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READER’S GUIDE  
 
 The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
has prepared the McGregor Range Resource 
Management Plan Amendment and 
Environmental Impact Statement (RMPA/EIS) 
to address the management of public land within 
the boundaries of McGregor Range in southern 
Otero County, New Mexico. Upon approval, the 
RMPA would amend BLM’s 1986 White Sands 
Resource Management Plan and replace BLM’s 
1990 RMPA for McGregor Range. A Draft 
RMPA/EIS was published in January 2005.This 
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS considers and 
responds to public comments on the adequacy of 
the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

 The full text of the Draft RMPA/EIS has not 
been reproduced in this document. In accordance 
with the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations (40 CFR 1503.9), when possible it is 
prudent to produce final environmental impact 
statements that document the public review and 
are formatted to contain the comments on the 
draft, responses to those comments, and 
substantive changes to the draft rather than 
rewriting and reprinting the draft. Therefore, this 
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS should be reviewed 
in conjunction with the Draft RMPA/EIS for a 
full understanding of the planning process and 
environmental analysis. Copies of the Draft 
RMPA/EIS are available for review at the BLM 
Las Cruces District Office. 

Draft RMPA/EIS 

 The Draft RMPA/EIS provides descriptions 
of  (1) the alternative plans that were evaluated 
for managing public land within the boundaries 
of McGregor Range; (2) the existing 
environment of McGregor Range, and (3) the 
environmental consequences of implementing 
each of the alternative plans. The Draft 
RMPA/EIS contains five chapters, six 
appendices and other reference materials 
including bibliographic references, list of 
preparers and contributors, list of acronyms, 
glossary, and index. 

 Subsequent to the publication of the Draft 
RMPA/EIS, a public review period ensued. 
Written comments on the adequacy of the Draft 
RMPA/EIS were received from agencies and 
individuals. Two public hearings also were held; 
however, no oral comments were presented. 

Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 

 This document includes a summary of the 
planning process and its results, the public 
comments received on the adequacy of the Draft 
RMPA/EIS and BLM’s responses to those 
comments (Chapter 1.0), and a list of addenda or 
corrections to the Draft RMPA/EIS (Chapter 
2.0).  

 Copies of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS 
have been sent to all agencies with relevant 
jurisdiction or authority associated with the 
McGregor Range Planning Area, and to 
organizations and individuals that have 
requested a copy.



SSSSSUMMARYUMMARYUMMARYUMMARYUMMARY
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SUMMARY 
 
 The Las Cruces District Office of the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has 
prepared this Resource Management Plan 
Amendment (RMPA) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) to address the management of 
public land within the boundaries of McGregor 
Range in southern Otero County, New Mexico 
(see map on page S-3). The RMPA will amend 
BLM’s 1986 White Sands Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and replace BLM’s 
1990 RMPA for McGregor Range. When 
approved, the RMPA would be implemented for 
as long as it is considered adequate to manage 
the resources, resource uses, and programs on 
McGregor Range.  

 Military use has occurred on McGregor 
Range since the 1940s. In 1957, public land 
administered by the BLM was withdrawn from 
the public domain for use by the military for a 
period of 10 years (Public Land Order 1470); 
this status was renewed for an additional 10 
years in 1967. In 1976, the U.S. Army submitted 
an application for renewal of the withdrawal 
under the provisions of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (Public 
Law [PL] 94-579) and the Engle Act (PL 85-
337). Approximately 608,385 acres were later 
made available to the U.S. Army for training and 
weapons testing through the Military Lands 
Withdrawal Act of 1986 (PL 99-606), which 
expired in 2001. In 1999, Congress passed the 
Military Lands Withdrawal Act (PL 106-65), 
which withdrew large tracts of public land, 
including McGregor Range, for military 
purposes. Today, the status of lands within 
McGregor Range is a mix of land owned-in-fee 
by the U.S. Army (approximately 10 percent), 
Federal land administered by the Department of 
Agriculture through the U.S. Forest Service 
(approximately 3 percent), and public land 
administered by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior through the BLM (approximately 87 
percent). 

 When the withdrawal of McGregor Range 
was renewed in 1999, PL 106-65 also directed 
BLM to manage withdrawn public land within 
McGregor Range under FLPMA and to develop 

a management plan. In addition to the legislative 
requirement to prepare an RMPA for McGregor 
Range, ongoing military training has changed 
land uses on portions of the range and BLM has 
updated resource management guidelines and/or 
requirements since the previous RMPA. 
Therefore, BLM must update the 1990 RMPA to 
comply with PL 106-65 and address new uses 
and resource management guidelines and/or 
requirements on McGregor Range. Recognizing 
the land use restrictions necessary to 
accommodate military uses, BLM’s 
management actions on this withdrawn public 
land must nevertheless remain consistent with 
the principles of multiple use and sustained yield 
as directed by FLPMA. 

 The planning process to update the RMP 
was initiated in May 2001 with the scoping 
phase, which included public meetings, the 
distribution of newsletters, and other activities to 
identify issues early in the analysis. The results 
of scoping are documented in the Scoping 
Report dated August 2001. A Management 
Situation Analysis (MSA) was prepared to 
compile available resource data and analyze the 
opportunities for modifying the existing 
management of McGregor Range. The MSA 
was finalized in January 2004. Alternatives that 
were evaluated in the Draft RMPA/EIS were 
derived from the MSA analysis, broad objectives 
(or desired future conditions) that were 
established for each resource or resource use, 
and the issues and concerns that were identified 
throughout scoping and the planning process.  

