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January 29, 1999
Dr. Andrew Vliet
Program Manager
McGregor Renewal
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
P.0. Box 6020
Fort Bliss, Texas 79906

Dear Dr. Viiet:

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for Tmplementing NEPA, the U.S. Envitonmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region
6 office in Dallas, Texas has completed its review of the Department of the Army (DOA)
legislative Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the renewal of the withdrawal of
public lands at McGregor Range for military purposes.

This DEIS has been prepared in support of an application by the United States (U.S.)
Army to renew the withdrawal of McGregor Range which is critical to our nation's military
readiness. The Military Lands Withdrawal Act (MLWA) provides that the Army may seek
renewal of the McGregor Range withdrawal. In connection with the application for renewal, the
ML WA specifies that the Secretary of the Army will publish a DEIS , consistent with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), if there is a continuing
requirement for military use pf this range. Since this action is a proposal for legislation, the
Ammy and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have mutually agreed to use the DEIS
process; pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1506.8, to comply with the
reguirerments of Public Law (TL) 95-005. This Ei3 is being prepared in coopetation with BLM
and local govemment, Therefore, pursuant to the EIS process, the Army has decided to prepare a
Final EIS, and a Notice of Availability of the Final EXS will be published in the Federal Register.
However, there will not be a Record of Decision (ROD) because the decision to renew the
withdrawal is made by the U.S. Congress and signed into law by the President.

MeGregor Range, located in Otero County, New Mexico, has supported the military
mission of the U.S. Army at Fort Bliss from the 19405 to the present. McGregor Range is
comprised of public lands, which are lands owned by the Federal Govemnment and admvinistered
by the Department of the Interior (DOI) through BLM pursuanit to the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPM4) (PL 94-57%) and other public land laws. At MeGregor Range, the
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public Jauds have been withdrawn from the provisions of various public land laws for military
use. Public lands comprising the range were subsequently withdrawn through Public Land Order
(PLO) 1470 in1957 for a period of twenty years. At that time, the public lands were interspersed
with private ranch holdings that were purchased by the Army and are now owned in fee by the
Army. Portions of McGregor Range were first leased by ranchers to the Army during the 1940s.
The PLO withdrawing McGregor Range expired in 1977, but the legislation required by the
Engle Act of 1958 (43 United States Code [USC] 155) to continue the withdrawal was not
passed until 1986 when Congress enacted the PL 99-606. Throughout the intervening period, the
Army continued its mission on McGreger Range. PL 99-606 renewed the withdrawal for a
period of 15 years, through 2001.

‘We now offer the foliowing coments for your consideration and n preparation of the
Final EIS. These comments are offered to strengthened the Final EIS and to assist Congress in
the legislative rengwal process.

Comments:

EPA recognizes and appreciates the critical role which the McGregor Range plays in the
Army’s mission. Fort Bliss administers, trains and deploys active duty U.S. Army, Army
Natienal Guard , Army Reserves, and other service personnel and units. Periodic exercises
involve ynits from other installations, and from other services and allied nations. Units are
organized, trained, and equipped for national emergency or crisis and overseas deployment.
However, we also acknowledge the need for the Department of Defense and the Atmy to manage
the lands withdrawn for military purposes in a environmentally sensitive manner. The potential
and realized impacts of human intervention in an area requires management procedures that
adapt to changing conditions, evolving regulations, and new information obtained from
monitoring and other sources. Regular coordination with other agencies and the public is one
means to help achigve and effective adaptive management strategy. However within the
framework of the 50 year renewal, it is unclear how this can be effectively achieved. Without
regular disclosure of the scope of activities taking place and public would be prectuded from
actively participaiing in protecting the environment on the range.

Six alternatives have been identified of analysis in the DEIS. These include optiens for
renewal of the withdrawal for all, part, or none of the existing withdrawn land area, The Army
proposgs to apply for a renewal of the lands currently comprising the MacGregor Range
(Alternative 1) for a 50 year period form 2001 to 2051. We are concerned that the proposed 50
vear withdrawal period could effectively eliminate public involverment in future environmental
decision making on the Range. Based on the potential for long-term and significant impact
within the recommended withdrawal of 50 years, we believe that an altemative with a shorter
renewal period, preferably ten years, be evaluated in the Final EIS. .

EPA rates the Draft FIS as EC-2, ( Environmental Concerns and Need for Additional
Information.) We propose that an alternative with a shorter, preferably ten years, be evaluated in

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.

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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the EIS. Our classification will be published in the Federal Register according to our
responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform the public of our views on
proposed Federal actions.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the DEIS. We request that you send our office
two (2) copies of the Final EIS at the same time that it is sent to the Office of Federal Activities,
EPA, 401 M Street S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460.

Sincerely yours,
e _ Robert D. Lawrence, Chief

Office of Planning and Coordination
Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division
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QOFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Post Office Box 642
Albuquerque, New Mexica 87103

JAN 30 B

January 28, 1999

ER 98/700

Dr. Andrew Vliet

Program Manager, McGregor Rengwal

U. 8. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
P. O. Box 6020

Fort Bliss, Texas 79906

Dear Dr, Vliet:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOT) has reviewed the Draft McGrégor Range,

New Mexico Land Withdrawal Renewal Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LDEIS),
United States Army, October 1998. In this regard, the following comments are provided for
your consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

A network for monitoring PM,, emissions similar to the one at Ft. Irwin should be established
on the Range., This network would provide useful current baseline data, If the Heavy
Division Training Center (HDTC) is developed with its greater potential for dust production,
these baseline data can provide the information needed to measure the effects of any mitigation
efforts.

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has worked with Fort Bliss to develop five pre-
scoping alternatives. Public input provided an additional reasonable alternative to designate
the Otero Mesa and the Mouniain Foothills as a Natjonal Conservation Area (NCA). The
designation of Otgro Mesa and the Foothills as an NCA would provide much needed tong-term
protection while still allowing for traditional uses. This alternative was considered in the
LDEIS, however, only in conjunction with Alternatives 3, 4, or 5. Alternative 6 should be
considered in conjunction with all alternatives. A NCA can be compatible with military use,
particularly if the area is used mainly as it is now, as a buffer zone and field training exercise
area.

