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12.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
12.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
This section summarizes comments made on the draft EIS for the BMGR INRMP and responses 
to those comments. As presented in Section 11.3.1, written and oral comments were received 
during the public comment period from two federal agencies, two state agencies and one state 
agency’s representative, four local agencies and two local agency’s representatives, four Native 
American groups, 10 non-governmental organizations, and 104 individuals. In order to analyze 
and address the issues raised in these public comments, each commenter was assigned an 
identifier based on the initials or abbreviations for the name of the individual, organization, or 
agency. Table 12-1 lists the commenter codes alphabetized by organization or individual and 
Table 12-2 lists the commenter codes alphabetized by code.  
 
Many of these comments expressed personal opinions or general position statements, rather than 
substantive comments based on specific information or actions addressed in the draft EIS. Other 
letters included comments of a more specific nature.   Comments were read and given codes 
based on the basic subject matter of each comment. The following 14 categories of public 
comment (which are in no particular order) were identified: 

1. Roads and Vehicle Access 
2. Wildlife Management/Wildlife-based Recreation/Threatened and Endangered Species 
3. Camping/Wood Collection 
4. Rockhounding 
5. Public Safety, Military Mission, and Miscellaneous Recreation 
6. Recreational Shooting 
7. UDAs/Drug Smugglers/U.S. Border Patrol 
8. Law Enforcement 
9. Special Management Designations 
10. Socioeconomics 
11. Management Plan/EIS/Preferred Alternative 
12. Land Use 
13. Resource Inventory and Monitoring 
14. Cultural Resources 

 
Comment topics were identified within each of these 14 categories and coded by subcategory 
numeric codes (e.g., 1.1, 1.2, 1.3…14.1, 14.2, 14.3, etc.). The numeric code serves as a reference 
to comment issues and corresponding responses, and is combined in a master reference in Table 
12-3. For example, the first issue on the topic of roads and vehicle access—to allow driving in 
dry washes—was coded as 1.1. All commenters who expressed that opinion in their testimony or 
letters are listed by comment code 1.1, and the INRMP Core Planning Team’s response to that 
comment is listed in the Responses to Comments (see Section 12.4) as response code 1.1.  
 
The comment letters and transcripts from the public hearings were demarcated with these codes 
and are presented in Section 12.3. Comments that expressed personal opinions or general 
position statements that require no response were not demarcated with a code in the letter or 
transcript. These comments were appreciated and will be considered by the decision makers even 
though pursuant to the CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations they did not require a response. 
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There are two ways that a commenter may find the responses to the substantive comments that 
they made on the draft EIS. First, the commenter could refer to the coding demarcated on their 
comment letter/transcript in Section 12.3 and refer to the corresponding response in Section 12.4. 
Second, the commenter could refer to Table 12-3 for those issues that have their commenter code 
(from Table 12-1) listed and refer to the corresponding INRMP Core Planning Team’s response. 
For example, the comment to allow driving in dry washes was coded as Comment 1.1. 
Commenters who expressed that opinion in their testimony or letters would find content related 
to this issue in their comment letter or transcript demarcated with the code 1.1 and would also 
see their commenter code listed next to this identifier in Table 12-3. 
 
12.2 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT CONSULTATIONS 
 
Consultations regarding the Sonoran pronghorn took place by letter, dated 14 June 2005 to 
address the impacts that may result from the proposed INRMP. A new Biological Opinion (BO) 
was issued on 26 August 2005 that concluded the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
This consultation took place subsequent to completion of the draft EIS/INRMP public review 
and comment period. The findings in the BO substantiated previous USFWS findings and 
Volume II, Chapter 5.7 Environmental Consequences regarding the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
It was determined that the context of the consultation and BO were within the scope of the FEIS 
and did not provide new information relevant to the environmental concerns. It was further 
determined that results of the consultation and BO did not trigger the requirement for further 
public review, comment, supplementation, or recirculation of the FEIS. 
 
12.3 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 
 
Comments on the draft EIS follow Table 12-3. 
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TABLE 12-1 
INDEX TO COMMENTERS ALPHABETIZED BY AGENCY, ORGANIZATION, 

OR INDIVIDUAL'S LAST NAME 
 

Written Comments 
 
Federal Agencies 
 
Environmental Protection Agency = EPA 
Department of the Interior = DOI 
 
 
State Agencies 
 
Arizona Game and Fish Department = AGFD 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer = SHPO 
 
 
Local Agencies 
 
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department = 
MCPR 
Pima County Board of Supervisors = PC 
Town of Gila Bend  = GB 
Yuma County Board of Supervisors = YC 
 
 
Native American Tribes 
 
Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, Ahamakav Cultural 
Society = FM 
Yavapai-Apache Nation = YAN 
Yavapai Cultural Preservation = YCP 
Yavapai Prescott Indian Tribe = YPT 
 
 
Non-Governmental Organizations 
 
Ajo, AZ Reclamation Project = ARP 
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society = ADBSS 
Center for Biological Diversity = CBD 
Defenders of Wildlife = DOW  
Pecan Grove Garden Club = PG  
Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter = SC 
The Land and Water Fund of the Rockies = LWF 
Tucson Audubon Society = TA 
Yuma Audubon Society = YA 
Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club, Inc. = YVRGC 
 
 
Individuals 
 
Anonymous  = AN 
Ruby Adams = RA 
Buck Appleby = BA 
Dale and June Baldwin = DJB 
Robert Bargabos = RB 
Sharon L. Bargabos = SLB 

Sheldon R. Bedona = SB 
Bill Berlat = BBE 
Bob Boozer = BB 
G.W. Brack = GWB 
Michael Brick = MB 
Lorna Brooks = LB 
Bill Broyles = BBR 
Richard A. Burkhardt = RAB 
Ed Carpenter = EC 
Chris Clayton = CC 
John F. Colvin, Jr. = JFC 
Dorothy Corp = DC 
Bill Cox = BC 
Adelle M. Decheine = AD 
James M. Decheine = JD 
Dave Devyak = DD 
Brian F. Dolan = BD 
Roy M. Emrick = RE 
Ina Exon = IE 
A. W. Ferguson = AF 
Patrick Ferguson = PF 
Ebert Fike = EF 
Dennis Florence = DF 
Ed Foster = EDF 
Eddie Foster = EFO 
Laurel Fowler = LF 
Dirk Frauenfelder = DFR 
Bob and Anna Frazier = BAF 
Jerry Gauthier = JG 
Clifford Gaylin = CG 
Darlene Gaylin =DG 
Donny Gray = DGR 
Rome Hamner = RH 
Larry Hardt = LH 
Trae Hardt = TH 
Bonnie Hausner = BH 
Jim Hausner = JH 
Mark Haynes = MH 
Pat Headington = PH 
Brent Herndon = BHE 
Bryan Herndon = BRH 
Bill Hook = BLH 
Gary W. Kaitting = GK 
John F. Kehring = JK 
John F. Kehring III = JFK 
Alan L. Krieger = AK 
Pam Landin = PL 
Lainie Levick = LL 
Andy E. Lopez = AL 
Jay Marks = JM 
Dale M. Marler (representing People for the USA) = 
DMM 
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Individuals (cont.) 
 
James E. Marquardt = JEM 
Edward Steven Martinez = EM 
Sandy and Rick Martynec = SRM 
Brandon Mattausch = BMA 
Dave Mattausch = DM 
William Mattausch, Sr. = WM 
Alice McNary = AM 
J.P. Melchionne = JPM 
Clinton D. Miller = CDM 
Jeff Miller = JMI 
Chris C. Mitchell = CCM 
Billy Morgan = BM 
Mike R. Morgan = MM 
Paul E. Morris = PM 
Jim Notestine = JN 
Steven and Lupe Ownby = SLO 
Luceil Opp = LO 
Edward Pakkala = EP 
Tyler Parsons = TP 
Fred Powell = FP 
George A. Reiners = GR 
Billie F. Riner = BR 
Joan B. Riner = JBR 
David Root = DR 
John E. Rusin = JR 
Budd Shaff = BS 
Larry Smart = LS 
Richard Spotts = RS 
Norman Stanford = NS 
Edward Stone = ES 
Tom Taylor = TT 
John Vance = JV 
Henrietta Van Zwol = HVZ 
Michael Walker = MW 
Norma Walker = NW 
 
 
Oral Comments 
 
Glendale  
 
No comments received 
 
Tucson 
 
Brian Dolan, Southern Arizona Bighorn Sheep 
Society = BD 
 
Gila Bend 
 
David Evertsen = DE 
Steven Holt = SH 
James Marquardt = JEM 
 

 
Yuma 
 
John Capps = JC 
Jon Fugate, Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club = JF 
Gail Gallagher, Yuma County  = GG 
Paul Johnson, private citizen and Yuma City Council 
= PJ 
Cary Meister, Yuma Audubon Society = CM 
Joe Melton, Arizona Game and Fish Commission = 
JME 
 
Ajo 
 
Ralph Delisle = RD 
L.J. Dutcher = LD 
Donnie Ebann = DEB 
Morris Nelson = MN 
Lee Price = LP 
Marvin Silva = MS 
 
Sells  
 
No comments received 
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TABLE 12-2 
INDEX TO COMMENTERS ALPHABETIZED BY ABBREVIATION 

 
 

 
AD = Adelle M. Decheine 
ADBSS = Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society 
AF = A. W. Ferguson 
AGFD = Arizona Game and Fish Department 
AK = Alan L. Krieger 
AL = Andy E. Lopez 
AM = Alice McNary 
AN = Anonymous  
ARP = Ajo, AZ Reclamation Project 
BA = Buck Appleby 
BAF = Bob and Anna Frazier 
BB = Bob Boozer 
BBE = Bill Berlat 
BBR = Bill Broyles 
BC = Bill Cox 
BD = Brian F. Dolan 
BH = Bonnie Hausner 
BHE = Brent Herndon 
BLH = Bill Hook 
BM = Billy Morgan 
BMA = Brandon Mattausch 
BR = Billie F. Riner 
BRH = Bryan Herndon 
BS = Budd Shaff 
CBD = Center for Biological Diversity 
CC = Chris Clayton 
CCM = Chris C. Mitchell 
CDM = Clinton D. Miller 
CG = Clifford Gaylin 
CM = Cary Meister, Yuma Audubon Society 
DC = Dorothy Corp 
DD = Dave Devyak 
DEB = Donnie Ebann 
DF = Dennis Florence 
DFR = Dirk Frauenfelder 
DG = Darlene Gaylin 
DGR = Donny Gray 
DJB = Dale and June Baldwin 
DM = Dave Mattausch 
DMM = Dale M. Marler 
DOI = Department of the Interior 
DOW = Defenders of Wildlife 
DR = David Root 
EC = Ed Carpenter 
EDF = Ed Foster 
EF = Ebert Fike 
EFO = Eddie Foster 
EM = Edward Steven Martinez 
EP = Edward Pakkala 
EPA = Environmental Protection Agency 

