
Letter B1 Responses to Letter B1 

B1-1 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised regarding the issuance of outfitter 
and guide permits. Monitoring of outfitter and guide use would still occur for three 
years; however, outfitter and guide permits would not be limited during that three 
year study. Should the study show resource impacts, including user conflicts as a 
result of outfitter and guide actions, the Ely Field Office may address those problems 
by issuing outfitter and guide permits with special stipulations and conditions. No 
allocation system, including a competitive bid process, is included in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

B1-2 Please refer to Response to Comment B1-1. 

B1-1

B1-2



Letter B2 Responses to Letter B2 

B2-1 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 special recreation permits for non-competitive 
off-highway vehicle events. Those events would be permitted on a case-by-case 
basis outside of desert tortoise ACECs. 

B2-1



Letter B3 Responses to Letter B3 

B3-1 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. The only areas designated as "closed" 
to off-highway vehicle travel correspond to currently designated wilderness and 
wilderness study areas. Please note that the Nevada BLM has no policy regarding 
"no net land loss to off-highway vehicle opportunities". 

B3-1



Letter B4 Responses to Letter B4 

B4-1 Comment noted. 

B4-2 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. 

B4-3 Reference to Performance Based Grazing has been removed as a Parameter or a 
management action in the Proposed RMP. Flexibility associated with livestock 
grazing is allowed in the current grazing regulations at 43 CFR Part 4100 and is 
specifically addressed under allotment management plans. 

B4-4 Holistic management is a grazing management practice that can be authorized and 
could be associated with allotment management plans, as cited in the current 
grazing regulations at 43 CFR 4120.1. The management direction contained in the 
Proposed RMP does not preclude the use of Holistic management for grazing. 

B4-5 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act, Section 202 (c) (3) mandates that 
the BLM give priority to the designation and protection of areas of critical 
environmental concern in the development of land use plans. The Ely Field Office is 
proposing to designate 17 new areas of critical environmental concern to protect and 
prevent irreparable damage to the significant values present in those 17 areas. The 
BLM does not designate Wilderness or Wilderness Study Areas as a part of the land 
use planning process. 

B4-6 The goals that you express are the same that the Ely Field Office holds for the 
Proposed RMP. 

B4-1

B4-2

B4-3

B4-4

B4-5

B4-6



Letter B4 Continued Responses to Letter B4 

B4-7 Management actions as presented for the Proposed RMP include and address lands 
available and not available for livestock grazing. Management actions recognize the 
current amount of existing forage available for livestock grazing. Coordination and 
consultation associated with the evaluation of livestock grazing use will continue with 
the affected permittee and interested publics as required under current regulation 
and BLM policy. 

B4-8 The Proposed RMP recognizes livestock grazing as a privilege and as a multiple 
use on the public lands. Comments and input to site-specific actions or plans for 
grazing management will be provided for through the coordination and consultation 
process. 

B4-9 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 has been modified. However, the 
new projections do not alter the fundamental conclusions associated with the RMP 
alternatives. 

B4-10 Please refer to Section 2.4.12.3 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of land acquisition. 

B4-11 Please refer to Section 2.4.12.2 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of land disposal. A certain amount of land disposal within the Ely RMP decision 
area has been mandated by Acts of Congress. Refer to Chapter 1 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of these legislative mandates. 

B4-12 Please refer to Section 2.4.16 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of allocation of additional forage, which varies by alternative. Allocation will be 
based on a multiple use decision process. 

B4-8

B4-9

B4-10

B4-12

B4-11

B4-6

B4-7



Letter B4 Continued Responses to Letter B4 

B4-13 Thank you for expressing your concern. Special Recreation Permits for off-highway 
vehicle events are issued following site-specific environmental analysis and may 
contain special stipulations, such as a requirement to notify other permittees or a 
requirement to rehabilitate damaged roads in a timely manner. 

B4-14 All comments on the Draft RMP and EIS have been taken seriously. The Ely Field 
Office appreciates your concern with the public lands. While statements of opinion 
(including agreement or opposition) do not require specific responses or text 
revisions under the NEPA regulations, they have been considered by the Ely Field 
Office and Nevada State Office and documented in the administrative record 
associated with the Ely RMP. 

B4-13

B4-14



Letter B5 Responses to Letter B5 

B5-1 In addition to the Federal Register notice and the Newsletter that was sent to 
approximately 3,000 recipients on the mailing list, press releases were sent to local 
media outlets and advertisements were placed in local newspapers to inform the 
public for all the public meetings on the Draft RMP and EIS. 

