
Letter F1 Responses to Letter F1 

F1-1

F1-3

F1-5

F1-6

F1-8

F1-9

F1-4

F1-7

F1-2

F1-1 Comment noted.

F1-2 In response to your comment, in Table 2.9-1 has been revised to incorporate the
wording you suggest. Please refer to the Glossary in the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for definitions of resilient and resistant.

F1-3 The 77 percent of existing woodland would be treated to achieve the desired future
conditions presented in the Proposed RMP for pinyon and / or juniper. Treatments
would utilize all tools available, individually or in combination. Please see Appendix
H in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a listing of Tools and Techniques.

F1-5 The management direction in Alternative C has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP. Pinyon and /or juniper communities as a whole are generally more
accessible, whereas most of the High Elevation Conifer areas are not.

F1-6 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-7 The management direction in Alternative B has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP. The vegetation treatment would be implemented over a long period of time,
as determined appropriate through watershed analyses. Areas of treatment would
require exclusion of livestock per BLM policy; however, there would be a balance of
treatment acres among watersheds and allotments to lessen the effect on current
livestock operations.

F1-8 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-9 Fire prevention and rehabilitation are important components of the Proposed RMP.

F1-4 In response to your comment, the text related to Alternative B in Section 2.6.5.3 of
the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to incorporate the wording you
suggest. Please refer to the Glossary in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP
and Final EIS for definitions of resilient and resistant.



Letter F1 Continued 

F1-10

F1-11

F1-12

F1-13

F1-14

F1-15

F1-16

F1-17

F1-18

F1-19

F1-20

F1-21

Responses to Letter F1 

F1-10 Hydrologic function is tied to plant community structure and composition, and the
two are not separable and would be considered together on a watershed basis.
Riparian/wetlands are part of a watershed system and would exhibit ecological site
integrity.

F1-11 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-12 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-13 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-14 In response to your comment, the Glossary in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has
been updated to include clarification of the terms identified in Table 2.9-1.

F1-15 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-16 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-17 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-18 The lands proposed for disposal were selected in coordination with county officials.
The counties held public meetings to get input on where the Ely Field Office should
dispose of public lands and then provided their choice of lands to be available for
disposal that would best meet the county’s future needs. The proposed lands are
concentrated around the communities in the planning area to provide for community
expansion for residential, commercial, and public purpose uses.

F1-19 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-20 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.14.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of Off Highway Vehicle
Designations. Please refer to Section 2.4.14.1, transportation plan, in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of emergency motorized vehicle access.

F1-21 Thank you for expressing your concern. Special Recreation Permits for off-highway
vehicle events are issued following site-specific environmental analysis and may
contain special stipulations, such as a requirement to notify other permittees or a
requirement to rehabilitate damaged roads in a timely manner.



Letter F1 Continued 

F1-22

F1-23

F1-24

F1-25

F1-26

F1-27

F1-28

F1-29

F1-30

F1-31

F1-32

F1-33

F1-34

F1-35

Responses to Letter F1 

F1-22 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-23 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-24 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-25 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-26 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-27 Please refer to Section 2.5.16.2 in the Proposed RMP Final EIS for an explanation
of "temporary non-renewable" grazing.

F1-28 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-29 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.17.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion that fuelwood collection would
include both live and dead trees.

F1-30 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-31 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-32 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-33 In response to your comment, the Proposed RMP in Section 2.4.17.6 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been changed to allow commercial use on a
case-by-case basis. Please refer to Section 2.4.17.6 in the Draft RMP and EIS and
Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of how BLM would prevent over-
harvesting.

F1-34 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-35 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.
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F1-35

F1-36

F1-37

F1-38

F1-39

F1-40

F1-41

F1-42

F1-43

F1-44

Responses to Letter F1 

F1-36 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-37 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-38 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-39 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-40 Please refer to Section 4.16 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
the acreage that would be lost to livestock grazing with the designation of ACECs
under each alternative.

F1-41 The management direction in Alternative E has been incorporated into the Proposed
RMP presented in this document.

F1-42 Since the management related to wilderness is common to all alternatives, a
parameter related to this topic is not needed in Table 2.9-1. The table heading has
been corrected in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to eliminate this erroneous
reference to Section 2.4.22. The management direction in Alternative E has been
incorporated into the Proposed RMP presented in this document.

F1-43 Section references have been eliminated from Table 2.9-1. Please see Section
2.5.22.4 for discussion of the management for Wilderness Study Areas and to
Section 2.5.22.5 for the management of Other Special Designations. Wilderness
characteristics are defined by wilderness regulations. (Please also see Section
1.6.2.1 for further discussion of these areas).

F1-44 Please refer to Response to Comment F1-43.
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Responses to Letter F2 

F2-1 Rights-of-way are subject to valid existing rights. Visual resource management
would not require the Air Force to modify or remove existing facilities.

