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Appendix F Public Comments and Responses

This appendix includes public comments that were submitted during the Draft Fallon Range Training
Complex (FRTC) Modernization Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) public comment period and
responses from the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy).

F.1 Introduction

The Navy would like to thank the elected officials, Indian Tribes, federal regulatory and state resource
agencies, business and community leaders, organizations, and individuals who took the time to review
the Draft FRTC EIS, attend the public meetings, and submit comments on the document. Public
informational meetings and public participation are an essential aspect of the environmental review
process. The public participation process in the development of the FRTC EIS is described in detail in
Appendix E (Public Participation).

The Navy considered and responded to all comments received on the Draft EIS, as detailed in this Final
EIS. The Navy’s responses to comments received during the public comment period are included in this
Appendix. In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1503.4, comments were assessed
and responded to as follows:

e The Navy project team carefully reviewed all comments received. Each comment was
assigned to a resource-specific specialist from the Navy’s interdisciplinary team.

e  Within each comment submittal, substantive comments were identified for consideration of
possible updates to the EIS analysis. Generally, substantive comments included items such
as questions related to the alternatives analysis and components of the Proposed Action;
resource-specific methodology, analysis, or impact conclusions; or the use, adequacy, or
accuracy of data used to support the analysis.

e The EIS analysis was updated as warranted based on comment review.

e Comment responses were developed for every comment based on the above-described
comment review and EIS update process. Responses identify, as appropriate, sections of the
EIS where revisions were made or details on where additional information is provided within
the EIS.
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F.2 Federal

This section contains comments from federal agencies received during the public comment period and
the Navy’s response to those comments. Letters, written comments, and emails are presented as
received by the Navy in picture form with responses immediately following in text after that
presentation. Comments submitted on the website are shown in tables and organized alphabetically by
commenters’ names, followed by their comment, with pictures of attachments if applicable; the Navy’s
response is in the final right-hand column of the table or after the attachment is presented. Enclosures
to comments or other background information included along with the public’s comments are not
pictured in this appendix. Responses to these comments were prepared and reviewed for scientific and
technical accuracy and completeness.
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F.2.1 Letters, Written Comments, and Emails

F.2.1.1 Amodei, M. (Member of Congress, 2nd District Nevada)

MARK E. AMODEI

MEwy

Congress of the Tnited States
BHouse of Representatibes
WHashington, DT 2035152802

February 14, 2019

Maval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Captain David Halloran

Code EV21.5G Commanding Officer

1220 Pacific Highway Maval Air Station Fallon
Building 1, 5th Floor 44755 Pasture Road, Bldg. 350
San Diego, CA 92132 Fallon, NV §9496

Dear Captain Halloran and FRTC Modernization Project Team:

[ write to you to provide comments to the Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC)
Modernization Draft EIS. I would like to give my perspective of the process so far, as well as my
concerns as you work to complete the Final EIS and Proposed Action. This correspondence is
forwarded with the request it be made a part of your official record regarding comments to the
DEIS. As such, it is my hope these concerns will be addressed in the final product.

While the Navy has communicated and received input from stakeholders most impacted by the
Modernization, 1 am concerned about the level of evaluation stakeholder concerns have received.
Boiled down, communication from stakeholders has led to little traction in the development of
the Navy’s plans, to date. A common complaint is that input was sought, input was provided, and
the DEIS essentially ignored most or all of the input of the State, Churchill County, and federal
grazing permit holders. Native Nations representatives are expressing similar concerns.

I recognize that the decision to provide a 30-day extension to the DEIS comment period
demonsirales a willingness to receive input, but T would like to see the resulting comments tully
addressed in the final document EIS. Stakeholders must have a clear understanding of the basis

for the Navy’s actions moving forward.

Grazing and Agriculture
The DEIS Alternative 3 ({the Navy's preferred Alternative) would close approximately 356,400

acres of BLM grazing allotments and 4,187 acres of Bureau of Reclamation livestock grazing
areas, This would lead to the loss of between 7,920 and 10,965 AUMs. You have acknowledged
that authority exists under 43 11.S.C. Section 315q of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 to make
payments to federal grazing permit holders for losses suffered by permit holders as a result of
withdrawal or other use of federal grazing lands for war or national defense purposes.

I am perplexed by the present lack of knowledge of the basic factual circumstances underlying
not only individual grazing permit holders’ impacts; but also the economic impacts to the
regional economy with the potential loss of somewhere between 8,000 to 11,000 AUMs. This
concern is magnified by the fact that, at this advanced juncture we apparently don’t know what
the number of AUMs in fact is. The fact that it could be 8,000 to 11,000 AUMs is not comforting
in a precision of data sense,
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The comfort factor suffers further when looking for precision in justification for the
unwillingness to evaluate potential suggestions aimed at reduction or elimination of impacts.
There is unquestioned support for NAS Fallon and its evolving mission. However, a self-
fulfilling prophecy based, conclusory statement of “inconsistent with purpose and need,”
provides no indication of any quantifiable effort on your planning staff or consultants’ parts to
consider and evaluate requests to alter either boundaries or range operations to lessen a given
impact.

The February 4™ meeting in Fallon left me with the impression that little or no effort had been
made to confer with the federal, state, and county entities present to have a comprehensive,
factual understanding of the expansion’s impact on those most directly impacted. If this is in fact
accurate to any extent, it is a fundamental flaw in need of swift and comprehensive correction in
your Final EIS product.

The lack of certainty of the methodology for how permit holders will see their AUMs valued and
compensated for is particularly worrisome. Especially when considering the potential impacts on
agribusiness. As such, in addition to identifying just compensation for each affected permit
holder, I would also like to see a commitment from the Navy to work with the BLM and Bureau
of Reclamation to identify alternative parcels that might be made available to impacted permit
holders.

State of Nevada, Native Nations, and Resource Stakeholders

In preparation for the Navy’s DEIS, the State of Nevada proposed the “Nevada Alternative”,
which was prepared to avoid and minimize conflicts with existing uses of public lands of
importance to the state for economic development. Although some recommendations of the State
were included in the DEIS, the “Nevada Alternative™ was omitted, as well as what appears to be
most recommendations by the State.

Once again, this represents a serious flaw by essentially abolishing the NEPA process. The same
concerns are applicable to the minerals industry, input from Native Nations, and water rights, as
well as other resource permittees and stakeholders. Accordingly, I am incorporating the
comments to the DEIS submitted by the agencies and organizations copied on this
correspondence herein by this reference.

Churchill County

It is my understanding that during the initial Project Scoping phase of the EIS, Churchill County
suggested a “Limited Impact Alternative” to the Navy that would have reduced your Plan’s
impact on the County. The Alternative proposal was deemed inconsistent with your Plan’s
“purpose and need”, and not further analyzed to be included in the DEIS. Considering that the
vast majority of your Plan’s footprint will be in Churchill County, it is at odds with the
fundamental objective of the NEPA/EIS process to dismiss input with a conclusion that lacks any
explanation as to how the subject input was compared to and analyzed with the specific purpose
and need which also was not identified. Global conclusions without supporting analysis and
explanation effectively abolish the NEPA process.

My conclusion is further strengthened when considering the fact that Churchill County requested
that any impacts that could not be avoided should be minimized or mitigated. It is my
understanding that the County behieves that many of these impacts were not minimally

F-4
Public Comments and Responses



Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement January 2020

considered in the DEIS. To illustrate this, while the Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences in Chapter 3 of the DEIS were approximately 800 pages, the Management
Practices, Monitoring, and Mitigation included in Chapter 5 were only 17 pages. Such a brief
response to these impacts goes to reinforce my concerns that while the Navy is receiving
comments and input, very little seems to be given full consideration.

| appreciate your consideration of the comments and concerns addressed above. Kindly advise.

Cordially,

ok

Mark E. Amodei
Member of Congress

CC:

Governor Steve Sisolak

Brad Crowell, Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Tim Wilson, Nevada State Engineer (Acting)

Richard Perry, Nevada Division of Minerals

Len George, Chairman of the Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Tribe
Amber Torres, Chairwoman of the Walker River Paiute Tribe
Jon Raby, Nevada BLM State Director

Terri Edwards, Bureau of Reclamation Lahontan Basin Area
Doug Busselman, Nevada Farm Bureau

Sam Mori, Nevada Cattlemen’s Association

F.2.1.1.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Your
comment has been included in the official project record. Public comments received during scoping and
review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are an important part of the NEPA process.
The purpose of the public comment process is to provide members of the public an opportunity to
submit their comments and concerns regarding the Proposed Action, alternatives, and the analysis of
potential environmental impacts. The Navy reviewed all comments submitted during the scoping
periods (August 26, 2016 through December 12, 2016) and during review of the Draft EIS (November
2018 to February 2019). All comments received are included as part of the administrative record for the
project. Many commenters noted they submitted comments during the scoping process of the EIS but
never received a formal response. Although the Navy is not required under NEPA to respond to scoping
comments, the Navy did consider all scoping comments in preparing the Draft EIS and used them to
shape the breadth and depth of the analysis in the Draft EIS. Section 1.9 (Public and Agency Participation
and Intergovernmental Coordination), summarizes the public scoping comments received during the
2016 scoping efforts.

The Navy recognizes the efforts of all Cooperating Agencies as well as members of the public who
participated in scoping or ongoing meetings to assist in the development of the Draft EIS. Through this
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process, the Navy received many suggestions for alternatives or for actions that could reduce potential
impacts to particular resources. The Navy examined each proposed alternative or action scenario
(whether generated internally or proposed by members of the public or other commenting parties) to
determine if it was feasible and met the purpose of and need for the project to provide required land for
military training and the screening factors presented in Section 2.2 (Screening Factors). Chapter 2
(Section 2.5.3, Alternate Training Locations) of the EIS discusses in detail various alternatives that were
considered (including alternatives brought up in public comments). Those alternatives or actions that
were determined to be feasible and met the purpose and need for the project were carried forward for
analysis and if necessary, based on the level of impacts, additional management practices, mitigation, or
other impact avoidance/minimization measures were included to further avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts.

While not presented in the Draft EIS, the Navy has added procedures and future processes to the Final
EIS that it would implement pending any ultimate Congressional decision on the Proposed Action, on a
case-by-case basis for mitigation, minimization, and avoidance of impacts to resources such as livestock
grazing, water rights, recreation, socioeconomic impact, and cultural resources as applicable. The Navy
has added tables applicable to each resource section discussing suggestions that were considered and
reasoning by the Navy for classifying each suggestion as “eliminated” “existing,” “incorporated,” or
“under consideration.” If the suggestion was "incorporated" the Navy did not define this as a true
mitigation, but rather included it as part of the Proposed Action itself. If the suggested was not included,
the reasoning and criteria used for elimination is presented. The Navy evaluated every suggestion that it
was provided and has provided rationale and explanations within Chapter 2 (Section 2.5, Alternatives
Considered but Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis) or in each resources section within Chapter 5
(Mitigation).

This process was repeated following issuance of the Draft EIS. Comments received on the Draft EIS from
public stakeholders--citizens, elected leaders, American Indian tribes and nations, regulatory agencies,
and other interested parties--were used to revise and refine the analysis in the Final EIS. In response to
public comment, the Navy carefully analyzed public suggestions for other basing and training solutions
to the Proposed Action, reviewed reports and other documents prepared by independent sources, and
made changes to the analysis and conclusions as applicable during the preparation of the Final EIS. The
Navy documented public stakeholder engagement and how public comments were used to change and
refine the analysis, as described in Section 1.9 (Public and Agency Participation and Intergovernmental
Coordination). The Navy addressed all comments submitted during the Draft EIS review period with a
response in the Final EIS.

In addition to public review, the Draft EIS was reviewed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Nevada Department of Wildlife,
Nevada Department of Minerals, Nevada Department of Agriculture, Nevada Department of
Transportation, Nevada Governor’s Office of Energy, Churchill County, Nevada, Eureka County, Nevada,
Lander County, Nevada, Mineral County, Nevada, Nye County, Nevada, Pershing County, Nevada,
Nevada’s State Historic Preservation Office, and numerous other interested parties. The comments were
used to inform the final analysis and ensure the Navy has a complete analysis addressing topics
important to the public.
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In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments; DoD policies; the National Historic Preservation Act; and Navy instructions, the Navy
engaged in Tribal consultations during scoping, during the public comment period for the Draft EIS, and
following release of the Draft EIS. The Navy invited culturally affiliated Tribes to take part in the NEPA
process as Tribal Participants for this EIS (see Appendix C, Tribal Correspondence). The Navy invited
these Tribes to (1) participate in project meetings, (2) provide additional information related to cultural
resources, and (3) provide internal document review (e.g., of the Class Ill Cultural Resources Inventory
Report) during the development of this Draft EIS.

With regards to grazing, the Navy deliberately presented a range of potential AUM impacts in order to
capture minimums and maximums in determining potential socioeconomic impacts. This restrictive
analysis is described in Section 3.4 (Livestock Grazing) and Section 3.13 (Socioeconomics). The BLM
provided the Navy with guidance on how to estimate the potential change in AUMs to existing livestock
grazing allotments. The Rangeland Administration System (RAS) is the BLM's system that provides
publicly available information on grazing allotments and the Rangeland Improvement Project System
(RIPS) is the active BLM internal repository of all physical projects that occur on BLM administered lands.
RAS was used to collect data about each allotment and RIPS was utilized to identify water sources.
Rangeland production data was sourced from BLM which utilizes the Soil Survey Geographic Database
(SSURGO) developed by the National Cooperative Soil Survey. The Navy then verified and updated this
information with the support of the BLM Stillwater Field Office and the Humboldt Field Office.

The BLM identified the following restrictions for estimating a change in AUMs, which were used to
provide a range of AUMs lost per allotment to the Navy: 1) Percent of allotment closed from livestock
grazing 2) Percent of allotment with a greater than 30 percent slope 3) Percent of allotment that is
greater than four miles from water 4) Percent of allotment with an annual forage production per acre of
less than 100 pounds 5) Percent of allotment with an annual forage production per acre between 100
pounds and 300 pounds 6) Percent of allotment with an annual forage production per acre greater than
300 pounds.

A restrictive analysis was then performed using the following five scenarios: (1) No Restrictions Scenario;
(2) Less than 30 Percent Slope; (3) Less than 30 Percent Slope and Less than 4 Miles from Water; (4) Less
than 30 Percent Slope, Less than 4 Miles from Water, and Greater than 100 pound/acre of Forage per
Year; and (5) Less than 30 Percent Slope, Less than 4 Miles from Water, and Greater than

300 pound/acre of Forage per Year. Each scenario was run to establish a range of potential AUMs lost
per allotment for each of the Navy's action alternatives. Losses of AUMs were rounded up to the nearest
whole number. The scenario that produced the lowest number of AUMs represented the lowest value of
the range of AUMSs (minimum) and the scenario that produced the highest number of AUMs
represented the highest value (maximum). The result is a range of AUMs that could be lost from the
implementation of each alternative. At the time of the Draft EIS release, the document only noted that
the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. sections 315q) provides the Navy with the authority to make
payments for certain grazing-related losses. The Navy would work with grazing permittees on a case-by-
case basis to try to minimize losses resulting from the cancellation of a grazing permit.

The Final EIS has been amended to further describe the valuation process by which the Navy would
determine payment amounts to holders of grazing permits that would be affected. This process allows
for the valuation of the cost of providing replacement forage and/or losses resulting from an inability to

I
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provide replacement forage. The process also determines the value of improvements made by permit
holders (e.g., value of wells, corrals, fencing, and other real property). The Navy would use this process
to determine payments to individuals who may experience losses resulting from the cancellation of
grazing permits or other disruption of their livestock grazing operations as a result of implementation of
any of the action alternatives.

The following information has been included in Section 3.4 (Livestock Grazing), specifically Section
3.4.3.2 (Alternative 1: Modernization of the Fallon Range Training Complex), and also applies to
Alternatives 2 and 3 in the Final EIS.

Payment for Losses

The Navy would first consider costs associated with obtaining replacement forage and otherwise
restoring/maintaining a permittee’s existing operational capacity. Working with BLM and the permittee,
the Navy would determine the costs necessary to replace the area/capacity removed from a grazing
permit. These costs could include, but would not be limited to, preparing new allotment applications;
complying with BLM environmental requirements and water rights studies; procuring private market
replacement forage; shipping or transporting forage, cattle and/or ranch personnel and their horses and
equipment; one-time relocation expenses associated with any full or partial transferring of operations to
any new location(s); any reasonably anticipated lost profits arising as a result of operational downtime
while restoring and/or relocating operations; and any other costs identified, which would be properly
payable under 43 U.S.C. section 315q.

Should a permit holder decide not to seek replacement forage in conjunction with restoring operational
capacity, or when restoring such capacity is not practicable, the Navy would make a good faith estimate
of the financial impact the loss of that individual’s permit would be expected to have on his or her
ranching operation. The Navy would ask each permit holder to provide recent business operating
expenses associated with the permit, their total operating expenses, an estimate of that portion of
income believed to be directly related to utilization of the permit, and total income and taxes. This
information would be used to determine a payment amount to compensate for losses resulting from
permit cancellation, including reasonably anticipated lost profits for what would otherwise have been
the duration of the permit. If a permit holder does not wish to share their financial information, or if the
information shared is incomplete, the Navy would make an estimate of the value of the losses based on
existing information from other sources.

It is possible that a payment amount would be based both on replacement forage along with other
operational restoration-related costs, and on the financial impact the loss of a permit would be
expected to have on a ranching operation (i.e., part of the payment would be based on obtaining
replacement forage to the extent practicable and the rest based on payment for losses to the extent
obtaining replacement forage is not practicable). In those instances, the costs to restore operational
capacity would first be determined, and the remaining payment amount would then be determined in
accordance with the paragraph above discussing permits holders who may elect not to seek
replacement forage capacity.
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Payment for Allotment Improvements

Improvements such as corrals, fencing, wells, and other appurtenances that cannot be relocated are
considered real property, similar to a building. the Navy would appraise the value of all real property
owned by a permit holder and would offer fair market value for the purchase of any such real property.
Equipment, such as relocatable water tanks, is not considered real property, and the permit holder
would be afforded an opportunity to remove their equipment prior to cancellation of a permit.

Timing of Permit Cancellation

The Navy anticipates issuing its Record of Decision with respect to FRTC modernization in January 2020.
However, any Congressional withdrawal of the area currently supporting grazing permits would not be
expected until September 30, 2020, or later. Similarly, any Congressional appropriation for
implementing the FRTC Modernization action, which would include funds for making payments to
grazing permit holders, would not be expected until September 30, 2020, or later. Accordingly, the
earliest the Navy would request that BLM cancel any permit would be October 1, 2020.

If the Congressional withdrawal is enacted, and if Congress appropriates funds to implement the FRTC
Modernization effort, the Navy would ask BLM to contact each affected permit holder. BLM would
coordinate with the Navy on any action to initiate cancellation of a permit. Under 43 CFR Part 4100
Subpart 4110.4-2 (Decrease in Land Acreages), BLM would be required to provide two years advance
notice of any permit cancellation. Once a given notification is made, the Navy, with assistance from
BLM, would begin discussions with affected permit holders to determine payment amounts in
accordance with the processes described herein.

With regards to Churchill County's "Limited Access Alternative", items therein were considered in the
development of Alternative 3. However, some components (or the Alternative in full) could not be
accommodated due to incompatibility with the Navy’s need to provide sufficient land for military
training and range safety requirements (see Section 1.4, Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action).
As presented earlier. Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.3, Alternate Training Locations) of the EIS discusses various
alternatives the Navy considered, including those suggested by the public. The EIS provides screening
criteria in Section 2.2 (The Navy has received additional comments from Churchill County following the
issuance of the Draft EIS and has evaluated potential inclusion of their additional suggestions. Churchill
County was involved in numerous Cooperating Agency meetings between the Draft and the Final EIS,
and participated in workgroups between numerous Cooperating Agencies and the Navy to coordinate
and determine processes and actions that can be incorporated into Action Alternatives. Through this
iterative process, the Navy strived to achieve a balance between potential impacts and meeting its
mission requirements.
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F.2.1.2 Bureau of Land Management (Sarah Hill)

Comment 1

e Page: 2-29

e Section: 2.3.3.2 Public Accessibility under Alt 2

e Reference Text: Additionally, under Alternative 2 the Navy would allow the following:
Geothermal and leasable material exploration would be conditionally allowed on the DVTA

e Comment: Description of what the Navy would allow is not consistent throughout the text;
Geothermal exploration and development, salable exploration and development

Comment 2

e Page:3

e Section: Chapter 3.3 Mining and Mineral Resources Summary page

e Reference Text: “... Additionally under Alternative 2, hunting would be conditionally allowed on
designated portions of B-17, and geothermal and salable mineral exploration would be
conditionally allowed on the DVTA.

e Comment: Description of what the Navy would allow is not consistent throughout the text;
referenced as leasable minerals development, sometimes just exploration, Geothermal
exploration and development, salable exploration and development

Comment 3:

e Page: 3.3-47

e Section: 3.3.3.4 Leasable Minerals

o Reference Text: "Per the supporting study... The 15 MW power plant is used as a typical size to
estimate the amount of disturbance that could be involved for the RFD."

e Comment: Power plant size referred to is inconsistent with Mineral Potential Report- Per the
Mineral Potential Report, page 161 the RFD states that exploration drilling could lead to
geothermal resources developing one 20-30 MW geothermal power plant. The 20 MW power
plant is used as the typical size to estimate the amount of disturbance that could be involved for

the RFD.
Comment 4:
e Page:3.3.55

e Section: Table 3.3-8 Summary of Leasable Mineral Potential Impacts

o Reference Text: Table 3.3-8

e Comment: lacks the level of analysis that is provided for locatable minerals showing the
percentage of high/moderate potential areas proposed to be withdrawn under the different
alternatives

|
F-10
Public Comments and Responses



Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement January 2020

F.2.1.2.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. With regards to comment 1 and 2, the descriptions of what would be allowable under
each alternative have been verified as consistent across the document, while reflecting variations
between alternatives as appropriate (e.g., the nature and extent of managed access under Alternatives 2
and 3 as compared to Alternative 1). Geothermal and leasable exploration would be conditionally
allowed in the DVTA so long as required design features (ensuring compatibility with military training
activities) are met. With regards to comment 3, the Final EIS has been updated to reflect the statements
made in the Supporting Study regarding the 20-30 MW geothermal power plant. Finally, the Final EIS
presents the salable material information in the text and tables of the Final EIS, rather than as maps.
This reflects the analysis that was completed in the summary report for mineral potential.
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F.2.1.3 U.S. Department of the Interior

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Envirenmental Policy and Compliance
333 Bush Street, Suite 515

Loy F [ 04704
San Mrancisco, Lalifornia, 29 U8

In Reply Refer To:
9043.1
18/0339

Filed electronically February 21, 2019

Sara Goodwin

Sara.Goodwin@navy mil

EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.5G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

Subject: Department of the Interior comments on the Fallon Range Training Complex
Modernization Draft Environmental Impact Statement, dated November, 2018

Dear Ms. Goodwin:

The United States Department of the Interior (DOI). through the Bureau of Reclamation,
Lahontan Basin Area Office (Reclamation), has reviewed the Fallon Range Training Complex
Modernization Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated November 2018, Please
note that the proposal withdraws land currently withdrawn and reserved for use by Reclamation
as described below:

s Bravo 16, Public Law 106-65 (PL 106-65). PL 106-65 withdraws land currently
withdrawn and reserved for use by Reclamation. The reservation grants the Secretary of
the Navy the primary reservation for public safety management actions only. The
existing Reclamation reservation is the primary reservation for all other management
actions. There is no discussion in the EIS regarding potential language in the new
withdrawal order. Reclamation representatives should review the draft withdrawal order
to ensure Reclamation’s interests are addressed.

* Reclamation currently has a federal delivery/dramage feature which moves water from
Sheckler Reservoir through the eastern part of Bravo 16 and ultimately to the Carson
Lake and Pasture. Reclamation will need the ability to move water through this facility
when the hydrologic conditions warrant. It appears Bravo 16 will be fenced and
management access will be restricted. Therefore, the Reclamation delivery/drainage
feature will need to be relocated or Reclamation and 1its representatives will need access
to the delivery/drainage feature.
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Please see the specific comments on the DEIS 1n the attachment to this letter. If you have
questions regarding Reclamation’s comments, please contact Ms. Rena Ballew at (775) 884-
8342, emal at rballew(@usbr.gov, or using TTY Federal Relay System (800) 877-8339. For any
other comments, please contact me at (415) 420-0524 or at janet_whitlock@ios.do1.gov.

Sincerely,

94,«:12:; UMty

Janet L. Whatlock

Regional Environmental Officer
Attachment

Ce

Shawn Alam_ OEPC

Rena Ballew, USBR

Catherine Cunningham_  USBR
David Pritchett, BLM

Theresa Taylor, USBR

F.2.1.3.1 Response

Thank you for your comments and participation in the NEPA process. Specific line by line comments are
addressed individually in the sub-matrix that follows this comment (Table F-1). The Navy recognizes the
lands as currently withdrawn by the Bureau of Reclamation for military and other purposes by Public
Law 99-606, one purpose of which was for Reclamation to utilize lands for flooding, overflow, and
seepage purposes in B-20. The Navy also understands the facilities that are within the B-16 expansion
area that are currently managed by the Bureau of Reclamation for flooding. The Navy would allow
access to the Bureau of Reclamation to continue coordinating access to the ranges when compatible
with training and upon approval of the Navy for flood management where necessary. This information
has been added to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses

Page | Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. sections 315q) provides the
Navy with the authority to make payments for certain grazing-related
losses. The Navy would work with grazing permittees on a case-by-case
basis to try to minimize losses resulting from the modification or a
The Navy can make payments to federal cancellation of a grazing permit, including reasonably anticipated lost
grazing permit holders for losses due to land  |profits for what would otherwise have been the duration of the permit.
withdrawals, but Reclamation's contractor The Final EIS further describes the valuation process by which the Navy
(TCID) could also suffer future economic losses [would determine payment amounts to holders of grazing permits that
1-33 |1.9 associated with changes at Sheckler Pasture  |would be affected. This process allows for the valuation of the cost of
prior to Reclamation's relinquishment to BLM. |providing replacement forage and/or losses resulting from an inability to
The DEIS should also specify if the payments to|provide replacement forage. The process also determines the value of
permit holders are one-time (or annual) improvements made by permit holders (e.g., value of wells, corrals,
payments. fencing, and other real property). The Navy would use this process to
determine payments to individuals who may experience losses resulting
from the cancellation of grazing permits or other disruption of their
livestock grazing operations as a result of implementation of any of the
action alternatives.
Management Access does not include Bureau
of Reclamation for B-16 and B-20. In
accordance with the previous PL106-65 for B-
16, th isting B f Recl ti . . .
»he e.Xls .|ng 'ureau ot Reclamation The Navy will work with land managers that need access for flooding,
reservation is primary for all other . .
A . overflow, and seepage purposes to ensure that their access is
management activities (Section 2011). For B- . . . . .. o
2-9 Table 2-2 L ...__|coordinated and compatible with military training activities. The Bureau
20 and PL 99-606, Reclamation is able to utilize .
. of Reclamation has been noted as an agency that would be allowed
parts of B-20 for flooding, overflow, and L.
. access for management activities.
seepage purposes for approximately 14, 750
acres. Therefore, for B-16 and B-20,
Reclamation personnel would require
management access.
32,201 acres of public federal BLM land. There
isalso B f Recl tion land in th . ) . .
2-10 (2.3.2.1.1 15 50 'ureau or neciamation 'an n e' Bureau of Reclamation lands have been defined as such in the Final EIS
expansion as wells as canals/ditches/drains for
the delivery of water.
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page |Section /| DraftEIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
Add BOR to the last sent in the first
2-10 |2.3.2.1.2 dd BOR to the last sentence |n_ . .e I"s The recommended addition has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
paragraph for management activities.
The EIS speaks to the land withdrawn by
2-16  (2.3.2.3.1 USFWS but it does not speak to the land that |Bureau of Reclamation lands have been defined as such in the Final EIS
has been withdrawn for BOR purposes.
The N . . o ith th
Management activities may need to be e Navy ant|C|pate§ coordlnat.lng any mar'wagement .actlvmes with the
2-16  (2.3.2.3.2 Bureau of Reclamation as required, following any ultimate
conducted by BOR. . . .
Congressional decision on this EIS.
This fi houl ict| BOR'
. |.s |.gu.re > Ol.J d depict land under BOR's Jurisdictional information has been added to figures in section 3.2, Land
. jurisdiction. This is a theme that needs to be . . .
2-17  |Figure 2-4 . Use. The amount of information shown on these maps only designated
addressed for any figures that have land under
e e federal or non-federal lands
BOR's jurisdiction.
Add BOR to the | in the fi
2-34  2.3.3.2.8 dd BOR to the last sentence |n. t. ? Irst The recommended addition has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
paragraph for management activities.
Navy would relinquish back to BLM. As it
stands right now, the Navy's withdrawal is
2-39  2.3.4.1.1 over the top of the' Reclamation withdrawal. This statement has been revised to reflect Bureau of Reclamation lands.
Therefore, wouldn't the land revert back to
BOR rather than BLM since BOR's withdrawal
is still valid?
i E B i .
BLM or NDOW activities. BOR would also need The F|n?I IS has been updated to reflect Bureau of Reclamatlor? lands
. At the time of the DEIS, it was thought that Bureau of Reclamation lands
2-39 2.3.4.1.2 the ability to manage some of the lands that . . . L
. were being relinquished to the BLM. This is no longer the case, and the
have dual withdrawals.
document has been updated as such.
The Final EIS has been updated to reflect Bureau of Reclamation lands.
243 3431 There is also land currently withdrawn for At the time of the DEIS, it was thought that Bureau of Reclamation lands

BOR.

were being relinquished to the BLM. This is no longer the case, and the

document has been updated as such.
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page | Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
The Final EIS has been updated to reflect Bureau of Reclamation lands.
s At the time of the DEIS, it was thought that Bureau of Reclamation lands
2-43 [2.34.3.2 BOR would also have management activities. were being relinquished to the BLM. This is no longer the case, and the
document has been updated as such.

Please double check that BLM manages the
land that is categorized as farmland of

3.1-19 3.1.2.2 statewide importance. Since there are grazing
allotments on the land, it may be a BOR grazer [Confirmed that both Bureau of Reclamation and BLM manages the
with management of the land by BOR. farmland. Clarifications have been made throughout the Final EIS

31-23 3124 The Carson Sink is the terminus for the
Humboldt River and the Carson River. The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
Based on the maps which do not show federal [The Final EIS has been updated to indicate that Bureau of Reclamation
land jurisdiction, it appears that 2 Newlands |and the Navy would develop a Memorandum of Understanding to
Project facilities are within the expanded B-16 |ensure continued access that is compatible with military training
boundary. One is the Sheckler Spill which is activities. Figures in the Final EIS have also been updated to identify
critical to moving high volumes of water from [Scheckler Spill and note that the G-3 is not on B-16 in the Water
behind Sheckler Dam around the City of Fallon.[Resources Section (Section 3.9). The Navy will work with Bureau of
Also, it appears that the G-3 is also within the |Reclamation on incorporating required design features for fencing over
expanded boundaries. This is a Newlands water.
Project delivery feature which delivers water

3.1-3513.1.3.2.1 and conveys water to the Carson Lake &
Pasture. These Newlands project features
should be cited for their importance for the
movement of water around the City of Fallon,
and they must be maintained in some
configuration to allow water to move.
Therefore, whatever fences are used should be
able to pass water without the buildup of trash
or the drain/ditch would need to be relocated.

3.2-1 (3.21 Include Reclamation's 2014 Newlands Project [The recommended addition has been incorporated into the Final EIS.

Final Resource Management Plan
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

3.2-2

3.2.11

Show Reclamation lands in all B-16 and B-20
figures throughout DEIS, as shown in Figure
3.2-1 for example.

The recommended addition has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
Bureau of Reclamation lands were already shown on figures in Land Use.

3.2-15

3.2.233

Add: The Newlands Project provides
irrigation water from the Truckee and Carson
Rivers for about 57,000 acres of land near
Fallon and Fernley. In addition, water from the
project is provided to the Lahontan Valley
Wetlands near Fallon (Stillwater NWR,
Stillwater WMA, Fallon NWR, Carson Lake and
Pasture, and Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Tribe
wetlands). Overall, the project has 68.5 miles
of main canals, more than 300 miles of
laterals, and almost 350 miles of drains. These
project facilities are operated and maintained
by Reclamation's contractor, the Truckee-
Carson Irrigation District. The 1997 Adjusted
Operating Criteria and Procedures (OCAP) for
the Newlands Project is a Federal regulation
that guides Reclamation and TCID.

(Also, reference Reclamation's 2014 Newlands
Project Final Resource Management Plan in
this section.)

The Navy has added the discussion of this project to the Final EIS.

3.2-15

3.2.2.33

BOR is in the process of relinquishing land to
BLM, not all of which is grazing land.

The Final EIS has been updated to reflect the current status of Bureau of
Reclamation lands.

3.2-16

3.2.2.35

BOR also manages land around B-16 as the
document indicates above.

The Final EIS has been updated to reflect the current status of Bureau of
Reclamation lands.

3.2-17

Figure 3.2-
4

The Nevada State land around Lahontan
Reservoir is truly management by the State of
Nevada; however, the land management is by
Bureau of Reclamation. We do not know if you
should change your figure, but leave it to you

to determine what is more important to show.

No change to the figure given land management is Bureau of
Reclamation.
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page | Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.2-21 3.2.2.3.5 Reword: Newlands Project facilities drain The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
project water into this area and are operated
and maintained by Reclamation's contractor
(Truckee-Carson Irrigation District).

3.2-29 3.2.3.2.1 As stated earlier, some of the land to the north|{The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the
of the existing boundary is currently managed [ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation.
by BOR. Therefore, consistent with the existing
withdrawal order, Reclamation would need
access to continue with primary management
activities which would presumably change to
the ability to overflow, flood, and seep lands
within the existing withdrawal.

3.2-30 (3.2.3.2.1 Reclamation would also need access for The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the
management activities related to water. ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation.

3.2-33 3.2.3.2.3 Reclamation also has lands in the area which [The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the
we manage. Additionally, pursuant to the ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation. Bureau of Reclamation has been
current withdrawal order, Reclamation would [added to the list of agencies that would continue to have management
still need to have the ability to flood, overflow, [access to the lands.
etc. on the lands.

3.2-34 3.2.3.2.3 Reclamation would also need access for The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the
management activities related to water. ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation. Bureau of Reclamation has been

added to the list of agencies that would continue to have management
access to the lands.

3.2-38 [3.2.3.2.6 Reclamation should also have management  [The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the
responsibilities related to water even if the ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation.
area is closed to the public.

3.2-39 3.2.33 Reclamation should also have management  [The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the
responsibilities related to water even if the ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation.
area is closed to the public

3.2-50 3.2.3.4.6 Reclamation should also have management  [The Navy would continue to allow management for flooding on the

responsibilities related to water even if the
area is closed to the public

ranges by the Bureau of Reclamation.
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page | Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.4-8 [34.21 The TCID does not manage grazing on The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
Reclamation lands. Please remove this
sentence.

3.4-8 34.2.1 BLM has not agreed to administer the Sheckler [The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
lands. Remove this sentence.

3.4-10 3.4.2.1 Bureau of Reclamation constructed a new The Navy would continue to allow access to the v-line canal for flood
outlet structure from the V-line Canal in management by the Bureau of Reclamation under the Proposed Action.
2017.... Additionally, the V-line Canal and
outlet structure are northwest of B-16.

3.4-13 3.4.23 Surrounding area also has Bureau of The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
Reclamation land.

3.4-28 3.433 The Navy may potentially acquire surface The Navy is not planning on acquiring any surface water rights.
water rights. It should be clarified that these
acquisitions would not include rights to
Newlands Project water, including drain water
or flood water releases.

3.9-1 [3.9.1.2 The Diagonal Drains around the base are NOT ([This statement has been corrected in the Final EIS.
waters of the U.S.

3.9-7 [3.9.2.1 Water from the Carson River is NOT stored in [This statement has been corrected in the Final EIS.
Stillwater, Sheckler or Carson Lake. Sheckler is
used to convey water to a delivery feature and
Carson Lake collects drain water and has
delivery of water rights for grazing and wildlife
purposes.

3.9-12 3.9.2.2 Surface Water. There is a conveyance facility |Flows through the existing conveyance are not anticipated to be
located within the expanded boundary of B-  |impacted by the proposed expansion, Further, the Navy will allow land
16. Please discuss this conveyance facility here |managers to continue accessing the ranges for flood management
and how flows through this facility will change [purposes or management of conveyances.
based on the expanded boundary.

3.9-12 3.9.2.2 There are not 'three main canals' within Bravo [This statement has been corrected in the Final EIS.

16. According to Reclamation records there is
only one drainage/delivery feature with the
proposed Bravo 16 boundary. It is called the

'Sheckler Spill - GT17".
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Table F-1: U.S. Department of the Interior Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

3.9-32

3.9.3.2

There is no discussion of how the surface flow
through the conveyance facility will be
impacted by the change in boundary and
fencing. The suggestion would be to pipe the
conveyance facility or relocate the facility.
Additionally, in the previous withdrawal order,
Reclamation had primary responsibility for the
lands. Management responsibility as it
pertains to flood or overland flows should
remain with Reclamation and outlined in the
new withdrawal order.

Flows through the existing conveyance are not anticipated to be
impacted by the proposed expansion, Further, the Navy will allow land
managers to continue accessing the ranges for flood management
purposes or management of conveyances.

3.12-3

3.12.2.1

There is no discussion of OHV use on
Reclamation lands. Pursuant to 43 CFR part
420.2, "Reclamation lands are closed to off-
road vehicle use, except for an area or trail
specifically opened to use of off- road vehicles
in accordance with § 420.21."

The recommended addition has been incorporated into the Final EIS.

3.12-8

3.12.2.41

Please reword as Reclamation lands are closed
to off-road vehicle use.

The recommended addition has been incorporated into the Final EIS.

3.13-
27

3.13.3.2

Tables: You do not show the grazing AUMs
for Reclamation. Additionally, Reclamation
grazing fees are not distributed to the
Counties. They are deposited into the
Reclamation Fund.

AUMs for Reclamation are not impacted by the Proposed Action.

3.14-
52

3.1435.1

Reclamation strongly supports the Navy's rapid
completion of a Fire Management Plan to
reduce the risk of wildfire in the region of
influence that could also impact Newlands

Project facilities.

The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire Management Plan, a draft
outline of which can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements,
and Plans). Details from the outline and initial development of it have
been added to the Final EIS as applicable.
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F.2.1.4 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Qe'o’” St %
7 M
3 N\ v/ e UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
%,,._J &9(5 REGION IX
« prot

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

February 21, 2019

Sara Goodwin

Naval Facilities Enginecring Command Southwest
Code EV21.8G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5 Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fallon Range Training Complex
Modernization, Naval Air Station Fallon, Nevada (CEQ # 20180272)

Dear Ms. Goodwin:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The Navy’s Proposed Action is to modernize the Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC). which would
include the renewal of the Navy's current withdrawal, land range expansion through additional
withdrawal of public lands and acquisition of non-federal land, airspace modifications, and upgrades to
range infrastructure. Alternative 3 is the Navy’s preferred alternative.

EPA provided scoping comments to the Navy on December 12, 2016 and included recommendations to
disclose data from the latest Range Condition Assessment, and to discuss how Operational Range
Clearance Plans will accommodate increased bombing target areas. Our prior scoping comments also
recommended addressing the impacts that can occur from incomplete detonations during range
clearance. Our attached detailed comments reiterate these issues and include recommendations to
minimize the potential for adverse environmental impacts from the migration of munitions constituents.
While the Preferred Alternative 3 avoids some impacts due to the loss of public lands that would occur
under Alternative 1, it proposes a much larger area for new targets and places some targets in ephemeral
drainages. Such placement can facilitate migration of munitions constituents from target areas, possibly
off-Range, and possibly hamper the success of range clearance efforts which benefit from defined
sources of munitions. The attached detailed comments also include recommendations to clarify the
populations that would be significantly affected by noise and identify additional mitigation to reduce
significant noise impacts.

Effective October 22, 2018, EPA no longer includes ratings in our comment letters. Information about
this change and EPA’s continued roles and responsibilities in the review of federal actions can be found
on our website at: https://www.epa.gov/nepa/epa-review-process-under-section-309-clean-air-act.
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EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the Final EIS is released for public review,
please send one electronic copy to the address above (mail code: ENF-4-2). If you have any questions,
please contact me at (415) 947-4161, or contact Karen Vitulano, the lead reviewer for this project, at

415-947-4178 or vitulano. karen(@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Cﬂwu Dol

Connell Dunning, Supervisory Veam Leader
Environmental Review Section

Enclosure: EPA’s Detailed Comments

CC:  Alan Jenne, Nevada Department of Wildlife
Matthew Magaletti, Bureau of Land Management

2
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE FALLON EANGE TRAINTNG COMPLEX MODERNIZATION EXPANSION
OF LAND RANGES, AIRSPACE MODIFICATIONS, AND PUBLIC LAND WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL, NAVAL AIR
STATION FALLON, NEVADA, FEERUTARY 21, 2019

Range Contamination and Migration

Reducing residual munifions constituent migration from targets

The Proposed Action involves placing new targets on bombing ranges. The DEIS acknowledges that
increases in the number of targets also increases the number of sites where expended munitions can
accumulate, increasing the potential for migration of residual constituents for all action alternatives (Vol
2, p. 3.9-64 and 65); however, the acreage for new target areas under the Preferred Alternative 3 is much
higher than for the other alternatives. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, new air-to-ground targets would be
placed within a 4,24 1-acre area at ranges B-17 and B-20, but for Preferred Alternative 3, the new air-to-
ground targets would be placed within an area 27,374-acres in size at B-17 and B-20 (Vol 1, p. 3.1-32).
In addition, the DEIS states that under the Preferred Alternative, targets for high-explosive ordnance use
would be placed in ephemeral tributaries that connect to Gabbs Wash, which would likely induce
additional erosion as compared to the other alternatives (Vol 2, p. 3.9-53). Placing targets in ephemeral
washes increases the potential for migration of munitions constituents away from target sites, We note
that the Operational Range Assessment for the Nevada Testing and Training Range (NTTR), as
discussed in the 2018 NTTR Environmental Impact Statement’, detected munitions constituents,
including lead and explosive residues, in soils in ephemeral washes at or near range boundaries,
confinming that washes provide a migration pathway.

Recomimendations:

EPA recommends exploring possibilities to reduce the acreages of new targets under Preferred
Alternative 3, and recommends against the placement of targets in ephemeral washes. This
would help to minimize migration of munitions and facilitate more effective removal during
range clearance activities, consistent with DoD Directive 4715,14 - Operational Range
Assessments, which encourages implementation of protective measures to minimize potential for
adverse impacts on the enviromment from munitions constituents,

Reducing residual munitions constituent migration through range clearance

The DEIS concludes that regularly-conducted range clearance activities would remove most expended
munitions and munitions fragments, greatly reducing the potential for migration {(Vol 2, p. 3.9-63);
however, the costs of finding and removing or detonating unexploded ordinance (UXO) are high, and
the DFEIS does not discuss or commit to resources to implement increased range clearance
commensurate with increases in new target areas. In addition, because UXO will eventually leak
explosives, releasing 100% of their explosive fill into the environment once their casings fail, and
because blown-in-place operations can spread high energy particles onto nearby soils, especially during
a partial detonation that deposits a significant fraction of its explosive fill%, these limitations of range
clearance as mitigation should be disclosed.

Recommendation:
Identify the anticipated frequency of range clearance under the Preferred Altemmative as
compared to current practice. We recommend increased range clearance frequency,

! Page 3-313 of Final NTTR EIS, available at: http:/'www.nitrleis com

? Dontsova, Katerina and Susan Taylor, “High Explosives and Propellants Energetics: Their Dissolution and Fate

m 3ails”. Energetic Materials, Challenges and ddvances in Compritational Chemisiry and Physics 25, DOL 10.1007/978-3-
319-59208-4_11
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commensurate with increases in new target areas. Disclose how the effectiveness of range
clearance, as a mitigation measure for range contamination, is affected by partial detonations.

Disclosing fate and transport of munitions

The DEIS states that explosive constituents are largely consumed during detonation, and those that are
not consumed “degrade rapidly in the environment™ (p. 3.9-53). The DEIS does not provide supporting
information for the statement that that explosive constituents will degrade rapidly in the environment if
not consumed. While detonations generally occur as intended, munitions might also undergo a low-
order (incomplete) detonation or be a dud, and one estimate is that about 3% of fired munitions result in
UXO, and the resulting UXO might be blown-in-place, detonated sympathetically. or left to corrode,
with the majority of UXO corroding in place.”* Taylor et. al (2004) states that low-order detonations, be
they from malfunctioning munitions or sympathetic detonations, are currently the largest contributors to
range contamination, and dissolution of the explosive charge from heavily corroded UXO is significant
and will increase in importance with time. Further, we note that Fallon NAS’s experiments’ in
neutralizing RDX, in particular, from range clearance practices confirm the persistence of this munitions
constituent.

Recommendations:

In the Final EIS, EPA recommends including more detailed information regarding the fate and
transport of munitions constituents for the Preferred Alternative, particularly for nitramines
(RDX, HMX) and perchlorate. Revise the information provided or include additional
information to support statements that munitions constituents degrade rapidly in the
environment.

Noise Impacts

Noise impacis to Gabbs and the eastern portion of the Special Use Airspace

The DEIS predicts a 20 A-weighted decibel (dBA) increase in noise near Gabbs as aircraft approach
targets on the expanded B-17 bombing range under the Preferred Alternative (Vol 2, p. 3.7-71). This is
a very large increase in noise; a 10 dB increase in the sound level is perceived as a doubling of loudness
and a 20 dB increase is perceived as four times as loud by the normal human ear. The DEIS does not
indicate how many individuals would experience these increases and only states that there would be “a
slight increase in the number of incidents of indoor and outdoor speech interference, classroom
interference, and a slightly higher probability of awakening, especially for sensitive receptors near
Gabbs” (Vol 2, p. 3.7-73). The DEIS also concludes, “with intermittent aircraft operations coupled with
the time most people spend indoors, it is very unlikely that individuals would experience noise exposure
that would result in hearing loss”. While the DEIS states that “The population potentially at risk for
potential hearing loss would not change under Alternative 3", the DEIS does not appear to identify the
actual number of individuals expected to be exposed to levels that could result in hearing loss.

In addition to Gabbs, the DEIS indicates that noise would also increase significantly on lands under the
eastern portion of the Fallon Range Special Use Airspace (SUA), but no population estimates are
included. While supplemental metrics of annoyance, speech interference, and awakenings are discussed
in general, quantified estimates of these metrics are not provided in the analysis of the Preferred
Alternative’s impacts. Similarly, the DEIS identifies 235 acres along the eastern portion of the proposed

? Taylor, Susan etal “Underground UXO: Are They a Significant Source of Explosives in Soil Compared to Low- and High-
Order Detonations?” U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center, ERDC/CRREL TR-04-23, December 2004

* Taylor, Susan et al. “Condition of in situ unexploded ordnance” Science of the Total Environment 505 (2015) 762-769

5 hitp://navysustainability.dodlive.mil/files/2013/11/Fall13 Neutralizing
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B-17 range that would have Day-Night Average noise levels greater than 65 dBA (and therefore
inconsistent with residential land use), but does not identify/quantify residential populations in this area.

Recommendations: In the FEIS, quantify the population that would be exposed to noise levels
representing a doubling and quadrupling of noise over existing conditions and quantify
population potentially at risk for potential hearing loss that would not change under Alternative
3. :

Quantify the supplemental metrics of annoyance, speech interference, and awakenings to clearly
disclose the quantity of residents that would be affected by the significant noise impacts under
the Preferred Alternative, both near Gabbs, and in the eastern portion of the SUA, as well as in
the 235 acres along the eastern portion of the proposed B-17 range that would have Day-Night
Average noise levels greater than 65 dBA.

Identify potential mitigation to address significant noise impacts in Gabbs. Discuss whether the
noise abatement measures proposed for Crescent Valley and Eureka (avoidance areas over the
towns, and elevation restrictions to no lower than 3,000 feet above ground level) can be proposed
for the town of Gabbs in addition to the Gabbs airport exclusion area. [dentify other mitigations
including potential funding mechanisms for off-base residences to use for home noise reduction.