For alternatives 2 thru 6, where relinquishment of the withdrawal is envisioned, analysis is
based on the premise the Army will refain their fee-owned in-holdings. The range of
alternatives should consider the equally viable scenario in which Army fee-owned in-holdings

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.

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.

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.

JUIWINIO(] ISUOdSIY pue JUIWWO)) dN[qNJ [EMBIPYIAL PUBT ISUBY J03II)IA



G-¢

cont.

Federal Government
United States Department of the Interior

would be Congressionally transferred to BLM along with water rights sufficient to support
grazing and wildlife uses. On lands returned to public ownership, a water right sufficient to
support the existing grazing operation and wildlife must be conveyed to BLM.

In order to accurately assess the impacts of each alternative addressed in the LDEIS, BLM
requested that Fort Bliss develop a scenario for each alternative that describes military uses
likely to occur under that alternative. Future military missions on Fort Bliss are being
addressed in the Mission and Master Plan EIS (MMPEIS), which is incorporated to a certain
extent into the Withdrawal LDEIS. However, the alternatives in the LDEIS do not clearly
delineate the types of military uses which would be allowed to take place or, conversely, the
types of uses which would be restricted from occurring on the Otero Mesa and Mountain
Foothills. This must be remedied in the final document and carried through to legislation.

Alternative 3 is most compatible with the resource values and public use interests. Under
Alternative 3, Otero Mesa and the Mountain Foothills would be returned to public land status
and would be available for unrestricted public use. If Congress selects another alternative,
rewithdrawn land on the Otero Mesa and Mountain Foothills must be available for public use.
Because of the uniqueness of Otero Mesa and the Foothills, this valuable area must be
protected. Hard military use such as track vehicles and other heavy military equipment would
unduly harm the area’s unique values and should never be considered as an option. This area
must not be allowed to become contaminated with unexploded ordnance. The area off the
Otero Mesa, known as the "Tularosa Basin," must be utilized as the primarily military use
area. The withdrawal legislation must restrict the types of military missions which would be
allowable on the Otero Mesa and Mountain Foothills.

The U.S. Air Force has issued their record of decision to establish a bombing range on Otero
Mesa. This LDEIS does not contain a discussion of this situation or how it affects Congress’
decision-making latitude. This LDEIS must contain a description of how the two DOD
agencies will share use of the range and how that combined use will affect public access and
use and other natural resource values.

BLM also requested that the LDEIS alternatives address the utilization of the adjacent White
Sands Missile Range for some of the military activities that cannot be accommodated entirely
within the Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range. More efficient uwtilization of the White
Sands/McGregor Range complex is necessary. This is not addressed in the LDEIS directly,
nor indirectly through incorporation of the MMPEIS, which also does not address the
utilization of other military ranges to accommedate mission requirements.

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.

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.

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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The LDEIS indicates management will continue as per the BLM's Resource Management Plan
for the area and in accordance with the 1990 Memorandum of Understanding between the
BLM and Army. This also must be carried through from the LDEIS into proposed legislation,
It shonld be given the weight of law to ensure continued public access and natural resource
management by the BLM. Incorporation of the MOU into the legislation weuld clearly
delineate management responsibility.

Each alternative assumes a withdrawal term of 50 years. Justification for such a protracted
withdrawal is not included in this LDEIS, but should be provided, The withdrawal term
should be commensurate with the foreseeable uses of the Range, Fort Bliss® MMPEIS
indicates the military planning horizon is usually 20 years. If there is a withdrawal renewat, it
should be commensurate with the military’s planning horizon.

This document aftempts to consider the impact that refurn of presently withdrawn lands to the
public domain would have on land use management under the public land laws. This reaches
beyond the decision scope of the LDEIS and requires speculation on the part of DOD as to
how Congress will act and how DOI would manage the resonrces, Aftempting to perform
such analysis in this document is inappropriate. In the event portions of McGregor Range are
not tewithdrawn, DOT will preceed with the actnal planning, public participation, and
environmental analysis which would result in Jand nse decisions,

The LDEIS also attempts impact analysis of how the BLM may authorize grazing on lands
returned to the public domain, This is specalative and not appropriate. It is not relevant to the
decision to be made and distracts the reader from the primary issue. The grazing authorization
system would be the current bid system and/or one prescribed by Congressional guidance.
Analysis beyond this general scenario is beyond the purpose and scope of the LDEIS. Grazing
authorization is outside of the jurisdiction of the DOD and would be administered by the DOI,
BLM. BLM would authorize grazing under the legal mechanisms available, following
appropriate additional planning and environmental analysis. As such, grazing should be
approached consistent with the approach taken in the LDEIS concerning NCA analysis:

“The establishment of an NCA by Congress is outside the jurisdiction of the
DeD and would be administered by the DOL. This LEIS, the purpose of which
is 1o address the application for military withdrawal, does not address the
impacts of wildemness and NCA designation in detail.”

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

Pages ES-12 and 1-3: Wording has been included concerning the spatial requirements of a
concept or plan feferred to as “Army foree XXI and Army after next.” There is no explanation

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
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14.

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.

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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of what “Army force XXI” or “Army after next" are. If these topics are brought up, especially
as a reason for needing certain attention, they should be explained and described.

Page 2-1, 2.0: Include launch facility in TA 10 in the list of “Future training needs could
affect the level of use . . ."

Page 2-12, Table 2,1-4; Additional FTX sites are listed among the efforts with NEPA
Documentation On-Going or Completed. Is there an ongoing environmental assessment of the
proposed FTX sites other than the MMPEIS? The FTX should be listed as one of the activities
“Under Consideration.” On page 2-13, it is stated the 13.5 square miles are being “evaluated
in separate NEPA documentation , . ." Is this other than the MMPEIS? These relationships
must be described in detail in order to facilitate public understanding.

Page 3.1-3, 3.1.1.2: Omit or reword the last two sentences of this section: “As required
under AR 200-3 . . . . These plans will apply ecosystem management and biodiversity
principals, and comparative property significance criteria, respectively, to prioritize Army
management actions on McGregor Range.” This is incorrect. The MMPEIS correctly states:
“On McGregor Range, the INRMP applies to Army fee-owned land and managing impact of
military missions on withdrawn public land, as specified in the BLM/Army MOU (Appendix
D). The BLM retaing management for public access uses on withdrawn and Army fee-owned
land as enumerated in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), PL 95-606,
and the McGregor Range RMPA (BLM, 1990)." (Page 5.2-6 section 5.2.1.2 of the
MMPEIS.)

