type of issues raised in your comment will be
considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans are prepared or
evaluated.

N3-2 Thank you for your comment. Visual Resource Management classes do not restrict
livestock grazing.

N3-3 Please refer to Response to Comment N3-1.

N3-4 Thank you for expressing your concern. The special recreation permit area in the
Coal Valley area is based on historic motorized event courses. The type of issues
raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when the project-
specific plan is prepared.

N3-5 Please refer to Response to Comment N3-1.

N3-1

N3-2

N3-3

N3-4

N3-5



Letter N4  



Letter N4 Continued  Responses to Letter N4 

N4-1 The lands referenced in this comment have been addressed in the Lincoln County
Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2004 and the White Pine
County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2006. The only
remaining wilderness study areas managed by the Ely Field Office are found in
eastern Nye County. Until Congress makes a determination on designation or
release, these wilderness study areas will be managed by the Ely Field Office under
the Bureau’s Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review (BLM
Handbook, H-8550-1) to preserve their wilderness characteristics.

N4-2 Comment noted.

N4-3 Please refer to Section 1.6.2.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of the designation of wilderness.

N4-4 Comment noted.

N4-5 In response to your comment, the Ely Field Office considered the size of the Blue
Mass Scenic Area ACEC but did not change the area proposed for designation.
Please refer to Section 2.4.22.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a
description of the Blue Mass Scenic Area ACEC. As part of the ACEC regulations,
the Ely Field Office may not use an ACEC designation as a substitute for wilderness
suitability recommendation. As part of the White Pine County Conservation,
Recreation, and Development Act of 2006, the Heusser Bristlecone Research
Natural Area has been included in designated wilderness.

N4-6 The Shooting Gallery proposed ACEC are being carried forward in the Ely Proposed
RMP. As part of the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and
Development Act of 2006, the Mount Grafton proposed ACEC has been included in
designated wilderness.

N4-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N4-5.

N4-8 Please refer to Response to Comment N4-6.

N4-1

N4-2

N4-3

N4-4

N4-5

N4-6
N4-7
N4-8



Letter N4 Continued  

N4-9 

N4-10 

N4-11 

N4-12 

N4-13 

N4-14 

N4-15 

N4-16 

Responses to Letter N4 

N4-9 Cave resources in the Ely RMP decision area are protected through a variety of
means including the Ely Cave Management Plan, ACEC designation, wilderness
and wilderness study area designation, Best Management Practices, and permit
terms and conditions.

N4-10 Cultural resources in the Ely RMP decision area are afforded protection under a
number of existing regulations, which the Ely Field Office must implement. In
addition to the existing regulations, several ACECs are proposed to provide special
management attention to protect cultural resources. The management prescriptions
for these ACECs will protect them from mineral development and land disposals.
Please refer to Section 2.4.22.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for
management prescriptions by ACEC.

N4-11 Comment noted.

N4-12 Comment noted.

N4-13 Comment noted. Outdoor recreation is an important consideration for the
management of public lands by the Ely Field Office.

N4-14 Comment noted. The management direction in Alternative B has been incorporated
into the Proposed RMP presented in this document.

N4-15 In response to this and similar comments, the management action in Section
2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding outfitter and guide permits
has been revised. 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.

N4-16 Comment noted.



Letter N4 Continued  



Letter N5



Letter N5 Continued Responses to Letter N5

 N5-1

 N5-2

 N5-3

 N5-4

 N5-5

N5-1 Please refer to the Cultural section of the Glossary in the Draft RMP and
EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for definition of the cultural resource 
use categories mentioned in the text. The text in the Glossary has been
expanded to include definitions of cultural resource inventory levels and 
HABS/HAER Level I documentation.  In addition, in response to your 
comment, the text in Section 2.5.9 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
has been expanded to clarify the discussion of Cultural Resource Use
Categories. As a standard practice, the BLM has chosen not to append the 
numerous IMs and similar documents referenced in the text, except in limited 
situations where they are critical to key management issues or would likely
be of concern to a broad segment of the affected public.

N5-2 Please refer to Sections 1.8 (Relationships that are Key to the Ely RMP), 
2.5.9 (Cultural Resources), and 3.9.3 (Cultural Management) in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of laws directing Federal cultural
resource management.

N5-3 The Ely Field Office and Nevada SHPO have been coordinating with each 
other throughout the Ely RMP process, with the SHPO participating as a 
formal Cooperating Agency.  This coordination will continue in the event 
a cultural site that does not reach a national level of significance, but may 
be important as a State-registered eligible site or resource important to the
local population, is identified as a result of Ely Field Office land management 
activities.

N5-4 Please refer to Section 2.4.9 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of moving a site from one use category to another use category.

N5-5 Please refer to Section 2.4.9 (management action CR-2) in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of cultural resource use allocation. The
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook requires allocation of all cultural sites to
a primary, but not exclusive, use category.  It also recognizes that these are 
not exclusive use categories for any given site or type of site.  In response 
to your comment, the text in Sections 2.4.9.9, 2.4.9.10, 2.7.9.7, 2.7.9.8, 
2.7.9.9, 2.7.9.10, 2.8.9.8, 2.8.9.9, and 2.8.9.11 (management actions) has 
been revised to clarify the discussion of assigning cultural resources to use 
categories.  There is no conflict between cultural resource use allocations 
and National Register status.  Use allocations need to minimize conflict with 
National Register status.  These conflicts will be addressed in the watershed 
management plan or site-specific activity plan where conflicts occur.



Letter N5 Continued Responses to Letter N5

N5-5

N5-6

N5-7

N5-8

N5-9

N5-10

N5-11

N5-6 Please refer to Sections 2.4.9.1 through 2.4.9.13 in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS for a discussion of the use of site stewards at cultural sites.
Site stewards will assist in monitoring the condition of sites as specified in 
the management action section for each site type. Please refer to Section
2.4.9 (management action CR-2) for a discussion of the flexibility of cultural 
resource use allocation categories.

N5-7 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of threats to cultural 
resources.  Identification of specific threats has been removed; however, 
threats and risks will still be used to prioritize actions as stated in Section 
2.4.9.

N5-8 In response to your comment, the text in Sections 2.4.9.1 through 2.4.9.13 of 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion 
of priorities for inventory for National Register eligible sites.

N5-9 In response to your comment, the text in the cultural resources portion of the 
Glossary of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify
the discussion of the term inventory.

N5-10 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been revised and the name Hill Beachey removed.

N5-11 Please refer to Response to Comment N5-1.



Letter N5 Continued Responses to Letter N5

N5-12

N5-13

N5-14

N5-15

N5-16

N5-17

N5-18

N5-19

N5-20

N5-12 Please refer to the cultural resources portion of the Glossary in the Draft
RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for the definition of Public 
Use at rock art sites.

N5-13 The subject of this comment will be addressed on a site-specific basis 
according the Nevada BLM/SHPO Protocol.

N5-14 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.9.2 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of Alternative D 
(rock art sites).

N5-15 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9.5 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the National Register
eligibility of historic cemeteries.  The text in Section 2.4.9 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify sites Discharged from
Management use.

N5-16 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9.6 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of Ethnic
Arboreal Narratives & Graphics and Bow Stave Trees.

N5-17 Please refer to Response to Comment N5-1.

N5-18 Effort was put into defining the site type in Section 2.4.9.7 of the proposed 
RMP and Final EIS, as this site type is not well understood by the public.  
While professionals understand the term “Paleoindian”, the definition is used 
for clarification purposes.  Examples were provided in the Draft RMP and EIS 
to help clarify what sites would be managed under each site type. With the
exception of the “Paleoindian” and the “Other” site types, all other site types 
are self defining.

N5-19 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.9.7 (Paleoindian Sites:  
Management Actions) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised 
to clarify the discussion of Paleoindian sites and Public Use allocations.

N5-20 In response to your comment, the text in the cultural portion of the Glossary 
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the
discussion of Class II and Class III cultural inventories.



Letter N5 Continued Responses to Letter N5

N5-21

N5-22

N5-23

N5-24

N5-25

N5-26

N5-27

N5-28

N5-29

N5-30

N5-21 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9.9 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of restoration 
and repair of vandalized cave and rockshelter sites.

N5-22 Please refer to Response to Comment N5-21 for a discussion of restoration
and repair of vandalized cave and rockshelter sites.  Implementing 
restoration and repair of vandalized cultural sites is beyond the scope of the 
Proposed RMP.  Implementation of restoration and repair of vandalized sites 
would be handled under an ARPA case. BLM is required to do restoration
under ARPA. Implementation of restoration and repair is part of BLM’s
annual targets for which the BLM receives funding and for which results are 
audited.

N5-23 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9.13 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of 
Ethnohistoric Sites, Sacred Sites, Traditional Use Areas, and Traditional 
Cultural Properties.  Also, please refer to Section 3.9.3 (Traditional Cultural 
Properties) for a discussion of steps the Ely Field Office has taken to identify 
Traditional Cultural Properties.

N5-24 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9.13 (Management 
Actions) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the 
discussion of GPS use on ethnohistoric sites, sacred sites, traditional use 
areas, and traditional cultural properties.

N5-25 Please refer to Sections 2.4.22, 2.5.9.12 and 2.5.22.5 in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS for a discussion of steps proposed to protect the Snake Creek
Indian Burial Cave.

N5-26 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.9.14 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the definition of “Other” and 
the reference to intaglios or geoglyphs has been removed

N5-27 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.10 (Paleontological 
Resources) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to
clarify the discussion of trilobite management (Section 2.4.10.1).  Please 
refer to Section 1.6.1 (Issues Addressed) in the Proposed RMP and Final
FEIS for a discussion of why only trilobite management is covered in Chapter 
2.

N5-28 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.9 (Interactions with Other 
Programs) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify 
the discussion of cultural resource management interactions with other
programs. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and
EIS have not changed.

N5-29 Please refer to Section 2.4.22 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of proposed ACECs for the protection of cultural resources.

N5-30 Comment noted.



Letter N6 Responses to Letter N6 

N6-1 The Ely Field Office has reviewed the field report that you submitted as part of your
comment (not published here but available for review in the Ely Field Office) and
added the Golden Gate Range as an ACEC nomination. The ACEC review process
determined that while the Golden Gate Range area met relevance, it did not meet
importance. The archaeological, geological, and scenic resources found in the
Golden Gate Range were not considered to be more than locally significant when
compared with other similar resources found in Eastern Nevada. The Proposed
RMP and Final EIS contains management actions, and references the Ely Cave
Management Plan, BLM policy, and law, which would allow protective actions to
occur for the archaeological and geological resources should the need arise, without
highlighting these locations to the public. In addition, no threats were identified that
would require additional site-specific special management to protect those resources
found in the proposal area.

N6-1



Letter N6 Continued 



Letter N7 Responses to Letter N7 

N7-1 The Ely Field Office appreciates your comment.

N7-2 Comment noted.

N7-3 The only areas of the Clover Mountains that will be closed to motorized access are
the areas designated as wilderness in 2004. For additional information, please refer
to Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for clarification of how
comprehensive travel management planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning
area.

N7-1

N7-2

N7-3



Letter N7 Continued Responses to Letter N7 

N7-4 Please refer to Response to Comment N7-3 for a discussion of OHV management in
the Clover Mountain area.

N7-5 The Ely Field Office will continue to conduct watershed analyses on the 61
watersheds in the Ely RMP decision area over the next several years. During these
analyses, a careful evaluation of the role fire plays in a particular watershed will be
made. Although roads can play a positive role during the suppression of a wildland
fire, they may also contribute to greater problems in a watershed, such as erosion,
than fire would. There are times when fires are beneficial to a watershed, and a
road in that instance may stop a fire that is having a beneficial effect to the overall
health of the watershed.

N7-6 Please refer to Response to Comment N7-5.

N7-7 Comment noted. Road designation is a process that will occur with public input
subsequent to the approval of the RMP.

N7-8 The Ely Field Office appreciates your comments and will maintain you on the mailing
list.

N7-3

N7-4

N7-5

N7-6

N7-7

N7-8



N8-1

N8-2

N8-4

N8-5

N8-6

N8-7

N8-3

Letter N8 Responses to Letter N8 

N8-1 Comment noted.

N8-2 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.

N8-3 Please refer to Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for clarification
of how comprehensive travel management planning will occur in the Ely RMP
planning area. Travel plans for the entire planning area are expected to be
completed about 10 years after the RMP is approved. In addition, no off-highway
vehicle emphasis areas would be designated by the Proposed RMP, and no special
recreation management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been
identified in the Proposed RMP. Management of motorcycle event areas will be
considered by the Ely Field Office when plans for specific events are submitted and
evaluated.

N8-4 Please refer to Section 3.16 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS for discussion the number of grazing allotments in various condition categories,
which is the best current summary of where standards are being met. Allotment
evaluations have been completed on 102 allotments since 1990. Grazing
management practices or levels of grazing use were changed if needed to achieve
allotment objectives or progress toward achievement of the standards. It can be
reasonably expected that livestock grazing on the 102 allotments administered by
the Ely Field Office is progressing toward or meeting the standards for rangeland
health. The most relevant question is not what the consequences are to ranchers for
meeting the standards, but rather what the consequences are for not meeting the
standards, since that is the situation in which additional grazing restrictions may be
necessary.

N8-5 Although the BLM may install artificial wildlife water developments to “Meet the
public demands for increased recreational opportunities ...” as stated in Section
2.4.6.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, that decision must still meet the goal of
wildlife habitat management, which is listed at the beginning of Section 2.4.6.

N8-6 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.

N8-7 In response to your comment, the text in Table 2.9-1 and in Section 2.4.6.2 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to include the entire Snake Range.



Letter N8 Continued 

N8-7

N8-8

N8-9

N8-10

N8-11

N8-12

N8-13

Responses to Letter N8 

N8-8 The available data at this time is canopy cover. As further data collection continues,
stem density and tree age can be collected. The desired range of conditions is the
mosaic of a vegetative community. Desired future conditions will define the mosaic
at the landscape scale. Refer to the revised text in the vegetation section and
proposed monitoring plan in Section 2.4.23. The terms “overmature” and “old-
growth” have been carefully defined and consistently used in the document in
accordance with Natural Resource Conservation Service Ecological Site
Descriptions and are not used interchangeably.

N8-9 As indicated in Section 2.4.5.3, percent canopy cover is only one of several
parameters that would be used in the assessment of health conditions within this
vegetation type. Grazing management (including protection from) is one of the most
logical tools for encouraging aspen regeneration. The text related to Alternatives B
and C has been revised to clarify this approach.

N8-10 In response to your comment and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.5.4 has
been revised in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to clarify the proposed
management of the high elevation conifer communities.

N8-11 The text in this and other vegetation sections has been revised in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS to clarify that native and nonnative seed would be used as
appropriate to the management objectives of various vegetation types and individual
situations. Nonnative species in seedings will be decided on a case-by-case basis.