Noise impacts io children/classroom interference

The DEIS discloses that background noise can have a variety of effects on children, including effects on
learning and cognitive abilities and various noise-related physiological changes, and that aircraft noise
can affect the academic performance of school children (Vol 2, p. 3.7-6). The noise impact analysis
indicates there would be a slight increase in the number of incidents of such classroom interference but
does not quantify this impact or identify the location of the schools that would be impacted. The DEIS
only states that schoals cast of existing SUA would experience this impact (Vol 2, p. 3.7-59) and that,
for the Preferred Alternative, “schools near Gabbs would be expected to experience additional events of
classroom/learning interference”.

This analysis utilized a significance threshold/interior noise level of 50 dB Ly for an 8-hour day, as
recommended by the DoD Noise Working Group since it represents a level at which a person with
normal hearing can clearly hear someone (i.e., a teacher) (Vol 2, p. 3.7-7). However, the acoustical
performance criteria for schools under the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard
812.60-2002° recommends one-hour average background noise level not exceed 35 dBA in core
learning spaces smaller than 20,000 cubic feet and 40 dBA in larger spaces.

Recommendation: In the FEIS, quantify the number and locations of schools that would
experience classroom interference from noise under the alternatives. EPA recommends using the
levels in ANSI standard S12.60-2002 as significance thresholds for this evaluation or, at a
minimum, that they be included in the discussion of impacts. Identify mitigation that could
address these impacts, even if DoD is not authorized to perform such mitigation’. This could
include adding insulation, adding a second window pane or replacing windows with better sound

" ANSI §12.60-2002 American National Standard, Acoustical Performance Criteria, Design Requirements, and Guidelines
for Schools

? See the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ's) Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ 's National
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, Question 19b. Available at: hitps://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-

40Questions.pdf
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atteriuation, sealing gaps or leaks in windows and doors, installing baffles in vents, and
improving the exterior roofing, consistent with radon safety.

Biological Resources

The proposed action will allow aircraft to fly at much lower elevations in Military Operations Areas,
from 18,000 feet to as low at 200 ft above ground level in Duckwater and Smokie MOAs. These areas
contain primary habitat and mating areas {leks) for Sage Grouse. In the Bureau of Land Management’s
Nevada and Northeastern California Greater Sage-Grouse Proposed Resource Management Plan
Amendment (RMPA) for areas adjacent to the Range contain buffers, and for noise and related
disruptive activities, including those that do not result in habitat loss (e.g., motorized recreational
events), the buffer is at least 0.25 miles from leks. Seasonal restrictions on disturbance are also
included. The Fallon DEIS notes that aircraft noise is generally thought to be most detrimental to
wildlife during periods of stress such as winter, gestation, and nesting (Vol 2, p. 3.10-113).

Recommendation: Consider including avoidance and minimization measures for the benefit of
Sage Grouse and other wildlife, by adopting, as practicable, the buffers and seasonal restrictions
contamed in BLM’s Nevada and Northeastern California Greater Sage-Grouse RMPA, and in
coordination with Nevada Department of Wildlife,

Additional Comments
» The DEIS states that disturbances of intact desert soils from vehicle and foot traffic will lead to
the disruption of desert crust, pavement, or varnish, all which stabilize the soil, and as a resulf,
there will be increased potential for soil erosion, compaction, and displacement, which would be
considered a permanent disruption due to the long recovery time required for desert soils (Vol 1,
p. 3.1-34). Please revise Table 3.1-4 to reflect this penmanent impact as it currently lists some
acreage disturbances as temporary.

= Impacts to grazing and recreation are disclosed as significant, and since the action alternatives
would remove these uses from large areas of land, it is reasonably foreseeable that ranchers and
recreationalists may use other lands in the vicinity for these activities once the existing locations
providing for these uses are closed to public access. The DEIS does not appear to identify
where, and to what extent, recreation and grazing might occur as a result of this displacement
due to the action alternatives. EPA recommends including a brief discussion of these impacts in
the FEIS, including where recreation and grazing might occur after the preferred alternative is
implemented.

|
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F.2.14.1 Response

The Navy thanks the EPA for their review of the Draft EIS. The Navy shares your goal of reducing
munitions constituent migration, and acknowledges your concerns related to noise and biological
resources, soils and the displacement of recreation and grazing.

With regard to “Range Contamination and Migration; Reducing residual munitions constituent migration
from targets,” proposed impact areas and weapons danger zones have been identified for each of our
alternatives. Individual targets would be placed within the impact areas and the Navy would consider a
number of factors before deciding on specific target locations - topography, mission requirements,
instrumentation, cultural resources, etc. Targets would not be placed in washes.

Regarding, “Reducing residual munitions constituent migration through range clearance,” the Navy has a
responsibility to sustain the highest levels of readiness to meet mission requirements while operating in
an environmentally responsible manner that is protective of the public. In accordance with Operational
Navy (OPNAV) Instruction 3571.14 the Navy is required to clear the range surface, to include the
removal or disposal of all ordnance, inert ordnance debris, target practice ammunition, and other range
debris (normally down to 4 inches in size). The instruction requires that range-specific clearance
protocols be established for ranges, targets, target groups or test areas that specify clearance areas and
frequency of clearance. These protocols are established for each range and are documented in an
Operational Range Clearance (ORC) Plan. The ORC Plan documents how the primary objectives (sustain
readiness and ensure environmental sustainability and public safety) of OPNAV Instruction 3571.14 will
be accomplished.

In accordance with the OPNAV M-5090.1, Environmental Readiness Program Manual, the Navy meets
the requirements of Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 4715.14 by implementing the Range
Sustainability Environmental Program Assessment (RSEPA) and Water Range Sustainability
Environmental Program Assessment (WRSEPA) Programs. RSEPA is conducted to: (1) ensure range
operations comply with existing environmental laws and regulations; and (2) ensure that munitions
constituents (MC) are not migrating off-range, or that munition constituents do not present an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. A Range Condition Assessment has been
performed for the FRTC and is updated on a recurring basis (every 5 years) to ensure conditions have
not changed since the last update.

Regarding, “Disclosing fate and transport of munitions,” the ORC and RSEPA programs at the FRTC are
funded each year to meet all requirements as outlined in the instructions, manuals, and plans. The
required level of effort is evaluated on a reoccurring basis and is adjusted based on the training
operational tempo. All new target areas will be added to the ORC and RSEPA programs prior to initial
use. Final placement of the targets and total target acreage will be evaluated to ensure impacts to the
environment (e.g. erosion and potential munition constituent migration in washes) are proactively
mitigated to the maximum extent possible. As indicated in the ORC instruction, ordnance items and
material >4” are cleared on a reoccurring basis (typically annually). This includes exposed explosives
from low order detonations and venting or blow in place operations. Following the initial use of the new
targets, the Navy would monitor the areas for indication of munition constituent migration and
implement preventative measures, as required, consistent with the RSEPA Implementation Manual.
Additional references discussing munition constituent consumption during detonation and munition
constituent degradation (fate and transport) will be provided in the Final EIS.
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With respect to EPA’s recommendations related to quantification of noise impacts and mitigation of
those impacts, the Navy has completed further analysis of residences potentially under elevated noise
contours (>65dB DNL), relative to what was presented in the Draft EIS. The Navy recognizes that there
are areas where the contours do not exceed 65dB DNL, but the change in DNLs is estimated to increase
by approximately 10dB when compared to the existing conditions. In these locations, it is possible that
there would be significant impacts to the noise environment. To alleviate potential impacts from
increases in DNLs, the Navy proposed the airspace exclusion zone above the Gabbs airport. This is in
addition to the existing noise sensitive area buffer that currently exists above Gabbs.

In addition to review of aerial imagery for comparison with the Environmental Baseline, the Navy used
an approximate uniform population density for each census tract and block group that underlies DNL
contours above 65 dB to determine a conservative estimate of population potentially impacted by the
Action Alternatives. While population centers typically exhibit patchy distribution, the assumption of
uniform population distribution in the FRTC area allows comparisons of overlap. The percent area of the
census block covered by the DNL contour range was applied to the population of that census block to
estimate the population within the DNL contour range (e.g., if 25 percent of the census block is within a
DNL contour range, then 25 percent of the population is included in the population count). For example,
Census Tract 9501, Block Group 1 in Churchill County has an approximate area of 2,236,087 acres
(approximately 3,494 square miles) and an estimated population of 1,092 individuals. However, the
aerial imagery analysis within this Census Tract indicated that there were less than 20 residences
identified under the >65dB DNL contour in Churchill County, far less than the 1,092 individuals
estimated via uniform distribution. Both of these methods are now presented in the Final EIS and
describe the strengths and weaknesses of both methods.

The Final EIS has been updated to note the ANSI standard for learning spaces in Section 3.7.3.2.7
(Classroom/Learning Interference). It has also reviewed both aerial maps (similar to above), regional
maps, and the individual school districts page at the Nevada Department of Education to identify all
regional schools and has revised the Final EIS to include the number and location of potentially impacted
schools. However, mitigation in the form of payment for retrofitting classrooms at schools to decrease
noise is not under the authority of the DoD. The Navy has not sought additional appropriations for
improvements to state or private property. Specific Congressional authorization and appropriation
would be required for such funding. The Navy does not intend to seek specific Congressional
authorization and appropriation of funds for these purposes to support the increase in land and changes
to SUA at the FRTC. The decision to implement sound attenuation is a choice made by local governments
and school boards. It is important to note that the conservative modeling for the FRTC did not include
these noise sensitive areas and are representative of a worst-case scenario.

The Navy has updated and augmented the analysis in the Final EIS in Section 3.10 (Biological Resources)
with new research and updated the significance determinations for impacts to individual sage grouse
and species populations where appropriate. Data are lacking on the effects of aircraft overflights or
sonic booms on galliformes (e.g., grouse, quail), particularly on greater sage-grouse lekking attendance
and behavior. Greater sage-grouse, like most bird species, rely on auditory signals as part of mating.
Sage-grouse are known to select their leks based on acoustic properties and depend on auditory
communication for mating behavior (Blickley & Patricelli, 2012). Although little specific research has
been completed to determine what, if any, effects aircraft overflight and sonic booms would have on
the breeding behavior of this species, factors that may be important include season and time of day,
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altitude, frequency and duration of overflights, and frequency and loudness of sonic booms. Based on
the available information regarding sage-grouse and similar species (e.g., prairie chickens) response to
noise, aerial-based noise may have no impact or may impact lekking sage grouse by: (1) causing a
decrease in lek attendance, (2) increasing stress hormone concentrations, or (3) masking lek
communication (within and among leks).

Based on the most current data from 2008 to 2017 regarding active greater sage-grouse leks within the
region of influence, 158 leks occur beneath existing FRTC SUA (see Table 3.10-20 and Figure 3.10-28 of
the Final EIS). Although there would be no change in the number of leks potentially overflown under the
Alternatives with the proposed SUA revision (see Figure 3.10-43 of the Final EIS), 65 leks would
experience overflights at a lower altitude or floor:

e 5 leks under the Reno MOA: current floor = 13,000 feet MSL; proposed floor = 1,200 feet AGL.

o 36 leks under the Diamond ATCAA: current floor = 18,000 feet MSL; proposed floor within the new
Ruby, Zircon, and Diamond MOAs = 1,200 feet AGL.

e 24 leks under the Duckwater and Smokie ATCAAs: current floor = 18,000 feet MSL; proposed floor
within the new Duckwater and Smokie MOAs = 200 feet AGL.

Although greater-sage grouse leks and populations underlying the proposed airspace revisions of the
Reno MOA and Diamond, Duckwater, and Smokie ATCAAs would experience aircraft overflights at a
lower altitude (i.e., 200 feet and 1,200 feet AGL) than they currently experience, the majority (93 or 60
percent) of the leks within the region of influence currently experience overflights of 200 feet or less: 20
leks occur under airspace with a floor of 100 feet AGL, and 73 leks occur under airspace with a floor of
200 feet AGL (see Table 3.10-20 of the Final EIS). The existing airspace associated with the current low-
level aircraft operations (Fallon North MOAs and Fallon South MOAs) has been in use for over 20 years.
As stated above, the primary threats to greater sage-grouse are habitat loss and fragmentation. Military
aircraft overflights have not been identified as a threat to greater-sage grouse lekking attendance and
behavior or populations (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2015). Sonic booms have not been shown to
result in significant impacts to avian species, including sage-grouse.

Therefore, proposed low-level aircraft operations within the Reno, Ruby, Diamond, Duckwater, and
Smokie MOAs and supersonic operations within the revised Supersonic Operating Areas would not
result in significant impacts to greater sage-grouse leks or sage-grouse populations in general for the
following reasons:

1. The probability of an animal, nest, or lek experiencing overflights more than once per day would
be low due to the random nature of flight within the MOAs and the large area of land
overflown.

2. The majority of greater sage-grouse leks within the region of influence are currently
experiencing aircraft overflights at altitudes of less than 200 feet AGL.

3. The majority of aircraft operations within the MOAs would occur at altitudes greater than the
minimum altitude (floor).

4. Averaged noise levels within the proposed MOAs would be 55 dBA DNL and within the Reno
MOA would be less than 50 dBA DNL.

5. Noise levels from sonic booms within the Supersonic Operating Areas would only reach a
maximum 52 dB C-weighted DNL.
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The majority of the literature suggests that wildlife species may exhibit adaptation, acclimation, or
habituation after repeated exposure to jet aircraft overflights and associated noise, including sonic
booms, and that there are no adverse impacts to wildlife species from aircraft overflights; (see Section
3.10.3.1.1, Noise of the Final EIS).

The Navy is proposing to fund a study that would be conducted by NDOW (in cooperation with the
Navy) to monitor behavior of sage grouse on leks during aircraft overflights. Any commitment by the
Navy to undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed in the EIS Record of Decision.

The Navy acknowledges the concerns regarding potential closures of some recreational areas and
analyzes potential impacts in Section 3.12 (Recreation). The Final EIS has been updated to more
accurately list acres of land that could be permanently impacted by foot and vehicular traffic at B-16.
Closure of existing recreational areas would likely result in the public shifting their recreational activities
to other areas. While recreational activities such as running, hiking, horseback riding, rock collection,
fossil hunting, and sightseeing would not be allowed in the bombing ranges, these activities could
continue to occur in the DVTA, Special Land Management Overlay, and surrounding areas. The
recreational setting (i.e., wildlife species, terrain) in surrounding areas is similar to that of the bombing
ranges, and these areas would remain fully available for public use and recreation. The Navy anticipates
that recreationalists would prefer to remain on BLM-administered lands in the region in similar environs
to those lands that are being proposed for withdrawal or acquisition; however, the Navy does not know
exactly where recreators would decide to go instead of recreating in lands proposed for withdrawal or
requested for acquisition. With respect to potential relocation of grazing activities, the Navy notes that,
in conjunction with its identified process for determining potential payments under 43 U.S.C. Sec.
315q—see Sec. 3.4.3.2.6 of the Final EIS—it would work with affected grazing permittees to try to help
them obtain replacement forage; however, it would be unduly speculative to attempt at this time to
identify where such forage might be available or where any potential relocations might be made.

Regarding comments on Table 3.1-4, the table contains both permanent and temporary impact areas
estimated to result from all action alternatives. Temporary impacts occur from construction from
staging and laydown areas as well as routes used during construction for movement of machinery.
These impacts occur in areas where, although nothing permanent is installed, the land is disturbed
temporarily.
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F.2.2 Website Comments

Please see the Navy’s responses to comments provided by federal agencies on the project website
during the public commenting period on the Draft EIS in the following tables and sub-sections.

F.2.2.1 Amodei, M. (Member of Congress, 2" District Nevada)

First

Last

Comment

Response

Mark

Amodei

Please accept attached letter.

Thank you for participating in the NEPA
process. Please see the Navy’s response
to the attachment below.
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x-‘-nr:_\' E. AMODEI H silon
N ATFROPRATION Congress of the Tnited States
House of Representatibes ;

Washington, DL 205152802 ELKD

February 14, 2019

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Captain David Halloran

Code EV21.5G Commanding Officer

1220 Pacific Highway Maval Air Station Fallon
Building 1, 5th Floor 44755 Pasture Road, Bldg. 350
San Diego, CA 92132 Fallon, NV §9496

Dear Captain Halloran and FRTC Modernization Project Team:

[ write to you to provide comments to the Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC)
Modernization Draft EIS. I would like to give my perspective of the process so far, as well as my
concerns as you work to complete the Final EIS and Proposed Action, This correspondence is
forwarded with the request it be made a part of your official record regarding comments to the
DEIS. As such, it is my hope these concerns will be addressed in the final product.

While the Navy has communicated and received input from stakeholders most impacted by the
Modernization, 1 am concerned about the level of evaluation stakeholder concerns have received.
Boiled down, communication from stakeholders has led to little traction in the development of
the Navy's plans, to date. A common complaint is that input was sought, input was provided, and
the DEIS essentially ignored most or all of the input of the State, Churchill County, and federal
grazing permit holders. Native Nations representatives are expressing similar concerns.

I recognize that the decision to provide a 30-day extension to the DEIS comment period
demonsirales a willingness to receive input, but T would like to see the resulting comments tully
addressed in the final document EIS. Stakeholders must have a clear understanding of the basis

for the Navy's actions moving forward.

Grazing and Agriculture
The DEIS Alternative 3 (the Navy's preferred Alternative) would close approximately 356,400

acres of BLM grazing allotments and 4,187 acres of Bureau of Reclamation livestock grazing
areas, This would lead to the loss of between 7,920 and 10,965 AUMs. You have acknowledged
that authority exists under 43 1.S.C. Section 315q of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 to make
payments to federal grazing permit holders for losses suffered by permit holders as a result of
withdrawal or other use of federal grazing lands for war or national defense purposes.

I am perplexed by the present lack of knowledge of the basic factual circumstances underlying
not only individual grazing permit holders’ impacts; but also the economic impacts to the
regional economy with the potential loss of somewhere between 8,000 ta 11,000 AUMs. This
concern is magnified by the fact that, at this advanced juncture we apparently don’t know what
the number of AUMs in fact is. The fact that it could be 8,000 to 11,000 AUMs is not comforting
in a precision of data sense,
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The comfort factor suffers further when looking for precision in justification for the
unwillingness to evaluate potential suggestions aimed at reduction or elimination of impacts.
There is unquestioned support for NAS Fallon and its evolving mission. However, a self-
fulfilling prophecy based, conclusory statement of “inconsistent with purpose and need,”
provides no indication of any quantifiable effort on your planning staff or consultants’ parts to
consider and evaluate requests to alter either boundaries or range operations to lessen a given
impact.

The February 4™ meeting in Fallon left me with the impression that little or no effort had been
made to confer with the federal, state, and county entities present to have a comprehensive,
factual understanding of the expansion’s impact on those most directly impacted. If this is in fact
accurate to any extent, it is a fundamental flaw in need of swift and comprehensive correction in
your Final EIS product.

The lack of certainty of the methodology for how permit holders will see their AUMs valued and
compensated for is particularly worrisome. Especially when considering the potential impacts on
agribusiness. As such, in addition to identifying just compensation for each affected permit
holder, I would also like to see a commitment from the Navy to work with the BLM and Bureau
of Reclamation to identify alternative parcels that might be made available to impacted permit
holders.

State of Nevada, Native Nations, and Resource Stakeholders

In preparation for the Navy’s DEIS, the State of Nevada proposed the “Nevada Alternative”,
which was prepared to avoid and minimize conflicts with existing uses of public lands of
importance to the state for economic development. Although some recommendations of the State
were included in the DEIS, the “Nevada Alternative™ was omitted, as well as what appears to be
most recommendations by the State.

Once again, this represents a serious flaw by essentially abolishing the NEPA process. The same
concerns are applicable to the minerals industry, input from Native Nations, and water rights, as
well as other resource permittees and stakeholders. Accordingly, I am incorporating the
comments to the DEIS submitted by the agencies and organizations copied on this
correspondence herein by this reference.

Churchill County

It is my understanding that during the initial Project Scoping phase of the EIS, Churchill County
suggested a “Limited Impact Alternative” to the Navy that would have reduced your Plan’s
impact on the County. The Alternative proposal was deemed inconsistent with your Plan’s
“purpose and need”, and not further analyzed to be included in the DEIS. Considering that the
vast majority of your Plan’s footprint will be in Churchill County, it is at odds with the
fundamental objective of the NEPA/EIS process to dismiss input with a conclusion that lacks any
explanation as to how the subject input was compared to and analyzed with the specific purpose
and need which also was not identified. Global conclusions without supporting analysis and
explanation effectively abolish the NEPA process.

My conclusion is further strengthened when considering the fact that Churchill County requested
that any impacts that could not be avoided should be minimized or mitigated. It is my
understanding that the County behieves that many of these impacts were not minimally
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considered in the DEIS. To illustrate this, while the Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences in Chapter 3 of the DEIS were approximately 800 pages, the Management
Practices, Monitoring, and Mitigation included in Chapter 5 were only 17 pages. Such a brief
response to these impacts goes to reinforce my concerns that while the Navy is receiving
comments and input, very little seems to be given full consideration.

| appreciate your consideration of the comments and concerns addressed above. Kindly advise.

Cordially,

ok

Mark E. Amodei
Member of Congress

CC:

Governor Steve Sisolak

Brad Crowell, Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Tim Wilson, Nevada State Engineer (Acting)

Richard Perry, Nevada Division of Minerals

Len George, Chairman of the Fallon Paiute-Shoshone Tribe
Amber Torres, Chairwoman of the Walker River Paiute Tribe
Jon Raby, Nevada BLM State Director

Terri Edwards, Bureau of Reclamation Lahontan Basin Area
Doug Busselman, Nevada Farm Bureau

Sam Mori, Nevada Cattlemen’s Association

F.2.2.1.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Your
comment has been included in the official project record. Public comments received during scoping and
review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are an important part of the NEPA process.
The purpose of the public comment process is to provide members of the public an opportunity to
submit their comments and concerns regarding the Proposed Action, alternatives, and the analysis of
potential environmental impacts. The Navy reviewed all comments submitted during the scoping
periods (August 26, 2016 through December 12, 2016) and during review of the Draft EIS (November
2018 to February 2019). All comments received are included as part of the administrative record for the
project. Many commenters noted they submitted comments during the scoping process of the EIS but
never received a formal response. Although the Navy is not required under NEPA to respond to scoping
comments, the Navy did consider all scoping comments in preparing the Draft EIS and used them to
shape the breadth and depth of the analysis in the Draft EIS. Section 1.9 (Public and Agency Participation
and Intergovernmental Coordination), summarizes the public scoping comments received during the
2016 scoping efforts.

The Navy recognizes the efforts of all Cooperating Agencies as well as members of the public who
participated in scoping or ongoing meetings to assist in the development of the Draft EIS. Through this
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process, the Navy received many suggestions for alternatives or for actions that could reduce potential
impacts to particular resources. The Navy examined each proposed alternative or action scenario
(whether generated internally or proposed by members of the public or other commenting parties) to
determine if it was feasible and met the purpose of and need for the project to provide required land for
military training and the screening factors presented in Section 2.2 (Screening Factors). Chapter 2
(Section 2.5.3, Alternate Training Locations) of the EIS discusses in detail various alternatives that were
considered (including alternatives brought up in public comments). Those alternatives or actions that
were determined to be feasible and met the purpose and need for the project were carried forward for
analysis and if necessary, based on the level of impacts, additional management practices, mitigation, or
other impact avoidance/minimization measures were included to further avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts.

While not presented in the Draft EIS, the Navy has added procedures and future processes to the Final
EIS that it would implement pending any ultimate Congressional decision on the Proposed Action, on a
case-by-case basis for mitigation, minimization, and avoidance of impacts to resources such as livestock
grazing, water rights, recreation, socioeconomic impact, and cultural resources as applicable. The Navy
has added tables applicable to each resource section discussing suggestions that were considered and
reasoning by the Navy for classifying each suggestion as “eliminated” “existing,” “incorporated,” or
“under consideration.” If the suggestion was "incorporated" the Navy did not define this as a true
mitigation, but rather included it as part of the Proposed Action itself. If the suggested was not included,
the reasoning and criteria used for elimination is presented. The Navy evaluated every suggestion that it
was provided and has provided rationale and explanations within Chapter 2 (Chapter 2.5, Alternatives
Considered but Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis) or in each resources section within Chapter 5
(Mitigation).

This process was repeated following issuance of the Draft EIS. Comments received on the Draft EIS from
public stakeholders--citizens, elected leaders, American Indian tribes and nations, regulatory agencies,
and other interested parties--were used to revise and refine the analysis in the Final EIS. In response to
public comment, the Navy carefully analyzed public suggestions for other basing and training solutions
to the Proposed Action, reviewed reports and other documents prepared by independent sources, and
made changes to the analysis and conclusions as applicable during the preparation of the Final EIS. The
Navy documented public stakeholder engagement and how public comments were used to change and
refine the analysis, as described in Section 1.9 (Public and Agency Participation and Intergovernmental
Coordination). The Navy addressed all comments submitted during the Draft EIS review period with a
response in the Final EIS.

In addition to public review, the Draft EIS was reviewed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Nevada Department of Wildlife,
Nevada Department of Minerals, Nevada Department of Agriculture, Nevada Department of
Transportation, Nevada Governor’s Office of Energy, Churchill County, Nevada, Eureka County, Nevada,
Lander County, Nevada, Mineral County, Nevada, Nye County, Nevada, Pershing County, Nevada,
Nevada’s State Historic Preservation Office, and numerous other interested parties. The comments were
used to inform the final analysis and ensure the Navy has a complete analysis addressing topics
important to the public.
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In accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments; DoD policies; the National Historic Preservation Act; and Navy instructions, the Navy
engaged in Tribal consultations during scoping, during the public comment period for the Draft EIS, and
following release of the Draft EIS. The Navy invited culturally affiliated Tribes to take part in the NEPA
process as Tribal Participants for this EIS (see Appendix C, Tribal Correspondence). The Navy invited
these Tribes to (1) participate in project meetings, (2) provide additional information related to cultural
resources, and (3) provide internal document review (e.g., of the Class Ill Cultural Resources Inventory
Report) during the development of this Draft EIS.

With regards to grazing, the Navy deliberately presented a range of potential AUM impacts in order to
capture minimums and maximums in determining potential socioeconomic impacts. This restrictive
analysis is described in Section 3.4 (Livestock Grazing) and Section 3.13 (Socioeconomics). The BLM
provided the Navy with guidance on how to estimate the potential change in AUMs to existing livestock
grazing allotments. The Rangeland Administration System (RAS) is the BLM's system that provides
publicly available information on grazing allotments and the Rangeland Improvement Project System
(RIPS) is the active BLM internal repository of all physical projects that occur on BLM administered lands.
RAS was used to collect data about each allotment and RIPS was utilized to identify water sources.
Rangeland production data was sourced from BLM which utilizes the Soil Survey Geographic Database
(SSURGO) developed by the National Cooperative Soil Survey. The Navy then verified and updated this
information with the support of the BLM Stillwater Field Office and the Humboldt Field Office.

The BLM identified the following restrictions for estimating a change in AUMs, which were used to
provide a range of AUMs lost per allotment to the Navy: (1) Percent of allotment closed from livestock
grazing (2) Percent of allotment with a greater than 30 percent slope (3) Percent of allotment that is
greater than four miles from water (4) Percent of allotment with an annual forage production per acre
of less than 100 pounds 5) Percent of allotment with an annual forage production per acre between
100 pounds and 300 pounds 6) Percent of allotment with an annual forage production per acre greater
than 300 pounds.

A restrictive analysis was then performed using the following five scenarios: 1) No Restrictions Scenario;
2) Less than 30 Percent Slope; 3) Less than 30 Percent Slope and Less than 4 Miles from Water; 4). Less
than 30 Percent Slope, Less than 4 Miles from Water, and Greater than 100 pound/acre of Forage per
Year; 5) Less than 30 Percent Slope, Less than 4 Miles from Water, and Greater than 300 pound/acre of
Forage per Year. Each scenario was run to establish a range of potential AUMs lost per allotment for
each of the Navy's action alternatives. Losses of AUMs were rounded up to the nearest whole number.
The scenario that produced the lowest number of AUMs represented the lowest value of the range of
AUMs (minimum) and the scenario that produced the highest number of AUMs represented the highest
value (maximum). The result is a range of AUMs that could be lost from the implementation of each
alternative. At the time of the Draft EIS release, the document only noted that the Taylor Grazing Act of
1934 (43 U.S.C. sections 315q) provides the Navy with the authority to make payments for certain
grazing-related losses. The Navy would work with grazing permittees on a case-by-case basis to try to
minimize losses resulting from the cancellation of a grazing permit.

The Final EIS has been amended to further describe the valuation process by which the Navy would
determine payment amounts to holders of grazing permits that would be affected. This process allows
for the valuation of the cost of providing replacement forage and/or losses resulting from an inability to
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provide replacement forage. The process also determines the value of improvements made by permit
holders (e.g., value of wells, corrals, fencing, and other real property). The Navy would use this process
to determine payments to individuals who may experience losses resulting from the cancellation of
grazing permits or other disruption of their livestock grazing operations as a result of implementation of
any of the action alternatives.

The following information has been included in Section 3.4 (Livestock Grazing), specifically Section
3.4.3.2 (Alternative 1: Modernization of the Fallon Range Training Complex), and also applies to
Alternatives 2 and 3 in the Final EIS.

Payment for Losses

The Navy would first consider costs associated with obtaining replacement forage and otherwise
restoring/maintaining a permittee’s existing operational capacity. Working with BLM and the permittee,
the Navy would determine the costs necessary to replace the area/capacity removed from a grazing
permit. These costs could include, but would not be limited to, preparing new allotment applications;
complying with BLM environmental requirements and water rights studies; procuring private market
replacement forage; shipping or transporting forage, cattle and/or ranch personnel and their horses and
equipment; one-time relocation expenses associated with any full or partial transferring of operations to
any new location(s); any reasonably anticipated lost profits arising as a result of operational downtime
while restoring and/or relocating operations; and any other costs identified, which would be properly
payable under 43 U.S.C. section 315q.

Should a permit holder decide not to seek replacement forage in conjunction with restoring operational
capacity, or when restoring such capacity is not practicable, the Navy would make a good faith estimate
of the financial impact the loss of that individual’s permit would be expected to have on his or her
ranching operation. The Navy would ask each permit holder to provide recent business operating
expenses associated with the permit, their total operating expenses, an estimate of that portion of
income believed to be directly related to utilization of the permit, and total income and taxes. This
information would be used to determine a payment amount to compensate for losses resulting from
permit cancellation, including reasonably anticipated lost profits for what would otherwise have been
the duration of the permit. If a permit holder does not wish to share their financial information, or if the
information shared is incomplete, the Navy would make an estimate of the value of the losses based on
existing information from other sources.

It is possible that a payment amount would be based both on replacement forage along with other
operational restoration-related costs, and on the financial impact the loss of a permit would be
expected to have on a ranching operation (i.e., part of the payment would be based on obtaining
replacement forage to the extent practicable and the rest based on payment for losses to the extent
obtaining replacement forage is not practicable). In those instances, the costs to restore operational
capacity would first be determined, and the remaining payment amount would then be determined in
accordance with the paragraph above discussing permits holders who may elect not to seek
replacement forage capacity.
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Payment for Allotment Improvements

Improvements such as corrals, fencing, wells, and other appurtenances that cannot be relocated are
considered real property, similar to a building. the Navy would appraise the value of all real property
owned by a permit holder and would offer fair market value for the purchase of any such real property.
Equipment, such as relocatable water tanks, is not considered real property, and the permit holder
would be afforded an opportunity to remove their equipment prior to cancellation of a permit.

Timing of Permit Cancellation

The Navy anticipates issuing its Record of Decision with respect to FRTC modernization in January 2020.
However, any Congressional withdrawal of the area currently supporting grazing permits would not be
expected until September 30, 2020, or later. Similarly, any Congressional appropriation for
implementing the FRTC Modernization action, which would include funds for making payments to
grazing permit holders, would not be expected until September 30, 2020, or later. Accordingly, the
earliest the Navy would request that BLM cancel any permit would be October 1, 2020.

If the Congressional withdrawal is enacted, and if Congress appropriates funds to implement the FRTC
Modernization effort, the Navy would ask BLM to contact each affected permit holder. BLM would
coordinate with the Navy on any action to initiate cancellation of a permit. Under 43 CFR Part 4100
Subpart 4110.4-2 (Decrease in Land Acreages), BLM would be required to provide two years advance
notice of any permit cancellation. Once a given notification is made, the Navy, with assistance from
BLM, would begin discussions with affected permit holders to determine payment amounts in
accordance with the processes described herein.

With regards to Churchill County's "Limited Access Alternative", items therein were considered in the
development of Alternative 3. However, some components (or the Alternative in full) could not be
accommodated due to incompatibility with the Navy’s need to provide sufficient land for military
training and range safety requirements (see Section 1.4 [Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action]).
As presented earlier. Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.3, Alternate Training Locations) of the EIS discusses various
alternatives the Navy considered, including those suggested by the public. The EIS provides screening
criteria in Section 2.2 (The Navy has received additional comments from Churchill County following the
issuance of the Draft EIS and has evaluated potential inclusion of their additional suggestions. Churchill
County was involved in numerous Cooperating Agency meetings between the Draft and the Final EIS,
and participated in workgroups between numerous Cooperating Agencies and the Navy to coordinate
and determine processes and actions that can be incorporated into Action Alternatives. Through this
iterative process, the Navy strived to achieve a balance between potential impacts and meeting its
mission requirements.
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F.3 State

This section contains comments from state agencies received during the public comment period and the
Navy’s response to those comments. Letters, written comments, and emails are presented as received
by the Navy in picture form with responses immediately following in text after that presentation.
Comments submitted on the website are shown in tables and organized alphabetically by commenters
names, followed by their comment, with pictures of attachments if applicable, and the Navy’s response
in the final right-hand column of the table or after the attachment is presented. Enclosures to comments
or other background information included along with the public’s comments are not pictured in this
appendix. Responses to these comments were prepared and reviewed for scientific and technical
accuracy and completeness.
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F.3.1 Letters, Written Comments, and Emails

F.3.1.1 Baumann, J. (Nevada State Grazing Board District N-6)

Nevada State Grazing Board District N-6
C/o Jim Baumann, Chairman
PO Box 308
Eureka, NV 89316
TELEPHONE: (775) 237-5452
January 4, 2019
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.5G
1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor
San Diego, CA 92132

RE:  Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization Draft EIS
To Whom It May Concern:

The N-6 Grazing Board is an eleven member board, political subdivision of the State of Nevada under
NRS 568. Ranchers and ranching families that operated within the N-6 Grazing District will be severely
affected by the Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC) Modernization. Today at our meeting, we
unanimously found that the Draft EIS (DEIS) does not adequately analyze and consider the proposed
actions’ impacts to these ranches adjudicated forage base, water rights, and rights-of-way nor does the
DEIS outline proper mitigation or compensation for unavoidable impacts and takings.

Allotted Grazing and Appurtenant Water Rights and Rights-of-Way Are Private Property

The economic value of the affected ranches is highly dependent upon the grazing permit on the
impacted allotments. These ranches appraise at a higher rate than they would be appraised if no permit
existed and the grazing permit and appurtenant water rights are considered part of the realty (i.e., real,
private property). In fact, the affected ranchers hold deeds, liens, and operating loans that consider
grazing permit and water rights on the allotment as private property collateral with real value. The IRS
also considers the permit as a taxable property interest. As noted above, financing institutions, whose
support is critical to continued livestock grazing and agricultural operations, consider the existence of
the permit, and the reasonable expectation of land use which emanates therefrom, as an indispensable
factor in determining to extend and continue financial support. Grazing permits are capitalized into the
value of a ranch, so that when a buyer purchases a ranch, he actually pays for livestock production
stemming from the private and federally managed lands, as well as additional property in the form of
water rights, rights of way, and improvements also on both private and federally managed land areas.

The grazing on the allotments was recognized by Congress as having the character of a property right,
interest or investment backed expectation when it enacted that portion of the Taylor Grazing Act which
is found in 43 U.S.C § 315 (b) guaranteeing renewal of permits if denial of the permit would "impair the
value of the grazing unit of the permittee, when such unit is pledged as security for any bona fide loan."
Under the Taylor Grazing Act, a grazing permit is considered private property and is mandatorily
attached to private “base property” — land or water.

Page1of3
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Allotments in Nevada, including those at issue here, were originally identified and adjudicated on the
basis of water ownership. The “right to graze” is a property interest appurtenant to livestock watering
rights. All property, including water rights, is founded in the power of the State of Nevada, even
property existing within lands controlled by federal agencies. The nature of Nevada water rights reflects
the split estate concept developed on western lands under Mexican law and continued with the
establishment of the United States. The interest created in and owned by predecessors on these
allotments is a portion of the "surface estate” of the split estate. Mcintosh (2002) further describes this
right in terms of the travel by livestock to the place where a livestock watering right is used has
established livestock grazing rights-of-way for access to each water source that is based on the normal
travel of livestock that are grazing as they approach or leave the water location. The split estate is
further demonstrated by the stockwatering rights |/we possess on the allotment. My/our property
ownership includes a “bundle-of-rights.” Mcintosh (2002) quotes a legal dictionary in defining the
bundle-of-rights as: “...the collection of rights that constitute fee ownership in an object or realty (or
interests in real estate). The bundle-of-rights includes, but is not limited to, the right to: sell, lease, use,
give away, exclude others from and to retain. The bundle-of-rights is the list of options that an owner
can exercise over his property.” The term “fee” refers to the quality and character of ownership ina
property.

PPart of the bundle of rights on these allotments are rights-of-way established prior to 1976 to allow
access to the various infrastructure and water rights on the allotment. These include Revised Statute

(RS) 2477 rights-of-way for travel and access and RS 2339 rights-of-way for water storage and
conveyance (ditches, dams, pipelines, ete.).

There are many other sources not referenced above defining the private property-nature of these
grazing allotment, stockwater rights, and rights-of-way on the allotment.

Take Every Effort to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

We understand that the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), under which the EIS is being
developed, outlines a general policy of “Avoid, Minimize, and Mitigate.” Please incorporate adequate
avoidance and minimization options in the proposed action and analyze such in the Final EIS. Please
better work with affected ranchers to identify and implement all economically and technically feasible
options to avoid and minimize impacts to these ranching operation at a ratio of 1:1 (i.e., completely
balance negative impacts). This could include the following options:

1. Through close coordination and scheduling, where possible, allow continued grazing;
Minimize ground operations when livestock are present to avoid hazing, livestock stress, road
degradation, unwanted spreading or moving of livestock, etc.;

3. Provide alternate livestock forage (may include seeding) on other federally administered land
which the ranch is authorized to graze livestock;
Provide a livestock forage seeding on other private land owned/controlled by the ranch;

5. Provide alternative livestock watering source(s) on federally administered land which the ranch
is authorized to graze livestock where forage was previously unused or underused due to lack of
a viable water source or to replace water that would be now inaccessible due to the
Modernization;

Page 2 0f3
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6. Provide an alternative livestock watering source on private land owned/controlled by the ranch,
in any area where forage was previously unused or underused due to lack of a viable water
source or to replace water that would be now inaccessible due to the Modernization:

7. Implement a Rangeland Improvement Project on federally administered land which the ranch is
authorized to graze livestock which would improve livestock production, forage availability, or
rangeland condition (e.g., fencing, weed control, brush management); , vegetation
management); and/or

8. Implement a project on private land owned/controlled by the ranch which would improve
livestock production, forage availability, or rangzland/ranch condition (e.g., fencing, weed
control, brush management).

If any of the above actions are implemented and require a water right, the right must be held in the
affected ranch’s name.

Monetary Compensation If Avoidance and Minimization Cannot Fully Mitigate Impacts

We wish to keep all ranches in Nevada intact. However, if after closely working with the affected
ranchers, it is determined that none of the avoidance and minimization measures outlined above can be
implemented or the impact is not tatally offset by the above aveidance and minimization measures, the
Nawvy must mitigate the forage loss and loss of access water rights through direct monetary
compensation. In fact, Congress has mandated compensation for grazing “losses” due to military
withdrawals in 43 US Code, Title 43, Chapter 8A, Section 315q".

There have also been many efforts completed, including many in Nevada and many NEPA documents,
guantifying the value of grazing permits and livestock forage. There are also many examples of
precedence in Nevada (and elsewhere) where entities, including the military, have done the right thing
and compensated loss of grazing forage and water rights. This includes many mining projects and the
Air Force at Nellis Air Force Base and Nevada Test and Training Range. The Navy must follow Congress’
mandate and other precedent and do the right thing by adequately compensating ranchers, in a manner
that is “fair and reasonable,” for the lost economic outputs due to loss of forage and water access that
will exist forever,

Sincerely,

Hﬁm_

Jim Baumann, Chairman

! Whenever use for war or national defense purposes of the public domain or other property owned by or under the control of
the United States prevents its use for grazing, persons holding grazing permits or licenses and persons whose grazing permits
or licenses have been or will be canceled because of such use shall be paid out of the funds appropriated or allocated for such
project such amounts as the head of the department or agency 5o using the lands shall determine to be fair and reasonable for
the losses suffered by such persons as a result of the use of such lands for war or national defense purposes. Such payments
shall be deemed payment in full for such losses. Mothing contained in this section shall be construed to create any liability not
now existing against the United States. (Tuly 9, 1942, ch. 500, 56 Stat. 654; May 28, 1948, ch. 353, §1, 62 Stat, 277).

Page 3 of 3
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F.3.1.1.1 Response

Without agreeing with or otherwise addressing the various assertions made within the comment to the
effect that grazing pursuant to a federal permit is or has been recognized by Congress as having the
character of a property right, the Navy acknowledges that it has the authority under 43 United States
Code section 315q of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, as amended, to make payments to federal grazing
permit holders for losses suffered by the permit holders as a result of the withdrawal or other use of
former federal grazing lands for war or national defense purposes. This authority has been incorporated
into the Proposed Action. The Final EIS discusses the process that the Navy is proposing to use to
determine payment amounts to each specific grazing permit holder for losses resulting from
cancellation of their permits.

The Navy, as part of the proposed action, would acquire water rights within the proposed withdrawal
areas if the water right can be maintained for beneficial use. If a condition of the water right can be
modified (e.g., the point of use moved outside of the withdrawal areas), then the water right would not
be acquired by the Navy. If wells are associated with the water right, then the Navy will evaluate on a
case-by-case basis the disposition of the well (e.g., continued beneficial use or capping of the well). The
Navy acknowledges that there may be impacts that have yet to be defined and that it would continue to
develop and incorporate mitigation measures as necessary.

The Navy has been working with ranchers on a case-by-case basis with meetings to discuss the potential
for grazing on training ranges. However, it was determined that providing for and scheduling ongoing
grazing on bombing ranges would not be compatible with safety or the Navy’s training requirements.
Pursuant to 43 United States Code section 315q of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, as amended, the Navy
would make payments to federal grazing permit holders for losses suffered as a result of the withdrawal
or other use of former federal grazing lands for war or national defense purposes. The Final EIS (Chapter
2 and Section 3.4 [Grazing]) discusses the valuation process that the Navy is proposing to use to
determine payment amounts to each affected grazing permit holder for losses resulting from
cancellation of their permits.

Alternative 3 (the Preferred Alternative) would grant limited public access to the extent compatible with
mission training requirements and public safety. Certain types of water development, mining, and
geothermal development would be allowable in the DVTA. Grazing would also continue to be allowed in
the DVTA. Because of public safety concerns, areas defined as WDZs are not compatible with public
access, but the Navy would allow for wildlife management, cultural visits, bighorn sheet hunting, and
events that are pre-coordinated with the Navy.

The BLM has worked with the Navy as a cooperating agency on the EIS. The BLM has not identified any
RS2477 roads in the areas requested for withdrawal or proposed for acquisition. The Navy defers to the
Department of the Interior and/or decisions of courts of appropriate jurisdiction with respect to making
RS2477 determinations. In the absence of such determination, the EIS does not take a position with
respect to any claimed RS2477 roads. In working with the BLM, no adjudicated RS2477 roads have been
identified in the areas requested for withdrawal or proposed for acquisition. The Navy recognizes that
there is loss of access to the areas withdrawn or acquired and potentially to non-traditional roads;
however, where access to an area would no longer be available, there would be no reason to relocate
the road to that area. With respect to areas that would still be open to public access generally even if a
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certain road would no longer be available, other means of access these areas would remain available,
and therefore roads would not need to be relocated in this situation either.

The Navy also recognizes the inputs of the public regarding suggestions for how to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate potential impacts. While not presented in the Draft EIS, the Navy has added procedures and
future processes to the Final EIS that it would implement pending any ultimate Congressional decision
on the Proposed Action, on a case-by-case basis for mitigation, minimization, and avoidance of impacts
to resources such as livestock grazing, water rights, recreation, socioeconomic impact, and cultural
resources as applicable. The Navy has added tables applicable to each resource section discussing
suggestions that were considered and reasoning by the Navy for classifying each suggestion as
“eliminated” “existing,” “incorporated,” or “under consideration.” If the suggestion was "incorporated"
the Navy did not define this as a true mitigation, but rather included it as part of the Proposed Action
itself. If the suggested was not included, the reasoning and criteria used for elimination is presented.
The Navy evaluated every suggestion that it was provided and has provided rationale and explanations
within Chapter 2 (Chapter 2.5, Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis) or

in each resources section within Chapter 5 (Mitigation).
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F.3.1.2 Conrad, J. (State of Nevada Department of Agriculture)

STEVE SISOLAK STATE OF NEVADA JERRI CONRAD
R HEE Interim Director

Elko Office:

4780 East Idaho Street
Elko NV 88801-4672
(775) 738-8078

Fax (775) 738-2639

Las Vegas Office;

2300 East 5t Louls Ave.
Las Vegas NV 89104-4211
(702) BE8-4580

Fax (702) 668-4567

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

405 South 21" Streat
Sparks, Nevada 89431-5557
Telephane (T75) 353-3601 Fax (775) 353-3661
Website: hitp/fesos. agri.nv.gov

February 20, 2019

Maval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest

Care of: Sara Goodwin, Project Manager Via Email: sara. goodwin(@navy.mil
Code EV21.5G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, California 92132

And,

Captain David Halloran, Commanding Officer

Care of: Rob Rule and Ed Rybold Via Email: robert.rulef@navy.mil
MNaval Air Station Fallon Via Email: edmund.rybold@navy.mil
44755 Pasture Foad, Building 350

Fallon, Nevada 89496

RE: Nevada Department of Agriculture Comments to the Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC)
Modernization Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

FRTC Modernization Project Team and Captain Halloran,

We appreciate the ability to provide feedback regarding issues that impact the food and agriculture industry in
the state of Nevada. Although specific comments are provided in the attached matrix, we would like to
highlight some of the overarching themes of concern:

» Giiven past and recent history with both the FRTC and Nellis Training Ranges, the department remains
very concerned about the potential for increased fire starts and wildfire spreading from training areas
and bombing ranges onto adjacent private and public lands. Every effort needs to be made to strengthen
wildfire pre-suppression (i.e. fuel breaks, suppression plans and available apparatus), suppression
(initial attack, coordination with local, state and federal teams) and post-fire rehabilitation (use of
wildfire resistant plant species, including desirable non-native species, and methods to minimize
flammable invasive plant species).

NDA Rev, 05-2013
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STEVE SISOLAK STATE SE NEVADR JERRI CONRAD
Govemor DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE Interin Direcior

405 South 21 Street
Sparks, Nevada 89431-5557
Las Vegas Office: Telephone (775) 353-3601 Fax (775) 353-3661 Elko Office:
2300 E. St. Louis Ave. Website: http://www.agri.nv,gov 4780 E. Idaho Street
Las Vegas NV 89104-4211 Elko NV 89801-4672
(702) 668-4590 (775) 738-8076
Fax (702) 668-4567 Fax (775) 738-2639

e The Navy should develop and implement an Integrated Vegetation Management Plan and Program
across all resource areas (B-17, DVTA, B-20, B-19, NDA Fallon, B-16, SHOAL site). Such a plan
would describe procedures and protocols for utilizing appropriate seed mixes (native and adapted) to
control flammable invasive annual species (cheatgrass) and establish more fire-resistant vegetation. In
addition, establishment (i.e. use of temporary irrigation) and maintenance (mechanical or biological
harvest of biomass, herbicide, etc.) of desirable vegetation is a must. Finally, a robust monitoring and
adaptive management program is key to continued success.