 The Draft RMPA/EIS, issued in January 
2005, provides an explanation of continuing 
management guidance and a description of the 
alternative management strategies analyzed 
(Chapter 2.0); provides a characterization of the 
existing environment (Chapter 3.0); provides the 
analysis of potential impacts that would result 
from each alternative, and cumulative impacts 
that also consider past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions (Chapter 4.0); and 
provides a description of the agency 
coordination and public participation conducted 
as part of the planning process (Chapter 5.0).  
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ALTERNATIVES 

 Four alternatives were considered in the 
Draft RMPA/EIS. Under the No-Action 
Alternative, management decisions and guidance 
would continue as directed in the 1986 RMP and 
1990 RMPA. Alternatives A, B, and C provided 
a range of management options representing 
varying levels of emphasis on resource use and 
production or conservation, protection, and 
enhancement of natural and cultural resources. 
These are summarized in Table 2-2 beginning on 
page 2-29 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. 

 Several alternatives were considered but 
eliminated from detailed analysis. First, BLM 
considered designating an area of critical 
environmental concern (ACEC) for black-tailed 
prairie dogs. The proposed Black-tailed Prairie 
Dog ACEC met the criteria for relevance and 
importance. However, the BLM determined that 
the area does not require special management on 
McGregor Range to avoid adverse effects to 
black-tailed prairie dog habitat. Although 
disease has been identified as the most likely 
factor that may be limiting black-tailed prairie 
dog populations, BLM also recognizes that 
surface management actions may have a very 
significant effect on local populations on 
McGregor Range. Therefore, general 
management guidance and best management 
practices were established for all BLM-
permitted surface management activities 
designed to avoid adverse impacts to special 
status species habitats. Best management 
practices limit surface disturbance within 0.25 
mile of occupied special status species habitat, 
including black-tailed prairie dog colonies. 
Research, monitoring, and other conservation 
planning activities will continue on McGregor 
Range regardless of the ACEC designation.  

 Second, several ACECs for cultural 
resources were proposed. However, only those 
cultural resources on public land that met the 
criteria for relevance and importance and 
required special management were carried 
forward in the alternatives considered. 

 Finally, additional utility corridors were 
considered for designation. However, some of 

these alternatives potentially were incompatible 
with military activities on McGregor Range. 
Some of the corridor options were refined and 
incorporated, as appropriate, into the alternatives 
that are considered in the Draft RMPA/EIS. 
Other segments or corridors were eliminated 
from further analysis. 

 The alternatives that were considered and 
analyzed are detailed in Chapter 2 of the Draft 
RMPA/EIS. Overall, the alternatives may be 
distinguished generally as follows: 

• The No-Action Alternative represents the 
continuation of existing management plans, 
policies, and decisions as established in the 
1990 RMPA for McGregor Range. 

• Alternative A represents a balance of 
resource use and conservation (hereafter 
referred to as the Proposed RMPA). 

• Alternative B emphasizes resource use and 
production. 

• Alternative C represents an emphasis on the 
conservation, protection, and enhancement 
of natural and cultural resources. 

The major issues addressed in the 
alternatives include rights-of-way, priority 
watershed and habitat management, vegetative 
sale areas, ACECs, livestock grazing, and 
recreation. The alternatives identified right-of-
way exclusion and avoidance areas for the first 
time on McGregor Range, with the Proposed 
RMPA identifying exclusion areas and 
Alternative C identifying both exclusion and 
avoidance areas. No exclusion or avoidance 
areas were identified under Alternative B or the 
No-Action Alternative. Utility corridors also 
were identified for the first time on McGregor 
Range, with two corridors identified under the 
Proposed RMPA, and three identified under 
Alternative B. No utility corridors would be 
established under Alternative C or the No-
Action Alternative. 

 The need for watershed management plans 
was identified in the 1990 RMPA; however, 
because these plans were not developed during 
the life of the 1990 RMPA, BLM recognized the 
need to reprioritize efforts with regard to 
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watershed management. The strategy for 
watershed management presented in the  

Proposed RMPA and Alternative C focused on 
areas BLM identified on McGregor Range that 
are most in need of management actions to 
reduce erosion. Alternative B did not include 
development of a watershed management plan 
or priority areas. Under the No-Action 
Alternative, watershed management plans would 
be developed as planned in the 1990 RMPA. 

The No-Action Alternative has several activities 
related to habitat management. As with 
watershed management, many of these activities 
were not implemented during the life of the 
1990 RMPA, necessitating a change in focus for 
habitat management. The Proposed RMPA 
proposes two habitat management plans (HMPs) 
that encompass a large part of McGregor 
Range—one for the management of the 
Sacramento Mountains foothills habitat and one 
for the grassland habitat. Alternative C allowed 
for development of the same HMPs, but they 
would include larger areas, while Alternative B 
allowed for management of wildlife habitat 
without development of HMPs. 

 Sale of vegetative material historically has 
been allowed on McGregor Range; however, 
changes in the military mission have 
necessitated changes in the areas designated for 
vegetative sales. Since the 1990 RMPA, 
Centennial Range has been developed as a 
military impact area, and areas of Centennial 
Range and the Class C Bombing Range are 
within areas designated in 1990 for vegetative 
sales. Because vegetative sales cannot occur in 
military impact areas, the Proposed RMPA does 
not identify these areas as available for 
vegetative sales. Alternative B increased the size 
of the vegetative sale areas to allow the potential 
for increased use of the vegetative resource 
(excluding military impact areas). In order to 
provide increased protection for vegetation 
resources, vegetative sales would not occur 
under Alternative C. 

 BLM also has proposed several changes in 
the management of ACECs. Under the No-

Action Alternative, there is one ACEC—the 
Black Grama Grassland ACEC. This ACEC 
would be maintained under all alternatives 
except Alternative B, where this designation was 
eliminated. In addition, the Proposed RMPA and 
Alternative C proposed designating the 
Escondida Site as an ACEC, and Alternative C 
proposed two additional ACECs—one for 
historic and one for prehistoric cultural 
resources.  