N8-12 Although one may debate whether the objective is being achieved, the current
management direction regarding vegetation management (including livestock
grazing and other uses) in the Mojave Desert is as stated for Alternative A in the
Draft RMP/Draft EIS (Section 2.5.5.7) and the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
(Section 2.5.5.8). In response to this and other comments regarding vegetation
management within the Mojave Desert the text in Section 2.4.5.8 in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to provide additional clarification of the
proposed management actions for these vegetation communities. In response to
changes in vegetation condition that resulted from the South Desert Complex Fires
of 2005, substantial additonal areas of the Mojave have been temporarily closed to
livestock grazing while vegetation communities recover.

N8-13 The text for Section 2.4.5.10 has been revised in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
to clarify minor issues associated with the Draft RMP and EIS. The existing
distribution of states shown in the Draft RMP and EIS is reasonably accurate and no
changes have been made. Vegetation treatment methods and maintenance
techniques will be selected on a case-by-case basis as the RMP is implemented.



Letter N8 Continued 

N8-13

N8-14

N8-15

N8-16

N8-17

N8-18

N8-19

N8-20

N8-21

N8-22

N8-23

Responses to Letter N8 

N8-14 The text of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to address
monitoring in more detail in Section 2.4.23. The content of this section, however, is
not meant to substitute for the detailed monitoring plan that will be prepared
following issuance of the Record of Decision.

N8-15 The comment is partially correct: Alternatives B and E are shown on Map 2.4-33;
Alternative C is actually shown on Map 2.4-35. Maps have been renumbered in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS to reflect the chapter and section of their first
appearance.

N8-16 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.

N8-17 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Special management actions are specific
to each ACEC to protect the relevant and important values for that particular ACEC.
With regard to tamarisk, it is not managed under Woodland and Other Plant
Products (Section 2.4.17 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS). Tamarisk is
considered a noxious weed and will be managed as described in Section 2.4.21 of
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N8-18 As part of the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of
2006, the Heusser Bristlecone Research Natural Area has been included in
designated wilderness. Therefore, this area will be closed to saleable minerals.

N8-19 In response to your comment, the footnotes on Table 2.4-30 (Management
Prescriptions for Proposed ACECs) in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been
revised to clarify the discussion of collection of plant materials and fuelwood cutting
in the Snake Creek Indian Burial Cave ACEC. Collection of plant materials and
fuelwood cutting would be allowed in the ACEC, because these two activities would
not impact the important values being protected by the special designation.

N8-20 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.22.4 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to describe the interim management policy for
Wilderness Study Areas, and the non-impairment criteria.

N8-21 In response to this and other comments, no special recreation management areas
emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the Proposed RMP.

N8-22 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.15 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of recreation impacts. The basic
impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.



Responses to Letter N8 

N8-23 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.21 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify that while treated areas are expected to
increase the short-term vulnerability to weed establishment, this negative impact is
more than offset by the long-term resistance of these areas to weed infestations
following reestablishment of resilient perennial vegetation. The basic impact
conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.



Letter N8 Continued 

N8-24

N8-25

N8-26

N8-27

N8-28

N8-29

N8-30

N8-31

N8-32

N8-33

N8-34

N8-35

N8-36

Responses to Letter N8 

N8-24 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been revised to clarify the effects of off-highway vehicle travel on water
resources. Per Sections 2.4.14 and 2.6.14, there would be restriction of areas open
to off-highway vehicular travel under the Proposed RMP and Alternative B. In
addition, no special recreation management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle
use have been identified in the Proposed RMP.

N8-25 In response to your comment, the text in several paragraphs related to Noxious and
Invasive Weed Management in Section 4.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has
been expanded to clarify the threat of non-native species within the Mojave
ecosystem. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have
not changed.

N8-26 In response to your comment, the text related to the Proposed RMP (Impacts from
Other Programs) in Section 4.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been
revised. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not
changed.

N8-27 Please note that there are no off-highway vehicle use emphasis areas presented in
the Proposed RMP. In addition, no special recreation management areas
emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been identified in the Proposed RMP.

N8-28 The Muddy River watershed extends into Lincoln County via the tributary Dead Man
Wash.

N8-29 In response to your comment, the text in appropriate paragraphs for the Proposed
RMP and Alternative B and C in Section 4.8 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has
been revised to clarify that the discussion relates to off-highway vehicle emphasis
areas rather than to open areas. The basic impact conclusions presented in the
Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

N8-30 Following BLM policy, vertebrate fossils such as dinosaurs, mammals, fishes, and
reptiles, and uncommon invertebrate fossils may be collected only by trained
researchers under BLM permit. Collected fossils remain the property of all
Americans and are placed in museums or other public institutions after study.
Common invertebrate fossils, such as plants, mollusks, and trilobites, may be
collected for personal use in reasonable quantities, but may not be bartered or sold.

N8-31 Registration will allow the Ely Field Office to enforce the BLM invertebrate collection
policy (see Response to Comment N8-30). Anyone who is apprehended and has
not registered, may be subject to penalties. This will give the Field Office a better
ability to track use and reduce illegal commercial collection.

N8-32 Please refer to Response to Comment N8-16 for a discussion of the Haypress
Allotment.



Responses to Letter N8 

N8-33 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.14 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the effects of recreation and special
designations on travel management.

N8-34 The population projections presented in Table 4.23-1 were prepared by the State of
Nevada Demographer and generally reflect continuation of long-term demographic
trends, absent any major new developments. Reference to those projections was
appropriate given that insufficient information was available regarding the timing,
level of development, likelihood, and other characteristics about other new projects
to develop an independent set of long-term population projections. More current
projections are now available, and Table 4.23-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
has been modified. However, the new projections do not alter the fundamental
conclusions associated with the RMP alternatives.

N8-35 In response to your comment, the text in Table 4.28-1 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been modified to address your comment. The basic impact
conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

N8-36 The 168,000 acres of weed infestation are derived from annual noxious weed and
invasive species inventories that are conducted in the Ely RMP decision area. The
168,000 acres are an approximation of the acreage where the understory is
dominated by cheatgrass, red brome, or other Nevada noxious or invasive species.



Letter N8 Continued 

N8-37

N8-38

N8-39

Responses to Letter N8 

N8-37 The discussion of the Toquop Energy Project in Section 4.28.3 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to reflect the potential change from a gas-fired
plant to a coal-fired plant. Water demand would be reduced from 7,000 acre-
feet/year to 2,500 acre-feet/year. The conclusion on the impact of groundwater
pumping on bedrock springs is based on the analysis conducted for the original
Toquop Energy Project EIS (as cited in Section 4.28.3), using the 7,000 acre-
feet/year pumping rate. The lower pumping rate would be expected to have a lesser
impact on springs; however, this conclusion will be confirmed in the EIS being
prepared for the modified project.

N8-38 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.15 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to reflect the amount of 1.6 million acres dedicated to
motorcycle permit areas. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP
and EIS have not changed.

N8-39 Please refer to Response to Comment N8-2 for a discussion of inconsistencies
within the Draft RMP and EIS.



Letter N9 Responses to Letter N9 

In response to your comment and similar comments, corrections have been made in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to recognize elk as native species to the area
throughout all alternatives.

Please refer to Response to Comment N9-1.

Please refer to Response to Comment N9-1.

N9-1

N9-2

N9-3

N9-1

N9-2

N9-3



Responses to Letter N9 

N9-4

N9-5

N9-9

N9-10

N9-8

N9-6

N9-7

N9-3

Letter N9 Continued 

N9-4 Please refer to Response to Comment N9-1.

N9-5 The current population growth rate of elk in the Ely RMP planning area will logically
decrease over time as the population reaches the carrying capacity of available
habitat. Text in Chapters 2 and 4 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been
revised to indicate that management of habitat for elk under the Proposed RMP and
Alternatives B and C would conform to the county elk plans.

N9-6 Please refer to Response to Comment N9-1.

N9-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N9-1 regarding elk as a native species. Your
comment regarding a preferred alternative is noted.

N9-8 Please see Responses to Comments N9-1 and N9-5.

N9-9 The BLM appreciates your comment.

N9-10 The BLM appreciates your comment.



Letter N9 Continued 

N9-10



Letter N10 Responses to Letter N10 

N10-1 Combined with Comment N10-3.

N10-1



Letter N10 Continued Responses to Letter N10 

N10-2 Combined with Comment N10-3

N10-3 In response to your comment, the Ely Field Office has completed an additional
review of the eight ACEC nominations that you requested be reconsidered. The
following four proposed ACECs with some boundary modifications have been
included in the Proposed RMP: White River Valley, Schlesser Pincushion, Baking
Powder Flat, and Highland Range. The Proposed RMP was found to contain
sufficient management prescriptions for the remaining three nominations. The
proposed Condor Canyon ACEC includes management prescriptions for protection
of biological resources as well as cultural and scenic values.

N10-1

N10-2

N10-3
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N10-4 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-3.

N10-5 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-3.

N10-6 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-3.

N10-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-3.

N10-4

N10-5

N10-6

N10-7

N10-3



Letter N10 Continued Responses to Letter N10 

N10-8 The term "overmature" used within the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and
Final EIS is defined in both the text and Glossary and is used in conformance with
current NRCS Ecological Site Descriptions. As used in this document, the term is
not synonymous with old-growth forest and a careful distinction is made between the
terms throughout Section 2.5.5.

N10-9 In response to your comment, the text in Section 1.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the monitoring program and its relationship
to adaptive management.

N10-8

N10-9

N10-7



Responses to Letter N10

N10-10

N10-11

N10-12

N10-13

Letter N10 Continued

N10-10 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 1.5, Section 2.3.3, and Section 2.4.23).

N10-11 In response to your comment, the text of Section 2.4.23 Noxious and Invasive 
Weeds Management has been revised to emphasize proposed monitoring along 
roads and trails. The section referenced by the comment addresses monitoring of 
OHV usage, not related issues such as weed introduction and dispersal. 

N10-12 Mountain big sagebrush is not mentioned as an emphasized type in Table S-1 
primarily because it represents a small percentage of the acreage to be treated 
(approximately 8 percent of the overall sagebrush type). The comment is correct, 
however, in recognizing that the areas involving mountain big sagebrush will be 
among the most treatable areas. 

N10-13 In response to this and related comments, the text and tables in Section 2.4.5 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of various 
states in several vegetation types and correlate them with LANDFIRE descriptions. 



Letter N10 Continued 

N10-14

N10-15

N10-16

N10-17

N10-18

Responses to Letter N10 

N10-14 In response to this and related comments, the text and tables in Section 2.4.5 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of various
states in several vegetation types and correlate them with LANDFIRE descriptions.
Also, the text in Section 4.1.4.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been
revised to indicate the ongoing development of additional models.

N10-15 The parameter-Wildlife Water Developments in Section 2.4.6.7 refers to Artificial
Water Developments (i.e., wildlife guzzlers), not the development of natural springs
or waters for livestock or other purposes. The text in Section 2.4.6.7, and 2.4.6 has
been changed to address your comment regarding spring developments.

N10-16 Sections 2.4.6.3 and 2.4.16 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised
to clarify that when changes are being considered to BLM grazing permits within
occupied desert bighorn or Rocky Mountain bighorn habitat, domestic sheep and
goats would be managed in accordance with current BLM guidelines at that time.
The existing guidelines do not allow grazing by domestic goats for the reason you
suggested.

N10-17 Thank you for expressing your concerns about the management direction presented
in the Draft RMP and EIS. Standard Operating Procedure SS4 in Appendix J
addresses the issue of predator perches (e.g., powerline structures) relative to
greater sage grouse leks and is common to all alternatives. It has been retained with
minor revision in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS in Appendix F, Section 1, as best
management practice #1.7.1. In addition, text in Section 2.4.7 and Section 2.4.12
addresses this topic.

N10-18 The contents of Enclosures B and C have been addressed as sets of individual
comments and are identified under their respective individual comment numbers.
The text of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been subjected to additional
editing to eliminate any additional inconsistencies noted in the text.



Letter N10 Continued 

N10-18



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N10 Continued Letter N10 Continued 
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N10-19

N10-20

N10-21

N10-22

N10-23

N10-24

Letter N10 Continued

N10-19 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-12. 

N10-20 Please refer to Section 2.4.7.1 for management actions associated with springsnails.

N10-21 In response to your comment, the wording has been revised from "sage grouse" to 
"greater sage grouse" throughout the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

N10-22 Although the organization of Chapter 2 has been revised to focus on management 
actions, rather than supporting material, the revised text in Section 2.4.5.3 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS (for the Proposed RMP and by extension to 
Alternative B) addresses the key points raised in your comment of emphasizing 
regeneration and diversifying the age structure of stands. 

N10-23 The estimated 18 percent of the salt desert shrub type proposed for active treatment 
is that area actually dominated by cheatgrass and halogeton, not the entire area 
infested by these species. 

N10-24 Please refer to the Desired Future Condition for non-native seedings in Section 
2.4.5.10 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, which states that most seedings would 
be managed for the cyclical return of sagebrush. 

N10-25 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.5.9, Riparian/Wetlands, of the 
N10-25 Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of proper 

functioning conditions. 



Responses to Letter N10 

N10-26

N10-28

N10-27

N10-29

N10-30

N10-31

N10-32

N10-33

Letter N10 Continued 

N10-26 In response to your comment the text in Section 2.4.5 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to provide an introduction to the State-and-Transition
Model approach and the associated terminology.

N10-27 In response to this and related comments, the text and table in Section 2.4.5.3 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of states in
the aspen vegetation type and correlate them with LANDFIRE descriptions.

N10-28 In response to this and related comments, the text and tables in Section 2.4.5.4 of
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of
states in the high elevation conifer vegetation type and correlate them with
LANDFIRE descriptions.

N10-29 As indicated in the errata sheet accompanying the Draft RMP and EIS, Alternative E
for this parameter has already been designated the same as Alternative B rather
than Alternative C. This correction has been carried forward in the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS.

N10-30 Black sagebrush is present at both low and high elevations. When considering the
amount of black sagebrush in total, the amount is much higher than 50 percent.
When considering it as a component of low elevation sagebrush, it is about 50
percent.

N10-31 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-15 for a discussion of water
developments.

N10-32 Please refer to Appendix A of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a revised
discussion of Watershed Analysis and Section 2.4.23 for Monitoring.

N10-33 In response to your comment, the text in this portion of Section 3.5.2 has been
revised to incorporate some of the additional references you suggested in relation to
expansion of pinyon and juniper due to fire exclusion.



Letter N10 Continued Responses to Letter N10 

N10-34 In response to your comment, the text in this portion of Section 3.5.2 has been
expanded and additional references cited to better address the points made in your
comment.

N10-34



Letter N10 Continued 
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N10-35 In response to your comment, the spelling of "white fir" has been corrected in
Section 3.6.2 and at other locations of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N10-36 In response to your comment, additional reference citations (Jones 2000 and
National Research Council 1994) have been added to Section 3.6.2.

N10-37 The typographical error has been corrected.

N10-38 Please refer to Section 4.7 (Alternative A - Impacts from Other Programs -
Recreation impacts), in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for
a discussion of the effects of increased swimming and recreational use in Ash
Springs.

N10-35

N10-38

N10-36

N10-37



Letter N10 Continued Responses to Letter N10 

N10-39 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.1.4.7 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to address the fact that most fires in riparian areas
probably originated in the surrounding upland areas. The basic impact conclusions
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

N10-40 In response to this and related comments, the text in Section 2.4.22 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to incorporate four additional proposed Areas
of Critical Environmental Concern in the Proposed RMP and Alternative B related to
special status species.