¢ NDA is opposed to the statement that, no mitigation measures are proposed for livestock grazing.
Public land grazing is a critical component to the state economy as many ranches affected by this
proposed action utilize public lands which constitute a majority of their grazing activity. Ranching
operations are the backbone of livestock industry in the state and contribute not only to the local
cconomy through taxes and sales, but significantly to the exports of the state. Beef cattle is the number
one agricultural export commodity counting for approximately 31% of all agriculture production
exports.

e Water resources are critical to ranching and agricultural practices. Impacts and loss of those resources
should be evaluated and then mitigated for. It’s unclear how the no action alternative could have
significant impacts on water resources while the other alternatives would not as shown in table 9 on
page 20 of the executive summary.

e The department disagrees with the conclusion that there are no significant impacts on socioeconomics
from any of the alternatives. In the affected counties, the farm related earnings equate to $8,756,000.00.
Any loss of ranching operations would directly affect earning and tax income to those counties. The
average market value of sales per farm in these counties is over $235,000.00. With the potential loss of
over 10,900 Animal Unit Months (AUM) by the proposed alternative, the impact is significant.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We look forward to continued engagement on this important issue.

Sincerely,

nrad
Director

NDA Rev. 05-2018 Page | 2
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F.3.1.2.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. With regards to your comment about fire and fire starts, the Navy has implemented and
would continue to implement operational and administrative controls to reduce the occurrence of
wildfires. The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
elements and goals of this plan were added to the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire and
wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire
Management). A Vegetation Management Plan is being developed as part of the Wildland Fire
Management Plan that the Navy is currently developing with input and coordination of Cooperating
Agencies, to include the Nevada Department of Agriculture.

With respect to potential impacts to grazing, the following specific grazing mitigations would be
implemented under all action alternatives. Policies and procedures in the NAS Fallon INRMP would
continue to be implemented to avoid conflicts with livestock grazing. This includes routine monitoring of
fence lines surrounding potentially hazardous areas to ensure that the fence is secure and cannot be
crossed by people or animals; the monitoring area would be increased to include new perimeter fences
on lands proposed for withdrawal. The Navy is proposing to provide funds for BLM to hire two
Conservation Law Enforcement Officers who would assist with management of the additional area. The
Standard Operating Procedures for handling cattle on the FRTC training ranges would be revised and
implemented. Livestock friendly erosion controls would be used when performing construction activities
on or adjacent to grazing land that is actively being used.

The Navy acknowledges that it has the authority under 43 United States Code section 315q of the Taylor
Grazing Act of 1934, as amended, to make payments to federal grazing permit holders for losses
suffered by the permit holders as a result of the withdrawal or other use of former federal grazing lands
for war or national defense purposes. This authority has been incorporated into the Proposed Action.
The Final EIS (specifically Section 3.4.3.2 [Alternative 1: Modernization of the Fallon Range Training
Complex]) discusses the process that the Navy is proposing to use to determine payment amounts to
each specific grazing permit holder for losses resulting from cancellation of their permits.

Private water rights would be purchased as real property as necessary. Acquisition of water rights would
be factored into the processes for valuing grazing and mining-related just compensation or other
authorized payments as appropriate. As discussed in Section 3.9 (Water Resources), the Navy does not
have the authority or the expertise to assist water rights holders with any other water rights actions (i.e.
change applications).

With regards to conclusion statements regarding socioeconomics, Section 3.13 (Socioeconomics) of the
Final EIS has acknowledges both local and regional socioeconomic impacts as a result of grazing.
However, the Final EIS makes a conclusion of no significant impact to socioeconomics.

Please see the Navy’s responses to specific comments provided via table in Table F-2.
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Table F-2: State of Nevada, Department of Agriculture Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

34- | 3411 The region of influence (also Clarify the term "...all land..." in this The sentence has been revised as so, "The

1 referred to as Study Area) includes sentence. It appears the analysis area region of influence includes grazing
all land that are within or adjacent includes any grazing allotments within or | allotments on lands within or adjacent to
to 11 the proposed FRTC withdrawal | immediately adjacent to proposed the proposed FRTC withdrawal areas for the
areas for the Bravo (B) ranges and withdrawal areas, and this should be Bravo (B) ranges and the Dixie Valley
training areas. made clear here. Training Area (DVTA) (Table 3.4-1) and

includes lands that may not be actively
grazed by livestock."

34- | 3413 The Navy supplemented this effort Please made clear who "most" of the The Navy wishes to clarify that field-

2 by working closely with rangeland affected permittees and allotments verification has not yet occurred and
management specialists at the BLM include. Any permittees not consulted or | meetings with allotment holders are
Field Offices. A physical records allotments not field verified should be ongoing. The Navy has conducted meetings
search of the potentially affected disclosed and permittees given the and would continue to work with allotment
BLM allotments and permittee files opportunity to provide supplemental holders as part of the valuation process,
was conducted in the summer and information to fully inform this analysis and all allotment holders either have been
fall of 2017. In of the impact of this proposed action. or will be consulted and afforded an

opportunity to provide supplemental
information. However, the Navy does not
intend to publicly disclose the names of
these private parties.
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Table F-2: State of Nevada, Department of Agriculture Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response

Paragraph
34- | 3413 Required Addition This section also needs to analyze the The Navy will work with permittees on a
2 impacts to range improvements case-by-case basis to mitigate losses

(fencing, corrals, water sources, etc.).
Per 43 CFR 4120.3-6(C) reasonable
compensation must be provided to the
permittee for the adjusted value of their
interest in authorized permanent
improvements placed or constructed by
the permittee on subject public lands.
The other major gap in the approach, is
describing the total impact that the loss
of grazing privileges (AUMs) has on
overall ranching operations. For
instance, some losses may be significant
enough that a Ranch, including private
lands and other allotments are no longer
viable.

resultant from the cancelation of a permit.
The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C.
Parts 315-3160) provides the Navy
authority to make payments for certain
grazing-related losses. Specifically, Section
315q states:

Whenever use for war or national defense
purposes of the public domain or other
property owned by or under the control of
the United States prevents its use for
grazing, persons holding grazing permits or
licenses and persons whose grazing permits
or licenses have been or will be cancelled
because of such use shall be paid out of the
funds appropriated or allocated for such
project such amounts as the head of the
department or agency so using the lands
shall determine to be fair and reasonable
for the losses suffered by such persons as a
result of the use of such lands for war or
national defense purposes. Such payments
shall be deemed payment in full for such
losses. Nothing contained in this section
shall be construed to create any liability not
now existing against the United States.
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To paraphrase the authority, 43 U.S.C.
Section 315q directs the Navy to make
payments out of project funds for losses
arising from permittees being denied use of
their federal grazing privileges during the
current permit period as a result of the
grazing lands in question being used for
national defense purposes.

Additionally, the Navy would be required
under the USDI-BLM Grazing Regulations
(43 CFR Part 4100) Subpart 4120.3-6 —
Removal and Compensation for Loss of
Range Improvements, to compensate for a
loss of range improvements. The CFR
regulation states:

(c) Whenever a grazing permit or lease is
cancelled in order to devote the public
lands covered by the permit or lease to
another public purpose, including disposal,
the permittee or lessee shall receive from
the United States reasonable compensation
for the adjusted value of their interest in
authorized permanent improvements
placed or constructed by the permittee or
lessee on the public lands covered by the
cancelled permit or lease. The adjusted
value is to be determined by the authorized
officer. Compensation shall not exceed the
fair market value of the terminated portion
of the permittee’s or lessee’s interest
therein.
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Where a range improvement is authorized
by a range improvement permit, the
livestock operator may elect to salvage
materials and perform rehabilitation
measures rather than be compensated for
the adjusted value.

(d) Permittees or lessees shall be allowed
180 days from the date of cancellation of a
range improvement permit or cooperative
range improvement agreement to salvage
material owned by them and perform
rehabilitation measures necessitated by the
removal.

The Navy shall use these authorities to
determine payment amounts to individuals
who may suffer losses resulting from the
cancellation of grazing permits or other
disruption of their livestock grazing
operations as a result of implementation of
the proposed FRTC modernization action.
The Final EIS further describes the process
by which the Navy would determine
payment amounts to holders of grazing
permits that would be affected by the
proposed action. This process evaluates the
cost of providing replacement forage
and/or the losses resulting from an inability
to provide replacement forage. The process
would also be used to determine the value
of improvements made by permit holders
(e.g., value of wells, corals, fencing and
other real property).
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34- | 3413 The Navy obtained Geographical The BLMs shape files are not always The Navy will work with permittees on a
2 Information System (GIS) data for completely up-to-date, particularly in case-by-case basis to mitigate losses
each affected allotment from the regards to range improvements (stock resultant from the cancelation of a permit.
BLM in November 2017. water infrastructure, fencing, corrals, The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C.
etc.). Have permittees, BLM Range Cons, | Parts 315-3160) provides the Navy
or others reviewed this information in authority to make payments for certain
order to verify completeness and grazing-related losses.
accuracy? If not such exercise has been
completed we suggests completing such
an exercise in order to maximize
accuracy of the analysis and
guantification of the impacts.
34- | 34131 ® Percent of allotment closed from Determining the loss of AUMs SHOULD The Navy has acknowledged the higher
3 livestock grazing 1 not only be calculated as outlined in this | value of winter allotments and has included

e Percent of allotment with a
greater than 30 percent slope 2

e Percent of allotment that is
greater than 4 miles from water 3
e Percent of allotment with an
annual forage production per acre
of less

section but should also account for the
loss of winter allotments. 11 of the 14
allotments are winter range. This type of
allotment is harder to find and losing it
or a portion of it will either mean a
direct reduction in livestock operated or
increase in cost of wintering by having to
feed hay or truck animals. Determining
the loss of AUMs should account not
only for direct calculations but for the
compounding affect. Meaning if a
producer used to run 100 head and now
is reduced to 30 are they going to
continue to operate? What is the cost of
feeding hay or trucking. It is also not
cited where the criteria came from for
the calculations and delineations of
AUM loss. Each of these criteria should
be cited.

this parameter in the valuation process to
be followed after any ultimate
Congressional decision. AUMs were used to
assess the overall socioeconomic impacts to
the agricultural industry in each county,
they will not be used to assess the value of
allotments on a case-by-case basis. The
Navy will work with permittees on a case-
by-case basis to mitigate losses resultant
from the cancelation of a permit. The Taylor
Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. Parts 315-
3160) provides the Navy authority to make
payments for certain grazing-related losses.
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(continued) For instance, was forage production
based upon NRCS Ecological Site Descriptions or
some other method. Have range improvements
such as "water" been verified with the permittees
or against water right files, etc. Please work with
the BLM to determine if the original forage
allocation mapping and information can be found
in order to compare  this analysis to it and the
original forage allocations when the allotments
were first established and/or any subsequent
amendments if such information is available.

3.4-

34131

The BLM would complete site-
specific environmental analysis for
each allotment prior to taking any
action concerning such allotments
based on any alternatives
implemented based on this EIS.

At whose expense will this analysis be completed:
BLM, the permittee (via cost recovery account
with the BLM as part of a permit renewal), etc.
Was this included in the economic analysis as far
as impacts to the producer if the cost associated
with this lands on the permittee?

The Navy anticipates the costs of
such environmental analysis
would be paid by BLM. The Navy
anticipates making payments
directly to affected permittees to
cover certain costs such
permittees may incur in seeking to
obtain replacement forage or
otherwise restore/maintain their
existing operational capacity, as
discussed in Section 3.4.3.2
(Alternative 1: Modernization of
the Fallon Range Training
Complex) of the FEIS.
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34- | 3414 In particular, the public was NDA is greatly concerned about the loss of | The Navy is discussing water rights and
3 concerned about potential losses of | water rights associated with grazing values of allotments on a case-by-case
AUMs, winter grazing lands, and operations as well as the impact to the basis with stakeholders. The Final EIS
rangeland improvements (wells, states customs and culture (i.e. potential further describes the procedures and
tanks, and pipeline) that could result | loss of multi-generational family ranches). process by which the Navy would value
from the Proposed Action. the loss of access to grazing lands by
permittees and the Navy’s ability to
purchase water rights as real property or
pay for the eventual diversion of those
water rights, pending coordination with
the permittee.
3.4- | 3414 The Navy met with several of the It should be made clear to the public which | The Navy indicates that field-verification
4 potentially affected BLM permit permittees were present and if some were | has not yet occurred and meetings with
holders and interested individuals in | unable to attend, another opportunity allotment holders are ongoing. The Navy
October 2017 to discuss potential should be afforded so that proper has conducted meetings and will
alternatives and impacts on engagement is done with those affected by | continue to work with allotment holders
individual allotments. The Navy will | the proposed action. as part of the valuation process. Internal
provide the opportunity to meet records of contacts are maintained by
individually with per the Navy, but plan to keep this particular
information outside of the public
domain.
34- | 342 Some grazing areas may lose Loss of grazing due to urban development This part of the document has been
4 available acreage as urban areas isn't much of an issue in the area of relocated to the Socioeconomics Section

expand, which ensures a continual
demand for areas that will remain
open to livestock grazing in the
foreseeable future (Bureau of
Land Management, 2014).

influence for this project. Losses associated
with regulatory changes, wildfire and
subsequent conversion to invasive annual
grasses are much more of an issue in this
region.

in Section 3.13 in the Final EIS.
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34- | NA It should be clarified that "Period Begin" | Table 3.4-1 presents the existing allotment

5& and "Period End" are defined in grazing information. Details regarding the acreage

6 permits. Suggest adding the % of the and percentage thereof that is potentially
allotment that is affected by the impacted by each alternative is presented in
proposed withdrawals in this table. Table 3.4-3 (Alternative 1), Table 3.4-4
Finally, with a footnote, add the (Alternative 2), and Table 3.4-6 (Alternative
definition of "Maintain, Custodial and 3). The management status definitions are
Improve". included in the footnote section of Table

3.4-1 of the Final EIS as footnote 3.
3.4- | 342 rangeland improvement projects For added clarity, provide an example of | The recommended clarification has been
7 have been implemented within the "rangeland improvement projects" (i.e. incorporated into the Final EIS.
region to aid in the control of fencing / cattleguards, stock water

development, corrals, seedings, etc.)

34- | 34.2 Historic overgrazing has It should be clarified that most These issues were addressed in the Draft

8 contributed to the establishment of | "overgrazing" was a historic occurrence EIS in this same paragraph and are

invasive plant species within the
region of influence (Eiswerth &
Shonkwiler, 2006). Current livestock
management and regulations have
diminished overgrazing throughout
the region and reduced t

which has been greatly diminished
based on current management and
regulations. . It should be clarified that
the establishment of invasive plant
species is primarily driven by wildfire,
not livestock. Finally, not only can
grazing be used as a management tool, it
is also a very inexpensive means of
managing and controlling fuels and
wildfire which contribute to the spread
of invasive annual grasses.

addressed in the discussion in the Final EIS,
as shown, “Historic overgrazing and
wildland fires have contributed to the
establishment of invasive plant species
within the region of influence. Current
livestock management and regulations have
diminished overgrazing throughout the
region and reduced the spread of invasive
species. Grazing may be used as a habitat
management tool as well as an effective
tool to reduce the potential for wildfires,
which could potentially lessen the spread of
invasive grasses.”
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34- | NA Cite the source for locating "well The Navy has revised the Final EIS such that
10 locations", and also include valid water all water related information is described
rights through the Nevada Division of and presented in Section 3.9 (Water
Water Resources. Inclusion of existing Resources). Citations and references have
range improvements such as pipelines, been included in that particular section
water tanks/troughs, water haul/stock
ponds, fencing, cattle guards, corrals,
and fencing should be added. These
improvement have been developed by
permittees in coordination with the BLM
and represent a monetary investment.
Changes to the allotments will also
require changes, relocation or loss of
such improvements.
34- | 3421 In addition, 39 wells are within the Please cite the source for identification The Navy has revised the Final EIS such that
10 proposed boundary of B-16, five of of the 39 wells. Also, are there any all water related information is described
which were identified as being used | surface water rights located in this area? | and presented in Section 3.9 (Water
for stock water and are shown in Finally, please reference where other Resources). Citations and references have
Figure 8 3.4-1. The remaining wells "wells" with other "uses" are analyzed in | been included in that particular section
are used for a variety of purposes, the document.
including domestic uses, testing, and
moni
3.4- | 342 Livestock grazing has had an This point should be better emphasized The recommended change has been
14 important and historical role in the in this Section and also in the Section on | incorporated into the Final EIS.
State of Nevada and continues to Socioeconomics.
represent cultural traditions that
influence day-to-day life for many
individuals and families in the State,
and especially in its rural areas.
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3.4- | 3.4.2 The management status of These terms, "maintain, improve and Table 3.4-1 includes the definition of
14 allotments within the region of custodial" should be defined and management status as footnote 3 of the
influence are identified as belonging | explained in terms of pertinence to the table.
to one of three objective categories: | analysis of loss of AUMs.
maintain, improve, and custodial
(Bureau of Land Management, 15
1982).
3.4- | 343 the elimination of livestock grazing The insinuation that proper livestock This point has been revised as follows due
17 could potentially affect biological competes negatively with wildlife and to the discussion referenced by the

communities, decreasing the
competition between livestock and
wildlife for resources, and
potentially could have a positive
impact on some plant communities.

causes negative impacts to plant
communities is not accurate or relevant
in this document, and if are used in the
further citations are warranted. The
removal of livestock grazing could also
result in increased fuel loads, resulting in
increased fire risk (particularly in the
face of increased use of explosives), and
the further spread and domination of
annual invasive species resulting in a
degraded ecological state and degraded
wildlife habitat.

comment residing more in other sections of
the Draft and Final EIS then in the Grazing
section of the document, “As stated earlier
in this section, livestock grazing has had an
important and historical role in the State of
Nevada and continues to represent local
customs and cultural traditions that
influence day-to-day life for many
individuals and families in the State,
especially in its rural areas. As discussed in
Section 3.13 (Socioeconomics), the most
direct economic effects of such changes
would be on livestock grazing permittees. In
addition, Section 3.10 (Biological Resources)
discusses the elimination of livestock
grazing in the areas requested for
withdrawal or proposed for acquisition and
potential impacts to biological
communities. Additionally, Section 3.10
addresses how the removal of livestock
grazing could result in increased fuel loads,
which would increase fire risk and would
prevent the use of livestock grazing to
minimize the spread of annual invasive
species.”
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between 5,017 and 5,697 permitted
AUMs from five BLM allotments.
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Paragraph
3.4- | 34322 Expanding B-17 under this Please report what % of the authorized The AUM discussion has been moved to the
20 alternative would result in a loss of AUM s this loss represents within the Socioeconomic section (Section 3.13) of the

Carson City District of BLM? Also, this
impact analysis does not include any
guantification as to the loss of range
improvement or loss of stock water
rights (considered private property in
Nevada), nor does it identify if these
losses would result in multi-generational
family ranches going out of business,
which would impact the local customs
and culture. These impacts must be
disclosed before an accurate analysis of
the impact's "significance" can be
conducted and conclusions reached
based on the Navy's own stated criteria
on page 3.4-16.

Final EIS, as that section more heavily relies
on the AUM discussion for its analysis.
However, in the Socioeconomics section of
the EIS, the Navy states that within the BLM
Carson City District, the action under
Alternative 1 and 2 would result in a loss of
up to approximately 6.23 percent of AUMs
and would result in a loss of up to
approximately 6.58 percent under
Alternative 3.

The Navy is discussing water rights and
values of allotments on a case-by-case basis
with stakeholders. The Final EIS further
describes the procedures and process by
which the Navy will value the loss of access
to grazing lands by permittees and the
Navy’s ability to purchase water rights as
real property or pay for the eventual
diversion of those water rights, pending
coordination with the permittee. Land
acreages have been revised as a result of
reducing the acres requested for
withdrawal. AUMs per allotment have also
been verified during a re-run of the grazing
restrictive analysis. The Navy has added the
percentage loss of total AUMs in BLM
districts and all of Nevada to the Final EIS.
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34- | 3432 While the BLM would conduct Please also include the % of the The AUM discussion has been moved to the
21 further site-specific evaluations to authorized AUMs this loss represents Socioeconomic section (Section 3.13) of the

make a final determination as to
whether AUM allowances would
need to be adjusted, the Navy
estimates that Alternative 1 would
result in the loss of between 6,394
and 8,557 AUMs. As depicted

within the Carson City District of BLM?
Also, this impact analysis does not
include any quantification as to the loss
of range improvement or loss of stock
water rights (considered private
property in Nevada), nor does it identify
if these losses would result in multi-
generational family ranches going out of
business, which would impact the local
customs and culture. These impacts
must be disclosed before an accurate
analysis of the impact's "significance"
can be conducted and conclusions
reached based on the Navy's own stated
criteria on page 3.4-16.

Final EIS, as that section more heavily relies
on the AUM discussion for its analysis.
However, in the Socioeconomics section of
the EIS, the Navy states that within the BLM
Carson City District, the action under
Alternative 1 and 2 would result in a loss of
up to approximately 6.23 percent of AUMs
and would result in a loss of up to
approximately 6.58 percent under
Alternative 3.

The Navy is discussing water rights and
values of allotments on a case-by-case basis
with stakeholders. The Final EIS further
describes the procedures and process by
which the Navy will value the loss of access
to grazing lands by permittees and the
Navy’s ability to purchase water rights as
real property or pay for the eventual
diversion of those water rights, pending
coordination with the permittee. Land
acreages have been revised as a result of
reducing the acres requested for
withdrawal. AUMs per allotment have also
been verified during a re-run of the grazing
restrictive analysis. The Navy has added the
percentage loss of total AUMs in BLM
districts and all of Nevada to the Final EIS.
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34- | NA To the above comment, does the loss of | The EIS analyzes anticipated impacts
22- 70% (Bell Flat Allotment) or 72% (Phillips | associated with a projected overall
23 Well Allotment) of the allotment area reduction in the total number of AUMs, but

result in an allotment that is viable into
the future? And if over 70% of the
allotment is closed the inclusion of all
the loss of AUMs should be analyzed.

the viability of particular allotments is
beyond the scope of this analysis and would
need to be determined following the NEPA
action. The Final EIS further describes the
valuation process by which the Navy would
determine payment amounts to holders of
grazing permits that would be affected. This
process allows for the valuation of the cost
of providing replacement forage and/or
losses resulting from an inability to provide
replacement forage. The process also
determines the value of improvements
made by permit holders (e.g., value of wells,
corrals, fencing, and other real property).
The Navy would use this process to
determine payments to individuals who
may experience losses resulting from the
cancellation of grazing permits or other
disruption of their livestock grazing
operations as a result of implementation of
any of the action alternatives. This process
is defined in detail in Section 3.4.3.2.6
(Process for Determining Payment for
Losses Resulting from Permit Cancellation)
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3.4- | 34322 Relocating State Route 839 could This could also result in further Land acreages have been revised as a result
25 fragment 11 existing grazing land reductions of AUMs and/or loss (or need | of reducing the acres requested for
depending on the route ultimately to replace or relocate) range withdrawal. AUMs per allotment have also
proposed for its relocation. improvements and stock water rights. been verified during a re-run of the grazing
An initial analysis should be conducted restrictive analysis. The Navy has added the
to determine potential affects across the | percentage loss of total AUMs in BLM
three proposed alignments. districts and all of Nevada to the Final EIS.
34- | 34322 Expanding B-20 under this Report what % of the authorized AUMs The AUM discussion has been moved to the
26 alternative would 25 result in a loss this loss represents within the Carson Socioeconomic section (Section 3.13) of the

of between 868 and 2,125
permitted AUMs from five BLM
allotments.

City District of BLM? Also, this impact
analysis does not include any
guantification as to the loss of range
improvement or loss of stock water
rights (considered private property in
Nevada), nor does it identify if these
losses would result in multi-
generational family ranches going out of
business, which would impact the local
customs and culture. These impacts
must be disclosed before an accurate
analysis of the impact's "significance"
can be conducted and conclusions
reached based on the Navy's own stated
criteria on page 3.4-16.

Final EIS, as that section more heavily relies
on the AUM discussion for its analysis.
However, in the Socioeconomics section of
the EIS, the Navy states that within the BLM
Carson City District, the action under
Alternative 1 and 2 would result in a loss of
up to approximately 6.23 percent of AUMs
and would result in a loss of up to
approximately 6.58 percent under
Alternative 3.

Land acreages have been revised as a result
of reducing the acres requested for
withdrawal. AUMs per allotment have also
been verified during a re-run of the grazing
restrictive analysis. The Navy has added the
percentage loss of total AUMs in BLM
districts and all of Nevada to the Final EIS.
The Navy is discussing water rights and
values of allotments on a case-by-case basis
with stakeholders.
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(continued) The Final EIS further describes
the procedures and process by which the
Navy will value the loss of access to grazing
lands by permittees and the Navy’s ability
to purchase water rights as real property or
pay for the eventual diversion of those
water rights, pending coordination with the
permittee.

The Navy will work with permittees on a
case-by-case basis to mitigate losses
resultant from the cancelation of a permit.
The losses incurred from the loss of the
permit to the ranch will be evaluated and
the process and procedures for this
repayment are outlined in the Final EIS.
The Navy has revised the sentence as
follows, "Section 3.13 (Socioeconomics)
analyzes the socioeconomic impacts of
restricting or removing livestock grazing on
public lands, the ranching community, and
local customs, culture, and economy."

3.4-
28

3.43.2.6

Therefore, implementation of
Alternative 1 would significantly
impact livestock grazing.

Typical to all summaries of Alternatives:
NDA agrees with the assessment of

"significant impacts to livestock grazing".

NDA also believes that an assessment of
lost grazing infrastructure should be
incorporated into this conclusion.
Finally, this conclusion does not match
the summary offered at the beginning of
the analysis section in the text box on
page 3.4-16.

The Navy has adjusted the analysis based
on draft EIS comments and comments
submitted prior to public release form
cooperating agencies to include discussion
of grazing infrastructure and presents a
process by which this infrastructure would
be valuated following any ultimate
Congressional decision on this EIS.
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on the analysis presented in Section
3.4.4 (Environmental
Consequences). Although not a
mitigation measure, the Navy
acknowledges that it has the
authority under the Taylor Grazing
Act of 1934, as amended, to make
payments to permit holders to
terminate grazing permits. The Navy
has never exercised this authority
and is working with BLM to
determine whether such payments
should be made.

made by the Navy to keep public land
grazing operators impacted by the
proposed action "whole" or as close to
"whole" as possible. Grazing permittees
should be compensated for the
following losses:

e Loss of AUMs;

e Loss of range improvements (including
but not limited to fences, water
pipelines, tanks, gates, corals etc.); and,
e Loss of water rights.

The Navy should establish a fund to help
pay for the cost the permittee will incur
for development of a new grazing permit
(due to boundary changes and AUM

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.4- | 34351 proposed addition Under "Proposed Management The Navy has looked into the possibility of
41 Practices" NDA understands the Navy's working with grazing permittees to
inability / lack of technical expertise to schedule grazing on ranges extensively
implement a BLM-style grazing program | during the EIS drafting process. The Navy is
on the Bravo Ranges. However, the Navy | unable to allow grazing on bombing ranges
should leave the option open to due to the needs of the permittees for
implement outcome based grazing or scheduling and access, as well as public
targeted grazing practices (as authorized | health and safety risks.
under Navy rules, regulations and
policies) to allow for grazing along the
perimeter of the WDZs for the purpose
of fuels reduction and/or maintenance
of fuel breaks. Such a program could
allow for watering and supplement
locations outside or at the perimeter of
the WDZ with targeted grazing along the
periphery of the area.
3.4- | 3.4353 No mitigation measures are "No mitigation" is completely The Navy will work with permittees on a
42 proposed for livestock grazing based | unacceptable. Every effort should be case-by-case basis to mitigate losses

resultant from the cancelation of a permit.
The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C.
Parts 315-3160) provides the Navy
authority to make payments for certain
grazing-related losses. Specifically, Section
315q states:

Whenever use for war or national defense
purposes of the public domain or other
property owned by or under the control of
the United States prevents its use for
grazing, persons holding grazing permits or
licenses and persons whose grazing permits
or licenses have been or will be cancelled
because of such use shall be paid out of the
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adjustments) and/or allotment
management plans as well as costs to
implement the additional terms and
conditions (i.e. new fencing, relocated or
new range improvements, etc.).

funds appropriated or allocated for such
project such amounts as the head of the
department or agency so using the lands
shall determine to be fair and reasonable
for the losses suffered by such persons as a
result of the use of such lands for war or
national defense purposes. Such payments
shall be deemed payment in full for such
losses. Nothing contained in this section
shall be construed to create any liability not
now existing against the United States.

To paraphrase the authority, 43 U.S.C.
Section 315q directs the Navy to make
payments out of project funds for losses
arising from permittees being denied use of
their federal grazing privileges during the
current permit period as a result of the
grazing lands in question being used for
national defense purposes.

Additionally, the Navy would be required
under the USDI-BLM Grazing Regulations
(43 CFR Part 4100) Subpart 4120.3-6 —
Removal and Compensation for Loss of
Range Improvements, to compensate for a
loss of range improvements. The CFR
regulation states:
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Table F-2: State of Nevada, Department of Agriculture Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text

Paragraph

Comment

Response

(continued) (c) Whenever a grazing permit
or lease is cancelled in order to devote the
public lands covered by the permit or lease
to another public purpose, including
disposal, the permittee or lessee shall
receive from the United States reasonable
compensation for the adjusted value of
their interest in authorized permanent
improvements placed or constructed by the
permittee or lessee on the public lands
covered by the cancelled permit or lease.
The adjusted value is to be determined by
the authorized officer. Compensation shall
not exceed the fair market value of the
terminated portion of the permittee’s or
lessee’s interest therein. Where a range
improvement is authorized by a range
improvement permit, the livestock operator
may elect to salvage materials and perform
rehabilitation measures rather than be
compensated for the adjusted value.

(d) Permittees or lessees shall be allowed
180 days from the date of cancellation of a
range improvement permit or cooperative
range improvement agreement to salvage
material owned by them and perform
rehabilitation measures necessitated by the
removal.
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Table F-2: State of Nevada, Department of Agriculture Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) The Navy shall use these authorities
to determine payment amounts to individuals
who may suffer losses resulting from the
cancellation of grazing permits or other disruption
of their livestock grazing operations as a result of
implementation of the proposed FRTC
modernization action.

The Final EIS further describes the process by
which the Navy would determine payment
amounts to holders of grazing permits that would
be affected by the proposed action. This process
evaluates the cost of providing replacement
forage and/or the losses resulting from an
inability to provide replacement forage. The
process also determines the value of
improvements made by permit holders (e.g.,
value of wells, corals, fencing and other real
property).

3.4-
42-
43

NA

None

NDA agrees with the finding of
significant impacts to livestock
grazing for Alternatives 1 - 3, and
this finding further supports the
claim above that mitigation must
be implemented in order to
reduce such impacts since
measures to avoid or minimize
impacts to grazing have been
found infeasible. Adding a bullet
to summarize the loss of range
improvements and water rights to
each alternative is also needed.

The Navy is discussing water rights and values of
allotments on a case-by-case basis with
stakeholders. The Final EIS further describes the
procedures and process by which the Navy will
value the loss of access to grazing lands by
permittees and the Navy’s ability to purchase
water rights as real property or pay for the
eventual diversion of those water rights, pending
coordination with the permittee. Land acreages
have been revised as a result of reducing the
acres requested for withdrawal. AUMs per
allotment have also been verified during a re-run
of the grazing restrictive analysis. The Navy has
added the percentage loss of total AUMs in BLM
districts and all of Nevada to the Final EIS.
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F.3.1.3 Edwards, T. A. (United States Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation Lahontan
Basin Area Office)

FEEB 1919 ru3:55

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAUQF RECLAMATION
Lahonian Basin Area Ofice
05 M. Plwen Street, Bm 320
Corson City, WV 89701

1% KEPLY HEFER T

__FEB1 32019
LO-600
22318
Memorandum
To: Bureau of Land Management, Carson City District

Attention: NAS Fallon FRTC
From: Terri A. Edwards /
Area Manager et

Subject: Fallon Range Training Complex Modemization — Withdrawal Action — Newlands
Project, Nevada

The Bureau of Reclamation, Lahontan Basin Area Office, offers the following comments on the
potential new public land order for the Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization:

e  Bravo 16, Public Law 106-65 (PL 106-65). PL 106-65 withdraws land currently
withdrawn and reserved for use by Reclamation. The reservation grants the Secretary of
the Navy the primary reservation for public safety management actions only. The
existing Reclamation reservation is the primary reservation for all other management
actions. It appears as though Bravo 16 may be closed to the public except for specific
management actions. Reclamation currently has a federal delivery/drainage feature
which moves water from Sheckler Reservoir through the eastern part of Bravo 16 and
ultimately to the Carson Lake and Pasture. Reclamation will need the ability to move
water through this facility when the hydrologic conditions warrant. Therefore,
Reclamation requests that the current arrangement for management actions for only the
federal drainage/delivery featiire be retained or the federal drainage/delivery feature will
need to be relocated outside the fenced area.

= Bravo 20, Public Law 99-606 (PL 99-606). PL 99-606 withdrew certain public lands for
military and other purposes. One of the other purposes was for Reclamation to utilize
14,750 acres for flooding, overflow, and seepage purposes. Bravo 20 is currently used
for flooding, overflow and seepage purposes for water from the Humboldt and Carson
rivers. Reclamation does not control the amount of water that enters Carson Sink as it is
a naturally occurring end point for all water that is not diverted from the rivers by the
various water users.

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Ms. Rena Ballew at
(773) 884-8342 or by email at rballew@usbr.gov, or TTY Federal Relay System (800) 877-8339.
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F.3.1.3.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. The Navy recognizes the lands as currently
withdrawn by the Bureau of Reclamation for military and other purposes by Public Law 99-606, one
purpose of which was for Reclamation to utilize lands for flooding, overflow, and seepage purposes in B-
20. The Navy also understands the facilities that are within the B-16 expansion area that are currently
managed by the Bureau of Reclamation for flooding. The Navy would allow access to the Bureau of
Reclamation to continue coordinating access to the ranges when compatible with training and upon
approval of the Navy for flood management where necessary. This information has been added to
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.
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F.3.1.4 Perry, R. (Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy)

STATE OF NEVADA
COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF MINERALS
400 W. King Street, Suite 106
Carson City, Nevada 89703
(775)684-7040 « Fax(775) 684-7052
hitp:fminerals.nv.gov/

STEVE SISOLAK Las Vegas Office: 2030 E. Flamingo Rd. #220, Las Vegas, NV 83118 RICHARD PERRY
Governor Phone (702) 486-4343; Fax; (702) 486-4345 Administrator

February 12, 2019

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.8G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

To Whom it May Concern:

This letter represents the Division of Minerals’ comments on the Fallon Range Training Complex modernization draft
environmental impact statement (EIS). For the past two years the Division was an active cooperating agency and
appreciates the time and effort Navy personnel devoted to the process. The attached comment matrix contains page-hy-
page comments on the draft EIS from the Division and Governor's Office of Energy. The Division has several broad
comments about the process over the past two years, and resulting draft EIS:

L. The Nevada Alternative, which was presented by the Govemor to the Secretary of the Navy on August 17,
2017, was not analyzed in the EIS. This was a very detailed alternative prepared by Nevada State agencies that largely
excluded DVTA in Dixie Valley. Dixie Valley is significant to Nevada’s economy due to the substantial growth potential
for the production of minerals, geothermal and solar encrgy. Navy personnel articulated the need for expansion of
bombing ranges, however, the need for the withdrawal of DVTA in Dixie Valley north of highway 50 is lacking any
substantive detailed justification.

2. The draft EIS did not quantify the sociceconomic impacts resulting from the reasonably foreseeable
geothermal and mining development analysis performed by the Navy's contractor, Golder and Associates, The economic
impacts of the FRTC expansion are real and significant. Geothermal and mineral development are likely the largest

economic impacts, and there is no economic analysis of this in the draft EIS.

3. There is no clear process outlined for compensation to claimants due to the “taking” of unpatented mining
claims and geothermal or oil leases.

4. The cost and impacts of incorporating the required design features for geothermal development west of SR
121 were not evaluated and shown to be economically viable as part of the portrayed mitigation under Alternative 3.

Thank you for the eppertunity to comment,

Richard Perry, ﬁ'h&ﬁsuatm

Dennis Bryan; Smal-Scais Mining and Prospecting  Commission on Mineral Resource Migel Bain; Large-Scaie Mining

Mary Korpl, Public st Large al 2 Robert Falder; Exploration and Devalopment

Arthur Henderson; OF and Gas Righard DeLong, Chairman; Large-Scate Mining John H. Snow; Geothermal Resources
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F.3.14.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. Your specific line-by-line comments are addressed individually in the sub-matrix that
follows this comment. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarized and presents and summarizes the Nevada
Alternative. However, some components of the Nevada Alternative, as suggested, could not be
accommodated because they would be incompatible with the need to provide sufficient land for military
training and associated range safety requirements (see Section 1.4 [Purpose of and Need for the
Proposed Action]). A detailed discussion is provided in Chapter 2, specifically Section 2.5.7 (Governor's
Alternative [“Nevada Alternative”]).

The proposed de-designation of portions of Wilderness Study Areas and the need to withdraw areas for
the DVTA in Dixie Valley, north of highway 50 is necessary to meet certain training requirements, such as
installing stationary and mobile electronic threat emitters, landing helicopters, and maneuvering by
special operations forces (along with other non-hazardous training activities, such as night vision goggle
training and low-altitude flights). This type of training within Wilderness Study Areas is not currently
permitted and any de-designation would require Congressional action, as discussed in Section 3.12
(Recreation). The Navy also must maintain control of the area as part of the DVTA, and without
withdrawing these portions of the WSAs, it would not have the ability to keep these areas open to
training in the way that is needed. Clarification for why the Navy needs to withdraw additional land in
the Dixie Valley has been added to the Final EIS.

Regarding the socioeconomic impacts resulting to the mining industry as a result of the Proposed
Action, the Navy’s analysis states that, Alternative 3 would have similar potential impacts as described
under Alternative 2. Repositioning the B-17 and DVTA withdrawal area would potentially allow greater
access to areas located west of the B-17 expansion area under Alternative 2 for mining and geothermal
opportunities; however, the socioeconomic impacts would likely be very similar to impacts under
Alternative 1. In addition, State Route 839 would not potentially need to be rerouted, which would
maintain access to locations off of the existing route (e.g., the Denton-Rawhide mine) as they are
currently.

Potential losses associated with currently unknown mining and geothermal opportunities as defined
under Alternative 1 would be less under Alternative 3 because geothermal opportunities would be
allowed in DVTA. However, significant impacts could still occur under Alternative 3 due to such potential
lost mining and geothermal opportunities in the expanded B-16, B-17, and B-20.

With regards to mining and mining claims, the Final EIS has been updated to further describe the
process by which the Navy would compensate valid mining claims. Valid and existing mining rights,
existing patented mining claims, and unpatented mining claims are discussed in Section 3.3 (Mining and
Mineral Resources). For there to be a valid existing mining right, the claim holder must demonstrate that
the claim contains a discovery of a valuable mineral deposit. Having a valid existing claim would exclude
any such claim from any moratorium imposed by the requested withdrawal legislation for development
of the claim. Therefore, under the Proposed Action, the Navy would acquire any valid existing claims
within the proposed withdrawal at fair market value. For existing patented mining claims, the federal
government has passed the title of these lands to the claimant, making these lands private lands. The
Navy would therefore need to acquire any such lands within the proposed FRTC land boundary.

Holders of unpatented mining claims on public lands may conduct a validity exam, which is a formal
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process that determines whether the claim holder has a valid existing right. The Secretary of the Interior
determines the validity of a claim based on this validity examination. However, holders of unpatented
mining claims are not required to conduct a validity exam. In instances where a claim holder has not
conducted a validity exam, any value associated with the claim is assumed to be nominal. Accordingly,
the Navy would offer to claim holders without a validity exam demonstrating a valuable mineral deposit
a nominal amount to extinguish the claim. The Navy would consider the investment made by the holder
of these unpatented claims when making an offer to extinguish the claim.

The Final EIS further describes the process by which interested parties could pursue compatible
geothermal development in a portion of the Dixie Valley Training Area. The proposed required design
features are necessary in order for the Navy to meet necessary training requirements. Development of
the required design features affords an opportunity for geothermal development that would otherwise
be lost. The Navy is committed to working with the developer on a case-by-case basis and acknowledges
that complying with required design features could add cost to a potential geothermal development.
This is addressed in Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral Resources).

Please see the Navy’s responses to specific comments provided via table in Table F-3.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
1-10 14154 The DVTA must be retained and There's still no explanation for how the [Section 2.2.1 of the Final EIS describes the need and
and expanded to preserve a viable DVTA expansion boundaries were requirements for non-weapons requirements, which
1-19 location to train the Navy's air and |derived and an analysis as to the are scheduled for the DVTA due to other ranges being
ground forces in these critical non- |specifics of why certain industry utilized at full capacity. Additionally, Section 2.2.2
ordnance training activities. activities are not compatible with the |describes the safety parameters the need to be met,
training activities. Without such an including that Navy-controlled land is free of safety
analysis how can DVTA alternatives be |hazards for aircraft, including cables, wires, towers, as
reviewed and on what basis would they |well as cultural lighting (from cities, streets, and
be found to "not meet the purpose and |infrastructure), incompatible with the use of Night
need"? Vision Devices.
Boundaries were determined utilizing terrain feature
to readily contain spectrum and limit environmental
lighting. The configuration of the DVTA was also based
on the need to space threat emitters that are
proposed. Also, by bounding the DVTA east-west to
ridgelines of mountains facilitate line of sight. The
northern boundary was drawn to provide the
minimum area necessary to facility free-maneuver.
Eastern boundary was drawn to ridgeline, excepting
those lands identified by BLM that retain wilderness
characteristics. The southern boundary was limited by
U.S. 50.
1-21 1.6 The level of detail describing a If this were true, then there would Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral Resources) presents

resource is commensurate with the
anticipated level of potential impact.

substantive analyses regarding the
significant impacts to mining and
mineral resources.

potential impacts to mining and minerals resources,
which is informed by a Mineral Resource Potential
report, which is available to the public on the FRTC
Modernization website.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

2-8 2.3.2 Table 2-1 Table 2-1 footnote contains "A" symbol [The character and text in Table 2-1 has been removed
denoting "Some acres are considered  |between the Draft and Final EIS
open" but is not actually shown
anywhere in the table.

2-18 2.3.2.4.2 The Navy would be responsible for [Because the DVTA will remain opento [The Navy will follow the Nevada Bureau of Mines and
the inventory, monitoring, and the public, any AML work performed by |Geology procedures for management of abandoned
proper handling of any Abandoned [the Navy should be done in accordance |mine land (AML) on the DVTA. This statement has been
Mine Land features on Navy and consultation with existing State and |inserted into the Final EIS in Section 3.14 (Public Health
property. BLM AML programs. and Safety and Protection of Children).

2-19 2.3.2.4.2 Figure 2-5 The figure does not indicate where the |According to real estate information, there are no non-
non-federal lands are that are proposed |federal lands under lands proposed for withdrawal or
for acquisition acquisition on the DVTA.

2-33 2.3.3.25 The existing utility corridor in the There are two existing utility corridors in[The recommended change has been incorporated into

DVTA would be allowed to remain... {the DVTA. One runs ENE-WSW, the the Final EIS.
other runs N-S north of this.

2-33 2.3.3.2.6 ...the Navy would not allow OHV Does this mean OHV use will not be That is correct. OHV on bombing ranges would not be
activity within any of the Navy allowed during the 2 week hunting allowed.
bombing ranges (B-16, B-17, B-19, or |period on B-177?

B-20).
2-45 23441 Further, prior to issuing approval for |Does this apply to passive GPS The portion of the electromagnetic spectrum that is

installation or use of mobile or
stationary equipment used to
transmit and receive
electromagnetic signals in the
special use zones as part of any
federal action...

receivers? SPOT messaging devices?

used for GPS and SPOT are in a different frequency
band than the military spectrum. However, any
equipment for installation would require coordination
with the Navy to ensure spectrums proposed for use
are compatible with military training activities.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Alternative 3 has
therefore largely
incorporated the Nevada
Alternative with respect
to B-17.

in the Nevada Alternative, which was intended
to preserve the exploration/exploitation
opportunites related to the Bell Mountain gold
and silver resource along the northeastern
boundary of B-17. The WDZ as shown in Figure
2-14 is fairly close to...

Page| Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

2-45 (2.3.4.4.1 |With the shift of B-17, the [This sentence should be deleted as it is The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
Navy would expand the |incorrect and no longer applies to the current
DVTA along the western |Alt. 3.
side of State Route 839
south of US Route 50 and
around Earthquake Fault
Road.

2-45 2.3.4.4.2 [The Navy would allow the || believe this should be west (not east) of State [The Final EIS has corrected any incorrect statements regarding
same uses under Route 839 and there shouldn't be any limits or |development on either side of the State Route 121.
Alternative 3 as defined |[RDFs as this area is no longer within the DVTA.
under Alternative 2, Geothermal and mineral development would
including limited be allowed, subject to the Overlay
geothermal development |requirements, in the two areas south of Hwy
east of State Route 839 |50 outside of B-17.
and utility corridors.

2-64 2.5.7 B-17: The Nevada In the Nevada Alternative, there is no DVTA  [The recommended change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
Alternative would allow |adjacent to B-17, so this sentence is inerror
grazing and wildlife and should be omitted.
management in the area
west of SR 839 and in
portions of the DVTA next
to Bravo 17.

2-64 2.5.7 B-17: The Navy's There is a roughly 3,000 acre reduction to B-17 [Reductions in acreage have been included in the Final EIS under

Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative). The precise sentence
referenced in this comment has been removed. The Nevada
alternative is discussed in Section 2.5.7 (Governor’s Alternative
[“Nevada Alternative”]). Bell Mountain Exploration (BMEC) is
currently involved in permitting the mining operation and the
completion of the BLM EA is expected in 2020. ...
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page | Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) the B-17 boundary as proposed in the |(continued) The Navy is working with the BMEC to
NV Alternative. This should be discussed in the identify ways in which the Navy’s proposed action
EIS. and BMEC’s valid existing mining right and proposed
mining operations can be de-conflicted, both for
purposes of public safety and so as to leave BMEC's
operations and interests unaffected by the proposed
withdrawal to the maximum extent achievable
consistent with training requirements.
2-65 2.5.7 B-17: ...the Nevada Alternative The Nevada Alternative did not propose public The recommended change has been incorporated
also proposes that the Navy allow |access to bombing areas, other than for managed |into the Final EIS.
public access to and development [access for hunting. This sentence is in reference to
of high potential geothermal DVTA not B-17. As such the 7 subsequent
resource areas and active mining |sentences can be omitted.
claims within the B-17 withdrawal
area.
2-65 2.5.7 B-17: However, it may be possible [This statement is too vague. Specify what is meant|Based on earlier comments, this comment is no
to allow limited geothermal by "limited geothermal development" and longer valid, as sentences have been removed due to
development on the edge of B-17 |"proximate". a misinterpretation
proximate to the Don A. Campbell
geothermal plant.
2-65 2.5.7 DVTA: The Nevada Alternative This statement mischaracterizes the Nevada Based on earlier comments, this comment is no

proposes to modify the Navy's
DVTA public land withdrawal
request to ensure continued
access by the public for recreation
and grazing and by NDOW for
wildlife management activities...