F2-2 The Proposed RMP does not designate areas for wind and solar energy
development, and the text and map titles in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have
been changed to clarify this. Changes in technology may change the potential for
renewable energy development and which areas are suitable. Applications received
for wind energy development would be subject to NEPA analysis in coordination with
local, state, and other federal agencies. The type of issues raised in your comment
will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for wind energy
development are received and evaluated.

F2-3 Please refer to Sections 2.4.12.7 and 2.4.22.1, management common to all
alternatives, for a discussion of valid existing rights. Rights-of-way are subject to
valid existing rights. ACEC management would not require the Air Force to modify
or remove existing facilities.

F2-4 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-1.

F2-5 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to include the needs of Federal Agencies in land use
authorizations by the Ely Field Office.

F2-6 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-5.

F2-7 The requested GIS coverage will be provided.

F2-8 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12.6 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify coordination with the Department of Defense on
communication towers.

F2-9 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12.6 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify coordination with the Department of Defense on
rights-of-way equipment.

F2-10 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.13 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify coordination with the Department of Defense
on wind energy proposals.

F2-11 The Ely Field Office will continue to involve Nellis Air Force Base in decisions that
affect its operations.
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Responses to Letter F2 

F2-12 Designations for areas open to OHV use and travel designations for roads are two
different things. The terms/definitions are not intended to match exactly.

F2-13 Table 2.5-11 from the Draft RMP/EIS has not been carried forward into this
document. 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. The
Primary Values in each Special Recreation Management Area will be addressed in
more detail in subsequent activity level plans. There is no conflict between areas for
heritage tourism and off-road racing in the Proposed RMP.

F2-14 In response to your comment, Maps 2.4-15-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
have been modified to more clearly present Special Recreation Management Areas.

F2-15 The watersheds identified in the Proposed RMP are not identical to designated
Nevada hydrographic water basins. The BLM does not regulate or manage
groundwater or surface water production, which is the responsibility of the Nevada
Division of Water Resources, State Engineer's Office.

F2-16 Please refer to Section 1.8.3.1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of the inconsistencies between the Ely Fire Plan and similar plans of adjoining
jurisdictions. These inconsistencies are relatively minor and have not proven to
result in management difficulties.

F2-17 Please refer to Section 1.5 and Table 2.9-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a
discussion of management common to all alternatives for valid existing rights.

F2-18 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.3 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of water rights.

F2-19 Although the portion of the NTTR lands referenced is within the Ely RMP planning
area, it was not addressed in the Proposed RMP because it is managed by
agreement through the Las Vegas Field Office.

F2-20 In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.12.1 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to include Military Operations Areas and list
Department of Defense use of public lands via rights-of-way.

F2-21 The Ely RMP planning area shown on Map 1.2-1 is the geographic area within which
the BLM will make decisions. The planning area boundary includes all lands
regardless of jurisdiction; however the BLM decisions will only apply to those lands
which have appropriate BLM's jurisdiction (surface or subsurface). The Ely Field
Office is administratively responsible for all lands in Lincoln County. By agreement,
the BLM Las Vegas Field Office manages actions pertaining to the NTTR withdrawn
lands.

F2-22 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-1.

F2-23 The requested GIS coverage will be provided.



Responses to Letter F2 

F2-24 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-2.

F2-25 Please refer to the text in Section 2.4.14.2 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for
discussion related to management of off-highway vehicle use on roads and trails in
the Ely RMP decision area and to Section 2.4.15.1 for discussion regarding Special
Recreation Management Areas. Map 2.4.14-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS is
related to planning area-wide travel management, not SRMA management. This
map and others have been revised in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS to improve
clarity of the information being presented.
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F2-26 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-3.

F2-27 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-16.

F2-28 In response to your comment, the text has been expanded to include the wording
you suggest (see Section 2.4.2).

F2-29 Please refer to Response to Comment S2-1.

F2-30 In response to your comment, new text you provided has been added to Section
3.12.1 and 4.12 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. However, the BLM Nevada
State Director has declined to require deed restrictions on lands identified for
disposal.

F2-31 Thank you for your comment. The BLM appreciates the Air Force's concern
regarding the potential effects of lands management on its flight operations over the
Ely RMP decision area. In response to your comment, text discussing the potential
conflicts of land disposal with Military Operations Areas has been added to Section
4.12 (Proposed RMP), and a mitigation measure for this conflict has been added to
Section 4.29 (Lands and Realty). With respect to economic development, the
planning area's size, low density of development, concentration of lands considered
for disposal in proximity to existing development, and other factors would reduce
possible conflicts between military overflights and economic development potentials
across the planning area.

F2-32 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-1.

F2-33 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.13 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of land use authorizations that
might affect the Air Force mission.

F2-34 Please refer to Response to Comment F2-16.



Letter F3 Responses to Letter F3 

The Ely Field Office appreciates your comment.

The Ely Field Office appreciates your comment.