N10-41 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 the effects of renewable energy
development on special status species. The basic impact conclusions presented in
the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

N10-42 In response to your comment, the text of the conclusion statement in Section 4.21
(Proposed RMP and Alternative B) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been
expanded to address reduced weed dispersal associated with additional constraints
on OHV use. This text revision is in the Noxious and Invasive Weed Management
section, not the Travel Management and Off-highway Vehicle Use section. The
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

N10-43 In response to your comment, the citation of Provencher et al. 2003 has been
corrected in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N10-44 In response to your comment, Section 4.15 (Proposed RMP) of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of impacts of recreational
use at Ash Springs.

N10-45 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been expanded to clarifiy the discussion of the effects and potential
mitigation measures that would reduced impacts on special status species. The
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.
Please also refer to Appendix B in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for the BLM
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.

N10-46 The typographical error has been corrected.

N10-39

N10-40

N10-38

N10-41

N10-42

N10-45

N10-43

N10-46

N10-44
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N10-47 The term "over-mature" used within the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and
Final EIS is defined in both the text and Glossary and is used in conformance with
current NRCS Ecological Site Descriptions. As used in this document, the term is
not synonymous with old-growth forest and a careful distinction is made between the
terms throughout Section 2.4.5.

N10-48 The desired range of conditions was derived from specific pinyon/juniper NRCS
ecological site guides. LANDFIRE biophysical models were compared and
referenced to the Draft RMP and EIS desired range of conditions. See revised text in
Section 2.4.5.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for vegetation and desired
range of conditions concerning the pinyon/juniper vegetative community.

N10-49 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-47.

N10-50 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-27.

N10-48

N10-50

N10-47

N10-49
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N10-51 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-47.

N10-52 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-27.

N10-53 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-28.

N10-52

N10-53

N10-50

N10-51
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N10-54 In response to this and related comments, the text and table in Section 2.4.5.5 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of states in
the salt desert shrub vegetation type and correlate them with LANDFIRE
descriptions.

N10-54
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N10-55 Vegetation states in the state-and-transition model concept (e.g., herbaceous,
shrub, tree states) have neutral connotations regarding value or desirability. They
simply represent discrete assemblages of species and conditions within the possible
array of such units on a given site. The desirability of individual states is largely a
function of management objectives for the site, which differ from one alternative to
another within this document.

N10-56 In response to this and related comments, the text and table in Section 2.4.5.6 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of states in
the sagebrush vegetation type and correlate them with LANDFIRE descriptions.

N10-55

N10-56
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N10-57 In response to this and related comments, the text and table in Section 2.4.5.7 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the description of states in
the mountain mahogany vegetation type and correlate them with LANDFIRE
descriptions.

N10-58 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-57.

N10-59 Please refer to Response to Comment N10-57.

N10-58

N10-59

N10-57
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N10-60 In response to this and related comments, the fire return intervals in Table 3.20-2 of
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to correlate them with values
derived from LANDFIRE simulations.

N10-60



Letter N10 Continued 



Letter N11 Responses to Letter N11 

N11-1 Comment noted.

N11-2 Historic (pre-settlement) vegetation patterns tend to correlate closely with soil and
landscape characteristics, which are best described as occurring in mosaic patterns
(e.g., Map 3.1-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS). According to a number of the
foremost authorities in Great Basin ecology, pre-settlement pinyon and juniper
woodlands existed primarily on rocky ridges and other areas relatively protected
from fire, while sagebrush communities typically occupied the deeper, well-drained
steppe soils. Since the late 1800s, the pinyon-juniper woodlands have expanded
dramatically. Long-term climatic changes are recognized in the text as contributing
to these vegetation changes and trends. However, for most plant communities, the
long-term climatic changes are considered by most ecologists to be of lesser
influence than human activities during the past 150 years.

N11-3 Expansion of pinyon-juniper communities is related to a variety of factors with
changes in fire regime being one of the foremost. The historic changes in fire
regime, in turn, have resulted from a combination of factors including such things as
fire suppression, livestock grazing, and vegetation management practices. The
variety of factors affecting pinyon-juniper expansion are considered in the Ely Field
Office's proposed management of these areas during and following watershed
analysis, but a detailed analysis of such factors is outside the scope of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS. The Ely Field Office's proposed treatment of sagebrush sites
where pinyon-juniper is increasing in dominance is but one of numerous
rehabilitation treatments proposed in the Ely RMP decision area.

N11-4 Sparse pinyon-juniper stands with limited understory are relatively resistant to fire
disturbance. However, as the stand density increases to nearly closed canopy
conditions, these woodlands become much more susceptible to intense, stand-
replacing crown fires.

N11-5 The Ely Field Office disagrees that the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and
Final EIS lack understanding of woodland management. Please refer to Section
1.5.1 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
planning criteria, specifically general criterion #18 regarding the use of NRCS
ecological site descriptions for all vegetation communities. The management
prescriptions for pinyon and/or juniper reflect the necessary actions to maintain or
restore healthy functioning woodlands that will provide wildlife habitat, increase
water infiltration in watersheds, and provide recreation and scenic beauty by
preventing catastrophic fire. Pine nut production per tree is directly related to
climatic conditions. Having healthy woodlands would improve soil / water
relationships, and these have a positive effect on pine nut production.

N11-1

N11-4

N11-5

N11-6

N11-7

N11-8

N11-2

N11-3
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N11-6 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS provides adequate analysis of the relationship
between vegetation treatment and the invasion of weeds. The potential for
increased noxious weed invasion during restoration projects will be considered by
the Ely Field Office on a site-specific basis when project-specific plans are prepared.
These issues will be addressed in the individual watershed analysis and restoration
plans.

N11-7 Motorcycle race events are a legitimate multiple use of the Ely RMP decision area.
Alternative D would not permit such events. The improvement of wildlife habitat is a
primary objective of the Proposed RMP. The development of wildlife water sources
would be considered on a project-specific basis. The development of groundwater
resources in the Ely RMP planning area would be the subject of NEPA analysis
unique to those proposals.

N11-8 Please refer to Section 2.4.17 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of the tree species proposed for harvest. Under Management Common to All
Alternatives, it is stated that "bristlecone pine, limber pine, and swamp cedar would
not be harvested for any vegetation product."
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N12-1 The Ely Field Office is required to establish a process for completing a defined travel
management network. Please refer to Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS for clarification of how comprehensive travel management planning will
occur in the Ely RMP planning area.

N12-2 A range of alternatives was presented and analyzed in the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Each alternative had a different management
emphasis, based on comments received during scoping and the needs/desires of
various public land users. While not all management actions would be acceptable to
all users, the alternatives do contain a range of approaches for analysis purposes.

N12-3 Wilderness study areas are managed by the Ely Field Office so as not to impair the
suitability of such areas for preservation as wilderness until Congress has
determined otherwise. If these wilderness study areas are released from wilderness
consideration, new travel management designations may be made.

N12-4 The designation of dry lake beds as open was considered in the Draft RMP and EIS
and Proposed RMP and Final EIS as part of Alternative C. However, it was not
incorporated into the Proposed RMP. Not all dry washes would be suitable for OHV
use; however, some may be designated as trails when transportation plans are
prepared for a watershed or group of watersheds. The public will be invited to
participate in the transportation planning process.

N12-5 The Ely Field Office recognizes the massive undertaking necessary to designate
routes in such a large planning area. Please refer to Section 2.4.14.1 in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for clarification of comprehensive travel management
planning.

N12-1

N12-2

N12-3

N12-5

N12-4
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N12-6

N12-7

N12-8

N12-9

N12-10 

N12-11 

N12-12 

N12-13 

Responses to Letter N12 

N12-6 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-3.

N12-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-4.

N12-8 Please refer to Responses to Comments N12-5 and N12-3.

N12-9 Comment noted.

N12-10 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-4.

N12-11 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-5.

N12-12 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-3.

N12-13 No special recreation management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have
been identified in the Proposed RMP. Designated roads and trails for motorized
travel may be identified in the Pahranagat special recreation management area as
part of the travel planning process discussed in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.
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N12-13

N12-14 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-13.

N12-14

N12-15 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of competitive vs. non-
competitive events.

N12-15

N12-16 Please refer to Response to Comment N12-15.

N12-16
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N13-1 N13-1 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-4.
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N13-2

N13-3

N13-4

N13-5

N13-2 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field
Office when project-specific plans for wind energy or communication towers 
are prepared and evaluated.

N13-3 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS have not taken a livestock-centered
approach to planning.  Please refer to Appendix A in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS for a discussion of the process found in BLM Handbook H-
4180-1 Rangeland Health Standards.  This process is used to determine if 
watersheds are meeting land health standards (rangeland health standards).  
Part of this process identifies causal factors when standards are not being 
met.

N13-4 Thank you for your comment. Protection of all of the resources you mention
is a consideration throughout the alternatives for the Ely RMP. This protection 
occurs through existing BLM regulations and policies and will be considered 
during subsequent project-level NEPA and planning.  ACECs were thoroughly 
considered based on nominations. The Ely Field Office received 128 
nominations for ACECs, which were combined into 100 nominated areas, 
of which, 77 met the criteria as a potential ACEC. Based on management 
considerations, 3 existing and 17 new ACECs are proposed for designation 
through the Proposed RMP. In addition, the three Desert Tortoise ACECs will 
be retained.

N13-5 Comment noted.
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N13-5

N13-6

N13-7

N13-8

N13-6 Watershed analysis considers the uses mentioned in your comment.
Assessment data is evaluated to determine where land health standards are 
or are not being met.  Riparian areas and uplands have associated standards 
and guidelines by which the data can be evaluated.

N13-7 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 baseline data for wildlife habitats and native vegetation 
communities is adequate to prepare an RMP/EIS for the Ely planning area.

N13-8 The scale (size), background, and shading on the maps were selected to 
show the information being presented as clearly as possible.  Maps have 
been revised where possible in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to enhance
legibility and user friendliness.  Due to the size of the Ely RMP planning area, 
it is not appropriate to have all maps formatted the same.  An appropriate 
level of detail was selected for each map to display the resource being 
discussed, e.g. broad coverage for wildlife ranges and finer detail for lands 
available for disposal.  Additional information has been provided in tables 
and text to supplement the maps.
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N13-9

N13-10

N13-9 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.

N13-10 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.
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N13-11

N13-12

N13-13

N13-14

N13-11 The Ely Field Office does not have the mindset that endless forage exists.  
The Proposed RMP specifies management policies and actions and provides 
programmatic and implementable direction for management of the public 
lands.  Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to achievement of the 
standards 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 
during plan implementation.

N13-12 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.

N13-13 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-11. Virtually all lands within the
Ely RMP decision area are suitable for grazing.

N13-14 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-13.
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N13-14

N13-15

N13-16

N13-18

N13-19

N13-20

N13-17

N13-15 Please refer to Sections 2.4.16 and 3.16 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
for grazing allotment information that is appropriate for the level of analysis in 
a land use plan.  The data that is requested in this comment, while potentially 
of interest, is more detailed than that required to prepare an RMP for the Ely 
decision area.

N13-16 Comment noted.  Management of grazing at sustainable levels within a 
multiple use context is a consideration of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N13-17 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-13.

N13-18 Seedings within the Ely RMP decision area are slowly reverting to native 
species.  Proper management has maintained their suitability for grazing 
and their retention in the forage base.  Virtually all lands within the Ely RMP 
decision area are suitable for grazing.

N13-19 A range of alternatives was presented and analyzed in the Draft 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 N13-7 for a 
discussion of data collection.

N13-20 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.
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N13-20

N13-21

N13-23

N13-24

N13-22

N13-25

N13-21 The Nevada BLM designates ACECs to highlight areas where special 
management attention is needed to protect and prevent irreparable damage 
to: important historic, cultural, and scenic values; fish or wildlife resources; 
or other natural systems or processes; or to protect human life and safety 
from natural hazards.  The Proposed RMP proposes the designation of 17 
new and 3 existing ACECs for a variety of resources.  The boundaries of all 
ACECs proposed in the Proposed RMP were closely reviewed and adjusted 
to ensure sufficient special management requirements can be met for the 
relevant and important resources of those areas.  Research Natural Area 
is not a designation that is allowed under the new BLM Land Use Planning 
Handbook.

N13-22 The Ely Field Office determined that an ACEC was not necessary for 
management of sage-grouse habitat and leks.  Sage-grouse habitat and 
leks could be effectively managed through land use plan decisions including 
leasing stipulations and permit terms and conditions.  Please refer to Section 
2.4.7.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for sage-grouse management 
actions.

N13-23 Please refer to Section 2.4.7.7 and the best management practices in 
Appendix F, Section 1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for seasonal 
restrictions of activities that are designed to protect a variety of species of 
wildlife.

N13-24 Increases in livestock grazing and facilities in existing wilderness study areas 
may only occur if they can be shown to not impair the areas’ suitability as
wilderness.  Areas with wilderness value outside of current wilderness study 
areas have been reviewed and designated through the Lincoln County, 
Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2004 and the White Pine 
County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2006.  Livestock 
grazing in new proposed ACECs would be managed through terms and 
conditions set during the ACEC management planning process.

N13-25 Areas with wilderness values outside of existing wilderness study areas have 
been reviewed and wilderness has been designated through the Lincoln 
County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act, and the White 
Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act.  Please refer 
to Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for clarification of 
how comprehensive travel management planning will occur in the Ely RMP 
planning area.



Letter N13 Continued Responses to Letter N13

N13-26

N13-27

N13-28

N13-26 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.

N13-27 Thank you for your comment.  The subject of this comment is beyond 
the scope of the Ely RMP. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS does not
recommend new wilderness study areas, and the designation of wilderness 
is the responsibility of Congress.

N13-28 The restoration of sagebrush communities is a key element of the vegetation 
treatment proposed in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS.  Please refer to Section 2.4.5.5 (Salt Desert Shrub) and Section 2.4.5.6 
(Sagebrush) in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for discussions of the 
proposed management actions for these vegetation communities.
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N13-28

N13-29

N13-30

N13-31

N13-32

N13-33

N13-34

N13-29 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-22.

N13-30 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-18.

N13-31 Please refer to Section 1.5.1 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS for a discussion of planning criteria, specifically general criterion 
#18 regarding the use of NRCS ecological site descriptions for all vegetation 
communities.  The management prescriptions for all vegetation communities 
reflect the necessary actions to maintain or restore these systems to achieve 
desired future conditions.  These desired future conditions reflect managing 
vegetation systems in the context of multiple uses and are not “artificially 
constructed”.

N13-32 Please see Response to Comment N13-31.  Seedings do not meet ecological 
site descriptions, but the Ely Field Office is managing for the return of native 
species into these seedings. Actions are designed to manage for multiple use 
and sustained yield, thus all available tools will be used to contain or reduce 
invasive species and noxious weeds.

N13-33 An implementation strategy will be developed as part of watershed analysis for 
one or more watersheds, as the site-specific situation may require. Site-specific 
management actions could include reduction or exclusion of livestock grazing 
in areas prior to treatment.  If seeding is necessary, again site-specific analysis 
would determine appropriate seed mixture, and this could include native species.  
Road closure through transportation planning could also be recommended 
through the watershed analysis process.