Alternative which proposes changes to the DVTA
boundaries, such that only the southern portion
of the Stillwater Range and northern portion of
Dixie Valley and the Clan Alpine Range, and still
contiguous with the existing DVTA, are withdrawn
from mineral and geothermal development. The
Nevada Alternative reduces the DVTA withdrawal
addition to approximately 85,000 acres while
maintaining full multiple use activities in most of

longer valid, as sentences have been removed due to

a misinterpretation
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Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

the Stillwater and Clan Alpine ranges and all of the
Louderback Mountains.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
2-66 2.5.7 However, the Navy is unable to The word exploitation should be defined. [Based on earlier comments, this comment is no
accommodate exploitation of As used in this section, it is unclear longer valid, as sentences have been removed due to
locatable minerals (e.g. gold) ... whether casual-use mineral exploration  |a misinterpretation. However, if part of general
will be accomodated by the Navy. In other |recreation, rock hunting ad metal detecting would
words, will a claimant, or the public, be be allowed. Projects that require infrastructure or
allowed to prospect with hand tools filing of claims would be restricted.
and/or metal detectors? If so, at what
activity level would it then be disallowed?
2-66 2.5.7 As discussed above, not all of the The DEIS fails to discuss which aspects of [The areas referenced in this comment that increased
Governor's proposed alternative has [the reduced size of the DVTA in the the size of the DVTA have been removed and
been adopted by the Navy since not [Nevada Alternative did not specifically changed to areas proposed as Special Land
all aspects of that proposal would  |meet the purpose and need. It more than |Management Overlay areas that would be the
meet the Navy's purpose of and doubles the size of existing DVTA and adds |property of the BLM. Under Alternative 3, the DVTA
need for the FRTC Modernization.  |new terrain types, while preserving would only exist north of the U.S. 50.
economic development opportunities
beneficial to the county and state.
2-66 2.5.7 ...as a result, much of the Governor's [Not hardly. There is an approximately This statement has been revised in the Final EIS.
proposal is reflected in Alternative 3.{161,000 acre difference in the DVTA. An
acreage amount roughly equal to the sum
of current B-16, B-17, and DVTA ranges.
3.2-1 |3.2.1.1 The region of influence was This statement is too vague and needs Clarification has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
determined to be approximately 5 |clarification. The region of influence is
miles based on the physical area dependent on the action and/or activity.
that bounds the environmental, By expanding to include the SUA and
sociological, economic and cultural |applying this as the denominator you've
features of interest for the purpose |purposely and inappropriately reduced
of analysis. any potential impacts. This is an
inaccurate and misleading application.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.2-6 [3.2.21 According to this study, the BLM The DOD acreage is incorrect, it should be  [The recommended change has been incorporated
administers approximately 3,515,416 acres as noted on page 52 of the |into the Final EIS.
46,977,225 acres; USFS administers |DOD Base Structure Report - Fiscal Year
5,760,343 acres; USFWS administers |2015 Baseline which is the source
2,344,972 acres; NPS administers referenced in the Vincent et al, 2017
797,603 acres; and DOD administers |[document. The number used in the Vincent
48,364 acres within Nevada (Vincent [document listed the DOD owned acreage
etal, 2017). only not total acreage. See report at:
https://www.acq.osd.mil/eie/Downloads/BS
I/Base%20Structure%20Report%20FY15.pdf
3.2-16 [3.2.2.35 Transmission corridors run parallel  |While acknowledging that the Section 368  [The Navy withdrawal will avoid the existing power
to U.S. Route 95, west of B-16, and |[Energy Corridor falls within the B-16 transmission line and access road and the Final EIS
south of B-16 (less than 13 55 footprint, the Navy fails to provide any has been updated to more clearly show the
kilovolts). A portion of the West- remedy for the conflict. In order to allow for |withdrawal in this area. Both would be outside of
wide Energy Corridor is west of B-16.[future energy development, the corridor the surface danger zone (SDZ) and fencing.
In addition, as shown in Figure 14  |should be avoided or the Navy should work |Regarding the west-wide energy corridor, the Navy
3.2-3, the BLM has designated with the BLM to re- route the corridor duringlagreed to re-validate the spatial requirements for
energy corridor the appropriate regional review. the B-16 proposed expansion with Naval Special
Warfare Command and NAWDC, in terms of
impacts of a reduced withdrawal. Based on this
review, avoiding the planning corridor within the
withdrawal would create unacceptable impacts to
the training requirements, specifically by shrinking
the free maneuver area by as much as a mile.
3.2-26 [3.2.2.3.5 These powerlines originate from the [There are two transmission lines that cut Clarification has been incorporated into the Final

Dixie Valley Geothermal Plant.

through the DVTA, one N-S, the other ENE-
WSW, only one of which originates from a
geothermal plant.

EIS.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.2-49 (3.2.3.4.4 Limited geothermal development |l believe this should be west (not east) of The sentence has been revised to state "west" of
would be allowed east of SR 839 and |State Route 839 and there shouldn't be any [the State Route 839. The Special Land
managed under the Geothermal limits or RDFs as this area is no longer within [Management Overlay would not be part of the
Steam Act of 1970 where the DVTA. Geothermal and mineral DVTA but would require that the BLM coordinate
compatible. development would be allowed, subject to [and consult with the Navy for any development in
the Overlay requirements, in the two areas |[the area to ensure compatible use and to reduce
south of Hwy 50 outside of B-17. the risk of encroachment.
3.2-49 (3.2.3.4.4 Multiple uses would be allowed Will casual-use level exploration and The Navy cannot allow even casual-use level
within the DVTA except for mining of|extraction activities be allowed? exploration or extraction activities for locatable
locatable minerals and solar and mineral on the DVTA north of the U.S. 50.
wind development. However, as part of discussions and coordination
with Cooperating agencies, the Navy is now
proposing two Special Land Management Overlays
south of the U.S. 50 rather than withdrawing the
land as part of the DVTA. Locatable mineral
development is proposed to be allowed within
these two Special Land Management Overlays.
3.2.49 [3.2.3.4.4 Alternative 3 would not change land [The statement is incorrect. Since mining and [The recommended change has been incorporated
use patterns or public accessibility [geothermal development will not be allowed|into the Final EIS.
within the proposed DVTA this will indeed change land use patterns.
boundary.
3.2-50 [3.2.3.4.6 Table 3.2-7: Proposed Increase in This table is irrelevant because most of the [This section of the EIS focuses on land use

Federal Land by County Under
Alternative 3

withdrawal is simply a transfer from one
federal agency to another for management.
What is far more important and accurate for
this section of the DEIS is a table indicating
the % change in federal lands open to
multiple use within each county.

management. Please see other sections of the EIS
such as 3.3 (Mining and Minerals), 3.4 (Grazing),
3.5 (Transportation) and 3.12 (Recreation) for
access related to specific activities or uses.

F-79

Public Comments and Responses




Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement January 2020

Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.2-51 [(3.2.3.4.6 Alternative 3 would allow low- | believe this is intended to say three No change. There are three wilderness areas
altitude overflights of three designated wilderness study areas. This under the SUA.
designated wilderness areas... statement reinforces the need to de-

designate all three
WSAs as low-altitude overflights would not
be compatible with any region considered as

wilderness.
3.2-51 (3.2.3.4.6 Therefore, land use impacts within  [Therefore? There seems to be missing text in[The recommended change has been incorporated
the region of influence would be support of this concluding statement. The |into the Final EIS.
considered less than significant. definition of Region of influence must be re-

introduced as part of this concluding
statement in order for the statement to be
considered valid.

3.2-52 (Table 3.2-8 Withdrawn lands would no longer be|A bullet should be added for each Each alternative notes the percent increase in
managed for the purpose of multiple [alternative that summarizes the % loss of federal land.
use. multiple use lands in each county resulting

from withdrawn lands.

33-1 331 The Navy performed a review of This statement is incorrect. The mineral Clarification has been incorporated into the Final
relevant mineral resource resource review was performed on the EIS.
inventories in and near the region of ["Study Area", the maximum area of land
influence to address potential considered for withdrawal under all
impacts... alternatives, as noted in the Supporting

Study: Mineral Potential Report. This is not
the region of influence as defined in Section
3.2.2.1.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
333 [3.3.13 Region of influence Definition is not consistent, see previous Thank you for your comment, the Navy has
comment. updated this definition for consistency as
applicable.
Please note that the region of influence may be
different for different resources based on the
approach to analysis for each of them. The
Approach to Analysis can be found at the
beginning of each resource section in Chapter 3.
The approach to analysis varies by resource, but is
developed based on standard practices
implemented in conjunction with any applicable
requirements for each resource area.
3.3-6  |Figure 3.3-1 Numbers within a box indicate Due to the manner in which data is input to [The recommended change has been incorporated
number of claims inside section and exported from the BLM's LR2000, this  |into the Final EIS.
explanation is not technically correct.
Suggest rephrase to "Numbers within a box
indicate number of claim listings for that
section" as was done in the MPR.
3.3-7  |Figure 3.3-2 Numbers within a box indicate Due to the manner in which data is input to [The recommended change has been incorporated
number of claims inside section and exported from the BLM's LR2000, this  |into the Final EIS.
explanation is not technically correct.
Suggest rephrase to "Numbers within a box
indicate number of claim listings for that
section" as was done in the MPR.
3.3-8 [Table 3.3-2 Rawhide District Au and Ag The numbers represent the reported annual [The recommended change has been incorporated
production production amounts for 2016, but the year |into the Final EIS.
got cut off in the table.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
339 [3.3.23.2 For this analysis, industrial locatable [Delete "moderate and", as moderate The recommended change has been incorporated
minerals with moderate and low potential is discussed and is considered into the Final EIS.
potential are not discussed because |[significant (per page 3.3-2)
they are not considered to be
signficant.
3.3-13 ([Table 3.3-3 Summary of Industrial Locatable Fluorite is mispelled The recommended correction has been
Resources incorporated into the Final EIS.
3.3-13 (3.3.2.34 Leasable Minerals - sulfur with Sulfur is only subject to leasing in Louisiana [The recommended correction has been
certainty of D. and New Mexico (44 Stat. 301), it is incorporated into the Final EIS.
locatable everywhere else.
3.3-15 (Table 3.3-4 Summary of Leasable Resources Sulfur is only subject to leasing in Louisiana [The recommended correction has been
and New Mexico (44 Stat. 301), it is incorporated into the Final EIS.
locatable everywhere else.
3.3-27 (Table 3.3-6 Tin - No indications of Tellurium in  [Replace "Tellurium" with "Tin". Note that  [The recommended correction has been
the Study Area the USGS MILS/MRDS datasets indicate incorporated into the Final EIS.
occurences of Tin in Wonder and Chalk Mtn
districts
3.3-28 (Table 3.3-6 Tungsten - Moderate/B This does not accurately reflect the tungsten |Clarification has been incorporated into the Final
potential in the Leonard District - High/D EIS.
(page 3.3-36)
3.3-28 ([Table 3.3-6 Uranium - No indications of Uranium|USGS MILS/MRDS datasets indicate uranium {The recommended addition has been incorporated
in the Study Area occurences in Poinsettia, Mountain Wells into the Final EIS.
and Eagleville districts
3.3-28 ([Table 3.3-6 Vanadium - No indications of USGS MILS/MRDS datasets indicate The recommended addition has been incorporated

Vanadium in the Study Area

vanadium occurences in the Chalk Mtn and
Sand Springs districts

into the Final EIS.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.3-46 |3.3.3.1 "...the permitting process can This is an extreme case and not typical, The recommended change has been incorporated
typically take 5-10 years." current timeframes for a ROD on and EIS are |into the Final EIS.
2-4 years.
3.3-46 |3.3.3.2 "...lithium is produced from leasable [replace "leasable" with "locatable" The recommended change has been incorporated
lithium-enriched brine in the Clayton into the Final EIS.
Valley."
3.3-46 |3.3.3.2 "A comparision of playas in the This statement contradicts Figure 3.3-5 Clarification has been incorporated into the Final
Study Area...suggests that the EIS.
conditions responsible for economic
lithium concentrations at Clayton
Valley do not exist in the Study
Area."
3.3-49 (Table 3.3-7 B-17 Broken Hills Gold Alt. 1 & 2 Believe this % is incorrect. Agree, the percentage that was listed under
Moderate Potential - 100% Alternative 3 was incorrect and the document has
been corrected.
3.3-50 (Table 3.3-7 B-17 King Copper Alt. 3 Moderate  [This should be 100% Agree, the percentage that was listed under
Potential - 75% Alternative 3 was incorrect and the document has
been corrected.
3.3-51 (Table 3.3-7 B-17 Lodi Copper and Zinc Alt.3 Can't be 100%, 1% at most but still not Agree, the percentage that was listed under
Moderate Potential - 100% consistent with Figures. Alternative 3 was incorrect and the document has
been corrected.
3.3-53 [Table 3.3-7 DVTA Gold Basin Gold Alt.3 High This should be 0% as this district is not in the |Agree, the percentage that was listed under

Potential - 100%

Alt. 3 withdrawal

Alternative 3 was incorrect and the document has
been corrected.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.3-54 (Table 3.3-7 DVTA Sand Springs Tungsten High  [This should be 0% as this district is not in the |Agree, the percentage that was listed under
Potential - <3% Alt. 3 withdrawal Alternative 3 was incorrect and the document has

been corrected.

3.3-55 (Table 3.3-8 B-20 Oil Shale, Potash, Sodium -0  |Missing % signs. The recommended addition has been incorporated
into the Final EIS.

3.3-56 [3.34.2 Existing mining claims on public Clarify the conditions under which a claim  [The Final EIS has been updated to further describe

lands may have to undergo a
vailidity exam....

will undergo a validity exam.

the process by which the Navy would compensate
valid mining claims. Valid and existing mining
rights, existing patented mining claims, and
unpatented mining claims are discussed in Section
3.3 (Mining and Mineral Resources).

For there to be a valid existing mining right, the
claim holder must demonstrate that the claim
contains a discovery of a valuable mineral deposit.
Having a valid existing claim would exclude any
such claim from any moratorium imposed by the
requested withdrawal legislation for development
of the claim. Therefore, under the Proposed
Action, the Navy would acquire any valid existing
claims within the proposed withdrawal at fair
market value.

With regard to existing patented mining claims,
the Federal Government has passed the title of
these lands to the claimant, making these lands
private lands. The Navy would therefore need to
acquire any such lands within the proposed FRTC
land boundary.
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Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) Holders of unpatented mining claims
on public lands may conduct a validity exam,
which is a formal process that determines whether
the claim holder has a valid existing right.
However, holders of unpatented mining claims are
not required to conduct a validity exam. In
instances where a claim holder has not conducted
a validity exam, any value associated with the
claim is assumed to be nominal. The Secretary of
the Interior determines the validity of a claim
based on this validity examination. Accordingly,
the Navy would offer to claim holders without a
validity exam a nominal amount to extinguish the
claim. The Navy would consider the investment
made by the holder of these unpatented claims
when making an offer to extinguish the claim.

3.3-56

3.3.4.2

Having a valid existing claim would
exclude any such claim from any
moratorium imposed by the
requested withdrawal legislation.
Therefore, under this alternative,
the Navy would acquire any valid
existing claims within the proposed
withdrawal.

Clarify the process by which the Navy will
acquire the valid existing claims and how the
Navy will determine fair market value.
Clarify whether or not this applies to claims
within the DVTA. Develop and include a
decision process 'flowchart' similar to what
is provided for the disposition of water
rights in figure 3.9-16, page 3.9-32.

The Final EIS has been updated to further describe
the process by which the Navy would compensate
valid mining claims. Valid and existing mining
rights, existing patented mining claims, and
unpatented mining claims are discussed in Section
3.3 (Mining and Mineral Resources).

For there to be a valid existing mining right, the
claim holder must demonstrate that the claim
contains a discovery of a valuable mineral deposit.
Having a valid existing claim would exclude any
such claim from any moratorium imposed by the
requested withdrawal legislation for development
of the claim.
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Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) Therefore, under the Proposed Action,
the Navy would acquire any valid existing claims
within the proposed withdrawal at fair market
value.

With regard to existing patented mining claims,
the Federal Government has passed the title of
these lands to the claimant, making these lands
private lands. The Navy would therefore need to
acquire any such lands within the proposed FRTC
land boundary.

Holders of unpatented mining claims on public
lands may conduct a validity exam, which is a
formal process that determines whether the claim
holder has a valid existing right. However, holders
of unpatented mining claims are not required to
conduct a validity exam. In instances where a
claim holder has not conducted a validity exam,
any value associated with the claim is assumed to
be nominal. The Secretary of the Interior
determines the validity of a claim based on this
validity examination. Accordingly, the Navy would
offer to claim holders without a validity exam a
nominal amount to extinguish the claim. The Navy
would consider the investment made by the
holder of these unpatented claims when making
an offer to extinguish the claim.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.3-57 [3.34.2.1 B-16 Land Withdrawal - "For the Following this sentence should be, "Affected [Thank you for your comment, the Navy has added
purposes of this analysis, a commodities with high or moderate the following sentence as consistent with the
significant impact on the mineral potential include gold and silver." analysis and affected environment at B-16,
resources is considered to be the "Affected locatable minerals with moderate
withdrawal from access of the potential include gold and silver."
minerals classified as either
moderate or high potential."
3.3-59 (3.34.24 "The proposed withdrawal would Clarify that mineral and geothermal That is correct, the Final EIS has been updated to
prohibit access to parts of the ... development is what will be prohibited and |clarify this distinction.
mining districts." not access. Access is allowed for recreation
and other multiple use activities, is it not?
3.3-60 (3.3.4.2.4 "The Navy would continue to follow [What existing operating procedures are This sentence has been clarified for the DVTA
existing operating procedures that |being referred to? There are no current under all alternatives.
prohibit the collection of materials |mineral collection restrictions within the
from any mining area and prohibit |DVTA. Mineral collection is typically
entry to mine shafts and sites." considered by BLM to be casual use and as
such requires no notification or permitting.
Is a restriction of all casual use activities
being considered within the DVTA? What
about the current practice of underground
surveys by wildlife specialists, will this be
prohibited?
3.3-60 (3.3.4.2.4 "Other than potentially requiring the|"raw materials", such as? Examples of raw materials have been incorporated
use of raw materials..." into the Final EIS.
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side of current transmission
corridor.."

geothermal facilities to only accommodate a
reasonable right of way on one side of the
current transmission line. A case in point is
the Dixie Meadows geothermal project, in
which the Environmental Assessment
includes two potential alignments for a
southern gen-tie route to the west and the
east of the existing Oxbow line...

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.3-60 [3.3.4.2.5 "The Navy would continue to work [Without mentioning specific examples of The Navy has determined that the SUA
with the local counties and compatible land use development, it's designation over additional areas would not
municipalities as well as federal premature to say Special Use Airspace would|adversely impact the exercise of mineral rights or
property land managers to plan not impact mining or mineral resources. exploration activities. Currently, these activities
compatible land use development." are carried out under the existing SUA.

3.3-61 [3.3.4.3.1 "The Navy would continue to follow [What existing operating procedures are Revised this section as the sentence in question
existing operating procedures that |being referred to? There are no current was not accurate in this location. It should have
prohibit the collection of materials |mineral collection restrictions within the stated, "The Navy would continue to follow
from any mining area and prohibit |DVTA. Mineral collection is typically existing operating procedures that prohibit the
entry to mine shafts and sites." considered by BLM to be casual use and as |collection of locatable materials from any

such requires no notification or permitting. |locatable mining area and prohibit entry to mine

Is a restriction of all casual use activities shafts and sites." Wildlife surveys would not be

being considered within the DVTA? What prohibited in the DVTA, casual use in the DVTA

about the current practice of underground |would not be prohibited. Allowable activities in

surveys by wildlife specialists, will this be the DVTA under each alternative can be found in

prohibited? Chapter 2 (Description of the Proposed Action and
Alternatives.

3.3-61 [3.3.4.3.3 "Other than potentially requiring the|"raw materials", such as? Examples of raw materials have been incorporated
use of raw materials..." into the Final EIS.

3.3-61 [3.3.4.3 "Expand Right of Way only on west |It is prohibitive to the future development of [The Navy is proposing 90 foot permanent and 300-

foot temporary ROW for development along the
west side of the State Route 121.The Final EIS
further describes the process by which interested
parties could pursue compatible geothermal
development in a portion of the Dixie Valley
Training Area. The proposed required design
features are necessary in order for the Navy to
meet necessary training requirements.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text

Paragraph

Comment
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(continued) If the developer faces other site
specific restrictions on one side, there must
be an option for development on the other.
In addition, what constitutes a 'reasonable’
right of way has not been adequately
defined. The RDF should state a maximum
distance within existing ROW

regardless of which side of current
transmission lines. The expanded ROW must
be sufficently large to allow for efficient and
effective utility placement and construction.

(continued) Development of the required design
features affords an opportunity for geothermal
development that would otherwise be lost. The
Navy acknowledges that complying with required
design features could add cost to a potential
geothermal development, however, the Navy is
committed to working with the developer on a
case-by-case basis. This is addressed in Section 3.3
(Mining and Mineral Resources).

3.3-61 |3.3.4.3 "Construct underground

transmission line..."

This is too restrictive and will likely make the
geothermal resources uneconomic. Suggest
adding "unless surface transmission lines can
be made compatible with night-vision
devices, or subsequent technology, and
Navy activities proposed for the specific
region or the extent of surface transmission
lines can be lessened such that there is no
significant impact to Navy proposed
activities ."

The Final EIS further describes the process by
which interested parties could pursue compatible
geothermal development in a portion of the Dixie
Valley Training Area. The proposed required
design features are necessary in order for the
Navy to meet necessary training requirements.
Development of the required design features
affords an opportunity for geothermal
development that would otherwise be lost. The
Navy acknowledges that complying with required
design features could add cost to a potential
geothermal development, however, the Navy is
committed to working with the developer on a
case-by-case basis. This is addressed in Section 3.3
(Mining and Mineral Resources).
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.3-61 |3.3.4.3 "Avoid photovoltaic Again, this RDF is too restrictive and could |The Final EIS further describes the process by
solar/geothermal hybrid design." make the resource uneconomic. Prohibiting |which interested parties could pursue compatible

solar development will also be prohibitive to |geothermal development in a portion of the Dixie
geothermal development, since solar can be |Valley Training Area. The proposed required
used to complement the generation design features are necessary in order for the
portfolio of geothermal resources as Navy to meet necessary training requirements.
evidenced by Enel's Stillwater Solar Development of the required design features
Geothermal Hybrid plant in Fallon and affords an opportunity for geothermal
Ormat's planned PV solar addition to its development that would otherwise be lost. The
Tungsten Mountain in Edwards Creek Valley. |Navy acknowledges that complying with required
The Navy fails to account for the fact that  |design features could add cost to a potential
there are technologies to offset impacts of |geothermal development, however, the Navy is
glare from solar panels and other committed to working with the developer on a
interference with infrared and heat case-by-case basis. This is addressed in Section 3.3
sensors.Suggest adding "unless design can  |(Mining and Mineral Resources).
be shown to be compatible with Navy
activities proposed for the specfic region."

3.3-61 [3.3.4.3 "Use cooling towers and other Because geothermal development will The recommended addition has been incorporated

structures no higher than 40 feet" |require use of temporary structures taller  |into the Final EIS.

than this (e.g. cranes, drilling rigs), suggest
adding the word "permanent" in front of
“structures".

3.3-61 [3.3.4.3 "Any exploration or development on [Add "d" to "require". Exploration activities [The recommended change has been incorporated

the de-designated lands would still
need to meet the proposed require
design features before any activities
could occur."

should be excluded from the RDFs as they
are temporary. Exploration is required to
determine the presence and economic
viability of the resource, even more so
because of the high costs associated with
the RFDs for development.

into the Final EIS. The Navy would coordinate with
any potential exploration activities as they would
be temporary but would need to be compatible
with training schedules in the DVTA.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.3-62 (3.3.43.4 "With implementation of required [This statement is only true if the RFDs can be|The Final EIS further describes the process by
design features, the impacts to shown to have a negligible impact on which interested parties could pursue compatible
geothermal exploration and development, which they have not. geothermal development in a portion of the Dixie
development, as well as salable Valley Training Area. The proposed required
exploration and development, would design features are necessary in order for the
be reduced in comparision to Navy to meet necessary training requirements.
Alternative 1." Development of the required design features

affords an opportunity for geothermal
development that would otherwise be lost. The
Navy acknowledges that complying with required
design features could add cost to a potential
geothermal development, however, the Navy is
committed to working with the developer on a
case-by-case basis. This is addressed in Section 3.3
(Mining and Mineral Resources).

3.3-62 |3.3.4.4 "However, prior to issuing any The BLM is afforded a 15-day review for This consultation would inform the Navy of
decisions on projects, permits, proposed Notice-level exploration activities. [proposed projects, permits, leases, studies, and
leases, studies, and other land uses |In order to accomplish the stated other land uses and afford the Navy an
within the two special use zones, requirement, the information required for  |opportunity to collaborate with BLM to preserve
BLM would be required to consult  [Notice-level proposals will need to be the training environment near B-17. If changes to
with NAS Fallon." changed, if it can, to include references to  [the information required for Notice-level

EM spectrum use. exploration activities is necessary, the BLM would
Specific examples of EM spectrum uses and |inform the proposing party.
duration which would be prohibited needs
to be cited.
3.3-62 |3.3.4.4 "The expansion to the southwest..." [Should be "southeast" The recommended change has been incorporated

into the Final EIS.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.3-64 [3.3.44.3 "Other than potentially requiring the |"raw materials", such as? Examples of raw materials have been incorporated
use of raw materials..." into the Final EIS.

3.3-64 |3.3.4.4 "In the DVTA, the proposed Clarify that access isn't the activity that is The recommended clarification has been
withdrawal would prohibit access for|prohibited, rather that exploration and incorporated into the Final EIS.
locatable mining to parts of L.X.L., development of mineral resources is the
Job Peak, Mountain Wells, and prohibited activity.
Westgate Mining Districts. In
addition, the proposed withdrawal
would prohibit all access to Wonder
and Chalk Mountain distr

3.3-65 (3.3.4.4.4 (Alt. 3) "This alternative would not [Incorrect statement. Clarify that exploration [The recommended clarification has been
allow the exploration and and development of geothermal would be |incorporated into the Final EIS.
development of leasable geothermal|allowed west of SR121 subject to RFDs.
resources within the proposed
boundaries of the FRTC..."

3.3-65 [3.3.4.4.4 "Although Alternative 3 includes May?! It will absolutely have an economic  [The Navy has modified this text to read as "would

changes meant to reduce impacts to
mineral resources...may have an
economic impact if market
conditions were favorable for more
mineral resource development."

impact. The MPR (p.166) concluded that the
Reasonably Foreseeable Development would
include one open-pit metal mine, one open-
pit industrial mine, one geothermal
operation, one sand and gravel or aggregate
operation. The economic impact these
operations would have is obviously
significant and must be evaluated and
quanitfied.

likely have less of a negative economic impact for
mineral resource development than the other
alternatives."
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
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3.3-65 |3.3.4.5 "Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 It can't be considered mitigation unless itis [The Navy has clarified that this is not a mitigation
incorporate mitigation by proposing [shown to be practical and economically but rather a component of the Proposed Action.
the Navy...allow geothermal viable. Until there is a study demonstrating
development west of SR 121 in the |this, then the allowance with RFDs should
DVTA. The Navy is currently not be considered mitigation.
proposing the following required
design features for geothermal
development..."

3.7-19 [3.7.2.4.2 "...and Figure 3.7-8 shows the C- Change "form" to "from" and "B-27" to "B- [The recommended change has been incorporated
weighted DNL levels form existing (17" into the Final EIS.
high-energy munitions at B-27."

39-6 |3.9.14 "As "vested" water rights...these "Vested" water rights are simply claims of  [This statement has been corrected in the Final EIS.
rights enjoy maximum protection beneficial use pre-dating the state's water
against later appropriations and law, they have not been certificated.
later statutory provisions."

3.11-37 3.11.3.4.2 Additonal data will be presented So studies are on-going, yet this section The EIS has been updated to present additional
upon completion of on-going states there will be no significant impacts.  |data as a result of the latest cultural resources
cultural resource studies associated |Once again you have conclusions stated in  [studies. See Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral
with Alternative 3. the DEIS without the data to support them. |Resources) for more discussion of mines in the

It's clear from reading the supporting study (Study Area, and Section 3.14 (Public Health and
(Class I Cultural Resources Report) that the [Safety) for a discussion on abandoned mine lands.
Navy failed to utilize GIS information

provided to them by NDOM regarding the

state's inventory of mining features as part

of it's statewide Abandoned Mine

Lands(AML) program. The AML database

contains information on features found to

be hazardous or non- hazardous, including...
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(continued) associated cultural features,
biological habitat, ownership, and history of
securing efforts. It is recommended that this
dataset be consulted as soon as possible,
particularly as it relates to B-17 in Alt. 3 and
target/direct impact locations.

3.13-3 |3.13.1.4 "In regards to mining and

inquired about a potential

geothermal activities, the public

compensation process for loss of
claims, mining exploration and
production, and associated rights
located on withdrawn lands."

This scoping comment is never fully
answered in the DEIS, only vaguely alluded
to. We again wish to reiterate that claimants
with active claims within the withdrawal
should be fairly compensated for what is in
effect a de-facto taking of their right to
explore for, and extract, minerals. The
amounts paid to the BLM and county
recorders for filing a new claim plus the
annual maintenance fees and recording fees,
which are documented at the BLM and
county recorders' offices, establish a
minimum compensation amount. An
preliminary calculation of these land holding
costs, by claimant for all claims within the
proposed withdrawal, amounted to over one
million dollars. This information was
provided to the Navy in February of 2018.
Additional compensation should be made
for other "on- the-ground"
investments/expenditures which are
documented.

The following process for valuing mining claims
has been added to the EIS in Chapter 5
(Management Practices, Monitoring, and
Mitigation) and Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral
Resources). For land included in the renewal, the
land withdrawal is subject to existing and valid
rights. While the proposed withdrawal affects new
mining claims, it does not affect existing, valid
claims on public lands. Holders of unpatented
mining claims on public lands may conduct a
validity exam, which is a formal process that
determines whether the claim holder has a valid
existing right.

The Secretary of the Interior determines the
validity of a claim based on this examination. For
there to be a valid existing right, the claim holder
must demonstrate that the claim contains a
discovery of a valuable mineral deposit. Having a
valid existing claim would exclude any such claim
from any moratorium imposed by the requested
withdrawal legislation for development of the
claim.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text

Paragraph

Comment

Response

(continued) Under the 1872 Mining Law,
claims are considered real property,
however they don't lend themselves to easy
valuation under "fair market value". In the
Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal
Land Acquisitions, Section 1.10.3 Special
Considerations for Minerals Properties, it
recommends, "Appraisers valuing mineral
properties impacted by the 1872 Mining Law
are advised to coordinate with client agency
staff to clarify the approaches to valuing
those interests." These approaches
should've been delineated in the DEIS so
that claimants can better understand the
process and provide meaningful comment.

(continued) Therefore, under the Proposed Action,
the Navy would acquire any valid existing claims
within the proposed withdrawal at fair market
value. However, holders of existing claims on
public land are not required to conduct a validity
exam. In instances where a claim holder has not
conducted a validity exam, any value associated
with the claim is assumed to be nominal.
Accordingly, the Navy would offer to claim holders
without a validity exam a nominal amount to
extinguish the claim. The Navy would consider the
investment made by the holder of these
unpatented claims when making an offer to
extinguish the claim.

With regard to patented claims, the Government
passed the title of these lands to the claimant,
making these lands private lands. The Navy would
therefore need to acquire any such lands within
the proposed FRTC land boundary.

The Navy cannot estimate the potential tax that
could be paid by geothermal produces or mining
claims as they would be highly speculative.

3.13-32 3.13.3.2.3

Due to potential lithium deposits...

This paragraph on lithium brine belongs in
the locatable section. Lithium in clay or in
brines is a locatable mineral.

The recommended change has been incorporated
into the Final EIS.

F-95

Public Comments and Responses




Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement

January 2020

Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

currently unknown mining and
geothermal opportunities as defined
under Alternative 1 would be less
under Alternative 2 because
geothermal opportunities would be
allowed in DVTA...

only in a portion of the DVTA and then only if required
design features were incorporated. Until the costs
associated with the RDFs are quantified how can one
determine they wouldn't be so onerous as to make
development improbable, in which case there'd be no
difference between Alt.1, 2 or 3. Second, see above
comment.

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.13-32 3.13.3.2.3 Therefore, while reasonable The preceding discussion on "Potential Impacts on The Navy’s position is that lost mining

foreseeable economic impacts with |Mining and Geothermal Industries" which summarizes |and geothermal opportunities cannot

lost mining and geothermal likely development including employment provides the [be definitively determined or

opportunities cannot accurately be |basis for quantifying the socioeconomic impacts and yet|quantified at this time because of the

determined at this time... it's completely absent. This development is echoed in  |variability of the market. The EIS does
the November 2018 Mineral Potential Report Section |in fact state that while speculative,
6.7 Reasonable and Foreseeable Development which  [there is the potential that significant
includes: one open-pit metal mine, one open-pit economic impacts could occur due to
industrial mine, one geothermal operation, and one the potential loss of mining and
aggregate operation. Employment ranges, time-frame |geothermal opportunities under
forecasts, land disturbance acreages are further Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
described in section 5.1.1 of the MPR. It is absurd to
dismiss the quantification of these potential impacts
and replace it with "cannot accurately be determined"
in order to deflect attention to what is obviously a very
real and significant impact. The DEIS Alt.1 devotes 6
pages of text and tables on "Potential Impacts on Range
Livestock" but just 1.5 pages of just text on "Potential
Impacts on Mining and Geothermal Industries". For Alt.
3 the disparity is even worse, 3.75 pages on livestock
and just a quarter page on mining and geothermal.

3.13-36 |3.13.3.3.3 Potential losses associated with First off, geothermal development would be allowed That is correct. Geothermal would be

allowed in a portion of the DVTA with
associated required design features.
The Navy’s position is that lost mining
and geothermal opportunities cannot
be definitively determined or
guantified at this time because of the
variability of the market.
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

opportunities." should be listed first, rather than
sandwiched between two "no significant impacts". This
comment applies to Alt.2 and Alt. 3 as well.

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) The EIS does in fact state
that while speculative, there is the
potential that significant economic
impacts could occur due to the
potential loss of mining and geothermal
opportunities under all alternative
scenarios. However, in this section,
while speculative, the Navy
acknowledges that losses could be less
under Alternative 2 because
geothermal opportunities would be
allowed in portions of DVTA. It is not
the Navy’s intent to make development
improbable based on required design
features within portions of DVTA.
3.13-42 |3.13.3.4.3 Potential losses associated with Same comment as above. Please see the Navy’s response to the
currently unknown mining and comment above.
geothermal opportunities as defined
under Alternative 1 would be less
under Alternative 3 because
geothermal opportunities would be
allowed in DVTA...
3.13-45 |3.13.3.6 Table 3.13-26 Summary of Effects  |It is customary to list impacts in a descending order of [The summary of impacts is presented in
to and Conclusions for Socioeconomics [significance. In this case, "Alternative 1 would result in |order of discussion.
46 - Impact Conclusion significant impacts to geothermal and mining
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.14-11 3.14.2.1.6 Standard operating procedures to  [These practices should include means to ensure that  [The Navy does not purposefully
avoid excessive exposures of Navy EM spectrum use does not impact mining interfere with cell phone signals or GPS.
electromagnetic energy from operations at the Denton- Rawhide and Premier The Navy has standard practices in
military aircraft establish minimum |[Magnesite mines, especially during mine blasting place to avoid interference with the
separatin distances between operations. public's use of the electromagnetic
electromagnetic energy emitters and spectrum and will continue to use a
people, munitions, and fuels (US separate military bandwidth from the
DoD, 2009). Practices are in pla public.

The Navy would coordinate with the
Denton-Rawhide and Premier
Magnesite mines to avoid interference
as applicable.

3.14-27 |3.14.2.6 On the existing DVTA there are two [These numbers are not absolute, as they only represent [The Navy would be responsible for and
shafts and one adit that range from |the number of features inventoried by NDOM as of the |would follow the procedures of the
moderate to high hazard risk. In the |date of the database snapshot provided to the Navy. State of Nevada in general with regard
land requested for withdrawal or The DVTA still contains numerous features that are to securing abandoned mines in the
proposed acquisition there are 259 |likely hazards that have yet to be inventoried. areas proposed for acquisition or
mine features and 279 under the requested for withdrawal.
different Alternative configurations.

4-41 4.4.13.3 While the Proposed Action could This conclusion cannot be justified because there was [The following process for valuing

potentially impact mining,
geothermal, and grazing
opportunities and may produce
small economic losses in these
sectors viewed in isolation,
significant cumulative impacts to
socioeconomic resources in the
region of influen

no quantification of the socioeconiomic impacts
resulting from the loss of mining and geothermal
opportunities. Additionally, there is no mention at all of
the lost revenue to the BLM, the state and counties
from annual mining claim filings, geothermal leases,
taxes on privately owned patented mining claims, Net
Proceeds of Minerals tax paid by mineral and
geothermal producers.

mining claims has been added to the
EIS in Chapter 5 (Management
Practices, Monitoring, and Mitigation)
and Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral
Resources). For land included in the
renewal, the land withdrawal is subject
to existing and valid rights...
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) While the proposed
withdrawal affects new mining claims,
it does not affect existing, valid claims
on public lands. Holders of unpatented
mining claims on public lands may
conduct a validity exam, which is a
formal process that determines
whether the claim holder has a valid
existing right. The Secretary of the
Interior determines the validity of a
claim based on this examination. For
there to be a valid existing right, the
claim holder must demonstrate that
the claim contains a discovery of a
valuable mineral deposit. Having a valid
existing claim would exclude any such
claim from any moratorium imposed by
the requested withdrawal legislation
for development of the claim.
Therefore, under the Proposed Action,
the Navy would acquire any valid
existing claims within the proposed
withdrawal at fair market value.
However, holders of existing claims on
public land are not required to conduct
a validity exam. In instances where a
claim holder has not conducted a
validity exam, any value associated
with the claim is assumed to be
nominal....
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) Accordingly, the Navy
would offer to claim holders without a
validity exam a nominal amount to
extinguish the claim. The Navy would
consider the investment made by the
holder of these unpatented claims
when making an offer to extinguish the
claim.

With regard to patented claims, the
Government passed the title of these
lands to the claimant, making these
lands private lands. The Navy would
therefore need to acquire any such
lands within the proposed FRTC land
boundary.

The Navy cannot estimate the potential
tax that could be paid by geothermal
produces or mining claims as they
would be highly speculative.

5.4.2

Alternative 2 and Alternative 3
incorporate mitigation by proposing
to allow geothermal and mining
activities to continue on certain
withdrawn areas as long as the
actions are consistent with training
activities and approved by the Navy.

This is misleading as the only mining activities allowed
are salable mining activities, which should be stated,
and the certain withdrawn lands applies only to DVTA,
which should be stated. Why is there no mitigation for
locatable mining activities? Because mitigation for
geothermal hinges on RFDs which have not been
evaluated for applicability and economic viability, there
is no basis for calling this mitigation.

Requested management practices,
monitoring, or mitigation measures
have been assessed by the Navy
between the Draft and Final EIS. These
suggestions have been added in part or
in their entirety to Chapter 5,
Management Practices, Monitoring,
and Mitigation...
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Table F-3: Nevada Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor's Office of Energy Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) This section has been
updated with resource specific and a
general table of suggestions and Navy
responses in the Final EIS. Where able,
the Navy has added text to the
document on the implemented
suggestions from the public scoping
comments, public comment period,
and from the Cooperating Agencies and
Tribal Participants.

The Navy cannot accommodate
locatable mining activities due to
restrictions in authorities set forth in
the Mining Law of 1872.

6-3

Table 6-1

The Navy is consulting with the BLM
and the BLM would continue to
regulate prospecting and
development of minerals when and
where applicable.

Too vague. Explain the reasoning behind the denial of
mineral exploration and exploitation activities and
stating that is not in conflict with the General Mining

Law Of 1872.

The reasoning has been restated from
Chapter 2 and the Mining and Mineral
Resources Section (Section 3.3).
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F.3.1.5 Sandoval, B. (Former Governor of Nevada)

Ol Hisrmen O Noger i O apsos S TeEST _1_"\_"\5'-‘.'\ I'-"-"-'-Iil\' TN AVESTE Surre 5 LK)
Capsom Oy, Nevana 97001 Las ViEcias Nevapa BUil]
Cnance: (773) G84-3670 Crrace: (T2 486-2500
Fax Noo (779) GRI-5AR3 Fax Moo (7020 486-7503

Office of the Gouernor

December 19, 2018

Captain David Halloran
Commanding Officer

Naval Air Station Fallon

44755 Pasture Road, Bldg. 350
Fallon, NV 88496

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.8G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5™ Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

Re: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization

Dear Captain Halloran and Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Personnel:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC)
Modernization Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS). As you know, | have a deep
respect for the military and support the mission at Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon and the FRTC.
The contributions that have been made to our national security and military preparedness — and
that continue to be made — at MAS Fallon are outstanding and bring great pride to our State,

For the last two years, my staff has worked diligently through our State cooperating agency
agreements, and with Churchill County and the Nevada Association of Counties (NACO), to
ensure that the Navy's analysis of the proposed land withdrawal would be transparent, accurate,
and based on the best information and data available. Although we have made some progress
toward reaching that goal, there are still several unresolved issues in the Draft EIS where this
objective was not met. This letter addresses the issues and concerns broadly, as our cooperating
agencies will be providing more detailed comments that relate to each agency's purview before
the end of the comment period.
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ERRORS and OMISSIONS

Following our joint meeting on September 5, 2018 at the Nevada Capitol Building, Mr. Jim Omans,
Director of Real Estate, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Energy, Installations and
Environment, made written assurances that the Navy would remove Simpson Road and the lands
south of Simpson Road, and East County Road and the lands east of East County Road, from
the B-16 withdrawal and the B-20 withdrawal, respectively, as part of Altemative 3 (the Navy's
Preferred Alternative). The Draft EIS is inconsistent with this agreement throughout the document
and in some places these areas still appear to be included in the proposed withdrawal.
Additionally, it was agreed that the Navy would eliminate the Dixie Valley Training Area (DVTA)
proposed withdrawal south of U.S. Route 50 and instead establish a speciai land management
overlay within the withdrawal leaislation. The land management overlay would require the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) to ocbtain Navy approval before authorizing fixed or mobile equipment
that would be used for transmitting and receiving radio signials or other land use decisions that
require BLM permitting. The Draft EIS is inconsistent with this agreement as well. While, |
understand the timeline between réaching these agreements and publishing the Draft EIS was
short, it is imperative that these agreements are reflected in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Record of Decision (EIS/ROD). It is importarit id make sure the Navy's stated intentions
are included in the Final EIS/ROD.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS NOT ADDRESSED

The impacts of the proposed withdrawal have been significantly underestimated. The State of
Nevada believes that withdrawing an additional 600,000 acres of public land that supports existing
-and future opportunities for economic development, energy production, livestock grazing, and
recreation will result in much greater impacts than disclosed in the Draft EIS. Detailed comments
regardingthe Draft EIS will be forthcoming from our cooperating agencies to underscore the errors
in analysis and pre-decisional conclusions in the Draft EIS.

AIRSPACE

The Draft EIS |acks clarity and disclosure regarding proposed changes to military airspace, The
existing and proposed airspace blocks are extremely complicated and reguire additional
discussion: Of particular concern are the Visual Flight Route (VFR) corridors along Highway 60
and Highway 85 which lie’ over land not owned dr controlled by the Navy and additionally are
blocked by gverlapping restricted airspaces that extend to the surface. Existing; published charts
de net depict VFR cerriders and are described by text only in existing publications.

MITIGATION

Although the Draft EIS is riot required to develop and adopt completed plans te mitigate
environmental and socioeconcmic impacts, the State of Nevada believes compensatory
rnitigation is necessary to compensate for the loss of several resources. Additionally, the proposed
withdrawal will nagatwely impact, or take a variety of private property rights (e.g. grazing permits,
water rights, mining claims and private property), and additional details are warranted regarding
the Navy's intentions and commitments to ensure just compensation for these losses.

The Mavy is proposing to de-designate, or release, approximately 75,000 acres (20 percent) of
existing Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) in the Stillwater Range WSA, Jobs Peak WSA, and the
Clan Alpine Mountains WSA and add those acres to the DVTA proposed withdrawal. Unrestricted
release of these WSA designations, which for the most part have been found by the BLM fo be
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unsuitable for wilderness designation, should be analyzed as a means of partially compensating
for the impacts to geothermal resourees, mineral resources, and socioeconomiics, by providing
additional resource areas that could be used for displaced resources.

THE NEVADA ALTERNATIVE

The State of Nevada, with the paricipation of all State agencies and the Nevada Association of
Counties, proposed a "Nevada Alternative” that we belisve meets the Navy's purpose and need
for a modernized, realistic training environment that also supports the expansion of existing
bombing ranges to meet justified safety criteria for the protection of both military personnel and
the public. The Nevada Alternative was configured to avoid and minimize conflicts with existing
uses of public lands including critical mineral and gecthermal resources that are of paramount
impartance to Mevada and the nation. |f Nevada is to meet the 50 percent Renewable Portfolic
Standard (RPS) requiremeni by 2030, as presented in Ballot Question. Six, we must safeguard
the potential for geothermal energy development in Dixie Valley, the heartland of Nevada's
geothermal resources potential.

The Draft EIS inadequately presents the Nevada Alternative and dismissed our submittal in
Chapter 2 by failing to capture the essence of the proposed alternative in its entirety. In previous
correspondence to Secretary of the Navy Spencer (April 17, 2018 and June 20, 2018), and during
numerous meetings with the Navy, including in February 2018 with Secretary Spencer, we
provided information demonstrating significant differences between the Mavy's Preferred
Alternative 3 and the Nevada Altsrmative and requested the Navy fully analyze the Nevada
Alternative in the Draft EIS as an independent alternative. We firmly believe the National
Environmental Policy and Management Act (NEPA), as amended, requires that type.of analysis.
To not fully and completely analyze legitimate alternatives, the Navy would be out of compliance
with NEPA and could be perceived as pre-decisional.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Nevada's cooperating agencies encompass a tremendous level of expertise on the natural
resources and land uses affected by the proposed withdrawal Cur subject-matier experts have
worked extensively with the Navy since the scoping period and will continue to make themselves
available at every possible opportunity to assist with the Navy's NEPA analysis and findings.
Nevada's agencies are keenly interested in continuing to find and agree upon solutions to many
of the Staté's remaining concerns, including incerrect interpretations and a lack of safisfactory
mitigation in the Draft EIS. As explained during the November 20, 2018 meeting with my staff and
state agency representatives, the Draft EIS is missing important details and agreements made
between the State and the Navy. For example, specific issues that the Navy has agreed to
address in the Final EIS include:

= Required Design Features (RDF) for geothermal development that are acceptable and
feasible to the geothermal industry. This includes, but is not limited to, allowance of a-80
foot permanent right-of-way and 300 foot temperary construction right-of-way on beth the
westand sast sides ofthe current TerraGen transmission cormidor; glint and glare mitigation
on photovoltaic solargeothermal hybrid plants rather than outright aveidance; and
allowable height restrictions for powerlines within the RDFs that can realistically be
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implemented to resolve Navy concerns and are consistent with the existing 100 foot
structures along the TerraGen right-of-way;

* A detailed Managed Access Agreement that provides access for sportsmen and the
Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) for hunting and wildlife management activities,
developed cooperatively with NDOW,

* A detailed Fire Management and Rehabilitation Plan that includes plans and funding for
fuels management, wildfire prevention and suppression, and wildfire rehabilitation on
military lands developed cooperatively with the Nevada Division of Forestry, NDOW and
the Nevada Department of Agriculture (NDA);

* Mitigation for acquisition of valid existing rights developed in cooperation with the Nevada
Division of Minerals, the Nevada Division of Water Resources, and the NDA;

» Disclosure of the results of the economic analyses prepared for the Navy by Dr. Tom Harris
at the University of Nevada, Reno that analyzed the effects of the Mineral Potential Report,
which showed that reasonable and foreseeable development in the proposed withdrawal
area would include one new open-pit metal mine, one open-pit industrial mine, one
geothermal operation, and one aggregate operation. The Navy has not explained why the
analysis precludes this economic development, which was incorporated in the Preliminary
Draft EIS and presented to our cooperating agencies for review, was deleted and not
published in the Draft EIS. These results and analysis of other baseline studies undertaken
by the Navy in conjunction with cooperating agency expertise need to be fully incorporated
in the Final EIS/ROD to portray accurate and realistic baseline conditions of natural
resources and economic considerations.

| appreciate the Navy's commitment that it will fulfill its previous assurances and intentions to
resolve these issues with a more thorough analysis before the Final EIS/ROD is published. To
avoid potential confusion during the Congressional approval process, we appreciate your
willingness to address these concerns and the upcoming comments that will be provided by
Nevada's cooperating agencies. The State of Nevada also requests additional assurances that
the Navy will fully commit to adequate compensation for the impacts resulting from the FRTC
withdrawal,

As Nevadans, we are proud our State is a full partner to the United States Defense Department
and take our role and contribution to military preparedness and national security seriously. We
appreciate the Navy's mutual support-and respect for Nevada's customs, culture and economy
and look forward to continuing to work on th outstanding issues a

7
fmce;g regards, |
/

RIAN SANDOVAL
Governor

cc: Nevada Congressional Delegation
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F.3.1.5.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. The Navy appreciates your time and work as a Cooperating Agency in the development
of the Final EIS. The Navy has updated the Final EIS, most notably those throughout the document
regarding B-16 and Simpson Road, B-20 and East County Road, as well as the Special Land Management
Overlay presented in Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative). The Navy added figures in Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS that illustrate the withdrawal and acquisition lands included in the Draft EIS and highlights
additional reductions that have been made to the withdrawal and acquisition lands between the Draft
and Final EIS under Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative).

