
Federal Government
United States Environmental Protection Agency

M
cG

regor R
an

ge L
an

d
 W

ith
d

raw
al P

u
b

lic C
om

m
en

t an
d

 R
esp

on
se D

ocu
m

en
t

3-1



1

2

Federal Government
United States Environmental Protection Agency

1. The Army employs various planning cycles for different
aspects of its mission.  For example, the Army uses a 6-year
programming cycle for operational activities with facility
planning over a 20-year horizon.  Doctrinal and equipment
life cycle planning can extend over a period of 40 years or
more. The proposed 50-year withdrawal period
encompasses each of these periods and enables long-term
national security plans to rely on a stable land resource.

Different (shorter or longer) withdrawal periods would not
substantially change the environmental impacts of a land
allocation decision. Continuing stewardship and compliance
activities would be required regardless of duration.  Public
and/or agency participation in ongoing environmental
management activities on McGregor Range is assured
through existing laws, regulations, and policies as listed in
Table 1.6-1.  The Army is committed to continuing public
participation under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) as major new actions that could significantly affect
the environment are proposed for the installation. The
McGregor Range Resource Management Plan Amendment
(RMPA), jointly prepared by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) and the Army provides for continuing
public participation.  The annual Resource Management
Plan (RMP) update informs the public of the progress made
in implementing the RMPA.  The Army’s Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan (INRMP) and Integrated
Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) contain
provisions for agency coordination and revision as
necessary every 5 years.  Together, these regulatory
requirements, policies, and procedures will ensure
opportunities for both public and agency input into the future.

2. A shorter withdrawal period would not substantially change
the environmental impacts of the proposal.  Continuing
stewardship and compliance activities would be required
regardless of the duration of the withdrawal.
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3. The Army will consider your suggestion relative to
opportunities for use of the installations’ capabilities to
support new missions and relative to its current and future
funding constraints.

4. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, the Army has the responsibility
to close the area when public safety is potentially
endangered.  Should the area be designated a National
Conservation Area (NCA), the current use as a buffer zone
and field training exercise (FTX) area would be incompatible
with the public's expressed desire for access to the area.

5. The Army has continuing training requirements that can be
met through the use of its fee-owned lands.  Management of
the Army fee-owned lands is proposed to continue under the
existing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the
BLM, therefore, no significant environmental impacts are
expected relative to fee-owned lands under any scenario
including a congressional decision to transfer the lands.  The
Army proposes to provide water to support the activities
under the existing MOU with the BLM under each
alternative.
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6. Alternative 1 of the Draft McGregor Range Legislative
Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS) is based upon the
mission capabilities of McGregor Range.  The installation is
in the process of refining its facility planning in the training
complex including McGregor Range.  Military uses are
illustrated on Figure 2.1-1 relative to specific training areas
and described in Table 2.1-1. The uses include Surface
Impact, surface danger zone (SDZ)/Safety Footprint, On-
road Vehicle Maneuver, Controlled Access FTX,
Dismounted Training, Aircraft Operations, Conservation, and
Public Access.  Off-road use of tracked vehicles is limited to
Training Area (TA) 8 in the southern portion of the Tularosa
Basin.

7. Congress could direct through legislation that the Tularosa
Basin be utilized as the primary military use area on
McGregor Range and place limits on military use of the
Otero Mesa.  Additionally, Congress may select other
periods of withdrawal or transfer jurisdiction of specified
areas from the Secretary of Interior to the Secretary of the
Army.  These land management options would not affect the
environmental impacts of the land allocation decision before
Congress.

8. The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) on the Proposed Expansion of German Air
Force (GAF) Operations at Holloman Air Force Base (AFB),
New Mexico, states that training activities on the tactical
target complex will require that portions of the areas south of
New Mexico Highway 506 be closed to the public for
approximately 60 hours per week. The MOU between the
BLM and the U.S. Air Force (USAF) provides that routine
public access to the USAF tactical target complex will be
from 1:00 p.m. Friday through Sunday at 9:00 p.m.  Use by
the USAF would generally be Monday through Friday
morning.  The scheduling for the target complex, as well as
for Army training, will be controlled by the Fort Bliss Range
Scheduling Office in a manner that generally allows the

Continued on Next Page
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8. Continued

USAF use of the target complex and Army use of the
training areas.  Concurrent use is planned to meet most of
the demand of both missions.