Page 3.1-3, Figure 3,1-1; Label the ATACM impact area in TA 25, and depict the proposed
launch facility in TA 10, This will assist with impact analysis.

Page 3.1-6, 3.1.2.2: Add to the U.S, Border Patrol paragraph a description of their drag
roads and fully assess the impacts resultant from this operation.

Page 3.1-7, 3.1.2.2, Water Use: Poor placement of last sentence implies the tesidents of Oro
Grande are obtaining water from earthen tanks.

Page 3.1-19, 3,1.3.2, Grazing: Change to Phillips 1998, In the final, use the exact number
on the prazing permit: 1,725 head of sheep.

Page 3.1-22, 3.1.4, Land Use Compatibility: Should include a discussion of and subsequent
analysis of resultant impacts from the bombing range on Otero Mesa.

Page 3.2-1, 3.2: In the paragraph reading “The ROI considered . . .", clarify whether the
analysis region of influence for airspace includes the airspace to be used in conjunction with
the USAF bombing range on Otero Mesa.

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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Page 3.3-1, 3.3.1: Include Border Patrol Drag Roads. The drag roads were established in
approximately 1995 near the 506 and 54 intersection. See Hart, Jeanie (Aug 1994) Arch
Survey for US Border Parol Drag Roads, Prepared for the US Army Corp of Eng, JTFG6, Ft.
Bliss, TX. According to that report, 586 acres were surveyed on McGregor Range.

Page 3.8-14, 3.8.3.4, Northern Aplomado Falcon: Omit the parenthetical statement *{e.g.
grassiand habitat converted to shrubland due to livestock grazing.)” This statement makes a
sweeping generalization about the effects of livestock grazing without acknowledging that the
causes of vegetation change are often very complex and controversial.

Page 3.9-3, 3.9.3: Historic Landscapes are appropriate for inclusion in this section. They are
a class of cultural resources on McGregor Range along with Prehistoric and Histeric
Archaeological and Architectural Resources.

Page 3.9-8, 3.9.4.3: The information in this section is incomplete. Replace “BLM has
conducted preliminary research . , ." with the following wording and cite Hart 1997: “The
Burean of Land Management recently completed a rural historic landscape National Register
evaluation for a landscape based on Qliver Lee's historic sphere of influence (Hart 1997). The
potential boundary of the historic landscape encompasses McGregor Range."

Hart, Jeanie (November 1997) A Cultural Resources Inventory of Particular Fence Lines,
Pipelines, and Trap Fences on McGregor Range, and Rural Historic Landscape Nation
Register Evaluation. U.S.D.I. BLM Cultural Report 030-97-65.

Page 3.12-2, 3.12.1, Noise: Add information abont the overall noise anticipated from the use
of the Otero Mesa target complex.

Page 4.1-1, 4.1: Considering the “effect that return of lands to the public domain would have
on land use management under the public land laws" reaches beyond the decision scope of this
document and requires speculation on the part of DOD as to how DOI would manage the
resources. It is our opinion that attempting to perform such analysis in this document is
inappropriate. In the event portions of McGregar Range are not rewithdrawn, DOI will
proceed with the actual planning, public participation, and environmental analysis which would
result in land use decisions.

Page 4.1-3, 4.1.1.2: Add wording in parenthesis: “See Access and Realty and Livestock
Grazing below.”

Page 4.1-3, 4.1,1.2, Access and Realty: Include information on restricted access up to 60
hours per week south of 506 on the Mesa due to the USAF target complex.

Page 4.1-6, 4.1.2.1, BLM: Reword: “BLM will continue to use the existing RMPA . . . .
Strike “Alternatively.” The CRMP is a document tiered to the RMP, not a substitute plan.

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 Dofa 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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5

Page 4.1-7 and 4.1-8, 4.1.2.2, Livestock Grazing: Most of this analysis is beyond the scope
of this document and should be deleted for the reasons stated above,

Page 4.1-8, line 44: Add wording on beneficial results of management actions including fire:
“Specific actions are not defined, but are likely to benefit grazing, soil cover, watershed, and
wildlife habitat."

Page 4.1-11, 4,1,3.2, Livestock Grazing: Most of this analysis is beyond the scope of this
document and should be deleted for the reasons stated above.

4.1-18, 4.1.6.2, line 2: Add wording and reword: “Other traditional uses of the land, such as
grazing, will also be included. The NCA has the potential to be managed as a grazing
management showcase.”

Page 4.5-2, Table 4.5-1, Predicted Soil Loss: The units for the soil loss are unclear.
However, if the units of the Fuller equation (Appendix H) are tons/acre/year, then the
predicted wind erosion for the Pintura-Dofia Ana complex, the predominant soil type for the
off-road area (TAB), is 143 tons/acre/year on the maximum disturbed areas. This is more than
28 times the sustainability value of 5 tons/acre/year for the soil type. With these amounts, soil
loss needs to be included in Section 4.5.9, Trreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of
Resources.

Page 4.5-9, Section 4.5.7.2, Soils: Coppice dunes, which show up as vegetative elements in
Temote sensing monitoring, are actually signs of extreme desertification and loss of scil
productivity. Mention should be made of the impact on soils of coppice dune areas on the
Range.

Page 4.6-2, Roving Sands Field Training Exercises: Data are needed to substantiate the
conclusion that fugitive dust (PM,,) emissions are localized and of a short-term duration,
PM,, dust travels great distances under certain wind conditions. The city of El Paso, south of
the Base, is a moderate nonattainment area for PM,, emissions and the prevailing wind
direction for five months of the year is from the north, possibly adding emissions from the
MeGregor Range to the city of El Paso area.