 Although varying degrees of management 
were proposed under each alternative for 
livestock grazing and recreation, the most 
substantive changes in management would occur 
under Alternative C. In order to provide 
increased resource protection, livestock grazing 
and recreation would not be allowed on 
McGregor Range under Alternative C. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 To document the existing conditions on 
McGregor Range and establish a baseline for 
evaluating potential impacts, the current 
conditions of resources and land uses are 
described in Chapter 3 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. 
Most information was gathered from existing 
data maintained by the BLM. The discussion is 
organized by resource, resource use, and related 
issues, and includes the following sections: 

• Lands and Realty 
• Transportation and Access 
• Geology, Mineral and Energy Resources 
• Soils, Water, and Watershed Management 
• Air Quality 
• Vegetation 
• Wildlife 
• Special Status Species 
• Livestock Grazing 
• Fire Management 
• Hazardous Materials 
• Cultural Resources 
• Paleontological Resources 
• Recreation 
• Visual Resources 
• Special Management Areas 
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• Social and Economic Conditions 
• Unexploded Ordnance 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 The predicted consequences, or potential 
effects, on the environment resulting from 
implementation of the alternatives were 
identified for each resource or resource use. The 
results of this analysis are presented in Chapter 4 
of the Draft RMPA/EIS. A summary of potential 
impacts, by resource and alternative, is provided 
in Table S-1 of the Draft RMPA/EIS.  

 Overall, potential impacts on environmental 
resources are anticipated to be minimal under all 
alternatives. The Proposed RMPA provides 
management decisions that, relative to the No-
Action Alternative, are expected to improve 
resource conditions. These decisions include the 
designation of utility corridors that would 
consolidate linear facilities (e.g., transmission 
lines, pipelines), development of watershed 
plans based on range assessment criteria, 
establishment of the Escondida Site ACEC, and 
identification of conditions on vegetative sales 
based on ecological conditions. In addition, the 
Proposed RMPA includes the development of an 
access management plan that would lead to 
individual route designations, and would 
enhance the recreation program through 
educational materials, the identification of areas 
suitable for recreation opportunities, and the 
development of terms and conditions for each 
use. These efforts would result in more 
consistent management of the recreation and 
public access programs, and would promote 
public safety and resource protection on 
McGregor Range.  

 Alternative B shared the same general 
management guidance as the Proposed RMPA, 
but emphasized public access and use of 
McGregor Range. Access is necessarily limited 
in all alternatives due to military use on 
McGregor Range. Alternative B would result in 
relatively more access for off-highway vehicle 
and recreational use generally. However, the 
lack of watershed plans and elimination of the 
existing ACEC may have resulted in degradation 
of habitat and cultural resources.  

 Alternative C was the most restrictive 
alternative in terms of public access to 
McGregor Range. Restricted access limits 
recreation use, an impact that has social and 
minor economic repercussions. Natural and 
cultural resource protection was most extensive 
under this alternative, but had to be balanced 
with BLM’s policy guidance and requirements 
including the FLPMA mandate of multiple use 
and sustained yield. 

 Cumulative effects are the effects that result 
from incremental impact of an action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of which 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions. Overall, past and 
present actions on McGregor Range have 
resulted in minimal disturbance to 
environmental resources on the range. This is 
because public access and resource uses have 
been largely restricted, and military activities 
affect only small portions of McGregor Range. 
This resulting positive effect on resources is 
enhanced further by McGregor Range’s location 
adjacent to other military ranges with similar use 
patterns and restrictions. Reasonably foreseeable 
future actions and the Proposed RMPA for 
McGregor Range would continue this pattern of 
limited resource use. 

 Due to BLM’s adoption of the New Mexico 
Standards for Public Land Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management 
(Standards and Guides), the mitigation of 
potential cumulative impacts to watersheds, 
vegetation, soils, and other resources that could 
result from grazing should be well-integrated 
throughout McGregor Range. These range 
management strategies are currently consistent 
with the research on arid Southwestern 
grasslands ecological science and would be 
adapted to future research and the conditions on 
McGregor Range as appropriate to maintain 
conformity to BLM policy and regulations. In 
addition, implementation of the Standards and 
Guides would mitigate potential impacts to 
resources that may result from the construction 
of facilities associated with land use 
authorizations, right-of-way grants, recreation, 
or other activities.  
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 BLM has developed a suite of best 
management practices, which are designed to 
minimize surface disturbance and effects on 
resources and retain the reclamation potential of 
disturbed areas. The practices represent effective 
and practical means of accomplishing the 
management goals and objectives of the BLM 
and should be used as a guide when preparing 
plans for individual projects. 

 The RMPA/EIS does not address the 
potential effects of specific actions that may 
occur in the future. More specific mitigation 
measures or additional National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) analysis may be required for 
future proposed uses and actions, and would be 
determined on a case-by-case basis in 
accordance with the management framework 
provided in the approved RMPA. 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

 The analysis for the RMPA/EIS was 
completed in consultation with other agencies, 
State and local governments, and the public. 
These activities and participants are discussed in 
Chapter 5 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. The U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the 
determinations of the 2005 Final Biological 
Assessment; consultation between the two 
agencies has been ongoing throughout the 
planning process. The New Mexico Department 
of Game and Fish and State Historic 
Preservation Office also were contacted 
regarding the Draft RMPA/EIS. BLM contacted 
the Mescalero Apache Tribe, Fort Sill Apache 
Tribe, and Ysleta del Sur Pueblo to inform them 
of the planning effort, request the identification 
of traditional cultural places and resources that 
should be considered, and invite them to 
participate in the preparation of the RMPA/EIS. 
The U.S. Army, Fort Bliss, plays a critical role 
in the management and use of McGregor Range, 
and has been involved throughout the process by 
sharing information, participating in RMPA 
development, and reviewing draft documents. 