Regarding the assertion that significant impacts have not been addressed, in the Draft and Final EIS, an
Approach to Analysis, including significance criteria, is presented for each resource section as a sub-
heading. The approach to analysis and significance criteria varies but was developed based on applicable
laws, regulations, and policies for each resource area. In addition, context, intensity, and relevant
thresholds were considered when determining significance.

In regard to proposed changes to military airspace, the Final EIS discusses proposed changes at length in
Section 3.6 (Airspace). The VFR corridors are not proposed to change under the Proposed Action and
aviators would be able to fly through MOAs when they are not active per flight rules that currently exist
in the FRTC airspace. All changes to airspace must go through the FAA and are evaluated by the FAA to
meet applicable rules, regulations, and guidelines.

Regarding mitigation, the Navy has developed and proposed specific mitigation for each alternative that
can be implemented and would avoid or minimize impacts. As such, alternatives include actions
specifically designed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts, to the extent practicable under
existing authorities and consistent with military training activities. The Final EIS discusses the mitigation
measures suggested and the Navy’s adoption of such measures in the alternatives or as measures to
minimize impacts as applicable in tables under each resource description.

Regarding affected private landowners, they would receive just compensation for loss of any privately-
owned land and all compensable rights associated with that land acquired by the United States. Claim
holders for mining and water would be compensated as described in Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral
Resources) and Section 3.9 (Water Resources). Pursuant to the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, as amended
(43 U.S.C. section 315q), the Navy would make payments to federal grazing permit holders for losses
suffered as a result of the withdrawal or other use of former federal grazing lands for war or national
defense purposes. The Navy has added more detail to the procedures and methodology for valuation of
property and future compensation for such losses as applicable.

Regarding Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), under the Proposed Action, Congressional legislation would
remove the WSA designation of withdrawn portions of the following WSAs: Stillwater Range WSA
(approximately 10,951 acres [12 percent]), Jobs Peak WSA (approximately 41,680 acres [47 percent]),
and Clan Alpine Mountains WSA (approximately 22,324 acres [11 percent]) but would not prohibit the
use of the area by recreationalists. As this is part of the Proposed Action, it is not included as a
mitigation measure. Impacts to geothermal resources, mineral resources, and socioeconomics in these
portions of the WSAs would be the same as those described for the rest of the DVTA.
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As referenced in the comment pertaining to, “The Nevada Alternative,” components of the “Nevada
Alternative” or Governor’s Alternative were considered in the development of Alternative 3. However,
some components could not be accommodated because they would be incompatible with the need to
provide sufficient land for military training and associated range safety requirements (see Section 1.4
[Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action]). A detailed discussion is provided in Chapter 2,
specifically Section 2.5.7 (Governor's Alternative [“Nevada Alternative”]).

Regarding the recommendations given by the comment, the Navy worked with cooperating agencies
between the Draft and Final versions of the EIS and narrowed specifics of mitigations as was possible.
For geothermal development, the Final EIS further describes the process by which interested parties
could pursue compatible geothermal development in a portion of the Dixie Valley Training Area. The
proposed required design features are necessary in order for the Navy to meet necessary training
requirements. Development of the required design features affords an opportunity for geothermal
development that would otherwise be lost. The Navy is committed to working with the developer on a
case-by-case basis and acknowledges that complying with required design features could add cost to a
potential geothermal development. This is addressed in Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral Resources).

Regarding the managed access agreement with the NDOW, the Navy is developing a draft MOA in
conjunction with NDOW that is included in the Final EIS as a model for an anticipated finalized
agreement for managed access to B-17 for a hunting program for bighorn sheep (a draft of which can be
found in Appendix D [Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans]).

For fire management and rehabilitation, the Navy has implemented and would continue to implement
operational and administrative controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires. The Navy is developing a
Wildland Fire Management Plan, and where possible, proposed elements and goals of this plan were
added to the Final EIS. A draft outline of the plan can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements,
and Plans) which would also include and post-fire management actions. For further information on
wildfire and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public Health and Safety), specifically Section
3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire Management).

The Final EIS has been updated to further describe the process by which the Navy would compensate
both valid mining claims and unpatented mining claims with no validity exam. Valid and existing mining
rights, existing patented mining claims, and unpatented mining claims are discussed in Section 3.3
(Mining and Mineral Resources).

For there to be a valid existing mining right, the claim holder must demonstrate that the claim contains a
discovery of a valuable mineral deposit. Having a valid existing claim would exclude any such claim from
any moratorium imposed by the requested withdrawal legislation for development of the claim.
Therefore, under the Proposed Action, the Navy would acquire any valid existing claims within the
proposed withdrawal at fair market value.

With regard to existing patented mining claims, the Federal Government has passed the title of these
lands to the claimant, making these lands private lands. The Navy would therefore need to acquire any
such lands within the proposed FRTC land boundary.

Holders of unpatented mining claims on public lands may conduct a validity exam, which is a formal
process that determines whether the claim holder has a valid existing right. The Secretary of the Interior
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determines the validity of a claim based on this validity examination. However, holders of unpatented
mining claims are not required to conduct a validity exam. In instances where a claim holder has not
conducted a validity exam, any value associated with the claim is assumed to be nominal. Accordingly,
the Navy would offer to claim holders without a validity exam a nominal amount to extinguish the claim.
The Navy would consider the investment made by the holder of these unpatented claims when making
an offer to extinguish the claim.

Private water rights would be purchased as real property as necessary. Acquisition of water rights would
be factored into the processes for valuing grazing and mining-related just compensation or other
authorized payments as appropriate. As discussed in Section 3.9 (Water Resources), the Navy does not
have the authority or the expertise to assist water rights holders with any other water rights actions (i.e.
change applications).

Regarding the results of the economic analyses prepared for the Navy by Dr. Tom Harris at the
University of Nevada, Reno that analyzed the effects of the Mineral Potential Report, the Navy revised
the discussion of potential loss of mineral resource opportunities to reflect the fundamental uncertainty
as to whether, where or to what extent these opportunities might actually exist. The EIS acknowledges
the fact that the various mineral resource opportunities may potentially be present, and thus that the
proposed action could indeed result in the potential loss of such opportunities.

The Navy appreciates the role that Nevada has taken as a full partner to the United States Defense
Department and would continue to work to mitigate and minimize impacts as described in the Final EIS,
specifically in Chapter 5 (Management Practices, Monitoring, and Mitigation).
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F.3.1.6 Swallow, K. (Nevada Department of Transportation)

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1263 5. Stewart Strest
Carson City, Nevada 89712

Steve Sisolak KRISTENA SWALLOW, Dirscior
Gavemor

February 13, 2019

Captain David Halloran
Commanding Officer

Naval Air Station Fallon

4755 Pasture Road, Bldg. 350
Fallon, NV 88496

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.5G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5" Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

Re: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Fallon Range Training Complex (FRTC) Modernization

Dear Captain Halloran and Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Personnel;

Thank you for the cpportunity to provide comments to the Fallon Range Training Complex
(FRTC) Modermnization Draft Enviromental Impact Staternent (Draft EIS). These comments from
the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) are meant to follow those sent by the former
Governor of Nevada, Brian Sandoval, on December 19, 2018.

Most of these comments have been previously stated by NDOT staff, who have been serving in
this agency's role as a cooperating agency. In some cases, the concerns have been partially
addressed or Naval personnel have made assurances they will be addressed. However,
NDOT wishes to clearly identify and document what items remain outstanding and need to be
acted upon.

AIRSPACE

As stated in Governor Sandoval's letter, the Draft EIS lacks clarity and disclosure
regarding proposed changes to military airspace. The existing and proposed airspace
blocks are extremely complicated and require careful consideration by pilots to avoid
inadvertent incursions when flying. Of particular concern are the Visual Flight Route
(VFR) corridors along Highway 50 and Highway 95 which lie over land not owned or
controlled by the Navy and are blocked by overlapping restricted airspaces that extend
to the surface. Existing, published charts do not depict VFR corridors accurately. Naval
staff have agreed to make the necessary corrections in Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) documents, though NDOT staff have not seen them.
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Future Airfield development within and outside of the FRTC is impacted as reviewed in
the DEIS primarily at Austin, Eureka, Kingston, and Gabbs due to encroachment of the
Restricted Areas, expansion of the Firing Ranges and previous objections by the FRTC
to their development. During negotiations, the Navy has agreed to allow a “cut out”
area so the Gabbs operation will be unaffected but this provision is not yet visible to
NDOT.

Incidences where flares, ordinance, or other FRTC activities cause a fire outbreak
necessitates asking for local assistance to prevent fires from towns and cities within and
surrounding the FRTC. Local and state firefighting resources are under increasing
strain and their availability may be curtailed. The FRTC should be responsible for their
own firefighting particularly when caused by their activity.

-11

The 1-11 Corridor as shown in figure 4-3 of the Cumulative Impacts chapter is obsolete.
Alternative 1-11 routes B-1, B-4 and B-5 should be deleted since they are no longer
under consideration due to the recently compieted planning and environmental linkage
(PEL) study. Only the routes B-2 and B-3 should be included since those are remaining
routes under consideration. Limiting the I-11 Corridor possibilities in figure 4-3 will
present a more accurate picture of the potential impact on the Navy's proposed land
withdrawal and the areas where NDOT must retain access.

NDOTD

The concerns listed below originated from NDOT District 2 staff whose servicing area
includes the FRTC land withdrawal. All three of the FRTC possible alternatives were
reviewed and are commented on, even though alternative 3 is the DEIS preferred.
Alternatives 1 and 2 represent changes to the SR 839 alignment in various options and
Alternative 3 results in a relocation of SR 361.

NDOT's purpose and need is shown on its Asphalt Zone Chart and Maintenance District
Map (see NDOT website and the Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP — April
20, 2018). SR 838 is shown as only partially maintained by the NDOT and does not
represent a continguous route. It serves local enterprises and activities, including the
Rawhide Mine. Gonsequently, local governments have a keen Interest In SR 839 and
NDOT encourages the relinquishment of this route to those entities. SR 361 is a
primary connector to the traffic network with a road standard of class 5 and also serves
as a potential alternative route for emergency situations or in the event other routes are
disabled.

While it is understood, the route relocation would require its own National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) document and more detailed study of the specific area, the DLEIS
should still address utility relocations, existing and future permits for NDOT occupancy,
road requirements, and ownerships rights, roles and responsibilities. Other items to be
expanded on include road design requirements (road prism, typical section, design
vehicle), ownership rights, roles, and responsibilities.
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Depending on the new route of SR 839, it should be pointed out a negotiated
agreement would have to be made with the tribe regarding road ownership and
maintenance. The potential increase in lane miles and the resulting impacts to weather
effect, topography and drainage would increase maintenance responsibilities for
whoever owns the road.

NDOT's interest in SR 839 is based on support logistics (e.g., roadway) to support a
heavy mining operation. As such, any relocation or modifications to this facility should
take into account the equivalent single axle loading (ESAL) pavement for this facility.
This impact would potentially create the need for loading considerations on
interconnected roadways such as US 95. Table 2-2 outlines traffic counts to the
ranges. Please clarify the accesses this traffic is proposed to utilize with each
alternative.

Regarding the relocated SR 361, it is proposed to have a fence on the west side of the
road to prohibit access to the FRTC. NDOT proposes that the Navy also have a fence
to the east side of the road to reduce the chance of wildlife crossing the road and being
trapped, thereby increasing the likelihood of vehicle crashes.

NDOT recognizes the importance of the Navy's mission towards providing for the
defense of our country. There must be realistic training for Naval personnel to be
successful and to increase the likelihood of their return from battle. This is reason why
NDOT has been working with the Navy for over two years on the FRTC modernization
and land withdrawal. Minimizing potentially adverse impacts to Nevada's transportation
is also primary concern and one which the Navy's cooperation is sought. NDOT
requests assurances and visible results that its concerns are being addressed. As
always, NDOT staff are ready to assist and cooperate with the FRTC modernization.

Sincerely,

YAeS

Kristina L. Swallow, P.E.
Director

|
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F.3.1.6.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. Details regarding the existing and proposed airspace are defined in Chapter 2 and
Section 3.6 (Airspace) of the Final EIS. Additionally, any changes to the VFR corridor as depicted on IFR
Low Sectional Maps have been provided to the FAA as part of the proposed Airspace Proposal. Further,
cumulative maps have been revised to only show proposed routes B-2 and B-3 of the I-11 Corridor
project.

When developing the proposed alternatives, the Navy designed special use airspace to maximize the
Navy’s use of the airspace while allowing as much public and commercial use as possible. To minimize
aviation impacts under each of the alternatives, the Navy is requesting the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) create “airspace exclusion zones” (3 nautical-mile radius, surface to 1,500 feet
Above Ground Level [AGL]) around the Gabbs, Crescent Valley, and Eureka airports. These exclusion
areas would ensure those airports could continue to operate under all of the alternatives. The Navy
would avoid the exclusion areas unless the airport is specifically being used for takeoffs and landings
associated with military training activities. Airspace exclusion zones are discussed further in Section
3.6.2.2.4 (Local and Regional Airports).

For fire management and rehabilitation, the Navy has implemented and would continue to implement
operational and administrative controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires. The Navy is developing a
Wildland Fire Management Plan, and where possible, proposed elements and goals of this plan were
added to the Final EIS. A draft outline (which proposes to include sections on fire management
guidelines and responsibilities) of the plan can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and
Plans). For further information on wildfire and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public Health and
Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire Management).

With regards to any closure and relocation of State Routes (839 OR 361), the Navy and USDOT recognize
that any proposed rerouting is still conceptual in nature and would be evaluated prior to closure of the
route. Follow-on NEPA analysis would be conducted for the potential relocation of State Route 839 if
Alternative 1 or 2 were to be chosen and State Route 361 if Alternative 3 were to be selected. See
Chapter 2, specifically Section 2.3.4.2.4 (Road and Infrastructure Improvements to Support Alternative
3) for further details. Because of the conceptual nature of the action at this time, the Navy decided to
analyze the potential change in access and transport time, whereas the specifics that are mentioned in
your letter (utility relocations, existing and future permits for NDOT occupancy, road requirements, and
ownerships rights, roles and responsibilities) were beyond the scope of this particular action, and were
not yet ripe for analysis. The Navy acknowledges that this will need to be addressed in the follow-on
NEPA. Independent of which alternative may ultimately be chosen, if a road relocation is part of any
ultimate Congressional decision, the Navy would transfer any funds appropriated for relocating the road
to the Federal Highway Administration, which in turn would make these funds available to NDOT for
planning, design, NEPA-documentation, permitting and construction of the replacement road to meet
state standards. The Navy is currently working with NDOT on the mechanism for this action.
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F.3.1.7 Wasley, T. (Nevada Department of Wildlife)

STATE OF NEVADA
TONY WASLEY

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE Divector

6980 Sierra Center Parkway, Suite 120 ‘LIZ ("'17‘}:";["'\
epuly (hrector

LAY Reno, Nevada 89511
Steve Sisolak JACK ROBB
Phone (775) 688-1500 + Fax (775) 688-1495 Deputy Director

Governor

February 14, 2019

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.SG

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

ATTN: Ms. Sara Goodwin, EIS Project Manager

Subject: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Fallon Range Training Complex
(FRTC) Modernization

Dear Ms. Goodwin:

Thank you for providing the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) with the opportunity to review the
FRTC Modernization Draft EIS (DEIS). As a cooperating agency we have worked extensively with the
Navy on this endeavor beginning in December of 2016 and we provided input throughout numerous
meetings, emails, and conference calls. These efforts were intended to assist the Navy understand and
analyze the potential impacts of a 600,000+ acre military withdrawal while also ensuring the many
resources important to NDOW and Nevada citizens are addressed. NDOW still has significant concerns
with the proposed action, identification and adequacy of analysis, limited resolution of significant impacts,
and the level of commitment by the Navy to mitigate anticipated impacts.

NDOW has provided the Navy with comments on the Preliminary DEIS and included information and
resources to help guide a thorough and accurate analysis. We provided information throughout a series
of State-Agency meetings at which recommendations were proposed to resolve outstanding significant
issues. In addition to providing information during Agency-meetings, NDOW also provided extensive
comments on the Preliminary DEIS. A comparison of our previous comments and the public version of
the DEIS reveals that the Navy has yet to address many of our previously stated concerns, has not
followed through with verbal commitments made during State Agency meetings, and has failed to correct
even basic factual errors within the DEIS. Overall, most of our key issues and concerns remain
unresolved and call into question the seriousness with which the Navy is taking public and agency
comments.

The Preferred Alternative, including the proposed airspace expansion, overlaps areas of significant
wildlife and recreation resources that will be threatened or degraded due to the proposed withdrawal and
associated actions. As previously stated, we remain genuinely concerned at the Navy's inability or
unwillingness to address these critical issues. These concerns and our corresponding recommendations
are discussed below.
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Access

NDOW and many conservation partners have invested significant amounts of time and money on habitat
improvements and bighorn sheep re-introductions within the proposed withdrawal. Installation and
maintenance of wildlife water developments reflects a tremendous commitment for over 30 years and is
estimated at over $1.5 million dollars to-date. Restricting or closing access to these areas severely
restricts NDOW's ability to maintain water developments, conduct emergency water hauls to dependent
wildlife, and otherwise manage wildlife populations. Wildlife populations that depend upon management
actions such as water developments could be jeopardized, and sportsmen will almost certainly loose
access. The Draft EIS does not adequately address or resolve anticipated impacts on these resources
from more restricted access and added costs for inspecting and maintaining these developments. As an
example, managing wildlife water developments on lands withdrawn for military use (e.g. Nevada Test
and Training Range) adds considerable complexity and cost versus Federal Land Management Agencies
due to training schedules. There will be a significant burden placed on NDOW, sportsmen, and
conservation volunteers to coordinate access for management activities. These impacts have not been
assessed to appropriately avoid, minimize or mitigate loss of access within the DEIS, as required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.

We appreciate the Navy's consideration of Alternative 3 (Shift) and recognize this alternative reduces
impacts to public access compared to Alternatives 1 and 2. However, areas still proposed for withdrawal
include popular and productive hunting areas for bighorn sheep, pronghorn antelope, mule deer, chukar,
and waterfowl. In cooperation with a working group, NDOW has provided input on developing a Managed
Access Plan that would outline objectives and intentions for a hunting program within the proposed
withdrawal. We remain highly concerned with the lack of progress on the Managed Access Plan, despite
clear requests from NDOW and indication from the State of Nevada Governor's Office that this plan is a
priority. For your reference, we have attached our previous suggestions for the Managed Access
Program (Attachment B and C). Attachment B includes NDOW's general comments and objectives for a
Managed Access Program and Attachment C includes our specific comments on the Draft Managed
Access Program provided by the Navy in March 2018. We strongly recommend the Navy review and
incorporate our previous suggestions. The lack of finalized access commitments through a Managed
Access Plan illustrates how the Navy has failed to address or offset these impacts. NDOW questions
whether the limited assurances provided by the Navy are enough to guarantee access for NDOW and
sportsmen for the duration of the withdrawal.

Recommendation

The Managed Access Plan should guarantee access commitments for wildlifefhabitat management
activities and hunting opportunities for the duration of the withdrawal. The lack of existing assurances for
public and agency access remains a significant concern and should be addressed and completed for
inclusion in the Final EIS. Inclusion of the Managed Access Plan will allow for comprehensive understand
of both impacts, and how those impacts were accounted for, in keeping with the requirements of the
NEPA process. Access for a bighorn sheep hunt is especially critical and we continue to recommend a
minimum of 15 consecutive days for the bighorn sheep hunt every year. We also strongly recommend
the Plan include designated camping locations, proposed travel routes, trail heads, and hunting area
boundaries so that a clear vision of what will be accessible for hunting is understood among each party.
Given the size of the withdrawal and required travel distances to and from hunting areas, allowing on-site
camping and approved road access is a necessary step towards maintaining a quality experience and
ensuring compliance with program rules. We have had early discussions on check-in/check-out
procedures and hope that a flexible solution that is relatively easy for hunters to comply with can be
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NDOW recommends creating a “Wildlife Working Group” within the Final EIS that would include
representatives from the Navy, NDOW, BLM, and conservation organizations. We have successfully
used this model to coordinate, fund, and implement projects that benefit wildlife resources in Nevada.
The objective of this group would be to improve wildlife populations, habitat resources, and hunting
opportunities within and outside of the proposed withdrawal. The DEIS current provision for constructing
a few water developments is unacceptable given the significant impacts. It is clear the Navy is largely
unaware of the magnitude of wildlife conservation and the financial commitment needed to implement
meaningful projects. Examples of recommended projects include fuels reduction projects, wildfire
rehabilitation, weed treatments, riparian enhancements, pinyon-juniper removal, water developments,
increasing water rights and water availability at Stillwater NWR, and game management actions (disease
sampling, surveys, collaring projects). These are all critical-need type projects that must be used to offset
the impacts of the proposed action. We request the Final EIS and subsequent Congressional legislative
action commit to funding a Mitigation Account for use by the Wildlife Working Group.

We understand the need for the FRTC modernization and will continue to work cooperatively with the
Navy to help ensure impacts to wildlife, wildlife management, and public access are appropriately
addressed and resolved. In exchange, we reasonably anticipate a genuine effort on the part of the Navy
to accomplish the same.

In summary, NDOW remains concerned and disappointed that many of the issues, scientific information,
and potential solutions offered by NDOW and others during stakeholder and working group meetings
have not been included in the DEIS. There are many critical pieces that still need to be completed
between now and the Final EIS in order for the Navy to demonstrate it is capable and willing to respond
to impacts created by the proposed action. Public and Agency comments at this stage represent the last
{crmal opportunity to provide input on the proposed withdrawal, which will have a dramatic effect on
Nevada, its natural resources, and citizens. We are hopeful that the Navy will re-consider the current
path and integrate public and agency comments with a genuine interest in significantly improving the
quality of the Final EIS and improving the long-term outcome for the State of Nevada and its citizens.

We remain committed to further cooperation to ensure these concerns are effectively addressed and
resolved and would appreciate additional opportunity to work with the Navy prior to finalization of the EIS.

Sincerely,

ooy Wy
Tony Wasley, Directdr

Nevada Department of Wildlife

Attachments

A -~ Specific comments in matrix

B — Acoustic Impacts and Greater Sage-grouse

C - FRTC Managed Access Program Recommendations

D - FRTC Draft Managed Access Program, Specific Comments

F.3.1.7.1 Response

Thank you for your comments here and your participation in the NEPA process. The Navy has worked
with cooperating agencies, and Indian Tribes to design the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3) so that it
reduces potential impacts to all resources. Regarding mitigation, the Navy has developed and proposed
specific mitigation for each alternative that can be implemented and would avoid or minimize impacts.

|
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As such, alternatives include actions specifically designed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential
impacts, to the extent practicable under existing authorities and consistent with military training
activities. Cooperating agencies, Indian Tribes, and other stakeholders were solicited for potential
mitigation or management actions through the public scoping process and the public comment process
on the Draft EIS, and the Navy evaluated the suggestions against compatibility with military training and
testing activities and range safety. The Navy conducted several mitigation working group meetings with
Cooperating Agencies and Indian Tribes to discuss their concerns as well as the feasibility of their
suggested management practices or mitigations. The Navy continued to work with cooperating
agencies, Indian Tribes, and other public stakeholders between the Draft and Final EIS to refine or
augment mitigation methods to reduce potential impacts. These suggestions for management practices,
monitoring, and mitigation have been added to the Final EIS in Tables 5-1 through 5-16. General
mitigation suggestions are shown in Table 5-1 along with the Navy’s response if it was adopted or not;
including reasoning for considering but eliminating the suggestion if applicable. Suggestions that were
specific to different resource categories are discussed under their respective resource headers in Table
5-2 through Table 5-13, located in Section 5.2 through 5.16.

With regards to management access, the Navy recognizes the efforts of NDOW and many conservation
partners on habitat improvements and bighorn sheep re-introductions within the proposed withdrawal
area. The Navy currently has an Access Management Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
would be updated (with a new MOA) after any ultimate Congressional Decision on an action. These
programs have been developed by the Navy with the assistance of NDOW, USFWS, and other
cooperating agencies. The Navy is also developing the Bighorn Sheep Hunting Program with NDOW
through a MOA that is included in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans) in Draft form and
would be formalized after any ultimate Congressional decision. The MOA would outline how and when
hunters would have access to the B-17 range in specific areas defined by the Navy on a year-to-year
basis.

Details of the bighorn sheep hunting program MOA can be found in Chapter 2, Section 3.12
(Recreation), and Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans).

Regarding adverse impacts to wildlife and habitat resources, Navy operational doctrine dictates that
during transit to and from training areas, pilots avoid lambing areas. Regarding impacts to sage grouse,
the most recent Nevada Department of Wildlife greater sage grouse lek location data indicates that they
are east of the land areas proposed for withdrawal or acquisition. Sage grouse in these areas would be
exposed to noise from aircraft overflights. Available science indicates that short-term noise intrusion
does not play a significant role in lek success and is not proposing seasonal flight restrictions. The Navy
would work closely with BLM and NDOW to manage sage grouse and other species on land under the
Navy’s control. State management plans use Lxx (e.g., Lio and Lso) metrics for determining impacts on
sage grouse. In the absence of this type of data, the Navy applied maximum decibel level (Lmax), sound
exposure level (SEL), the DNL, and equivalent sound level (L.q) metrics to determine potential impacts.
The Navy has determined that the analysis presented in the Final EIS is comprehensive and based on the
best available science for assessing potential population impacts. The Navy recognizes the importance of
the state management plan metrics, and therefore the Navy is proposing to fund a study that would be
conducted by NDOW (in cooperation with the Navy) to monitor behavior of sage grouse on leks during
aircraft overflights. Any commitment by the Navy to undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed in
the EIS Record of Decision.
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The Navy has and would continue to implement operational and administrative controls to reduce
wildfires. The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire Management Plan (which includes post-fire
management actions including reseeding) and, where possible, proposed plan elements and goals are
included in the Final EIS. An outline of the Draft Wildland Fire Management Plan has been provided in
Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans), and applicable information has been incorporated
from the Draft Wildland Fire Management Plan into the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire and
wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire
Management).

The Final EIS includes greater detail on past fire events as available in the public records in Section 3.14
(Public Health and Safety). The Navy does not anticipate increases in fire starts as a result of the
Proposed Action because the training activities proposed have not changed from the 2015 FRTC EIS, and
because the Navy would take action to implement the Wildland Fire Management Plan when it is
complete. The Navy is committed to managing wildfire, restoration, and invasive species management
through the Wildland Fire Management Plan.

Although the Navy cannot guarantee funding because the budget of the Navy is created by
Congressional decision, the Navy would ask for funding for fire prevention, suppression, and
rehabilitation at a scale that can meaningfully offset the impacts as necessary after any ultimate
Congressional decision.

The Navy will consider and discuss with stakeholders of the Wildland Fire Management Plan the
examples provided by the commenter of desirable prevention strategies, including green stripping and
brown stripping around target areas, modeling to predict fire behavior, and strict restrictions on the use
of flares.

The Navy would discuss increasing the minimum height for releasing flares above the current restriction
height at 2,000 feet AGL during the Wildland Fire Management Plan planning process. The Navy already
has in place policies that eliminate flares entirely during the fire season.

The FRTC Operations Manual contains policies in place to ensure pilots are complying with these
requirements.

Although the Navy cannot guarantee funding because the budget of the Navy is created by
Congressional decision, the Navy would ask for funding to assist BLM with suppression efforts and
decrease response time, and for air-supported suppression equipment.

The Navy would discuss committing to fire rehabilitation projects through a mitigation account and
appropriation of a dedicated wildfire budget during the Wildland Fire Management Plan process. The
Navy would prioritize the Wildland Fire Management Plan process after any ultimate Congressional
decision and would consider fire rehabilitation funding and access so that reseeding projects are
successful. The Navy cannot include a finalized version of the Wildland Fire Management Plan due to the
need for any ultimate Congressional decision on the Proposed Action in order to know specifics on what
the Wildland Fire Management Plan should cover.

Your specific line by line comments are addressed individually in the sub-matrix that follows this
comment in Table F-4.
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Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
2-4 2.3.1 No NDOW continues to disagree with the Navy's tacticon | The Council on Environmental Quality
Action the "no action alternative." Complete removal of implementing regulations require inclusion of a
Alternative training facilities and expiration of existing No Action Alternative and analysis of all

withdrawals is not a realistic alternative, especially in reasonable alternatives to provide a clear basis

light of the assertion by the Navy that there is no for choice among options by the decision maker

other location to conduct training at any level. This is and the public (40 CFR section 1502.14). Council

a disengenuous alternative. The Draft EIS does not on Environmental Quality guidance identifies two

contain a true "no action" or status quo alternative, as | approaches in developing the No Action

mandated by NEPA. Throughout the cooperating Alternative (46 Federal Register 18026). One

agency process, the Navy has maintained the original approach for activities that have been ongoing

Purpose and Need is not flexible and continues to use | for long periods of time is for the No Action

this justification to prevent inclusion and analysis of Alternative to be thought of in terms of

other Alternatives, including the Nevada Alternative. continuing the present course of action, or

NDOW would submit that writing a Purpose and Need | current management direction or intensity, such

to the level of specificity presented in the DEIS and as the continuation of Navy training at NAS Fallon

the Navy’s unwillingness to adopt a more general and the FRTC at current levels. Under this

Purpose and Need is preventing a genuine NEPA approach, which was used in Phases | and Il of

analysis. The current narrow scope of Purpose and the Navy’s environmental planning and

Need severely limits the ability for Cooperating compliance program for training and testing

Agencies to provide meaningful input and have their activities, the analysis compares the effects of

proposals for avoidance and minimization properly continuing current activity levels (i.e., the “status

analyzed. This approach runs counter to the spirit of quo”) with the effects of the Proposed Action.

NEPA and conveys a lack of genuine interest in The second approach depicts a scenario where

hearing from Cooperating Agencies and other no authorizations or permits are issued, the

stakeholders. Navy’s training activities do not take place, and
the resulting environmental effects from taking
no action are compared with the effects of the
Proposed Action. This approach is being applied
in Phase Il of the Navy’s environmental planning
and compliance program, including in this EIS...
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Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

(continued) The No Action Alternative does not
include the renewal of the existing withdrawn
lands under Public Law 106-65. This alternative
does not request any withdrawal or propose any
acquisition of new land. Under the No Action
Alternative, current and proposed training at
FRTC would likely need to be accommodated
elsewhere. This would likely result in the
potential loss of the integrated nature of training,
as well as the fragmentation and total loss of
essential training functions. Consequently, the No
Action Alternative of not renewing existing
withdrawn lands or requesting additional
withdrawals or proposals is inherently
unreasonable in that it does not meet the Navy’s
purpose and need. However, the analysis
associated with the No Action Alternative is
carried forward in order to compare the
magnitude of the potential environmental effects
of the Proposed Action with the conditions that
would occur if the Proposed Action did not occur.
2-6 2.3.2 NDOW strongly opposes Alternative 1 as it does not Thank you for your comment and participation in
Alternative 1 reflect the progress made between the Navy and the NEPA process.

Cooperating Agencies in the development of
Alternative 3. Comparatively, Alternative 1 has the
hightest level of impact to wildlife, habitat, and access
resources and it is our understanding the Navy does
not prefer Alternative 1 or 2 becauase of these, and
other, impacts to Nevada custom, culture and
economy. Although NDOW remains concerned with
many aspects of Alternative 3, it does more to avoid
and minimize impacts than does Alternative 1...
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Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) Because the Navy has selected Alternative
3 as the Preferred Alternative, NDOW is restricting our
detailed comments to Alternative 3 and will not be
providing detailed comments on Alternative 1.

2-29

2.3.3
Alternative 2

NDOW strongly opposes Alternative 2 as it does not
reflect the progress made between the Navy and
Cooperating Agencies in the development of
Alternative 3. Comparatively, Alternative 2 has the
second hightest level of impact to wildlife, habitat,
and access resources and it is our understanding the
Navy does not prefer Alternative 1 or 2 becauase of
these, and other, impacts to Nevada custom, culture
and economy. Although NDOW remains concerned
with many aspects of Alternative 3, it does more to
avoid and minimize impacts than does Alternative 2.
Because the Navy has selected Alternative 3 as the
Preferred Alternative, NDOW is restricting our
detailed comments to Alternative 3 and will not be
providing detailed comments on Alternative 2.

The Navy is appreciative of all inputs of
Cooperating Agencies and comments made to
date on the DEIS. The comment submitted for
Alternative 3 were evaluated below.

2-29
thru
2-32

2.3.3.2 Public
Accessibility
and

2.3.3.2.2
Hunting
Activities

NDOW requests language that provides additional and
permanent assurances for sportsman and NDOW
access to the B-17 Range. This language should be
added to Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 since they
rely upon the same 2.3.3.2 Public Accessibility and
2.3.3.2.2 Hunting Activities sections. The current use
of "conditionally allowed" does not clearly guarantee
access will be provided based upon the contents of
the Managed Access Plan (in development). This is
counter to the formal request by the State of Nevada
(Letter by Governor Sandoval) as well as verbal
assurances provided by the Navy during various
Cooperating Agency and State Agency meetings.
Addressing access through a plan that...

The Navy currently has an Access Management
Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details. Details of these plans can be found in
Chapter 2, in Section 3.12 (Recreation), and
Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and
Plans). Hunting access to the B-17 range would
be subject to mission and safety requirements.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) doesn't yet exist does not avoid, or
minimize the impacts to the loss of a public resource
and is not in line with the NEPA process.
2-29 2.3.3.2.2 "Navy and NDOW | During the course of several State-agency and The Navy currently has an Access Management
thru Hunting would manage Cooperating Agency meetings, NDOW and the Navy Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
2-32 Activities the hunting had agreed to complete a "Managed Access Plan" to would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
program through guide sportsman and NDOW access onto B-17 and ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
a Memorandum potentially, B-20, not simply a Memorandum of The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
of Agreement" Agreement. Please clarify this agreement in the Final bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
EIS. Current language in the Draft EIS is inaccurate and | of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
calls into question the Navy's intentions. NDOW has Agreements, and Plans). Details can be found in
formally requested on many occassions that the Final both Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12 (Recreation),
EIS and ROD/congressional legislative action would and a draft version of the proposed hunting
include the Managed Access Plan to provide program Memorandum of Agreement can be
committed assurance to the State that the hunting found in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements,
program will operate for the duration of the and Plans) of the Final EIS.
withdrawal. It is our understanding that the Navy has
agreed to fulfill this request. It is highly dissapointing
and concerning to see the Navy continue to leave to
leave this important language out of the Draft EIS. As
with other aspects of this program, this calls into the
question the Navy's true intention and ability to
follow-through on verbal agreements made during
agency meetings.
2-29 2.33.2.2 "...with no NDOW recommends the Navy adopt the age The Navy currently has an Access Management
thru Hunting member of the restriction used in Southern Nevada for bighorn sheep | Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
2-32 Activities hunting party hunts conducted on the NTTR. Existing regulations would be updated (with a new MOA) after any

under 18 years of

age

require "hunters and everyone in their respective
hunting parties...be at least 14 years old on opening
day of the respective hunting season." This is
important not to confuse potential tag holders on the
requirements for hunting on military lands...

ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) ...
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) NDOW questions why the Navy would (continued) To the maximum extent possible, the
require a hunter or hunting-party member to be at Final EIS has been updated with details of this
least 18 year old when the NTTR has demonstrated a management plan. Details can be found in
safe and succcesful program with an age limit of 14 Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12 (Recreation), and a
years old. This should be consistent throughout the draft version of the proposed hunting program
document and the Managed Access Hunting Program Memorandum of Agreement can be found in
document. Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and
Plans) of the Final EIS.
2-29 2.3.3.2.2 "Bombing range Please include detailed explanation on the Navy The Navy currently has an Access Management
thru Hunting access procedures | Range Polices? How will these affect hunting access? Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
2-32 Activities would be in It is important for the public to understand what would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
accordance with these policies include and how easily they can be ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
Navy range changed by the Navy in order to understand the The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
policies" impact on the Managed Access Plan. bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan. Details can be
found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
(Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.
2-29 2.3.3.2.2 "...check-in and What does this entail? We previously discussed the The Navy currently has an Access Management
thru Hunting check-out would challenges of conducting daily check-in/check-out Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
2-32 Activities be mandatory for | procedures and camping in designated areas on would be updated (with a new MOA) after any

any access to the
Bravo 17 range"

range. This section should include additional detail so
NDOW and the public can be fully aware of the
process for access restrictions proposed by the Navy.
For example, since hunting is only expected to be
permitted when the range is closed, the requirement
to enter, exit, and perform check-in/check-out for
each day is...

ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan...
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

(continued) too onerous for a functional hunting (continued) Details can be found in Chapter 2 and
program. Hunters will need early access and late in Section 3.12 (Recreation), and a draft version
access to range for effective hunting purposes. of the proposed hunting program Memorandum
Implementing a 24/hr check- in process would be of Agreement can be found in Appendix D
unnecessarily burdensome for all parties involved. (Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans) of the Final
NDOW proposes that hunters be allowed to stay on EIS.
the range when hunting is occurring  (in concert
with designated camping areas) and check-in/check-
out procedures are only conducted at the start and
end of a hunting ‘trip,” not each day. NDOW has
previously provided extensive comments and
recommendations on this particular topic and we
remain highly concerned the Navy continues to avoid
providing a clear and reasonable path forward in the
Draft EIS.

2-29 2.3.3.2.2 Wording such as "on a not-to-interfere basis" and The Navy currently has an Access Management

thru Hunting "to the maximum extent practicable" does not Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that

2-32 Activities provide much assurance to NDOW or the public that would be updated (with a new MOA) after any

the Managed Access Program can persist and is a
genuine priority for the Navy. Alternative 2 and 3
result in significant impacts for hunting and public
access. The Final EIS should adopt language that more
clearly commits the Navy to implementing the

Managed Access Plan as a means to minimize impacts.

ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan. Details can be
found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
(Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.

F-126

Public Comments and Responses



Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization

Final Environmental Impact Statement

January 2020

Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

2-29
thru
2-32

2.3.3.2.2
Hunting
Activities

NDOW stongly recommends the Navy allow hunters
to camp in designated locations with the proposed
withdrawal area of B-17 when done in concert with an
active hunt. The NTTR has demonstrated a safe and
succcesful program with camping in designated areas
as a common and accepted practice. Due to the large
size of the range, limited opportunities for camping
off-range, remote location of the range, and signficant
travel times, accommodations for camping should be
provided. Additionally, given the travel requirements
and limited opportunities for off-range camping,
NDOW would offer that allowing on-range camping
will prevent or limit the temptation some users may
have to camp on-range and in areas not cleared for
UXO. This type of issue could create long-term
compliance issues with the hunting program and
ultimately jeopardize its ability to continue.
Designated camping areas will allow the Navy to
perform UXO sweeps in these areas and ensure
hunter safety. Providing 4-6 designated camping areas
for hunters in strategic on-range locations will provide
a better opportunity for hunters  to easily comply
with the rules of the hunting program and prevent
unwanted behavior, while maintaining safety
requirements in place. NDOW has made extensive
previous comments on this topic and we remain
highly concerned the Navy has not incorporated this
critical piece into the Draft EIS.

The Navy currently has an Access Management
Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan. Details can be
found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
(Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.

2-29
thru
2-32

2.3.3.2.2
Hunting
Activities

NDOW strongly recommends the Navy and NDOW
work together to create and finalize a Managed
Access Program for inclusion into the Final EIS and
ROD/Congressional legislative action.

The Navy currently has an Access Management
Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
ultimate Congressional Decision on an action...
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Paragraph
(continued) The Navy is working with NDOW on a
MOA for bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17
range, a draft of which is included in Appendix D
(Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans). To the
maximum extent possible, the Final EIS has been
updated with details of this management plan.
Details can be found in Chapter 2 and in Section
3.12 (Recreation), and a draft version of the
proposed hunting program Memorandum of
Agreement can be found in Appendix D
(Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans) of the Final
EIS.
2-29 2.33.2.2 NDOW continues to recommend the Navy allow The Navy currently has an Access Management
thru Hunting "opportunistic" hunting for mule deer, pronghorn Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
2-32 Activities antelope, and upland game birds on the proposed B- would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
17 and B- 20 ranges. The proposed expansion is a ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
signficant impact on recreation and severely limits The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
public access. This can be partially minimized by a bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
more robust managed access program for hunting as of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
we strongly encourage the Navy to allow additional Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
hunting opportunities. NDOW has made extensive possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
previous comments on this aspect and we are details of this management plan. Details can be
dissapointed to find the Draft EIS make little found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
committment to opening B-17 and B-20 to additional (Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting opportunities. hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.
2-29 2.33.2.2 NDOW continues to recommend the Navy allow use Due to safety issues, the Navy is not including
thru Hunting of hunting dogs on the proposed B-17 range in hunting dogs, nor upland bird hunting in its
2-32 Activities concert with opportuntistic hunts for upland game managed access plan and hunting program on B-

birds. Use of dogs is an essential component to small
game hunting.

17.
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Paragraph
23431 NDOW remains extremely concerned about the Management of proposed expansion areas would
Bravo-20 Land potential for wildlife management activities to occur require extensive updates to management plans.
Withdrawal on the 3,200 acres of USFWS land proposed for If the proposed action is implemented (i.e.,
and withdrawal by the Navy. The DEIS states that USFWS expansion of the existing DVTA and B-16, B-17,
Acquisition would continue to manage the land, but we have and B-20 ranges), the NAS Fallon INRMP would
observed difficulties with this model in southern be revised to include management practices for
Nevada between the USFWS and the Air Force on the | special-status species. The Navy will coordinate
Desert NWR. Given the priorities of the Navy and with BLM, NDOW, and USFWS in the revision of
USFWS are significantly different, how will the Navy the INRMP and will consider which additional
ensure that appropriate wildlife management actions | management or monitoring activities can be
can and will occur on the 3,200 acres proposed for incorporated. This coordination would include
withdrawal? What management actions will be grazing management by BLM on DVTA, invasive
allowed given the area is within the WDZ? Will NDOW | species control and interdiction, wildland fire
be afforded opportunities for access to conduct management, and other stewardship
wildlife management actions? Again, there have been | conservation programs.
no assurances included in the DEIS. This is particularly | The Navy and the NDOW have drafted a MOA
concerning considering that NDOW has a statutory that is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
responsibility to manage wildlife in Nevada. Agreements, and Plans), which outlines the
agreements between the Navy and NDOW for
access to the FRTC and the hunting program.
Specific details from Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) have been inserted in the
Final EIS, specifically in Chapter 2 and Section
3.12 (Recreation).
2.3.4.3.2 B-20 NDOW questions how the Navy is proposing to allow Race events in the B-20 range would be along set
Public special event races in B-20, while simultaneously routes, and would only occur over a few hours or
Accessibility restricting or denying access for hunting? NDOW has a day, and from once to a few times a year as

continuously requested managed access to provide
current or future hunting opportunities and would still
like to pursue this option.

compatible with training schedules.

The Navy cannot offer hunting in the B-20 range
as hunting is not compatible with training
activities in the same way that hunting for
bighorn sheep could be in B-17...
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Alternative 3

placed: section edges or the edge of the WDZ? ...

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) The hunting season for bighorn
sheep overlaps with time in the FRTC schedule
that would allow for use of the B-17 range for
hunting. Furthermore, the surrounding area of
the existing B-20 range is not known to be a
popular destination for hunters.
2-35 2.3.4 NDOW will largely restrict our review and comment to | Portions of the Nevada Alternative have been
Alternative 3 Alternative 3 because it reflects the greatest level of incorporated that are compatible with the Navy's
compromise and reduction of impacts. It is also the mission and purpose and need. Those portions of
Navy's Preferred Alternative and for that reason we the Alternative that do not meet the screening
will also be focusing on this Alternative. Despite criteria were not incorporated into the analysis.
Alternative 3 being the most favorable alternative for
wildife, habitat, and access resources, NDOW remains
concerned with many aspects of this alternative, as
well as the lack of attention and analysis given to the
Nevada Alternative. We continue to dissagree with
the Navy's asertion that Alternative 3 adequately
analyzes Nevada's proposed alternative.
2-35 234 NDOW strongly supports the "shift and rotate" for B- Thank you for your participation in the NEPA
Alternative 3 17 as this moves the bombing range off of the Sand process. Your comment is part of the official
Springs Range, thereby avoiding important wildlife project record.
habitat as well as popular hunting destinations.
2-36 234 NDOW strongly supports the "shift and rotate" for B- Thank you for your participation in the NEPA
Alternative 4 17 as this moves the bombing range off of the Sand process. Your comment is part of the official
Springs Range, thereby avoiding important wildlife project record.
habitat as well as popular hunting destinations.
2-41 Figure 2-14 Map As a result of discussions during State-agency and The Navy followed the Public Lands Survey
and FRTC B-17 Cooperating Agency meetings, we were under the System, which is based upon a grid layout. A
2-44 under impression that the boundary fence would follow the description of the grids is used to define the area
Alternative 3 outline of the WDZ. Figure 2-14 and Figure 2- clearly for withdrawal. The Weapons Danger Zones
and Figure 2- portray the fenceline following section boundaries (WDZs) are modeled based on a curve. In order
15 FRTC B-20 identified for withdrawal. It would be helpful to have to fit the grid to the curve, the Navy refined the
under a consistent answer on where the fenceline will be areas impacted along the WDZs into successively

smaller grids in accordance with ...
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Paragraph

(continued) As with past comments, we strongly (continued) the rules of the Public Lands Survey
encourage fencing the WDZ as this is the area System. The Navy has re-evaluated the land
identified by the Navy as problematic for public withdrawal since the initial NOI release and has
safety. Many of the withdrawal sections appear to be | reduced land parcels down to their closest 1/4
withdrawn because they intersect the WDZ. We aliquot. This reduces the overall land area that is
continue to encourage the Navy to fence only the being requested for withdrawal. However, areas
WDZ to reduce impacts to public access. The between the WDZ and fence line are still needed
consequences of this are particularly evident in B-20 by the Navy for staging and training activities that
where significant portions of a section (>75%) are need to be conducted outside of the WDZ.
being included in the withdrawal despite being
outside the WDZ. Impacts include loss of access to the
public and resource management agencies (e.g.
USFWS on the Fallon NWR Withdrawal).