F3-1

F3-2

F3-1

F3-2



Letter F4 Responses to Letter F4

F4-1

F4-2

F4-3

F4-4

F4-5

F4-1 Please refer to responses to Comments F4-14 and F4-15 for a discussion
regarding granting a right-of-way for the rail line.

F4-2 Please see response to Comment F4-5 for a discussion of alternatives.
A project-specific EIS is being prepared for the rail line.  Conformance 
with the appropriate approved RMP will be analyzed as part of that NEPA 
process. The concerns alluded to are addressed in the responses to a
number of subsequent comments.

F4-3 Please refer to response to Comment F4-18.

F4-4 Please refer to responses to Comments F4-14 and F4-15 for a discussion
regarding granting a right-of-way for the rail line.

F4-5 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.



Letter F4 Continued Responses to Letter F4

F4-6

F4-7

F4-6 Please refer to responses to Comments F4-19 and F4-21.

F4-7 Please refer to responses to Comments F4-8, F4-9, F4-10, and F4-11.



F4-8

Letter F4 Continued Responses to Letter F4

F4-9

F4-10

F4-11

F4-8 In response to this and similar comments, the management actions in 
Section 2.4.15.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS regarding special 
recreation management areas have been revised.

F4-9 Please refer to response to Comment F4-8.

F4-10 Please refer to response to Comment F4-8.

F4-11 New technology in the form of geographic information systems, as well as 
changing public perceptions about visual resources, led to the development of 
a new inventory for the Ely RMP planning area, and subsequent changes to 
visual resource management classes.



Letter F4 Continued Responses to Letter F4

F4-12

F4-13

F4-14

F4-15

F4-16

F4-17

F4-12 Please refer to responses to Comments F4-9, F4-10, and F4-11.

F4-13 Please refer to Section 3.11.3 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for 
a discussion of the visual resource inventory process. The detailed
methodologies requested are discussed in the referenced BLM 
guidelines. Overall, the difference in visual resource management
between alternatives is consistent with the differing resource management 
approaches and philosophies among the alternatives.

F4-14 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.

F4-15 The Caliente to Yucca Mountain Rail Line corridor was withdrawn on 
December 28, 2005, for 10 years.  If a right-of-way is issued, the withdrawal 
will be relinquished and the lands will be available for disposal subject to the 
rail line right-of-way.

F4-16 Comment noted.

F4-17 Comment noted.



Letter F4 Continued Responses to Letter F4

F4-18

F4-19

F4-20

F4-21

F4-18 Thank you for your comment. Required mitigation for the rail line would be 
a location-specific decision made by the BLM as part of the NEPA analysis 
for the final right-of-way. The Best Management Practices presented in 
Appendix F, Section 1, of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS would provide 
guidance as to what types of mitigation might be required.

F4-19 Please refer to response to Comment F4-8.

F4-20 The Introduction to Section 2.5.18 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS 
indicated that “stone” is a saleable mineral.  Definitions for leasable, 
locatable, and saleable minerals have been added to this section. Section 
4.28.18 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify 
the discussion of rock quarries associated with the interrelated projects. The 
basic impact conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not been 
changed.

F4-21 Please refer to response to Comment F4-8.



Letter F4 Continued Responses to Letter F4

F4-22

F4-23

F4-24

F4-25

F4-26

F4-27

F4-22 In response to your comment, the text on Table 4.28-1 in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been modified to more clearly present the water 
usage associated with the proposed rail line.

F4-23 In response to your comment, the text on Table 4.28-2 in the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been modified to more clearly present the potential 
cumulative impacts associated with the proposed rail line.

F4-24 in response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.11 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of cumulative 
impacts to visual resources.  The basic impact conclusions presented in the 
Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

F4-25 Please refer to response to Comment F4-18.

F4-26 Please refer to response to Comment F4-15.

F4-27 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.28.18 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of rock 
quarries associated with the proposed rail line.   Also see Response to 
Comment F4-20 for further discussion on saleable minerals. In response to 
your comment, the text in Section 4.28.18 of the Proposed RMP and Final 
EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of rock quarries associated 
with the proposed rail line. Also see Response to Comment F4-20 for further
discussion on saleable minerals.



Letter F5 



Letter F5 Continued 

F5-1

F5-2

F5-3

Responses to Letter F5 

F5-1 Text in Section 2.4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS states management would
follow U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plans. No text revisions are deemed
necessary in response to this comment.

F5-2 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify management of the desert tortoise ACECs.

F5-3 In preparation for the Biological Assessment associated with the Ely RMP, the
USFWS has made the decision to treat the California condor as a transient to the
area. As such, no changes have been made in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
other than to acknowledge the sighting in Chapter 3.



Letter F5 Continued Responses to Letter F5 

F5-4 Management actions to restore and improve habitat conditions are not dependent on
completion of watershed analyses for individual watersheds or until completion of all
watershed analyses as inferred in this comment.

F5-4

F5-5 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.6 for both the Aquatic Habitat
and Fisheries, and in Section 2.4.7 for Terrestrial Wildlife has been modified to
address the Nevada Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy.