Page 4.6-3, Heavy Division Training Center; Data are needed to support comparisons
between the fugitive dust data at Ft. Irwin and any fugitive dust emissions at the envisioned
HDTC at McGregor Range, The soil surfaces, wind regimes, and vegetation are totally
different for the two areas. Therefore, the conclusion of “insignificant air quality impacts”
based on Ft. Irwin data is not sufficient.

Page 4.6-5, Section 4.6.8, Mitigation: The assumption that the impact of dust production only
occurs during lraining exercises is limited. The loss of vegetative cover (Figure G-3) and the
continual disturbance of the soils cause the surface to become more vulnerable to PM,, dust

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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38.

39.

40.

37. Continued

category. The soil loss from wind on undisturbed land in the
Pintura-Dofia 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.”

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.

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.

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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production (and wind erosion) whenever the wind blows. Mitigation for fugitive dust
production should be addressed in each project-specific National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA) document.

Page 4.8-19, 4.8.5, lines 13-14; Omit sentence “If graring were instituted . . .” This
statement conflicts with an earlier more realistic statement indicating cattle grazing could be
restricted due to UXD contamination.

Page 4.8-23, Table 4.8-4: The conclusion to be drawn from the text is that pending farther
study, the effect of grazing on Aplomado falcon potential habitat should be “unknown” rather
than “negative.”

Page 4.9-24, line 25; Omit “Management responsibility for archacological resources on the
returned Jands would be assumed by the BLM,"” BLM already has management responsibitity
for cultural resources as per the FLPMA.

Appendix G, Page G-8, Section G.5, Comprehensive Landscape Monitoring: Overall, the
deseription of the use of remotely sensed satellite image data to monitor vegetation and land
impact changes in the Fort Bliss area is sound. The following are some comments and
suggestions on the monitoring method:

The Advance Very High Resolution Radiometer (AVHRR) data, with less than 1 km
resolution, 1s more of a global tool—as is mentioned—and therefore not as useful for
monitoring such a localize area, even on a daily basis. A reference on the methodology
of using AVHRR data for soil moisture mapping is needed because there is not yet a
known good satellite image tool to do this on a regional or local scale.

Normalized vegetation index type products usually do not work well in low vegetation
density desert environments {as stated on page G-11), Using calibrated visible bands to
do some of the vepetation change detection, as described in Chavez and MacKinnon,
reference following, should prove to be more successful,

The vse of two Landsat Thematic Mapper (TM) images (1986 vs 1996) to generate a
preliminary change Image map I3 a good start, but 1t is unclear how often 8 TM image
will be used fo monitor changes in the area. At least one or two per year (seasonally
spaced) would provide the best monitoring results.

Continued

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

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.

The sentence has been deleted as recommended.

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.

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

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

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

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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The methodology presented for change detection is to classify the TM images into land
cover types for the given date and then to use these results to do the change detection.
This method could result in errors in the classification process of each date (usvally less
than 90 percent classification accuracy for desert vegetation), showing up as changes on
the ground, Using the actual calibrated images to do change detection and then using
these results as a guide for detailed field investigations could be a better monitoring
method.

References:

Chavez, Pat 8., Jt., and MacKinnon, David J., Automatic detection of vegetation changes in

the Southwestern United States using remotely sensed images, Photogrammetric
Engineering & Remote Sensing, Vol. 60, No. §, May 1994, pp. 571-583.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this LDEIS. We trust the above comments will be of
assistance as you prepare subsequent documentation.

Sincerely,

By Bhaee

Glenn B. Sekavec
Regional Environmental Officer

47. Continued

48.

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.”

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 ftraining 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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At

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
New Mexico State Office
1474 Rodeo Road
P. 0. Box 27115
Santa Fe, New Mexico 875020115

IN REPLY REFER TO:

1780 (230)

December 04, 1998

Dr. Andrew Vliet

Program Manager, McGregor Renewal

U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center
and Fort Bliss

P. O, Box 6020

Fort Bliss, Texas 79906

Dear Dr. Vliet:

The New Mexico Resource Adviscry Council, during it's meeting on
November 20, 1998, discussed and approved the enclosed letter
{Enclosure 1). The letter concerns the Draft Legislative
Environmental Impact Statement for the McGregor Range, New Mexice
Land Withdrawal Renewal, October 1998, prepared by the United
States Army. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Acting Deputy State Director
Division of Resource
Planning, Use and Protectiocn

2 Enclosures
1- Letter (4 pp)
2- cc List
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TN B
. I 1Y
Dr. Andrew Viiet bs

Program Manager, McGregor Renewal

U.S. Amy Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
P.O. Box 6020

Fort Bliss, TX 79906

Dear Dr. Viiet:

The New Mexico Resource Advisory Council (RAC) is a 15 member New Mexico citizens advisory
council appointed to provide advice and recommendations to the Secretary of the Interior through the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), New Mexico State Office. In previous comespondence to you
dated January 9, 1998, we provided scoping comments for review and consideration during
preparation of the Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS) for the renewal of the

McGregor Range military withdrawal.

We recommended the Amy consider six altematives in the LEIS: Five boundary altematives and a sixth
alternative to establish a National Conservation Area (NCA) for the Otero Mesa and Foothills. During
this process, we have been disappointed in the actions and methods of the military in this process and
selection of the proposed action. By making a case only for the proposed action, the military has

devalued the other altematives, public support for those altematives and the entire process.

Regardless of which altemative is chosen, we wish to emphasize the importance of continued public

access to public land. People have a right to use public land, and this right must not be hampered.

The RAC's guiding tenets for McGregor Range were first articulated in a letter dated August 5, 1997, in

response to the Air Force's proposal to establish a bombing range on Otero Mesa:

1. The public has historically used Otero Mesa and the Mountain Foothills for multiple-use.
Otero Mesa holds some of New Mexico's finest examples of native grasslands and finest

antelope herds.
2. The area west of Otero Mesa, known as the “Tularosa Basin” is an appropriate location for
the continued military use including a bombing range. This area is currently used as an impact

area for military munitions for Fort Bliss.