N13-34 An implementation strategy would be developed as part of the watershed 
analysis. Site-specific analysis would consider the use of all tools and 
techniques, singly or in combinations, to achieve land health standards.  Fire 
may be an appropriate tool for restoration given site-specific conditions.
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N13-34

N13-35

N13-36

N13-37

N13-38

N13-35 In accordance with the Healthy Forest Restoration Act, the Ely Field Office 
has made protection of old growth a priority.  Please refer to Section 2.4.5 
for old growth characteristics for pinyon-juniper, aspen, and high elevation 
conifers.

N13-36 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act stipulates that the BLM manage 
public lands for multiple uses and sustained yield. Watershed analyses are
being used to determine if land health standards are being met and what the 
casual factors are if standards are not being met.  If livestock grazing is found to 
be contributing to not meeting standards, appropriate adjustments in livestock 
management would be made.

N13-37 The RMP specifies management policies and actions and provides programmatic 
and implementable direction for management of the public lands.  Specific 
measurable standards and objectives are used during rangeland monitoring.  
Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to achievement of the standards 
for rangeland health is a continual and on-going process.  Grazing use on 
these areas will be evaluated during the term permit renewal process, during 
watershed analysis, and during grazing use monitoring.

N13-38 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-37.
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N13-39

N13-40

N13-41

N13-42

N13-43

N13-39 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-37.  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.

N13-40 A reasonable range of alternatives was presented and analyzed in the Draft 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.  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 incorporates comments from a wide 
array of users of the Ely RMP planning area.

N13-41 The alternatives analyzed represent a complete range of reasonable alternatives 
for analysis in the Ely RMP, including considerations of ecological protection.  
All alternatives share the same goal for management of livestock grazing, as 
presented in Table 2.9-1.

N13-42 Livestock grazing may be one factor among many for not meeting water quality 
standards in a specific area.  The BLM is required to maintain water quality 
where it presently meets approved state water quality requirements, guidelines, 
and objectives, and to improve water quality on public lands where it does not 
meet those requirements, guidelines, and objectives.  A priority for the Ely Field 
Office management is protection of riparian systems and healthy functioning 
watersheds.

N13-43 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data collection.
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N13-44

N13-45

N13-46

N13-47

N13-48

N13-44 Livestock grazing is one of the multiple uses that occur on BLM-administered 
lands.  Wherever water sources are provided for livestock, they will 
congregate.  Some public land users may view the evidence of livestock use 
around water sources negatively, but such site-specific effects are inherent in 
multiple use and would be managed as necessary under the existing grazing 
regulations.

N13-45 The Ely Field Office is required to maintain water quality where it presently 
meets approved state water quality requirements, guidelines, and objectives, 
and to improve water quality on public lands where it does not meet those 
requirements, guidelines, and objectives.  Water quality indicators are 
outlined in Resource Advisory Council Standards and would be evaluated as 
part of the watershed analysis process.

N13-46 There are no laws, regulations, or policies that require the Ely Field Office 
to designate “scientific reference sites”.  The Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act stipulates that the BLM manage public lands for multiple 
uses and sustained yield.  Watershed analyses are being used to determine 
if land health standards are being met and what the casual factors are if 
standards are not being met.  Native species habitats are evaluated against 
a habitat standard as part of watershed analysis, and casual factors for not 
meeting the habitat standard are also determined.

N13-47 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.

N13-48 Individual range installations or treatments are beyond the scope of the Ely 
RMP. The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the
Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for range facilities are prepared 
and evaluated through follow-up monitoring.
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N13-49

N13-50

N13-51

N13-52

N13-49 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-48 for a discussion of range 
installations.

N13-50 Individual fences are beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. The type of issues
raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when 
project-specific plans for the installation or removal of fences are prepared 
and evaluated.

N13-51 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-37.

N13-52 Individual livestock water developments are beyond the scope of the Ely
RMP. The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the
Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for water developments are 
prepared and evaluated.
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N13-53

N13-54

N13-55

N13-56

N13-57

N13-58

N13-53 Grazing use and water hauling will be evaluated during the term permit 
renewal process, during watershed analysis, and during grazing use 
monitoring.  Water hauling is an activity allowed by regulation and therefore 
will not be analyzed as a management action in the Proposed RMP.  The 
Proposed RMP specifies management policies and actions and provides 
programmatic and implementable direction for management of the public 
lands.

N13-54 Temporary Non-Renewable Use (TNR) is a grazing activity that will occur 
during implementation of the plan.  Grazing use and TNR will be evaluated 
during the term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, and 
during grazing use monitoring.  TNR is an activity allowed by regulation and 
therefore will not be analyzed as a management action in the Proposed RMP.  
The Proposed RMP specifies management policies and actions and provides 
programmatic and implementable direction for management of the public 
lands.

N13-55 The Ely Field Office recognizes the value of pinyon/juniper woodlands to 
watershed functions and wildlife habitat. Please refer to Section 1.5.1 in
the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of planning criteria, specifically general criterion #18 regarding the use of 
NRCS ecological site descriptions for all vegetation communities.  Soil maps 
describe and illustrate the extent and distribution of ecological sites on a 
landscape basis.  Site-specific data will be collected prior to applying any 
management prescriptions for ecological sites in the Ely RMP decision area.  
The Proposed RMP and Final EIS does not characterize the expansion 
of pinyon and junipers onto range sites as an “invasion”.  Please refer to 
Section 3.5 for a discussion of vegetation trends within the Ely RMP planning 
area.

N13-56 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-55 for a discussion of pinyon/
juniper “invasion”.  Also see Appendix A in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of the process found in BLM Handbook H-4180-
1 Rangeland Health Standards.  This process is used to determine if 
watersheds are meeting land health standards (rangeland health standards).  
This process will be applied to identify causal factors for not meeting land 
health standards.  An implementation strategy will be developed as part of 
watershed analysis for one or more watersheds, as the site-specific situation 
may require.  Site-specific data collection will also occur to accommodate 
adaptive management concepts.

N13-57 Please refer to Appendix H in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a listing of 
mechanical treatments for vegetation.

N13-58 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act stipulates that the BLM 
manage public lands for multiple uses and sustained yield.  Burning is 
only one of many tools available as a treatment, alone or in combination 
with others tools, that the Ely Field Office may use to achieve land health 
standards. Which tools are appropriate at any one site will be decided after
watershed analysis and site-specific data assessment and monitoring have 
occurred.
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N13-59

N13-60

N13-62

N13-63

N13-64

N13-65

N13-61

N13-59 The SCS/NRCS soils survey data are based primarily on soil characteristics 
rather than simply being a depiction of existing vegetation communities. 
Thus, they present the best available indication of potential vegetation 
communities on a given site in a manner that is relatively independent of 
post-settlement history of the site.

N13-60 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.  Monitoring of vegetation die-off is ongoing and such changes in 
vegetation communities will be considered in individual watershed analyses.

N13-61 The effects of global warming on the Ely RMP planning area are unknown.  
Thus, to formulate management actions based on potential climate changes 
would be speculative.

N13-62 There are no laws, regulations, or policies that require the Ely Field Office 
to implement 5 years of rest from grazing following a fire or vegetation 
treatment.  Since recovery varies by site and climatic conditions, the policy 
of BLM is to rest a burned or treated area at least two years, or until site 
objectives for vegetation are met, as determined through pretreatment 
assessment and monitoring.

N13-63 If seeding is necessary, site-specific analysis would determine the 
appropriate seed mixture, and this could include native species.

N13-64 The need for construction of fences associated with burned lands is
evaluated on a case-by-case basis and is addressed in Emergency 
Stabilization Plans.  Grazing use associated with burn areas is addressed 
on a case-by-case basis.  Management actions can range from full or partial 
closure to a change in grazing use in which existing pasture fences could be 
used to control livestock

N13-65 Livestock grazing closures are issued when immediate protection due to fire 
is required.  Closure of burn areas or allotments and actions associated with 
unauthorized use are regulatory actions that are addressed on an annual 
basis.  Refer to the best management practices (Appendix F, Section 1) in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS under watershed management for reference to 
closure of livestock grazing in burned areas.
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N13-66

N13-67

N13-68

N13-69

N13-70

N13-71

N13-66 In response to your comment, best management practice #1.18.2 for road 
maintenance has been added to Appendix F, Section 1 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS.

N13-67 Predator control is not conducted by BLM.  Thus, the topic of this comment is 
beyond the scope to the Ely RMP.

N13-68 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-67.

N13-69 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-67.

N13-70 The Ely Field Office does not agree that domestic livestock grazing is the 
“primary cause of weed infestation” across the Ely RMP planning area.  The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act stipulates that the BLM manage 
public lands for multiple uses and sustained yield.  The Ely Field Office is 
concerned about the potential for increased noxious weed invasions and will 
use allowable management techniques in treating them.

N13-71 The Ely Field Office is currently inventorying and treating for noxious weeds 
and will use this data as part of the watershed analysis process.  As part 
of watershed analysis, implementation strategies will be developed to deal 
with weeds and vectors of weed infestation.  One of the objectives of the 
Proposed RMP is to improve the control of weeds across the decision area.
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N13-72

N13-73

N13-74

N13-75

N13-76

N13-77

N13-78

N13-72 Weed risk assessments are conducted associated with activities such as 
grazing term permit renewals and range project development. Weed Risk 
Assessments assess the likelihood of noxious weed species spreading and 
the consequences of noxious weeds establishment, both associated with 
grazing activities. Preventative management measures for noxious weeds 
are then developed to reduce the risk of introduction or spread of noxious 
weeds. Refer to the best management practices (Appendix F, Section 1) 
in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS under noxious and invasive weed 
management for reference to actions and activities to eliminate and control 
the introduction and spread of noxious weeds.

N13-73 The contention that the Ely Field Office has failed to act to control livestock 
grazing is unsubstantiated.  Please refer to Response to Comment N13-72.

N13-74 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-72.

N13-75 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive
travel management planning would occur in the Ely RMP planning area. 
Please refer to Section 2.4.21 for a discussion of expected reduction in risk 
of weed spread associated with the limitations on off-highway vehicle use.

N13-76 Please refer to Section 1.3.3.5 and Appendix B in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for discussions of Resource Advisory Council standards and 
guidelines that apply to livestock grazing and effects on soils.

N13-77 Specific measurable standards and objectives are used during rangeland 
monitoring.  Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to achievement of 
the standards 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.

N13-78 Areas with wilderness value outside of current wilderness study areas have 
been reviewed and designated through the Lincoln County Conservation, 
Recreation, and Development Act of 2004 and the White Pine County 
Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 2006.  Areas designated 
as Wilderness would be VRM Class I.  ACECs in the Proposed RMP were 
assigned visual resource management classes to manage for specific threats 
facing the resource for which the ACEC is being proposed.  Where scenic 
values were not identified as a resource, visual resource management 
classes were not adjusted from the baseline inventory.  Please refer to 
Section 2.4.22 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for clarification of 
management prescriptions for each ACEC.  VRM Class II designation would 
not necessarily eliminate the construction of facilities that could serve as
elevated perches.
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N13-79

N13-80

N13-81

N13-82

N13-83

N13-79 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.  Also, refer to Section 4.9 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of the effects of grazing on cultural sites

N13-80 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field
Office when project-specific plans for transportation, including road closures, 
are prepared and evaluated.

N13-81 Please refer to Section 4.9 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for a discussion of livestock impacts to cultural resources. The Ely
Field Office is aware of these impacts and will address them when and where 
necessary on a case-by-case basis.

N13-82 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection. As reflected in Section 4.10 of the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, livestock grazing would have minimal 
interactions with paleontological resources. Also, refer to Appendix F, 
Section 1 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of best management practices for paleontological resources.

N13-83 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.  The Ely Field Office does not sacrifice wild horses for livestock 
grazing; both are valid multiple uses of public lands.  The Ely Field Office 
disagrees that a small number of wild horses are being provided for in the 
Proposed RMP.  The plan identifies 1,695 wild horses that initially are to be 
managed within the Ely RMP planning area.  This will still make Ely Field 
Office the third largest wild horse manager within the Federal Government.
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N13-83

N13-84

N13-85

N13-86

N13-87

N13-88

N13-89

N13-84 Combined with N13-85.

N13-85 Buyouts of grazing permits have been completed in desert tortoise habitat.  
The Ely Field Office disagrees that it is reasonable that buyouts would 
continue to happen on a broader scale outside of desert tortoise habitat.
Therefore, buyouts of grazing permits have not been included in the 
cumulative impact analysis in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS.

N13-86 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-7 for a discussion of data 
collection.

N13-87 Please refer to Management Common to All Alternatives in Section 2.4.12.3 
in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of land acquisition.

N13-88 Please refer to Response to Comment N13-80.

N13-89 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely
Field Office when transportation plans are developed through coordination 
with local agencies, residents, and interest groups.  Please refer to 
Section 2.4.14.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
transportation plans.
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N13-90

N13-91

N13-92

N13-93

N13-94

N13-90 The topic of your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when 
project-specific plans are submitted by private and public entities seeking 
rights-of-way.  The status of current rights-of-way will be assessed in the 
individual watershed analyses, and the need for actions on existing rights-of-
way and stipulations for future rights-of-way will be determined.  Please refer 
to Appendix F, Section 1, for best management practices that apply to rights-
of-way.

N13-91 Comment noted.  Major utility corridors are designated in the Proposed RMP 
in response to demonstrated need.

N13-92 Thank you for expressing your concerns.  The administrative parameters 
associated with grazing on public lands, including grazing fees, do not fall 
within the purview of the local field office.

N13-93 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.

N13-94 Landscape restoration is an overarching theme of the Proposed RMP.  
Livestock grazing is administered under existing laws, regulations, and 
policies.  Please refer to Section 4.23 in the Draft RMP and EIS and 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of the economic effects
associated with the proposed management actions.  Administrative costs of 
the Ely Field Office are beyond the scope of the Ely RMP.
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Responses to Letter N14 

N14-1

Letter N14 

N14-1 Please refer to Section 2.4.22.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of the Blue Mass Scenic Area, which is being proposed as an ACEC in the
Proposed RMP. Specific management needs for the area will be developed as part
of the ACEC management plan.
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N14-2

N14-3

N14-4

N14-5

Responses to Letter N14 

N14-2 This comment is specific to the field trip conducted by the commenter and not the
Draft RMP and EIS. No response is necessary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N14-3 Please see Response to Comment N14-2.

N14-4 Please see Response to Comment N14-2.

N14-5 Please see Response to Comment N14-2.
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N14-6 Please see Response to Comment N14-2.

N14-7 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.
Alternative D includes the elimination of livestock grazing on public lands in the Ely
RMP planning area. The analysis of individual range installations or treatments is
beyond the scope of the Ely RMP.

N14-8 Please see Response to Comment N14-1.

N14-6

N14-7

N14-8
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N14-8

N14-9

N14-10

N14-11

Responses to Letter N14 

N14-9 Please see Response to Comment N14-2.