B5-2 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. Please note that ACECs are not withdrawn from multiple use and 
that ACECs are not designated by Congress. 

B5-3 In the development of projects, several techniques and alternatives are analyzed to 
determine which one will achieve the goals and objectives of the project. These 
include, but are not limited to, fire, mechanical treatment, and biological treatment 
(e.g. grazing). Please refer to Appendix H, which outlines examples of tools and 
techniques that could be used. When fire is determined to be the appropriate tool 
needed to achieve the projects objectives, a Smoke Variance permit is obtained 
from the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection to ensure that smoke levels 
are appropriate. In the long term, the use of fire as a tool is expected to increase 
biological diversity. 

B5-4 Please refer to Section 4.36 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a discussion of adverse energy impact from the management direction 
contained in the Proposed RMP. Also see Section 4.23 for a discussion of the 
overall economic impacts associated with the alternatives analyzed in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. The management actions presented in the Proposed RMP are 
balanced and benefit a wide range of users of the Ely RMP decision area. 

B5-5 Your comments on the Draft RMP and EIS have been considered. 

B5-1

B5-2

B5-3

B5-4

B5-5



Letter B5 Continued  



Letter B6 Responses to Letter B6 

B6-1 The modified SWIP corridor to which this comment refers was shown on the maps in 
the Draft RMP and EIS and is also shown on the maps in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS. 

B6-1



Letter B6 Continued 

B6-1

B6-2

B6-3

B6-4

Responses to Letter B6 

B6-2 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Alternative B is included so that a range of 
alternatives could be analyzed. Your expressed concern is specifically addressed in 
the Proposed RMP in Section 2.4.12.5, where use of designated corridors is not a 
requirement. 

B6-3 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Alternative D is included so that a range of 
alternatives could be analyzed. The Ely Field Office has not selected Alternative D 
for incorporation into the Proposed RMP. 

B6-4 Pipelines greater than 10 inches in diameter are not required to be located within the 
designated corridors. Section 2.7.12.5 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS states 
that water pipelines are encouraged to be within designated corridors. Alignments 
outside of the corridors could be authorized through the right-of-way process. 



Letter B6 Continued 

B6-4

B6-5

B6-6

B6-7

Responses to Letter B6 

B6-5 Rights-of-way for electrical transmission lines greater than 69 kilovolts are 
encouraged to be located within designated corridors. WPES lines would be 
authorized through the right-of-way process. They would not be required to be 
within designated corridors. 

B6-6 In response to your comments, Map 2.4.12-5 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
have been revised to more accurately present the SWIP corridor. Alignments 
outside of the designated corridor could be authorized through the right-of-way 
process. 

B6-7 The section of the Egan Range that your letter refers to was designated as Visual 
Resource Management Class II, because it lies within the view shed of the Pony 
Express National Historic Trail. And while the Proposed RMP identifies areas with 
high wind energy resources, it does not designate potential wind development 
areas. The Visual Resource Management Class II objective is to retain the existing 
character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape 
should be low. Management activities may be seen, but should not attract the 
attention of the casual observer. It may be difficult for a wind energy project to meet 
these objectives, and a higher level of mitigation may be required by the Ely Field 
Manager. However, these decisions would be project-specific and are not made at 
the land use planning level. 



Letter B6 Continued Responses to Letter B6

B6-8

B6-9

B6-10

B6-11

B6-12

B6-13

B6-8 The Proposed RMP does not designate areas for wind and solar energy 
development, and the text and map titles in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have 
been changed to clarify this. Changes in technology may change the potential for 
renewable energy development and which areas are suitable. All applications will be 
subject to NEPA analysis and the Wind Energy Development Program Policies and 
Best Management Practices published in conjunction with the Record of Decision for 
BLM's Final Wind Energy Development Programmatic EIS (Appendix F, Section 3 of 
the Ely Proposed RMP and Final EIS). 

B6-9 Thank you for your comment.  The Proposed RMP is consistent with the Executive 
Order, and the Ely Field Office recognized the value of developing wind energy. 

B6-10 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. 

B6-11 The LS Power preferred power plant site lies within a proposed Visual Resource 
Management Class III area.  The Class III objective is to partially retain the existing 
character of the landscape.  The level of change to the characteristic landscape 
should be moderate.  Actions may attract the attention but should not dominate the 
view of the casual observer.  It may be difficult for a power plant to meet these 
objectives, and a higher level of mitigation may be required by the Authorized 
Officer.  However, these decisions would be project-specific and are not made at the 
land use planning level. 

B6-12 Thank you for your comment. 