ES = Edward Stone 
FM = Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, Ahamakav Cultural 
Society 
FP = Fred Powell 
GB = Town of Gila Bend 
GG = Gail Gallagher, Yuma County  
GK = Gary W. Kaitting 
GR = George A. Reiners 
GWB = G.W. Brack 
HVZ = Henrietta Van Zwol 
IE = Ina Exon 
JBR = Joan B. Riner 
JC = John Capps 
JD = James M. Decheine 
JEM = James E. Marquardt 
JF = Jon Fugate, Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club 
JFC = John F. Colvin, Jr. 
JFK = John F. Kehring III 
JG = Jerry Gauthier 
JH = Jim Hausner 
JK = John F. Kehring 
JM = Jay Marks 
JME = Joe Melton, Arizona Game and Fish 
Commission 
JMI = Jeff Miller 
JN = Jim Notestine 
JPM = J.P. Melchionne 
JR = John E. Rusin 
JV = John Vance 
LB = Lorna Brooks 
LD = L.J. Dutcher 
LF = Laurel Fowler 
LH = Larry Hardt 
LL = Lainie Levick 
LO = Luceil Opp 
LP = Lee Price 
LS = Larry Smart 
LWF = The Land and Water Fund of the Rockies 
MB = Michael Brick 
MCPR = Maricopa County Parks and Recreation 
Department 
MH = Mark Haynes 
MM = Mike R. Morgan 
MN = Morris Nelson 
MS = Marvin Silva 
MW = Michael Walker 
NS = Norman Stanford 
NW = Norma Walker 
PC = Pima County Board of Supervisors  
PF = Patrick Ferguson 
PG = Pecan Grove Garden Club 



BMGR INRMP  12.3 Comments on the Draft EIS 
Final EIS   March 2006 

 12-6  
 
 

PH = Pat Headington 
PJ = Paul Johnson, private citizen and Yuma City 
Council 
PL = Pam Landin 
PM = Paul E. Morris 
RA = Ruby Adams 
RAB = Richard A. Burkhardt 
RB = Robert Bargabos 
RD = Ralph Delisle 
RE = Roy M. Emrick 
RH = Rome Hamner 
RS = Richard Spotts 
SB = Sheldon R. Bedona 
SC = Sierra Club, Grand Canyon Chapter 
SH = Steven Holt 
SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer 
SLB = Sharon L. Bargabos 

SLO = Steven and Lupe Ownby 
SRM = Sandy and Rick Martynec 
TA = Tucson Audubon Society 
TH = Trae Hardt 
TP = Tyler Parsons 
TT = Tom Taylor 
WM = William Mattausch, Sr. 
YA =Yuma Audubon Society 
YAN = Yavapai-Apache Nation 
YC = Yuma County Board of Supervisors  
YCP = Yavapai Cultural Preservation 
YPT = Yavapai Prescott Indian Tribe 
YVRGC = Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club 
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TABLE 12-3 

COMMENT CATEGORIES 
Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

1.0 Roads and Vehicle Access 
1.1 Allow driving in dry washes ADBSS, BD, GK, JEM, JF, JFK, JK, MM, PM, 

TP, YVRGC 
1.2 Do not allow driving in washes CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC, 

SRM, TA, YA 
1.3 Minimize recreational driving in washes to protect water quality EPA 
1.4 Support Alternative A or B for motorized public access and unroaded area management unless 

Alternative C, the proposed action, is modified per Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club recommendations
ADBSS, AGFD, AK, AL, ARP, BAF, BBE, BD, 
BDO, BRH, CCM, CDM, DD, DF, DGR, DJB, 
DOI, EC, EDF, EFO, EM, EP, GR, IE, JEM, JF, 
JFC, JM, JMI, JR, JV, LD, LH, LS, MH, MN, 
MW, NS, NW, PF, PM, TP, YVRGC 

1.5 Support Alternative A or B for motorized public access and unroaded area management AD, ADBSS, AM, AN, ARP, BA, BB, BC, BH, 
BHE, BLH, BM, BMA, BCC, BR, BS, CC, CDM, 
CG, DC, DEB, DG, DGR, DJB, DMM, DR, EFO, 
EP, ES, FP, GK, GR, GWB, HVZ, IE, JBR, JD, 
JEM, JFK, JG, JH, JK, JF, JM, JMI, JPM, JR, LF, 
LO, MH, MM, MN, MW, NS, NW, PH, PF, RA, 
RAB, RB, SB, SH, SLB, SLO, TH, TT, YVRGC 

1.6 Support Alternative C, the proposed action, for motorized public access and unroaded area 
management  

CBD, CM, RS 

1.7 Support Alternative D for motorized public access and unroaded area management CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, RS, SC, 
TA, YA 

1.8 Do not restrict existing or new roads to government use only, unless it is for specific safety or 
security purposes 

ADBSS, DOI, JEM, JR, MH, YVRGC 

1.9 Conserve roadless areas, increase their size, and revegetate unneeded roads CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LWF, RH, SC, TA, YA 
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TABLE 12-3 
COMMENT CATEGORIES 

Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

1.10 The commenters all support closure of redundant roads but vary widely in their viewpoints as to what 
constitutes redundancy 

ADBSS, ARP, BBE, CBD, DFR, DOW, JEM, JF, 
JM, JN, LB, LD, LWF, MH, PG, RH, RS, SC, TA, 
YVRGC 

1.11 Manage/don't manage roadless areas as wilderness AF, BBE, CBD, DOW, JM, JN, LF, LWF, SC 

1.12 Don't limit the number of vehicles in a single party ADBSS, BD, DM, EF, GWB, JEM 
1.13 Limit drivers to roads signed as open to implement road closures ARP, CBD, DOW, JN, LWF, PL, SC, SH, TA, YA

1.14 Do not close historically significant roads MH, YVRGC 
1.15 There are no alternatives that would increase public access ADBSS, ARP, AM, BB, BBE, BR, BS, CDM, CG, 

DG, DGR, JBR, JEM, LB, LO, LWF, MW, RH, 
RS, SC, YVRGC, NS, NW 

1.16 Investigate illegal road closures on the BMGR over the past several months ARP, DJB, IE, NS, MW, NW, RD, SH 
1.17 Draft EIS maps were intentionally designed with road omissions in Area B and to be hard to read  ARP, IE, DJB, JM, MW, NS, NW 

1.18 Resist pressure to open more roads to public access to avoid environmental damage CBD 
1.19 Requiring four-wheel drive vehicles is overly restrictive; advisory information should be adequate JFC 

1.20 Restricting access and use is needed to protect resources if use cannot be otherwise controlled DOW 

1.21 Continue to keep the BMGR closed to public off-road driving and racing CBD, DFR, DOW, LWF, SRM, YA 
1.22 Plan does not provide for a comprehensive inventory of the wash system CBD, DOW, LWF, RH, SC, TA 
1.23 These comments generally objected to access closures, with many of them specifically objecting to 

the closure of the "line road" in the southwest corner of Area B 
AD, ADBSS, ARP, BBE, BD, CC, DGR, DJB, FP, 
IE, JR, LD, MN, MS, MW, NS, NW, RB, SH 

1.24 Are there any plans to maintain public use roads? PL 
1.25 Control/support use through permits, special use permits, education, scheduling, and range 

consolidation; don't use road or area closures to control use 
ADBSS, ARP, BBE, BD, BLH, BMA. CC, DGR, 
DJB, IE, LD, MN, MW, NS, NW, RB, TP 
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TABLE 12-3 
COMMENT CATEGORIES 

Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

1.26 Remove the references to "Roads Needed For Public Entry, Needed For Refuge Management, Not 
Needed For Refuge Management, and No Refuge Access" from Figures 3-1 and 3-2 

DOI 

1.27 Support creating bypass roads to protect the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness ADBSS, LWF 
1.28 The number/miles of roads on the BMGR have increased enormously over the last 25 years; most 

within the last 15 years 
LWF, MH, SC 

1.29 The roads on the range have been there for a long time AM, BB, BH, BR, BS, DG, DR, CC, CDM, CG, 
JBR, JH, LO, MH, MS, MW, NS, RA, SLB 

1.30 Require all vehicles used by visitors to be street legal and prohibit off-road vehicles CBD 
1.31 Greater and more widespread public use of the BMGR could interfere with military training and 

damage the environment 
CBD, JN, YA 

1.32 Evaluate moving the east boundary of the East Tactical Range to the west to allow public access to 
the Paradise Well area  

ADBSS, BD, JF, YVRGC 

1.33 Many currently popular desert tours through BMGR—East will simply be eradicated along with a 
large portion of the only truly resilient commodity in the area, Desert tourism  

ARP 

1.34 More restrictions or conditions on public access are better now in that access could always be 
increased or liberalized latter 

GB 

1.35 Keep public access as practical as possible while enhancing the range environs but prohibit 
construction of new public access roads and restore closed or unused roads 

GB 

1.36 Delete or clarify the sentence on page 3-31, paragraph 2, of the draft EIS that begins with "Washes 
are currently part of …" 

AGFD 

1.37 Revise the sentence on page 3-31, last paragraph 2, of the draft EIS that begins with "Additionally, 
the road network transportation planning initiated …" 

DOI 

1.38 Delete the statement on page 59 of the community report that states, "and potentially allowing future 
motorized access to currently restricted areas." 

AGFD 

1.39 Selection of either Alternative A or B would not result in long-term adverse ecosystem effects AGFD 
1.40 All roads should be surveyed for cultural resources prior to allowing recreation and prior to deciding 

which road should be left open and which should be closed. 
SHPO 
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TABLE 12-3 
COMMENT CATEGORIES 

Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

2.0 Wildlife Management/Hunting 
2.1 General and specific comments of support for continued game management programs on the BMGR BBE, BMA, CC, DM, DMM, JF, PF, YC, YRGC 

2.2 Continue existing (AGFD) game management programs ADBSS, DM 
2.3 BLM does a good job of managing the range as far as the livestock goes LP 
2.4 More relaxed administrative restrictions on habitat improvements would allow for increased 

management benefits for wildlife 
 PG 

2.5 Commenters supported AGFD management of wildlife in general and specifically with regard to 
wildlife water developments 

BBE, DM, SH  

2.6 Commenters supported Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society (and, in one case, also the Arizona 
Antelope Foundation) contributions to wildlife water management 

BMA, DM, JF 

2.7 Commenters supported maintenance of existing waters ADBSS, BD, BLH, SH 
2.8 Commenters supported construction of wildlife waters ADBSS, BD, BLH, DM, JEM, JR, WM 
2.9 Commenters noted that water is good for wildlife, others were more specific in stating that water is 

key to successful game populations  
BMA, DM, WM 

2.10 Include redevelopment of existing waters as a maintenance and repair function ADBSS 
2.11 The discussion of wildlife water developments includes herpetofauna species that do not occur on the 

BMGR 
LWF 

2.12 The draft EIS does not provide a description of the location and timing of the wildlife water 
developments or how these decisions will be made 

DOW 

2.13 The document fails to acknowledge the controversial and unproven nature of artificial water 
developments and ignores that no published study shows a predictable increase in wildlife after a 
water catchment 

LWF 

2.14 Correct language in Section 3.1 regarding development of new permanent wildlife waters to better 
reflect the language of the proposed action 

AGFD, DOI 

2.15 On Page 4-143 of the draft EIS, change the "may" to "will" in the statement "Wildlife that may use 
open water on the range…." 