Enclosure 1-1

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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These two tenets continue to guide RAC positions for McGregor Range issues. Conceming the
withdrawal renewal, the RAC supports Altemative 3, which would retum the area known as “Otero
Mesa and the Mountain Foothills” to non-withdrawn pubiic land status. The area west of the Otero
Mesa, known as the “Tularosa Basin” portion of McGregor Range, would continue to be withdrawn for
military use. The Otero Mesa and Mountains Foothills have traditiorally been used for Amy oop
training and as an impact buffer area. The Otero Mesa is not an appropriate location for the Air
Force's bombing range or any future hard military use or impact areas. By contrast, the Tularosa Basin
is much better suited for such use as it histosdcally has been an impact area with unexploded ordnance

and closed ta public use.

It is our understanding that the Withdrawal renewal decision will be made by Congress. As such, the
RAC asserts that for whatever altemative selected by Congress, the resultant legisfation must ansure the
historic use pattern of McGregor Range, including guaranteed substantive public use and protection of

the natural landscape of the Ctero Mesa and Mountain Foothills,

The LEIS states that all re-withdrawn lands would continue under management as per the White Sands
Resource Area Resource Managernent Plan (RMP} and the Memorandum of Understanding (MOL)). To
ensure this happens, the essential parts of the RMP and MOU should be incorporated tnto renewal
legislation, The legislation shouid clearty delineate management responsibility as per the RMP and
MO, The legistation should use the RMP and MOU as a template, and should address Land Use;
Minerals; Scff, Water, and Alr; Yegetation; Livestock Grazing; Wildlife; Recreation; Visual Resources;

Wildemess; Cultural Resources; and Fire Maragement.

In addition, part of the military respensibility is to act as good land stewards. Part of that responsibility
is to cleanup debris as a result of military activity. It is imperative that such items be cleaned up as it
oceurs rather than waiting for years of accumulation. The military should devefop a 15-year aggressive

cleanup plan for McCregar Range.

Enclosure 1-2

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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We are concermed about the S0-year withdrawal renewal timeframe proposed by the Army, and
believe that is too long. The current withdrawal was for 15 years. Extending the withdrawal for over
three times that duration is excessive. The withdrawal certainly should not exceed the foreseeable uses
by the military. The draft Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement indicates the military planning horizon s usually 20 years, but that even the period beyond

& vears is highly speculative. If there is a withdrawal renewal, it should be for 15 years.

In summary, the RAC supports Altemative 3 because it unequivocally ensures continued public use of
the Otero Mesa/Mountain Foothills while providing the Army with an exclusive use area to fulfill its
training mission requirements. IF Congress selects a different altemative, the legislation should be

specific and used as a mechanism to fulfill these objectives and delineate management responsibilities.

Sinceraly,

Approved on 11/20/98 at the New Mexico Resource Advisory Council meeting in Las Cruces, New
Mexico by all. cument members present as follows:
Group 1°

Nancy Clopton

Joseph Quintana

Joe Romero

Buddy Shaw

Marvin Lee Watts
Croup 2™

Gregory Green

Phillerore Howard

Bob Nordstrum

Sanford Schemniz

Steve West
Group 3

Danny Charlie

Celestino Gachupin

Kenneth Heil

Dan Lopez
Enclosure 1-3

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 vyears.
Together, these regulatory requirements, policies, and
procedures will ensure opportunities for both public and
agency input into the future.
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* Group 1.

rk

* kK

Holder of Federal grazing permit/lease,
transportation/rights of way, developed outdoor recreation,
off-highway vehicle user, commercial recreation activity,
commercial timber industry, ensrgy/mineral development;

Group 2.

national/regicnal envircnmental organization, resource
conservation group, dispersed recreational activity,
archeological or historical interest, national/regicnal wild
horse/burre groups; and

Group 3.

holder of state/county/leocal elected office, State agency
employee in field of natural resource/land/water, Indian
tribes, academiclians of natural resource/science,

public-at-large,

Enclosure 1-4
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Jerry W. Sandel

NM House of Representatives
716 Rosa St.

Farmington, NM 87401

Ray Begaye

NM House of Representatives
Box 609

Shiprock, NM 87420

P. David Vickers

NM House of Representatives
41 Sands Loop

Los Lunas, NM 87031

Henry Kiki Saavedra

NM House of Representatives
2838 2 SW

Albuguerque, NM 87102

Daniel P. Silva

NM House of Representatives
1323 Canyon Trail SW
Albuquerque, NM 87121

Joe Nestor Chavez

NM House of Representatives
1116 Atrisco Dr. NW
Albuquerque, NM 87105

Sheryl M. Williams

NM House of Representatives
Box 27165

Albuquerque, NM 87125

Ron Godbey

NM House of Representatives
Box 1002

Cedar Crest, NM 87008

Danice R. Picraux

NM House of Representatives
4308 Ave. La Resolana, NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Joseph P. Mohorovic

NM House of Representatives
13224 Candelaria NE
Albuquerque, NM 87112

Thomas C. Taylor

NM House of Representatives
5909 Rinconada

Farmington, NM 87401

R. David Pederson

NM House of Representatives
Box 1712

Gallup, NM 87305

Fred Luna

NM House of Representatives
1651 Los Lentes NE

Los Lunas, NM 87031

Rick Miera

NM House of Representatives
1011 Forrester NW
Albuquerque, NM 87102

Miguel P. Garcia

NM House of Representatives
1118 La Font Rd. SW
Albuguerque, NM 87105

Edward C. Sandoval

NM House of Representatives
5102 12" St. NW
Albuquerque, NM 87107

Ted Hobbs

NM House of Representatives
1415 Catron Ave. SE
Albuquerque, NM 87123

Robert Burpo

NM House of Representatives
10101 Anaheim Ave. NE
Albuquerque, NM 87122

Art Hawkins

NM House of Representatives
7701 Winter NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Timothy E. Macko

NM House of Representatives
4628 Rainbow St. NW
Albuquerque, NM 87114

Sandra L. Townsend

NM House of Representatives
Box 1292

Farmington, NM 87401

George J. Hanosh

NM House of Representatives
Box 1299

Grants, NM 87020

Leo C. Watchman, Jr.