 A notice announcing the availability of the 
Draft RMPA/EIS for public review, the 
initiation of the 90-day comment period, and 
public hearing dates appeared in the Federal 

Register on January 31, 2005. On March 8 and 
9, 2005, BLM conducted public hearings to 
listen to and understand the public’s comments 
on the adequacy of the Draft RMPA/EIS. 
Although no oral comments were received 
during these hearings, eight letters were received 
during the 90-day comment period. All 
comments on the Draft RMPA/EIS are 
considered and addressed in this Proposed 
RMPA/Final EIS. Copies of the letters received 
and responses to those comments are included in 
Chapter 1.0 – Public Comments and Agency 
Responses and addenda or corrections are 
provided in Chapter 2.0.  

 Following publication of a Notice of 
Availability in the Federal Register, distribution 
of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, a 60-day 
Governor’s Consistency Review, and a 30-day 
protest period, the BLM will issue a Record of 
Decision summarizing the findings and 
decisions regarding the Proposed RMPA and its 
determination regarding compliance with NEPA 
and other regulations. Also, the RMPA will be 
prepared to document the resource management 
planning process for McGregor Range.



1 . 01 . 01 . 01 . 01 . 0
Public Comments

and Agency Responses
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1.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES 
 
 During the 90-day public review period, a 
total of eight parties submitted written 
comments. BLM conducted public hearings in 
Alamogordo and Las Cruces in March 2005 and, 
although nearly 15 people attended the hearings, 
no oral comments were presented. Each written 
comment letter was assigned a unique sequential 
number representing the order in which the letter 
was received. The comment letters have been 
reproduced on the left sides of the pages that 
follow, and each substantive comment has been 
identified in brackets. These comments have 
also received a unique number that corresponds 
to the letter number and comment number. For 

example, the first comment in the second letter 
is identified as comment 2-1. Substantive 
comments were considered to be those that 
addressed the adequacy of the Draft RMPA/EIS, 
the merits of the alternatives, or both. BLM’s 
responses appear adjacent to the comments on 
the right side of the page and have been 
numbered to correspond with the comment 
number.  

 Written comments were received from the 
parties noted in Table 1-1. Addenda and 
corrections to the Draft RMPA/EIS are provided 
in Chapter 2.0.  

TABLE 1-1 
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Letter No. Submitted By 
1 B. Sachau 
2 Charles R. Nelson 
3 Kenneth Chapmen 
4 Name withheld  
5 Ron Curry, Secretary 

State of New Mexico, Environment Department 
6 S. D. Schimnitz, Chairman 

Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen 
7 Lisa Kirkpatrick, Chief 

Conservation Services Division 
State of New Mexico Department of Game & Fish 

8 Rhonda M. Smith, Acting Chief 
Office of Planning and Coordination 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 6 

 



1-2

1-1

1-2

1-3

Letter 1 Responses

1-1  During the course of the 90-day public review period, the BLM
received 11 comments on the Draft RMPA/EIS, all of which were
considered timely. Because of the low volume of comments and the fact
that no comments were received outside the comment deadline, BLM did
not consider the need for a comment period extension.

1-2  As discussed in individual resource sections in the Draft RMPA/EIS,
public use and access to McGregor Range is limited by PL 106-65,
primarily for safety reasons and to prevent conflict with ongoing military
activities on the Range. Public access and hunting are subject to use permit
requirements. The Proposed RMPA would not create any new roads and
would likely close some roads currently available. Vegetative sales areas
would decrease from those available under the current management (No-
Action Alternative), grazing would not increase beyond the 14 existing
grazing units, and the Range would continue to be closed to entry for
mining of locatable minerals and the leasing and development of fluid
minerals.

As stated in the Draft RMPA/EIS, page 3-38, Section 3.14.4.1 – Prescribed
Burns, any prescribed fires are subject to an interagency memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for smoke management, which includes the
requirement of an annual permit from the New Mexico Environment
Department for air pollutant emissions resulting from prescribed fires. As
noted on page 4-26, Section 4.2.10.4, Impacts Common to all Alternatives,
measures outlined in the MOU would mitigate, or reduce, potential smoke-
related impacts on urban interface areas. As noted in the Draft RMPA/EIS,
Table 2-3, consistent with the BLM Statewide Fire and Fuels Management
Plan Amendment (2004), a plan for prescribed burning would be developed
to include criteria guiding prescribed burns, including monitoring the
success, and developing plans to support the recovery of special status
species.

1-3  As stated above, PL 106-65 limits public access and activities on the
McGregor Range, including for-profit activities such as logging, mining,
and recreation concessionaires.



1-3

2-1

Letter 2 Responses

2-1  As noted in the Draft RMPA/EIS, page 2-3, Section 2.2.1 – Lands
Realty, and Access, PL 106-65 withdrew large tracts of public land,
including McGregor Range, for military purposes for a period of 25
years. PL 106-65 closed McGregor Range to minerals leasing and
entry for mining of locatable minerals. The law also excludes
McGregor Range from the disposal authority of FLPMA; therefore,
disposal of public land through sales, recreation and public purposes,
and exchange is not allowed. Any use authorization is subject to
concurrence by the Secretary of the Army.



1-4

Letter 3



1-5

3-1

Letter 3 (continued) Responses

3-1 The terms of grazing contracts are not subject to a decision in this
RMPA/EIS. The terms of grazing contracts are determined on a unit-by-unit
basis. Where BLM can meet public land health standards (desired future
conditions), the grazing season of use may be adjusted to sustain the
competitive nature of the grazing program. This may include longer terms
to the grazing contracts.