F5-5

F5-6 The EISs prepared for the Draft and Proposed RMPs identified those projects within
the Ely RMP planning area that could interact with landscape-scale resource
management actions. The information that is available on many of theseF5-6
interrelated projects is very limited, but they were included for full disclosure. As
development plans for specific proposals are advanced and applications are
submitted to the Ely Field Office, the appropriate level of NEPA analysis, including
interaction with other projects that could result in cumulative impacts, would be
conducted.



Responses to Letter F5 

F5-7

F5-8

F5-9

F5-10

F5-6

Letter F5 Continued 

F5-7 In response to your comment, the text in Section 1.8.1 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to incorporate your recommended wording.

F5-8 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been expanded to clarify impacts to and compatibility of USFWS National
Wildlife Refuges with BLM management actions. The basic impact conclusions
presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

F5-10 Thank you for your comment. Sections 2.4.6.2, 2.4.6.3 and 2.4.16 have been
modified to clarify that within occupied habitat for both desert bighorn and Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep, domestic sheep and goats would be managed in
accordance with current BLM guidelines when changes to BLM grazing permits are
being considered. At the present time, BLM guidelines regarding buffer zones are
different for Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep and desert bighorn sheep, because in
most states desert bighorn sheep are considered a sensitive species and Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep are not.

F5-9 Please note that Section 1.9.1 in the Draft RMP/EIS is now Section 1.8.1. In
response to your comment the text of Section 1.8.1 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been revised to incorporate your suggested additions to the list.
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F5-11

F5-12

F5-13

Letter F5 Continued

F5-11 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.12.1 Retention of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of what lands will be 
retained for federally listed species (i.e., designated critical habitat).  Habitat for 
proposed and/or candidate species will be managed under current policy, which 
means actions requiring authorization or approval will not contribute to the need to 
list these species.  This means the BLM may or may not be able to dispose of non-
critical habitat for these species in the future. 

F5-12 The Proposed RMP does not designate areas for wind and solar energy 
development, and the text and map titles in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have 
been changed to clarify this. Changes in technology may change the potential for 
renewable energy development and which areas are suitable. All applications will be 
subject to NEPA analysis and the Wind Energy Development Program Policies and 
Best Management Practices published in conjunction with the Record of Decision for 
BLM's Final Wind Energy Development Programmatic EIS (Appendix F, Section 3, 
of the Ely Proposed RMP and Final EIS). The type of issues raised in your comment 
will be considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans for wind energy 
development are received and evaluated.

F5-13 Please refer to Response to Comment F5-13.  Applications received for solar power 
development would be subject to NEPA analysis in coordination with local, state, 
and other federal agencies.  Impacts to biological resources (wildlife, fish, plants), 
ACECs, and endangered and special status species would be considered. 

F5-14 Please refer to Section 2.4.16 and 2.5.16.2 in the Proposed RMP Final EIS for a 
discussion of non-use relinquished permits. 

F5-14
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F5-15

F5-16

F5-17

F5-18

Letter F5 Continued

F5-15 Specific rationale would be required to close an area to the sale of mineral materials.  
None has been provided in this comment. 

F5-16 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 into the Proposed RMP 
and Final EIS. 

F5-17 In response to your comment, the text in Section 1.7.2 and 2.4.23 of the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of monitoring. 

F5-18 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.

Th
  Se
EI

F5-19 e Ely Field Office disagrees that the emphasis is disproportionate.  Please refer to 
F5-19 ctions 2.4.6.2 and 2.4.6.4 in the Draft RMP and EIS and Proposed RMP and Final 

S for management actions for non-game wildlife. 

F5-19
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F5-20

F5-21

F5-22

F5-23

F5-24

F5-25

Letter F5 Continued 

F5-20 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.

F5-21 The Ely RMP focuses on federally listed, proposed, or candidates species; BLM
sensitive species; and species that are state protected that could occur within the
Ely RMP planning area. (See Planning Criteria #4 in Section 1.5.3.) This approach
is consistent with the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook. The Nevada Natural
Heritage Program database was consulted during preparation of the Proposed RMP
and will be consulted when implementing management actions in the future.

F5-24 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to include evaluation and potential implementation of
additional protection measures such as diversion of streamflow around the pond.

F5-25 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 revised to clarify the discussion of effects to special
status species in Meadow Valley Wash. The basic impact conclusions presented in
the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed.

F5-22 In response to your comment, the text in Section 1.8, Section 2.4.6 and Section 3.7
of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to address the involvement of
the USFWS in developing habitat conservation measures.