B6-13 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 in the Proposed RMP. 



Letter B6 Continued Responses to Letter B6 

B6-14 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.1.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the amount of surface disturbance associated 
with the White Pine Energy Station. The basic impact conclusions presented in the 
Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

B6-15 In response to your comment, data for water usage for the White Pine Energy 
Station on Table 4.28-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been updated. The 
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. 

B6-14

B6-13

B6-15



Letter B6 Continued 



Letter B7 Responses to Letter B7 

B7-1 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. 

B7-2 Please refer to Response to Comment B7-1. 

B7-3 In addition to four-wheel all-terrain vehicles and four-wheel-drive trucks, the Ely Field 
Office has also utilized motorcycles in accomplishing the inventory of existing routes 
and ways. During site-specific transportation planning, the Ely Field Office will hold 
public scoping meetings to address completeness of the route inventory and public 
issues, concerns, and access needs, such as single-track route management. 

B7-1

B7-2

B7-3



Letter B7 Continued Responses to Letter B7 

B7-4 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.14.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to ensure that route designations may incorporate 
vehicle width limitations to prevent expansion of single-track and ATV-width trails. 

B7-5 The Proposed RMP and Final EIS (Section 2.4.14.1) retains a management action 
to allow cross country travel for retrieval of downed big game. The Ely Field Office 
considers the use of motorized vehicles off of designated roads and trails specifically 
for retrieving downed game (as opposed to general hunting access or activities) to 
be an allowable one-time use that would only occur during hunting season. 

B7-6 Please refer to Response to Comment B7-1. 

B7-7 The Proposed RMP includes four geographic areas where motorcycle special 
recreation permit events have historically been held. These areas would allow for 
continuing opportunities for motorized special recreation permit events and race 
course rest and rotation to occur. 

B7-4

B7-5

B7-6

B7-7

B7-3



Letter B7 Continued Responses to Letter B7 

B7-8 Please refer to Response to Comment B7-1. 

B7-8



Letter B8 Responses to Letter B8

B8-1

B8-2

B8-3

B8-1 Thank you for your comment.

B8-2 Thank you for expressing your concerns.   As stated in Section 2.8.1 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS, “Some components of Alternative D could be 
implemented through the discretionary authority of the Ely Field Manager or 
the Nevada State Director, while others would require action by the Secretary 
of the Interior or new legislation by Congress.  Thus, the alternative has been 
included to be responsive to scoping comments and to allow the analysis 
of a range of management actions in the EIS.”  Further, Question 2b of 
the Council on Environmental Quality’s “Forty Questions” states that “An 
alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of the lead agency must still be 
analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable”

B8-3 Please refer to Section 2.4.3 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a list 
of water resources management actions that specifically address water 
quality considerations.  The Memorandum of Understanding between 
Nevada Department of Environmental Protection and BLM is mentioned 
in Management Action WR-1.  Further mention of this MOU is made in the 
water resources sections of Chapters 3 and 4, clarifying the relationship 
between BLM water quality considerations and state and federal regulatory 
authorities.  BLM monitoring activities for water resources are described in 
Section 2.4.23.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-3

B8-4

B8-5

B8-6

B8-4 The vegetation sections in Chapter 2 are separate and distinct in reference 
to each vegetation type. The pinyon /juniper type refers to true woodlands 
as described by NRCS Order III soil surveys and associated Ecological 
Site Descriptions, 2003 Edition, and can be identified on a watershed 
or site-specific basis.  In referring to the NRCS Order III inventories in 
each vegetation section, reference was made to the latest Ecological 
Site Descriptions. To further update the vegetation section, LANDFIRE 
biophysical setting models were referenced to the desired range of 
conditions. Refer to revised Chapter 2 vegetation sections. The text in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to emphasize that 
the acreages presented in the various vegetation tables are based on 
extrapolation from a few watersheds rather than on inventory data from the 
entire planning area.  During the watershed analysis process, rangeland sites 
occupied by pinyons and/or junipers will be distinguished from pinyon/juniper 
woodland sites.

B8-5 The reference citation to NRCS 2003 is correct for the determinations made 
by the Ely Field Office with regard to identification of woodland sites.  The 
key for dividing woodland from rangeland ecological sites was updated in 
2003.

B8-6 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.5.3 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the protection methods for 
encouraging aspen regeneration would be applied on a site-specific basis.  
Please note that given the extremely limited distribution of aspen in the 
decision area (about 7,000 acres total), any changes in grazing management 
to encourage aspen regeneration would have a very limited effect on 
livestock grazing operations and economics.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-7

B8-8

B8-9

B8-10

B8-11

B8-12

B8-7 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.5.4 in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to emphasize that changes in livestock 
management would be used where sufficient native understory species exist 
to provide an effective seed source.