DOI 

2.16 Do not limit wildlife developments to six within the first 5 years of the INRMP ADBSS, JEM 
2.17 Delete the statement on page 59 of the community report that states: "On these terms, Strategy B 

may be less beneficial than the proposed action."  
AGFD 
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TABLE 12-3 
COMMENT CATEGORIES 

Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

2.18 Do not place a moratorium on wildlife water developments or suspend wildlife water developments 
after the first five years of the IRNMP until the definitive study proves value and benefit 

ADBSS, BBE, BD, JR, LD 

2.19 Recommend a 10-year moratorium on water developments until existing catchments can be 
appropriately monitored and studies prove their efficacy 

LWF 

2.20 Modifications made at Sauceda Pothole can trap animals YCP 
2.21 Substantiate that game animals historically moved to the Gila or Sonoyta rivers in time of drought (or 

other unsubstantiated arguments for the need for supplemental waters) or remove these suppositions 
LWF 

2.22 Current and future wildlife water development should comply with AGFD standards in Wildlife 
Water Developments in Arizona: A Technical Review (1997) 

LWF 

2.23 Extend prohibition of camping within one-quarter mile of natural and developed waters to also 
prohibit hunting to protect wildlife that depend on these water sources for survival 

DOW, LWF 

2.24 Development of natural water features may have cultural resource impacts SHPO, YCP 
2.25 Litter observed around water sites affects wildlife YAN 
2.26 Recreational shooting has adverse impacts to wildlife/habitat DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE 
2.27 Some recreation use has harassed wildlife BBR 
2.28 Continued closure of the BMGR to off-road driving is critical to maintaining healthy wildlife and 

plant communities 
LWF 

2.29 Commenters noted the importance of and their support for hunting as a wildlife-oriented recreational 
activity 

BA, BBE, BBR, BMA, CC, CCM, DM, DMM, 
DR, JF, JG, JMI, PF, RE, TP, YC, YRGC 

2.30 Allow deer hunting on the BMGR DM 
2.31 More open space is needed for hunters, not more withdrawn for parks or refuges AF 
2.32 Hunters clean and improve the area for wildlife JMI 
2.33 Do not establish a special hunting permit program that requires a fee ADBSS 
2.34 Hunting should be limited to reduce stress to wildlife populations, ensure hunted species are able to 

reproduce, and ensure that wildlife can migrate without interference 
LB, LL 

2.35 Eliminate/prohibit non-game species collection (except for scientific purposes) CBD, CM, JN, RE, YA 
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TABLE 12-3 
COMMENT CATEGORIES 

Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

2.36 It is a fundamental biological law that you cannot have an excess of predators unless there are prey 
species in excess, who determines who can hunt predators 

YAN 

2.37 Invasive exotic plants can be introduced and spread as a result of roads providing access to remote 
areas 

RS 

2.38 Few of the data gaps identified for wildlife and vegetation appear again as management strategies to 
be pursued during the life of the plan 

LWF 

2.39 Commenters expressed support for Sonoran pronghorn management actions JEM, JME, PJ 
2.40 Development of highways/railroads has had the effect of creating a biological island that restricts 

Sonoran pronghorn from where they would naturally go to seek food and water 
JEM, JFC, PJ 

2.41 Note that management of federally listed endangered species is a responsibility that AGFD shares 
with the USFWS 

DOI 

2.42 Old wells could be reactivated to provide water and food could be hauled in for antelope and other 
animals during drought 

LP, RD 

2.43 Range managers should have been allowed to provide water and food for the Sonoran pronghorn 
during the recent drought 

PJ 

2.44 Internal fences left over from historical ranches should be removed to improve Sonoran pronghorn 
(and other species) mobility 

PL 

2.45 Defenders of Wildlife urges designation of one or more special natural/interest areas for the Sonoran 
pronghorn  

DOW 

2.46 The draft EIS fails to (1) integrate the various components of resource management that affect the 
Sonoran pronghorn into a meaningful plan to address the species plight and (2) describe potential 
elements of such a plan, including what actions will be taken, why, when, and how 

DOW 

2.47 Presentation of measures required by the Sonoran Pronghorn Biological Opinions and Recovery Plan 
as something separate from Sonoran pronghorn management under the INRMP may violate NEPA 
and ESA 

DOW 

2.48 With respect to road closures, Strategies A and B do not meet the terms of the current Biological 
Opinions for Sonoran pronghorn and, thus, do not qualify as "reasonable" under NEPA and would 
violate the Endangered Species’ Act take and no jeopardy provisions 

DOW 
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TABLE 12-3 
COMMENT CATEGORIES 

Comment 
Number Comment Commenter(s) 

2.49 The draft EIS does not reference or address the consultation that the agencies are purportedly 
engaged in at the current time pursuant to a stipulated agreement reached with the plaintiffs in 
Defenders of Wildlife v. Norton  

DOW 

2.50 Treatment of predator control in the INRMP is incredibly vague DOW 
2.51 Various commenters expressed concerns about the potential impacts of Yuma ASH to flat-tailed 

horned lizard and flat-tailed horned lizard habitat 
CBD, DP, JN, LL, LWF, RE, YA 

2.52 Top threats to wildlife come from growing recreation, off-road vehicle use, and border law 
enforcement and migration activity 

CBD, TA 

2.53 Limits on group sizes may unintentionally thwart future wildlife conservation activities ADBSS 
2.54 Bat gates for mines need to be designed to allow for use by barn owls, fox, ring-tailed cats, and 

bighorn sheep 
GG 

2.55 Commenters expressed support for the proposal to prevent the public from entering mines on the 
BMGR to protect bats 

CBD, CM, DOW, JN, RE, YA 

2.56 Fences need to be maintained to control cattle LP, RD 
2.57 Wild burros are damaging the environment DEB 
2.58 Vehicle use in washes harm wildlife and habitat – washes are used as wildlife corridors CBD, DOW, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC 
2.59 Vehicular travel in accessible dry washes is the most ecologically benign form of access BD, JEM 
2.60 Wildlife benefit from larger unroaded areas (including Sonoran pronghorn, bighorn sheep, mountain 

lion) 
CBD, DOW, JN, LWF, PC, SC, YA  

2.61 Although severe drought is currently a major concern, Sonoran pronghorn are ultimately adapted to 
survive in harsh desert conditions, and the real problem lies in actions that have compromised this 
species’ normal ecological strategies for coping with drought. Current threats to the Sonoran 
pronghorn stem from government agency activities. 

DOW 

2.62 What concrete steps have been taken by DoD to protect/mitigate flat-tailed horned lizard habitat and 
implement the 1997 Management Strategy and what other steps are under consideration?  

DOW 

3.0 Camping/Wood Collection 
3.1 Allow vehicle-based camping within 100 feet of roads ADBSS, BD, BLH, FF, JEM, JF, JFC, JK, LB, 

PM, YVRGC 
3.2 Restrict vehicle camping to within 50 feet of roads CBD, CM, DOW, JN, RE, SHPO, SRM, YA 
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3.3 Remove the no overnight camping restrictions within the Mohawk Mountains in Management Unit 4 
and on the east side of the Sauceda Mountains in Unit 6 

ADBSS, BD, BLH, JEM, JR 

3.4 Prohibit camping within one-quarter mile of natural or developed waters DOW 
3.5 Ban collection of dead and down wood CBD, JN, PL, RE, YA 
3.6 Allow the use of dead and downed wood for campfires BD, BLH, DMM, JEM, SRM 
3.7 Monitor wood supplies SRM 
3.8 Commenter supports a 7-day stay, 28-day wait limit on camping stays SRM 
3.9 Commenter supports prescribing rules for waste disposal SRM 

3.10 Commenter does not want new restrictions on camping GWB 
3.11 Commenter is opposed to woodcutting SRM 
4.0 Rockhounding 
4.1 Rockhounding should not be prohibited ARP, DMM 
4.2 Prohibit rockhounding SHPO, SRM 
4.3 Define the frequency of how often rockhounders could collect up to 25 pounds of rocks and how will 

it be enforced? 
PL 

5.0 Public Safety, Military Mission, and Miscellaneous Recreation 
5.1 Prohibit public entry to mines CBD, CM, DOW, JN, RE, YA 
5.2 Include Buckeye Hills Recreation Area in the recreation section MCPR 
5.3 Recreational use of the range may only occur if it is sustainable in relation to the environment and 

only if it is consistent with the military mission 
BBE, BBR, CM, JN, PC, PJ, RE, YC 

5.4 
Identify incidents when public activities and trespass have forced military missions to be canceled 

YAN 

5.5 Comments expressed general support for the military and/or support for military use/management of 
the BMGR 

AF, BBR, BD, DR, JC, JF, JM, JPM, LB, LL, MH, 
PF, PJ, RE, SB, YRGC  

5.6 Commenters generally support continued requirement for permits ADBSS, DF, JEM, JPM, LWF 
5.7 Address geocaching, vehicle racing, large groups, survivalist activities, militia training in EIS 

(opposed to all of these) 
LWF, YAN 

5.8 Prohibit metal detectors SRM 
5.9 Few of the identified data gaps for recreation (e.g., data on recreation use, hunting activity levels) 

appear as management strategies for recreation 
LWF 
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6.0 Recreational Shooting 
6.1 Recreational shooting should not be allowed on the BMGR. Not even the military trains on the 

BMGR with small arms. 
CBD, DOW, JN, LB, LL, LWF, RE, SHPO, SRM, 
YA 

6.2 Our club would like support from MCAS Yuma to continue to conduct recreational shooting with 
fully automatic weapons with a special use permit 

JC, MB 

6.3 Identify incidents where recreational shooting has affected military missions, Border Patrol activities, 
or the public 

YA 

6.4 If recreational shooting is allowed, designate areas for this activity as well as a maintenance and 
clean-up plan 

PL 

6.5 Consider placing limits on the size of weapon that can be used and the elevation at which the weapon 
could be fired 

LB 

6.6 The special use permit to shoot fully automatic weapons could be a bunch of red tape that effectively 
eliminates the opportunity to use fully automatic weapons 

JC, MB 

7.0 UDAs/Drug Smugglers/U.S. Border Patrol 
7.1 UDA and drug smuggler traffic is the source of most of the off-road driving and other types of non-

military use impacts; don't close existing roads to public access until the UDA/smuggler problem is 
solved 

AF, AK, BA, BHE, BM, CBD, CC, DEB, DF, 
DGR, DR, EC, EF, EP, ES, GK, JFK, JK, JPM, 
JV, LS, MH, MM, PF, PH, PJ, PM, SB, TP 