2-50 2.51 Continue NDOW continues to recommend the Navy consider The Navy included the “status quo” alternative as

Training at
FRTC

the existing withdrawal as the No Action Alternative
as the Status Quo would be a more realistic and
honest No Action Alternative. The DEIS states that this
alternative was not carried forward because it "would
not meet the purpose and need of the project."
NDOW questions how the existing No Action
Alternative (not renewing the existing withdrawal and
terminating training at FRTC) would meet the Purpose
and Need? We continue to offer that the DEIS does
not inlcude an appropriate or realistic No Action
Alternative. This presents a serious and legitimate
weakness in the NEPA analysis. It is not reasonable to
eliminate an alternative becuase it does not meet the
Purpose and Need while simulatenously including
another alternative (in this case, the existing No
Action) that also does not meet the Purpose and
Need, but does force the implementation of an action
alternative simply becuase the No Action is
unrealistic. The remaining alternatives considered but
not carried forward clearly demonstrate ...

an “Alternative Considered But Eliminated” in
Section 2.5.1 (Continue Training at the Fallon
Range Training Complex in the Current
Configuration). This alternative, also known as
the “status quo” alternative, would renew the
existing FRTC land withdrawals as currently
configured. The Navy would not withdraw or
acquire any additional land, and there would be
no changes to existing restricted airspace at the
FRTC. In their comments during the scoping
period, Churchill County, Eureka County, Nevada
Association of Counties, and other members of
the public recommended that the Navy consider
this alternative in this EIS. The Navy considered
this alternative but did not carry it forward for
detailed analysis in the EIS. It would not meet the
purpose of and need for the project, nor would it
satisfy the realistic training environment and
safety screening factors.
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Paragraph
(continued) there is no where else for the Navy to
build a facility like FRTC. It currently appears that the
No Action Alternative is in place mearly to support the
Navy's Preferred Alternative, rather than for the
intended purpose of analyzing the impacts of taking
no action.
3.10-32 | 3.10.2.3.3 "striped skink" is most likely supposed to read "striped | The recommended change has been
Mammals skunk" incorporated into the Final EIS.
3.6-6 Table 3.6-1 NDOW again question the assertion that there will be | The proposed SUA changes for Fallon 2 have no
FRTC Special "no impacts" to wildlife resources. For example, the dimensional changes from current SUA. The only
Use Airspace horizonal expansion of the Fallon South 2 SUA change for the proposed Fallon 2 is to combine
dramatically increases the number of sensitive wildlife | the current Fallon 2 and Fallon 3 MOAs into a
receptors affected by this airspace. The existing Fallon | single Fallon 2 MOA, with the same overall
2 SUA overlaps with 1 active/pending GRSG lek and 10 | dimensions. There is no change to the volume of
raptor nests (including 5 GOEA and 3 Ferruginous traffic from current.
hawk nest). The proposed horizontal expansion would
affect an ADDITIONAL 1 GOEA nest, 8 Ferruginous
hawk nest, and 8 Northern Goshawk nests, 5
active/pending GRSG leks, and 9 inactive or unknown
GRSG leks. This represents a signficant increase in the
number of sensitive wildlife receptors that will be
subjected to increased noise and visual disturbance
from very low (200 AGL) flights.
3.6-9 3.6.2.2.2 "RSO must ensure | Please include "big game wildlife" species to this list. If | Will add "big game wildlife" to RSO clearance
Military Air that...livestock are | RSOs are checking for livestock impacts, we would guidance.
Traffic clear of the appreciate the same consideration for big-game
surrounding wildlife.
airspace and
intended target."
3.6-20 Table 3.6-3 R-48116S (Low) This airspace directly overlaps the Lounderback The FAA does not require seasonal flight
Proposed Mountains and Chalk Mountain. Chalk Mountain is restrictions and the Navy is not proposing
Special especially important for bighorn sheep lambing. What | seasonal flight restrictions.
Airspace steps will the Navy take to avoid extremely low-level
Changes and disruptive flights to lambing bighorn sheep? ...
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approximatly 57 active/pending leks and 56 unknown,
inactive or historic leks) and 472 documented raptor
nest locations...

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) Can the areas directly overlaping lambing
habitat be avoided during critical time periods?

3.6-22 Table 3.6-3 Reno SUA NDOW opposes the the vertical expansion in the Reno | The Reno MOA modernization is being used to
Proposed MOA from a current floor of 13,000'MSL to 1,500AGL | support specific air-to-air training that does not
Special due to the strong potential for wildlife impacts. The required the bombing ranges. Chaff and flare use
Airspace Reno MOA directly overlaps 5 active/pending GRSG will be in accordance with procedures followed
Changes leks, 12 inactive/unknown GRSG leks, 88 documented | throughout the FRTC. Altitude restrictions are

raptor nest locations, and bighorn sheep habitat. adhered to during identified fire season. Low-
There are approximatly 5 additional active/pending level flight is not envisioned for the Reno MOA,
GRSG leks within a three mile buffer of the Reno MOA | at 1,500 ft AGL. While the airspace floor is
boundary. Each of these are potentially sensitive proposed to lower, the number of low-level
wildlife receptors that will be impacted by low-level flights is expected to be low. The Navy's role in
flights and the associated disturbance. Additionally, fire suppression and rehabilitation activities
we strongly oppose the addition of "chaff and flare associated with Navy-ignited wildfire will remain
release capability" in this area due to increased consistent with current FRTC practice.

impacts from wildfire as a result of chaff/flare

releases. There is a documented history of Navy-

ignited wildlfires on and off active bombing ranges.

For off-range fires, flares are typically implicated in

the ignition. There is tremendous economic and

ecological cost from wildfirein  Nevada and starts

from flares should be minimized to the maximum

extent. If chaff/flare use is required for this region, we

strongly recommend the Navy take a more active

financial role in fire suppression and rehabilitation

activities associated with Navy-ignited wildfire.

3.6-22 Table 3.6-3 Proposed Ruby, NDOW opposes the horizontal and vertical expansion Proposed airspace (MOA/ATCAA) realignment
Proposed Zircon, Diamond, of MOA/SUA airspace. Low level flights of 200-1,200 remains consistent with existing FRTC lateral
Special Duckwater, and AGL flights are proposed for these SUA/MOA that boundaries. Vertical changes are for the safety
Airspace Smokie MOA will likely impact sensitive wildlife receptors. For and efficiency of civil, commercial, and military
Changes example, there are 113 GRSG leks (including aircraft in the FRTC. The volume of military traffic

in the FRTC is unchanged. Low level flight is for
specific events and is momentary over any given
location.

F-133

Public Comments and Responses




Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement

January 2020

Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) (including 95 eagle or potential eagle
nests), occur on land underneath this airspace
expansion request. There is a significant potential for
long-term negative effects to GRSG as a result of this
airspace expansion.
3.7-9 3.7.1.4 ...other sensitive NDOW and the State have previously requested that This section is primarily for human sensitive
Approach to receptors sensitive wildlife receptors, in particular GRSG leks be | receptors. Chapter 3.10 (Biological Resources)
Analysis (schools, libraries, | included for analysis. NDOW disagrees with this has been updated with additional information
hospitals, etc). approach and would offer that ignoring these regarding greater sage grouse and other wildlife
receptors will cause significant wildlife impacts that species.
are not properly disclosed or analayzed, much as was
the case with the PDEIS.
3.7-10 3.7.14 These There is no mention of analyzing for sensitive wildlife This section is primarily for human sensitive
Approach to locations...were receptors, despite several specific requests by NDOW | receptors. Chapter 3.10 (Biological Resources)
Analysis used...to evaluate | to so. The expanded airspace encompasses many has been updated with additional information
potential for..." sensitive wildlife receptors that should analyzed for regarding greater sage grouse and other wildlife
effects using wildlife specific analysis techniques (as species.
these are quite different that human-exposure
techniques).
3.7-11 3.7.2.1 Sensitive Again, there is no mention of sensitve wildlife This section is primarily for human sensitive
receptors... receptors such as GRSG leks or raptor nests. Both of receptors. Chapter 3.10 (Biological Resources)
these are highly senstive to noise disturbance and has been updated with additional information
affect special status species (Species of Conservation regarding greater sage grouse and other wildlife
Priority, Senstive Species, etc). The noise analysis and | species.
methodology should include these receptors and
present an analysis that is specific to wildlife-noise
impacts.
3.7-53 Figure 3.7-32 An increase of 6-10dBA is significant for wildlife This section is primarily for human sensitive
Aircraft Noise species, especially GRSG at leks (see Ambrose receptors. Chapter 3.10 (Biological Resources)
Difference literature and NDOW Noise Impacts document has been updated with additional information
Contours previously submitted with PDEIS comments). regarding greater sage grouse and other wildlife
species.
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is extremely difficult to belive the water quality would
improve by creating a bombing range and dedicating
several thousand 'new' acres to target and munitions
areas, especially when compared to dispersed
recreation. Please refer to our comment from the
PDEIS: NDOW questions the data and information
used to characterize the expected impacts resulting
from a No Action Alternative. In many areas, BLM
regulations and terrain prohibit or natually limit off-
road travel for recreation. In the majority of the
proposed withdrawl areas where off-road vehicle
travel is possible, there are few to no surface waters
present. The document also does not include any
information regarding wildlife water developments,
which are unlikely to benefit from the proposed
withdrawal. NDOW is required to monitor and
maintain these water developments...

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.7-53 Figure 3.7-32 NDOW questions how there would be no difference in | The Final EIS has been revised to indicate that
Aircraft Noise noise contours/DNL db mapped for the area under occurrences of overflights will increase in these
Difference the MOA? How can there be no added sound when areas, but their contribution to the 24-hour noise
Contours going from no military flights to a higher rate of level (DNL) would be negligible. An overflight
flights, including low level flights? lasting seconds would increase the overall sound
level, but not to the extent that said change
would be measurable in a 24-hour period.
3.9-19 Figure 3.9-9 This figure is missing four NDOW water developments | Revised maps have been incorporated into the
Water Wells (guzzlers) within the Shoal Site area and six NDOW Final EIS.
within B-17 water developments (guzzlers) within the existing B-
Under Alt 1 17 Withdrawal. Since Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 all
&2 include the renewal of current withdrawals, please
include these sites in the Final EIS.
3.9-29 3.9.3.1 No NDOW continues to question the biased information The Navy has revised impact conclusions for each
to Action provided in the entire water quality section of the alternative. In summary, the No Action
3.9-30 Alternative DEIS, in particular the No Action Alternative section. It | Alternative has a conclusion pursuant with NEPA

as having "significant impacts" primarily because
the Navy will not have control over the
withdrawal areas, and development pressures in
the future could impact general water resources.
For the action alternatives, the Navy has revised
the conclusion to "significant impacts" primarily
because of the acquisition of water rights within
the proposed withdrawal areas, even though
stress on subsurface and surface water resources
would be anticipated to be less. In addition, off-
road vehicle use is not considered a significant

impact in the FEIS.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) Although NDOW and the Navy have
maintained a positive working relationship for
completing these tasks in the past, there is still far
more coordination, cost, and more restrictive
scheduling that occurs for the water developments
located within the existing withdrawal boundary,
compared with those that are not.
3.9-37 3.9.3.2.2 There is no analysis or discussion of the negative The Navy would provide access to B-17 for an
Bravo-17 impacts that would occur if NDOW were to lose annual bighorn sheep hunt. NDOW would be the
Public access to the guzzlers located within B-17. Without managing agency that would set any quotas and
Accessibility routine inspection and maintenance, water availability | distribute any permits, as well as maintenance of

and quality will to decline, as has been experienced at
other unmaintained water development sites around
the state.

wildlife habitat. The Navy has developed a draft
MOA in conjunction with NDOW for managed
access to B-17 for this hunting program (further
details are provided in Section 3.12, Recreation,
and Appendix D, Memoranda, Agreements, and
Plans, of the Final EIS). The Navy acknowledges
the potential loss of hunting opportunities for
species other than the bighorn sheep and would
conduct an annual review to determine if
additional hunts may be feasible and compatible
with the Navy mission.

The Navy currently has an Access Management
Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy would continue to coordinate with
NDOW for access to maintain guzzlers on Bravo
ranges and to implement wildlife management
across the FRTC.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.9-45 3.9.33 "The primary NDOW strongly recommends the Navy take a more The Navy has implemented and would continue
Alternative 2 environmental active financial role in fire suppression and to implement operational and administrative
Modernizatio | concern from rehabilitation activities associated with Navy-ignited controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
n of FRTCand | camping and wildfire. Will the Navy also implement a program to The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
Managed hunting activities prevent wildfires during training exercises? To list Management Plan, a draft outline of which is
Access are solid waste wildfire as an impact from hunting without any included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
management and | mention of wildfires from training exercises (flares, Agreements, and Plans), and where possible,
prevention of live ordinance explosions, etc) is severely biased and proposed elements and goals of this plan were
wildfires." inappropriate in this document. Does the Navy have added to the Final EIS. For further information on
any evidence to support wildfire starts from hunting wildfire and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14
activities? Most hunting occurs in the fall or winter (Public Health and Safety), specifically Section
when fire danger is very low, whereas training occurs 3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire Management).
year-round.
3.9-45 3.933 Last Paragraph NDOW questions what this is based on. Please refer to | The Navy has revised impact conclusions for each

Alternative 2
Modernizatio
n of FRTC and
Managed
Access

"...Impacts on
water resources
would be greater
under this
alternative
compared to Alt
1)

our comment from the PDEIS and consider including
actual data to support claims. Previous comment:
There is no information or data provided in the
document to support the statement that the
withdrawal would reduce soil erosion, compaction,
and displacement leading to impacts to surface
waters. Is this due to limited public access? The
document arbitrarily stated the withdrawl and
enhanced training, changing target locations, and use
of small arms/ordinances will not impair water
quality, but removing an undefined amount of
recreation that is currently occuring, water quality will
increase. There is no evidence or data in the DEIS to
support any of these claims and they appear quite
biased to the reader. These statements are further
made in an area where the document lists no
perennial water sources.

alternative. In summary, the No Action
Alternative has a conclusion pursuant with NEPA
as having "significant impacts" primarily because
the Navy will not have control over the
withdrawal areas, and development pressures in
the future could impact general water resources.
For the action alternatives, the Navy has revised
the conclusion to "significant impacts" primarily
because of the acquisition of water rights within
the proposed withdrawal areas, even though
stress on subsurface and surface water resources
would be anticipated to be less. In addition, off-
road vehicle use is not considered a significant
impact in the Final EIS.
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Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.9-54 3.9.343 There is no disclosure, analysis, or discussion on the The proposed action will expand bombing
Alternative 3 - potential impacts to water quality of munitions use in | activities outside of the existing B-20 boundaries.
Bravo 20 a playa (B-20) that is often inundated with water and The fate and transport of munitions constituents

serves as ephemeral wetland habitat. Exploded and were analyzed previously in the 2015 Final EIS.
unexploded munitions likely contain chemicals and Although the area has expanded, the number of
metals that are hazardous to water quality/resources, | munitions would not change.

yet there is no discussion of this impact. The Navy

should assess existing water quality and the potential

for future surface and groundwater impacts as a

result of munitions. As currently provided, there is no

data to support the Navy's conclusion.

3.9-62 3.9.3.5 Previous Sections on water resources state there are The cleanup of hazardous materials and wastes is
Proposed no significant effects on water resources, including discussed in Section 3.14 (Public Health and
Management water quality from the Proposed Action or Safety). As discussed in Section 3.14 (Public
Practices, Alternatives because of the actions included in Section | Health and Safety), the Navy has implemented a
Monitoring, 3.9.3.5. A review of Section 3.9.3.5 reveals there is strict Hazardous Material Control and
Mitigation little to no effort by the Navy to prevent munitions Management Program and a Hazardous Waste

from polluting surface or groundwater resources.
Each of the Proposed Management Practices included
in Section 3.9.3.5.1 are specific to "spills" and do not
include any reference to managment practicies that
reduce potential sources of pollution from munitions.
Given that B-20's target areas are in an ephemeral
playa wetland (that is periodically inundated), this
analysis is insufficient and the conclusions are likely
flawed. Further, the preceding sections mention
control and clean-up of munitions, but these actions
are not specifically included in Section 3.9.3.5.1, so it
is unclear if the Navy will actually implement this
strategy.

Minimization Program for all activities. The Navy
continuously monitors its operations to find ways
to minimize the use of hazardous materials and
to reduce the generation of hazardous wastes.
Any spills would be managed and cleaned up in
accordance with applicable state and federal
regulatory requirements. If any such spill were to
exceed reportable quantities as defined by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for
regulated material, the event would be
immediately reported to the NAS Fallon
Environmental Division for appropriate action per
the Integrated Contingency Plan (U.S.
Department of the Navy, 2009) ...

F-138

Public Comments and Responses




Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization

Final Environmental Impact Statement

January 2020

Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
(continued) Additionally, the DoD created the
Installation Restoration Program to identify,
evaluate, and clean up contamination from past
operations on military bases. The program was
designed to ensure DoD compliance with federal
and state environmental laws and regulations.
Lastly, Chief of Naval Operations Instruction
3571.4, Operational Range Clearance Policy for
Navy Ranges, establishes the policy and
requirements for performing operational range
clearance on Navy ranges.
3.9-62 3.9.3.5.2 The "need" for Does this imply that existing ground and surface water | Groundwater sampling is not currently
Proposed groundwater monitoring for water quality is not being completed? performed on the ranges. However, as part of the
Monitoring sampling...would What are the results of existing monitoring and why Range Condition Assessment program, potential
continue to be aren't these included in the Draft EIS? NDOW for vertical migration of constituents is modeled
"considered" recommends that monitoring occurr and the results using mass-balance estimates from soil sampling.
be presented as part of the Final EIS in order to Based on results of these simulations, the RCA
suppor the Navy's claim that water quality will not be concluded that ground surface sources of 2, 4, -
impacted. DNT, HMX, RDX, and TNT would not migrate to
the groundwater table at concentrations above
detection limits in 100 years.
3.9-63 Table 3.9-2 There is no data provided to support the notion that The Final EIS has inserted revisions to impact
Summary of current multiple land use practices cause the degree conclusions. In the EIS, the no action alternative
Effects of water resource impacts as stated in this table. has "significant impacts" while action alternatives

Despite the potential for isolated issues under
multiple use management, there are a variety of
Federal and State laws regulating development and
recreation. There are best practices, avoidance,
minimization, mitigation and monitoring that is
implemented development or recreation, but these
are not included in the analysis. The claim that
implementing the No Action Alternative could result
in significant impacts on water resources, ...

are "not significant." Note that for wetlands
issues, with significant impacts, EPA/USACE
would likely request some kind of LEDPA, but in
this case, the significant issue arises from water
rights.
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Page

Section /
Paragraph

Draft EIS Text

Comment

Response

(continued) but a bombing range with active
munitions use would not result in significant impacts
is not supported by data and is a baseless and
laughable claim. Please provide data to support the
conclusions presented in the Draft EIS or revise the
language. The Draft EIS currently portrays a scenario
where current land use is more impactful to water
resources than a bombing range - including a bombing
range sited on an ephemeral playa wetland (B-20).

3.10-1

3.10 General
Comment

All citations referencing the Nevada Wildlife Action
Plan throughout the EIS should be cited as: Wildlife
Action Plan Team. 2012. Nevada Wildlife Action Plan.
Nevada Department of Wildlife, Reno. Abbreviated
"WAPT, 2012" and not NDOW (2013).

Citation format has been revised.

3.10-
111

3.10.3.1.1
Noise;
General
Comment,
Entire Section

NDOW has provided extensive comments, research
findings, and recommended references with regards
to noise impacts on wildlife - in particular Greater
sage grouse. It is highly concerning that the Navy
continues to completely ignore this current research
and recommendations on noise impacts on Greater
sage grouse. This is a serious issue and the Navy's lack
of effort in understanding, analyzing, disclosing, and
responding to this impact is unacceptable. This is a
specific and important impact that has been clearly
articulated by NDOW and many other agency
commentors, yet the language in the Public DEIS is
verbatim with the original language presented in the
Preliminary Draft EIS. The Navy chose not to change
or address even a single comment on noise impacts to
wildlfie and continues to rely on outdated and
incomplete information. There is a robust assemblage
of scientific information relative to noise that the
Navy is ignoring...

Please refer to Section 3.10.3.3.1 for a discussion
of noise impacts to sage grouse, including
references provided by NDOW. Note that the
sources provided regarding noise effects to sage
grouse address terrestrial-based noise sources
and not jet aircraft overflights. These terrestrial-
based noise sources are very different noise
sources both in terms of duration, proximity, and
frequency. Jet overflights are infrequent, last only
seconds, and do not occur over the same location
multiple times. The land use and development
projects address terrestrial-based, chronic noise
sources and do not address aircraft overflights,
particularly jet aircraft overflights. It is not
appropriate to use noise studies addressing land-
based chronic noise sources to determine
potential impacts of short-term noise impacts
from jet overflights on sage grouse...
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Paragraph
(continued) Every other land use and development (continued) State management plans use Lxx
project in Nevada is considering noise impacts on (e.g., Lo and Lso) metrics for determining impacts
GRSG and taking steps to understand/disclose the on sage grouse. In the absence of this type of
impact and then avoid, minimize, and mitigate the data, the Navy applied maximum decibel level
impacts. The Navy is the only organization completely | (Lmax), sound exposure level (SEL), the Day-
ignoring noise imapcts on GRSG. The research Night-Level (DNL), and equivalent sound level
provided is general in nature, severely outdated, and (Leq) metrics to determine potential impacts. The
largely incomplete. We strongly recommend the Navy | Navy has determined that the analysis presented
completly revamp this section and include current in the Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
research. population impacts.
The Navy is developing an MOU with NDOW to
assist with future research assessing potential
impacts of aviation activities (e.g., overflights and
noise) on sage grouse. The Navy will work closely
with BLM to manage the sage grouse and other
species on lands under the Navy’s control. The
Navy is proposing to fund a study by NDOW to
monitor the potential effects to sage grouse lek
behavior from aircraft overflights. Final details of
the scope of any potential study are still being
discussed. Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.
3.10- 3.10.3.1.1 Furthermore, the BLM/USFS Land Use Plans and the Note that the sources provided re noise effects to
111 Noise; Nevada Greater Sage Grouse Conservation Plan all sage grouse address terrestrial-based noise
General discuss the existence and importance of noise impacts | sources and not jet aircraft overflights. These
Comment, on GRSG. Additionally, the BLM/USFS Land Use Plan terrestrial-based noise sources are very different

Entire Section

and Nevada Greater Sage Grouse Conservation Plan
all limit noise to 10 dBA above baseline. How will the
Navy analyze and address these requirements? The
following comments pertain to noise and were
included in the Preliminary Draft EIS Comments ...

noise sources both in terms of duration,
proximity, and frequency. Jet overflights are
infrequent, last only seconds, and do not occur
over the same location multiple times. The
BLM/USFS land use plans and state conservation
plan address terrestrial-based, ...
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Page

Comment

Response

(continued) in June of 2018. We are bringing these
comments forward again and formally request the
Navy address noise impacts to GRSG.

(continued) chronic noise sources and do not
address aircraft overflights, particularly jet
aircraft overflights. It is not appropriate to use
noise studies addressing land-based chronic
noise sources to determine potential impacts of
short-term noise impacts from jet overflights on
sage grouse. State management plans use Lxx
(e.g., Lo and Lso) metrics for determining impacts
on sage grouse. In the absence of this type of
data, the Navy applied maximum decibel level
(Lmax), sound exposure level (SEL), the Day-
Night-Level (DNL), and equivalent sound level
(Leq) metrics to determine potential impacts. The
Navy has determined that the analysis presented
in the Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts. The Navy is developing an
MOU with NDOW to assist with future research
assessing potential impacts of aviation activities
(e.g., overflights and noise) on sage grouse. Final
details of the scope of any potential study are still
being discussed. Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.

3.10- 3.10.3.1.1
111 Noise;
General
Comment,
Entire Section

Comment brought forward from Preliminary DEIS
NDOW Comments: What are the expected noise
impacts from the proposal on sage-grouse? Will
lowering the floor in the RENO MOA effect greater
sage-grouse leks?
as a result of the increased airspace in the Diamond,
Ruby, Zircom, Duckwater, and Smokie MOA's?

be expected in these areas and around leks and what
is the magnitude of this impact on sage-grouse?...

Will sage-grouse leks be impacted

What
noise rates (i.e. time and spatial scale) can reasonably

See response to previous. The Navy will
coordinate with NDOW to assist in the
development of a monitoring program to
determine the potential impacts of jet overflights
on great sage grouse. The Navy is developing an
MOU with NDOW to assist with future research
assessing potential impacts of aviation activities
(e.g., overflights and noise) on sage grouse. The
Navy is proposing to fund a study by NDOW to
further assess potential impacts of low-level
aircraft operations on sage grouse...
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Paragraph
(continued) We feel that further analysis is necessary (continued) Final details of the scope of any
given that these questions remain un-addressed and potential study are still being discussed. Any
sage-grouse have shown a noise sensitivity. Please see | commitment by the Navy to undertake a study
NDOW's Acoustic Impacts to Greater Sage Grouse (or studies) will be addressed in the EIS Record of
document for an assessment of the issue, potential Decision.
impacts and thresholds, as well as proposed
monitoring/modeling approaches that can be used to
determine if affects are likely to occur. There is also
an extensive Literature Cited section that contains
best-available research for inclusion into the DEIS.
Current research is inadequate, out-dated and
irrelevant to many wildlife species and thus is not
appropriate for sole reliance upon in the DEIS. Below
is a list of citations that would also be valuable to
incorporate into the analysis:
3.10- 3.10.3.1.1 Ambrose, S., and C. Florian. 2014. Sound levels at Comment noted. However, these studies do not
111 Noise; greater sage-grouse leks, Pinedale Anticline Project address jet aircraft overflights of sage grouse and
General Area, Wyoming, April 2013. Castle Valley, UT.Barber, therefore are not directly applicable to an
Comment, J. R, K. R. Crooks, and K. M. Fristrup. 2010. The costs assessment of potential noise impacts to sage

Entire Section

of chronic noise exposure for terrestrial organisms.
Trends in Ecology and Evolution 25:180-189. Blickley,
J. L. 2013. The effects of anthropogenic noise on
Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) lek
attendance, communication, and behavior. University
of California, Davis. Blickley, J. L., D. Blackwood, and
G. L. Patricelli. 2012a. Experimental evidence for the
effects of chronic anthropogenic noise on greater
sage- grouse at leks. Conservation Biology 26:461—
471. Blickley, J. L., and G. L. Patricelli. 2012. Potential
acoustic masking of greater sage-grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) display components by
chronic industrial noise. Ornithological
Monographs:23—-35. Blickley, J. L., K. R. Word, A. H.
Krakauer, J. L. Phillips, S. N. Sells, ...

grouse. The DEIS does contain discussion of land-
based noise sources and their effects on sage
grouse (see page 3.10-122).
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(continued) C. C. Taff, J. C. Wingfield, and G. L.
Patricelli. 2012b. Experimental chronic noise is related
to elevated fecal corticosteroid metabolites in lekking
male greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus
urophasianus). PLOS One 7:e50462. Bunkley, J. P., C. J.
W. Mcclure, N. J. Kleist, C. D. Francis, and J. R. Barber.
2015. Anthropogenic noise alters bat activity levels
and echolocation calls. Global Ecology and
Conservation 3:62— 71. Chan, A. A. Y.-H., P. Giraldo-
Perez, S. Smith, and D. T. Blumstein. 2010.
Anthropogenic noise affects risk assessment and
attention: the distracted prey hypothesis. Biology
letters 6:458—61. Francis, C. D., and J. R. Barber. 2013.
A framework for understanding noise impacts on
wildlife: an urgent conservation priority. Frontiers in
Ecology and the Environment 11:305-313. Gibson, R.
1989. Field playback of male display attracts females
in lek breeding sage grouse. Behavioral Ecology and
Sociobiology 24:439-443. Hodgson, D. J. 2008. A
decibel primer.
http://dallashodgson.info/articles/Acrobat/DecibelPri
mer.pdf. Holloran, M. 2005. Greater sage-grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) population response to
natural gas field development in western Wyoming.
University of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming. Kight, C.
R., and J. P. Swaddle. 2011. How and why
environmental noise impacts animals: an integrative,
mechanistic review. Ecology Letters 14:1052-1061.
Pater, L. L., T. G. Grubb, and D. K. Delaney. 2009.
Recommendations for improved assessment of noise
impacts on wildlife. The Journal of Wildlife
Management 73:788-795...
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(continued) Patricelli,

G. L, J. L. Blickley, and S. L. Hooper. 2013.
Recommended management strategies to limit
anthropogenic noise impacts on greater sage-grouse
in Wyoming. Human-Wildlife Interactions 7:230—
249.Rabin, L., and B. McCowan. 2003. Anthropogenic
noise and its effect on animal communication: an
interface between comparative psychology and
conservation biology. International Journal of
Comparative Psychology 16:172-192. Swaddle, J. P,
and L. C. Page. 2007. High levels of environmental
noise erode pair preferences in zebra finches:
implications for noise pollution. Animal Behaviour
74:363-368. Warren, P. S., M. Katti, M. Ermann, and

A. Brazel. 2006. Urban bioacoustics: it’s not just noise.

Animal Behaviour 71:491-502.

3.14

While we appreciate the information in Section 3.14
on wildlfire, this remains an inadequate analysis given
the fire history with Fallon NAS. The document
assures the wildland fire starts from flares are rare
and due to non-compliance with the rules. Who is
held accountable when flares are mis-used?

The Navy has updated Section 3.14 (Public Health
and Safety with fire history and components of
the Wildland Fire Management Plan as applicable
and available.

3.10-
109

3.10.2.7
Rodents

This should be called “Small Mammals” consistent
with the report. All references to “rodents” should be
changed to “small mammals.”

The recommended change has been
incorporated into the Final EIS.

3.10-10

3.10.2.2.1 Veg
Mapping
within FRTC

"For the purposes
of mapping and
classifying the
vegetation with
the proposed
FRTC expansion
areas, the ranks of
formation ...

Utilizing vegetation ranking terminology such as
“formation” and “alliances,” while acceptable, is
outdated. This comment was provided in the
comments for baseline reporting. Peer reviewed
literature on the Braun-Blanquet method, where
terminology "alliances" or "formations" originates, is
30-40 years old. Please use the widely accepted and
simplified Ecological System Name/Landcover Type
terminology instead, ...

The vegetation mapping report prepared to
support the EIS used the methodology described
with the associated terminology (refer to the
vegetation mapping report for full details). The
approach to mapping used the International
Vegetation Classification (IVC), which uses the
formation, alliance, and association hierarchy...
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(continued) and
alliance were
used..."

(continued) see Southwest Regional GAP (USGS) to
classify vegetation based on previous surveys. The
vegetation mapping and classification will not be
altered, but the terminology will be more consistent
with current nomenclature.

(continued) The classification system has won
broad acceptance within the NatureServe
network as well as among its partners. In North
America, the IVC consists of the U.S. National
Vegetation Classification (USNVC) and the
Canadian National Vegetation Classification. In
Nevada, the Nevada Natural Heritage Program
(NNHP) has developed a comprehensive IVC-
compliant list of vegetation alliances with a large
dataset of plots and Nevada-specific descriptions.
In addition, the earlier 2015 vegetation mapping
project of existing FRTC lands used IVC-compliant
classifications that corresponded to the NNHP
alliances. It would not be prudent to use a
different terminology at this stage given the EIS
references the supporting studies. In addition, as
the commenter states, "...vegetation ranking
terminology such as “formation” and “alliances,”
while acceptable..." Changing terminology would
be semantics as this stage and would not change
the overall discussion of vegetation communities
within the ROI.

3.10-11

3.10.2.2.1 Veg
Mapping
within FRTC

"...and 1 potential
wetland totaling
0.1 acre...in B-20
expansion area"

Please elaborate on how B-20 only includes 0.1 acre
of potential wetland. The majority of the existing and

proposed withdrawal is playa, which are ephemerally

wet or inundated and generally fit at wetland areas.

During and for several years after inundation, wetland
conditions exist in significant expanses of B-20. Unless

addressed elsewhere, this significantly misleads the
public on the habitat conditions in B-20.

Microphytic playa is described as a seasonal lake
in the veg mapping report. Final EIS text has been
revised to include statement that microphytic
playa is considered an ephemeral wetland.
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grouse

during lekking, nesting, and brood rearing stages.
Given the significant airspace expansions proposed
under the action alternatives, this is worthy of
mentioning. NDOW previously provided the NDOW
Acoustic Impacts on Greater Sage Grouse (Feb 2018)
to the Navy as a reference and will do so again with
these comments. It is also worthy to note that the
BLM/USFS LUPA and the Nevada Greater Sage Grouse
Conservation Plan speak to noise impacts and restrict
noise to 10dba above baseline.

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.10-11 | 3.10.2.2.1 Veg | "None of the We disagree given the above comment on B-20. This Final EIS text has been revised to more clearly
Mapping potential wetland | area is certainly an ephemeral wetland, including the state that the recently mapped potential wetland
within FRTC areas are located roughly 3200 acres of Fallon NWR included in the areas within the proposed expansion areas would
in areas subject to | withdrawal. The Draft EIS shows target areas within not be subject to ground disturbance. Potential
ground the existing withdrawal, which is proposed for direct impacts to the microphytic
disturbance" renewal under each of the action alternatives. playa/ephemeral wetland area of B-20 are
addressed in the discussion of impacts (Section
3.10.3).
3.10-13 | Table 3.10-3 There are approximately 76,000 acres or 11.6% of B- The proposed B-17 expansion was delineated
Acreage and 17 that has not been mapped and 16,400 acres of during the preparation of the Draft EIS and
Table 3.10-7 DVTA that has not been mapped. By not including this | outside of the season for vegetation mapping.
Acreage. information in the Draft EIS, the Navy is limiting the The additional areas not previously mapped in
public's ability to understand impacts and also limits 2018 were mapped in 2019 and information
the Navy's ability to develop reasonable and informed | incorporated into the Final EIS accordingly.
decisions on environmental consequences. While we
understand this acreage likely corresponds with the
new boundaries of B-17 Shift, this is yet another
example of incomplete analysis.
3.10-68 | Golden Eagle Golden eagles are especially sensitive to human and Comment noted. A discussion of potential
noise disturbance during nesting activities. Given the impacts of noise on avian species is presented in
number of nests within the proposed withdrawal and Section 3.10.3 Env Consequences.
airspace expansion, the effects of noise and human
disturbance are probably worthy of mentioning.
3.10-68 | Greater Sage- Greater sage grouse are expecially sensitive to noise A discussion of potential impacts of noise on

avian species is presented in Section 3.10.3 Env
Consequences. Note that the discussion of noise
impacts in the BLM/USFS LUPA and the Nevada
Greater Sage Grouse Conservation Plan address
only ground-based noise sources, not aircraft
overflights. State management plans use Lxx (e.g.,
Lio and Leo) metrics for determining impacts on
sage grouse. In the absence of this type of data,
the Navy applied maximum decibel level (Lmax),
sound exposure level (SEL), ...
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(continued) the Day-Night-Level (DNL), and
equivalent sound level (Leq) metrics to
determine potential impacts. These metrics have
been used widely for decades with respect to
noise impacts to wildlife species. The Navy has
determined that the analysis presented in the
Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts.

3.10-68 | Greater Sage- There are approximately 158 Greater sage-grouse leks | The Navy has addressed Supersonic Operating
grouse within the region of influence; of those, 126 are Areas in the EIS, please see Section 3.10.3.3.1.
located within Supersonic Operating Areas, though Federal agencies are not required to follow state
these don’t seem to be given any additional impacts mitigation plans. Currently, all state management
analysis. This should be addressed, and any impacts plans concentrate on habitat availability, wildfire,

on federally managed lands will need to be mitigated and land-based chronic noise sources. The EIS
for using the Nevada Conservation Credit System per determined that impacts to the sage grouse

Nevada Executive Order 2018-32 (Dec., 2018). DoD would not be significant. Given that the species is
should be conferring with the State of Nevada on not a federally listed endangered species, no
matters of sage-grouse conservation and mitigation, consultations are required.

in addition to USFWS, as this species falls under the
jurisdiction of the State.

3.10-88 | Desert On 10/23/2018, NDOW provided defintions for spatial | The recommended change has been
bighorn sheep data displaying seasonal ranges for bighorn sheep, incorporated into the Final EIS.
pronghorn and mule deer to the Navy. We
recommend pertinent sections of these defiitions be
included to support the definitions provided in the

DEIS.
3.10-93 | Figure 3.10-37 Would recommend moving this map "up" in the The recommended change has been
document so it is positioned after the section on incorporated into the Final EIS.

Bighorn Sheep, insead of inserted in the middle of the
mule deer section.
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 The presence of a wildland fire management plan The Navy acknowledges that there is a potential
119 Alternative 1 does not necessarily mean there will be no significant | for significant impacts due to wildfire. However,
Training impacts from wildfires to biological resources and it is | fire prevention and response activities prescribed
Activities - impossible to make this determination without a clear | in the Wildland Fire Management Plan would be
Wildland Fire understanding of what the plan will contain and how utilized to minimize the potential as much as
it will be implemented/funded. As with previous possible. A draft outline of the plan has been
comments relative to fire, there is no assessment or incorporated into the Final EIS (see Appendix D

inclusion of any actual data, despite some history with | [Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans]).
past fires associated with B-17 and adjacent training
areas. The document also does not include a copy of
the fire management plan, what this plan includes,
how it will be funded and implemented, and how
much funding will be available. These will all be
important considerations in determining if fire
impacts have been adequately minimize and
mitigated. The section on fire is very similar to the
section presented in the Preliminary Draft EIS despite
NDOW comments on the PDEIS and mutliple agency
meetings stressing the importance of this subject. The
current lack of a wildand fire management plan (even
in draft form) indicates the Navy is not taking this
topic seriously and calls the Navy's true intentions
into question. It is not clear how the Navy arrived at a
"no significant impacts" conclusion given the lack of
any real data, in-depth anaysis or inclusion of the fire
management plan.
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 This section is largely unchanged from the Preliminary | The Navy acknowledges that there is a potential
119 Alternative 1 Draft EIS despite repeated request for additional for significant impacts due to wildfire. However,
Training information and the inclusion of a wildland fire fire prevention and response activities prescribed
Activities - management plan (complete with commitments for in the Wildland Fire Management Plan would be
Wildland Fire funding). This represents a significant issue for many utilized to minimize the potential as much as
Nevada agencies, and one that has been continually possible. A draft outline of the plan has been
communicated to the Navy. As this section has not incorporated into the Final EIS (see Appendix D
appreciably satisfied our concerns, we are bringing [Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans])
forward relevant and unaddressed comments from
the PDEIS here:
3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 Comment from PDEIS: It would be helpful and The Navy acknowledges that there is a potential
119 Alternative 1 informative to the public to discuss and provide data for significant impacts due to wildfire. However,
Training on past incidences of wildland fires on the existing fire prevention and response activities prescribed
Activities - FRTC withdrawl and airspace. There is little data in the Wildland Fire Management Plan would be
Wildland Fire included that supports the "no significant impacts" utilized to minimize the potential as much as

conclusion presented in the DEIS. In fact, we would
offer that signficant impacts have occurred from
existing withdrawals. The proposed land and airspace
withdrawal may significantly increase the threat and
frequency of wildfire not only from increased training
boundaries, but also from a much larger area of
airspace that may complicate firefighting air
operations. There are examples of wildland fires that
are likely tied to Navy training operations, but none of
these are discussed or presented in the text. A
management plan (especially one that is not
completed or included in the DEIS for public review)
does not adequately suffice for arriving at a "no
significant impact" conclusion. There is a signficant
lack of data and analysis on this issue. Wildland fires
are a principle cause of habitat conversion and loss to
many species, including special status species, in
Nevada. Even a relatively small wildland fire, in certain
locations, is a significant impact for many species, ...

possible. A draft outline of the plan has been
incorporated into the Final EIS (see Appendix D
[Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans])
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(continued) in particular those that depend upon
sagebrush ecosystems such as mule deer, many
migratory songbirds, and greater sage-grouse.
3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 Comment from PDEIS: Is there any evidence to show Refer to the Public Health and Safety Section
119 Alternative 1 that flares completely burn out when released at 2000 | 3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire Management). The Navy has
Training AGL and don't pose a risk of igniting a wildfire? established minimum flare release heights to
Activities - NDOW, sportsmans organizations, private landownder | prevent wildfire occurrence. During the severe
Wildland Fire and many other partners invest millions into fire season (typically between May and October

rehabilitating wildfires, including those that were
likely caused by Navy training activities. We
recommend the Navy only release flares or other fire
ignition sources if there is a garuantee that a fire
won't occur 99% of the time they are utilized. Is a
copy of the Fire Management Plan available for
review? If this plan is the impetus for arriving at a "no
significant impact" conclusion, it should be available
for public/agency review and comment.

of each year), the Navy raises these minimum
flare release heights to 2,000 feet AGL to further
reduce a flare ignition source. While flare training
is very important in terms of training realism and
value, the Navy eliminates the use of airborne
flares during severe drought conditions. Fires
that have occurred in the past were due primarily
to a combination of aircrew error and flare
equipment malfunctions. In these cases, the Navy
has attempted to learn from and to correct any
historical deficiencies. In the case of flare
malfunction, the Navy will issue a Conventional
Ordnance Deficiency Report to the Naval Safety
Center, and temporarily remove from the
training inventory the flare type(s) believed to
operate unreliably. If required by the outcome
the Conventional Ordnance Deficiency Report
investigation, the Navy will permanently remove
from training, any known defective flares or flare
types. The Navy acknowledges that there is a
potential for significant impacts due to wildfire.
However, fire prevention and response activities
prescribed in the Wildland Fire Management Plan
would be utilized to minimize the potential as
much as possible. A draft outline of the plan has
been incorporated into the Final EIS (see
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Appendix D [Memoranda, Agreements, and

Plans])
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 In the PDEIS the Navy stated fires could not be The Navy acknowledges that there is a potential
119 Alternative 1 adequately predicted and thus, could not be analzed. for significant impacts due to wildfire. However,
Training We responded that this was a somewhat misleading fire prevention and response activities prescribed
Activities - paragraph. There are many wildland fire modeling in the Wildland Fire Management Plan would be
Wildland Fire programs and exercises that could be used to help the | utilized to minimize the potential as much as

Navy predict the potential for future wildfires. This is
especially true as the potential sources for Navy-
caused ignition could be identified and properly
analyzed, especially compared to naturally-occuring
fire starts (e.g. lightning). NDOW recommends using
fire models to help predict where wildland fires are
most likely to occur, how they will travel across the
landscape, and take steps to further mitigate large-
scale wildfires by using and modifying high-risk
actions (target locations, flare drops) to minimize risk.
Efforts to create fire breaks in strategic locations
should be analyzed as a means to avoid and minimize
the frequency and size of wildfire. The Navy
responded to that comment by saying they would
take a look at using fire modeling to better inform
future decisions. We've noticed none of this language
is included in the DEIS - what were the results of the
Navy's assessment of fire modeling?

Additionally, while predicting wildfire is challenging,
predicting impacts as a result of wildfire is not, and
should have been addressed rather than been
ignored.

possible. A draft outline of the plan has been
incorporated into the Final EIS (see Appendix D
[Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans])
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 The document states, "Therefore, there would be no The Navy acknowledges that there is a potential
119 Alternative 1 significant impacts to biological resources from for significant impacts due to wildfire. However,
Training potential wildfires within the proposed range fire prevention and response activities prescribed
Activities - expansion areas." How did the analysis arrive at this in the Wildland Fire Management Plan would be
Wildland Fire conclustion? BLM wildland fire fighting crews are utilized to minimize the potential as much as

instructed not to suppress fires within WDZ's (e.g.
Bravo-17 fire) and the proposed withdrawal will
dramatically increase the expanse of land without
adequate fire suppression activities. Additionally,
additional target areas and a dramatic horizontal and
vertical expansion of airspace suggest that wildland
fires ignited from Navy-training activities is likely to
increase in frequency and impact a greater expanse of
area. These all represent significant threat to the
vegetation and thus, wildlife habitat. How will fire
prevention and suppresison occur within target areas
or WDZs? Using B-17 as an example, the existing
withdrawal area is approximatly 54,000 acres and the
proposed withdrawal is approximatley 233,000 acres.
This is an area four times as large, with additional and
further distributed target areas that will no longer be
protected with fire suppression resources; this is a
very signficant impact. How will an expanded airspace
affect fire suppression through air-operations? How
will an expanded airspace and expanded land
withdrawal affect post-fire rehabilitation efforts? Fire
rehabilitation is very time sensitive and further
restrictions on when and how post-fire restoration
can be applied is an indirect, but potentially signficant
impact.

possible. A draft outline of the plan has been
incorporated into the Final EIS (see Appendix D
[Memoranda, Agreements, and Plans])
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 Use of DNL as a noise metric for wildlife, in particular State management plans use Lxx (e.g., L1o and Lso)
120 Alternative 1 GRSG, is inappropriate and not consistent with any metrics for determining impacts on sage grouse.
Training research we are aware of. We strongly recommend a In the absence of this type of data, the Navy
Activities - noise analysis that incorporates Leq, L90, and L50 as applied maximum decibel level (Lmax), sound
Noise these are far more appropriate for wildlife impacts exposure level (SEL), the Day-Night-Level (DNL),

and can be compared against current research. The
DNL is not a comparable measure to Leq, L90, and
L50, and cannot be extrapolated to equate to Leq,
L90, and L50; therefore it is a useless metric for the
sake of noise impact analysis at it pertains to wildlife.

and equivalent sound level (Leq) metrics to
determine potential impacts. The Lmax is the
highest noise level reached during a noise event
and this is the metric to which people generally
respond when an aircraft flyover occurs. The SEL
metric considers the maximum noise level of the
event and the duration of the noise event. Where
Lmax and SEL reference a single event, the DNL is
an average of the overall noise experienced
during an entire (24-hour) day, and is therefore
generally used for land use compatibility
comparisons. DNL calculations account for the
SEL of aircraft, the number of aircraft operations
and a penalty for nighttime operations.

Background, or ambient noise, levels (those
without aircraft noise) are often presented using
Percent Noise Levels (Ln). Percent Noise Level
characterizes intermittent or fluctuating noise by
showing the noise level that is exceeded during a
significant percent of time during the noise
measurement period. Ln is most often used to
characterize background noise where, for
example, L90 is the noise level exceeded 90
percent of the time, L50 is the level exceeded 50
percent of the time, and L10 is the level exceeded
10 percent of the time. Other noise sources that
are part of the background noise environment
include roadway, wind in the trees, ...
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(continued) and chronic noise activities. It should
be noted that L90 and L50 type metrics are a
better indicator of chronic noise, particularly
land-based continuous noise sources, and are not
reliable indicators for transient noise sources
(Harris 1979). These terrestrial-based noise
sources are very different noise sources both in
terms of duration, proximity, and frequency. It is
not appropriate to use noise studies addressing
land-based chronic noise sources to determine
potential impacts of short-term noise impacts
from jet overflights on sage grouse. Jet
overflights are infrequent, last only seconds, and
do not occur over the same location multiple
times. Overflights typically last only seconds and
their contribution to a long-term noise level
would be minimal. A large number of overflights
would be required to register a change in the L90
value.

Please see Section 3.10 (Biological Resources) for
a discussion on the impacts to the greater sage
grouse from noise associated with the Proposed
Action. The Navy will work closely with BLM to
manage the sage grouse and other species on
lands under our control. The Navy has
determined that the analysis presented in the
Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts. The Navy is developing an
MOU with NDOW to assist with future research
assessing potential impacts of aviation activities
(e.g., overflights and noise) on sage grouse. Final
details of the scope of any potential study are still
being discussed...
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(continued) Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.

3.10-
120

3.10.3.3.1
Alternative 1
Training
Activities -
Noise

While it is difficult to interpret how noise countours in
the range of mid-50s to mid-60s DNL compare to Leq
L50, and L90 metrics, noise levels greater than 25 dBA
L50 are shown to negatively impact GRSG especially
during the breeding season. Noise levels of the mid-
50s would be expected to have dramatic and long-
lasting effects on GRSG.

State management plans use Lxx (e.g., L1o and Lso)
metrics for determining impacts on sage grouse.
In the absence of this type of data, the Navy
applied maximum decibel level (Lmax), sound
exposure level (SEL), the Day-Night-Level (DNL),
and equivalent sound level (Leq) metrics to
determine potential impacts. Please see Section
3.10 (Biological Resources) for a discussion on the
impacts to the greater sage grouse from noise
associated with the Proposed Action. The Navy
will work closely with BLM to manage the sage
grouse and other species on lands under our
control. The Navy has determined that the
analysis presented in the Final EIS is adequate for
assessing potential population impacts. The Navy
is developing an MOU with NDOW to assist with
future research assessing potential impacts of
aviation activities (e.g., overflights and noise) on
sage grouse. Final details of the scope of any
potential study are still being discussed. Any
commitment by the Navy to undertake a study
(or studies) will be addressed in the EIS Record of
Decision.

3.10-
121

3.10.3.3.1
Alternative 1
Training
Activities -
Noise

2nd paragraph

While the paragraph descibing wildlife response to
noise may be applicable for some species, it is
certainly not true for GRSG, and also unlikely to be
correct for certain raptors. Golden eagles are
particularly sensitive to noise and disturbance,
especially during breeding season. Please review and
reference Pagel et al (2010) for guidelines on
understanding and reducing impacts to ...

Text regarding golden eagles has been revised as
appropriate. Note that Pagel et al. (2010)
addresses ground disturbance and disturbance
from helicopter surveys. Pagel et al. (2010)
summarized past studies by stating that most
golden eagles respond to survey aircraft (fixed-
wing and helicopters) by remaining on their nests
and continuing to incubate or roost...
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(continued) Golden eagles. Noise impacts to GRSG are
documented and have long-term population scale
effects. This is an excellent example of how the Navy's
improper use of outdated and incomplete information
in Section 3.10.3.1 Noise has led to a gross
misrepresentation in the analysis.

(continued) Surveys took place as close as 10-20
meters from cliffs and no farther than 200 meters
from cliffs depending on safety.