N14-10 In response to this and similar comments, the Ely Field Office considered the size of
the Blue Mass Scenic Area ACEC but did not change the area proposed for
designation. Please refer to Section 2.4.22.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
for a description of the Blue Mass Scenic Area ACEC. The Nevada BLM designates
ACECs to highlight areas where special management attention is needed to protect
and prevent irreparable damage to: important historic, cultural, and scenic values;
fish or wildlife resources; or other natural systems or processes; or to protect human
life and safety from natural hazards. The Proposed RMP proposes the designation
of 17 new and 3 existing ACECs for a variety of resources. The boundaries of all
ACECs proposed in the Proposed RMP were closely reviewed and adjusted to
ensure sufficient special management requirements can be met for the relevant and
important resources of those areas.

N14-11 Please refer to Response to Comment N14-2.
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N14-11

N14-12

N14-13

Responses to Letter N14 

N14-12 A watershed analysis has been completed for the North Antelope watershed in
which the Antelope Valley lies, and it has addressed standards. Part of the
watershed analysis process is to develop an implementation strategy for
identification of management actions to meet standards. The watershed analysis
addresses all the grazing allotments in the watershed; however, the Proposed RMP
does not address the management of individual grazing allotments.

N14-13 Thank you for your comment. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS addresses
livestock grazing, fire management, invasive species management, loss of riparian
areas, loss and degradation of wildlife habitats, and soil erosion at the land use
planning level. The resolution of site-specific problems will be addressed in the
individual watershed analyses and restoration plans. The type of issues raised in
your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office during implementation when
project-specific plans for livestock grazing, vegetation treatment, weed control, and
other management actions that could affect related resources such as soils, riparian
vegetation, and wildlife are prepared and evaluated.
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N15-1 This comment is specific to the field trip conducted by the commenter and not the
Draft RMP and EIS. No response is necessary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N15-2 A watershed analysis assesses current cheat grass composition in the dominant
ecological sites and evaluates the data to determine if standards for rangeland
health are being met. If they are not being met, the causal factors are determined
and recommendations are made to meet the standards or make progress towards
meeting the standards. Part of the watershed analysis process is to develop an
implementation strategy for identification of management actions to meet the
standards. The potential for cheatgrass expansion will be a consideration by the Ely
Field Office when project-specific plans are prepared. Pre- and post-monitoring of
all burns includes the consideration of cheatgrass composition and risk of spread.

N15-3 Crested wheatgrass seedings do not meet ecological site descriptions, but the Ely
Field Office is managing for the return of native species into these seedings.
Seedings are considered altered states within state and transition models. Mid-
scale analyses of watersheds will address all vegetation communities within
watershed boundaries. Past seeding projects in the major ecological sites of the
watershed will be considered, along with factors such as current livestock
management.

N15-4 Please refer to Response to Comment N15-1.
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N15-5 Please refer to Response to Comment N15-1.

N15-6 Please refer to Response to Comment N15-1.

N15-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N15-1.

N15-8 While it is acknowledged that pinyon and juniper trees were utilized during the
historic mining period (approximately 100 years ago), the precise locations where
trees were cut is not known and can not be mapped in detail. Further, this
information would not be used in determining the types of vegetation treatment that
would be appropriate in specific locations within watersheds across the Ely RMP
decision area.

N15-9 Please refer to Response to Comment N15-1.

N15-10 Please refer to Response to Comment N15-1.

N15-11 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act stipulates that the BLM manage
public lands for multiple uses and sustained yield. The Ely Field Office does not
agree that vegetation treatment will result in “extensive cheatgrass invasion". The
potential for the spread of weeds will be one of the factors considered in developing
site-specific restoration plans. The Ely Field Office is concerned about the potential
for increased noxious weed invasions and will use allowable management
techniques in treating them.

N15-6

N15-7

N15-8
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N16-1 As required by Council on Environmental Quality Regulations [40 CFR 1503.4(a)], 
the Ely Field Office has responded to comments on the Draft RMP/EIS by modifying 
alternatives; supplementing, improving, and modifying impact analyses; and making 
factual corrections and updates.  These responses are contained in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS.  Thus, a Supplemental Draft RMP/EIS is not required.  Further, 
please refer to Comment Letter F3 where the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
gives the Preferred Alternative (the Proposed RMP) their highest rating of "Lack of 
Objections". 

N16-2 The long term maintenance of wild horses as described in the Draft RMP and EIS 
and Proposed RMP and Final EIS utilizes BLM Policy and Guidance for Land Use 

N16-2 Planning in determining the feasibility for long-term management of wild horses on 
public Lands.  Table 3.8-2 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS identifies the suitability for management of wild horses in each existing Herd 
Area/Herd Management Area within the Ely RMP decision area.  The plan 
identifies an appropriate management level of 1,695 wild horses within the Ely RMP 
decision area on over 3.6 million acres.  This will still make the Ely Field Office the 
third largest wild horse manager within the Federal Government.  The Proposed 
RMP identifies retaining over 80% of all wild horses and lands in current Herd 
Management Area status.  Only areas that are persistently lacking suitable habitat 
with historical starvation, dehydration, and suffering of wild horses is being identified 
for non-designation. 

N16-3 Please refer to Section 3.8.1 through 3.8.3 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of specific ecological impacts, behavior, and herbivory that is germane to 
differentiating wild horses from livestock and wildlife.  Also, please refer to Response 
to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection. The Ely Field Office disagrees 
that wild horses are not being provided for in the Proposed RMP.  Wild horses are in 
fact being considered comparably with other resource values (CFR 4700.0-6).  Only 
areas that are persistently lacking suitable habitat with historical starvation, 
dehydration, and suffering of wild horses is being identified for non-designation.

N16-3

N16-1

Letter N16
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N16-4 Identification of specific water sources and range improvements will be considered
by the Ely Field Office when specific plans for livestock projects are prepared.
During the planning process, the Ely Field Office identified where to manage wild
horses and an overall view of how to manage wild horses on the public lands. The
management of wild horses is limited to Herd Areas identified after the Wild and
Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act (PL-195) was passed in 1971. From these Herd
Areas, designation of Herd Management Areas (HMA) occurs, which identifies areas
that are suitable for the long-term maintenance of wild horses. Within these HMAs,
wild horses are free to roam as one multiple-use of many under a specified
appropriate management level, so as not to exceed the capacity of the rangeland to
support a thriving natural ecological balance. Please refer to Response to Comment
N16-3 for a discussion of resource use by wild horses and livestock. The Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has addressed the impacts that would occur from the planning
level wild horse management actions.

N16-5 Actual use stocking levels for livestock and appropriate management levels for wild
horses are included and evaluated in the allotment evaluation process, including the
term permit renewal process and watershed analysis. Monitoring information is also
evaluated which includes utilization. These calculations are included in the Desired
Stocking Level formula. The number of years used in the calculation varies
depending upon circumstances and availability of data.

N16-6 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.

N16-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-8 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-9 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.
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N16-10 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection. 

N16-11 As stated in Section 3.16.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, livestock (sheep 
and/or cattle) grazing is currently actively administered on 240 allotments within the 
planning area.  Of these, 234 allotments are administered by the Ely Field Office and 
Calliente Field Station.  The subject of cattle weight is beyond the scope of the Ely 
RMP. 

N16-12 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection. 

N16-13 Regular compliance checks are an important activity related to livestock grazing. 
Compliance checks occur on a regular basis.  If livestock grazing is not in 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the term permit or annual grazing 
authorization, appropriate action is taken. Priorities are set annually and are based 
on the term permit renewal schedule and permittee performance. 

N16-14 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.  Subsequent constraints pertaining to multiple uses will be determined 
during the planning process for successful implementation.  The Ely Field Office is 
not proposing "massive pinyon-juniper removal".  The impact issues raised in your 
comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when site-specific restoration 
plans are prepared and analyzed in appropriate NEPA documents. 
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N16-20

N16-21

N16-15

N16-16

N16-17

N16-22

N16-23

N16-24

N16-19

N16-18
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N16-15 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-16 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-17 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-18 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-19 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-20 Utilization levels are established based on BLM manual direction and scientific
information. Utilization levels consider criteria to include: season of grazing, timing
of grazing, current habitat ecological condition, and other resources such as wild
horse herd management areas, special status species, and wildlife. In addition to
meeting plant health requirements, utilization levels are also one of the indicators
assessed to determine achievement of the upland sites standard as related to
ground cover and litter. Utilization levels, including the actual levels resulting from
grazing use and the utilization objective levels set by the Ely Field Office, are
reviewed and included in a desired stocking level formula when setting appropriate
management levels and reviewing stocking levels for livestock. The purpose of
setting appropriate management levels (AMLs) and stocking levels in this manner is
to achieve and maintain a thriving ecological balance for wild horse herds.

N16-21 The history of adjudication of livestock in the planning area is beyond the scope of
the Ely RMP. Livestock stocking rates are determined through the allotment
evaluation process and will be conducted as outlined in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS.

N16-22 Livestock grazing levels were considered when establishing the appropriate
management levels (AMLs) for wild horses during the allotment evaluation process.
Where AML has not been established, this is still one of the criteria that would be
considered along with water and available herd management area size. AML has
been set for the herd management areas within the Ely RMP decision area.

N16-23- Livestock grazing use relative to achievement of the standards for rangeland health
is a continual and on-going process. Changes to grazing use are evaluated during
the term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, and during annual
grazing authorization.

N16-24 The impacts or benefits of the development of range projects varies and is different
by allotment. Projects have resulted in improved distribution of livestock due to
water development and fencing. Developments such as water improvements
sometimes results in concentrated and heavy use around and near the water
source. Effects of range projects on grazing use are evaluated during the term
permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, and during grazing use
monitoring and changes are made as appropriate.
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N16-25 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-26 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-27 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-28 The proposed management actions are designed to restore vegetation communities
to healthy ecological conditions as defined under the RMP planning criteria and the
applicable Resource Advisory Council standards. As indicated in the Proposed
RMP, watershed analyses will be followed by development of site-specific treatment
plans to address the management needs of individual watersheds. Monitoring of
treatment results and adjustments, if necessary, in subsequent treatment
approaches will help ensure successful implementation.

While it is acknowledged that pinyon and juniper trees were utilized during the
historic mining period (approximately 100 years ago), the precise locations where
trees were cut is not known and cannot be mapped in detail. Further, this
information would not be used in determining the types of vegetation treatment that
would be appropriate in specific locations within watersheds across the Ely RMP
decision area.

N16-29 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-30 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-31 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.
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N16-32

N16-33

N16-34

N16-35

N16-36

N16-37
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N16-32 Please refer to Section 1.5.1 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and
Final EIS for a discussion of planning criteria, specifically general criterion #18
regarding the use of NRCS ecological site descriptions for all vegetation
communities. The management prescriptions for all vegetation communities reflect
the necessary actions to maintain or restore these systems to achieve desired future
conditions. These desired future conditions reflect managing vegetation systems for
healthy functioning ecosystems in the context of multiple uses.

N16-33 The meaning of the phrase "degree of acceleration" in the comment is unclear. An
adequate 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.
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 incorporates comments from a wide array of users of
the Ely RMP planning area.

N16-34 Please refer to Appendix C in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
State and Transition Models. Thresholds identified for the various communities are
discussed in Section 2.5 of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS.

N16-35 Based on historic revegetation and treatment success observations and current
state of the revegetation / reclamation / rehabilitation science, the assumptions
identified are reasonable. The inherent risks associated with any proposed treatment
are identified and discussed in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS. Also, please refer to Section 4.1.4.1 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of incomplete or unavailable information
regarding vegetation treatment and watershed management.

N16-36 The impacts from actions identified under the Lincoln County Land Act and the
Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act will be analyzed as
needed in appropriate NEPA documents when specific projects are proposed.
These land acts are included in the analysis of cumulative impacts in Section 4.28 of
the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS.
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N16-37 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. It is important to keep in mind that vegetation treatment
across the Ely RMP decision area would take many years to complete. Through the
adaptive management process, successes and failures in treatment and landscape
restoration would be incorporated into each successive watershed analysis and
management plan. The Ely Field Office shares the same concerns regarding
restoration success as expressed in this comment; however, it is not necessary to
issue a Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS.

N16-38 The cost of vegetation treatment would be dependent on the tools and techniques
selected. Since this would not occur until individual watershed restoration plans are
prepared, overall costs can not be estimated.

N16-39 Comment noted.

N16-40 Comment noted.

N16-41 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1503.3(a) state that
comments on an environmental impact statement or on a proposed action shall be
as specific as possible and may address either the adequacy of the statement or the
merits of the alternatives or both. The comments referenced are specific to an
appeal and litigation from 2002 concerning an implementation decision under the
Schell Management Framework Plan and are not specific to the current statement or
proposed action. Therefore, they do not require further agency response.

N16-42 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.21 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to include general comparisons of weed control costs
among alternatives over the short and long term. It is already recognized throughout
the text that various management practices have the potential to contribute to
differing degrees of resource consumption, erosion and soil loss, and opportunity
costs. However, assessment of “cost” in terms of potential nutrients lost through
prescribed fires, biomass consumption, and erosion is beyond the scope of the Ely
RMP.

N16-43 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-1 for a discussion of the need for a
Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS.
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N16-44 Comment noted. Land restoration will be conducted as determined appropriate
through the watershed analysis process. Prescribes fires are carefully planned and
managed with the intention of keeping them under control.

N16-45 Comment noted. Vegetation treatments will be planned and conducted to produce
the desired results, not “negative outcomes”. Treatments will be conducted in
varying watersheds across the Ely RMP decision area over several decades and
thus should not be construed as “massive disturbance”.

N16-46 The Ely Field Office considers pinyon-juniper communities existing on “woodland”
type soils to be actual pinyon-juniper woodlands (with or without sagebrush
understory vegetation), while pinyon-juniper communities occurring on “sagebrush”
type soils are most commonly the result of pinyon and/or juniper establishment and
spread in traditional sagebrush areas. The primary data involved in this assessment
are soil survey data and direct observation of pinyon-juniper distribution.

N16-47 Vegetation data was extrapolated from ecological status inventory and cover data
that are available for three watersheds in the Great Basin and from SW REGAP
vegetation data in the Mojave Desert, all within the Ely RMP planning area. No
substantiation is provided for this data being flawed. 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.

N16-48 Comment noted. Your allegation is unsubstantiated.

N16-49 The management actions that are presented in the Proposed RMP do not “hide
behind” modeling results. A state and transition model is used to describe
vegetation dynamics and management interactions associated with each ecological
site. A state and transition model provides a method to organize and communicate
complex information about vegetation response to disturbances (e.g., fire, lack of
fire, drought, unusually wet periods, insects, and disease) and management.
Management as used here includes current livestock grazing, which will be a
consideration in all watershed analyses.
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N16-54

N16-55

N16-50

N16-51
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N16-50 Watershed analyses consider the role of livestock use in relationship to
conformance with Resource Advisory Council standards and guidelines. Current
livestock management includes current or future facilities to manage for desired
range of vegetation conditions in the watershed. This desired range of conditions is
founded in state and transitional pathways. Cheatgrass invasion has been identified
as an altered state that needs to be reduced or eliminated. The role of cheatgrass in
the reburn cycle is recognized.