9. Under Department of Defense (DoD) policy for the use of
major range and test facilities such as White Sands Missile
Range (WSMR), evaluation of routine use for training such
as conducted at McGregor Range is not permitted.  Joint
use is hindered by the different missions and associated
scheduling philosophies.  There are different installation
support requirements and different operating tempos.

10. The agency comment was considered during preparation of
the final LEIS and has become a part of this public comment
response document for congressional review.

11. The Army employs various planning cycles for different
aspects of its mission.  For example, the Army uses a 6-year
programming cycle for operational activities with facility
planning over a 20-year horizon.  Doctrinal and equipment
life-cycle planning can extend over a period of 40 years or
more. The proposed 50-year withdrawal period
encompasses each of these periods and enables long-term
national security plans to rely on a stable land resource.

12. The LEIS presents the possible conflicts between the
proposed action and alternatives and the objectives of
federal, regional, state, and local land use plans, policies,
and controls for the area concerned (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] Part 1502.16 [C]).  The potential conflicts
that arise from adopting other than Alternative 1 are
discussed in Section 2.2.3.  That congressional designation
of the current method of grazing administration as specified
in the RMPA would serve to solidify the legal aspects of the
issue was recognized in this discussion. The agency
comment was considered during preparation of the final
LEIS and has become a part of this public comment
response document for congressional review.

Continued on Next Page

M
cG

regor R
an

ge L
an

d
 W

ith
d

raw
al P

u
b

lic C
om

m
en

t an
d

 R
esp

on
se D

ocu
m

en
t

3-6



Continued

13. The LEIS presents the possible conflicts between the
proposed action and alternatives and the objectives of
federal, regional, state, and local land use plans, policies,
and controls for the area concerned (40 CFR Part
1502.16 [C]). The potential conflicts that arise from adopting
other than Alternative 1 are discussed in Section 2.2.3.  That
congressional designation of the current method of grazing
administration as specified in the RMPA would serve to
solidify the legal aspects of the issue was recognized in this
discussion. The agency comment was considered during
preparation of the final LEIS and has become a part of this
public comment response document for congressional
review.

14. The following text has been added to Section 1.2 and the
terms defined in the glossary.  “The Army has a long history
of developing innovative approaches to future warfighting
challenges.  The future Army Force XXI and its follow-on,
Army-After-Next, is being designed with organizations and
capabilities that will allow it to be rapidly tailored,
strategically deployable, and effectively employable in joint
and multinational operations. Army Force XXI provides rapid
and effective response to the changing situations and local
conditions. Mission planning and rehearsal will be conducted
simultaneously with the build-up of decisive forces, as
automated systems and simulations, capable of operating
from ships and aircraft, provide the capability to plan,
coordinate, and war game possible courses of action while
forces are en route.  Vastly improved capabilities of long-
range missiles with smart submunitions, precision weapons
delivered throughout the battlespace, and attack helicopters
capable of operations deep within enemy forces, integrated
with an air campaign, are critical to ensuring that national
objectives are met. Army Force XXI operations must be fully
integrated as the land force commander draws from a suite
of complementary capabilities of the other services, our

 Continued on Next Page
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17
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14. Continued

allies, and other government and nongovernment
organizations. The training and test activities conducted on
McGregor Range are critical to achieving the expectations
set for Army Force XXI and its follow-on in the preparedness
planning the Army-After-Next.”

15. The text will be modified as follows:  “...helicopter training
complex, establishment of a launch facility for a tactical
ballistic missile (TBM) target for Patriot training, and…”

16. An Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared by Fort
Bliss for any additional FTX sites on McGregor Range,
should Alternative 2 or 3 of the Fort Bliss Mission and
Master Plan Programmatic EIS (PEIS) be adopted.

17. The text has been revised as recommended.

18. The potential Army Tactical Missile Systems (ATACMS)
impact area in TA 25 is depicted as a small circle with the
horizontal hatching designating an impact area and its
envisioned size.  The specific location of a potential launch
facility in TA 10 for Patriot targets is undetermined at this
time.

19. The text has been revised to include appropriate available
information from the Construction of Drag Roads Near the
U.S. Highway 54 Border Control Checkpoint, Otero County,
New Mexico Environmental Assessment Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) dated 8/18/93.