F5-23 In response to your comment, a new sentence was added in Section 2.4.7.4 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS stating that activities could include an option to
consider developing cooperative agreements with the adjacent private landowner for
the purpose of enhancing conservation efforts for the White River springfish.
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F5-25

F5-26

F5-27

F5-28

F5-29

F5-30

F5-31

F5-26

F5-27

F5-28

F5-29

F5-30

F5-31

Responses to Letter F5 

Under section 2.4.16 Livestock Grazing, management actions specify that the
208,160 acres within the Mormon Mesa, Kane Springs, and Beaver Dam Slope
ACECs would remain unavailable for grazing. Grazing on allotments or portions of
allotments within desert tortoise habitat, but outside of ACECs, would continue at
current stocking levels (see Table 2.4-15).

The text in Section 2.4.7.3 has been changed from the Draft RMP. The issue raised
in your comment (i.e., livestock grazing in the proposed Lower Meadow Valley Wash
ACEC) will be considered by the Ely Field Office when an ACEC management plan
is prepared. The BLM will coordinate with the Service regarding livestock grazing in
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat when the management plan is being
developed.

Please refer to Response to Comment F5-27.

Comment noted.

This corridor was designated in the Approved Caliente Management Framework
Plan Amendment and Record of Decision for the Management of Desert Tortoise
Habitat in September 2000. This amendment and decision were developed in
coordination with the Service and incorporated terms and conditions from the
Biological Opinion. The text in Section 2.4.12.5 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS
has been changed to state that this designated corridor will be retained.

The text in Section 2.5.12.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to
add coordination with the USFWS policy on utility line development and Avian
Protection Plan guidelines.
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F5-32

F5-34

F5-36

F5-33

Letter F5 Continued

F5-32 The text in Section 2.5.12.6 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to 
add coordination with the USFWS policy on communication sites. 

F5-33 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).

F5-34 The designation of roads and trails as part of a transportation plan would not be 
limited to ACECs.  The Ely Field Office will develop logical units for transportation 
planning.  The sequence for developing transportation plans will be based on 
existing or anticipated travel use and the associated resource conflicts. 

F5-35 Thank you for your suggestion.  The BLM designates areas as "closed" if a closure 
to all vehicular use is necessary to protect resources, ensure visitor safety, or 
reduce use conflicts. The BLM designates areas as "limited" where it must restrict 
off-highway vehicle use in order to meet specific resource management objectives.  
These limitations may include:  restricting the number or types of vehicles; limiting 
the time or season of use; permitted or licensed use only; limiting use to existing 
roads and trails; and limiting use to designated roads and trails.  The BLM may 
place other limitations, as necessary, to protect resources, particularly in areas that 

F5-35 motorized off-highway vehicle use enthusiasts use intensely or where they 
participate in competitive events.  The limited designation across 90% of the Ely 
RMP decision area is consistent with BLM policy. 

F5-36 Management actions to restore and improve habitat conditions will commence with 
completion of the initial watershed analyses for individual watershed rather than 
being delayed until completion of all watershed analyses as inferred in this 
comment. It is expected that the limiting factor for rate of treatment to restore and 
improve watershed health will be funding availability rather than the watershed 
analysis process. Term permits will be fully processed in compliance with NEPA 
procedures, applicable public laws, and BLM regulations and policies. The Ely Field 
Office intends to process term permits based on watershed assessment and 
priorities. However, term permits may be fully processed apart from the watershed 
process when necessary. The terms and conditions would be modified if information 
indicates that revision is necessary to achieve or make progress toward the 
Northeastern Great Basin Resource Advisory Council standards or the Mojave-
Southern Great Basin standards. 
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F5-37 The areas presented in points 1 through 7 regarding lands open to livestock grazing
currently are considered and addressed during annual grazing authorizations, the
term permit renewal process, and the watershed analysis process.

F5-38 The term Performance Based Grazing has been removed as a Parameter.
Performance Based Grazing emphasized flexibility. Flexibility will continue to be
addressed on a site-specific basis. Allotment compliance will continue and will be
prioritized based on criteria to include resource issues and operator performance
capabilities.

F5-36

F5-37

F5-38
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F5-39 The President's Energy Policy directs the BLM to keep open as much land as
possible for energy development and to utilize specific management plans and
mitigations to protect resources. The current and specific plans in place such as
Class I visual areas, threatened and endangered species, ACECs, ISAs, and WSAs
have such strict standards for non-impairment that most mineral operations would
be precluded. Leasing stipulations, standard lease terms and conditions, and the
Best Management Practices listed in Appendix F would help minimize adverse
impacts to resources of concern for those operations that are permitted.

F5-40 Please refer to Response to Comment F5-39 for a discussion of closing areas to
fluid mineral leasing.