7.2 Deal with the trash left behind by UDAs and smugglers MM, YAN 
7.3 

A prohibition against vehicle use in washes should apply in equal force to Border Patrol activities 
CBD, LP, LWF, RD 

7.4 Damage from illegal use of the range is not discussed in the draft EIS CBD, DOW, JN, SC, TA 
8.0 Law Enforcement   
8.1 While Strategy D was not selected for all management units, the de facto strategy would be for 

retaining a minimum of six law enforcement positions 
DOI, SRM 

8.2 Increasing enforcement of existing laws and regulations is the only alternative for lessening or 
eliminating sources of environmental damage 

CBD, MH 

8.3 Describe the role that the military will have in enforcing range policies LWF 
8.4 Law enforcement officers should have Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) training so 

they have the authority to arrest pothunters and vandals 
SHPO 
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9.0 Special Management Designations   
9.1 The draft EIS does not identify prescribed management objectives for special natural/interest areas DOW, LWF, YA 
9.2 Redesignate the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Habitat Management Area and the Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concern that were established by the BLM 
CBD, CM, JN, YA 

9.3 Protect and redesignate the Special Recreation Management Areas; these areas need more specific 
management prescriptions than the Plan proposes 

CM, JN, LWF, YA 

10.0 Socioeconomics   
10.1 A Record of Decision must not be made solely on the incomplete and biased analysis; an economic 

impact statement must be mandated 
ARP, DJB, IE, MW, NS, NW 

10.2 Tourism is important to the economy of Ajo AM, ARP, BB, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DG, FP, 
JBR, JH, LF, LO, LP, MW, NS, NW, RA, SLB 

10.3 The proposed action and, in particular, proposed road closures would effect/devastate Ajo, Why, and 
Lukeville economically 

AD, AM, ARP, BB, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DC, 
DG, DJB, FP, IE, JBR, JD, JH, LF, LO, LP, MN, 
MW, NS, NW, PF, RA, SLB, SLO 

10.4 These comments consist of various testimonials about the value of the desert environment to the 
local lifestyle 

AD, BAF, BBR, CCM, DC, EP, HVZ, JD, LF, LL, 
MH, MN, SLO 

11.0 Management Plan/EIS/Preferred Alternative   
11.1 Draft EIS lacks concrete plans with specific goals, objectives/standards/guidelines, budgets, and 

schedules for managing the natural and cultural resources of the BMGR 
BBR, CBD, DOW, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC, TA, 
YA 

11.2 The draft EIS presents a plan to write a plan CBD, LWF 
11.3 Pima County Board of Supervisors supports Alternative D PC 
11.4 Yuma County Board of Supervisors supports Alternatives A or B for public access, recreation, and 

hunting 
YC 

11.5 Make the final document more concise and easier to read JF, YVRGC 
11.6 The draft INRMP, as reflected in the draft EIS, does not integrate activities and management 

measures, particularly in regards to Sonoran pronghorn, as required by the Sikes Act 
DOW 

11.7 The draft EIS fails to recognize that the Sikes Act provides that wildlife concerns must take 
precedence over public use; public use is allowed only to the extent that it does not impair the 
sustainability of resources under the MLWA of 1999 

BBR, CBD, CM, DOW, JN, JF, RE, RS, YA 
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11.8 The draft EIS should clearly state and that all actions undertaken by the military, other agencies, and 
the public on the BMGR must comply with applicable natural resources law 

DOW 

11.9 Alternative D is the most reasonable, prudent, and sustainable option for the proposed INRMP 
management framework 

CBD, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, RS, SC, TA, 
YA 

11.10 Alternative A, the no-action alternative, or Alternative B are the most appropriate options for the 
proposed INRMP management framework 

ADBSS, ARP, BRH, CC, DEB, DJB, DMM, EDF, 
EP, FP, IE, JEM, JF, JFK, JPM, JR, LF, MB, MW, 
NS, NW, TH, YVRGC 

11.11 
Alternative C is the most appropriate option for the proposed INRMP management framework 

JFC 

11.12 
The proposed action is the most appropriate option for the proposed INRMP management framework

PL 

11.13 There should be a public input period on the INRMP action and monitoring plans, budgets, and 
implementation schedules before they are adopted 

DOW, YA 

11.14 The Defenders of Wildlife felt strongly that urgent action is needed to address the plight of the 
Sonoran pronghorn but also believe that such action must be taken only after opportunity for and 
consideration of public input 

DOW 

11.15 Management Strategy C is the proposed action EPA 
11.16 The draft EIS cumulative effects analysis is insufficient  DOW, SC 
11.17 

The Defenders of Wildlife incorporate their comments, which pertain to cumulative impacts on the 
Sonoran pronghorn, on the draft Yuma Training Range Complex Supplemental EIS by reference 

DOW 

11.18 
Specific plans are needed to monitor, enforce, and control public use to insure that it is sustainable 

RE, RS, YA 

11.19 The Community Report is blatantly biased and focuses on a lame interpretation of the Military Lands 
Withdrawal Act of 1999 rather than the mandates of the Sikes Act 

ARP, RA 

11.20 Do not make changes in management or public use; the BMGR is not broken and its resources are 
generally undamaged 

AM, ARP, BB, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DC, DG, 
DR, JBR, JD, JH, LO, MW, NS, NW, RA, RB, 
SLB, SLO, TP 

11.21 Provide for an ombudsman, public range review board, and periodic tours of closed range areas LWF 
11.22 The INRMP must include a Five-Year Defense plan budget  LWF 
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11.23 Management of the BMGR should be consistent/coordinated with that of the Cabeza Prieta NWR 
and Sonoran NM and other adjacent or nearby land areas 

JN, LWF 

11.24 Alternatives A and B are not consistent with the MLWA of 1999 or DoD Instruction 4715.3 and 
should be rejected 

YA 

11.25 You don’t live here (Ajo) and shouldn’t interfere in what shouldn’t concern you; stay away and let us 
live, no actions are necessary 

AD, DC, JEM, RD 

11.26 The fifth management strategy, the proposed action, is not described RD 
11.27 The BMGR is a military range; do not manage it as a de facto national park or wilderness AF, AM, BB, BBE, BD, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, 

DG, JBR, JFC, JH, JM, JR, LO, LF, MW, NS, 
NW, RA, SLB 

11.28 It is imperative that a fair, honest and unbiased study be mandated before any final determination or 
ROD is made that will in any way prohibit the communities of Ajo, Why, and Lukeville from public 
access to the desert that surrounds them 

ARP, DJB, IE, MW, NS, NW 

11.29 We resubmit and incorporate by reference herein, our November 2000 comments, we urge the 
agencies to address and consider the points raised in these incorporated comments 

LWF 

12.0 Land Use 
12.1 The Yuma Area Service Highway should not be constructed through the BMGR CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, YA 
12.2 Yuma County would like to see the Area Service Highway as a priority for consideration GG 
12.3 Mineral extraction and sand and gravel operations should not be allowed RE, RS, YA 
12.4 The EIS does not acknowledge some projects and new ordinances in Yuma County GG 
13.0 Resource Inventory and Monitoring 
13.1 These commenters stated that a monitoring plan and/or schedule should be included in the EIS and 

some stated that the draft EIS fails to disclose adequate monitoring commitments as NEPA requires 
LL, LWF, RE, YA 

13.2 The draft EIS fails to consider monitoring objectives or opinions recommended by reputable 
scientists in The Nature Conservancy Report (Hall and others 2001) as NEPA requires 

LWF 

13.3 Identified gaps in information were not translated into written strategies for conducting inventories 
that would obtain the needed data 

LWF, YA 

13.4 The draft EIS fails to acknowledge the value of monitoring for ecosystem health as NEPA requires LWF 
13.5 

The draft EIS fails to consider benefits of monitoring across social boundaries as NEPA requires 
LWF 
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13.6 Plans for coordinating with adjacent land managers on resource inventory and monitoring are 
missing 

LWF 

13.7 Commenters support a monitoring plan that would provide key indicators that are truly representative 
of the BMGR ecosystem and that would trigger timely corrective actions  

CBD, CM, JN, YA 

14.0 Cultural Resources 
14.1 Protect the cultural resources of the BMGR ARP, CBD, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC, SHPO, 

YA, YAN 
14.2 The DoD needs to consult with SHPO and the Tribes regarding the INRMP EIS, the ICRMP, and 

various potential management actions. 
SHPO 
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7.1



12-214

1.4

11.10



12-215

2.7
2.8

1.5

1.25

3.1
3.3
3.6



12-216

1.5

1.1

7.1



12-217

1.5

3.1

1.1

7.1



12-218

1.5
11.10

7.1



12-219

1.4

7.1



12-220

11.12

2.44

3.5

1.13
1.24

4.3

6.4



12-221

10.4

5.5
11.9

1.2
2.58

1.7

14.1

2.51
12.1



12-222

6.1

2.34

13.1



12-223

1.4



12-224

1.5

1.11
11.27
5.5

1.10

1.4

1.17



12-225

1.5

3.6
4.1
11.10

2.1
11.10

2.29
11.10



12-226

11.10



12-227



12-228

11.10

1.15
1.25

1.10

1.4

1.1

1.8

3.1

1.12

2.59



12-229

3.6

2.8

2.39

2.40

2.16

2.8

11.10



12-230

1.4



12-231

6.1

5.8

8.1

4.2

3.11

3.6

3.7

3.2

3.8

3.9

1.21

1.2

Note: These are countermanding comments,
no response needed.