20. The sentences within the paragraph have been reorganized.

21. The text has been revised as recommended.

22. The land use for the USAF tactical target complex is
summarized in Section 4.1.1.2, subsections Military Use and
Nonmilitary Use.   Additional information on land use effects
relative to the tactical target complex is presented in Chapter
4, Section 4.3, Land Use of the Proposed Expansion of GAF
Operations at Holloman AFB, New Mexico EIS prepared by
the USAF in April 1998.

Continued on Next Page
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Continued

23. The Region of Influence (ROI) (Figure 3.2-1) considered for
the McGregor Range LEIS is the airspace that is affected by
training activities on McGregor Range and Doña Ana
Range–North Training Areas and aviation activities at the
Biggs Army Air Field (AAF).

24. Reference to Border Patrol drag roads has been included in
the text.

25. The parenthetical information has been deleted.

26. Historic landscapes are defined as a type of cultural
resource in Section 3.9.1 and the potential for historic
military and rural landscapes on McGregor Range is
discussed in Section 3.9.4.3.  Currently, both a rural and
military historic landscape are being reviewed, there are no
designated historic landscapes on McGregor Range.

27. The text has been revised as recommended.

28. Section 3.12 describes noise in the existing environment of
McGregor Range.  Information regarding the overall noise
level anticipated from the use of the Otero Mesa tactical
target complex is found in Section 4.12.1 of the LEIS and in
the USAF's Proposed Expansion of GAF Operations at
Holloman AFB, New Mexico, Final EIS dated April 1998.

29. The agency comment was considered during preparation of
the final LEIS and has become a part of this public comment
response document for congressional review.

30. The text has been revised as recommended.

31. The last sentence in the paragraph states, “Use of the GAF
target complex is expected to reduce access of 60,000 acres
on Otero Mesa for up to 60 hours per week.” No text change
is required.

32. The text has been revised as recommended.
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33. The LEIS presents the possible conflicts between the
proposed action and alternatives and the objectives of
federal, regional, state, and local land use plans, policies,
and controls for the area concerned
(40 CFR Part 1502.16 [C]).  The potential conflicts that arise
from adopting other than Alternative 1 are discussed in
Section 2.2.3.  That congressional designation of the current
method of grazing administration as specified in the RMPA
would serve to solidify the legal aspects of the issue was
recognized in this discussion. The agency comment was
considered during preparation of the final LEIS and has
become a part of this public comment response document
for congressional review.

34. The text has been revised as recommended.

35. The LEIS presents the possible conflicts between the
proposed action and alternatives and the objectives of
federal, regional, state, and local land use plans, policies,
and controls for the area concerned
(40 CFR Part 1502.16 [C]).  The potential conflicts that arise
from adopting other than Alternative 1 are discussed in
Section 2.2.3.

36.  The text has been revised as recommended.

37. The units for soil loss (tons/acre/year) have been added to
the footnotes of Table 4.5-1. The undisturbed scenario
assumes current conditions with little disturbance to
vegetation or soil from military or nonmilitary actions.  The
moderate impact scenario assumes a 50 percent reduction
in vegetative cover and 50 percent disturbance to the soil
surface from military or nonmilitary activities. The maximum
impact assumes 100 percent removal of vegetation and 100
percent disturbance to the soil surface from military or
nonmilitary activities.  The Fort Bliss comprehensive
monitoring program described in Section 4.8.7.1 illustrates
that from the 1986 image to the 1996 image, reductions in
vegetative cover from all natural and noninduced sources
were in the lower range of the moderate soil disturbance

Continued on Next Page
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37. Continued

category. The soil loss from wind on undisturbed land in the
Pintura-Doña Ana complex, the predominant soil type for the
off-road area (TA 8), under undisturbed conditions is 21.73
tons/acre/year or over 4 times the acceptable soil loss.
Under moderate use assumptions, wind erosion could
increase this to 54.7 tons/acre/year or 2.5 times the natural
loss on undisturbed lands.  Section 4.5.9 was modified to
read “The impact of military activity has exposed soils in TA
8 to increased gully erosion and irretrievable loss of soil by
wind.  These impacts would likely continue regardless of
which withdrawal configuration alternative is selected.  By
following installation management practices and avoiding
highly erodible soils, these impacts can be minimized.”