F5-41 Particular consideration was given to the Desert Tortoise Amendment to the
Caliente MFP (1999), its specific Standard Operating Procedures based on the
Biological Opinion, current minerals activities and leasing, consistency with
neighboring BLM Field Offices, and the BLM’s mineral and national energy policy.
As a result of this analysis, the management actions for the Mormon Mesa and
Beaver Dam Slope ACECs have been retained in Section 2.4.18 of the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

F5-39

F5-40

F5-41
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F5-41

F5-42

F5-43

F5-44

F5-42

F5-43

F5-44

Responses to Letter F5 

As a point of clarification, locatable minerals are not subject to leasing.
Nevertheless, the current and specific plans in place such as Class I visual areas,
threatened and endangered species, ACECs, ISAs, and WSAs have such strict
standards for non-impairment, that most mineral operations would not be permitted.
This precluded the need for blanket closures and enables more site-specific
decisions regarding the resource use. For those operations that are permitted, the
Best Management Practices listed in Appendix F would help to minimize adverse
impacts to resources of concern.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.21.3 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify that invasive species of concern include both
red brome and Sahara mustard as well as cheatgrass and halogeton.

Please refer to Appendix A in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a revised
discussion of Watershed Analysis and Section 2.4.23 for Monitoring.
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In response to your comment, the Kane Springs, Beaver Dam Slope, and Mormon
Mesa ACECs have been closed to mineral development. Proposals for other
ACECs intended to protect federally listed species also contain stipulations on
mineral development. Please refer to Section 2.4.18 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS for specifics on mineral stipulations for individual ACECs.

The BLM proposes to follow the decisions previously negotiated and approved in the
Caliente Management Framework Plan Amendment and Record of Decision for the
Management of Desert Tortoise Habitat dated September 2000, since these
decisions are still valid. As a point of clarification, travel would be limited to
designated (not existing) roads and trails. Thus, existing roads and trails would be
either designated open or designated closed. The text in Section 2.4.22.1 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to be more consistent with the
wording contained in the Amendment and ROD.

The topic of detailed fire management plans for individual ACECs will be considered
by the Ely Field Office when individual management plans are prepared for these
special designation areas.

The topic of detailed livestock grazing plans for individual ACECs will be considered
by the Ely Field Office on a case-by-case basis for these special designation areas.
Livestock grazing will be controlled through terms and conditions on the grazing
permit.

In response to your comment, the text and maps related to the proposed Lower
Meadow Valley Wash area of critical environmental concern in Section 2.5.22 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised.

F5-45

F5-46

F5-47

F5-48

F5-49

F5-45

F5-47

F5-48

F5-49

F5-46
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F5-49

F5-50

F5-51

F5-52

F5-53

F5-54

F5-50

F5-51

F5-52

F5-53

F5-54

Responses to Letter F5 

Please refer to Response to Comment F5-27.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.3.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been modified to clarify groundwater development trends.

Several sources of direction were consulted in determining the information to include
in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS. The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook
instructs the Ely Field Office to designate priority species of wildlife and habitats for
management emphasis. Priority species are identified in Section 2.4.6 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS. Habitat management that would benefit priority
species would also benefit other wildlife species. With regards to the affected
environment chapter of the EIS, the Council on Environmental Quality directs that
"The descriptions shall be no longer than is necessary to understand the effects of
the alternatives" (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.15). Therefore, the Ely Field
Office did not consider an expansive species list as being necessary for developing
management actions or analyzing the impacts of the alternatives.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.6.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to expand the discussion of migratory birds. The BLM
Land Use Planning Handbook directs the Ely Field Office to develop management
actions for "game, non-game, and migratory bird species". The priority species
listed in Section 2.4.6.2 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS includes game species
and migratory birds. Also, please refer to Response to Comment F5-52.

In response to your comment, a table has been added to Section 3.6.2 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS to present the 28 species of birds that are of concern.
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F5-55

F5-56

F5-57

F5-58

F5-59

F5-60

F5-55

F5-56

F5-57

F5-58

F5-59

F5-60
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The species presented in Section 3.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS include
federally listed species, federal candidate species, and selected BLM sensitive
species. The bird species emphasized in Section 3.7.3 (southwestern willow
flycatcher, Yuma clapper rail, bald eagle, yellow-billed cuckoo, greater sage-grouse,
and western burrowing owl) were selected through discussions between the Ely
Field Office and the Fish and Wildlife Service as those most appropriate planning-
area-wide impact analysis.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.1 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of the Sunnyside green gentian.
The Federal Species of Concern heading has been deleted.

Changes have been made in the text (Table 2.9-1 and text sections 2.4.7.6, 3.7.1,
and 4.7) to correctly identify the status of the sunnyside green gentian and to
discuss related impacts in an appropriate manner.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of BLM sensitive species.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.3 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been modified to discuss additional sagebrush obligate species.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.3 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to reference the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
In addition, a decision has been added in Section 2.4.7.1 that states, where
appropriate, permitted activities will be restricted from May 1 through July 15 within
1/2 mile of a raptor nest site unless the nest site has been determined to be inactive
for at least the previous five years. This pertains to all raptors including golden
eagles.
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F5-61

F5-62

F5-63

F5-64

F5-65

F5-66

F5-67

F5-61

F5-62

F5-63

F5-64

F5-65

F5-66

F5-67

Responses to Letter F5 

In response to your comment, the text in Chapter 1 and Section 3.7.3 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to reference the Pacific States Bald
Eagle Recovery Plan. In addition, Section 3.7.3 has been modified to acknowledge
the nest site in Ruby Valley.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.3 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to include the reference to the Pacific States Bald Eagle
Recovery Plan (1986).