NM House of Representatives
Box 1278

Navajo, NM 87328

James G. Taylor

NM House of Representatives
3909 Camino Del Valle SW
Albuquerque, NM 87105

Raymond G. Sanchez

NM House of Representatives
Box 1966

Albuquerque, NM 87103

Gail C. Beam

NM House of Representatives
425 Aliso Drive NE
Albuquerque, NM 87108

Mimi Stewart

NM House of Representatives
313 Moon NE

Albuquerque, NM 87123

George D. Buffett

NM House of Representatives
8212 Harwood NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Lorenzo A. Larranaga

NM House of Representatives
7716 Lamplight NE
Albuquerque, NM 87109

Pauline K. Gubbels

NM House of Representatives
2818 Las Cruces, NE
Albuquerque, NM 87110

Loiefo? a-1
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Joseph M. Thompson

NM House of Representatives
Box 22082

Albuquerque, NM 87111

Mary Helen Garcia

NM House of Representatives
5271 S. Highway 28

Las Cruces, NM 88005

J. “Andy” Kissner

NM House of Representatives
3245 E. University Ave.

Las Cruces, NM 88011

Nick L. Salazar

NM House of Representatives
Box 1076

San Juan Pueblo, NM 87566

Jeannette Wallace

NM House of Representatives
1913 Spruce

Los Alamos, NM 87544

Ben Lagan

NM House of Representatives
Rt. 1 Box 102

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Don Tripp

NM House of Representatives
Box 1369

Socorro, NM 87801

Delores C. Wright

NM House of Representatives
150 West Lisa

Chaparral, NM 88021

John A. Heaton

NM House of Representatives
102 S. Canyon

Carlsbad, NM 88220

Dara A. Dana

NM House of Representatives
6574 Cherokee Rd.

Dexter, NM 88230

Dona G. Irwin

NM House of Representatives
420 8. Slate

Deming, NM 88030

Benjamin B. Rios

NM House of Representatives
233 S. San Pedro St.

Las Cruces, NM 88001

F. Dianne Hamilton

NM House of Representatives
4132 N. Gold St.

Silver City, NM 88061

Debbie A. Rodella

NM House of Representatives
Box 1074

San Juan Pueblo, NM 87566

Judy Vanderstar Russell

NM House of Representatives
4104 La Colorada Ct.

Rio Rancho, NM 87124

Max Coll

NM House of Representatives
Rt. 9, Box 72-F

Santa Fe, NM 87505

Rhonda King

NM House of Representatives
Box 103

Stanley, NM 87056

Terry T. Marquardt

NM House of Representatives
903 New York Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

W.C. “Dub” Williams

NM House of Representatives
HC66, Box 10

Glencoe, NM 88324

David M. Parsons

NM House of Representatives
607 Golondrina

Roswell, NM 88201

J. Paul Taylor

NM House of Representatives
Box 133

Mesilla, Nm 88046

E.G. Smokey Blanton

NM House of Representatives
8005 N. Dona Ana Rd.

Dona Ana, NM 88005

Manue! Herrera

NM House Representatives
105 N. Cactus

Bayard, NM 88023

Roberto J. Gonzales

NM House of Representatives
Box 6193

Taos, NM 87571

Patsy Trujillo Knauer

NM House Representatives
Box 15532

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Luciano “Lucky” Varela

NM House of Representatives
1709 Callejon Zenaida

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Gloria C. Vaughn

NM House of Representatives
503 16® St.

Alamogordo, NM 88310

Joe M. Stell

NM House of Representatives
22 Colwell Ranch Rd.
Carlsbad, NM 88220

Daniel R. Foley

NM House of Representatives
806 Deborah Drive

Roswell, NM 88201

Lisa L. Lutz

NM House of Representatives
1620 Borealis Ave. SE

Rio Rancho, NM 87124

-

Loeenre 7.2
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Donald L. Whitaker

NM House of Representatives
Box 556

Eunice, NM 88231

Anna Marie Crook

NM House of Representatives
1041 Fairway

Clovis, NM 88101

Bopbbie K. Mallory

NM Honsc of Representatives
10228 St. Highway 104
Tucumeari, NM 83401

Richard D. Vigil

NM House of Representatives
Box 456

Ribera, NM 87560

Tom Ldall

Ph. 982-7078 Fax 982-6185

Bue to recent efections. address is noi
avuilable .

Honorable Joe Skeen

\U.S. Housc of Representatives
2362 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20310-3102

Stevan E. Pierce

NM House of Representatives
2009 N. McKinley

Hobhs, NM 88240

James Roger Madalena

NM House of Representalives
Box 255

Jemez Puehlo, NM 87024

Jose R. Abeyta

NM House of Representatives
Box 147

Wagon Mound. NM 87752

Honorable Kathleen McGinty
Council on Environmental Quality
722 Jackson Place, NW
Washington, DC 20503

Honerable Pete Domenici
U.S. Senalor

SH-328 Senate Office Bldg,
Washington, DC 20510-3101

Honorable Heather Wilson
U.S. House of Representatives
226 Cannon Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510-3101

Mario Urioste

NM House of Representatives
2105 E. Brady

Clovis, NM 88101

Earlene Roberts
NM House of Representatives

Box 39

Lovington, NM 88260

W. Ken Martinsz
NM House of Representatives

Box 10

Grants, NM 87020

Honorable Gary fohnson
Governor of New Mexico
417 State Capitol

Santa Fe, NM 87503

Honorable Jeff Bingaman

U.S. Senator

SH-703 Hart Seante Office Bldg.
Wastiington, DC 20510-3102
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Walter D. Bradley
Lt. Governor

417 State Capitol
Santa Fe, NM 87503

Manny M. Aragen

NM State Senator
Drawer 2

Albuguerque, NM 87103

Joseph J. Carrarc

NM State Senator

10216 Carraro Place NW
Albuguerque, NM 87114

Dianna J. Duran
NM State Senator
909 Eighth Street
Tularosa, NM 88352

Joseph A. Fidel
NM State Senator
Box 968

Grants, NM 87020

Phil A. Griego

NM State Senator
Box 10

San Jose, NM 87565

Timothy %. Jennings
NM State Senator
Box 1797

Roswell, NM 88202

Carroll H. Leavell
NM State Senator
Drawer D

Jal, BM 88252

Fernando R. Macias
NM State Senator
Box 1155

Mesilla, NM 88046

Billy J. McKibben
NM State Senator
505 East Alteo
Hobbs, NM 88240

Rod Adair

NM State Senator
Box 96]