B8-8 Please refer to Section 4.1.4.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for an 
explanation of how the acreage estimates for vegetation types and treatment 
areas were derived.

B8-9 In response to your comment, the text in Table 2.5-6 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been revised.

B8-10 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.5.1 has been revised 
to discuss the application of tools described in Appendix H for achieving the 
maintenance of the desired range of conditions. Integrated treatment actions 
are further described for each parameter.

B8-11 In response to your comment, the text in Sections 2.4.5, 2.4.21 and 2.4.23 of 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion 
of invasive species.

B8-12 As you have indicated in your comment, a wide variety of management 
options exist for promoting vegetation health, structure, and diversity in the 
riparian communities. Selection of such approaches is appropriate on a site-
specific basis as watershed analyses are conducted and treatment plans are 
implemented. The management actions in Section 2.4.5.9 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS (for the Proposed RMP and by extension to Alternative B) 
have been worded to provide the necessary latitude for selecting treatment 
methods appropriate to the individual riparian situation.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-12

B8-13

B8-14

B8-15

B8-13 In response to your comment and similar comments, the discussion of 
adaptive management and monitoring incorporating these aspects has been 
revised and expanded in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS (see Section 
1.7.1 and 2.4.23). A detailed monitoring plan will be developed subsequent to 
issuance of the Record of Decision. The details you suggest would be more 
appropriate within that document.

B8-14 The Ely RMP makes the assumption that funding would be available for 
implementation of the plan.  Funding could come through the BLM’s budget or 
from other partners.  Criteria for emphasizing treatment is provided in Section 
2.4.5.1  Parameter - General Vegetation Management.   “Treatments would 
be emphasized in areas that have the best potential to respond and return to 
the desired range of conditions”.  Priorities within individual vegetative types 
are identified in sections 2.4.5.2 through 2.4.5.10.  Criteria for prioritizing 
watershed analyses are identified in Section 2.4.19, Watershed Management.

B8-15 The information sources presented in this comment are indeed the 
appropriate kinds and sources of information for assessing livestock grazing 
relative to the achievement of the standards for rangeland health. These 
would be reviewed and assessed during the evaluation process.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-15

B8-16

B8-17

B8-18

B8-19

B8-20

B8-21

B8-16 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.6.6.4 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to note management actions are the 
same for Alternative B as the Proposed Plan (see 2.4.6.4).

B8-17 The BLM is required by regulation (Title 43 § 4180) to conduct local-
level assessments for ascertaining rangeland health standards. These 
assessments determine if areas are meeting the Resource Advisory 
Council standards, and determine specifically whether livestock grazing is 
a significant factor in failing to achieve the standards. BLM has worked with 
the Resource Advisory Councils to expand these rangeland health standards 
so that there are public land health standards relevant to all ecosystems, 
not just rangelands, and that they apply to all actions, not just livestock 
grazing.  In response to your comment, the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
been modified to more clearly present the 4180 rangeland health standards 
assessments as they relate to wildlife.

B8-18 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.6.6 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of big game 
habitat management for increased game species distribution and densities.

B8-19 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS has been revised to clarify grazing standards for big game 
species.

B8-20 Emergency stabilization and rehabilitation would establish vegetation to meet 
ecological site guides. Refer to text in Section 3.6.2 of the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS.

B8-21 In response to your comment, the wording in this portion of Section 2.4.23 
(wildlife) of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify 
that conflict resolution would involve potential adjustments to wildlife habitat 
management and AML as well as livestock permits.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-21

B8-22

B8-23

B8-24

B8-22 In response to your comment, the text in item 12 of Section 2.4.7.6 in 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify that the 
management of greater sage-grouse habitat will be in accordance with 
current guidelines and that such guidelines are subject to periodic revision 
based on additional scientific information.  The Ely Field Office will continue 
to manage sage-grouse habitat based on the latest BLM policy and scientific 
evidence.

B8-23 Please refer to Response to Comment B8-22.  Also, please refer to Appendix 
F in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS where a similar text revision has been 
made.