38. Soils in the coppice dunes area of the Tularosa Basin
portion of McGregor Range are discussed in Section 3.5.2
while impacts are discussed in Section 4.5.2.

39. More detailed air quality evaluations supporting this
conclusion may be found in the Final PEIS for the Joint
Training Exercise Roving Sands at Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico and White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico,
published in February 1994, and the Supplemental EA for
Joint Training Exercise Roving Sands 97, published in
February 1997.

40. The potential for air quality effects resulting from activities of
a Heavy Division Training Center would be evaluated in
additional NEPA documentation on the proposal to establish
a center.  Most of the activities associated with the capability
of the Fort Bliss Training Complex to support potential
activities such as a Heavy Division Training Center would
occur outside of McGregor Range since the capabilities on
this withdrawn land occur primarily in TA 8, Meyer Range,
and the McGregor Range Camp.  The discussion was
presented in a programmatic sense using the best available
data to illustrate potential use of Fort Bliss capabilities that
could effect the use of McGregor Range.

Continued on Next Page
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Continued

41. The Army agrees with the agency comment and is
committed to continuing evaluation under NEPA as major
new actions that could significantly affect the environment
are proposed for the withdrawn area.

42. The sentence has been deleted as recommended.

43. Results of existing studies indicate that grazing may have
resulted in a reduced capacity for the Otero Mesa
grasslands to support breeding Aplomado falcon (see
Section 3.8.3.4).  In addition, grazing may have been a
factor that lead to the extirpation of this species from the
United States (see Section D.4.4 in Appendix D).  Therefore,
the table was not changed, although a footnote was added
indicating that the assessment of the impacts of grazing on
potential Aplomado falcon habitat on Fort Bliss are
preliminary.

44. The text has been revised to read “…would be solely by the
BLM.”

45. The Army will consider the agency suggestion in the future
development of the monitoring system as funding resources
permit.

46. The Army will consider the agency suggestion in the future
development of the monitoring system as funding resources
permit.

47. The Army agrees with the agency comment.  The following
qualifications may be found in Section 4.8.7.1. “The results
from this analysis must be interpreted with some
qualifications.  The model was generated from plot data in
grassland and desert shrub communities where vegetation
cover ranged from 15 percent to 53 percent of the total
covered area.  Extrapolation of the model to other vegetation

Continued on Next Page
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47. Continued

types or to vegetation cover outside of the range of the
model cannot be evaluated for accuracy.  Therefore,
comparisons made in other vegetation types or outside of
the model’s range should be viewed as preliminary
comparisons. The images used in the analysis represent a
snapshot view of conditions for 2 days 10 years apart, and
do not represent trends in vegetation cover.  The number of
observations over time correlates to the reliability of the
trend analysis.”

48. The monitoring program that uses National Aeronautics and
Space Administration (NASA) LANDSAT Thematic Imagery
is under development and will be used to monitor the entire
landscape of Fort Bliss at high spatial resolution to capture
variability in land cover on training areas.  Validation will
occur through the on the ground use of Land Condition
Trend Analysis (LCTA) and other field investigations
/observations.  This capability will allow positioning of
monitoring plots to provide an accurate sample of impacts
on the training landscape.  Additional post sampling analysis
using plot data, monitoring data, and Geographic
Information System (GIS) themes will allow analysts to map
the extent and impact of training activities on a landscape
scale. The analysis presented in the LEIS reflects the early
stages of the process being implemented at Fort Bliss to
evaluate cumulative impacts of military training, grazing, and
natural events on training lands.
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49. Based on recommendations received from the public
through the NEPA scoping process, the McGregor Range
LEIS analyzes five boundary alternatives and a sixth
alternative to establish a NCA for Otero Mesa and the
Sacramento Mountain foothills.  As required by NEPA, the
environmental impacts of each alternative were presented in
comparative form with substantial treatment of each
alternative.
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50. The Army’s proposed action, described in Section 2.1,
allows for the continuation of the substantive public use of
the range, subject to risks to public safety and national
security requirements.