*

*

*



12-232

2.1

1.5
2.1

2.9

1.25
2.6



12-233

2.1

2.2
2.5

2.30

2.9

2.6



12-234

2.8
2.9



12-235

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-236

1.5
11.10

7.1

5.5
5.6

7.1



12-237

1.27
1.29

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-238

2.29
2.32

1.4



12-239

1.4
2.29
10.4



12-240

1.5

7.1



12-241

7.1
7.2

1.1
1.5



12-242

1.4

1.1

3.1

1.4

7.1



12-243

1.31
5.3

1.2
1.7
1.10
1.13

11.23

7.4
11.9

14.1

1.9
1.11

13.7

3.2

2.55
5.1

9.2

9.3

3.5

2.35



12-244

2.26
6.1

2.51
12.1

5.3
11.7



12-245

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-246

1.5
10.3
10.4
11.20



12-247

1.5
11.10

1.4

7.1



12-248

1.1
1.4
2.29

11.20

7.1

1.25

1.4



12-249

1.5
11.10

1.23
10.2



12-250

1.4



12-251

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-252

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-253

5.5
11.20

2.29

1.5

1.29

7.1



12-254

1.5
11.10
11.27

1.5
1.8

1.23
3.3

2.8
2.18



12-255

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-256

1.4

7.1



12-257

1.6
1.7
1.10
11.9



12-258

2.37

11.9

11.18

11.9

11.7



12-259

1.4
1.23
1.25

10.1
10.3

1.17

1.16

11.28

1.5
11.10



12-260

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-261

1.5

7.1



12-262

1.5



12-263

1.4

7.1



12-264

1.5
10.4



12-265

1.4
1.23
1.25

10.1
10.3

1.17

1.16

11.28

1.5
11.10



12-266

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-267

1.4
1.23
1.25

10.1
10.3

1.5
11.10

1.17

1.16

11.28



12-268

1.29
11.27

10.2
10.3
11.20

1.15



12-269



12-270

1.32



12-271

1.4



12-272

1.4



12-273



12-274



12-275



12-276

2.16



12-277

2.16

5.6

3.1
3.3
3.6

1.5



12-278

1.5

1.1



12-279

1.5

1.13
1.16

1.23



12-280

2.5

1.5



12-281



12-282



12-283



12-284



12-285

5.5

2.6



12-286

2.6

1.5
11.10



12-287

1.5
11.10

1.4

1.10

1.4

3.1

1.1

1.32



12-288

5.5

1.32

11.7

11.5



12-289

11.5

12.2

12.4



12-290

12.4



12-291

12.4

2.54

12.4



12-292

1.6
1.7

12.4

1.2



12-293

1.9

9.2

9.3

13.7

3.2

2.55
5.1

12.1



12-294

2.35

12.1

11.7



12-295

11.7



12-296

5.5

7.1



12-297

7.1

2.43

2.39
2.40



12-298

1.4



12-299

1.4

1.5
11.10



12-300

1.5
11.10

1.4

1.10

1.4

3.1

1.1

1.32



12-301

5.5

1.32

11.7

11.5



12-302



12-303

2.39

6.6



12-304

6.6

1.5
5.5



12-305

7.1



12-306



12-307



12-308



12-309



12-310

1.25

1.4
1.10
1.23



12-311

1.4
1.10

2.18

1.23



12-312

1.23
1.29

11.25



12-313

11.25

11.26



12-314

1.23



12-315

1.5
10.3
10.4



12-316

1.5
1.23
1.25



12-317



12-318

2.3



12-319

2.3

2.42



12-320

2.42

2.56

7.3



12-321

7.3



12-322



12-323



12-324



12-325



12-326

2.57



12-327

2.57

7.1

1.5
11.10

10.2



12-328

10.2
10.3



12-329

2.42



12-330

7.3

1.16



12-331

1.16



12-332

1.5
1.23



12-333
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12.4 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 
 
1. Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management 
 
Comment Summary 1.1: The public should be allowed to drive in accessible dry streambeds 
and wash bottoms that are located in areas of the range open for public use because:  

• this activity would not harm wildlife or the environment 
• all evidence of such use (vehicle tracks) would be erased by the next storm water flow  
• washes would provide needed access to areas that are otherwise unreachable by vehicle 

and, accordingly, a large segment of the public  
 
Commenters 1.1: ADBSS, BD, GK, JEM, JF, JFK, JK, MM, PM, TP, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.1: Information addressing the policy for driving in washes under the revised 
proposed action and alternatives has been added to Section 3.4.4. The potential impacts of 
alternative management strategies for driving in washes to resources are addressed in Sections 
5.2.5, 5.3.5, 5.5.5, 5.6.5, 5.12.5, and 5.16.5. Some additional information has been added to 
supplement the impact analysis for water resources (Sections 5.3.5 and 5.3.18), to and cultural 
resources, (Section 5.16.5). Also see Responses 1.2 and 1.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.2: Dry streambeds and wash bottoms should be closed to motorized 
vehicle use because this activity would degrade wildlife habitat, disturb/harm wildlife, and 
damage cultural resources. 
 
Commenters 1.2: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC, SRM, TA, YA 
 
Response 1.2: The comment to prohibit public motorized vehicle use of dry streambeds and 
wash bottoms addresses the same issues, although from a different perspective, as does the 
comment to allow public use of washes. See Response 1.1. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.3: The comment states: "For each of the alternatives, we recommend that 
recreational driving in dry washes be restricted to the extent possible to ensure the protection of 
water quality and beneficial uses from adverse effects. Adverse effects include increased erosion 
and sedimentation, and the discharge of hydrocarbons (fuels, oils, greases) from recreational 
vehicles. The EPA recommends that the final EIS and ROD address the feasibility of mitigation 
to restrict or prohibit recreational driving in dry washes. The final EIS should also address the 
extent to which recreational driving in dry washes is consistent with State-adopted, EPA-
approved water quality standards and Section 313 of the Clean Water Act." 
 
Commenter 1.3: EPA 
 
Response 1.3: Supplemental information regarding the potential adverse effects to water 
resources from the revised proposed action and alternatives regarding motorized travel in washes 
was added to Section 5.3.5. The modifications address water quality and Section 313 Clean 
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Water Act requirements. Section 5.3.5 also was enhanced with additional discussion of the 
potential effects from recreational driving on surface water drainages, increased erosion and 
sedimentation, and the discharge of chemical fluids from vehicles.  
 
Controlling both government and public driving in dry washes is central to the current and future 
management of vehicle use and environmental protection within the BMGR. The BMGR 
generally is an undeveloped, wildland environment in which nearly all existing roads were 
established by vehicle use rather than through engineering design. Locations where the existing 
roads cross or traverse segments of the natural drainage system are generally aligned along the 
most suitable, at-grade route. Very few of the road segments within the BMGR traverse washes 
for any substantial distance. In these respects, the BMGR road system is generally similar to 
those found in national monuments, national forests, national wildlife refuges, and BLM-
administered public lands near the BMGR and across the arid Southwest. Public driving across 
or in washes on the BMGR is limited only to through travel. No washes are specifically 
designated or used as off-road vehicle play areas.  
 
Public recreation on the BMGR is sanctioned by both the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act to 
the extent that this activity is consistent with the military mission and safety requirements. Since 
public use of the range cannot be summarily banned, the only way to mitigate the potential 
adverse effects of public driving on existing roads that cross or are in washes would be to 
eliminate all at-grade road beds that either cross or follow washes. This objective would require 
eliminating at-grade, road-wash crossings by installing culverts or bridges and developing graded 
road cuts through upland terrain to circumvent road alignments in wash bottoms. Engineering 
such a road system to support recreation on the BMGR would be cost prohibitive. More 
important, however, is the fact that culverts and bridges would not be compatible with the 
operation of the range as an air-to-ground weapons training area.  
 
Rather than addressing the potential effects of public driving in dry washes through mitigation 
measures, this issue is addressed in the EIS through the analysis of road system alternatives. 
Alternative Management Strategies A and B would both allow recreational driving in designated 
washes when those washes are dry. Alternative Management Strategies C and D would restrict 
motorized public travel in all washes except where the wash is a designated part of the road 
system open to the public and is dry. Alternative A, the no-action alternative, would retain the 
existing BMGR road network and would not expand the system. Thus, this alternative would not 
have the potential to expose washes that currently are not a part of that system to recreational 
vehicle traffic. Alternative B would allow for a potential expansion of the existing road network 
and, consequently, could result in an increase in the number of washes to exposed recreational 
vehicle traffic. Both Alternative Management Strategy C (the proposed and preferred alternative) 
and Alternative Management Strategy D would substantially reduce the existing road network. 
Correspondingly, both Alternative Management Strategies C and D would eliminate recreational 
vehicle traffic in washes that are currently exposed to this activity. The environmental 
consequences of this range of alternatives, including potential effects on water quality, are 
reported in Sections 5.2.5, 5.3.5, etc. through 5.20.5. The potential risk of adverse effects 
resulting from recreational driving in washes is acknowledged, but significant adverse effects 
would be unlikely, particularly given the limited distribution and scale of such driving on the 
BMGR under the preferred alternative. 
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Comment Summary 1.4: Several commenters would support selection of the proposed action, 
Alternative Management Strategy C, provided in the draft EIS for motorized access and 
unroaded area management if Alternative C is modified to incorporate additional public access 
roads as proposed by the Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club. The Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club 
identified 26 specific changes that would add 62 existing roads/road segments to Alternative C 
for retention and public use under the proposed action. This proposal includes allowing public 
use of two roads that were identified as for government use only under the proposed action in the 
draft EIS. If Alternative C is not modified as recommended by the Yuma Valley Rod & Gun 
Club, the commenters would prefer the selection of Alternative Management Strategies A or B 
as the preferred alternative for managing the BMGR road network.  
 
The Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society also put forward a proposal that included most of the 
roads identified by the Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club, but that also identified 14 additional 
existing roads, which were not incorporated in Alternative C, for retention and public use under 
the proposed action. Together, the Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club and the Arizona Desert 
Bighorn Sheep Society proposals would retain 97 more miles of road in the BMGR road system 
than would the proposed action in the draft EIS. The Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, 
which supports Alternative A if the proposed action is not modified, also asks that all roads 
identified as for “government use only” be open to the public. The commenters generally 
indicated that the roads identified by the Yuma Valley Rod & Gun Club and Arizona Desert 
Bighorn Sheep Society were not redundant; the Core Planning Team used redundancy as a 
criterion to identify roads for closure under the proposed action.  
 
These two organizations and others expressed concerns that some of the closures would curtail 
sustainable public access and needed wildlife management access. 
 
A number of residents in the Ajo area raised particular objections to proposed road closures in 
Management Unit 6 (also known as Area B). 
 
Commenters 1.4: ADBSS, AGFD, AK, AL, ARP, BAF, BBE, BD, BDO, BRH, CCM, CDM, 
DD, DF, DGR, DJB, DOI, EC, EDF, EFO, EM, EP, GR, IE, JEM, JF, JFC, JM, JMI, JR, JV, 
LD, LH, LS, MH, MN, MW, NS, NW, PF, PM, TP, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.4: USFWS and AGFD concurred with the general concerns of these commenters 
that some additional access should be provided and these agencies believe that the level of 
additional access being proposed would be ecologically sustainable.  
 
In response to these comments, and in recognition of comments received from others who prefer 
either Alternative Management Strategy C or D, the Core Planning Team re-evaluated the 
specific roads identified by the commenters and determined that to retain some additional 
existing public access would be consistent with the military purposes of the BMGR, security and 
safety considerations, and sustainable management of natural and cultural resources; 
consequently, the proposed action in the final EIS was revised. The Core Planning Team review 
also reappraised government requirements for road access to the range and found that some road 
segments that had been identified for closure in the draft EIS proposed action are now important 
to support military or other government purposes. These roads are proposed for retention in the 
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revised proposed and preferred action, which is described in detail in Section 3.4.4.2 of this final 
EIS. The differences between the revised proposed action and the draft EIS proposed action also 
are described in Section 3.4.4.2.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.5: The commenters encourage the selection of Alternative Management 
Strategies A or B for motorized access and unroaded area management. Some of these comments 
did not specifically mention these alternative management strategies, but made consistent general 
statements such as, “I support keeping all the existing roads open” or “Do not close any public 
use roads.”  
 