B8-24 As outlined for the Proposed RMP in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, the 
Ely Field Office proposes to implement short-term closures or restrictions for 
the 598,071 acres recovering from wildfires within the Mojave Desert. In the 
short-term, Mojave grazing allotments or portions of allotments affected by 
the South Desert Complex Fires will remain closed and/or operating under 
the management strategies established through the South Desert Complex 
Emergency Stabilization Plan. These closures and restrictions would remain 
in place until short-term Emergency Stabilization objectives were achieved.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-25

B8-26

B8-27

B8-28

B8-29

B8-25 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 expanded to address interactions 
between livestock grazing and the southwestern willow flycatcher.

B8-26 Please refer to Response to Comment B8-24 for a discussion of changes in 
livestock grazing management in lower Meadow Valley Wash as a result of 
the fires in 2005.

B8-27 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.5.8.2 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify that a similar thriving natural 
ecological balance would be achieved in Alternative B.

B8-28 In response to your comment, the analysis for several resource programs 
in Chapter 4 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to 
discuss the impacts of special recreation permit areas.  Soils survey data is 
more detailed than necessary to prepare a largely programmatic RMP/EIS 
for the Ely planning area.  Dust generated from off-road racing events is 
very localized and temporary and does not contribute to regional air quality 
degradation.

B8-29 Appendix A in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS discusses the process found 
in BLM Handbook H-4180-1 Rangeland Health Standards.  The commenter 
is directed to that handbook for the detail requested in this comment.  The 
watershed analysis process is not used to adjust stocking rates. The Pasture 
and Rangeland Handbook provides a method for adjusting stocking rates.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-30

B8-31

B8-32

B8-33

B8-34

B8-35

B8-30 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.

B8-31 Please refer to Section 2.4.16.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a 
change in acres associated with new ACECs.  Livestock grazing is proposed 
to be closed in the 40-acre Snake Creek Indian Burial Cave ACEC.  Refer 
to Table 2.4-26 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for identification of 
additional ACECs where grazing is limited.  As discussed in Section 2.5.16 
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, grazing would also be excluded on a 
temporary basis for areas in the Mojave Desert that are recovering from the 
South Desert Complex Fires of 2005.

B8-32 In response to your comment, the text for the Proposed RMP and 
Alternatives B in Section 4.16 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been 
revised to clarify the impact of these potential closures on the economic 
viability of numerous ranching operations. The basic impact conclusions 
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

B8-33 Thank you for your comment.

B8-34 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.23 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the effects of relinquishing 
grazing permits.  Whether grazing permits are relinquished and converted 
to forage reserves or opened to application from other ranchers would not 
appear to have dramatically different implications for the economic and social 
structure of communities in the Ely RMP planning area. In either case, the 
available forage produced on the affected allotments would likely be used by 
other ranching operations and the number of continuing ranching operations 
would logically be similar in either case. In fact, the availability of a forage 
reserve may help sustain the income of operations temporarily displaced 
for any reason. Moreover, the major causal factor between local ranching 
operations and the economic and social structure of local communities 
would appear to be the retention or selling off of base properties, the value of 
which is largely independent of current or future livestock operations, not the 
management of relinquished permits.

B8-35 The Proposed RMP specifies management policies and actions and provides 
programmatic and implementable direction for management of the public 
lands.  The desert tortoise ACECs have been closed to livestock grazing in 
response to the fires that occurred in 2005.   Temporary nonrenewable is an 
action that is regulatory and can be considered, and if appropriate approved, 
on an annual basis.  In the event that grazing permits are relinquished, 
managing the areas as forage reserves would be considered.  This would 
be reviewed through the scoping process.  Both of these actions would be 
considered in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service to promote the 
recovery of the desert tortoise.



Letter B8 Continued Responses to Letter B8

B8-35

B8-36

B8-37

B8-38

B8-39

B8-36 The types of reserve common allotment formation categories presented in 
this comment would all be considered when allotments are relinquished.

B8-37 In the event that an allotment grazing permit is relinquished, the actions 
presented in this comment would be considered.

B8-38 In the event that forage reserves are created, the actions, practices, and 
recommendations presented in this comment would be considered.  Grazing 
plans would be developed addressing all aspects of grazing management 
on forage reserves.

B8-39 Research on allotments for which a grazing permit has been relinquished 
is not included as part of the Proposed RMP.  Research Natural Area is 
not a designation that is allowed under the new BLM Land Use Planning 
Handbook.  If grazing permits are relinquished, authorized uses, which could 
include research, would be considered.  Any uses would be consistent with 
the regulations and policies in force at that time.
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B8-39

B8-40

B8-41

B8-42

B8-43

B8-40 Current grazing management policy addresses authorized uses (including 
forage reserves) that could be included or considered if grazing permits are 
relinquished.  If the grazing permit for any allotment were to be relinquished, 
the planning issues presented in this comment would be considered.  In the 
Proposed RMP, the Tamberlaine Allotment has not been specifically identified 
for a forage reserve.