N16-51 In response to this and similar comments, the Map 3.5-6 in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been updated to display the most up-to-date information in relation to
the risk for cheatgrass invasion.

N16-52 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection and
Response to Comment N16-51 for a discussion of cheatgrass mapping. Mapping of
crested wheatgrass is not necessary to support the management actions or impact
analysis presented in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Seedings do not meet
ecological site descriptions, but the Ely Field Office is managing for the return of
native species into these seedings. Seedings as well as cheatgrass dominated
communities are considered altered states within state and transition models. Mid-
scale analyses of watersheds will address all vegetation communities within
watershed boundaries. Past seeding projects and cheatgrass composition in the
major ecological sites of the watershed will be considered, along with factors such
as current livestock management. Watershed analysis has and will continue to
consider climate as part of the evaluation process.

N16-53 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-37.

N16-54 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-37.

N16-55 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. The data
that is requested in this comment, while potentially of interest, is more detailed than
that required to prepare an RMP for the Ely planning area. Adequate information
was available to develop a reasonable range of alternatives and analyze the impacts
of those alternatives. Special status species and other sensitive resources will be
protected by BLM policy, the management actions presented for the Proposed RMP
in Chapter 2, and the best management practices in Appendix F of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.
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N16-56 The majority of WWP and CHD scoping comments were incorporated into
Alternative D. However, the comments were limited and did not result in a complete
alternative. Therefore, other management actions were added in keeping with the
intent of the proposed Alternative D to make it comparable to the other alternatives.
There was no attempt to add “poison pills” to any of the alternatives. Several
alternatives (including Alternative B) attempted to balance the use of public lands by
livestock, wild horses, and wildlife, with the emphasis varying among alternatives.
Alternative D would have the least active management of wild horses.

N16-57 Again, WWP's scoping comments were incorporated into Alternative D (see
Response to Comment N16-56). The subject of this comment is beyond the scope
of the Ely RMP. The Ely RMP does not address grazing allotment adjudication or
livestock stocking rates.

N16-58 Please refer to Section 3.5 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
the acreage to be treated in each vegetation type. The type of treatments or tools to
be used will be determined by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for
vegetation treatment and watershed restoration are prepared and evaluated in the
appropriate NEPA documents.

N16-59 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-60 Please refer to Section 4.28 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS for a discussion of cumulative impacts.
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N16-61 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Please note that the discussion of
adaptive management in Section 1.7.1 and monitoring in Section 2.4.23 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been updated.

N16-62 Adaptive management would not focus solely on livestock grazing and is not
intended to benefit the livestock industry. Adaptive management is an approach to
allow the Ely Field Office to achieve desired conditions for as many resources as
possible. When required by regulations, additional NEPA analysis including public
input and review would be conducted before modified management actions are
implemented. Please note that the discussion of adaptive management in Section
1.7.1 and monitoring in Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been
updated.

N16-63 The Ely Field Office will continue to work with the Eastern Nevada Landscape
Coalition and The Nature Conservancy to ensure that the most up to date science is
brought into the adaptive management process for the Ely RMP decision area.
When there is a consensus that not enough information is available to proceed with
a management action, that action would be placed on hold until the Field Manager
deems it appropriate to proceed. Please note that the discussion of adaptive
management in Section 1.7.1 and monitoring in Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has been updated.

N16-64 Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to achievement of the standards 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.

N16-65 Comment noted. Adaptive management, and monitoring to provide the necessary
feedback, have been clarified in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see Section 1.7
and Section 2.4.23).

N16-66 Adaptive management is a concept that is being incorporated into the Ely RMP and
currently is not employed in other existing land use plans. Please refer to the revised
text for adaptive management in Section 1.7.1 and the monitoring guidelines in
Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.
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N16-68

N16-69

N16-70

N16-71

N16-72

N16-66

Responses to Letter N16 

N16-67 The subjects of this comment (grazing decisions and vegetation treatment
decisions) are beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. These issues will be addressed in
the individual watershed analyses and restoration plans. NEPA review in the form of
EAs or EISs as appropriate would be undertaken for all watershed restoration plans,
which could include changes in grazing practices. Such review will not take place
“behind closed doors”. Current conditions with respect to grazing and vegetation are
described in Sections 3.16 and 3.5, respectively, in the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. It is not necessary to issue a Supplemental Draft
RMP and EIS.

N16-68 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 1.7.1 and Section 2.4.23). Also refer to the Watershed
Analysis section in Appendix A referring to implementation strategy.

N16-69 Please note that the discussion of adaptive management in Section 1.7.1 and
monitoring in Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been updated.
The Ely Field Office will comply with BLM and Department of the Interior policy on
adaptive management. The necessary steps in any adaptive management situation
will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans utilizing the
adaptive management process are prepared. It is necessary to issue a
Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS as required in the CEQ Regulations [40 CFR
1502.9(c)].

N16-70 Please refer to Section 1.7 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
how adaptive management would operate. As proposed, the adaptive management
process would not include a risk assessment component.

N16-71 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-68.

N16-72 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-68.
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N16-73 Please refer to Section 1.7.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
how adaptive management would operate. Section 2.4.23 discusses how
monitoring would be conducted. The lack of monitoring data would be a
consideration in the decision to implement any specific management action. Again,
adaptive management does not focus solely on livestock grazing.

N16-74 Comment noted.

N16-75 Thank you for expressing your concerns. In the Proposed RMP, BLM has moved
away from managing separate activities by developing a holistic approach to
managing resources and restoring landscapes. In addition, interrelated projects and
cumulative impacts are considered in Section 4.28 of the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS and will be considered in subsequent EAs and EISs
for the implementation of management actions in the plan.

N16-76 Adaptive management would be based on the latest ecological science and field
data collected within the Ely RMP decision area as they are developed over the life
of the plan.

N16-77 Comment noted.

N16-78 Public involvement in range management decisions is how BLM does business, and
the Ely Field Office will continue to implement current BLM policy.

N16-79 Please refer to Section 1.7.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
how adaptive management would operate. As proposed, the adaptive management
process would not include specifically triggered steps or changes in management
actions. Management actions would be implemented in conformance with the plan.
When required by regulations, additional NEPA analysis including public input and
review would be conducted before modified management actions are implemented.

N16-80 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-73 for a discussion of the relationship of
monitoring to adaptive management. The adaptive management process will be an
effective component of the management actions contained in the Proposed RMP.
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N16-81 Adaptive management does not focus solely on livestock grazing. Maps relevant to
the management actions contained in the Proposed RMP, as well as the alternatives
analyzed, are contained in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. These maps are
adequate to illustrate the management actions that are being proposed and facilitate
the analysis of impacts from these management actions.

N16-82 Comment noted.

N16-83 Please see Response to Comment N16-47 for a discussion of vegetation data. The
data used for extrapolation purposes is for impact analyses at a level that addresses
the entire Ely RMP planning area. The use of GAP Analysis for the purpose of
regional analysis is appropriate. It is not encumbered by these “serious flaws and
deficiencies” for use at this scale. Analyses of vegetation data has and will continue
at the mid-scale level (watersheds), where the types of metrics mentioned in this
comment would be more applicable.

N16-84 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-85 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.
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N16-86 Please refer to Chapter 3 - Affected Environment and Chapter 4 - Environmental
Consequences in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for
discussions of current conditions and anticipated impacts associated with livestock
grazing.

N16-87 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-88 Goals, objectives, and requirements for livestock grazing utilization, browse,
trampling, and other uses are all considerations evaluated for achievement of the
standards for rangeland health. These are all valid considerations that will be
addressed and evaluated using measurable standards during the term permit
renewal process, during watershed analysis, and during grazing use monitoring.
The Ely RMP does not address allotment-specific changes in grazing management.
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. It
is not necessary to issue a Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS.

N16-89 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-90 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-91 Comment noted. Adjustments to livestock grazing are made when livestock are
found to be a contributing factor to non-attainment of standards for rangeland health.
The BLM makes grazing management decisions according to existing policy, and
the Ely Field Office will continue to implement current BLM policy.

N16-92 An inventory of roadless areas is not germane to the Ely RMP. The type of issues
raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-
specific transportation plans, including road inventories, are prepared and evaluated.
The Ely RMP does not recommend new wilderness study areas or designate
wilderness, which is the responsibility of Congress. It is not necessary to issue a
Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS.

N16-88

N16-89

N16-90

N16-91

N16-92

N16-86

N16-87
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N16-93 Please note that Table 4.1-1 is a summary table; additional discussion is presented
in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. The watershed impact
analysis was written from the standpoint of watershed processes, with consideration
of current trends within the Ely RMP planning area. Literature upon which the
analysis is also based is cited in the impact sections, and these references are also
relevant to the concerns expressed. Additional monitoring frameworks are identified
in Section 2.4.23. The watershed planning framework and specific tools and
guidance are further described in Sections 1.7.3, 1.7.4, Sections 2.4.3 and 2.4.19,
and in several appendices.

N16-94 Please refer to Section 4.2 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS for a discussion of radioactive fallout in the Ely RMP planning area. Water
reinjection is controlled by state and federal regulations. Project specific
implementation plans would be developed by a company proposing such reinjection.
The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office
when project-specific plans for oil and gas wells are submitted by a lease holder and
evaluated in an appropriate NEPA document.

N16-95 Thank you for your comment. Military Operation Areas have been added to Chapter
3 of the Final Ely RMP as part of the affected environment. The specific impact
analysis issues of this comment are beyond the scope of the Ely RMP and does not
require further agency response.

N16-96 Thank you for your comment. The subject of this comment is beyond the scope of
the Ely RMP. 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.

N16-97 The RFD for locatable minerals anticipates as many as 10 new mines would be put
into production over the life of the plan. Currently, the Robinson and Bald Mountain
mines have announced expansions and increased mine life due the current high
metal prices. There has been little exploration for new deposits.

The impacts to air and water resources in relation to mineral and renewable energy
development are discussed in Section 4.2 and 4.3, respectively, of the Draft RMP
and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS. No management actions for the health
and safety considerations of mineral and renewable development are contained in
the Proposed RMP, as these are outside the jurisdiction of the BLM.

N16-93

N16-94

N16-95

N16-96

N16-97

N16-92



N16-98
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N16-100

N16-101

N16-102
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N16-98 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.  These decisions and 
subsequent proposals would be made by private industry.  Thus, while renewable 
energy development could be an authorized activity under the plan; the Proposed 
RMP does not designate the location or magnitude of specific projects.  The general 
impacts associated with these types of development, including the amount of 
surface disturbance anticipated within the Ely RMP decision area during the life of 
the plan, are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  When 
application for a specific project is made to the Ely Field Office, appropriate NEPA 
review in the form of an EA or EIS would be undertaken before the project is 
approved. 

N16-99 The Proposed RMP does not designate avoidance 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. All applications will be subject to NEPA analysis and 
the Wind Energy Development Program Policies and Best Management Practices 
published in conjunction with the Record of Decision for BLM's Final Wind Energy 
Development Programmatic EIS (Appendix F, Section 3, of the Ely Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS). The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the 
Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for wind and solar energy development 
are received and evaluated 

N16-100 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-98 for a discussion energy development.  
The Ely Field Office does not anticipate that the entire areas shown on the maps 
would be developed. 

N16-101 Please refer to Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 and 2.4.12.7 in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for a discussion of land use authorizations and specific criteria to be 
considered in approving or rejecting applications. 

N16-102 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. BLM does not deem the data that is requested in this 
comment as being necessary to prepare the Ely RMP.  It is not necessary to issue a 
Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS. 
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N16-103

N16-104

N16-105

N16-106

N16-107

N16-108

N16-109

Responses to Letter N16 

N16-103 Please refer to Section 4.23 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS for a discussion of the assumed expenditures for implementation. More detailed
costs will be developed over time as the Ely Field Office compiles actual experience
from detailed watershed analysis and implementation; however, actual outlays for
treatment and restoration activities will be affected by actual appropriations. The
experience gained over time will also allow the Ely Field Office to adapt and revise
the treatment and restoration activities to increase their effectiveness. The other
information that is requested in this comment is beyond the scope of the Ely RMP.

N16-104 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N16-105 Please refer to Section 4.28.8 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and
Final EIS for a discussion of West Nile virus concerns within the Ely RMP planning
area. The virus affects primarily birds and horses, and any role of cattle in the
spread of the virus has not been documented.

N16-106 Please refer to Map 3.7-1 for generalized locations of federally listed fish species,
and to Map 3.7-2 for desert tortoise habitat, both in the Draft RMP and EIS and in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Additionally, Map 2.4.22-1 shows Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, several of which relate to the presence of special status
species. Numerous other special status species, e.g., greater sage grouse, occupy
broad areas of habitat for which mapping would have little relevance. Management
objectives for such species will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-
specific plans are prepared.

N16-107 Please refer to Current Management Direction under the Parameter- Lands
Available and Not Available for Livestock Grazing, which addresses allocation, lands
available for livestock grazing, and the amount of forage available. Grazing use will
be evaluated during the term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis,
and during grazing use monitoring. The Proposed RMP specifies management
policies and actions and provides programmatic and implementable direction for
management of the public lands.

N16-108 The Ely RMP does not address the management of individual natural or prescribed
fires within the Ely RMP decision area or the rehabilitation of such burned areas.
During the site-specific planning process and development of a prescribed burn plan
and an environmental analysis, many scientific factors will be evaluated and in your
comment you have stated a few. Other factors, such as cumulative impacts, will
bear heavily in the decision where and if a particular prescribed fire, fire use fire, or
other vegetation treatment is conducted. Watershed analysis will also play an
important role in decisions on how to best manage a watershed. Fire science along
with other fields of science will be used to plan, implement, and monitor projects
across the landscape.
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N16-109 Maintenance of healthy pinyon-juniper communities is one of the objectives of BLM's
vegetation management programs, but not to the exclusion of other vegetation
communities. BLM has determined that its array of alternatives outlined in the Draft
RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS addresses the maintenance and
management of pinyon-juniper on the “natural” woodland sites (approximately 3.6
million acres) and control of the community where it is expanding into “natural”
sagebrush sites (approximately 1 million acres). The Proposed RMP does not
include any “widespread and massive deforestation.” Please refer to Response to
Comment N16-1 regarding a Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS.

N16-110 Please refer to Section 2.4.12 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of management direction for lands and realty. The management direction for land
disposal under Alternative D specifies no net loss of public lands.

N16-111 Please refer to Response to Comment N16-1 regarding a Supplemental Draft RMP
and EIS.

N16-110

N16-111

N16-109
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N17-1

N17-2

N17-3

N17-1 These resources and disturbances will be considered during the
watershed analysis process. 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.

N17-2 Specific restoration actions for riparian areas are dependent on site-
specific conditions and are not appropriate for inclusion in the Proposed 
RMP. Restoration actions for riparian areas will be recommended as part
of the evaluation process and delineated as part of the implementation
strategy, all of which are part of the watershed analysis process.

N17-3 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.
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N17-4

N17-5

N17-6

N17-7

N17-4 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-5 The Ely Field Office agrees that sage-grouse and other wildlife are important, 
and they have been fully considered in the management actions contained in
the Proposed RMP. Springs are also important, and “harmful development”
has not been and will not be allowed under the plan. At a minimum, all
riparian/wetlands need to be properly functioning. This and other habitat
needs have been and will continue to be evaluated to determine if they are
meeting/achieving Resource Advisory Council standards. Implementation
strategies will be developed to address situations where standards are not
achieved.