Roswell, MM 88202

Mark L. Beitano

NM State Senator

41¢8 Asper Ct. NE
Albugquerque, NM 87111

Carlos R. Cisneros
NM State Senator
Box 1129

Questa, NM 87556

Pauline B. Eisenstadt
NM State Senator

Box 638

Corrales, NM 87048

Mary Jane M. Garcia
¥M State Senator
Box 22

Dona Ana, NM 88032

Gloria Howes

NM State Senator
1515 Monterey
Gallup, NM 87301

Don Ridd

NM State Senator
Box 1358

Carlsbad, NM 88221

Linda M. Lopez

NM State Senator

9132 Suncrest sW
Albuguerque, NM 87121

Roman M. Maes III
NM State Senator

402 Graham Avenue
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Cisco McSorley

NM State Senator

401 Tulane NE
Albuquerque, MM 87106

Ben D, Altamiranc

NM State Senator

1123 Santa Rita St.
Silver city, NM 88061

Pete Campos

NM State Senator
500 Raynolds Ave.
Las Vegas, NM 87701

William F. Davis

NM State Senator

Box 6

Albuguerque, NM 87103

Dede Feldman

NM State Senator

1821 Meadowview Dr. NW
Albuquerque, NM 87104

Ramsey L. Gerham
NM State Senator
805 Salamanca NW
Albuguerque, NM 87107

Stuart Ingle

NM State Senator

2106 W, University Drive
Portales, NM 88130

Raymond L. Kysar
NM State Senator
300 W, Arrington, 100
Farmington, NM 87401

Patrick H. Lyons
¥M State Senator
Ima Rt. Box 26

Cuerva, NM 88417

Phillip J. Maloof

¥M State Senator

119 Industrial Ave. NE
Albuguergue, NM 87107

Cynthia Nava

¥M State Senater
3002 Broadmoor

Las Cruces, NM 88001
K 2 Poe e
Lot = ;
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William H. Payne

NM State Senator

Box 14823
Albuguergue, NM 87191

Shannon Robinson

NM State Senator

716 Indiana SE
Albuguergue, NM B7108

Richard M. Romero

NM State Senator

307 Silver SW
Albugquergue, NM 87102

R.L. Stockard

NM State Senator
Box 1364

Bloomfield, NM 87413

Sue F. Wilson

NM State Senator

812 Sagebrush Ct. SE
Albuguerque, NM §7123

John Pinto

NM State Senator
Box 163

Tohatchi, NM 87325

Arthur H. Rodarte

NM State Senator

Box 132

0Ojo Caliente, NM 87549

Michael S. Sanchez
KM State Senator
03 Bunton Read
Belen, NM 87002

Lecnard Tsosie

NM State Senator

Box 1003

Crownpoint, NM 87313

Leonard Lee Rawson
NM State Senator

Box 996

Las Cruces, NM BB8004

Nancy Rodriguez

NM State Senator

1838 Camino La Canada
Santa Fe, NM B75C1

John Arthur Smith
NM State Senator

Box 998

Deming, MM 88031

L. Skip Vernen

NM State Senator

Box 3827

Albugquergque, NM 87110
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PEFARTMENT QF THE AR FQRCE
WASHINGTON D¢
Office 3 The Axsistant Secrotuy
§FE3 gl
MEMORANDUY FOR DASAESOHY
FROM: SAFMIQ

SUBIECT: .AdrForce Commenis on McG_mgor Range LETS

W bave reviewed the draft Legiflrive Brvironmental mpast Statements (LFIS) oo
reoews] of the withdmwal of McGregor Range. This range is vital 1o USAF and Germetr AT
Fores {GAF) traring and cormbet readiness.

Based on our teview of the documet, it appears tha altemmtives three thivuk s have
significars adverse impacts © the USAF and GAF, 25 Otera Mesz. (locarad within MoGtegor
Range) woald tetwn 1o the miblic. Howeaver, the LEIS does not adequately refect these potentiat
impacts.

The Record of Degisian (ROD) {or the GAF B1S ideanfies Otora Mesq as te #te for
corstruction of £ new target corplex for air-to-ground waining. Crera Meza will support the
ractical wmining for a total 0742 GAF Tomado aircrat, a palitically aud exonomically important
irtiagve. Raturming (ters Mess to the public vwill seriously impass our trainne, combat
reatiness, and Geaman/US relations. OQur detalled sonsmeres are anached,

TFywa have any questons oo our commenls, my point of comtae is Maj Jim Mis,
DEN; 223-7548; e-mail; JamesW Milli) pertagenafion]

Tl

$iccais, m
Depriy Asgistare Ssorstary
of the Ak Forre
(Eovironunent, Safety und
Ocrpational Health)

Astachments.
Drtailed Coraments

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
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62
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AIR FORCE COMMENTS
OX

MCGREGOR RANCE
LEGISLATIVE ERVIRONVIENTAL IMPACY STATEMENT (LETS)

1. Geoeral comment: TheLE!Sdoesm*imazypﬁmanemepersamdassg:wdeon

Bliss. TheGenmAn‘I’orcc(GﬁF)hasthm*dﬂanbtmﬂstb&thavtbemmphceatf‘othss

for several decades. The first is the German Armmed Forces Comrmand for USA/Canada. This unit
mwmmdedhyaGAFBngad:emeeml The second uait is the GAF missile schoal. The third
is the GAF Parriot Office. The total mimber of GAF pecsorme pevmanently assigned to Fort Bliss
15240, The LELS ouly refers to forcign contingents prrforming temparary duty at Fort Bliss

2. Page2-1, line 40 Repiace " .the USAF is proposing 20 expand GAF cperations ar HAFB,
New Mexico. ™ with “._the USAF is.expanding GAF operations at HAFR, New Medeo.”

3. Page2-12, Table 2.1-4, First Buller Defete bullet and replace with, "Consiraction of s tactical
target complex on (nero Mesz,”

4. Page4-3, line 38-39, This secticn swmircs that milizary activities at HAFB have the potertial for
causing curnulative effects on MeGregor Range without refeyercing the ressoning, Recommend
deleting the statement uniess a clear explanation cag be provided.