B8-41 In the Proposed RMP, the Tamberlaine Allotment has not been specifically 
identified for a forage reserve.  In the event that forage reserves are created, 
the issues raised in this comment would be considered.

B8-42 A variety of factors besides grazing (e.g., fire and drought) may adversely 
affect vegetation communities and push them toward transitions into 
undesired states. In such situations where rangeland health is at risk, 
adjustments in various resource uses such as grazing may be required for 
the maintenance of resilience. As indicated in the comment, if conditions 
are stable, health standards are being met, and vegetation communities are 
resilient, such adjustments in grazing management would not be appropriate 
or required.

B8-43 Reference to Performance Based Grazing has been removed as a 
Parameter or a management action in the Proposed RMP.  Flexibility 
associated with livestock grazing is allowed in the current grazing regulations 
at 43 CFR Part 4100 and is specifically addressed under allotment 
management plans.
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B8-43

B8-44

B8-45

B8-46

B8-47

B8-44 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.22 and Table 2.4-29 
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify grazing 
restrictions relative to various ACECs.

B8-45 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.22.4 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of lands with 
wilderness characteristics.  No lands with wilderness characteristics outside 
of currently designated wilderness and wilderness study areas have been 
identified in the Proposed RMP.

B8-46 In response to your comment, Table 3.5-2 in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been revised. The table footnote has been revised to indicated that 
the acreage estimates contained in the table were derived from extrapolation 
of Ecological Status Inventory and Southwest ReGAP data. Please also refer 
to Section 4.1.4.1 for additional discussion of the data extrapolation.

B8-47 In response to your comment, Section 4.1.4.1 has been revised to clarify 
that extrapolations within the Great Basin were made from data available for 
approximately 1.1 million acres in three watersheds, but not through the use 
of GAP data. Watershed analysis is not complete at this time.
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B8-48

B8-49

B8-50

B8-51

B8-48 Within the Mojave Desert, vegetation characteristics were extrapolated from 
SW ReGAP vegetation data as described in Section 2.5.5.7. This has also 
been clarified with text revision of Section 4.1.4.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS.

B8-49 In response to your comment, the wording in Section 4.16 related to livestock 
grazing changes to meet water quality standards in Alternatives B and C has 
been revised to include the phrase “and livestock grazing is a causal factor.”

B8-50 Comment noted.  These issues occur at the implementation level and would 
be addressed at the watershed analysis and allotment planning stage rather 
than as a component of the Proposed RMP.

B8-51 Please refer to the revised text in Section 4.16 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS for clarification of the impacts to livestock grazing from designation 
of the additional special recreation management areas.v
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Letter B9  Responses to Letter B9 

B9-1 The SWIP corridor has been expanded to 0.75 miles wide to connect with portions 
of the corridor designated in the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and 
Development Act. This will allow Southern Nevada Water Authority to adjust the 
location of the proposed pipeline. Any other deviations could be authorized as part 
of the right-of-way process. 

B9-2 Please refer to Response to Comment B9-1 for a discussion of corridors. 

B9-1

B9-2



Letter B9 Continued  
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B10-1
B10-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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B10-2 The SWIP corridor has been expanded to 0.75 miles wide to connect with portions 
of the corridor designated in the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and 
Development Act. This will allow Southern Nevada Water Authority to adjust the 
location of the proposed pipeline. Any other deviations could be authorized as part 
of the right-of-way process. 

B10-3 The Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act designated this 
corridor. The Ely Field Office is including the corridor in the Proposed RMP. The 
impacts of facility construction within the corridor will be analyzed on a project-
specific basis. 

B10-4 The text in Section 2.4.12.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to 
clarify the discussion of corridors. 

B10-5 The Ely Field Office is required to designate corridors through the land use planning 
process. The Draft RMP and EIS did not analyze a corridor in Snake Valley in any 
of the alternatives. The Proposed RMP states that water pipelines are encouraged 
to be located within designated corridors. Water pipelines outside of the designated 
corridors could be authorized through the right-of-way process and would not require 
a land use plan amendment. 

B10-6 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.1 and the footnote to Table 3.3-
1, have been modified to address groundwater data. 