Please refer to Section 3.10.3.3.1 for a discussion
of noise impacts to sage grouse, including
references provided by NDOW. Note that the
sources provided regarding noise effects to sage
grouse address terrestrial-based noise sources
and not jet aircraft overflights. These terrestrial-
based noise sources are very different noise
sources both in terms of duration, proximity, and
frequency. Jet overflights are infrequent, last only
seconds, and do not occur over the same location
multiple times. The land use and development
projects address terrestrial-based, chronic noise
sources and do not address aircraft overflights,
particularly jet aircraft overflights. It is not
appropriate to use noise studies addressing land-
based chronic noise sources to determine
potential impacts of short-term noise impacts
from jet overflights on sage grouse.

The Navy is developing an MOU with NDOW to
assist with future research assessing potential
impacts of aviation activities (e.g., overflights and
noise) on sage grouse. The Navy will work closely
with BLM to manage the sage grouse and other
species on lands under the Navy’s control. The
Navy is proposing to fund a study by NDOW to
monitor the potential effects to sage grouse lek
behavior from aircraft overflights. Final details of
the scope of any potential study are still being
discussed...
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(continued) Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.
3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 We are concerned that the basis for the DEIS Unclear what statement the commenter is
121 Alternative 1 concluding there are no current impacts to wildlife referring to that bases the conclusions in the DEIS
Training from noise is a sinlge US Dept of Navy reference from | on a single Navy reference from 2015. The DEIS
Activities - 2015. Given the outdated and incomplete information | provides numerous citations regarding noise
Noise presented in the DEIS, we question the validity of the effects to wildlife and the discussion uses those
Navy's 2015 results.The document incorrectly references to support the analysis regarding
concludes that since there are no known current potential noise impacts to wildlife. Based on the
impacts (unproven) from the existing actions, there current NDOW data, the closest lek is approx. 5
will be no future impacts. This is a major miles from any lands proposed for withdrawal.
oversimplification as the new boundaries will be
closer to GRSG leks and noise is not contained within
the bounds of the FRTC withdrawal. There is little to
no information on the attenuation rates and this is a
important piece of information needed before making
this claim.
3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 NDOW recommends noise monitoring and modeling The NDOW data presented in the figures
123 Alternative 1 be completed on leks that are within the project area depicting the leks within the FRTC airspace also
Training AND within a 3.1 mile (5 km) buffer of the project includes leks that are within the requested 5-km
Activities - area. We recommend the Navy include leks that are buffer (e.g., Figure 3.10-43). The Navy is
Noise & Table captured by this 3.1 mile buffer. Noise attenuates developing an MOU with NDOW to assist with
3.10-20 with distance and does not stop at the end of a future research assessing potential impacts of
project boundary. aviation activities (e.g., overflights and noise) on
sage grouse.
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 "low-level aircraft | This statement has little scientific backing and is an Please see Section 3.10 (Biological Resources) for

125 Alternative 1 operation has over-simplification that could be used to "address" a discussion on the impacts to the greater sage
Training been in use for any impact. Greater sage grouse have been declining grouse from noise associated with the Proposed
Activities - over 20 years, ang | in Nevada and range-wide, so the continued presence | Action. The Navy will work closely with BLM to
Noise - greater sage of a lek does not mean that aircraft overflights are not | manage the sage grouse and other species on
Greater Sage grouse continue having any affect. Trend information on lek lands under our control. The Navy has
Grouse to lek beneath the | attendance is an essential consideration and these determined that the analysis presented in the

airspace..."

data will show a declines in lek attendance, which is a
good indicator of population trend. We strongly
recommend striking this sentence as it lacks scientific
integrity and is overly speculative. While the primary
threats to GRSG in Nevada are habitat loss and
fragmentation, a lack of regulatory oversight on land
use (e.g. industrial development) was a major
contributing factor to the proposed listing.
Additionally, the BLM/USFS LUPAs significantly
increased regulatory oversight on BLM/USFS land use
decisions because such actions were necessary to
prevent a listing. A major consideration for regulating
industrial development to benefit GRSG is noise. We
are again surprised and dissapointed that the Navy
has not included a reasonable discussion of noise and
disclosure of potential impacts. From a biologial
perspective, there are multiple threats to GRSG, and
human disturbance/noise is a signficant one. It is likely
that GRSG are declining because they are facing a
wide array of threats and there is data to show that
human disturbance and noise can be a signficant
contributing factor. As previously stated, we are
curious why the Navy has elected to "pass" on this
important topic when most other land use decisions
have to address noise impacts to GRSG. We are not
aware of a military specific exception to these
processes.

Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts. The Navy is developing an
MOU with NDOW to assist with future research
assessing potential impacts of aviation activities
(e.g., overflights and noise) on sage grouse. Final
details of the scope of any potential study are still
being discussed. Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 "Maximum C- While these metrics (e.g DNL) and statements may State management plans use Lxx (e.g., L1o and Lso)

125 Alternative 1 weighted DNL of have bearing on the impacts to humans from noise, metrics for determining impacts on sage grouse.
Training 52..contribution they are misused when assessing impacts to wildlife, In the absence of this type of data, the Navy
Activities - of C-weighted especially GRSG. We previously requested the Navy applied maximum decibel level (Lmax), sound
Noise - DNLs would not use the "Acoustic Impacts to Greater Sage Grouse" exposure level (SEL), the Day-Night-Level (DNL),
Greater Sage represent a documetn provided by NDOW that recommends and equivalent sound level (Leq) metrics to
Grouse significant specific protocols and data formats that are applicable | determine potential impacts. The Lmax is the

degradation of
noise
environment."

to GRSG and provide useful data in the analysis. The
Navy has failed to include necessary data and instead
continues to rely upon data points that prevent the
reader and agnecies from understanding expected
impacts. We strongly recommend the Navy take steps
to present the noise data consistent with the NDOW
Protocol. This will ensure the data can be readily
interpreted from a GRSG perspective. Consistent with
Federal and State land management plans, any noise
contribution greater than 10dba above baseline
conditions is an impact to GRSG and should be
avoided. Additionally, the research from Wyoming
found a noise threshold of 25dba. Noise conditions
above 25 dba were consistenty associated with
declining attendance at GRSG leks and noise
conditions less than 25 dba were consistenty
associated with stable or increasing lek attendance.
This is an important piece of information that should
be included in the DEIS and evaluated. On the surface,
we do not understand what a 52 or 57db DNL contour
means in the context of a L50 25dba, but is would
appear that the noise levels expected by the Navy are
significantly higher than the 25dba threshold and
major impacts to GRSG

should be expected.

highest noise level reached during a noise event
and this is the metric to which people generally
respond when an aircraft flyover occurs. The SEL
metric considers the maximum noise level of the
event and the duration of the noise event. Where
Lmax and SEL reference a single event, the DNL is
an average of the overall noise experienced
during an entire (24-hour) day, and is therefore
generally used for land use compatibility
comparisons. DNL calculations account for the
SEL of aircraft, the number of aircraft operations
and a penalty for nighttime operations.

Please see Section 3.10 (Biological Resources) for
a discussion on the impacts to the greater sage
grouse from noise associated with the Proposed
Action. The Navy will work closely with BLM to
manage the sage grouse and other species on
lands under our control. The Navy has
determined that the analysis presented in the
Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts. The Navy is developing an
MOU with NDOW to assist with future research
assessing potential impacts of aviation activities
(e.g., overflights and noise) on sage grouse. Final
details of the scope of any potential study are still
being discussed...
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(continued) Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.

3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 "Averaged noise We are unsure how to convert DNL into an L50 or L90 | State management plans use Lxx (e.g., L1o and Lso)
125 Alternative 1 levels with the dBA value (which are necessary metrics for assessing metrics for determining impacts on sage grouse.
Training proposed MOAs impacts to GRSG), but if a DNL is similar to Leq, then In the absence of this type of data, the Navy
Activities - would be 55 dbA these values are significantly higher than applied maximum decibel level (Lmax), sound
Noise - DNL and within recommended thresholds for sage grouse exposure level (SEL), the Day-Night-Level (DNL),
Greater Sage the Reno MOA conservation. NDOW recommends the DEIS present and equivalent sound level (Leq) metrics to
Grouse would be less this noise information in L50 and L90 formats so an determine potential impacts.
than 50 dbA DNL. | accurate assesment of noise impacts can be Please see Section 3.10 (Biological Resources) for
completed. a discussion on the impacts to the greater sage

grouse from noise associated with the Proposed
Action. The Navy will work closely with BLM to
manage the sage grouse and other species on
lands under our control. The Navy has
determined that the analysis presented in the
Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts. The Navy is developing an
MOU with NDOW to assist with future research
assessing potential impacts of aviation activities
(e.g., overflights and noise) on sage grouse. Final
details of the scope of any potential study are still
being discussed. Any commitment by the Navy to
undertake a study (or studies) will be addressed
in the EIS Record of Decision.
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3.10- 3.10.3.3.1 7. The majority of | While this may be true for certain species, and Refer to Section 3.10.3.1.1, Noise, Overview of
126 Alternative 1 the literature supported in the limited research provided in the Wildlife Responses to Noise, which provides a
Training suggests.. DEIS, this statement has no place in a discusson of summary of noise effects on wildlife species from
Activities - impacts to GRSG as their sensitivity to noise is anthropogenic noise, particularly aircraft
Noise - documented in the literature. We are not aware of overflights. In addition, see Section 3.10.3.3.1,
Greater Sage any literature suggesting sage grouse become Sage Grouse regarding a summary of potential
Grouse acclimated to noise and don't suffer adverse impacts. | noise impacts on sage grouse, including
terrestrial-based noise sources and aircraft
overflights.
3.10- 3.10.3.5.1 Please see comments on wildfire for Alternative 1. See previous responses to comments on wildfire.
151 Alternative 3 The same comments apply to Alternative 3. We also
Training recommend including a discussion of the impacts to
Activities - Wildlife from wildfire as fire impacts hit wildlife as
Wildfire well as native plant species.
3.10- 3.10.3.5.1 Please see comments on noise for Alternative 1. The See previous responses to comments on noise.
152 Alternative 3 same comments apply to Alternative 3.
Training
Activities -
Noise -
Greater Sage
Grouse
3.10- 3.10.3.5.3 NDOW previously commented on the conclusion of Based upon the mapped pronghorn range shown
156 Alternative 3 "no significant impacts" to wildlife from construction in Figure 3.10-46, pronghorn populations are

Construction
Activities -
Wildlife

or munitions use. We continue to disagree and are
disappointed the Navy failed to include additional
information to support the conclusion. These
conclusions, without any real data and a misleading
use of ROl is arbitrary. Please note our unresolved
comment from the PDEIS: The FRTC ROI overlaps
several different and unnconnected populations of
mule deer, bighorn sheep, and pronghorn. The
conclusion that no significant population impacts
would occur to pronghorn and bighorn sheep,
because the affected acreage ...

interconnected and are not unconnected as with
bighorn sheep and mule deer. The assessment
does not use a state-wide scale to determine
potential significance of the impact to 3,000
acres of pronghorn habitat, but uses the ROI as
shown in Figure 3.10-46. Under NEPA impacts to
species are assessed at the population level not
at the management unit or area level. The Navy
has determined that the analysis presented in the
Final EIS is adequate for assessing potential
population impacts.
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(continued) within the FRTC boundary is minimal
compared to what is included in the ROI
demonstrates a weak analysis with a very limited
understanding of the wildlife that occur in this area.
Removing 3,000 acres of year-round pronghorn
habitat may not impact pronghorn significantly at a
statewide scale, but will certainly be a significant
impact to the pronghorn population on and near the
FRTC withdrawl boundary. Considering nearly 25% of
the Management Area 18 pronghorn population is
dependent on lands within the proposed withdrawl, it
is inaccurate to state the impact will not be
significant. The document provides no analysis or
estimate of the indirect impacts to habitat
disturbance and conversion of habitat into an active
bombing target. It is unlikely that bighorn sheep or
pronghorn will be able to adequately use habitat
immediatly outside the target polygon due to various
forms of disturbance, thus suggesting a more in-depth
analysis of impacts to wildlife resources and wildlife
habitat is warranted.

3.10-
159

3.10.3.5.3
Alternative 3
Construction
Activities -
Wildlife

Please see previous unaddressed NDOW comment
from the PDEIS: The document asserts that BLM-
certified fencing would contain pass-throughs and
"other features" to minimize impacts. What are these
"other features?' Where will the pass-throughs and
"other features" be located in relation to wildlife
habitat to ensure they are appropriately located to
benefit wildlife. What fencing specifications will be
used in which areas? Different fencing specifications
are suitable for different species of wildlife. The
design of perimeter fencing within certain habitats
has the potential to impact wildlife...

Fencing would be installed in accordance with
specifications outlined in BLM Handbook H-1741-
1 (Fencing). Refer to Chapter 4, Section D
(Standards for Big Game Habitat). Details as to
what type of fencing would be installed in
specific areas is to be determined based on
topography, habitat, etc.
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(continued) Please consider providing more detail as
to the fencing specifications. Perimeter fencing is
generally targeting humans from entering an area,
and as such, do not take wildlife passage into account,
posing significant barriers and/or mortality traps.
Please see our previous comments on fencing
specifications. These comments apply to fencing
under each action alternative

3.10-
159

3.10.3.5.3
Alternative 3
Construction
Activities -
Wildlife

Please see previous unaddressed NDOW comment
from the PDEIS: Given the disappointing lack of data
and anlysis used to formulate this document, the
conclusion that there will be no significant impacts to
wildlife is entirely unsubstantiated. There are several
oustanding wildlife issues that are not adequately
addressed in this document, including: impacts to
sage grouse on expansion of the SUA and potential for
noise disturbance during lekking and nesting periods,
impacts to pronghorn and bighorn sheep from habitat
loss and indirect impacts associated with an active
bombing range, impacts to wildlife from loss of access
by an interested public that largely provides the
necessary funding for habitat and population
management actions, impacts from more restrictive
agency access to inspect and maintain wildlife water
developments that are critical to wildlife populations
in this region, and impacts to an expanding population
of bighorn sheep that relies on existing (and potential
future increases) in harvest to maintain sustainable
population levels that prevent habitat and disease
issues.

Comment noted. See previous responses to
comments regarding noise impacts to sage
grouse as well as impacts to other wildlife species
and associated habitat. Access to proposed
expanded FRTC lands for natural resources
management activities (e.g., water sources and
wildlife) will continue to be coordinated with the
Navy as on existing FRTC lands. Land
management activities would still remain
compatible with the military mission to the
maximum extent practicable.

F-165

Public Comments and Responses




Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization

Final Environmental Impact Statement

January 2020

Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph

3.10- 3.10.3.6 Please see previous unaddressed NDOW comment All suggested measures to assist in avoiding,

160 Proposed from the PDEIS: The proposed action includes minimizing and mitigating potential impacts to
Management withdrawal of over 600,000 acres, direct impacts to wildlife are to be evaluated against the purpose
Practices, several thousand acres spread across multiple and need of the Proposed Action and their
Monitoring bombing ranges, and many indirect impacts. Many of | compatibility with current and proposed military
and these impacts are poorly defined and analyzed in the training requirements. Access to proposed
Mitigation document, but are potentially signficant to many expanded FRTC lands for natural resources

resources. How can the Navy proposes no specific
biological monitoring, managment or mitigation
efforts? The Navy is essentially taking ownership of
600,000+ acres of valuable wildlife habitat and
managment on these lands will be forever changed.
Despite a positive working relationship on Fallon NAS
and NTTR, management on these landscapes will be
perpetually more challenging due to timing contraints
for accessand managment actions. NDOW and the
sportsmen of Nevada have worked diligently and
spent considerable amounts of money for over three
decades to enhance wildlife habitat and manage
populations of several species with great success. As
the benefits of this work are finally coming to bear,
the Navy proposes to withdraw the public lands these
species depend upon, yet offer no strategies for
monitoring or future management? At an absolute
minimum, how can the Navy justify claiming "no
signficant impacts" and simultaneously propose no
monitoring to demonstrate to the public that no
significant impacts are occuring?

Additionally, if the proposed withdrawal is approved,
we strongly encourage the Navy to take a more
serious and pro-active approach to managing
600,000+ acres of Nevada. The extensive wildlife
resources occuring in this region did not occur on
accident or absent of active management...

management activities (e.g., water sources and
wildlife) will continue to be coordinated with the
Navy as on existing FRTC lands. Land
management activities would still remain
compatible with the military mission to the
maximum extent practicable. The Navy has
formed a working group with NDOW to address
these suggested measures and will continue to
work with NDOW to arrive at measures that are
compatible with the Proposed Action and military
mission.
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(continued) The continued persistence of these
valuable resources is dependent upon a suite of
mangement actions and practices that the DEIS
completely overlooks. Regardless of the
determination of impacts, impacts to wildlife will
occur. NDOW has offered many ideas over the past 18
months that could help avoid, minimize and mitigate
potential impacts to wildlife from a variety of
stressors, but these recommendations have not been
incorporated. As a result, we feel there are mitigation
measures that could be implemented to help offset
impacts from proposed activities, such as but not
limited to: restricting aircraft overflights near the
most sensitive wildlife receptors (e.g. bighorn sheep
lambing areas during lambing periods), creating a plan
for NDOW and the Navy to continue inspections and
maintenance on critical wildlife water developments
under reduced access limitations, plans to properly
manage growing bighorn sheep populations, plans to
adjust wildlife water developments to shift wildlife
use out of proposed target areas, and a compensation
fund established to address wildfire rehabilitation,
weed treatments, habitat enhancements (e.g.
spring/riparian protection, pinion-juniper removal),
etc.

3.10-
162

Table 3.10-29

Biological
resources would
continue to be
exposed to
stressors from any
continuing
military training
activities

The No Action Alternative specifies training will no
longer occur at Fallon the existing withdrawals will not
be renewed. That implies that those stressors will no
longer affect wildlife in those areas.

The Navy would also continue to be responsible
for the 35,012 acres of public lands permanently
withdrawn for military use under Public Law
Order 898 (1953) and the 30,383 acres acquired
by the Navy through purchase in 1986 (see Figure
1-2). The Public Law Order 898 lands are divided
among the B-16, B-17, and B-19 ranges, and the
1986 acquisition lands are ...
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(continued) at the existing B-20 range (19,430
acres in checkerboard pattern) and the very
northern portion of the Dixie Valley Training Area
(DVTA) (10,953 acres). The Navy could still
perform some training activities within the FRTC.
3.12-2 3.12.1.3 (Maples, 2017) Please change reference citation to (NDOW, 2017) The recommended addition has been
incorporated into the Final EIS.
3.12-8 3.12.2.2 "The majority of This is an odd statement considering the area of Revised the sentence to specify the region of
Hunting, the waterbodies influence includes the largest marsh systems in withdrawal or acquisition to be more specific in
Trapping, and | within the region western Nevada (Stillwater NWR, Carson Lake/Sink) as | the Final EIS.
Fishing are ephemeral well as a variety of perennial streams and several
washes." reservoirs or lakes that attract anglers.
3.12-8 3.12.2.2 Popular fishing Minor Correction: Of all the game fish species present | The recommended change has been
Hunting, species vary..but in Nevada, these are likely the three least popular incorporated into the Final EIS.
Trapping, and | may included bull | species for angling because of limited availability
Fishing trout, mountain and/or very small and geographically remote
whitefish, and populations. Not sure where this came from, but it is
redband trout generall a very inaccuate description.
3.12-11 | 3.12.2.4.2 B- Maples, 2017 Please change reference citation to (NDOW, 2017) The recommended addition has been
16 Hunting incorporated into the Final EIS.
Fishing
Trapping
3.12-12 | 3.12.2.5.2 B- Maples, 2017 Please change all of these and future reference The recommended addition has been
17 Hunting citation to (NDOW, 2017) incorporated into the Final EIS.
Trapping
Fishing

F-168

Public Comments and Responses



Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement

January 2020

Table F-4: Nevada Department of Wildlife Sub-Matrix Comments and Responses (continued)

land requested for
withdrawal is not
currently
available.

current or proposed B-17 withdrawal areas. As stated
in the Population Summary docuement, the 2017
pronghorn population estimate is 660 individuals.
Twenty-five percent of this total means that the
population estimate for the proposed B-17
withdrawal is 165 pronghorn.

Population size within the Project Area in the
summary document was ...

Page Section / Draft EIS Text Comment Response
Paragraph
3.12-15 | 3.12.2.5.2 There is also a While this is true, bighorn sheep lamb throughout the | Between the Draft and Final EIS, the Navy
Hunting, bighorn sheep B-17 withdrawal area in habitats on Slate Mtn, discussed this comment with NDOW and NDOW
Trapping, lambing range... Fairview Peak, and the Sand Springs Range. As clarified that the areas depicted by their data as
Fishing previously pointed out in PDEIS comments and within | winter/lambing areas, although priority
these DEIS comments, the Navy is misusing NDOW's management areas, were chosen due to
spatial dataset. Since Slate/Fairview/Sand Springs are | detection of a high proportion of animals using
mapped as Year-Round habitat, bighorn sheep use these areas, not because they are the only areas
these areas for all live-stages, including lambing where winter/lambing use occurs. NDOW
habitat. To portray this single area in Unit 184 as "the" | explained that there are likely additional areas
lambing area is inaccurate. that are used during the winter/lambing periods,
however, they have not been documented using
direct observation or GPS collars. NDOW does
not know, given the population and the extent of
the potential habitat, how the population uses
each piece of the habitat. Therefore, NDOW
considers year-round habitat to mean that any
seasonal habitat needs such as summer, winter,
or lambing, could be fulfilled within the extent of
that year-round mapped boundary.
Based on this clarification and new data
provided, the Navy has updated figures and text
where applicable in the Final EIS.
3.12-15 | 3.12.2.5.2 "Data on the This is inaccurate. NDOW has communicated to the The recommended change has been
Hunting, population size Navy during agency meetings and within the PDEIS incorporated into the Final EIS.
Trapping, within the existing | comments that approximatly 25 percent of the Unit
Fishing withdrawal and 181- 184 pronghorn population resides within the
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(continued) stated as "not available" because that
document was referencing all withdrawal areas
(including DVTA), which is not calculated. The portion
of the population for B-17 is known (~165). Also,
please note the population estimate for Units 181-184
is 660, not 600 as stated in the DEIS.
3.12-20 | 3.12.2.8.2 The following None of the areas listed in the bulleted list are within Under Alternative 1 and 2, the DVTA extends
Hunting areas are highly the bounds of the DVTA. These areas are actually south of Highway 50 into these areas, which is
Trapping used by bighorn associated with B-17. This was also pointed out in why they are discussed in relation to it here.
Fishing sheep within this NDOWSs PDEIS comments and has not been resolved.
area
3.12-37 | 3.12.3.3.2 NDOW appreciates the Navy's willingness to support The Navy currently has an Access Management
Bravo-17 and continue the bighorn sheep hunt on B-17. We are, | Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
Public however, concerned about the lack of assurances and | would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
Accessibility commitment the existing language reflects. ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.

Throughout the process, we have continued to push
for a Managed Access Plan that takes a more holistic
approach to access issues for Sportsmen and NDOW
and includes a stronger committment from the Navy
to provide access for the duration of the withdrawal.
The existing language contains weak language the fails
to provide these assurances. Statements such as "not
to interfere," "compatible with mission training
activities," and "aiming to accomodate" do not convey
much confidence that the hunting program will be
implemented for the duration of the withdrawal. Over
the course of several meetings, the State was assurred
this Managed Access Plan would be completed and
included in the FEIS, yet the DEIS still makes little
metion of this strategy. We remain highly concerned
about the Navy's intention and ability to follow-
through with thier verbal commitments.

The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan. Details can be
found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
(Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.
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3.12-38 | 3.12.3.3.2 "...no member of The age restriction has been previously discussed in The Navy has added the draft MOA for the
Bravo-17 the hunting party | NDOWSs PDEIS comments and since the age restriction | hunting program describing in detail the rules
Public under 18 years of | has not been changed, we will bring forward this and restrictions for the hunting program on B-17
Accessibility age" unresolved issue from our previous comments: in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and
NDOW recommends the Navy adopt the age Plans). The Navy is unable to reduce the age of
restriction used in Southern Nevada for bighorn sheep | hunters to 14 as requested in the comment due
hunts conducted on the NTTR. Existing regulations to public health and safety requirements.
require "hunters and everyone in their respective
hunting parties...be at least 14 years old on opening
day of the respective hunting season." This is
important not to confuse potential tag holders on the
requirements for hunting on military lands. NDOW
qguestions why the Navy would require a hunter or
hunting-party member to be at least 18 year old when
the NTTR has demonstrated a safe and succcesful
program with an age limit of 14 years old. This should
be consistent throughout the document and the
Managed Access Hunting Program document.
3.12-38 | 3.12.3.3.2 "Check-in and While NDOW agrees that some form of check- The Navy has added the draft MOA for the
Bravo-17 check-out with in/check-out process should be required under the hunting program describing in detail the rules
Public range control Managed Access Program, we remaim uncomfortable | and restrictions for the hunting program on B-17
Accessibility would be with the lack of detail presented here. What are the in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and
mandatory" specific check-in/out requirements proposed by the Plans). The Navy is unable to allow all requested

Navy? Daily check-in/out? Start of hunt and end of
hunt? These are important details that will have
significant implications on the success and
sustainability of the hunting program and quality of
experience we can provide to hunters. We remain
disappointed and highly concerned that despite
posing this question numerous times, including our
PDEIS comments, that no additional detail or
coordination on this issue has occured. The State was
assured by the Navy that these issues would be
resolved, but we have yet to see any action...

stipulations to the hunting program from this
comment, as there are public health and safety
requirements that must be met.

Please see the Navy’s responses to your
comments that were attached after this table.
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(continued) Therefore, we are bringing forward
additional comments from the PDEIS that we consider
to be unresolved: Hunting is only expected to be
permitted when the range is closed, the requirement
to enter, exit, and perform check-in/check-out for
each day is too onerous for a functional hunting
program. Hunters will need early access and late
access to range for effective hunting purposes.
Implementing a 24/hr check-in process would be
unnecessarily burdensome for all parties involved.
NDOW proposes that hunters be allowed to stay on
the range when hunting is occurring (in concert with
designated camping areas) and check- in/check-out
procedures are only conducted at the start and end of
a hunting ‘trip,” not each day. NDOW recommends the
Navy allow hunters to camp in designated locations
with the proposed withdrawal area of B-17 when
done in concert with an active hunt. NDOW questions
why the Navy would require daily check in/out
procedures and not allow camping on-range during an
authorized hunt when the NTTR has demonstrated a
safe and succcesful program with camping in
designated areas as a common and accepted practice.
Please see our comments in Attachments B and C for
additional details on this issue. This was previously
discussed and we are dissappointed this important
aspect of a managed access program was not included
in the DEIS.
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3.12-38 | 3.12.3.3.2 "Hunters must While we appreciate and understand the safety The Navy has added the draft MOA for the
Bravo-17 remain clear of B aspect of this this and do not want to create a hunting | hunting program describing in detail the rules
Public 17 designated program that places hunters in overly risky positions, and restrictions for the hunting program on B-17
Accessibility avoidance greater detail here is warranted. What areas would in Appendix D (Memoranda, Agreements, and
areas..." the Navy anticipate falling into an avoidance area? Plans). The Navy is unable to reduce the age of
What percentage of B-17 does this represented and hunters to 14 as requested in the comment due
how much overlap is there with bighorn sheep habitat | to public health and safety requirements.
and hunting areas? A general sense of these
avoidance areas is necessary to assess the potential
success and sustainability of the program.
3.12-38 | 3.12.3.3.2 "Navy would NDOW appreciated the Navy's intent to minimize The Navy currently has an Access Management
Bravo-17 minimize impacts | impacts and enhance habitat outside the ranges. We Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
Public by coordinating support this idea in concept and would like to include | would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
Accessibility with NDOW and other habitat enhancement projects to this list. ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.

installing water
developments
outside of the
range.."

Additionally, since this is being proposed as a
minimization strategy by the Navy, we feel it is
reasonable to request additional details and
commitments. The current language does not include
the number of water development units, a
commitment for the Navy to provide labor and
materials funding for the projects, assistance for NEPA
clearance, and many other details that would be
helpful in conveying the Navy's commitment to
implementing this strategy. As currently written, there
are no firm commitments or assurances for what
"coordinating with NDOW to install water
developments" actually means. We further
recommend the FEIS include the formation of a
Wildlife Working Group that is responsible for
coordinating wildlife related issues and developing
solutions both on and off the bombing ranges, but
with within the ROI. More information on the
structure and objective of the wildlife working group
is provided in our cover letter.

The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan. Details can be
found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
(Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.
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3.12-50 | 3.12.35.3 We appreciate the inclusion of water development The Navy currently has an Access Management
installation and an annual review. As previously Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
stated, we would like to propose additional types of would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
habitat enhancements in addition to water ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
developments as other strategies are often more The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
appropriate within the ROI. We would like the FEISto | bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
include the formation of a Wildlife Working Group of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
and Mitigation Fund that can be used to coordinate Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
and implement wildlife related projects. The Wildlife possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
Working Group would primarily consist of NDOW and | details of this management plan. Details can be
Navy personnel, but would also be available for found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
coordination and input by sportsmans organizations. (Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS.
3.13-32 | Alternative 1 - | "hunting-related Although we understand that it does not make a Thank you for your comment. These numbers
to Potential economic loses significant statistical difference, it is unclear where the | were validated as the value lost and are correct
3.13-33 | Impacts on would represent Navy obtained $822,412 as the Chuchill value lost. The | as presented. Validation was confirmed by the
the less than 0.0005 data provided by NDOW indicate a loss in Churchil DOI. Percentage correction has been made in the
Recreation percent" County of $918,269. Additionally, it appears the final EIS.
Industry and 0.0005 percent figure is a mistake. Although
Tourism and 822,412/1,700,000,000 = 0.00048, to convert to a
Table 3.13-17 percentage as presented in the DEIS, 0.00048 must be
multipled by 100 (equals 0.048 percent, not 0.00048
percent). Again, not statistically significant, but the
continued lack of QA/QC as displayed by this example
is frustrating and concerning.
3.13-32 | Alternative 1 - Please clarify that these figures represent an annual Text has been clarified.
to Potential loss, but the withdrawal will be a permanent,
3.13-33 | Impacts on annually-occuring loss with an absolute minimum of
the 20 years ($918,269*20 = $18.37 Million over the
Recreation course of the first 20 year withdrawal without
Industry and accounting for inflation).
Tourism
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3.13-35 | Alternative 1- | "thisisa This is not entirely true. The data provided is based on | The EIS has been revised to acknowledge the
Potential conservative applications to hunt and the number of tags awarded possibility that revenue would be impacted by
Impacts on estimate because | to hunt within the impacted areas. While we agree a hunters leaving the state.
County it assumes that a hunter may still apply for other hunting units if
Revenue and hunter will still hunting was eliminated within the withdrawal, the
PILT likely hutn in number of tags awarded to hunt within the affected
Nevada. units would not be resold or transferred to a different
hunting unit, as tags issued in a given unit are directly
influenced by the population numbers in that unit.
Thus, this represents an actual loss of revenue as a
reduction in tag sales reduces revenue.
3.13-35 | Alternative 1- | "...a loss of Although we understand that it does not make a Thank you for your comment. These numbers
Potential $373,179 significant statistical difference, it appears the 0.0008 | were validated as the value lost and are correct
Impacts on represents a percent figure is a mistake. Although as presented. Validation was confirmed by the
County reduction of 373,179/47,000,000 DOI. Percentage correction has been made in the
Revenue and about =0.0079, to convert to a percentage as presented in final EIS.
PILT 0.008 percent in the DEIS, 0.0079 must be multipled by 100 (equals
total 0.79 percent, not 0.0079 percent). Again, not
funding...buget of | statistically significant, but the continued lack of
over 47 QA/QC as displayed by this example is frustrating and
million dollars. concerning.
3.13-35 | Alternative 1- | "...aloss of Please clarify that these figures represent an annual Text has been clarified.
Potential $373,179 loss, but the withdrawal will be a permanent,
Impacts on represents a annually-occuring loss with an absolute minimum of
County reduction of 20 years ($373,000%20 = $7.46 Million over the course

Revenue and
PILT

about

0.008 percent in
total
funding...buget of
over 47 million
dollars.

of the first 20 year withdrawal without accounting for
inflation).
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3.13-37 | Alternative 2 - Although we understand that it does not make a Thank you for your comment. These numbers
Potential significant statistical difference, it is unclear where the | were validated as the value lost and are correct
Impacts on Navy obtained $587,794 as the Chuchill value lost. The | as presented. Validation was confirmed by the
the data provided by NDOW indicate a loss in Churchil DOLI. Percentage correction has been made in the
Recreation County of $683651. Additionally, it appears the final EIS.
Industry and 0.0003 percent figure is a mistake. Although
Tourism and 587794/1,700,000,000 = 0.00034, to convert to a
Table 3.13-19 percentage as presented in the DEIS, 0.00034 must be
multipled by 100 (equals 0.0345 percent, not 0.00034
percent). Again, not statistically significant, but the
continued lack of QA/QC as displayed by this example
is frustrating and concerning.
3.13-37 | Alternative 2 - Please clarify that these figures represent an annual Text has been clarified.
Potential loss, but the withdrawal will be a permanent,
Impacts on annually-occuring loss with an absolute minimum of
the 20 years ($587794*20 = $11.75 Million over the
Recreation course of the first 20 year withdrawal without
Industry and accounting for inflation).
Tourism and
Table 3.13-19
3.13-43 | Alternative 3 - Although we understand that it does not make a Thank you for your comment. These numbers
Potential significant statistical difference, it is unclear where the | were validated as the value lost and are correct
Impacts on Navy obtained $328,740 as the Chuchill value lost. The | as presented. Validation was confirmed by the
the data provided by NDOW indicate a loss in Churchil DOI. Percentage correction has been made in the
Recreation County of $399,045. Additionally, it appears the final EIS.
Industry and 0.0001 percent figure is a mistake. Although
Tourism and 328,740/1,700,000,000 = 0.00019, to convert to a
Table 3.13-25 percentage as presented in the DEIS, 0.00019 must be

multipled by 100 (equals 0.019 percent, not 0.00019
percent). Again, not statistically significant, but the
continued lack of QA/QC as displayed by this example
is frustrating and concerning.
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3.13-43 | Alternative 3 - Please clarify that these figures represent an annual Text will be clarified.
Potential loss, but the withdrawal will be a permanent,
Impacts on annually-occuring loss with an absolute minimum of
the 20 years ($328740*20 = $6.5 Million over the course
Recreation of the first 20 year withdrawal without accounting for
Industry and inflation).
Tourism and
Table 3.13-25

3.14-6 3.14.2.1.2 "combination of What does the Navy do to correct aircrew error? The Navy briefs all pilots on guidelines and
Wildfire aircrew error" restrictions in the airspace prior to flight.
Management

3.14-6 3.14.2.1.2 "BLM and Navy What is the Navy's specific role and contribution The Navy has implemented and would continue
Wildfire mutually support here? It is unclear if the Navy provided funding, to implement operational and administrative
Management | each otherin equipment, or personnel for prevention, suppression controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.

prevention,
suppression, and
rehabilitation”

or rehabilitation costs associated with Navy-ignited
wildfires. NDOW is under the impression that the cost
frequently encountered with fire suppression and
rehabilitation have not been paid or reimbursed by
the Navy. As a recent example with the B-17 Fire,
NDOW and our conservation partners entirely funded
the re- seeding effort for this Navy-ignited fire. We are
not aware of any Navy-funded seeding that occured
and recommend the Navy take a more active role in
the prevention and rehabilitatin costs assocated with
Navy-ignited wildfires. Since wildfires, especially in
remote, unpopulated areas, create a signficant
biological impact, we recommend wildfires and thier
impact on wildlife resources be discussed and
analyzed in the Biological Resources section. We also
recommend this topic recieve attention in the socio-
economic section as the costs of Navy-ignited
wildfires are currently passed along to other agencies
(BLM, NDOW,).

The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
elements and goals of this plan were added to
the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.
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3.14-8 3.14.2.1.2 What is the data and analysis behind the 2,000 The Navy has implemented and would continue
Wildfire minimum for flare releases? Would it be beneficial to | to implement operational and administrative
Management increase this minimum to further reduce wildfire controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.

ignitions? Given the dry nature of many of the Navy's | The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire

MOA's would the Navy consider extending the fire Management Plan, and where possible, proposed

season or making the 2000' + minimum a requirement | elements and goals of this plan were added to

year-round. What can be done with flare releases to the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire

reduce wildfire risk? Is there any option for and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public

monitoring and adative management within the Fire Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2

Mangement Plan that could help improve flare (wildfire Management).

release heights for wildfire prevention? The Navy cannot accommodate seasonal
mitigations and support mission requirements in
the FRTC.

3.14-8 3.14.2.1.2 "when there is a How does the Navy determine severe fire season? The Navy has implemented and would continue
Wildfire severe fire Using history as a guide, on average the past 20+ to implement operational and administrative
Management | season" years has generally been very severe for wildfires and | controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.

the frequency, size, and consequences to biological The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
resources of wildfires continues to increase in Nevada. | Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
We recommend no flare use during fire season as well | elements and goals of this plan were added to
as better definitions of fire season dates and a the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
commitment by the Navy to discipine unauthorized and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
flare releases. Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(Wildfire Management).
The Navy cannot accommodate seasonal
mitigations and support mission requirements in
the FRTC.

3.14-32 | 3.14.3.2.2 Fire We continue to believe that Navy-ignited wildfires, The Navy has implemented and would continue
Risk and especially those caused by flares, are currently an to implement operational and administrative
Wildfire issue (as demonstrated by recent fire history) and this | controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Management issue will be more significant under Alternative 1, The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire

mainly because of increased airspace use, both
horizontally and vertically, and the proposed use of
flares in the Reno MOA. Additionally, since wildfires
are one of thre greatest threats to ...

Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
elements and goals of this plan were added to
the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and wildfire mitigation, ...
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(continued) biological resources in Nevada, we stronly | (continued) see Section 3.14 (Public Health and
encourage the Navy to include a greater analysis of Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2 (Wildfire
this issue in the biological resources section, and not Management). The Navy will work with identified
just the Public Health and Safety section. The stakeholders in this planning process.
document continues to state flares do not cause
wildfires when used properly and therefore don't
pose a threat. However, there is a history of Navy-
ignited wildfires from flares, including off-bombing
range, so either they do cause fires or they are not
being used properly. Either way, this is an inaccuracy
in the analysis and doesn't provide complete
disclosure or analysis.
3.14-32 | 3.14.3.2.2 Fire | "...impacts Although it may be difficult to accurately predict the The Navy has implemented and would continue

Risk and associated with exact location and behavior of a wildfire, the general to implement operational and administrative

Wildfire such fires consequences of a wildfire in the region of Nevada are | controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.

Management | difficult" much more predictable than the document states. The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire

Wildfire, the subsequent increase in non-native
annual grasses is one of the largest threats to wildlife
and habitat resources in Nevada. This is well-
documented in the literature and well accepted in the
scientific and conservation community. Further, it has
even been documented on Navy-ignitied wildfires on
and off the Fallon bombing ranges. The Navy's
inability or unwillingness to capture and disclose this
impact, as well as strive to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate for these anticipated impacts is arbitrary,
capricious, and does not allow for a complete analysis.

Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
elements and goals of this plan were added to
the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(Wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.
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3.14-32 | 3.14.3.2.2 Fire | "The FRTC s At a recent State Agency/Navy meeting in Carson City, | The Navy has implemented and would continue
Risk and actively the Navy indicated it did not have the funding to implement operational and administrative
Wildfire developing a Fire available to even write the Fire Management Plan, controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Management | Mangement Plan" | much less fund any actions contained in the plan. This | The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
effectively suggests the Navy does not take wildfire Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
seriously. Has this changed? elements and goals of this plan were added to
the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.
3.14-32 | 3.14.3.2.2 Fire | "The FRTC is What is the status of this plan? What partners have The Navy has implemented and would continue
Risk and actively been invited to participate? In our comments on the to implement operational and administrative
Wildfire developing a Fire PDEIS as well as Agency/Navy meetings in Carson City, | controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Management | Mangement Plan" | we recommended the Navy include (at a minimum), The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire

NDOW, NV Dept. of Agriculture, and the BLM. NDOW
has not been notified of any work to-date on this plan.

Have any other the other partners been invited or
notified? Will the plan be completed and included in

the FEIS? What does the Plan include? Does it include

any funding commitments for prevention,

suppression, or rehabilitation? How Much? These are

all important questions that will change the quality

and potential positive impact of the Fire Management

Plan, but have not yet been disclosed?

Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
elements and goals of this plan were added to
the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.
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3.14-32 | 3.14.3.2.2 Fire | "The FRTC s What are the "considerations" in the Fire The Navy has implemented and would continue
Risk and actively Management Plan used to arrive at the Navy's to implement operational and administrative
Wildfire developing a Fire conclusion that wildfire impacts would not be a controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Management | Mangement Plan" | significant impact. There is no indication of any fire The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
prevention, suppression, or rehabilitation measures in | Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
the DEIS, yet the document makes a significant elements and goals of this plan were added to
determination with no data and no commitment to the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
any actions? This is an entirely speculative and biased | and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
conclusion that blatantly ignores science and basic Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
premis of NEPA. (wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.
3.14-32 | 3.14.3.2.2 Fire | "no significant What about biological resources? We have previously | The Navy has implemented and would continue
Risk and impact on public commented as to the impacts of wildfire on habitat to implement operational and administrative
Wildfire health" and wildlife resources in Nevada and request a more controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Management detailed section on fire be included in the Biological The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
Resources section. Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
elements and goals of this plan were added to
the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.
Section 3.10 (Biological Resources) discusses
impacts to wildlife from fires.
3.14-41 | 3.14.3.3 Please consider our preceding comments on wildfire The Navy has considered all comments on
Alternative 2 under Alternative 1 as directly applicable to wildfire under all Alternatives for the Final EIS.
Alternative 2 as well.
3.14-42 | 3.14.3.3.2 Please see our previous comments regaring the The Navy cannot change the requirements of the
Bravo 17 hunting and controlled access program, especially hunting trip as described in the Draft EIS due to

regarding keeping the minimum age consistent with
NTTR/NELLIS hunting program, relaxing the daily
check-in/check-out requirements to a "hunting trip"
requirement

safety restrictions.
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3.14-42 | 3.14.3.3.2 We appreciate the inclusion of an exception for All hunting detail has been updated and added to
Bravo 17 hunter camping in designated areas and hope this appropriate locations in the Final EIS as

piece of information can be included in other applicable.
pertinent areas throught the FEIS and the
Controlled/Managed Access Program document.

3.14-47 | 3.14-3.4 Please consider our preceding comments on wildfire The Navy has considered all comments on

Alternative 3 under Alternative 1 as directly applicable to wildfire under all Alternatives for the Final EIS.
Alternative 3 as well.

3.14-52 | 3.14.3.5.1 We appreciate the inclusion of a Fire Managment Plan | The Navy has implemented and would continue
Proposed and strongly recommend the Navy include a variety of | to implement operational and administrative
Management State and local partners into this process, provide a controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Practices Draft that is publically available for comment, include | The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire

a final/approved Fire Management Plan into the FEIS, | Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
and commit to funding the plan in its entirety. elements and goals of this plan were added to
Please see our other comments on the Fire the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
Managment Plan for additional details. and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
(Wildfire Management). The Navy will work with
identified stakeholders in this planning process.

3.14.53 | 3.14.35.1 We strongly recommend that Fire Management be The Navy has implemented and would continue
Proposed included into the biological resources section and to implement operational and administrative
Management include commitments for monitoring and mitigation. controls to reduce the occurrence of wildfires.
Practices, Please see our other comments on fire management, The Navy is developing a Wildland Fire
3.14.3.5.2 the DEIS' inadquate analysis, and our comments on Management Plan, and where possible, proposed
Proposed the Fire Mangement Plan for additional details. elements and goals of this plan were added to
Monitoring, the Final EIS. For further information on wildfire
and 3.14.3.5.3 and wildfire mitigation, see Section 3.14 (Public
Proposed Health and Safety), specifically Section 3.14.2.1.2
Mitigation (wildfire Management). The Navy will work with

identified stakeholders in this planning process.
Section 3.10 (Biological Resources) discusses
impacts to wildlife from fires.
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4-29 4.4.7.3 DEIS states cumulative impacts from noise, especially | Federal agencies are not required to follow state
under new MOAs. There is no mention of GRSG in this | mitigation plans. Currently all state management
section, nor does it mention the Navy's intention to plans concentrate on habitat availability, wildfire,
comply with noise requirements of the BLM/USFS and land-based chronic noise sources. Available
GRSG LUPA or the State of Nevada GRSG Conservation | science indicates that short-term noise intrusion
Plan with regards to noise. What is being proposed does not play a significant role in lek success;
to avoid, minimize or mitigate this signficant impact? however, the Navy is developing a MOU with
NDOW to assist NDOWs future research and
population studies assessing aviation impacts to
sage grouse. The Navy will work closely with BLM
to manage the sage grouse and other species on
lands under our control. As noted previously,
Navy is considering a proposal by NDOW to
conduct a follow-on study to further assess
potential impacts of low-level aircraft operations
on the sage grouse.
4-33 4.4.10.2 We continue to disagree with the Navy's assessment Federal agencies are not required to follow state
Relevant Past, that noise will not have an impact on certain sensitive | mitigation plans. Currently all state management
Present, an noise receptors, primarily GRSG. Most importantly, plans concentrate on habitat availability, wildfire,

Future Actins

the Navy has not taken steps to provide noise data
modeling in a format that is meaningful to sage
grouse, thus significantly impairing NDOW and the
public's ability to assess potential impacts. NDOW
previously provided our Acoustic Impacts to Greater
Sage Grouse document, which provides protocols for
measuring baseline conditions and modeling the
expected noise enviroment as a result of the
proposed action, but the Navy has willfully ignored
this information. The deficiencies stated in Sections
3.7 Noise and Section 3.10.3.1.1 Noise are also
impacting the analysis and conclusion of this section.

and land-based chronic noise sources. Available
science indicates that short-term noise intrusion
does not play a significant role in lek success;
however, the Navy is developing a MOU with
NDOW to assist NDOWs future research and
population studies assessing aviation impacts to
sage grouse. The Navy will work closely with BLM
to manage the sage grouse and other species on
lands under our control. As noted previously,
Navy is considering a proposal by NDOW to
conduct a follow-on study to further assess
potential impacts of low-level aircraft operations
on the sage grouse.
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4-33 4.4.10.2 "Vegetation Where are these vegetation treatments occuring? This sentence has been revised to state that the
Relevant Past, | treatments on NDOW is not aware of any planned treatments within | forage availability would improve in these areas.
Present, an public and private | the proposed boundaries of the bombing ranges and
Future Actins | rangelands to the Navy does not have a history of completing such
improve forage projects. The only location where grazing is being
conditions..would | eliminated in on the bombing ranges and there are no
positively affect planned treatments that overlap the grazing
forage allotments proposed for cancellation. Please provide
availability...wher | locations and plans for the stated vegetation
e grazing of treatments or remove this statement as it is
livestock would misleading.
no longer occur."
5-7 to 5- | 5.8 Noise We continue to disagree with the Navy's perspective The Based on available literature and the analysis

on noise and believe the DEIS is severely lacking in its
analysis and disclosure of noise impacts on wildlife,
especially GRSG. The lack of analysis and disclosure
directly affects the management practices, monitoring
and and mitigation sections. Without a better
understanding of potential impacts (discovered
through more appropriate wildlife/noise impacts
research), there is no opportuntiy to pursue effective
avoidance, minimization and mitigation. We strongly
recommend the Navy re-assess its position on noise
impacts to wildlife and avoid sensitive wildlife
receptors, similar to what is proposed for sensitive
human receptors. We strongly recommend limiting
low-level overflights in and around GRSG leks during
the breeding season.

This simply tactic would likely reduce impacts to
GRSG. Additionally, as the Navy is proposing no
noise monitoring, it is presents the optic that the is
not committed to implementing any management
practices proposed as without any monitoring, ...

presented in Section 3.10 (Biological Resources),
specifically, Section 3.10.3.1 (Potential Stressors)
of the Final EIS, impacts on Sage Grouse are
expected to be minimal. However, NDOW has
expressed concerns regarding increased low-level
overflights and has asked the Navy to undertake
a study to further assess potential impacts. The
Navy is considering funding a study that would be
conducted by NDOW to monitor sage grouse lek
behavior from aircraft overflights. Any
commitment by the Navy to undertake a study
(or studies) will be addressed in the EIS Record of
Decision.