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.1 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to indicate the recent observations of the Ute ladies'-
tresses. Changes have been made in the text (Sections 2.4.7, 3.7.1, and 4.7.1) to
correctly identify the status of the sunnyside green gentian and to discuss related
impacts in an appropriate manner.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.2 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to clarify the discussion of the new refugium in the Key
Pittman Wildlife Management Area.

In response to your comment, Table 3.7-1 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has
been updated to include more recent survey information.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7.3 of the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been updated to include the more recent survey data for the
southwestern willow flycatcher.

In response to your comment, the text of Section 3.7.3 in the Proposed RMP and
Final EIS has been revised to incorporate the additional information on bald eagle
roosting.
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F5-68

F5-69

F5-70

F5-71

F5-68

F5-69

F5-71

F5-70
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Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding consistency between the
Proposed RMP and the Proposed Revisions to Grazing Regulations for the Public
Lands (BLM EIS DES 03 62). The Record of Decision for revisions to grazing
regulations was issued in July of 2006, and the Proposed RMP was evaluated for
consistency. In addition, a summary of the grazing EIS has been added to the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS in Section 1.9.3.4 on Recent Programmatic EISs.

In response to your comment, the text in Section 3.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been changed to clarify the discussion regarding the Natural Heritage
Program.

Without further specifics regarding individual lands and realty actions, it would be
speculative to identify site-specific impacts from these actions or try to quantify
them. In general, land disposals leading to development would result in increased
demands on water resources. In response to this and similar comments, the text in
Section 4.3 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the
discussion of the effects of land disposal on water resources. The basic impact
conclusions presented in the Draft RMP and EIS have not changed. In addition,
each disposal action would undergo a NEPA process wherein its specific impacts
would be assessed, and cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions would be addressed at that point in time.

The conclusion statement is meant to be a brief summary statement about effects of
management actions on wildlife in general, not an itemization by individual species
or even species groups. Impact discussions that provide effects on particular groups
of wildlife species are described earlier in the text for the Proposed RMP.
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F5-71

F5-72

F5-73

F5-75

F5-74

Letter F5 Continued 

F5-72 In response to your comment, the text in Section 4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final
EIS has been revised to include a discussion of the potential for establishing a
refugium for the spinedace in Clover Creek. If the refugium is established,
coordinated management between the USFWS and NDOW would be required.

F5-73 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.7, Section 3.7.2, and Section
4.7 of the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to clarify the discussion
regarding management of special status species and impacts to those species.
Specific management direction is provided for those species that the BLM and the
USFWS agreed to address during the consultation process for the Ely RMP. All
other special status species (see Appendix E) have been addressed in a general
way in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

F5-74 The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office
when project-specific plans for mineral extraction are prepared and evaluated.
NEPA analysis and Section 7 compliance will be required and impacts and
mitigation will be described for the specific development areas. Best Management
Practices would be implemented to minimize impacts to sensitive species. Please
refer to Section 2.4.18 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
specific restrictions to mineral development in ACECs that provide habitat for
sensitive species.

F5-75 The conclusion provides summary statements about effects of management actions
on sensitive species as an overall group. Impact discussions that provide effects on
particular sensitive species are described under each program.
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F5-76

Letter F5 Continued 

F5-76 In response to this and other comments, the impact analysis in Section 4.6 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been clarified and expanded as appropriate.
However, the Council on Environmental Quality has eliminated the requirement for a
“worst case analysis” in EISs. In accordance with applicable statutes and policies,
the Ely Field Office would continue to manage the majority of lands within the Ely
RMP decision area for multiple uses. The widespread closure of lands to other uses
for the sole purpose of protecting and enhancing fish and wildlife values is not
consistent with BLM’s multiple use mandate. The Ely Field Office’s management
actions for the decision area are based on projected resource demands, sustainable
use levels, and site-specific management applied at the watershed level. The fact
that the majority of the decision area would remain open for mineral development or
for renewable energy development is essentially irrelevant to the reasonably
foreseeable development projections for these resource uses, which serve as the
logical basis for assessing environmental impacts from the Proposed RMP. In
support of the impact conclusions presented, it should be noted that while the
management actions in the Proposed RMP would retain multiple use throughout
most of the decision area, almost all disturbance-generating uses would be subject
to substantially greater constraints and environmental protection measures than are
applied under current management. For example, where current management
identifies almost the entire decision area as being "open" to off-highway vehicle use,
the Proposed RMP would "limit" such use to designated roads and trails or "close"
some areas entirely. Similarly, Section 2.4.12 stipulates that lands designated as
"critical habitat" for listed species would not be disposed. The Cumulative Impacts
Conclusion statements are intended to be very brief summary statements, not a
repeat of the more detailed discussions presented throughout Chapter 4.