B10-2

B10-3

B10-4

B10-5

B10-6
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B10-7 Comment noted. No changes were made to the Proposed RMP and Final EIS with 
regard to the county organization of the table. County residents and governments 
are part of the public audience, and the existing table organization enhances 
readability and orientation to a locale for the purposes of this particular EIS. There 
is no intended implication that hydrographic boundaries follow county lines. NDWR 
mixes its use of terms for hydrographic areas in published maps, tables, and other 
documents; usage has been modified to be consistent in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS text and tables. 

B10-8 Please refer to Response to Comment B10-6. 

B10-9 In response to your comment, changes have been made in the text to address the 
central issue behind this comment. Additional discussion and table entries are not 
being made, since to do so would involve substantially more text without contributing 
to the purpose of this RMP and EIS. Other studies and NEPA documents, involving 
numerous agencies and organizations, will address these issues in a manner 
appropriate to their scope and the roles and responsibilities of the cooperating 
participants, including the BLM. Also refer to Response to Comment B10-6. 

B10-10 Please refer to Response to Comment B10-9. 

B10-11 Please refer to the Response to Comment B10-9. 

B10-7

B10-8

B10-9

B10-10

B10-11

B10-6
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B10-15

B10-11

B10-12

B10-13

B10-14

B10-16

B10-17

B10-12 Please refer to the Responses to Comment B10-6 and B10-9. 

B10-13 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.1 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been corrected to clarify the discussion of these tributaries to the 
Muddy River. 

B10-14 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.2 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of water transfers to 
municipalities. 

B10-15 In response to your comment, the footnote to Table 3.3-2 in the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to more clearly present the state water classification 
process. 

B10-16 In response to your comment, the text in Table 3.3-2 in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been modified to correct the column heading. 

B10-17 In response to your comment, the text in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 has been modified 
to largely address your comment. However, the discussion centers on regional water 
resources and related projects within hydrologic proximity to the planning area, so 
the discussion of the proposed Virgin and Muddy Rivers surface water project has 
been retained. 
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B10-17

B10-18 Please refer to Response to Comment B10-6. 

B10-18
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Letter B11 Responses to Letter B11 

B11-1 Comment noted. While statements of opinion (including agreement or opposition) 
do not require specific responses or text revisions under the NEPA regulations, they 
have been considered by the Ely Field Office and Nevada State Office and 
documented in the administrative record associated with the Ely RMP. 

B11-2 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. 

B11-3 Please refer to Response to Comment B11-2. 

B11-4 Thank you for your comment. The Ely Field Office will continue to work with local 
governments. 

B11-5 Please refer to Response to Comment B11-2. 

B11-6 Caves within the Ely RMP decision area are managed as required by federal law 
and according to the management direction contained in the Ely Cave Management 
Plan. 

B11-1

B11-3

B11-4

B11-5

B11-6

B11-2
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B11-7

B11-8

B11-9

B11-10

B11-11

B11-12

B11-13

B11-14

B11-15

B11-16

B11-17

B11-18

Responses to Letter B11 

B11-7 Thank you for your comment. The Ely Field Office will continue to work with 
climbing clubs and other interested parties. 

B11-8 Please refer to Sections 2.4.15.1, 2.5.15.1, 2.6.15.1, 2.7.15.1, and 2.8.15.1 in the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for discussions of management actions by alternative 
for each proposed Special Recreation Management Area. 

B11-9 Please refer to Section 2.4.15 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion 
of management actions for recreation. 

B11-10 Comment noted. 

B11-11 Please refer to Response to Comment B11-2. 

B11-12 Please refer to Response to Comment B11-2. The special recreation permit areas 
are being designated for motorcycle events only. Those areas presented in the 
Proposed RMP are based on existing courses that have been analyzed and raced 
on in the past. 

B11-13 Thank you for expressing your concerns. While statements of opinion (including 
agreement or opposition) do not require specific responses or text revisions under 
the NEPA regulations, they have been considered by the Ely Field Office and 
Nevada State Office and documented in the administrative record associated with 
the Ely RMP. 

B11-14 Thank you for expressing your concerns. While statements of opinion (including 
agreement or opposition) do not require specific responses or text revisions under 
the NEPA regulations, they have been considered by the Ely Field Office and 
Nevada State Office and documented in the administrative record associated with 
the Ely RMP. The monitoring of recreation use is consistent with BLM policy. 

B11-15 Thank you for your comment. The general topic of local business economics and 
community sustainability has been considered in Section 4.23 of the Draft and 
Proposed RMP. The Ely Field Office will continue to consider local concerns when 
project-specific plans are prepared. 

B11-16 Hunting in the Ely RMP planning area will continue to be managed by the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife. 