Commenters 1.5: AD, ADBSS, AM, AN, ARP, BA, BB, BC, BH, BHE, BLH, BM, BMA, 
BCC, BR, BS, CC, CDM, CG, DC, DEB, DG, DGR, DJB, DMM, DR, EFO, EP, ES, FP, GK, 
GR, GWB, HVZ, IE, JBR, JD, JEM, JFK, JG, JH, JK, JF, JM, JMI, JPM, JR, LF, LO, MH, MM, 
MN, MW, NS, NW, PH, PF, RA, RAB, RB, SB, SH, SLB, SLO, TH, TT, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.5: Your support for Alternative Management Strategies A or B, as presented in the 
draft EIS, is noted. Please be aware that, based on other public comment as well as a re-
evaluation of the BMGR road network, public access needs, and resource conservation/ 
protection effects, the revised proposed and preferred alternative in the final EIS includes more 
existing roads that would be retained for public use. The rationale for these additions is provided 
in Section 3.4.4.2. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.6: The commenters encourage the selection of the proposed action, 
Alternative Management Strategy C, for motorized access and unroaded area management. 
 
Commenters 1.6: CBD, CM, RS 
 
Response 1.6: Your support for Alternative Management Strategy C, as presented in the draft 
EIS, is noted. Please be aware that, based on other public comment as well as a re-evaluation of 
the BMGR road network, public access needs, and resource conservation/protection effects, the 
revised proposed and preferred action in the final EIS includes more existing roads that would be 
retained for public use. The rationale for these additions is provided in Section 3.4.4.2 EIS. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.7: The commenters encourage the selection of Alternative Management 
Strategy D for motorized access and unroaded area management. Most of these commenters 
believe that road closures would be beneficial to the environment. 
 
Commenters 1.7: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, RS, SC, TA, YA 
 
Response 1.7: Your support for Alternative Management Strategy D, as presented in the draft 
EIS, is noted. Please be aware that, based on other public comment as well as a re-evaluation of 
the BMGR road network, public access needs, and resource conservation/protection effects, the 
revised proposed action and preferred alternative in the final EIS include more existing roads that 
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would be retained for public use. The rationale for these additions is provided in Section 3.4.4.2. 
Potentially beneficial environmental consequences that could result from the selection of 
Alternative Management Strategy D for the Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management 
resource element as compared to the proposed action are noted in Sections 5.2.3.2, 5.3.3.2, 
5.4.3.2, 5.5.3.2, 5.6.3.2, 5.7.3.2, 5.8.3.2, 5.9.3.2, 5.10.3.2, 5.11.3.2, 5.12.3.2, 5.13.3.2, 5.14.3.2, 
5.15.3.2, 5.16.3.2, 5.17.3.2, 5.18.3.2, 5.19.3.2, and 5.20.3.2. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.8: Do not restrict existing or new roads to government use only. All 
roads should be open to public use unless there are specific compelling safety or security 
purposes to restrict them to government use only. 
 
Commenters 1.8: ADBSS, DOI, JEM, JR, MH, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.8: As identified in Response 1.4, the revised proposed action and preferred 
alternative in the final EIS for motorized access supports additional public use of existing roads 
and potential public use of the proposed Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads. For those roads that 
would remain for government use only, the Core Planning Team judged that there continues to 
be important law enforcement or resource protection needs to propose that some roads be limited 
to government use only. The revised proposed and preferred action, as well as the differences 
from the draft EIS proposed action, are described in detail in Section 3.4.4.2 of this final EIS.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.9: Conserve roadless areas, increase the size of these areas, and 
revegetate/rehabilitate unneeded roads and damaged areas. 
 
Commenters 1.9: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LWF, RH, SC, TA, YA 
 
Response 1.9: As addressed in Section 3.4.4, the proposed action, which is also the preferred 
alternative, and Alternative Management Strategy D would provide special support to the 
conservation of unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or more, consistent with military mission 
requirements, and would close redundant or otherwise unneeded roads, which would increase the 
size of some unroaded areas. Although the preferred alternative would especially target 
conservation of unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or more, it is the policy of the Air Force and 
Marine Corps to protect all areas within in the BMGR from unnecessary and unauthorized 
activities that would cause further habitat fragmentation. Prevailing policies, which would be 
continued under all alternatives, against unauthorized off-road driving or road proliferation will 
continue to promote conservation of unroaded areas throughout the range. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.10: The commenters all support closure of redundant roads but vary 
widely in their viewpoints as to what constitutes redundancy. Some commenters believe that all 
roads other than those needed for official military missions should be closed; others find that 
providing road access for sustainable public use alone is a legitimate management purpose and 
such roads would not be viewed as redundant. 
 



BMGR INRMP  12.4 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 
Final EIS   March 2006 

 12-339  
 
 

Commenters 1.10: ADBSS, ARP, BBE, CBD, DFR, DOW, JEM, JF, JM, JN, LB, LD, LWF, 
MH, PG, RH, RS, SC, TA, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.10: The criteria and process for defining the range of four alternative management 
strategies and the proposed action for the BMGR road system and public access to this system 
are described at various points in the EIS including Sections 1.8.2, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.3, and 3.4.1 
through 3.4.4, The consensus of the comments received during scoping and the public workshops 
found the range of road system alternatives carried forward for analysis in the EIS to be 
reasonable and adequate. Alternative Management Strategies C and D would reduce redundancy 
within the road system to different degrees in accordance to the criteria established for these 
alternatives. Your comments regarding redundancy are noted and were taken into consideration 
in the revision of the proposed action and preferred alternative, which is described in Section 
3.4.4.2.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.11: Manage/do not manage roadless areas as Wilderness. 
 
Commenters 1.11: AF, BBE, CBD, DOW, JM, JN, LF, LWF, SC 
 
Response 1.11: As noted in Section 3.5 (Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward in 
Detail), an alternative that would emphasize environmental preservation management in excess 
of the level of resource protection and conservation represented in Strategy D was considered to 
be outside the reasonable range of alternatives for the proposed INRMP.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.12: Do not limit the number of vehicles that would be permitted in a 
single party. 
 
Commenters 1.12: ADBSS, BD, DM, EF, GWB, JEM 
 
Response 1.12: Your comment is noted; the alternative management strategies present a 
reasonable range of limits on the number of vehicles that would be permitted in a single party, 
without a special use permit exception, that vary from 49 under Alternative Management 
Strategy A to 9 under Alternative Management Strategy D. None of the alternatives considered 
in the EIS would prohibit a single party from having a number of vehicles in excess of the limit. 
Rather, the stipulation is that the number of vehicles in any single party could only exceed the 
limit when authorized by special use permit that would provide the Air Force and Marine Corps 
with the information and opportunity necessary to work with the applicant party to ensure that 
prudent measures would be followed to avoid or minimize natural and cultural resource impacts.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.13: Manage the BMGR road network and enforce road closures by 
restricting drivers to roads signed as open for public use. 
 
Commenters 1.13: ARP, CBD, DOW, JN, LWF, PL, SC, SH, TA, YA 
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Response 1.13: A variety of methods are available for managing the BMGR road network and 
enforcing road closures including but not necessarily limited to providing visitors with maps and 
other information, when they receive their permits, that signify roads that are open for their use; 
posting route intersection markers that correspond to intersection numbers on the official visitor 
maps; posting routes that are open; posting routes that are closed; and, if necessary, constructing 
physical barriers to routes that are closed or physically obscuring the presence of these routes at 
intersections. Some additional information about emphasizing the use of signing only for roads 
that are open for use has been added to Section 5.12.5.1.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.14: Some roads have historical or traditional significance, such as routes 
to historic mines or tanks or through mountain passes. Do not close these historically significant 
roads to public use. 
 
Commenters 1.14: MH, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.14: Some BMGR roads, such as those to historic mines or El Camino del Diablo, 
have apparent historic value, but no assessment of the historic significance of the range road 
network is available. As reported in Response 1.10, the principal focus on developing the 
motorized access alternatives was on the road redundancy, although some specific roads or road 
segments where identified for closure under the proposed action because of known cultural 
resource vulnerabilities. Roads with historic significance may be closed through the 
implementation of the proposed INRMP; these routes, however, would not be obliterated and 
would remain available for public exploration on foot if within areas of the range that are open to 
the public. Closure also would not preclude the opportunity to reopen a historic route with 
historic and recreational value to public vehicle use through periodic INRMP updates.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.15: There are no alternatives that would increase public access. 
 
Commenters 1.15: ADBSS, ARP, AM, BB, BBE, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DG, DGR, JBR, JEM, 
LB, LO, LWF, MW, RH, RS, SC, YVRGC, NS, NW 
 
Response 1.15: Alternative Management Strategy B offers potential opportunities to increase 
motorized public access beyond current levels as follows: 
 

• the foreseeable need for and generalized effect of developing additional roads for 
motorized public or agency use would be evaluated in general terms; proposals for 
construction of such roads would be reviewed in detail in accordance with NEPA and 
other regulatory requirements and on a case-by-case basis 

• vehicle-based camping would be allowed within 100 feet of existing roads designated as 
open to public use (rather than 50 feet as with the existing condition and all other 
alternative management strategies) 

• the need for and effects of allowing public ORV travel in designated areas would be 
evaluated 
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• motorized public travel would be allowed in designated washes, when dry (whereas 
currently driving in washes that are not an integral part of the road network is not 
sanctioned)  

 
Alternative Management Strategy B did not include proposals for specific new roads except for 7 
miles of road to bypass the Cabeza Prieta NWR and Wilderness. 
 
An alternative that would increase public access, beyond that offered by Alternative 
Management Strategy B, was considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis as 
explained in Section 3.5.  
 
The alternative selection criteria, provided in Section 3.3 and Table 3-3, are consistent with the 
provisions of the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act concerning multipurpose public use. The 
provisions of both of these acts make it clear, however, that the only designated purposes of the 
range are national defense and that public use must be consistent with those purposes. These acts 
do not require the Air Force or Marine Corps to promote increased recreational use of the range, 
but instead require that they provide for use that is consistent with military operations and 
ecosystem sustainability (DoD Instruction 4715.3 Paragraph 4.1.4). In addition, no specific 
public comments were received during scoping and the two subsequent public workshops 
requesting expansion of the BMGR road network. Alternative Management Strategy B includes 
a provision to evaluate the foreseeable need to actively pursue expansion of the BMGR road 
network, but does not provide specific plans to do so. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.16: Investigate illegal road closures on the BMGR that occurred over the 
past several months. 
 
Commenters 1.16: ARP, DJB, IE, NS, MW, NW, RD, SH 
 
Response 1.16: Some roads in Management Unit 6, commonly known as Area B, were 
incorrectly posted as closed in the fall of 2002 as a result of administrative confusion and error. 
The visitor use map for this area that was initially issued with BMGR permits for the 2002-2003 
season also was in error in that it showed these closures. These actions were taken entirely by the 
Air Force and did not involve the BLM, Cabeza Prieta NWR, or any other of the agencies 
participating in the preparation of the proposed INRMP or the associated EIS. The Air Force 
assumed full management responsibility for BMGR—East, including Area B, from the BLM in 
November 2001. The incorrect road closure postings and map errors were quickly corrected 
when they were brought to the attention of the Air Force range management officer. Nearly all 
the road closure signs were removed and a corrected map was published and issued. The only 
road closures currently remaining in Management Unit 6 include closure of the lead-in-lines for 
Manned Ranges 1 and 2 for public safety purposes and closure of several small roads segments 
to protect nearby resources of known sensitivity that were being impacted by continued use. All 
other roads remain open pending the outcome of the EIS and INRMP planning process. 
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Comment Summary 1.17: The maps in the draft EIS intentionally omitted roads in Area B and 
were designed to be hard to read. 
 