1-6

4-1

Letter 4 Responses

4-1 As stated in the Draft RMPA/EIS, page 2-18, Section 2.3.2.2 –
Preferred Alternative, the BLM would adjust grazing seasons for each unit
as needed to maintain desired future conditions and appropriate forage
levels and prevent over-grazing. The Proposed RMPA would also
incorporate the New Mexico Standards for Public Land Health and
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (see the Draft RMPA/EIS,
page 3-2, Section 3.1.1). The Proposed RMPA is expected to have a
positive impact on water, soil, and watershed resources (page 4-15). The
Proposed RMPA also includes implementation of watershed management
plans to address erosion concerns. In addition, as stated on page 3-21 of the
Draft RMPA/EIS, although grazing could be expected to be a primary
source of nonpoint-source pollution, under the State Nonpoint Source
Management Plan the BLM is responsible for the prevention of nonpoint-
source pollution on and from public land. On page 3-18 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS, it is stated that groundwater resources in and surrounding the
McGregor Range have not been significantly developed due to poor water
quality, primarily because of the saline levels. However, current data
suggests that the quality of surface water on McGregor Range is adequate
for livestock and wildlife uses (Draft RMPA/EIS, page 3-20).



1-7

5-1

5-2

Letter 5 Responses

5-1 As noted in Table 2-3, page 2-19 of the Draft RMPA/EIS, general
management guidance common to all alternatives includes the development
of nonpoint-source control guidelines for roads, stream crossings, and
disturbances more than one acre using best management practices.

5-2 As noted in the Draft RMPA/EIS, page 4-14, current range assessment
data have been collected and therefore the Proposed RMPA would change
the location of watershed management plans from those identified in the
1990 RMPA to new locations identified based on current data. Progress
towards goals identified for diversity, plant productivity, surface erosion,
and runoff would be measured regularly.



1-8

5-3

5-4

5-5

5-6

Letter 5 (continued) Responses

5-3 The following sentence is to be added to the Draft RMPA/EIS, page 3-18,
second paragraph under Section 3.8.1, following the third sentence:
“According to New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission Regulation
6.2.3101 NMAC, ground waters with a Total Dissolved Solids concentration of
10,000 mg/L or less are protected. If there is a discharge that threatens such
ground water, then abatement may be required.”

5-4 The following sentence is to be added to the the Draft RMPA/EIS, page
3-39, Section 3-15, right column, end of the first paragraph: “Any discharge of
hazardous materials, even those stored in de minimis quantities, is regulated by
New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission Regulation 20.6.2.1203.A
NMAC, which indicates that discharge in any quantity that may with
reasonable probability injure or be detrimental to human health, animal or
plant life, or property, or unreasonably interfere with the public welfare or the
use of the property, requires notifications and corrective actions.”

5-5 This RMPA/EIS only addresses the continued management of withdrawn

public lands by BLM. Any transfer of land that is part of Fort Bliss is not addressed

in this document.  Should any Fort Bliss lands be transferred to BLM, additional

NEPA compliance would be required. If the Department of the Army determines

that the use of all or portions of McGregor Range is no longer required, then

further analysis would be conducted. This analysis would include the identification

of appropriate corrective and clean-up actions required prior to the withdrawal

being relinquished and returned to full BLM management, and would take place

prior to BLM accepting the return of the land to public land management.

5-6 See response to comment 5-5 regarding land transfers. UXO management and

clearance is conducted in accordance with the U.S. Army’s 1999 Legislative

Environmental Impact Statement (LEIS), and are not subject to alteration in this

RMPA/EIS. The LEIS states: “When feasible after an exercise, the area used is

groomed to ensure proper disposal of all ordnance, including that which is

considered an ordnance or explosive hazard, or malfunctioned ordnance. Impact

areas are not sanitized on a regular basis.”

As noted in the Draft RMPA/EIS, page 4-44, Section 4.2.18.4, Impacts Common

to All Alternatives, public access is limited to McGregor Range under all

alternatives. The U.S. Army would conduct UXO clearance on an as-needed basis

in the event of BLM ground-disturbing activities.

Signage is already posted along State Route 506 to indicate that the public must

stay on the roadway.  A change in signage or placement of additional signage

would not require a plan-level decision to implement, and would be addressed as

part of the analysis that would occur if withdrawn land is returned to public

land management (as described in comment 5-5).
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5-7

5-8

5-9

5-10

5-11

Letter 5 (continued) Responses

5-7 The solid waste management units (SWMUs) are noted in the Draft
RMPA/EIS, pages 3-39 and 3-40 as Installation Restoration Program (IRP)
sites. The following sentence is to be added to the end of the third
paragraph, right column of page 3-39 in the Draft RMPA/EIS: “The
authority for corrective action on the IRP sites, also known as solid waste
management units (SWMUs), is provided for under the RCRA permit
issued to Fort Bliss.”

Table 3-9 on page 3-40 of the Draft RMPA/EIS, is to be modified to
indicate which sites have received a no further action determination
(currently the three sites that have received this determination are noted in
the table as having submitted the petition), and that those SWMUs noted as
planned for closure may still require further remediation. The revised table
is included in the addenda and corrections in Chapter 2. Further
investigation of these sites may be conducted by Fort Bliss as appropriate;
such activities do not fall under the jurisdiction of this RMPA/EIS.

5-8 See response to comment 5-5.

5-9 The most recent information related to these permits is available from
the permittee (Fort Bliss) and the permitting agency (New Mexico
Environment Department).

5-10 Maps depicting the locations of SWMUs and UXO areas are
available to the New Mexico Environment Department by contacting Fort
Bliss. However, locations of these areas are not being depicted in the
RMPA/EIS due to public safety concerns.

5-11 The following sentence is to be added to the Draft RMPA/EIS, page
3-38, the end of Section 3.14.4.1 – Prescribed Burns, as follows:
“Prescribed burns are also subject to NMED regulation 20.2.65 NMAC –
Smoke Management, which includes requirements for the use of prescribed
fires.”