B11-17 Race permitting and monitoring of impacts will be important to the Ely Field Office. 
While statements of opinion (including agreement or opposition) do not require 
specific responses or text revisions under the NEPA regulations, they have been 
considered by the Ely Field Office and Nevada State Office and documented in the 
administrative record associated with the Ely RMP. 



Responses to Letter B11 

B11-18 The Ely Field Office assumes the comment addresses Revised Statute (RS) 2477. 
As was discussed in Section 1.6.2.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS, RS 2477 
issues are beyond the scope of the Ely RMP. 



Letter B12 Responses to Letter B12 

B12-1 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. 

B12-1



Letter B13 Responses to Letter B13 

B13-1 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. The only areas designated as "closed" 
to off-highway vehicle travel correspond to currently designated wilderness and 
wilderness study areas. Please note that the Nevada BLM has no policy regarding 
"no net land loss to OHV opportunities". 

B13-2 The Ely Field Office currently presents several off-highway vehicle education safety 
and responsible use courses in the White Pine County and Lincoln County school 
districts. This program is expanding in Lincoln County under a grant including 
provisions for off-highway vehicle education. 

B13-1

B13-2



Letter B14 Responses to Letter B14 

B14-1 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 special recreation permits for non-competitive 
off-highway vehicle events. Those events would be permitted on a case-by-case 
basis outside of desert tortoise ACECs. B14-1



Letter B15 Responses to Letter B15 

B15-1 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. 

B15-2 Modifications identified in the Errata Sheet have been tracked through the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. Consistency concerns were raised by a number of 
commenters. Chapters 2 and 4 in particular have been revised to correct 
inconsistencies among resource programs. 

B15-3 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.3 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been modified to clarify the BLM's involvement in water permitting. 

B15-4 Livestock grazing use will continue to be monitored and evaluated and coordination 
and consultation with the affected permittees, other agencies, and public interests 
would continue as allowed under regulation. Changes in allocated AUMs could 
affect ranch values, but such implementation-level impacts to taxable property are 
outside the scope of the RMP. 

B15-5 Thank you for your comment. The text in Section 4.1.4.4 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of bighorn sheep and domestic 
sheep and goat interactions. The basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft 
RMP and EIS have not changed. 

B15-6 Please refer to Response to Comment B15-5. 

B15-7 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Chapters 2 and 4 related to elk 
management has been revised to clarify that habitat management for this species 
(under the Proposed RMP and Alternatives B and C) would conform to the county 
elk management plans. 

B15-1

B15-2

B15-3

B15-4

B15-5

B15-6

B15-7
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B15-8 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. 

B15-9 Thank you for your comment. Ely Field Office management actions of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS would apply only to public lands and not private lands. In 
response to your comment, Maps 2.4-42, 2.4-43 and 2.4-44 in the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS have been modified to more clearly present that non-BLM 
administered land is not part of the Motorcycle Special Recreation Permit Areas. 
Permitting for motorcycle events will continue to involve potentially affected private 
property owners. 

B15-10 Please refer to Response to Comment B15-8 for a discussion of impacts of the 
Yucca Mountain rail spur. Also see Table 4.28-2 in the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS for a listing of those resource programs that could affected by the rail spur 
project. 

B15-11 The Ely Field Office intends to continue operating in a cooperative manner with all 
agencies, organizations, and individuals that have an interest in the management of 
the public lands in the Ely RMP planning area. 

B15-12 The Ely Field Office is uncertain what "original documentation" the comment is 
referring to. The purpose of the Draft RMP and EIS was to solicit comments so that 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS could be corrected, clarified, or expanded as 
appropriate. Comments that were received on the Draft have been incorporated into 
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS as reflected in the responses to comments 
contained in this Appendix. A new comment period is not needed. 

B15-9

B15-8

B15-10

B15-11

B15-12
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B16-1

B16-2

B16-3

B16-4

B16-5

Responses to Letter B16 

B16-1 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. 

B16-2 In response to this and similar comments, the text in Section 2.4.15.2 of the 
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised regarding the issuance of outfitter 
and guide permits. Monitoring of outfitter and guide use would still occur for three 
years; however, outfitter and guide permits would not be limited during that three 
year study. Should the study show resource impacts, including user conflicts as a 
result of outfitter and guide actions, the Ely Field Office may address those problems 
by issuing outfitter and guide permits with special stipulations and conditions. No 
allocation system, including a competitive bid process, is included in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

B16-3 Please refer to Response to Comment B16-2. 

B16-4 Please refer to Response to Comment B16-2. 

B16-5 Please refer to Response to Comment B16-2. 
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