Commenters 1.17: ARP, IE, DJB, JM, MW, NS, NW 
 
Response 1.17: No roads were intentionally omitted from the draft EIS and the maps were 
prepared to provide presentations that are as clear as possible given the scale necessary to 
represent the BMGR and the complexity of the road system alternatives and associated public 
entry information that needed to be depicted. The EIS for the proposed INRMP was developed 
using the best available road inventory information (see Section 3.4.4). The Core Planning Team 
recognized that the available inventory may be incomplete, but had reason to believe that it 
represents the vast majority of established vehicle travel routes within the BMGR. The Core 
Planning Team also identified a need to develop a protocol for evaluating road management 
issues—including potential retention or closure of existing roads or vehicle travel ways, if any, 
that were not identified in the current road inventory—that arise after the implementation of the 
INRMP (see Section 3.4.4 and Appendix C). The GPS road trace map provided by the Arizona 
Reclamation Project shows two road segments in the vicinity of Tom Thumb Peak that are not in 
the road inventory used for the INRMP planning process or on the maps shown in the EIS. The 
inventory representing the existing road system was presented to the public at the January 2001 
workshop at Gila Bend. Members of the public identified several roads that they found to be 
missing from the road inventory during the workshop and these roads were added to the planning 
maps. The roads in the vicinity of Tom Thumb Peak were not identified at that time.  
 
At this point in the EIS process, roads will not be added to the inventory. The reported roads in 
the vicinity of Tom Thumb Peak may be evaluated for inclusion in the BMGR road network 
following implementation of the INRMP through the use of the road evaluation protocol outlined 
in Appendix C and through consideration under NEPA and other applicable laws. Opportunities 
will become available to adjust the BMGR road network on an ongoing basis as the Air Force 
and Marine Corps continue their management responsibilities. The potential need to adjust the 
BMGR road network will also be addressed during the periodic INRMP updates, which must 
occur at least every five years. All road system adjustments will be considered for their 
consistency with the military purposes of the BMGR and in the context of all resource 
management goals and objectives. The Air Force/Marine Corps will have to independently verify 
the validity of reported roads. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.18: To avoid environmental damage, resist pressure to open more roads 
to public access. 
 
Commenter 1.18: CBD 
 
Response 1.18: Your comment is noted.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.19: Requiring four-wheel drive vehicles is overly restrictive; advisory 
information should be adequate. 
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Commenter 1.19: JFC 
 
Response 1.19: The alternative management strategies for the proposed INRMP all state that 
visitors must comply with general vehicle operating rules, but do not specify that a four-wheel-
drive vehicle would be required. The general operating rules include requiring all vehicles and 
operators to be licensed for highway driving under Arizona laws and regulations and prohibiting 
the operation of vehicles in a matter that is reckless, careless, negligent, or likely to cause 
damage to natural or cultural resources. Rules of conduct in effect under the current permit 
system state that all vehicles must be licensed and street legal according to the Arizona 
Department of Motor Vehicles. Use of a four-wheel-drive vehicle is recommended by these rules 
for visitor safety and comfort, but is not required. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.20: Restricting public access and use is needed to protect resources if use 
cannot be otherwise controlled. 
 
Commenter 1.20: DOW 
 
Response 1.20: Your comment is noted. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.21: Continue to keep the BMGR closed to public off-road driving; 
suspending this closure should not have been considered in the draft EIS. 
 
Commenters 1.21: CBD, DFR, DOW, LWF, SRM, YA 

Response 1.21: The BMGR has long been closed to public off-road driving and on- or off-road 
vehicle racing. None of the alternative management strategies, including the revised proposed 
action, would suspend these restrictions. In response to comments received during scoping to 
establish some off-road driving areas within the BMGR, Alternative Management Strategy B 
appropriately includes a provision that would direct the managing agencies, if this alternative 
was implemented, to evaluate the need for and effects of allowing off-road driving activities 
within designated areas. Off-road vehicle racing, however, would not be considered in these 
designated areas. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.22: The draft plan does not provide for a comprehensive inventory of the 
wash system; therefore, agencies cannot claim to have the baseline data needed to determine the 
consequences of failing to prevent vehicle driving in washes. 
 
Commenters 1.22: CBD, DOW, LWF, RH, SC, TA 

Response 1.22: It is true that the BMGR wash system has not been inventoried for its potential 
use as motorized vehicle travel routes, but the geographic extent and hydrological, biological, 
and cultural importance of this system is well recognized. Consequently, the proposed action and 
preferred alternative (Alternative Management Strategy C) and Alternative Management 
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Strategy D would restrict all public motorized travel in all washes except where a wash is a part 
of the designated roads system open to the public and is dry. The revisions to the proposed action 
following review of the draft EIS did not alter this provision. These alternatives reflect the 
current management policy on the BMGR under the Goldwater Amendment. The current road 
inventory for the range includes only a few, well-established road segments that are located in 
washes. The consequences of continuing to use these segments as components of a designated 
range road network have been assessed in the EIS. Thus, no blanket authorization for public 
motorized travel in washes would be forthcoming should either the proposed action or 
Alternative Management Strategy D be implemented as the proposed INRMP. An INRMP based 
on either of these alternatives would not leave the use of washes as vehicle routes to the 
discretion of individual visitors but would support a future action by the managing agencies to 
evaluate designating individual washes as components of the range road system on a case-by-
case basis in accordance with the provisions of the NEPA and other applicable laws.   

Alternative Management Strategy B would allow motorized public travel only in designated 
washes when these washes are dry. No washes other than those that are part of the current range 
road inventory would initially be so designated if Alternative Management Strategy B were 
implemented as the basis for the proposed INRMP. Additional washes could be designated as 
open to public motorized travel following implementation of the INRMP under this alternative, 
but those washes would not have to be part of the designated range road system. However, such 
designations also would have to be in accordance with the provisions of the NEPA and other 
applicable laws.  

Although the Goldwater Amendment does not authorize the use of washes as vehicle travel 
routes, unless the wash is a part of a designated road, Alternative Management Strategy A would 
adopt the proposal to allow motorized public travel in dry washes as provided in the draft Barry 
M. Goldwater East HMP, which was publicly circulated and reviewed in 1999. This is the only 
alternative that would leave the use of washes as motorized vehicle travel routes to the discretion 
of individual visitors. 

 
Comment Summary 1.23: These comments generally objected to access closures, with many of 
them specifically referring to the closure of the “line road” in the southwestern corner of Area B 
(i.e., Management Unit 6). 
 
Commenters 1.23: AD, ADBSS, ARP, BBE, BD, CC, DGR, DJB, FP, IE, JR, LD, MN, MS, 
MW, NS, NW, RB, SH 
 
Response 1.23: Your comments are noted; however, as provided by the MLWA of 1999, the 
BMGR was established for military purposes and the entire range is subject to access closures 
(see Section 2.6). The closure authority invested in the Air Force and Marine Corps allows these 
agencies to close to the public any road, trail, or other portion of the range as necessary to 
support military operations, public safety, or national security. The Act also specifies that 
closures to public access are to be limited to the minimum areas and periods that are required to 
support these purposes [P.L. 101-65 §3031(b)(2)(A) and (B)]. The public safety issues that led to 
the closure of the referenced line road, which is officially referenced as the Manned Range 1 
lead-in line, are provided under the Surface Entry subsection of Section 2.2.6. 
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Also see Response 1.25 for additional discussion of access closures. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.24: Are there any plans to maintain public use roads? 
 
Commenter 1.24: PL 
 
Response 1.24: To date, road maintenance on the BMGR has been conducted in support of 
military activities and restricted principally to areas of the range that are closed to public use, 
such as the tactical ranges. Some roads have been maintained in public use areas, but this has 
been limited to access roads needed for military operations, such as maintenance previously 
conducted within BMGR—West at the now inactive ISST test site. No specific plans for 
maintaining roads used principally for public access have been developed. Maintenance of 
selected road segments may be undertaken should these segments become impassible because of 
overuse and/or erosion. Such maintenance would be undertaken by the Air Force or Marine 
Corps, in part, to deter visitors from attempting to create their own alternative routes around an 
impassible road segment, preserve access that might otherwise be lost, or eliminate a driving 
safety hazard. Road maintenance would be limited to the extent practicable for restoring the 
drivability of the segment. Visitors should not mistake road smoothing and grading conducted 
periodically by the U.S. Border Patrol in BMGR—West as a Marine Corps maintenance activity. 
The Border Patrol undertakes these operations to facilitate its law enforcement and search and 
rescue responsibilities in response to UDA traffic.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.25: Control of public use could be best accomplished through visitor 
permits and education rather than permanent road or area closures. A specific request was to 
reinstate public access that was formerly available to the Crater Range and Aguila Mountains for 
bighorn sheep hunting through seasonal range scheduling and consolidation. Hunter access could 
be extended to more areas through the use of special use permits. 
 
Commenters 1.25: ADBSS, ARP, BBE, BD, BLH, BMA, CC, DGR, DJB, IE, LD, MN, MW, 
NS, NW, RB, TP 
 
Response 1.25: In accordance with the MLWA of 1999, the Air Force and Marine Corps make 
every effort to limit BMGR closures to the minimum areas and times necessary to support 
military operations, public safety, and national security. The Air Force has determined that the 
Aguila Mountains and Crater Range, which are located in North TAC, must continue to be 
closed to bighorn sheep hunting or other types of recreation use. This closure, which is in 
accordance with restrictions established by AFI 13-212V1, Luke Air Force Base (AFB) Sup 1 
and 56 Range Management Office (RMO) Operating Instruction 1-3, Barry M. Goldwater Range 
Permitting Process (1 July 2002), is necessary to protect the public from aircraft munitions 
delivery operations and elevated quantities of unexploded ordnance within the tactical range and 
to prevent conflicts between public visitation and the flexibility to schedule military activities as 
needed to perform the ongoing training mission of BMGR—East.  
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Some commenters suggest that range scheduling and consolidation could be used to provide 
access opportunities for hunters. The scheduling of military activities is dictated by many 
competing factors affecting opportunities to conduct training or other operations on the BMGR. 
There is no available flexibility in the scheduling process to accommodate public access except 
to provide access when there are no other operational, safety, or security priorities. As explained 
in Section 2.2, current operational, safety, and security priorities preclude public access to most 
of BMGR—East and some areas of BMGR—West. The commenters did not explain what they 
meant by range consolidation. As examined in detail in Section 2.2 of the EIS, however, the 
various weapons ranges and other training/support facilities of the BMGR are spatially laid out 
to maximize the capacity and effectiveness of the range to meet demanding national defense 
training requirements. There is no room to consolidate any of these ranges or facilities to make 
additional space or time for public access. 
 