1-10

Letter 5 (continued)
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6-1

Letter 6 Responses

6-1 Management of wildlife habitat and vegetation (including woodlands)
under the proposed alternative is described on pages 2-18 through 2-21 of
the Draft RMPA/EIS. Table 2-2 on page 2-34 of the Draft RMPA/EIS also
provides information on wildlife habitat management under the preferred
alternative. Mule deer habitat would be considered in the habitat
management plans.

The following text is the body of this letter retyped for clarity.

3/22/05

Tom Phillips:

The McGregor EIS needs to include emphasis on mule deer habitat

management particularly at the north end of the area. Your boss (Ed

Roberson) mentioned that military and BLM funds are available at a

recent Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen meeting. Dr. Brian Locke also

mentioned this at the Las Cruces scoping meeting.

S. D. Schemnitz, Chairman

Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen



1-12

7-1

Letter 7 Responses

7-1 The Proposed RMPA would continue to allow public access on a
permitted basis. Under all alternatives, off-highway vehicle use would be
limited to existing or designated roads and trails, and some areas would be
closed for resource protection and public safety (Draft RMPA/EIS, page
4-33). The Proposed RMPA would incorporate the New Mexico Standards
for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management (Draft RMPA/EIS, page 3-2, Section 3.1.1).



1-13 7-2

7-3

Letter 7 (continued) Responses

7-2 The BLM has not received any recent expressions of interest for

hydrothermal or oil and gas development on McGregor Range. As

described in the Draft RMPA/EIS, BLM will evaluate the decision to

withdraw McGregor Range from mineral leasing every five years in

accordance with PL 106-65. The criteria that BLM would use in this

evaluation include whether expressions of interest have been received,

level of activity related to hydrothermal or oil and gas development in the

vicinity of McGregor Range, and the likelihood of future interest. Any

recommendation to amend the withdrawal from mineral leasing would be

subject to concurrence from Fort Bliss.

7-3 The “Special Status Species” discussion on page 2-16, Section 2.3.2.1
has been revised as identified in Chapter 2.0 – Addenda and Corrections.
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7-4

Letter 7 (continued) Responses

7-4 The second paragraph in Section 2.3.1 on page 2-13 has been
changed as identified in Chapter 2.0 – Addenda and Corrections.



1-15

Letter 7 (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 7 Attachment (continued)Letter 7 Attachment (continued)
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Letter 8
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2.0   ADDENDA AND CORRECTIONS 
 

Page  Section 
  Column/ 

   Table Addenda or Correction 
Summary  

S-6  Table S-1 Under the title “Summary of Potential Impacts by Resource and 
Alternative,” the following note has been added: “The following table 
highlights the considerations discussed in Chapter 4 that contribute to the 
selection of Alternative B as the preferred alternative.” This is to clarify that 
the discussion of impacts is not exhaustive, and potential impacts are more 
thoroughly described in Chapter 4.  

S-8 Wildlife 
Habitat 

Table S-1 The text under Alternative A column has been revised to read: “The 
evaluation of existing HMPs could result in changes to habitat 
management; however, any changes would occur in accordance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and current BLM policy [emphasis added to 
indicate location of change].” This revision is to clarify that any future 
alterations in management would still provide some level of resource 
protection. 

S-9 Special 
Status 

Species 

Table S-1 The first sentence of the text under Alternative A has been removed to avoid 
misleading statements about potential impacts, since special status species 
would continue to be managed in accordance with the requirements of the 
Endangered Species Act and other applicable statutes. The sentence had 
read: “The lack of surveys and potential identification of new special status 
species, as well as the lack of specific management directives could lead to 
long-term impacts on special status species.” 

Chapter 2.0 – Alternatives 

2-7 2.2.7 Right Fourth paragraph, last sentence, has been revised to read: “Grazing unit 
contractors submit requests for predator control directly to the New Mexico 
Wildlife Service when livestock losses due to predation occur [emphasis 
added to indicate locations of changes].” 

2-8 2.2.9 Left The fourth sentence in the second paragraph of this section has been revised 
to read: “In accordance with the Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1986, 
grazing is to be continued on McGregor Range and managed in accordance 
with FLPMA until Congress determines otherwise (BLM 1990a). ” This 
deletes reference to Section 608 of FLPMA. 

2-13 2.3.1 Left The second paragraph in this section has been replaced with: “BLM 
considered designating an area as an ACEC for black-tailed prairie dogs.  
BLM policy (BLM Manual 1613 and 43 CFR 1610.7-2) requires that before 
an ACEC can be designated, it must meet certain criteria to determine its 
relevance and importance and require special management.  Through the 
evaluation, BLM determined that, although the proposed Black-tailed Prairie 
Dog ACEC met the relevance and importance criteria, the area does not 
require special management to avoid adverse effects to black-tailed prairie 
dog habitat on McGregor Range.  Although disease has been identified as 
the most likely factor that may be limiting black-tailed prairie dogs 
populations, BLM also recognizes that surface management actions may 
have a very significant effect on local populations on McGregor Range.  
Therefore, General Management Guidance and Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) were established for all BLM permitted surface management 
activities designed to avoid adverse impacts to special status species habitats.  
BMPs limit surface disturbance within 0.25 miles of occupied special status 
species habitat, including black-tailed prairie dog colonies. In addition, 
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Page  Section 
  Column/ 

   Table Addenda or Correction 
research, monitoring, and other conservation planning activities will occur 
on McGregor Range regardless of the ACEC designation.  BLM is currently 
engaged in a number of conservation planning activities that encompass the 
entire range of the black-tailed prairie dog, including supporting plague-
related research for this species.  Research and monitoring of the prairie dog 
population on McGregor Range has been conducted by Fort Bliss and 
periodically by BLM. As a result, the management strategy was eliminated 
from consideration.” 

2-13 2.3.1 Right The parentheses beginning in the last line of the left column and concluding 
in the first line of the right column have been changed to read: “(the most 
likely factors being disease and soil types)[emphasis added to indicate 
location of change]…”, to clarify that soil types in the Planning Area also 
contribute to limitations on the expansion of prairie dogs on McGregor 
Range. 