N17-6 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-7 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.



Letter N17 Continued

N17-7



Letter N17 Continued Responses to Letter N17

N17-8

N17-8 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.
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N17-9

N17-10

N17-11

N17-12

N17-13

N17-9 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-10 References to the link of various vegetation functional groups and their
below-ground water consumption and links to soil water have been given.
Some watersheds will exhibit linkage between watershed conditions and
water resources such as springs; other watersheds will not because of
different geology. In some situations, pre- and post-treatment monitoring of
water resources would occur to document this linkage.

N17-11 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-12 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-13 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.
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N17-13

N17-14

N17-15

N17-16

N17-14 In response to your comment and similar comments, the text in Section
2.3.3.5 and Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been
expanded to clarify the discussion of monitoring.

N17-15 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-14 for a discussion of monitoring.

N17-16 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-14 for a discussion of monitoring
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N17-16

N17-17

N17-18

N17-19

N17-20

N17-21

N17-22

N17-17 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-18 Potential direct impacts of management actions in the Proposed RMP
within the planning area that may affect springs are addressed in Section
4.3. Potential groundwater pumping and other regional activities that may
cumulatively affect springs within the planning area are discussed in Section
4.28.3. Impacts on springs within the Great Basin overall, or for a multi-state
portion of it outside the planning area, are beyond the scope of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS. Such impacts would be addressed in NEPA documents
for the appropriate project areas for specific proposals.  As a result, no 
changes to the final document have been made.

N17-19 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-20 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-21 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-22 The potential direct impacts of livestock grazing and wild horse use on
springs are addressed in Section 4.3.  Ely Field Office monitoring programs 
are described in Section 2.4.23. Please refer to Response to Comment
N17-1 for a discussion of data collection.
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N17-22

N17-23

N17-24

N17-23 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection. Mid-scale analyses of watersheds will address all vegetation
communities within watershed boundaries. Watershed analysis has and will
continue to consider climate as part of the evaluation process, along with
factors such as current livestock management. Watershed analyses will
address major vegetation communities, such as Wyoming big sagebrush and
salt desert shrub, and evaluate them using the assessment data to determine
if they are meeting or not meeting Resource Advisory Council standards.
This process does and will continue to consider exotic species and weed
increases and infestations.

N17-24 Please refer to Section 4.16 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP
and Final EIS for a discussion of the impacts of livestock grazing on other
resources. Livestock numbers in the Ely RMP decision area are not greatly
in excess of those grazed in recent decades. Evaluation of livestock grazing
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.  The Ely RMP specifies management policies and action and 
provides programmatic and implementable direction for management of the
public lands.
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N17-24

N17-25

N17-26

N17-25 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-26 Comment noted. NRCS Order III soil surveys and NRCS ecological site
description, 2003 edition, are being used as baseline information for the Ely
RMP. Please refer to Section 1.5.1 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed
RMP and Final EIS for general planning criteria #18.
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N17-27

N17-27 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.
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N17-28
N17-28 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data

collection.
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N17-29
N17-29 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data

collection.
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N17-30 N17-30 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 how the Ely Field Office will 
manage migratory bird habitat.
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N17-31

N17-32

N17-33

N17-34

N17-31 The desired range of conditions is designed to meet the types of actions
mentioned in this comment.

N17-32 Please refer to Section 2.4.5 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a
discussion of the desired range of conditions for the composition of plant
communities and their various states desired across the landscape.

N17-33 Please refer to Appendix E in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP
and Final EIS for a discussion of special status 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.

N17-34 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.
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N17-34

N17-35
N17-35 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-32.
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N17-36

N17-37

N17-38

N17-39

N17-40

N17-41

N17-36 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.
It is not necessary to issue a Supplemental Draft RMP and EIS.

N17-37 Water hauling and other livestock management practices are evaluated
on a site-specific basis.  Evaluation of livestock grazing use relative to 
achievement of the standards for rangeland health is a continual and on-
going process. Ecological condition and production ecological sites are
factors that are assessed and evaluated during the standards assessment
process. Standards assessments will be conducted during the term permit
renewal process, watershed analysis, and during grazing use monitoring.

N17-38 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-39 No substantiation is provided that the impact analysis provided in the Draft
RMP and EIS is flawed or cursory.  Mid-scale analyses of watersheds will 
address all vegetation communities within watershed boundaries. Watershed
analysis has and will continue to consider past fires as part of the evaluation 
process. These analyses will also address invasive and noxious weed
composition in the major ecological sites of the watershed. To meet or make
progress towards meeting rangeland health standards, as well as the desired
future conditions presented in Section 2.4.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS, the Ely Field Office will manage for the perpetuation of native plants and 
animals, special status species, and biodiversity.

N17-40 Existing conditions within the Ely RMP planning area, including habitat
fragmentation and ecological problems, are adequately described in Chapter
3 of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS for an RMP-
level analysis.

N17-41 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations at 40 CFR 1503.3(a)
state that comments on an environmental impact statement or on a proposed
action shall be as specific as possible and may address either the adequacy 
of the statement or the merits of the alternatives or both. The comments
referenced are specific to an appeal and litigation from 2002 concerning an 
implementation decision under the Schell Management Framework Plan and
are not specific to the current statement or proposed action. Therefore, they 
do not require further agency response.
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N17-42

N17-43

N17-44

N17-45

N17-42 Virtually all lands within the Ely RMP decision area are suitable for grazing.
Livestock grazing suitability and the evaluation of grazing use relative to the
achievement of the standards for rangeland health are conducted during the
term permit renewal process, during watershed analysis, and during grazing
use monitoring. These are issues that would be considered associated with
authorizing any grazing use.

N17-43 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-44 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-45 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.
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N17-46

N17-47

N17-46 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-47 Please refer to Sections 4.6 and 4.7 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed
RMP and Final EIS for discussions of impacts to wildlife and special status
species. Impacts from many of the items mentioned in this comment are
discussed in these sections; however, most of the items are beyond the
scope of the Ely RMP. The type of issues raised in your comment will be
considered by the Ely Field Office when site-specific projects are proposed 
by outside parties or activity plans are prepared by the Field Office.  The 
vegetation and livestock issues will be addressed in the individual watershed
analyses and restoration plans.
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N17-47

N17-48

N17-49

N17-50

N17-51

N17-52

N17-48 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field
Office when project-specific plans for livestock facilities are prepared and 
evaluated.

N17-49 Please refer to Sections 4.6 and 4.7 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for
discussions of the effects of livestock grazing on wildlife and special status
species.

N17-50 Mid-scale analyses of watersheds will address all vegetation communities
within watershed boundaries. These analyses will also address cheatgrass
composition in the major ecological sites of the watershed. Cheatgrass
dominated communities are considered altered states of state and transition
models that need to be reduced or eliminated. The causal effect of livestock
grazing in cheatgrass spread will be evaluated and appropriate steps will
be taken if grazing is found to be involved in not meeting rangeland health
standards in a specific watershed.  Also, please see Response to Comment 
N17-51.

N17-51 Livestock grazing is one of several factors that can lead to failure in achieving
rangeland health objectives or in preventing desired rehabilitation success. In
such cases, BLM will examine the full array of potential causative factors to
determine what management changes are necessary to achieve the desired
success.

N17-52 The subject of this comment is beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. However,
please refer to Section 4.7 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP
and Final EIS for a discussion of the effects of weed management on special
status wildlife species.
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N17-53

N17-54

N17-55

N17-56

N17-57

N17-53 Mid-scale analyses of watersheds will address all vegetation communities
within watershed boundaries. Watershed analysis has and will continue to
consider current livestock management as part of the evaluation process,
along with factors such as climate. These factors could affect pinyon-juniper
and sagebrush vegetation communities within specific watersheds.

N17-54 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-42.

N17-55 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-56 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-1 for a discussion of data
collection.

N17-57 The subject of this comment is beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. Predator
control is not undertaken by BLM.
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N17-58

N17-59

N17-58 The projected impacts of livestock grazing on the vegetation resource are
addressed in Section 4.5 of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP
and Final EIS under Impacts from Other Programs - Livestock Grazing.
Livestock use levels have been, and will continue to be, adjusted in response
to unusual circumstances such as drought and fire to protect the vegetation 
resource. Effects of drought are also considered in Section 4.28 as a
contributing factor under the cumulative impact analysis. Drought, of course,
reduces the level of vegetation productivity and, therefore, also the level of
available forage for grazing and seed for regeneration. It also reduces the
level of carbohydrate storage in roots and crowns, thereby making individual
plants more vulnerable to impacts from grazing or other disturbance.

N17-59 These are site-specific questions that are considered and addressed on 
an allotment-specific basis associated with drought.  During the drought 
years of 1996 and 2000, these issues were addressed. Management
actions associated with drought were then included in agreements and were
implemented associated with grazing management changes due to drought.
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N17-60

N17-61

N17-60 Stubble height is a site-specific requirement and is reviewed on a site-
specific basis.  Seven to 9 inches of residual stubble height may be 
appropriate in certain situations. Livestock grazing suitability and the
evaluation of grazing use relative to the achievement of the standards for
rangeland health are conducted during the term permit renewal process,
during watershed analysis, and during grazing use monitoring. These are
issues that would be considered associated with authorizing any grazing use.

N17-61 Utilization levels are site-specific criteria that are included in site-specific 
activity plans. These are established based on multiple uses, such as but not
limited to, ecological condition, the standards for rangeland health objectives,
and resources in the area such as wildlife, special status species, and wild
horse habitat needs. Livestock grazing suitability and the evaluation of
grazing use relative to the achievement of the standards for rangeland health
are conducted during the term permit renewal process, during watershed
analysis, and during grazing use monitoring.
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N17-61

N17-62

N17-63

N17-62 An inventory and assessment of existing livestock facilities is an activity
conducted on an allotment-specific basis.  This is normally done during the 
term permit renewal process and watershed analysis. NEPA analysis will be
conducted when new projects are proposed and would include a full array of
impact discussions. A Supplemental RMP and EIS is not needed to address
these issues.

N17-63 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7.7 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how the Ely Field Office will 
maintain intact sagebrush habitat, and how it will prioritize habitat restoration
actions.
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N17-63
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N17-64

N17-65

N17-66

N17-64 The Ely RMP does not address specific livestock grazing improvements.  
However, the need for such improvements will be a consideration by the Ely
Field Office when project-specific plans are prepared.

N17-65 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-64.

N17-66 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-5 for a discussion of spring
development.  Past spring developments have not “degraded and destroyed
springs”, and surface water remains available at developed springs.
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N17-66

N17-67

N17-68

N17-69

N17-70

N17-67 Resting habitats, controlling utilization, and construction of fence exclosures
are all management options to address degraded riparian areas. These
may all be appropriate in certain situations and will be considered in the
management of any degraded riparian areas identified in the planning area.

N17-68 Please refer to Response to Comment N17-63.

N17-69 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7 of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify how the Ely Field Office will 
manage special status species.

N17-70 Comment noted.



Letter N17 Continued

N17-70



Letter N18 Responses to Letter N18 

N18-1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The concerns raised in this comment are
addressed in the more detailed comments that follow. Please refer to Responses to
Comments N18-6 for a discussion of background data, N18-3 for a discussion of
special status species, and N18-4 for a discussion of compliance with NEPA and
FLPMA. As stated in Planning Criterion No. 1 in Section 1.5.1 of the Draft RMP and
EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the Ely Field Office will comply with all
applicable Federal laws.

N18-1



Letter N18 Continued 

N18-2

N18-3

N18-4

N18-5

N18-6

Responses to Letter N18 

N18-2 Your comments have been carefully considered and incorporated as appropriate in
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N18-3 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS fulfills all requirements under NEPA, FLPMA, and
ESA. The Ely Field Office must continue to manage special status species under all
existing laws, regulations, and policies. Further, any site-specific projects that would
be implemented under the plan, must comply with NEPA, FLPMA, and ESA.
Project-specific EAs and EISs would be prepared by the Ely Field Office, as
appropriate. Conservation measures for listed species will be contained in the
Biological Assessment prepared by BLM and the Biological Opinion prepared by the
US Fish and Wildlife Service, in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act.

N18-4 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS fulfills all requirements under NEPA and FLPMA.

N18-5 Based on comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS and other considerations,
the Ely Field Office has incorporated revisions into the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS.

N18-6 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, fully understand the direct and indirect effects, and make a
reasoned choice among alternatives. This data is summarized in Chapter 3 of the
Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 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.



Letter N18 Continued 

N18-7

N18-8

N18-9

N18-10

Responses to Letter N18 

N18-7 Please refer to Appendix E in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS for a discussion of special status species. Also see Response to Comment
N18-6 for a discussion of data collection.

N18-8 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-6 for a discussion of data collection. At
a minimum, all riparian/wetlands need to be properly functioning. This and other
habitat needs have been and will continue to be evaluated to determine if they are
meeting/achieving Resource Advisory Council standards. Implementation strategies
will be developed to address situations where standards are not achieved.
Adequate baseline information is presented in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed
RMP and Final EIS to allow adequate impact analysis. Additional information will be
collected for future projects to allow complete impact analysis. The NEPA
documents prepared for the types of future projects you mention will not be
dependent on the information contained in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N18-9 Please refer to Responses to Comment N18-7 and N18-16 for discussions of data
and impact analysis for special status species.

N18-10 Please refer to Chapter 3 (Affected Environment) in the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of the current environmental baseline.
The trends that are discussed for each resource would continue under the No Action
Alternative (Alternative A).



Responses to Letter N18

N18-11

N18-12

N18-13

N18-14

N18-15

Letter N18 Continued

N18-11 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-14 for a detailed discussion on the 
range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS.  The alternatives contained in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS focus on ecological protection (conservation) to varying degrees.  
Alternative B has the greatest management emphasis in this area of concern.  
Please note that in response to this and similar comments, no off-highway vehicle 
emphasis areas would be designated by the Proposed RMP, and no special 
recreation management areas emphasizing off-highway vehicle use have been 
identified in the Proposed RMP.  Activity plans for the management of special 
recreation management areas would be prepared following the approval of the RMP.  
NEPA analysis would be conducted for these activity plans.  Thus, an appropriate 
level of analysis for designating management areas but not implementing activity 
plans has been included in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

N18-12 Alternative D could be considered a conservation alternative.  Alternative D would 
exclude all permitted discretionary uses of the public lands including livestock 
grazing, mineral sale or leasing, lands or realty actions, or permitted recreation use.  
No commodity production would be allowed.  OHV use would be restricted to 
maintained roads.  Wildfires would not be suppressed unless they threaten life or 
property. 

N18-13 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify how the Ely Field Office will manage special 
status species, including implementation of those actions and strategies identified in 
recovery plans that the Field Office has the authority to implement.  Compliance with 
recovery plans for threatened or endangered species is required under existing laws 
and regulations, is currently being implemented by the Ely Field Office, and is not a 
subject of the Ely RMP.  Such compliance includes surveys to confirm the presence 
or absence of listed species, as may be necessary, and development and 
enforcement of project-specific mitigation measures as applications are received by 
the Field Office. 

