
Letter L1 Responses to Letter L1 

L1-1 In response to this and similar comments, the management action in Section 
2.4.15.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding outfitter and guide permits 
has been revised. 

L1-2 Please refer to Response to Comment L1-1. 

L1-1

L1-2



Letter L2 Responses to Letter L2 

L2-1 In response to your comment, the text in Sections 3.6.2 and 4.6 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to acknowledge the indigenous nature and 
historic reintroduction of elk in eastern Nevada. The basic impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

L2-2 Please refer to response to comment L2-1 for a discussion of text changes related to 
elk reintroduction. 

L2-3 In response to your comment, corrections have been made in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS to recognize elk as a native species to the planning area throughout 
all alternatives. 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. 

L2-4 Please refer to Response to Comment L2-3. 

L2-1

L2-2

L2-3

L2-4



Letter L2 Continued Responses to Letter L2 

L2-5 Please refer to Section 4.23 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of the linkage between the improvement of wildlife habitat and 
economic benefits in White Pine and Lincoln counties. 

L2-5

L2-4



Letter L3 Responses to Letter L3 

L3-1 The required comment period on a Draft RMP and EIS is 90 days. BLM elected to 
set a 120-day comment period for the Ely Draft RMP and EIS and did not formally 
extend this period. Although the BLM did not elect to extend the official comment 
period for this document, comments received after the end of the comment period 
were considered as late as practicable within the overall document revision and 
publication process. Comments that were received after the close of the comment 
period have been accepted and considered in the preparation of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS. 

L3-2 In response to your comment, recent planning reports were obtained from White 
Pine County and reviewed. The text in Section 1.9 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been updated to include White Pine County plans that were completed 
through March 2007. Planning studies and reports that are completed by the 
County after this date will be reviewed by the Ely Field Office during the RMP 
evaluation process, which will consult with the County and strive to be consistent 
with the new plans. 

L3-1

L3-2



Letter L3 Continued 

L3-3

L3-4

L3-5

L3-6

L3-7

L3-8

L3-9

L3-10

Responses to Letter L3 

L3-3 In response to your comments, the land disposal legal descriptions and maps have 
been updated in coordination with the County. 

L3-4 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of land disposal. Land disposal 
is no longer linked to water availability. 

L3-5 In response to your comments, the land disposal legal descriptions and maps have 
been updated in coordination with the County. 

L3-6 Please refer to Section 1.9.3.3 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for a discussion of inconsistencies with County plans and policies. 
Inconsistencies were noted where the counties adopted policies that are in conflict 
with the laws, regulations, and BLM policies under which the Ely Field Office must 
manage the Public lands in the Ely planning area. The inconsistencies noted relate 
to wilderness (White Pine and Lincoln counties), wetlands (Lincoln County), and 
land acquisition (Lincoln County). 

L3-7 The Proposed RMP concentrates land disposals around the communities for 
economic development, and the Ely Field Office considers the disposal of the 
proposed acreage more than adequate to accommodate needs during the life of the 
Approved RMP. 

L3-8 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-2 for a discussion of new White Pine 
County planning documents. The Ely Field Office will continue to cooperate with the 
County throughout the life of the plan. 

L3-9 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-2 for a discussion of recently completed 
planning documents. 

L3-10 Please refer to Section 2.4.14 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of access to recreational areas and trails. 



Letter L3 Continued Responses to Letter L3 

L3-11 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify how comprehensive travel 
management planning will occur in the Ely RMP planning area. 

L3-12 Please refer to management action LR-15 in Section 2.4.12.2 in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS for a discussion of recreational access. BLM is currently working on 
policy for easements. 

L3-13 The Ely Field Office will continue to cooperate with White Pine County as 
management actions are implemented. This will include the disposal of public lands 
where County services may be required. 

L3-14 In response to your comments, the land disposal legal descriptions and maps have 
been updated in coordination with the County. Recreation and public purpose leases 
and disposals would be allowed outside of designated disposal areas. 

L3-15 In response to your comment, the Proposed RMP no longer designates a corridor in 
the northern end of Spring Valley. The Spring Valley corridor would begin near the 
Atlanta mine, where the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development 
Act corridor ends, and would trend in a northerly direction along the west side of 
Spring Valley, ending at the Southwest Intertie Project corridor (see Map 2.4.12-5). 

L3-16 Comment noted. 

L3-11

L3-12

L3-13

L3-14

L3-15

L3-16



Letter L3 Continued Responses to Letter L3 

L3-17 The Proposed RMP concentrates land disposals around the communities for 
economic development, and the Ely Field Office has determined that the disposal of 
the proposed acreage will more than accommodate needs during the life of the plan. 

L3-18 Visual Resource Management classes are established during the RMP planning 
process based on the existing visual resources within the planning area and the 
management considerations for other land uses. 

L3-19 Please refer to section 2.5.11 in the proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of 
visual resource management policy. The VRM classifications shown on Map 2.4.11-
1 have been incorporated into the Proposed RMP and will be used during the life of 
the plan to manage visual resources. 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. 