2-16 2.3.2.1 Left The “Special Status Species” bullet has been replaced with: “The 1990 
RMPA included a decision to nominate the black-tailed prairie dog colonies 
in Otero County (at the time suspected to be the Tularosa subspecies) as a 
BLM sensitive species.  In 1991 the Arizona black-tailed prairie dog was 
listed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as a Category 2 
Candidate species for consideration as a threatened or endangered species.  
In 1996 the USFWS changed the listing status of “Federal Candidate” 
species.  Species formerly designated as Category 2 and 3 were no longer 
considered Federal Candidate Species.  The USFWS subsequently 
reclassified Former Category 2 species as Federal “Species of Concern.”  In 
1996, BLM New Mexico listed the Arizona black-tailed prairie dog as BLM 
sensitive for incorporation in the statewide Resource Management Plan 
Amendment/EIS for New Mexico Standards for Public Land Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management.  In order to maintain current 
status and to ensure the application of positive conservation measures, the 
black-tailed prairie dog continues to be designated as a BLM sensitive 
species.” 

2-16 2.3.2.1 Right Under Cultural Resources, the following sentence has been added as the 
fourth sentence in this paragraph: “As part of the 10-percent sample, BLM 
would utilize current information obtained by Fort Bliss regarding cultural 
sites; in particular, BLM would obtain information on those sites that have 
received concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer.” 

Chapter 3.0 – Affected Environment 

3-18 3.8.1 Right Second paragraph, following the third sentence, the following has been 
added: “According to New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission 
Regulation 6.2.3101 NMAC, ground waters with a Total Dissolved Solids 
concentration of 10,000 mg/L or less are protected. If there is a discharge 
that threatens such ground water, then abatement may be required.” 

3-29 3.11.3 Left It is noted that desert cottontails and black-tailed jackrabbits are not small 
game but unprotected game, according to the New Mexico Department of 
Game and Fish. The information on these two species is more appropriately 
considered as part of 3.11.4.3, Mammals, and has been removed from 
Section 3.11.3 and included in Section 3.11.4.3. 

3-29 3.11.3 Left It is noted that the wild turkey is not considered small game according to the 
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish. At times the wild turkey has 
been considered Big Game, but was dropped from that category in 2005. The 
information on this species is more appropriately considered as part of 
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Page  Section 
  Column/ 

   Table Addenda or Correction 
3.11.4.2, Birds, and has been removed from Section 3.11.3 and included in 
Section 3.11.4.2. 

3-31 3.12.1 Right Second paragraph under Section 3.12.1 has been moved to its correct 
location, as the first paragraph under Section 3.12.2.  

3-32  Tables 3-6 
and 3-7 

Titles of the tables have been revised to read: “…Species that Occur or 
Could Occur on McGregor Range [emphasis added to indicate location of 
change]”. 

3-32 3.12.2 Table 3-6 An asterisk has been added to grama grass cactus, with the corresponding 
footnote: “This is the only special status plant species known to occur on 
McGregor Range.” 

3-32 3.12.2 Table 3-7 The Latin name for the Arizona black-tailed prairie dog has been corrected 
to Cynomys ludovicianus arizonensis (rather than Cynomyz).  

3-32 3.12.2 Table 3-7 The gray-banded kingsnake (Lampropeltis alterna) has been included as a 
special status wildlife species with potential to occur on McGregor Range. 

3-38 3.14.4.1 Right End of paragraph, the following has been added: “Prescribed burns are also 
subject to NMED regulation 20.2.65 NMAC – Smoke Management, which 
includes requirements for the use of prescribed fires.” 

3-39 3.15 Right End of first paragraph, the following has been added: “Any discharge of 
hazardous materials, even those stored in de minimis quantities, is regulated 
by the State of Mexico Water Quality Control Commission Regulation 
20.6.2.1203.A NMAC, which indicates that discharge in any quantity that 
may with reasonable probability injure or be detrimental to human health, 
animal or plant life, or property, or unreasonably interfere with the public 
welfare or the use of the property, requires notifications and corrective 
actions.” 

3-39 3.15 Right End of third paragraph, the following has been added: “The authority for 
corrective action on the IRP sites, also known as solid waste management 
units (SWMUs), is provided for under the RCRA permit issued to Fort 
Bliss.” 

3-40 3.15 3-9 Table 3-9 has been revised to include further information on which sites 
have received a “no further action” determination. The table also now 
reflects which SWMUs planned for closure may require further remediation 
(revised table included at the end of this chapter). 

Chapter 4.0 – Environmental Consequences 

4-2 4.1.2 Left The first sentence has been revised to read, “over the life of the planning 
period which, for the purposes of RFFA analysis, is defined as 15 to 20 
years.” [Emphasis added to indicate location of change] 

4-8 4.2.3.3 Right The second sentence, 10th line of the paragraph, has been revised to read: 
“likely to remain closed to mineral entry for the foreseeable future.” 
[Emphasis added to indicate location of change.] 
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Page  Section 
  Column/ 

   Table Addenda or Correction 
4-21 4.2.7.5.1 Left The sentence beginning on the 12th line of the paragraph has been revised to 

read: “The evaluation of existing HMPs could result in changes to habitat 
management; however, any changes would occur in accordance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and current BLM policy.” [Emphasis added 
to note location of change.] This revision is to clarify that any future 
alterations in management would still provide some level of resource 
protection. 

4-22 4.2.8.4 Right The first full sentence at the top of the right column has been revised to read: 
“One sensitive plant species and 17 sensitive wildlife species are known to 
occur on McGregor Range, as listed in Tables 3-6 and 3-7.” [Emphasis 
added to note location of change, wildlife total had been incorrectly noted as 
13.] 