Responses to Letter F5 
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F5-76

F5-77

F5-78

F5-79

F5-80

Letter F5 Continued

F5-77 The Proposed RMP/Final EIS has incorporated the best management practices from 
the BLM Final Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy Development found in Appendix 
F, Section 3. Any disturbance of listed plant species that might be identified in the 
future would be addressed during the NEPA process and consultation with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service.

F5-78 Please 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.  These are the best management practices that 
will be adopted by the Ely Field Office.  Please note that the Fish and Wildlife 
Service consulted on the preparation of the Wind Energy EIS and is expected to 
issue a programmatic biological opinion on the development of wind energy on 
public lands.  If the Service determines that best management practices beyond 
those published in conjunction with the Record of Decision are necessary and 
appropriate, it is expected that these would be included in the biological opinion. 

F5-79 In response to your comment, the referenced citation has been corrected. 

F5-80 In response to your comment, the text in Section 2.4.23 of the Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS has been expanded to clarify the discussion of monitoring. 

F5-81 In response to your comment, Appendix E in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS has 
F5-81 been modified by removing the code “PT” from the referenced table. 
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F5-82

F5-84

F5-85

F5-86

F5-87

F5-88

F5-89

F5-83

Letter F5 Continued 

F5-84 A best management practice as described in this comment is not needed in the
Proposed RMP, because mining claim markers are regulated by the State of
Nevada.

F5-85 The Standard Terms and Conditions for Mineral Development listed in Appendix L of
the Draft RMP/EIS are for Alternative A, which is continuation of present
management. Thus, the dates referenced in this comment cannot be changed. A
specific time period for the nesting of migratory birds in the planning area is not
included as a management action in the Proposed RMP, because it would vary
substantially between the Great Basin and the Mojave Desert regions. However,
please note that the Ely Field Office Policy for Management Actions for the
Conservation of Migratory Birds allows for revising the dates of the "no activity"
period as new information on avian species or specific characteristics of a proposed
project indicate a need to do so.

F5-82 In response to your comment, the text of Standard Operating Procedure WL3 from
the Draft RMP and EIS has been revised to incorporate the wording suggested in
the comment. It now appears in Appendix F, Section 1, as best management
practice #1.7.5.

F5-83 In response to your comment, the text of Standard Operating Procedure SS4 from
the Draft RMP and EIS has been revised to incorporate the reference suggested in
the comment. It now appears in Appendix F, Section 1, as best management
practice #1.7.2.

F5-86 In response to your comment, the wording of item 20 under Geophysical Operations
has been revised to clarify that the referenced buffer zone would apply throughout
the period of active use of these sites. Please note that Appendix L has been
combined into Appendix K in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

F5-87 In response to your comment, your suggested text changes have been incorporated.
Please note that Appendix L has been combined into Appendix K in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

F5-88 In response to your comment, your suggested text changes have been incorporated.
Please note that Appendix L has been combined into Appendix K in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.

F5-89 In response to your comment, your suggested text changes have been incorporated.
Please note that Appendix L has been combined into Appendix K in the Proposed
RMP and Final EIS.
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F5-90 Please refer to Section 2.4.5 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion of
the desired future condition of vegetation by all habitat types. Please note that this
Appendix has been deleted from the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

F5-91 Please refer to Section 2.4.12 in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS for a discussion
of lands and reality management actions. Please note that Appendix N has been
combined into Appendix K in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS.

F5-89

F5-90

F5-91
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F6-1 In response to your comment, the text in Table 2.9-1 and in Section 2.4.6.4 of the
Proposed RMP and Final EIS has been revised to include the entire Snake Range.

F6-2 Thank you for your comment. Any reference to Instruction Memorandum No. 98-140
has been removed from the Proposed RMP and Final EIS because this IM could be
replaced during the life of the RMP. The most current BLM guidelines for
management of domestic sheep and goats in bighorn sheep habitat will be applied.
At the present time, BLM guidelines regarding buffer zones are different for Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep and desert bighorn sheep because in most states desert
bighorn sheep are considered a sensitive species and Rocky Mountain bighorn
sheep are not.

F6-1

F6-2
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F6-3 Thank you for this wildlife resource information. Effects on specific leks will be
considered by the Ely Field Office when project-specific plans are prepared or
evaluated.

F6-4 In response to your comments, the land disposal maps (Maps 2.4.12-1 through
2.4.12-4) in the Proposed RMP and Final EIS have been revised to retain the sage
grouse habitat you have identified.

F6-5 This land has not been identified for disposal, and it has not been closed to fluid
leasable minerals, solid leasable and locatable minerals, and saleable minerals.
The type of issues raised in your comment will be considered by the Ely Field Office
when project-project plans are prepared or evaluated.

F6-3

F6-4

F6-5

F6-2
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