N18-14 A reasonable range of alternatives has been presented and analyzed in the Draft 
RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final EIS.  All alternatives protect special 
status species and their habitats to varying degrees.  In Comment Letter F3, the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency gives the Preferred Alternative their highest 
rating of “Lack of Objections”.  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. 
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, the professional judgment of the staff in the Ely Field Office, 
and comments from a wide array of users of the Ely RMP planning area. 



Letter N18 Continued 

N18-15

N18-16

N18-17

N18-18

N18-19

Responses to Letter N18 

N18-15 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-14 for a discussion of the range of
alternatives analyzed and Response to Comment N18-6 for a discussion of data
collection. All important impacts have been discussed in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS, including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.

N18-16 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-7 for a discussion of data for special
status species. Also refer to Sections 3.7 and 4.7 in the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for discussions of the status of individual species and
impacts to those species, respectively. Both of these sections address special
status and listed species at an appropriate level of detail for the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS. Considerably more detail on listed species is contained in the Biological
Assessment prepared for the Proposed RMP and submitted to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service as part of Section 7 consultation.

N18-17 In response to recently altered environmental conditions within the desert tortoise
habitat (fire in 2005) and the comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS, text
sections related to desert tortoise in Chapters 2, 3, and 4 have been revised. Please
refer to these assorted sections in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for clarification
regarding proposed management and impact analyses related to the species.

N18-18.1 Please refer to the revised text in Chapters 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0 of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS that has been expanded to reflect management of the desert tortoise.
The management actions previously outlined in Appendix J (Record of Decision for
the Caliente Management Framework Plan Amendment, September 2000) of the
Draft RMP and EIS have been brought forward into the appropriate resource
programs of the Proposed RMP that would implement the management actions (e.g.
special status species, travel management, minerals, etc.). These desert tortoise
management actions have been included in the impact analysis for all programs that
would be affected.

N18-18.2 Lands identified for disposal under the Lincoln County Land Act have been sold and
are now privately owned. Therefore, effects on the desert tortoise would be
considered under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act and not Section 7,
which applies to the Proposed RMP. The text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS has been modified to address your comment. The basic impact
conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

N18-19 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7.3 and 4.7 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of management for the
southwestern willow flycatcher.



Letter N18 Continued 

N18-19

N18-20

N18-21

N18-22 

N18-23 

N18-24 

N18-25 

Responses to Letter N18 

N18-20 Please refer to Section 2.4.7.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of Special Status Species (Federally protected and BLM sensitive species). Also,
the text in Section 4.7 has been revised to address your comment.

N18-21 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-20 for a discussion of Special Status
Species (Federally protected and BLM sensitive species).

N18-22 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-20 for a discussion of Special Status
Species (Federally protected and BLM sensitive species).

N18-23 Please refer to Responses to Comments N18-7 for a discussion of data for special
status species and N18-3 for a discussion of the adequacy of impact analysis.
Conservation measures for listed species will be contained in the Biological
Assessment prepared by BLM and the Biological Opinion prepared by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service, in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

N18-24 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.15 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS discussing the Proposed RMP has been expanded to clarify the discussion
of the impacts of Special Recreation Permits for OHV events.

N18-25 The Ely Field Office must continue to manage special status species under all
existing laws, regulations, and policies, including the ESA and FLPMA. The
Proposed RMP and Final EIS describes and analyzes management actions for the
multiple uses of all the resources in the Ely RMP decision area. By its very nature,
BLM's multiple use mandate results in conflicts among uses and users. The Ely
RMP analysis has focused on the major conflicts and disclosed them to the public.
More detailed analyses of individual projects and their impacts on special status
species would occur at the implementation stage as these projects are evaluated in
project-specific NEPA analyses. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS are fully
compliant with the requirements of NEPA.



N18-26

N18-27

N18-28

N18-29

N18-30

Letter N18 Continued Responses to Letter N18 

N18-26 As discussed in Section 4.2 of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS, there are no actions proposed under the Ely RMP that would have impacts on
air quality in the region resulting in a violation of the NAAQS or PSD increment. Any
future proposed projects, such as a coal-fired power plant, would require additional,
separate NEPA analysis to determine whether they might have impacts that would
threaten NAAQS or PSD regulatory requirements.

N18-27 Any future proposed projects, such as a coal-fired power plant, would require
additional, separate NEPA analysis to determine whether they might have impacts
that would threaten NAAQS or PSD regulatory requirements. Such projects are
beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. It is true that recreation use of on and off-
highway vehicles contribute air pollutants, mostly in the form of PM10. 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.

N18-28 It is true that recreational use of on and off highway vehicles contributes air
pollutants, mostly in the form of PM10. 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 off-highway vehicle race events. Please
refer to Section 4.28.2 for a discussion of cumulative impacts to air quality and
Section 4.32 for a discussion short-term uses and long-term productivity, both in the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

N18-29 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.11 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of impacts to 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.

N18-30 There are no actions proposed under the Ely RMP that would have impacts on air
quality in the Grand Canyon, as defined in the air quality regulations. Any future
proposed projects, such as a coal-fired power plant, would require additional,
separate NEPA analysis to determine whether they might have impacts to visibility in
the Grand Canyon. The commenter seems to have confused air quality and Visual
Resource Management issues. The Ely RMP would have no effect on and the BLM
has no responsibility for management of visual resources in the Grand Canyon.



Letter N18 Continued 

N18-31

N18-32

N18-33

Responses to Letter N18 

N18-31 Please refer to Section 2.4.12.2 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of land disposal criteria. The effects of land disposals are discussed as appropriate
in Chapter 4 under each program that would be affected by these management
actions. The type of issues relative to special status species raised in your comment
will be considered by the Ely Field Office when specific disposals are proposed and
evaluated. Coordination with federal, state, and local agencies during the NEPA
process will ensure the protection of these species.

N18-32 It is not the intent of the text in Section 4.28.3 (or anywhere else) to imply that
cumulative effects on water resources from other projects would be minimized or
negated by vegetation management on BLM-administered lands. Additional text has
been added to Section 4.28.3 to address this comment, while staying within the
scope of the Ely RMP. As pointed out in text and other comments, the Nevada
State Engineer administers water rights in the state, including the Ely RMP planning
area. The RMP addresses resources to the degree that the Ely Field Office controls
or may influence them. In addition, project-specific NEPA analyses, as well as state
and federal permitting processes, would be required for other individual projects
(including BLM projects). Additional public involvement and further assessment of
cumulative effects would be conducted at that time.

N18-33 Please refer to Section 4.28 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final
EIS for a discussion of cumulative impacts. The analysis considers over 50
interrelated projects (past, present, future; federal, state, private) and their
cumulative effects on all 26 resource programs addressed in the EIS.



Responses to Letter N18

N18-34

N18-35

N18-36

N18-37

Letter N18 Continued

N18-34 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-32.  No conclusion has been drawn in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS on the effects of groundwater development, and 
that topic will be addressed through separate NEPA analysis. 

N18-35 In response to your comment, the text in Sections 4.7 and 4.15 in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS have been expanded to clarify the discussion of the impacts of 
Special Recreation Permits for OHV events. 

N18-36 In response to your comment, Section 4.29 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, 
which discusses proposed mitigation measures, has been expanded. Appendix F, 
Section 1, in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, has also been expanded, and 
applicable best management practices have been cross referenced at the beginning 
of resource program discussions in Chapter 4. 

N18-37 The Ely Field Office must manage multiple uses under all existing laws, regulations, 
and policies, including FLPMA.  The Proposed RMP and Final EIS describes and 
analyzes management actions for motorized recreation and commercial uses in the 
Ely RMP decision area, which are valid uses under FLPMA.  By its very nature, 
BLM's multiple use mandate results in conflicts among uses and users.  The Ely 
RMP analysis has focused on the major conflicts and disclosed them to the public.  
The Proposed RMP and Final EIS are fully compliant with the requirements of 
FLPMA. 



Letter N18 Continued 

N18-38

N18-39

N18-40

Responses to Letter N18 

N18-38 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS fulfills all requirements under NEPA and FLPMA.
Project-specific EAs and EISs would be prepared for projects that would be
implemented under the plan, as appropriate.

N18-39 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-6. The Proposed RMP and Final EIS
fulfills all requirements under NEPA and FLPMA.

N18-40 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-37 for a discussion of motorized
recreation. Protection of the desert tortoise and its habitat will be in compliance with
the Biological Opinion prepared by the US Fish and Wildlife Service, in compliance
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.



N18-41

N18-42

N18-43

Letter N18 Continued Responses to Letter N18 

N18-41 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been modified to more clearly present the impacts of the proposed
management actions on listed species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will make
the determinations of whether any listed species would be negatively affected or
jeopardized, and these determinations will be documented in the Biological Opinion
issued for the Proposed RMP.

N18-42 Please refer to Section 4.29 and Appendix F, Section 2, in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS for a discussion of mitigation and monitoring for special status species.
The management actions contained in the Proposed RMP and future projects for
which approval may be requested will be reviewed in cooperation with the USFWS
through Section 7 consultation during NEPA analysis to ensure that no listed
species are jeopardized.

N18-43 Please refer to Response to Comment N18-3 for a discussion of compliance with
NEPA, FLPMA, and ESA.



Letter N19 Responses to Letter N19 

N19-1 The text in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 has been modified to address this and other
comments related to perennial yield and other water projects. The perennial yield
(also known as “safe yield”) is an estimate developed by the Nevada Department of
Water Resources, Office of the State Engineer, largely for the purpose of
ascertaining sustainable levels of groundwater development. Therefore, the
meaning of the sentence referring to Table 3.3-1 is correct. The description of
groundwater trends in Section 3.3.2 has been expanded to identify other major
water development projects.

N19-2 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.8 Wild Horses (Proposed RMP,
Travel Management) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify
that these are off-highway vehicle emphasis areas, not open areas.

N19-3 In response to your comment, the text in section 2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of off-highway vehicle
emphasis areas.

N19-1

N19-2

N19-3



Responses to Letter N19 

N19-4

N19-6

N19-8

N19-7

N19-9

N19-10

N19-11

N19-12

N19-5

N19-3

Letter N19 Continued 

N19-4 Please refer to the revised text for vegetation in Section 2.5.5 of the Proposed RMP
and Final EIS for the desired range of conditions that are showing altered states with
annual invasive or noxious weeds. Each vegetation community contains proposed
management actions related to weeds.

N19-5 In response to recently altered environmental conditions within the Mojave Desert
(fire in 2005) and the comments received on the Draft RMP and EIS, text sections
related to the Mojave Desert vegetation and desert tortoise habitat in Chapters 2, 3,
and 4 have been revised. Please refer to these assorted sections in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS for clarification regarding proposed management of the Mojave
Desert ecosystem and impact analyses related to the desert tortoise.

N19-6 Modifications identified in the Errata Sheet have been tracked through the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

N19-7 Ecological systems within the Ely RMP planning area may cover large or small
geographical areas, such as pinyon-juniper woodlands and aspen woodlands
respectively. The Ely RMP Management Focus indicates that a healthy ecological
system would display vegetation diversity across its geographical range.

N19-8 Comment noted.

N19-9 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.10 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of common invertebrate fossil
collecting. Use of fossil sites will be limited if monitoring of a site shows a need to
protect the resource.

N19-10 The number of fee sites that could be established during the life of the plan can not
be determined at this time.

N19-11 It was not the Ely Field Office's intention to include references to all laws and
regulations that apply to all resource programs in the Ely RMP.

N19-12 During preparation of the Draft RMP and EIS, the decision was made to use an
11”X17” page format for the largest maps and to use the black and white format.
Given that the District is 11.5 million acres in size (about 230 miles by 115 miles),
the scale of the maps at the selected page format is small. To keep the maps as
legible as possible, extra background material such as topography and roads was
included only when it would not obscure the primary information being presented.
Maps have been revised where possible in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to
enhance legibility and user friendliness.



Responses to Letter N19

N19-12

N19-13

N19-14

N19-15

N19-16

N19-17

N19-18

N19-19

Letter N19 Continued

N19-13 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. 

N19-14 Please refer to Response to Comment N19-13. 

N19-15 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 section describing the 
alternative of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. 

N19-16 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.  In the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the Proposed RMP 
is presented first, followed by Alternatives A, B, C, and D. 

N19-17 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, the professional judgment of the staff in the Ely Field Office, 
and comments from a wide array of users of the Ely RMP planning area.  Chapter 2 
in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to more clearly present the 
management actions that would apply to each resource program. 

N19-18 Please refer to Section 2.3.3.5 and  Section 2.4.23 in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of monitoring, which will be used to assess the success of 
management actions implemented in the future.

N19-19 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.3.3.5 and Section 2.4.23 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of 
monitoring at the level of detail required in the RMP.  The monitoring section of the 
RMP is intended as an overview, and is not intended to provide the level of 
detail that will be included in subsequent monitoring plans.



Responses to Letter N20

N20-1

N20-2

N20-3

Letter N20

N20-1 Copies of the errata for the Draft RMP/EIS are available to the public at libraries and 
BLM offices within the planning area, and have been distributed to parties receiving 
the Draft document.  The Ely Field Office did not deem it necessary to reprint the 
Draft RMP/EIS.  The electronic version of the document contained on the compact 
disc provided to you did not contain the printing errors on the printed version that are 
addressed on the errata sheet.

N20-2 More detailed printed or electronic maps are not available.  Mapping was done for 
most resources at a planning area-wide scale and can not be transferred accurately 
to a more detailed base map, such as a USGS 7.5-minute topographic map.  Using 
an alternative web site would have violated the court order in effect at the time of 
your request. 

N20-3 The Draft and Proposed RMPs are programmatic documents to guide the future 
management actions of the Ely Field Office.  Mapping at the level of detail 
suggested in this comment is not consistent with the stated goals of the RMP, and 
would suggest analysis at a greater level of detail than occurs at the programmatic 
level. The mapping scale is appropriate for the resource allocations being made in 
the Proposed RMP.  Maps have been revised where possible in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS to enhance legibility and user friendliness.  Detail mapping will be 
prepared for the planning, analysis, and review of site-specific projects.



Responses to Letter N21

N21-1

N21-2

Letter N21

N21-1 Copies of the errata for the Draft RMP/EIS are available to the public at libraries and 
BLM offices within the planning area, and have been distributed to parties receiving 
the Draft document.  The Ely Field Office did not deem it necessary to reprint the 
Draft RMP/EIS.  The electronic version of the document contained on the compact 
disc provided to you did not contain the printing errors on the printed version that are 
addressed on the errata sheet.

N21-2 The Draft and Proposed RMPs are programmatic documents to guide the future 
management actions of the Ely Field Office.  Mapping at the level of detail 
suggested in this comment is not consistent with the stated goals of the RMP, and 
would suggest analysis at a greater level of detail than occurs at the programmatic 
level.  The mapping scale is appropriate for the resource allocations being made in 
the Proposed RMP.  Maps have been revised where possible in the Proposed 
RMPand Final EIS to enhance legibility and user friendliness.   Detail mapping will 
be prepared for the planning, analysis, and review of site-specific projects.
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