5. Page 4.6-2, lires 38-42. This is an obsolete peragraph. We are expanding the GAF operations
at Holloman, We saggest the paragraph be replaced with: "USAFR Expansion of GAP
Operations at HAFB. The expansion  of GAF operations ar HAFB, NM, through the beddown
of an additicaal 30 Tomade aircraft, is one of the most semkHcet fture mission acrivities with a
potential to jmpact air quality at McGregor Range. The sxpansion includes the estabBshment of 2
new aif-to-ground tactical target complex on McGregor Range o be usad for maining by USAF
and GAF airerews,”

6. Page 4.12-1, lines 44-45. Delete first sentence. We are already expanding GAF operations a
Holloman,

7. Page 6-1, line 9. Shouldnt the UTSAT be ksted in this scerion?
2. Page ES-7, Enes 12-13. The initial stavement of this parzgraph is somewtat incomplete, in that
mot only wodld Alternative | allow the Army to contine its current air defenss wairing, Tt would

also allow the USAF and GAF 1o continue the military training associated with the new targss
camplex (NTC) to be constrocted ca West Otera Mess.

Capt Cabala/TLEVP/E04-0565/5 Jan 59

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 435" 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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66

67

68

69

70
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Federal Government
United States Air Force

5. Page ES-7 bnes 36.37 The statemen: “Alergatives 1,2, 3,4, and 6 would net affect airspace
mearma.uagmemintthcgionannﬂu:nce{ROI)“dcesmtappwtobemnmv&r.hmpect
to 2irspace use. If Alternatives 3, 4, 5, or § ware selected, the USAF and GAF wonld not have
aLCess 19 Wcﬂﬂthﬁa,wuu]ﬁnathcahi:tnbm]dth:hTC mdwmﬁdbepmm'bnedﬁ‘om
traiming on the Mesa,

10, Page ES-12 Milirary Mission Consequences, This discussion totally ignores the military
mission comsequenices of the proposed action and altexmatives on the USAY and GAF, We
recognize this is an Ay range and eovironmental analysis; neverthedess, the impacts of the
proposad action and alternatives apply to all military users of the range. The document should
accurately and completely reflect those impacta. This comment spplies ot only to the Executive
Summary, but to the entirs document,

11. Papge 1-9 and 1-10, Rc&rmtojmmm:gmdamedmmumgthcrmgc:smade,m
no mention of USAF and GAF yse of the NTC and West Otera Mesa is made. Although the NTC
myettobehnlt.md:vﬂommwﬂnmmmcnwqumhmmdam;prMm
acaurate picture of the use of the mnge,

12. Page4.1-7, para4.1.22. No mention is made of the USAF and GAF use of the West Oterz
Mesz in this discussion. The concern is that an incomplete and inaccurate description is presented.

I3. Page4.1-10, para 4132 (alsopara4.] 4.2 -4.1.62)) All the "Effects on Land Use and
Land Users of McGregor Range” paragraphs in chapter 4 need to give an accurate peraayal of
the real impacts to the USAF and GAF. Simply stating that operations by the USAF on Otera
Mesa would net ccour does not provids the decision-maleer the real impact.

14. Page 4.1-15, para 4.1 /7., Cumulative Impacts, Lines 20-22. This seqtence s inaccueate, For
altematives 3-6, it would gppear the effect on land use and land users would be substantially
different than under alternative 1 or 2. The USAF and GAF training missions (land users of
McGregor Ranee) would be substantialy curtaited, for exzmple, under alteratives 3-8, and under
ahemnatives S and G, land use would be drastically different than undar any of the other
alternatives for virtually any land user. This senience does mot agree with teble 2.7.2.

15, Pages42-1and 4.2-2, parn 4.2.2 - 4.2.6. (Airspace — Alternatives 3-8), The comments in
each of these discussions {that the alternarive would not affect airspace use) appears 10 be
inacourzte, as the UUSAF and GAF use of the airspace would be drastically curtatled if the USAF
and GAF could not se the NTC on the Oterd Mesa.

18, Page 4.2-2, para 4.2.7, Cumuletive-Impacts, lines 33-39. The Tatwanese Air Force Traimang
Program at Holloman AFB was deactivated several years ago, so this information s outdated, and
should be removed.

17. Pages 6-2 - 6-5, pats 6.4, Persors Consalted. This list sppears 1o be missing USAF contacts

made. Surely more than otie telcpboae call to an Air Force contractor was made (Mr. Witkam
Wuest).

Capt CabalaMl EVP/S04-0565/5 T $9

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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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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White Sands Missile Agency

From: Andreoli, Robert
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 1999 7:46 AM

To:

ViietA

Subject: FW: Response to MeGregor Land Withdrawal LEIS

Andy- This is our only comment. Bob

1.

Reference: MCGREGOR RANGE, NEW MEXICO LAND WITHDRAWAL RENEWAL
LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (LEIS); Section 4.13, Safety;
Subparagraph 4.13.1 Alternative 1; Second paragraph page 4.13-2.

With regard to the statement made, Reference paragraph 1above, the need to comment on
the ATACMS firing, from Ft. Wingate, NM is pertinent with regard to establishing an
ATAGMS impact area on McGregor Range, NM. However, since WSMR is the lead range
for conducting ATACMS firings from Ft. Winagte, NM, and has the responsibility for
ensuring the safety of the public for overflights from Ft. Wingate, NM , your comment
regarding major safety concerns, is inappropriate and irrelevant . To quote from the
Reference paragraph 1 above " One initiative by WSMR with the potential to create major
safety concerns, involves the proposal to launch an ATACMS from Fort Wingate, New
Mexico, to impact on McGregor Range.” ATACMS firings from Ft. Wingate, NM were
addressed in the WSMR Extended Range EIS and approved by a Record of
Decision(ROD), 1994. ATACMS safety issuies were appropriately addressed in this EIS,
and since, ATACMS has safely and successfully conducted firings from Ft. Wingate, NM
onto WSMR. Please note that the WSMR Extended Range EIS ROD, ATACMS safety
approval, and safe conduct of an ATACMS firing from Ft. Wingate, NM, all occurred prior to
the publication of your LEIS.

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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