L3-20 As part of the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act of 
2006, the Goshute Canyon proposed ACEC has been included in designated 
wilderness. In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.15.1 of 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised regarding special recreation 
management areas. The Telegraph special recreation management area proposal 
is not being carried forward. The Ely Field Office is not aware of any ACEC or 
SRMA designations that would negatively impact economic development projects, 
but it can not specify that no such effects would occur during the life of the plan. 

L3-17

L3-20

L3-18

L3-19



Letter L4 Responses to Letter L4

L4-1

L4-2

L4-1 Thank you for expressing your position on the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft RMP and EIS.  The response to this and the following comments will 
indicate which alternative from the Draft RMP has been incorporated in 
the Proposed RMP.  The management actions in Alternative E have been 
incorporated into the Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-2 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

 L4-4

 L4-5

 L4-6

 L4-7

 L4-8

 L4-9

 L4-10

 L4-11

 L4-3 L4-3 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-4 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-5 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-6 Management actions in the Proposed RMP include the allotments in desert 
tortoise habitat outside ACECs as lands available for livestock grazing.

L4-7 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-8 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-9 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-10 This comment appears to be internally inconsistent since it voices 
support for Alternative D which would, in fact, remove most of the 
water developments supported by other portions of the comment.  The 
management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-11 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-12

L4-13

L4-14

L4-15

L4-16

L4-17

L4-18

L4-19

L4-20

L4-21

L4-22

L4-12 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-13 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  This will provide for balanced 
management of both game and non-game species.

L4-14 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-15 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-16 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-17 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-18 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern are designated where special 
management is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to: 
important historic, cultural, and scenic values; fish or wildlife resources; or 
other natural systems or processes.  

L4-19 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-20 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-21 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-22 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into 
the Proposed RMP presented in this document.  The Ely Field Office will 
continue to coordinate with Lincoln County on sage-grouse issues.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-23

L4-24

L4-25

L4-26

L4-27

L4-28

L4-29

L4-30

L4-31

L4-23 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-24 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-25 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-26 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-27 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-28 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-29 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-30 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-31 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.9.8 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of formative 
Puebloan sites.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-32

L4-33

L4-34

L4-35

L4-36

L4-37

L4-38

L4-32 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-33 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-34 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-35 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-36 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-37 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-38 The management actions in Alternative B have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-39

L4-40

L4-41

L4-42

L4-43

L4-44

L4-45

L4-46

L4-47

L4-48

L4-39 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-40 In response to your comment, the land disposal maps and legal 
descriptions have been changed in coordination the Lincoln County 
Commissioners. See Map 2.4.12-1 through 2.4.12-4.

L4-41 In response to your comment, the land disposal maps and legal 
descriptions have been changed in coordination the Lincoln County 
Commissioners. See Maps 2.4.12-1 through 2.4.12-4 and Appendix I. 
Desert Land Entry (DLEs) are addressed in the criteria for disposal in the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-42 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 
direction would be acceptable to all users, the alternatives do contain a 
range of approaches for analysis purposes.

L4-43 Please refer to Section 2.4.12.2 in the Proposed RMP and EIS for a 
discussion of conveyance of lands for parks.

L4-44 The management actions in Alternative A have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-45 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-46 BLM’s proposed corridor designations would be 0.5 or 1/2 mile wide 
as opposed to the 3-mile width considered in Alternative C.  Proposed 
corridors are not intended to support any specific wind energy project.

L4-47 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-48 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-49

L4-50

L4-51

L4-52

L4-53

L4-54

L4-55

L4-49 Please refer to Section 2.4.13 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of wind and solar energy development. 
Potential development areas for these forms of renewable energy have 
not been designated in the Proposed RMP, and the text and map titles 
in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been changed to clarify this. 
Applications received for wind or solar energy development would be 
subject to NEPA analysis in coordination with local, state, and other federal 
agencies. Impacts to visual resources and recreation would be analyzed. 
Please also refer to Appendix F, Section 3, 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.

L4-50 Please refer to Response to Comment L4-49.

L4-51 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-52 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into 
the Proposed RMP presented in this document.  Your comment has been 
noted.

L4-53 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.  The public will be invited to participate in the transportation planning 
process.

L4-54 Please refer to Section 2.4.15.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for 
a discussion of recreation management on BLM-managed public land in 
Lincoln County.