51. The Army's proposed action would continue management
under the White Sands Resource Area RMP as amended for
McGregor Range for the 50 years to provide a stable land
base for military training and planning. However, Congress
could reinforce this proposed action through legislation that
the existing MOU govern the future management of
McGregor Range.  Congress could further specify other
periods of withdrawal and allowable activities on different
portions of McGregor Range. For example, Congress could
specify a 35-year period of withdrawal and that the Tularosa
Basin be utilized as the primary military use area on
McGregor Range, and place limits on military use of the
Otero Mesa.

52. The Army has an on-going evaluation of the ordnance and
explosive hazards on McGregor Range and will continue
with studies and pursue clean-up actions to the extent
resources are available.

As described in Section 3.13.3, an archive search report
documented areas of potential ordnance and explosive
hazards.  Additional physical surveys are being conducted to
evaluate the extent of the potential ordnance and explosive
hazards.  Potential hazards to public safety associated with
the granting of public access in portions of McGregor Range
such as the Tularosa Basin may preclude return of this area
to the public domain necessitating transfer of that land to the
Secretary of the Army for future clean-up.
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53. The Army employs various planning cycles for different
aspects of its mission.  For example, the Army uses a 6-year
programming cycle for operational activities with facility
planning over a 20-year horizon.  Doctrinal and equipment
life-cycle planning can extend over a period of 40 years or
more. The proposed 50-year withdrawal period
encompasses each of these periods and enables long-term
national security plans to rely on a stable land resource.

Different (shorter or longer) withdrawal periods would not
substantially change the environmental impacts of a land
allocation decision. Continuing stewardship and compliance
activities would be required regardless of duration.  Public
and/or agency participation in ongoing environmental
management activities on McGregor Range is assured
through existing laws, regulations, and policies as listed in
Table 1.6-1.  The Army is committed to continuing public
participation under NEPA as major new actions that could
significantly affect the environment are proposed for the
installation. The McGregor Range RMPA, jointly prepared by
the BLM and the Army provides for continuing public
participation.  The annual RMP update informs the public of
the progress made in implementing the RMPA.  The Army’s
INRMP and ICRMP contain provisions for agency
coordination and revision as necessary every 5 years.
Together, these regulatory requirements, policies, and
procedures will ensure opportunities for both public and
agency input into the future.
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54. Table ES-3 illustrates that under Alternatives 3 through 6, the
capability for training that requires air-to-ground surface
impact areas is totally eliminated; therefore, the mission
could not be accomplished.  This loss would totally eliminate
the benefits to the USAF and GAF expressed in the purpose
and need section of the USAF’s Proposed Expansion of
GAF at Holloman AFB, New Mexico, Final EIS, dated April
1998.  As stated in the LEIS Section 1.5.3, Other
Environmental Analyses and Decisions Relevant to the
Action, the USAF EIS was incorporated by reference into
this LEIS.  Details of the operational and environmental
impacts of the LEIS Alternatives 3 through 6 may be found in
the USAF document.
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58

59

60

61
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55. These units are included in the total Army Stationing and
Installations Plan (ASIP) data presented in Table 1.2-2.  The
LEIS pertains to the McGregor Range portion of Fort Bliss.
The discussion of unit stationing at Fort Bliss Section 1.2.2.1
was limited to those units that typically perform much of their
mission on McGregor Range.  All units, both U.S. and allied,
stationed at Fort Bliss, or elsewhere, that use McGregor
Range on an infrequent basis were considered in the total
training use of McGregor Range.

56. The text has been changed to read, “...the USAF is
expanding GAF operations at Holloman AFB (HAFB), New
Mexico.”

57. The first bullet has been revised as “Construction of an air-to-
ground tactical target complex.”

58. The text was revised to read: “Military activities at HAFB,
other than the USAF construction of a new air-to-ground
tactical target complex, such as the deactivation of units
such as the 435th Fighter Squadron that reduced flight
operations over McGregor Range, have the potential to
contribute to the cumulative effects on McGregor Range.”