4-22 4.2.8.5.1 Right The second sentence of the paragraph has been deleted to clarify that special 
status species would still receive protection in accordance with the 
Endangered Species Act and other applicable laws. The sentence had read, 
“The lack of surveys and potential identification of new special status 
species, as well as the lack of specific directives, could lead to long-term 
adverse impacts on special status species.” 

4-22 4.2.8.5.1 Right End of the last sentence of the paragraph, add: “and loggerhead shrike, by 
maintaining the healthy conditions of the rangelands.” [Emphasis added 
to note location of change.]” 

4-23 4.2.8.5.2 Left A paragraph has been added as the third paragraph of this section stating: “In 
July 2005, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the 
Biological Assessment for the RMPA/EIS dated January 2005. The 
Biological Assessment had concluded that the implementation of the 
preferred alternative for the RMPA may affect, is not likely to adversely 
affect the black-footed ferret, northern aplomado falcon, Todsen’s 
pennyroyal, Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus, Sacramento prickly poppy, and the 
bald eagle. The Biological Assessment is available for review from the Las 
Cruces District Office.” 

4-23 4.2.8.5.3 Left The second sentence in this paragraph has been deleted to clarify that, even 
with the elimination of the ACEC, there would be resource protection on 
McGregor Range due to implementation of the New Mexico Standards and 
Guidelines and other laws and policy. The sentence had read: “The 
elimination of the ACEC would end habitat protections that benefit 
aplomado falcon and other special status species, including western 
burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, and Baird’s sparrow.” 

4-45 4.3.1.3 Right The second sentence has been revised to read: “The 2004 Fire and Fuels 
Management Plan Amendment established statewide objectives, delineated 
fire management units and fire management categories, identified broad 
vegetation treatments, identified general restrictions on fire management 
practices, and determined the criteria for changing fire management units” 
[Emphasis added to identify location of change.] The final sentence of this 
paragraph has been removed; it had read: “The Proposed RMPA/EA was 
released in….signed on July 2, 2004.” 

Appendix F – Best Management Practices 

F-1 - Right Under the heading “BLM Best Management Practices, the word “may” has 
been deleted from the first sentence, indicating BMPs will apply to any 
BLM-permitted projects on McGregor Range. 
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F-2 - Left The second sentence on the page has been revised to read: “Mandatory 

management practices specific to wildlife and vegetation resources include 
the following.” [Emphasis added to identify location of change.]   

F-2 - Left The last two sentences in the first bullet of this column have been revised to 
read: “All active raptor nests will be avoided by the required distances 
described under the Range Improvement and Right-of-Way Project 
Location section. An “active raptor nest” is defined as any raptor or corvid 
nest being occupied during the current nesting season.” [Emphasis added to 
identify location of change.] 

F-2 - Left The last bullet on this page has been reworded to read: “All BLM-permitted 
projects will be located at least 0.25 mile from occupied special status 
species habitat (including but not limited to, black-tailed prairie dog 
colonies), unless impacts are adequately mitigated.” 



 

McGregor Range Proposed Resource Management Plan   2-6 Chapter 2.0 - Addenda and Corrections 
Amendment and Final Environmental Impact Statement December 2005 

 
TABLE 3-9 (Revised) 

STATUS AND LOCATION OF IRP AND WASTE STORAGE SITES ON McGREGOR RANGE 
Site Location Status1 

Closed rubble pit/sanitary 
landfill 

McGregor 
Range Camp 

RCRA investigation conducted in 2002; no leachate 
developing, no hazardous waste. Site has received a 
no further action determination and can be closed. 

Former fire-fighting training 
Area 

McGregor 
Range Camp 

RCRA investigation completed in 1999. No further 
action petition submitted to NMED in 2000 and 
approved. 

Former storage area for 
drums of waste 

McGregor 
Range Camp 

RCRA investigation completed in 1999. No further 
action petition submitted to NMED in 2000 and 
approved. 

Borrow pit excavation site West of 
McGregor 
Range Camp 

One orphaned drum found and removed; 24,000 cubic 
yards of soil removed—no more 
drums/contamination found. RCRA investigation 
completed in 1999. No further action petition 
submitted to NMED in 2000. 

Closed open detonation area McGregor 
Range Camp 

Follow-up RCRA facility investigation conducted in 
2002 to confirm 1997 results (no releases above 
screening levels). Site can be closed. 

90-day storage site McGregor 
Range Camp 

Active. Used as accumulation point for wastes 
generated during large military training. Site within 
fenced compound. 

McGregor oxidation pond McGregor 
Range Camp 

Active oxidation pond. Previous investigation 
confirms no human health risk. A follow-on 
investigation in 2003 will investigate if there is an 
ecological risk. Site fenced and signed. 

Meyer oxidation pond Meyer Range Active oxidation pond. RCRA investigation 
completed in 1999. No further action petition 
submitted to NMED in 2000. Site fenced and signed. 

SOURCE: Electronic mail communication from Directorate of Environment, Fort Bliss, to BLM, February 12, 2003. 
1Those sites for which a petition for a no further action determination has been submitted may still require further 
investigation or remediation. 
  



 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 
 
ACEC area of critical environmental concern 

BLM        Bureau of Land Management 
BTPD        black-tailed prairie dogs 
 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

 
FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management 

Act 

HMP Habitat Management Plan 

ICRMP Integrated Cultural Resource 
Management Plan 

IRP Installation Restoration Program 
 
LEIS Legislative Environmental Impact 

Statement 

 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
MSA Management Situation Analysis 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NMAC New Mexico Administrative Code 
NMED New Mexico Environment Department 

PL Public Law 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act 

RMP Resource Management Plan 
RMPA Resource Management Plan 

Amendment 

 
SWMU solid waste management unit 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
UXO unexploded ordnance 
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