L4-55 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.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-55

L4-56

L4-57

L4-58

L4-59

L4-60

L4-61

L4-62

L4-63

L4-64

L4-56 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-57 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-58 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-59 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-60 The management actions in Alternative C have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-61 The management actions in Alternative A have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-62 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-63 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-64 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-65

L4-66

L4-67

L4-68

L4-69

L4-70

L4-71

L4-72

L4-65 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-66 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-67 Thank you for expressing your support for Alternative C for fluid leasable 
minerals, solid leasable minerals, locatable minerals, and saleable minerals.  
The Proposed RMP for minerals (Section 2.4.18) has been revised to allow 
mineral activities in some areas proposed for closure or withdrawal in the 
Draft RMP and EIS.  Where necessary, additional restrictions have been 
developed to ensure protection of the environmental features of concern.  
Thus, the difference between Alternative C and the Proposed RMP has been 
reduced.  The acreage identified for disposal in Lincoln County has been 
reduced from the Draft RMP and EIS through consultation with the Lincoln 
County Commission.  The Proposed RMP concentrates land disposals 
around the communities for economic development, and the Ely Field Office 
has determined that the disposal of the proposed acreage will more than 
accommodate needs during the life of the plan.

L4-68 Please refer to Response to Comment L4-67.

L4-69 Please refer to Response to Comment L4-67.

L4-70 Please refer to Response to Comment L4-67.

L4-71 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-72 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-73

L4-74

L4-75

L4-76

L4-77

L4-78

L4-79

L4-80

L4-81

L4-82

L4-73 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-74 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-75 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 will occur in the Ely RMP planning area.  As 
discussed in Section 2.4.22.1 of the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS, off-highway vehicle use would be limited in the Lower Meadow Valley 
Wash ACEC.  This would not include secondary county and BLM roads.  Minor 
roads and trails could be closed.  These closures would be developed during 
preparation of the management plan for the ACEC, which is an implementation-
level activity.  BLM anticipates that Lincoln County would want to be involved in 
the preparation of this management plan.

L4-76 This ACEC would be an avoidance area for rights-of-way; however, proposals 
will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for rights-
of-way are submitted by the County and evaluated by the Field Office.  Livestock 
grazing would be controlled through terms and conditions on the grazing permit.

L4-77 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-78 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-79 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  As noted in the Draft RMP and EIS, 
livestock grazing in this proposed ACEC would continue under this alternative 
with some limitations.

L4-80 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  As noted in the Draft RMP and EIS, 
livestock grazing in this proposed ACEC would continue under this alternative 
with some limitations.

L4-81 Please refer to Section 2.4.22.2 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
discussion of both the Silver State Trail and Rainbow Canyon for designation as 
Backcountry Byways.

L4-82 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.22 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been revised to remove discussion on management of lands 
with wilderness characteristics outside of designated wilderness.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-82

L4-83

L4-84

L4-85

L4-86

L4-83 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-84 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-85 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-86 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  Under this alternative, full 
suppression will not be applied to all wildfires in Lincoln County.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-87

L4-88

L4-89

L4-90

L4-91

L4-87 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-88 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  Under this alternative, full 
suppression will not be applied to all wildfires in Lincoln County.

L4-89 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-90 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  Under this alternative, full 
suppression will not be applied to all wildfires in Lincoln County.

L4-91 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-92

L4-93

L4-94

L4-95

L4-96

L4-92 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-93 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-94 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-95 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into 
the Proposed RMP presented in this document.  BLM’s proposed corridor 
designations would be 0.5 or 1/2 mile wide as opposed to the 3-mile width 
considered in Alternative C.

L4-96 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into 
the Proposed RMP presented in this document.  BLM’s proposed corridor 
designations would be 0.5 or 1/2 mile wide as opposed to the 3-mile width 
considered in Alternative C.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-97

L4-98

L4-99

L4-100  

L4-101

L4-102 

L4-97 Please refer to Responses to Comments L4-40, 41, and 42.

L4-98 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into 
the Proposed RMP presented in this document.  BLM’s proposed corridor 
designations would be 0.5 or 1/2 mile wide as opposed to the 3-mile width 
considered in Alternative C.

L4-99 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-100 Please refer to Response to Comment L4-49.

L4-101 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-102 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-103

L4-104

L4-105

L4-106

L4-107

L4-103 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  As mentioned in responses to 
previous comments, the Proposed RMP does not require full suppression 
of wildfires, will continue to allow grazing, and is designating approximately 
90,000 acres of land for disposal in Lincoln County.

L4-104 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  Under the Proposed RMP, 
managed and prescribed fire will continue to be a tool used for vegetation 
management and watershed restoration.

L4-105 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-106 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-107 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.



Letter L4 Continued Responses to Letter L4

L4-108

L4-109

L4-110

L4-111

L4-112

L4-108 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-109 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.  Also refer to Response to 
Comment L4-104.

L4-110 The management actions in Alternative C have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-111 The management actions in Alternative C and E have been incorporated 
into the Proposed RMP presented in this document.

L4-112 The management actions in Alternative E have been incorporated into the 
Proposed RMP presented in this document.


	Local_ 1
	Local_ 2
	Local_ 3
	Local_ 4
	Local_ 5
	Local_ 6
	Local_ 7
	Local_ 8
	Local_ 9
	Local_10
	Local_11
	Local_12
	Local_13
	Local_14
	Local_15
	Local_16
	Local_17
	Local_18
	Local_19
	Local_20
	Local_21
	Local_22
	Local_23