Requested management practices, monitoring, or
mitigation measures have been assessed by the
Navy between the Draft and Final EIS. These
suggestions have been added in part or in their
entirety to Chapter 5, Management Practices,
Monitoring, and Mitigation. This section has been
updated with resource specific and a general
table of suggestions and ...
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(continued) how can the Navy or public understand if | (continued) Navy responses in the Final EIS.
compliance with the DEIS is being acheived? Where able, the Navy has added text to the
document on the implemented suggestions from
the public scoping comments, public comment
period, and from the Cooperating Agencies and
Tribal Participants.
5-11 5.11 NDOW continues to disagree with the Navy's The Navy will update the INRMP and would use
Biological intention to push all biological resources practices, resource available to it from the INRMP to avoid,
Resources monitoring, and mitigation to the INRMP. Past minimize, and monitor impacts.

performance on implementing effective conservation
through an INRMP has shown that there is
competition for financial and staff resources among
installations to implement INRMPs across the nation,
and previous experience is that INRMPs, while well
intentioned, rarely get implemented. We have often
observed a significant lack of funding and personnel
dedicated towards implementing on-the-ground
actions identified in the INRMP. INRMPS are a flawed
process with low priority. Acutal benefits resulting
form INRMPs are very limited and we find the Navy's
continued insistance to push impacts resulting from
the proposed action to an INRMP highly disapointing
and concerning. Additionally, pushing wildland fire
management to the INRMP is completely
inappropriate as these impacts often occur off- base
from flare releases and it is our understanding that
INRMPs can only target on-base areas. The push to
address significant issues on an undetermined plan is
not acceptable for the FEIS.

Requested management practices, monitoring, or
mitigation measures have been assessed by the
Navy between the Draft and Final EIS. These
suggestions have been added in part or in their
entirety to Chapter 5, Management Practices,
Monitoring, and Mitigation. This section has been
updated with resource specific and a general
table of suggestions and Navy responses in the
Final EIS. Where able, the Navy has added text to
the document on the implemented suggestions
from the public scoping comments, public
comment period, and from the Cooperating
Agencies and Tribal Participants.
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5-14 5.13.2.3 "Install water Repeat of Previous Comment: We appreciate the The Navy will update the INRMP and would use
Proposed developments.." inclusion of water development installation and an resource available to it from the INRMP to avoid,
Mitigation annual review. As previously stated, we would like to minimize, and monitor impacts. The Navy

propose additional types of habitat enhancements in
addition to water developments as other strategies
are often more appropriate within the ROIl. We would
like the FEIS to include the formation of
a Wildlife Working Group and Mitigation Fund that
can be used to coordinate and implement wildlife
related projects. The Wildlife Working Group would
primarily consist of NDOW and Navy personnel, but
would also be available for coordination and input by
sportsmans organizations.

currently has an Access Management
Memorandum of Understanding with NDOW that
would be updated (with a new MOA) after any
ultimate Congressional Decision on an action.
The Navy is working with NDOW on a MOA for
bighorn sheep hunting on the B-17 range, a draft
of which is included in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans). To the maximum extent
possible, the Final EIS has been updated with
details of this management plan. Details can be
found in Chapter 2 and in Section 3.12
(Recreation), and a draft version of the proposed
hunting program Memorandum of Agreement
can be found in Appendix D (Memoranda,
Agreements, and Plans) of the Final EIS. The Navy
would work with the NDOW to determine guzzler
movement if applicable.

Requested management practices, monitoring, or
mitigation measures have been assessed by the
Navy between the Draft and Final EIS. These
suggestions have been added in part or in their
entirety to Chapter 5, Management Practices,
Monitoring, and Mitigation. This section has been
updated with resource specific and a general
table of suggestions and Navy responses in the
Final EIS. Where able, the Navy has added text to
the document on the implemented suggestions
from the public scoping comments, public
comment period, and from the Cooperating
Agencies and Tribal Participants.
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6-1 6.1 Possible We would offer the DEIS is in direct conflict with Federal agencies are not required to follow state

Conflicts with several Federal and State Plans and Polices with mitigation plans. Currently all state management

Objectives of regards to GRSG and noise impacts. The BLM/FS plans concentrate on habitat availability, wildfire,

Federal, State, LUPAs require/recommend no increase in noise and land-based chronic noise sources. Available

and Local greater than 10dba above ambient. This stipulationis | science indicates that short-term noise intrusion

Plans, Policies also reflected in the State of Nevada GRSG does not play a significant role in lek success;
Conservation Plan. There is limited to no information however, the Navy is developing a MOU with
in the DEIS that satisfies noise monitoring and NDOW to assist NDOWs future research and
modeling recommendatins for GRSG in a manner that | population studies assessing aviation impacts to
can be interpretted for wildlife resources. NDOW has sage grouse. The Navy will work closely with BLM
a policy detailing noise monitoring and modeling to manage the sage grouse and other species on
requirements for projects generating noise in Nevada lands under our control. As noted previously,
(Acoustic Impacts on Greater Sage Grouse) and has Navy is considering a proposal by NDOW to
previsoulsly provided this to the Navy, yet the Navy conduct a follow-on study to further assess
has not taken any steps to follow these potential impacts of low-level aircraft operations
recommendations. Further, some information on the sage grouse.
suggests that noise may increase more than 10 dba,
which conflicts with these plans and is not addressed
in the DEIS.

6-1 6.1 Possible The current DEIS is in direct conflict with State of Federal agencies are not required to follow state

Conflicts with
Objectives of
Federal, State,
and Local
Plans, Policies

Nevada Executive Order 2018-32, signed by Governor
Sandoval on December 7, 2018 that states projects
requiring Federal or State reviews must consult with
the Sagebrush Ecosystem Technical Team (SETT) and
mitigate through the Conservation Credit System or
other approved mitigaiton program. We recommend
the Navy consult with the SETT to determine if
mitigation is necessary.

mitigation plans.
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— STEVE SISOLAK STATE OF NEVADA BRADLEY CROWELL

Governor ' Director

TIM WILSON, P.E.
Acting State Engineer

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 2002
Carson City, Nevada 89701-5250
(775) 684-2800 » Fax (775) 684-2811

hll:g:.l_' fnt:t.nv.m
January 22, 2019

Maval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.5G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5™ Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

Ladies and Gentlemen:

After review of the DEIS, the Nevada Division of Water Resources (hereafier, “Division™)
has a number of concerns that we feel are not addressed or very lightly treated. Listed below are
the primary concerns of our office.

l. Section 3.4 Livestock Grazing, p. 3.4-10, indicates there are 39 wells within the
Boundary of B-16, five of which are identified as being used for stockwater. This
does not match the number of wells identified in Section 3.9 Water Resources,
which indicates the number of wells is 36 wells. There is no information regarding
the methodology used to identify the wells and the wells are not uniquely identified,
i.e., gps location, permit number, well name, well driller’s report number, etc. As a
result, our Division cannot verify the accuracy of any statement regarding number
of wells or manner of use of the wells, Figure 3.4-1 is insufficient for illustrating
well locations due to large scale, lack of identifiers and incompleteness. The status
of the water rights for the five wells identified as being used for stockwater
purposes is not discussed. The use of a well without a valid water right permit,
vested claim or waiver would be a violation of Nevada Water Law. At p. 3.4-10,
the DEIS states, “The remaining wells are used for a variety of purposes, including
domestic use, testing, and monitoring..."”, however, no specificity is provided that
would allow the Division to verify this statement and check the status of the wells,
Mo evaluation of the condition of the wells was provided and whether the wells
may be subject to mandatory plugging provisions required by statute and
regulation. No analysis of whether the wells where acrually used for the stated
manners of use was provided. There was no indication that any ground-truthing was
conducted to verify that the wells actually exist or can be located.
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2. In Section 3.4 Livestock Grazing, p. 3.4-13, indicates there are 10 wells within the
Boundary of B-17, three of which are identified as being used for stockwater. This
does not match the number of wells identified in Section 3.9 Water Resources,
which indicates the number of wells is 12. Same comments apply as Item 1, above,

3. InSection 3.4 Livestock Grazing, p. 3.4-13, indicates there are 12 wells within the
Boundary of B-20. The wells are generally identified and being used for industrial
and mining purposes (e.g., geothermal test wells), three of which are identified as
being used for stockwater. This does not match the information provided in Section
3.9, Water Resources, pp. 3.9-24 and 25, which indicates at least one stockwater
right, 1 irrigation right, wells used for mining, an unused well and an unknown use.
Same comments apply as Item 1, above.

4. InSection 3.4 Livestock Grazing, p. 3.4-19, the DEIS indicates that a 2002 Grazing,
Vegetation, and Water Resource Management Plan shows the location of water
sources that would be maintained for livestock and wildlife habitat. No mention is
made of whether these unidentified water sources allow for that manner of use via
a water right permit or vested claim. The Division cannot verify the Navy's
assertions due to the lack of information provided. The use of a water source
without a valid water right permit, vested claim or waiver would be a violation of
Nevada Water Law.

5. In Section 3.4 Livestock Grazing, p. 3.4-19, the DEIS mentions Dempsey, Turley
and Casey ponds are fenced to exclude livestock watering. Justification for this is
not provided. No mention is made of any water rights, statutory or vested, that allow
for watering of livestock at these locations. If a valid water right exists, the Navy
may be prohibiting the exercise of these rights by fencing off the springs. There is
no indication if the ponds are naturally occurring or man-made. If man-made, there
is no indication of whether a dam permit or other authorization from our office has
been obtained. The DEIS goes on to note that there are numerous ponds within the
Dixie Valley settlement area and that the Navy has identified 84 wells, seven of
which are used for stockwater. Regarding the ponds, they need to be identified and
a determination of any water rights associated with the ponds should be made. The
ponds should be further identified as man-made or naturally occurring. In regards
to the 84 wells, the same comments apply as Item 1, above.

6. Under Section 3.4.3.4, (preferred altemative) indicates the loss of up to 10,965
AUMs. Cattle grazing necessitates the utilization of water by the cattle for survival
on the range. Page 3.4-34 addresses impacted water resources with a single
sentence stating “The Navy would acquire surface water rights within the B- 16, B-
17 and B-20 (see Section 3.9, Water Resources).” This is insufficient. The impact
on water resources and the recommended mitigation should be acknowledged.
Water rights should be identified by Permit or Claim number to allow verification
by the Division. The statement that the Navy will obtain stockwater rights appears
to be in conflict with Nevada Water Law, which requires generally the owner of a
stockwater right to own the cattle or have a proprietary interest in the cattle. The
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Navy's proposal to acquire stockwater rights appears to violate Nevada Revised
Statute § 533.503.

7. In Section 3.4, the issue of possibly restricting grazing and therefore, access to
water that may be claimed under vested rights is not addressed. A Claim of Vested
right is a pre-statutory right to the use of water that pre-dates Nevada Water Law.

8. Section 3.9 Water Resources, p. 3.9-5, is titled Nevada Water Rights and
Assessment and consists of three short paragraphs. No water rights are identified
and no inventory of water rights is presented. There is no assessment of any
inventoried water rights. In paragraph 3, the Navy indicates that it has conducted
an inventory of current water rights as part of the DEIS; however, the inventory is
not presented and therefore, cannot be reviewed for accuracy by the Division. It is
stated that the disposition of these water rights and associated wells is discussed
under each range’s description; however, this is done in only vague generalities and
no individual water right permits or specific wells are mentioned making it
impossible for the Division to evaluate the Navy’s proposed actions for impacts
and compliance with Nevada Water Law.

9. Section 3.9 Water Resources, p. 3.9-11, is titled Water Wells and Water Rights.
The Navy indicates that it used the Division database as the primary source of
information and notes that the database may not be comprehensive. Again,
whatever data was retrieved by the Navy is not presented, so the veracity of the data
cannot be verified by the Division. The presence of wells and well locations should
be verified by ground-truthing the affected areas. It should be recognized that the
Division’s Well Log Database is not comprehensive and older wells in particular
will be under-represented; it should not be relied upon as a sole source for locating
affected wells within the expansion areas.

10. Section 3.9.2.2, Bravo 16, the DEIS states that four existing water right records
were identified. Again, no classifying information was provided in the DEIS so
verification by the Division is not possible. Failure to provide the permit number,
certificate number, claim number or waiver number makes it impossible to check.
Figure 3.9-5 is insufficient to describe and identify the water right. Thirty —six wells
are grouped by manner of use; no water rights are identified as being associated
with any particular well. Wells are not identified by location, well driller’s report
number, water right number or any other feature that would allow for analysis by
the Division. A general statement is made that four wells are permitted and the
remaining wells are not required to have a water right; however, there is no way for
the Division to verify this statement as inadequate information is provided. Further,
based on the representation that there are five wells used for stockwater and one
well for irrigation at least six water rights would be required by statute, This
indicates that the Nay’s statement regarding four permitted rights is inaccurate and
further analysis needs to be conducted.

11. Section 3.9.2.3, Bravo 17, the DEIS references Figures 3.9-8 and 3.9-9 as showing
the water rights and wells within B-17. The figures are insufficient for illustrating
water rights and wells, due to large scale, lack of identifiers and incompleteness.
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The DEIS states that water rights were identified but this information is not
included in the DEIS. Yet again, no classifying information was provided in the
DEIS so verification by the Division is not possible. Failure to provide the permit
number, certificate number, claim number or waiver number makes it impossible
to check. The same comments regarding lack of specificity and transparency apply
as stated in Ttem 10, above,

12, Section 3.9.2.4, Bravo 20, the DEIS references Figures 3.9-10 and 3.9-11 as
showing the water rights and wells within B-20. The figures are insufficient for
illustrating water rights and wells, due to large scale, lack of identifiers and
incompleteness. The DEIS states that water rights were identified but this
information is not included in the DEIS. Again, no classifying information was
provided in the DEIS so verification by the Division is not possible. Failure to
provide the permit number, certificate number, claim number or waiver number
makes it impossible to check. The same comments regarding lack of specificity and
transparency apply as stated in Item 10, above.

13. Section 3.9.2.5, DVTA, the DEIS references Figures 3.9-13, 14 and 15 as showing
the water rights and wells within the DVTA. The figures are insufficient for
illustrating water rights and wells, due to large scale, lack of identifiers and
incompleteness. The DEIS states that water rights were identified but this
information is not included in the DEIS. Again, no classifying information was
provided in the DEIS so verification by the Division is not possible. Failure to
provide the permit number, certificate number, claim number or waiver number
makes it impossible to check. The same comments regarding lack of specificity and
transparency apply as stated in Item 10, above.

14. The DEIS states that the disposition of water rights and wells is discussed for each
alternative by each land withdrawal section within Section 3.9.3, Environmental
Consequences. Only the Navy preferred alternative is reviewed herein. Section
3.9.3.4, states that the Navy evaluated water rights and well locations based on an
August 2018 search of the Nevada Hydrographic Assay [sic] database within lands
proposed for withdrawal under Alternative 3. Again, no water rights are identified
in a manner that can be researched and verified by the Division as the database
search result is not presented in the DEIS and a database search, in and of iiself, is
insufficient to develop a complete and accurate analysis of water rights and wells.
On p.3.9-46 it is stated, *If no well is associated with a water right, and no use for
the well can be obtained, the Navy would close and abandon the well.” In order to
comply with Nevada Water Law and associated regulations, the Division believes
this sentence should read, “If no water right permit, claim or waiver is associated
with a well, and no use for the well can be legally obtained, the Navy would use a
Nevada licensed well driller to plug the well in accordance with Nevada
Administrative Code (NAC) chapter 534.” In general, the Navy should be cognizant
of well plugging requirements primarily contained in the Regulations for Water
Well and Related Drilling NAC 534.
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15. Section 3.9.3.5.3, the DEIS again mentions “...capping of the well.” Please refer to
NAC § 534.427 Mandatory plugging of certain wells. The DEIS must be in
compliance with the statutes and regulations re garding wells. Simply proposing to
place a cap on a well would not be in compliance with Nevada statutes and
regulations.

16. Table 3.9-2 states that the preferred Alternative 3 would result in no significant
impacts to water resources but acknowledge there may be impacts to individuals.
The Division does not believe this statement is supported by the information
supplied in the DEIS. Failure to provide a list of the water rights affected and the
quantities of the water involved made it impossible for the Division to review the
Water Resources portion of the DEIS for veracity and impacts. A preliminary
review by the Division, and presented to the Navy on September 5, 2018, showed
approximately 91 water rights and 489 million gallons of water annually could be
affected, not including domestic wells or yet to be filed claims of vested right.

17. The Division supports the Nevada Alternative, proposed to the Navy but not
presented in the DEIS. It is believed that the Nevada Alternative would reduce the
impact to water rights by approximately 66%, as presented to the Navy on
September 5, 2018.

18.In summary, the DEIS failure to provide the data relied upon to make its
conclusions proscribed the Division’s ability to adequately analyze the DEIS. As
written, the Water Resources section of the DEIS is insufficient to make a
determination of no significant impact. There is a lack of transparency as to which
water rights and wells will be acquired and the mitigation that will be offered.
General statements such as “.. . water right acquisitions would occur on a case-by-
case basis...” is inadequate to allow the Division to protect the public interest and
evaluate the overall impact of the proposed expansion.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (775) 684-2800,

Sincerely,

T Wik £

Tim Wilson, P.E.
Acting Stzte Engineer

|
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F.3.1.8.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record.

The Navy completed a water resources study after the publication of the Draft EIS. This study includes a
discussion of vested water rights along with well location and status. The Navy has revised the Final EIS
to note that no field verification of the existence of these wells has been performed and would not be
conducted until after any ultimate Congressional decision on this Final EIS. The findings of the study
were incorporated into the Final EIS in Section 3.9 (Water Resources), specifically Section 3.9.3
(Environmental Consequences). For a detailed analysis of water rights on existing FRTC lands and lands
requested for withdrawal or proposed for acquisition, please see the supporting study, NAS Fallon
Water Rights Research and Inventory, on the FRTC Modernization website at
https://frtcmodernization.com.

It is important to note that the Navy has revised the sections to describe not the total number of wells
(as that remains to be field verified), but rather the process by which the Navy anticipates compensating
water rights. The Navy does not have the authority to validate vested water rights. Only the State
Engineer can validate water rights. However, valid water rights would be treated as real property in the
valuation process. The Navy does not plan to use water rights purchased (via negotiated sale or
pursuant to eminent domain) for stock water but would instead request to modify the beneficial use, as
appropriate, relative to mission requirements. In the Dixie Valley Training Area (DVTA), the Navy would
not seek to acquire existing water rights. Section 3.9 (Water Resources), specifically Section 3.9.3
(Environmental Consequences) of the Final EIS has been updated with a discussion of the evaluation of
water rights. The Navy acknowledges that the loss of water rights could be a factor in determining
payments for losses associated with the cancellation of grazing permits. Section 3.4 (Livestock Grazing),
specifically Section 3.4.3.2 (Alternative 1: Modernization of the Fallon Range Training Complex)
addresses the valuation of losses due to the cancellation of such permits. This valuation process would
also apply to Alternatives 2 and 3.

The Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 (43 U.S.C. sections 315q) provides the Navy with the authority to make
payments for certain grazing-related losses. The Navy would work with grazing permittees on a case-by-
case basis to try to minimize losses resulting from the cancellation of a grazing permit. The Final EIS
further describes the valuation process by which the Navy would determine payment amounts to
holders of grazing permits that would be affected. This process allows for the valuation of the cost of
providing replacement forage and/or losses resulting from an inability to provide replacement forage.
The process also determines the value of improvements made by permit holders (e.g., value of wells,
corrals, fencing, and other real property). The Navy would use this process to determine payments to
individuals who may experience losses resulting from the cancellation of grazing permits or other
disruption of their livestock grazing operations as a result of implementation of any of the action
alternatives. This information has been included in Section 3.4 (Livestock Grazing), specifically Section
3.4.3.2 (Alternative 1: Modernization of the Fallon Range Training Complex), and also applies to
Alternatives 2 and 3 in the Final EIS.

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS presents and summarizes the Nevada Alternative. However, some components
of the Nevada Alternative, as suggested, could not be accommodated because they would be
incompatible with the need to provide sufficient land for military training and associated range safety
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requirements (see Section 1.4 [Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action]). A detailed discussion is
provided in Chapter 2, specifically Section 2.5.7 (Governor's Alternative [“Nevada Alternative”]).
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F.3.2 Website Comments

Please see the Navy’s responses to comments provided by State Agencies on the project website during
the public commenting period on the Draft EIS in the following tables and sub-sections.

F.3.2.1 Canfield, S. (Nevada State Historic Preservation Office)

First Last Comment Response

Skip | Canfield | ATTACHED FILE COMMENTS Thank you for participating in the NEPA
process. Please see the Navy’s
responses to your comments that were
attached.
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R Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
STATE HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE Brian Sandoval, Governor

Bradley Crowell, Director
Rebecca L. Palmer, Administrator, SHPO

December 17, 2018

WNaval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21 AK

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

RE: Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has reviewed the subject document and noticed a
mumber of errors in the Cultural Resources section of the document (Section 3.11) related fo the identification of
traditional cultural properties and their National Register of Historic Places evaluation. For example, the SHPO
notes that a mumber of sensitive traditional cultural properties previously determined eligible or listed in the
WNational Register of Historic Places as traditional cultural properties are idenfified 1n Table 3.11-10 not being
traditional culfural properties. A traditional cultural property is defined by the cultural members who ascribe
value to the resource, and can only be determined through consistent and thorough consultation with such
parties as Native American representatives and Tribal governments. As this consultation does not appear to
have been undertaken by the US. Navy to develop Tables 3.11-4, 3.11-8, 3.11-10, the SHPO strongly
recommends that the column “Traditional Cultural Property™ be removed from all tables in the Final EIS to
avoid confusing the reader into believing that this consultation has occurred and that these resources have been
evaluated for their National Register of Historic Places eligibility as have other historic properties in the tables
found in Section 3.11.

The SHPO notes that the Navy is proposing to develop a Programmatic Agreement for the modernization
project.  This agreement would establish protocols for the fufure management of historic properfies in
association with the proposed action. The SHPO assumes that these management protocols would describe and
include identification and National Register of Historic Places evaluation efforts. As a result, it is somewhat
premature at this point to state in the EIS that the undertaldng is likely to result in a finding of No Adverse
Effect under Section 106 of the Wational Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

The Nevada SHPO supports the Navy's proposal to allow for access to the withdrawn lands for ceremonial,
culfural, and academic activities. To ensure that this access meets the needs of Native American practitioners
and research projects that might need to ocour on these withdrawn lands, the SHPO recommends that the
process for requesting and receiving pernussion fo access the lands be included in any agreement document
developed for this undertaking.

The SHPO looks forward to consulting with the Navy under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966, as amended. If you have any questions, please confact me at 775.684.3443 or by email af

tlpalmer@shpo.nv.gov.
Sincerely,

Eebecca L. Palmer
State Historic Preservation Officer

901 5. Stewart Street, Suite 5ﬂﬂ4+ Carson City, Nevada §9701 +Phone: T75.684.3448 Fax: 7T75.604.3442

Snshpo.ny.goy
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F.3.2.1.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. As shown in Section 3.11 (Cultural Resources), specifically Section 3.11.1.2 (Regulatory
Framework), the Navy has established procedures for addressing its responsibilities with regard to
historic properties, including consultation. This includes the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP), Nevada SHPOQ, Indian Tribes, local governments and agencies, and other organizations or
individuals.

With regards to Traditional Cultural Properties, based on previous consultation and discussions with the
Indian Tribes regarding the Resource Management Plan for certain federal lands in Churchill County, the
Navy and BLM identified sensitive areas that have religious or cultural importance. Additional properties
have been identified through government to government consultation. These include mountain peaks,
springs, plant resources, and pinyon stands. Numerous other properties may be present, but have not
yet been identified. Rather than removing the columns from the table that you reference, the Navy has
retained those to show the findings of the Class | and Class Il reports, but acknowledges that
consultation is needed and ongoing. Further, the Final EIS has been revised so that no Section 106
conclusions are presented, as they are premature at this time.

With regards to the Programmatic Agreement (PA), the Navy abides by stipulations found within the
current PA between Nevada SHPO, BLM, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with respect
to withdrawn lands. Currently, existing withdrawn lands are managed under the prescriptions of the
2011 PA. The Navy is required to consult with the signatories of the 2011 PA (ACHP, SHPO & BLM) for
approval of an amendment which would add the newly withdrawn lands. The Navy would also offer
government to government consultation with affected Indian Tribes concerning any such proposed
amendment per 36 CFR 800.14. As part of this action, the Navy drafted an amendment of the 2011 PA
for consultation and completion by 2021 (when the 2011 PA expires). This proposed amended 2011 PA
would stipulate requirements for Navy cultural resources management of all Navy managed lands
(withdrawn and purchased). Section 3.11 (Cultural Resources) of the Final EIS was updated regarding the
PA process. Consistent with Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites, the Navy will continue to work
with Indian Tribes to develop protocols for access to cultural resources where compatible with mission
requirements through the creation of an MOU.

The Navy will continue to engage with all interested Tribes. This engagement will continue past the ROD,
as the modernization would be implemented over the coming years. The Navy will avoid and/or
minimize impacts on cultural resources wherever possible and follow Section 106 requirements. The
Navy is committed to providing access to Tribes to the closed ranges and pushing for funding to conduct
surveys in range “buffer” areas. The Navy will work with the tribes to prioritize survey areas. The Navy is
working with the Nevada SHPO and ACHP to amend the current 2011 PA they are under for withdrawn
lands. The Navy would complete Section 106 consultation on impacts due to loss of access for Tribes
prior to the fencing of the newly withdrawn and acquired lands after any ultimate Congressional
decision.

|
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F.3.2.2 Clinger, C. (Big Meadow Conservation District; Nevada Department of Natural Resources)

First

Last

Comment

Response

Carl

Clinger

The Big Meadow Conservation District, BMCD, a
District in Good Standing and authorized under the
state of Nevada Department of Natural Resources
and NRS 548, would like to inform you to our strong
opposition to portions of the Navy's Fallon Range
Training Complex (FRTC) Modernization
Environmental Impact Statement.  Although,
BMCD believes in a Strong Well Trained Military,
BMCD also believes that the FRTCis being overly
Greedy in the amount of proposed growth and
unwilling to work with allotment holders and the
Counties that they are significantly impacting.
BMCD is located in Pershing County, and
will limit it's comments to the B20 Area as it directly
impacts Pershing County Residents. Pole Line
Road North of B20 is an important Route for
Pershing County Producers. The Proposed Closure
of Pole line Road is greatly detrimental to Pershing
County Economics as well as the Movement of
Heavy Farm Equipment from Fallon to Lovelock
The Closure is due to the potential of the one out of
8,000 Bombs that "might" fail and over shoot the
intended target and land somewhere on the 15
miles of Roadway. Suggestions of moving the
Target Area 3 miles to the Southeast which would
eliminate the need to Close the B20 Pole Line Rd.
were met with the excuse that the Playa was to soft
part of the year to allow truck traffic to the
suggested Target area. It would be a minimal
effort to build a road and pad to firm up the Playa
area. This Target Area Relocation would also
eliminate the current Proposed Impact on the
Humboldt Sink allotment.  See Attached File for
Further comments

Thank you for participating in the NEPA
process. Please see the Navy’s
responses to your comments that were
attached.

Regarding B-20 comments, the Navy is
not proposing to re-locate Pole Line
Road. The public would be able to
access areas east of B-20 and north of B-
20 via the East County Road. The Navy
reduced the withdrawal under
Alternative 3 from 3,200 acres to 2,720
acres, however the Navy cannot reduce
it further due to public health and safety
concerns.

If the Navy moves the target area for B-
20 to the southeast, the WDZ would
change as a result and the border
necessary for the B-20 range would
extend into the Stillwater National
Wildlife Refuge as well as over an
established road, East County Road. For
further details regarding alternatives to
the proposed action that were
considered but not carried forward for
detailed analysis in the EIS, and the
reason they were not carried forward,
are described in Section 2.5
(Alternatives Considered but Not Carried
Forward for Detailed Analysis).

Please see the Navy’s responses to your
comments that were attached.
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Nawvel Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Attn: Amy P. Kelly

Code EV21.AK

1220 Pacific High Way

Building 1, 5% Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

To Whom It May Concern:

Thank yvou for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the Navy's Fallon
Range Training Complex (FRTC) Modernization Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS).

The Big Meadow Conservation District, BMCD, a District in Good Standing
and authorized under the state of Nevada Department of Natural Resources and NRS
548, would like to inform you to our strong opposition to portions of the Navy's
Fallon Range Training Complex ([FRTC) Modernization Environmental Impact
Statement. Although, BMCD believes in a Strong Well Trained Military, BMCD also
believes that the FRTC is being overly Greedy in the amount of proposed growth and
unwillingness to work with allotment holders and the Counties that they are
significantly impacting.

BMCD is located in Pershing County, and will limit itl's comments to the B20
Area as it directly impacts Pershing County Residents. Pole Line Road North of B20
is an important Route for Pershing County Producers. The Proposed Closure of Pole
line Road is greatly detrimental to Pershing County Economics i.e. the Proposed Iron
Mine Rail Line, as well as the Movement of Large Heavy Farm Equipment from
Fallon to Lovelock. The Closure is due to the potential of the one out of 8,000 Bombs
that "might" fail and over shoot the intended target and land somewhere on or near
the 15 miles of Roadway. Suggestions of moving the “New"” Target Area 3 miles to
the Southeast which would eliminate the need to Close the B20 Pole Line Rd. were
met with the excuse that the Playa was to soft part of the year to allow truck traffic
to the suggested Target area. It would be a minimal effort to build a road and pad to
firm up the Playa area for the desired targets. This Target Area Relocation would
also eliminate the current Proposed Impact on the Humboldt Sink allotments as well
as reduce or eliminate the impact on the South Rochester and Copper Kettle
Allotments.

It is estimated that the total loss of AUMs could exceed 10,992, If one were to round
that number down to 10,000 and then assume that the grazing period is 10 months,
which it tends to be less that that and then assume that the value of the animals is
$1,000 each for loss of AUMs that equal $1M/Yr. of loss of animals produced in
addition to the loss of ancillary business of selling/processing of those animals.
Additionally, several allotment holders are being reduced to a point that the Ranch
operation is no longer a viable operation. With this in mind, it would be reasonable
that FRTC would work with Producers and the Counties to reduce/eliminate
impacts whenever possible

The FRTC EIS is flawed in that the evaluation of the traffic on the B20 Pole
Line Road was performed over only a Two-day period, which is nonsensical for a
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remote roadway. BMCD feels that FRTC is being overly Restrictive on the
Extremely low probability that a one of 8,000 Bomb battery failures would reach the
BZ0 Pole Line Roadway. Since FRTC touts that they the "count craters” around the
target area, it would seem more logical to Only Close the Roadway on the Rare
occasion that there was a missing crater in the target area.

BMCD understands that the National Environmental Policy Act, (NEPA), under
which the EIS is being developed, outlines a general policy of “Aveid, Minimize, and
Mitigate.” BMCD requests that the Navy work with the Conservation District and
Pershing County to Identify and implement all economically and technically feasible
options to avoid and minimize impacts to Pershing County Ranching operations and
other economic impacts on a 1:1 Ratio (i.e.. completely Balance negative impacts].

Thank you for your consideration of these Comments:

Carl F. Clinger
Big Meadow Conservation District
Chairman

|
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F.3.2.2.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. The Navy has reviewed and considered all comments received and have updated the
AUM and allotment information where appropriate. With respect to training needs at B-20, B-20’s
primary use is for advanced weapons training and large force exercises. It contains a variety of targets
and target complexes and is capable of accommodating both live and inert ordnance. B-20 is not
accessible by the public for safety reasons. Table 2-9 provides a complete list of training activities
conducted at B-20. If the Navy moves the target area for B-20 to the southeast, the WDZ would change
as a result and the border necessary for the B-20 range would extend into the Stillwater National
Wildlife Refuge as well as over an established road, East County Road. For further details regarding
alternatives to the proposed action that were considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis in
the EIS, and the reason they were not carried forward, are described in Section 2.5 (Alternatives
Considered but Not Carried Forward for Detailed Analysis).

As discussed in the Draft EIS in Section 3.13 (Socioeconomics), under Alternative 3, minimum and
maximum AUM s lost and lost value of AUMs would be higher as compared to Alternative 1 and 2. Table
3.13-20 represents allotments for the minimum and maximum allotment loss in AUMs annually under
Alternative 3. Table 3.13-21 represents the direct minimum and maximum values of lost AUMs and lost
value of AUMs by impacted counties under Alternative 3.The total permanent economic impacts (both
direct and secondary) associated with lost federal land grazing for example in Churchill County range
from a minimum loss of $490,126 ($375,249 in direct impacts and $114,877 in secondary impacts) to a
maximum loss of $682,758 ($522,730 in direct impacts and $160,028 in secondary impacts) under
Alternative 3 (Table 3.13-22) (refer to Supporting Study: Economic Impact Analysis Report [available at
http://frtcmodernization.com]). Table 3.13-23 represents employment impacts under Alternative 3 for
affected counties; for instance, employment impacts for Churchill County would range from a loss of 6.2
(5.28 in direct impacts and 0.92 in secondary impacts) employees to a maximum loss of 8.61 (7.35 in
direct impacts and 1.26 in secondary impacts) employees. Table 3.13-24 represents labor income losses.
Lost grazing in Churchill County for example would consist of a minimum loss in labor income of
$137,771 (5108,031 in direct impacts and $29,740 in secondary impacts) to a maximum loss of $183,854
(5144,338 in direct impacts and $39,516 in secondary impacts) under Alternative 3. Total economic
impacts would be higher under Alternative 3 in comparison to Alternatives 1 and 2. By adding the
overall economic impact from the decrease in AUMs (ranging from $490,126 to $682,758 [Table 3.13-
22]) and the associated direct and secondary labor income loss (ranging from $137,771 to $183,854
[Table 3.13-24]) and comparing these figures to the total economic activity for the beef cattle ranching
and farming sector in Churchill County ($35 million), there would only be a reduction in economic
output ranging from 0.016 percent to 0.024 percent. The reduction is significantly less when compared
to the total economic activity for all sectors for Churchill County, which is 1.7 billion dollars (refer to
Supporting Study: Economic Impact Analysis Report [available at http://frtcmodernization.com], Table
B-1). Economic losses associated with reduced AUMs would be similar in scale for Lander, Mineral,
Pershing, and Plumas counties based on the percentage of lost revenue compared to sector and total
economic activity. While there would be significant impacts to individual ranching operations, there
would be no significant impacts to overall economic activity within the affected counties due to lost
AUMs.
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As discussed in the transportation study that can be found online (see Supporting Study: Transportation
Study [available at http://frtcmodernization.com]), morning and afternoon peak hour turning
movement counts were conducted at 21 intersections that are expected to be affected by the Proposed
Action. The data was collected between 6 December and 14 December 2016 by Navy contractors, with
morning peak period counts conducted between 0630 and 0830 and afternoon peak period counts
occurred between 1600 and 1800. The counts were scheduled on mid-week days (Tuesdays through
Thursdays) to minimize possible atypical conditions that could arise from extended weekends, if any.
Refer to Appendix A of the Supporting Study for intersection count summaries. Given that the counts
took place in December, a month when outdoor recreational activities (e.g., off highway vehicle [OHV]
use) are expected to be lower than other months of the year, seasonal adjustment factors were applied
to the existing counts. These seasonal adjustment factors were obtained from NDOT’s Traffic
Information Access (TRINA) database, and can be reviewed on-line at the NDOT web site (see
https://www.nevadadot.com/doing-business/about-ndot/ndot-divisions/planning/traffic-information).
NDOT maintains a network of traffic count stations along the state highway system (i.e., Interstate
Highways, U.S. Highways, and State Routes). The majority of the count stations provide annual traffic
volumes only, but several count stations in each district, referred to Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR)
stations, also provide the relative concentration of traffic by month and by day of week.

Regarding mitigation, the Navy has developed and proposed specific mitigation for each alternative that
can be implemented and would avoid or minimize impacts. As such, alternatives include actions
specifically designed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential impacts, to the extent practicable under
existing authorities and consistent with military training activities. Cooperating agencies, Indian Tribes,
and other stakeholders were solicited for potential mitigation or management actions through the
public scoping process and the public comment process on the Draft EIS, and the Navy evaluated the
suggestions against compatibility with military training and testing activities and range safety. The Navy
conducted several mitigation working group meetings with Cooperating Agencies and Indian Tribes to
discuss their concerns as well as the feasibility of their suggested management practices or mitigations.
The Navy continued to work with cooperating agencies, Indian Tribes, and other public stakeholders
between the Draft and Final EIS to refine or augment mitigation methods to reduce potential impacts.
These suggestions for management practices, monitoring, and mitigation have been added to the Final
EIS in Tables 5-1 through 5-16. General mitigation suggestions are shown in Table 5-1 along with the
Navy’s response if it was adopted or not; including reasoning for considering but eliminating the
suggestion if applicable. Suggestions that were specific to different resource categories are discussed
under their respective resource headers in Table 5-2 through Table 5-13, located in Section 5.2 through
5.16.

F.3.2.3 Mergell, R. (Administrator for Nevada State Parks)

First Last Comment Response

Robert | Mergell | Please see attached letter. Thank you for participating in the NEPA
process. Please see the Navy’s
responses to your comments that were
attached.
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STEVE SISOLAK
Governor 901 5. Stewart Strect,
BRADLEY CROWELL Suite S005
Director . - Carson City, NV
STATE OF NEVADA 59701-5248

Department of Conservation and

Natural Rezsources Phona (773) 6842770

Faxr (TT5) 684-27T7T
stparks@parks. ne.gor
hitpiparics. er.gow

ROBERT MERGELL
Administrator

DEFARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF STATE PARKS
01142019

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21 585G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

Dear Sir / Ma am,

I am writing i1 response to the EIS for the proposed base expansion for the Fallon Naval Base. I am the
Administrator for Nevada State Parks and the base expansion (as proposed) would have a significant
impact on one of our State Parks.

Berlin Ichthyosaur State Park iz located just east of Gabbs, NV. The main entrance into the park is off of
Highway 361, which according to the proposal would be permanently closed. Highway 361 1s currently
the only paved access to get visitors close to the park. This road closure would cripple park operations as
there would be no easy access from a paved road off of highway 50. This would tmpact both park visitors,
as well as park staff who are required to make weekly bank deposits in Fallon. Visitors and staff alike
would be forced to travel roughly 50 miles on dirt road to hit Highway 50 near Austin.

Berlin Ichthyosaur gets roughly 7000 visitors a vear due to the remoteness of the park. If the park loses
the one paved access point, it may impact visitation to the point that it would become difficult to justify
the operating costs required to keep the park open.

I urge vou to consider this izsue when looking at the impacts of the proposed base expansion. Thank you
for taking the time to read my comments and if vou need any clarification or have any questions please
feel free to contact me.

Respectfully,

Robert Mergell

Administrator

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
Nevada Division of State Parks

901 5. Stewart St., Suite 50035

Carson City, NV 89701

rmergell@parks nv.gov

(0) 775- 684-2771| (F) 775-684-2777
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F.3.2.3.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. As discussed in Section 3.5 (Transportation), under Alternative 3, the WDZ would extend
over a portion of SR 361, and that segment would need to be closed and re-routed outside of the WDZ
due to mission and public safety requirements.

The potential closure and rerouting of SR 361 associated with the expansion of B-17 would only occur if
Congress chose Alternative 3. However, the affected segment of SR 361 would not be closed unless and
until a suitable replacement route is established. Relocation of SR 361 would not cut off access to Gabbs
or Berlin Ichthyosaur State Park. The notional relocation corridor for the potential re-routing of SR 361
can be found in Section 3.5.3 (Environmental Consequences).

Any proposed rerouting is still conceptual in nature and would be evaluated prior to closure of the
route. Follow-on NEPA efforts would need to be conducted for the potential relocation of SR 361 if
Alternative 3 were to be selected. See Chapter 2, specifically Section 2.3.4.2.4 (Road and Infrastructure
Improvements to Support Alternative 3) for further details. If Alternative 3 were chosen, the Navy would
transfer any funds appropriated for relocating the road to the Federal Highway Administration, who in
turn would make these funds available to NDOT for planning, design and construction of the
replacement road to State standards.

F.3.2.4 Perry, R. (Division of Minerals and Nevada Governor’s Office of Energy)

First Last | Comment Response

Richard | Perry | Comments are provided on behalf of the Division Thank you for participating in the NEPA
of Minerals and the Nevada Governor's Office of process. Please see the Navy’s
Energy in the attached cover letter and responses to your comments that were

accompanying comment matrix. Hard copies are | attached.
being mailed. Please contact me if you want an
Excel version of the matrix.
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STATE OF NEVADA
COMMISSION ON MINERAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF MINERALS
400 W. King Street, Suite 108
Carson City, Nevada 88703
(775) 684-7040 = Fax(775)684-7052
http:/iminerals.nv.gov/

Las Vegas Office: 2030 E. Flaminge Rd. #220, Las Vegas, NV 88119
Phone: (T02) 486-4343; Fax: (T02) 486-4345

February 12, 2019

Maval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Code EV21.5G

1220 Pacific Highway

Building 1, 5th Floor

San Diego, CA 92132

To Whom it May Coneermn:

This letter represents the Division of Minerals” comments on the Fallon Range Training Complex modemization draft
environmental impact statement (EIS). For the past two vears the Division was an active cooperating agency and
appreciates the time and effort Navy personnel devoted to the process. The attached comment matrix contains page-by-
page comments on the drafl EIS from the Division and Governor's Office of Energy. The Division has several broad
comments about the process over the past two years, and resulting draft EIS:

1. The Nevada Alternative, which was presented by the Governor to the Secretary of the Navy on August 17,
2017, was not analyzed in the EIS. This was a very detailed alternative prepared by Nevada State agencies that largely
excluded DVTA in Dixie Valley. Dixie Valley is significant to Nevada’s economy due to the substantial growth potential
for the production of minerals, geothermal and solar energy. Navy personnel articulated the need for expansion of
bombing ranges, however, the need for the withdrawal of DVTA in Dixie Valley north of highway 50 is lacking any
substantive detailed justification.

2. The drafi ELS did noi quantify the sociceconomic impacts resuliing from the reasonably foresecable
geothermal and mining development analysis performed by the Navy's contractor, Golder and Associates. The economic
impacts of the FRTC expansion are real and significant. Geothermal and mineral development are likely the largest
economic impacts, and there is no economic analysis of this in the draft EIS.

3. There is no clear process cutlined for compensation to claimants due to the “taking™ of unpatented mining
claims and geothermal or oil leases.

4, The cost and impacts of incorporating the required design features for geothermal development west of SR
121 were not evaluated and shown to be economically viable as part of the portrayed miligation under Alternative 3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

Richard Perry, :;Znisumm

Deninls Bryan: Smaik-Scals Mining amd Praspecting Nigel Bain: Lame-Scala Mining

by i Commission on Mineral Resources Fobart e p

Arihur Hendarsan; 08 and Gas Richard DeLong, Chafrman; Lerge-Scale Mining Jobn M, Snow; Goothermal Resources
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F.3.2.4.1 Response

Thank you for your participation in the NEPA process. Your comment has been included in the official
project record. Your specific line by line comments are addressed individually in the sub-matrix that
follows this comment. Chapter 2 of the Final EIS summarized and presents and summarizes the Nevada
Alternative. However, some components of the Nevada Alternative, as suggested, could not be
accommodated because they would be incompatible with the need to provide sufficient land for military
training and associated range safety requirements (see Section 1.4 [Purpose of and Need for the
Proposed Action]). A detailed discussion is provided in Chapter 2, specifically Section 2.5.7 (Governor's
Alternative [“Nevada Alternative”]).

The proposed de-designation of portions of Wilderness Study Areas and the need to withdraw areas for
the DVTA in Dixie Valley, north of highway 50 is necessary to meet certain training requirements, such as
installing stationary and mobile electronic threat emitters, landing helicopters, and maneuvering by
special operations forces (along with other non-hazardous training activities, such as night vision goggle
training and low-altitude flights). This type of training within Wilderness Study Areas is not currently
permitted and any de-designation would require Congressional action, as discussed in Section 3.12
(Recreation). The Navy also must maintain control of the area as part of the DVTA, and without
withdrawing these portions of the WSAs, it would not have the ability to keep these areas open to
training in the way that is needed. Clarification for why the Navy needs to withdraw additional land in
the Dixie Valley has been added to the Final EIS.

Regarding the socioeconomic impacts resulting to the mining industry as a result of the Proposed
Action, the Navy’s analysis states that, Alternative 3 would have similar potential impacts as described
under Alternative 2. Repositioning the B-17 and DVTA withdrawal area would potentially allow greater
access to areas located west of the B-17 expansion area under Alternative 2 for mining and geothermal
opportunities; however, the socioeconomic impacts would likely be very similar to impacts under
Alternative 1. In addition, State Route 839 would not potentially need to be rerouted, which would
maintain access to locations off of the existing route (e.g., the Denton-Rawhide mine) as they are
currently.

Potential losses associated with currently unknown mining and geothermal opportunities as defined
under Alternative 1 would be less under Alternative 3 because geothermal opportunities would be
allowed in DVTA. However, significant impacts could still occur under Alternative 3 due to such potential
lost mining and geothermal opportunities in the expanded B-16, B-17, and B-20.

With regards to mining and mining claims, the Final EIS has been updated to further describe the
process by which the Navy would compensate valid mining claims. Valid and existing mining rights,
existing patented mining claims, and unpatented mining claims are discussed in Section 3.3 (Mining and
Mineral Resources). For there to be a valid existing mining right, the claim holder must demonstrate that
the claim contains a discovery of a valuable mineral deposit. Having a valid existing claim would exclude
any such claim from any moratorium imposed by the requested withdrawal legislation for development
of the claim. Therefore, under the Proposed Action, the Navy would acquire any valid existing claims
within the proposed withdrawal at fair market value. For existing patented mining claims, the federal
government has passed the title of these lands to the claimant, making these lands private lands. The
Navy would therefore need to acquire any such lands within the proposed FRTC land boundary.

Holders of unpatented mining claims on public lands may conduct a validity exam, which is a formal

F-206
Public Comments and Responses



Fallon Range Training Complex Modernization
Final Environmental Impact Statement January 2020

process that determines whether the claim holder has a valid existing right. The Secretary of the Interior
determines the validity of a claim based on this validity examination. However, holders of unpatented
mining claims are not required to conduct a validity exam. In instances where a claim holder has not
conducted a validity exam, any value associated with the claim is assumed to be nominal. Accordingly,
the Navy would offer to claim holders without a validity exam demonstrating a valuable mineral deposit
a nominal amount to extinguish the claim. The Navy would consider the investment made by the holder
of these unpatented claims when making an offer to extinguish the claim.

The Final EIS further describes the process by which interested parties could pursue compatible
geothermal development in a portion of the Dixie Valley Training Area. The proposed required design
features are necessary in order for the Navy to meet necessary training requirements. Development of
the required design features affords an opportunity for geothermal development that would otherwise
be lost. The Navy is committed to working with the developer on a case-by-case basis and acknowledges
that complying with required design features could add cost to a potential geothermal development.
This is addressed in Section 3.3 (Mining and Mineral Resources).

Please see the Navy’s responses to specific comments provided via table in Table F-3.

F.4 County

This section contains comments from county agencies received during the public comment period and
the Navy’s response to those comments. Letters, written comments, and emails are presented as
received by the Navy in picture form with responses immediately following in text after that
presentation. Comments submitted on the website are shown in tables and organized alphabetically by
commenters names, followed by their comment, with pictures of attachments if applicable, and the
Navy’s response in the final right-hand column of the table or after the attachment is presented.
Enclosures to comments or other background information included along with the public’s comments
are not pictured in this appendix. Responses to these comments were prepared and reviewed for
scientific and technical accuracy and completeness.
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F.4.1 Letters, Written Comments, and Emails

F.4.1.1 Barbee, J. R. (Churchill County)

Office of the Churchill County Manager

November 19, 2018

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
C/O: Ms. Sara Goodwin

NRSW/NAVFAC SW Regional NEPA Coordinator
Via E-mail: sara.goodwin@navy.mil

RE: REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME FOR PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD OF THE
FALLON RANGE TRAININ