59. The text has been revised as requested.

60. The first sentence has been deleted as requested.

61. The U.S. Department of the Air Force has been added to the
list of agencies notified or contacted.

62. The sentence has been revised to read, “…the full renewal of
the withdrawn land would allow the U.S. Army to continue its
current air defense mission, allow continued military training
for other U.S. services and allied forces, and would provide
flexibility.”
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63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

Federal Government
United States Air Force
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63. The text has been revised to read, “Alternatives 1 and 2
would not affect airspace use or management in the ROI.
Alternatives 3, 4, and 6 would not affect airspace use or
management in the ROI.  However, the return of Otero Mesa
and other areas of the existing McGregor Range to the
public domain would preclude development of the USAF
tactical target complex on Otero Mesa, potentially reducing
the level of activity within Restricted Area 5103.”

64. Table ES-3 illustrates that under Alternatives 3 through 6, the
capability for training that requires air-to-ground surface
impact areas is totally eliminated, therefore the mission
could not be accomplished.  This loss would totally eliminate
the benefits to the USAF and GAF expressed in the purpose
and need section of the USAF’s Proposed Expansion of
GAF Operations at Holloman AFB, New Mexico, Final EIS,
dated April 1998.  As stated in the LEIS Section 1.5.3, Other
Environmental Analyses and Decisions Relevant to the
Action, the USAF EIS was incorporated by reference into
this LEIS. The operational and environmental impacts of the
LEIS Alternatives 3 through 6 may be found in the resource
area discussions in Chapter 4 of the LEIS.

65. While the Army’s principal requirement for McGregor Range
is to support Air Defense Artillery (ADA) missile training,
other activities such as the USAF tactical target complex are
discussed throughout the document.  Table ES-3 in the
Executive Summary illustrates the capability for training that
requires air-to-ground surface impact areas such as the
Otero Mesa site. This refers to the USAF target complex.  As
stated in the LEIS Section 1.5.3, Other Environmental
Analyses and Decisions Relevant to the Action, the USAF
EIS was incorporated by reference into this LEIS.  In
general, the tactical target complex is discussed under each
resource evaluation of Alternative 1 in this LEIS.  However,
details of the operational and environmental impacts of the
tactical target complex may be found in the USAF document.

Continued on Next Page
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Federal Government
United States Air Force

Continued

66. This section describes differences in military use for
Alternative 2 from those described for Alternative 1.  The
tactical target complex is discussed briefly in Section 4.1.1.2.
Under Section 4.1.2.2, the tactical target complex is
considered one of the potential expanded missions.

67. As stated in the LEIS Section 1.5.3, Other Environmental
Analyses and Decisions Relevant to the Action, the USAF
EIS was incorporated by reference into this LEIS. In general,
the tactical target complex is discussed under each resource
evaluation of Alternative 1 in this LEIS.  However, details of
the operational and environmental impacts of the tactical
target complex may be found in the USAF document.

68. Curtailment of the Army’s Patriot training mission as well as
the USAF and GAF training missions (land users of
McGregor Range) would occur under Alternatives 3 through
6.  These are addressed under each alternative as direct
impacts.  Section 4.1.7 addresses cumulative impacts that
add to these direct impacts from activities other than the
Army missions on McGregor Range.  In this context, no
additional impacts are expected to occur.

69. Section 4.2.2, Alternative 2, discusses airspace use and
management under conditions that still allow USAF
construction of the tactical target complex.  Section 4.2.3,
Alternative 3, addresses the reduced level of activity from
returning the Otero Mesa to the public domain.  Section
4.2.4, Alternative 4, includes a statement that incorporates
the effects of Alternative 3.   Section 4.2.5, Alternative 5,
recognizes that while air activity would remain, air-to-ground
activity would cease. Section 4.2.6 recognizes that the
establishment of an NCA could also contain undetermined
changes that affect airspace use and management.

70. The text has been revised as recommended.

71. Mr. William Wuest was not listed as a person contacted in
Section 6.4.  Persons Consulted records were reviewed and
additional USAF persons contacted were added as
appropriate.
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72

Federal Government
White Sands Missile Agency

72. The existing text has been replaced with the following text.
“An initiative by WSMR with safety implications involves the
proposal to launch an ATACMS from Fort Wingate, New
Mexico, to impact on McGregor Range. WSMR currently
conducts such launches that terminate in impact areas on
WSMR.  The safety implications of these activities were
assessed in the Theater Missile Defense Extended Test
Range EIS completed in November 1994.  When the launch
occurs, coordination is effected with the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), landowners potentially impacted are
notified, and some residents are evacuated.”
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