Responses 1.23 and 5.6 further address comments received concerning public access to the 
BMGR and the BMGR permit system. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.26: Remove the references to "Roads Needed For Public Entry, Needed 
For Refuge Management, Not Needed For Refuge Management, and No Refuge Access" from 
future revisions of Figures 3-1 and 3-2. These references were used for planning purposes during 
the preparation of the EIS to define roads critical to the management of the Cabeza Prieta NWR 
but were not intended to suggest that the subject roads may not be appropriate for providing 
public motorized vehicle access to the refuge boundary. 
 
Commenter 1.26: DOI 
 
Response 1.26: The identified references have been removed from Figures 3-1 and 3-2. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.27: Various commenters support creating bypass roads to protect the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness, but with the stipulations that the bypass roads not be restricted from 
public use and/or the roads within the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness be closed to all users, including 
the U.S. Border Patrol, and revegetated. 
 
Commenters 1.27: ADBSS, LWF 
 
Response 1.27: The proposed action was modified to allow for general access on the bypass 
roads, should these roads be constructed.  The roads would continue to be restricted to 
government use only if implemented under Alternative Management Strategy B. The actions 
pertaining to the roads within the Cabeza Prieta NWR/Wilderness would have to be addressed by 
the USFWS. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.28: The number/miles of roads on the BMGR have increased 
enormously over the last 25 years with most of the increase within the last 15 years. 
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Commenters 1.28: LWF, MH, SC 
 
Response 1.28: Section 2.6.3, reporting the best available information on the road development 
history of the BMGR, has been added to the EIS to identify when roads were created within the 
range.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.29: The roads on the BMGR have been there for a long time. 
 
Commenters 1.29: AM, BB, BH, BR, BS, DG, DR, CC, CDM, CG, JBR, JH, LO, MH, MS, 
MW, NS, RA, SLB 
 
Response 1.29: See Response 1.28 and Section 2.6.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.30: Require all public use vehicles to be street legal and prohibit off-road 
vehicles. 
 
Commenter 1.30: CBD 
 
Response 1.30: All vehicles used by the public and all vehicle operators within the BMGR are 
currently required to be licensed for highway driving under Arizona law. None of the alternative 
management strategies would change these requirements. A vehicle that is perceived as being 
designed specifically for off-road use but is licensed for highway driving would not be restricted 
from the range. The ORV operator, however, would be subject to citation under all alternative 
management strategies if he drives his vehicle within the range off of roads designated as open 
for public use. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.31: Greater and more widespread public use of the BMGR could 
interfere with military training and damage the environment. 
 
Commenters 1.31: CBD, JN, YA 
 
Response 1.31: The EIS has appropriately and thoroughly analyzed the extent to which public 
access is consistent with the military mission and safety and security requirements at the BMGR. 
As indicated in Table 3-2, each of the alternative management strategies considered is consistent 
with the military mission requirements described in Section 2.2 and the safety and security 
restrictions described in Section 2.6.1. Each of the alternative management strategies would be 
protective of the military mission at the BMGR. Table 1-1 (see Lines 2 and 22) identifies 
locations in the final EIS where the issue of ensuring that public access is consistent with the 
military purpose of the BMGR. Also see Response 1.23. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.32: Evaluate moving the east boundary of the East Tactical Range to the 
west to allow public access to the Paradise Well area. 
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Commenters 1.32: ADBSS, BD, JF, YVRGC 
 
Response 1.32: Current restrictions on public access to the Paradise Well area, which is in East 
TAC Range, are described in the Surface Entry subsection of Section 2.2.1.  Proposals for 
allowing some public access to the Paradise Well area, despite its location within East TAC, 
were evaluated during the scoping and public workshop period, but this alternative was rejected 
from further consideration during the INRMP planning process because of unresolved 
operational issues associated with the safe operation of the tactical range (see Section 3.5).  
 
The Air Force is willing to reevaluate the impact area and safety and security requirements 
associated with East TAC and to consider whether adjustments in the impact area boundary of 
this range would be compatible with its continuing military mission, but could not undertake this 
effort as a part of developing the INRMP. Assuming that such an adjustment would be 
compatible with the continuing military use of the BMGR, the Air Force also would take the 
other necessary evaluation steps—including but not necessarily limited to evaluating the hazards 
present within the Paradise Well area from unexploded ordnance, determining the extent of 
needed EOD clearances, and complying with the requirements of NEPA and other applicable 
law—prior to making a decision whether to maintain the current closure or open the area to 
public access. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.33: Many currently popular desert tours through BMGR—East will 
simply be eradicated along with a large portion of the only truly resilient commodity in the area, 
desert tourism. 
 
Commenter 1.33: ARP 
 
Response 1.33: None of the alternative management strategies would dramatically curtail either 
public access to or public traffic circulation within the portions of BMGR—East that are open to 
public entry (see Figure 3-1). Response 1.23 and the Surface Entry subsection of Section 2.2.6 
explain that the lead-in lines to Manned Ranges 1 and 2 have been closed to public use because 
of safety hazards associated with the use of these lead-in lines by aircraft on final approach to 
deliver ordnance on targets at these weapons ranges. Alternative routing around these lead-in 
lines is available for public travel. The alternative routing provides access to all of the same 
destinations that travel on the lead-in lines offers, although the alternative routing may require 
longer travel distances to reach some locations. The alternative routing also provides scenic 
travel qualities that are comparable to those available along the lead-in lines. Many potential 
desert tours would remain under all of the alternative management strategies. See also Response 
10.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.34: More restrictions or conditions on public access are better now in 
that access could always be increased or liberalized later. 
 
Commenter 1.34: GB 
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Response 1.34: Your comment is noted. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.35: Keep public access as practical as possible while enhancing the 
range environs but prohibit construction of new public access roads and restore closed or unused 
roads. 
 
Commenter 1.35: GB 
 
Response 1.35: As indicated in Response 1.23 and in accordance with the MLWA of 1999, the 
Air Force and Marine Corps make every effort to limit BMGR closures to the minimum areas 
and times necessary to support military operations, public safety, and national security. With the 
exception of the proposed Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads, which are proposed under 
Alternative Management Strategies B and C, development of new public access roads is 
contemplated only under Alternative B. The proposed action and other alternative management 
strategies would not promote the development of new public access roads. The proposed action 
(Alternative C) and Alternative Management Strategy D would both promote natural 
revegetation of closed roads, whereas Alternative D would promote active restoration of closed 
roads. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.36: Delete or clarify the sentence on page 3-31, paragraph 2, of the draft 
EIS that begins with "Washes are currently part of …" 
 
Commenter 1.36: AGFD 
 
Response 1.36: The referenced sentence, “Washes are currently a part of the inventoried road 
system only where they are parts of designated roads.” has been deleted. Clarification regarding 
how driving in washes is addressed in the alternatives has been added to Section 3.4.4. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.37: Revise the last full sentence on page 3-6 of the draft EIS that begins 
with "Additionally, the road network transportation planning initiated under the Goldwater 
Amendment has been completed through this EIS and INRMP..." to read "... transportation 
planning as initiated under the Goldwater Amendment has largely been completed through this 
EIS ..." In reality, there are sections of road on the BMGR that have apparently been missed in 
the current inventory; some roads may have been classified erroneously as to their level of 
use/importance for recreation users, and the subject of use of washes traditionally used as roads 
is still partially unanswered. These roads (washes) need to be identified and not held in abeyance 
until the end of the 5-year review period. 
 
Commenter 1.37: DOI 
 
Response 1.37: The referenced text has been revised and amended to state… " Additionally, the 
road network transportation planning initiated under the Goldwater Amendment has been 
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completed through this EIS and INRMP planning process through completion of a road 
inventory for the BMGR and development of a full scope of road network management 
alternatives that are each paired with appropriate natural resource protection measures. The road 
inventory, which was reviewed by public, is substantially complete and adequately represents the 
existing road system on the BMGR. The inventory excluded washes that are not part of existing 
or designated roads, in accordance with the management prescriptions of the Goldwater 
Amendment, and may not have captured some seldom used, minor road segments. The inventory 
is wholly adequate, however, for designating an authorized road system for the BMGR through 
the consideration of a range of road system alternatives in this EIS." As indicated in this revised 
statement, driving in washes that are not part of existing or designated roads has never been 
legally sanctioned within the BMGR. The question of the use of washes as traditional travel 
routes by some members of the public has been resolved through the planning process as the 
potential for sanctioning this activity was included in Alternative Management Strategies A and 
B and prohibited in Alternative Management Strategies C and D. Procedures for potentially 
designating some additional washes—or newly identified upland road segments—as part of the 
authorized BMGR road system are provided in Appendix C and will be considered following 
implementation of the INRMP on a case by case basis; possibly as they arise, but certainly not 
less often than at the five-year review. See Section 3.4.4 of the Final EIS. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.38: Delete the statement on page 59 of the community report that states, 
“and potentially allowing future motorized access to currently restricted areas.” This is common 
to all alternatives and should not be stressed under Alternative Management Strategy B. 
 
Commenter 1.38: AGFD 
 
Response 1.38: This phrase has been deleted from Section 5.6.18.2 of the final EIS.  
 
 
Comment Summary 1.39: Alternatives A and B have positive controls on the proliferation of 
wildcat roads. We do not believe that the selection of either Alternative A or B would result in 
long-term adverse ecosystem effects. 
 
Commenter 1.39: AGFD 
 
Response 1.39: Alternatives A and B would both continue to prohibit off-road driving, but 
would not include some of the additional controls of either the proposed action or Alternatives C 
or D Recreation Services and Use Supervision resource elements (see Table 3-3). The statement 
in the EIS is not that Alternatives A and B would, but rather that they could result in long-term 
adverse ecosystem effects. Furthermore, the statement is qualified by the context of the 
paragraph, which is that the overall aggregate effects of these strategies when considered 
together with other, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions as compared to the 
proposed action and the first part of the statement, “In some respects, the fact that these 
alternatives would not reduce the current extent of motorized access within the BMGR or 
implement positive controls on the proliferation of additional illicit, wildcat roads…” The more 
detailed analysis of the cumulative effects of the proposed action and alternatives, provided in 
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Section 6.4, does not find that Alternatives A or B would result in long-term adverse ecosystem 
effects. 
 
 
Comment Summary 1.40: All roads should be surveyed for cultural resources prior to allowing 
recreation and prior to deciding which road should be left open and which should be closed. 
 
Commenter 1.40: SHPO  
 
Response 1.40: The Air Force and Marine Corps met with the Arizona SHPO several times 
between November of 2003 and February of 2004 to discuss the implementation of the preferred 
alternative. The SHPO’s comments on the Draft EIS, especially those regarding the need to 
survey existing roads and public use areas, were included in these discussions. The Air Force and 
Marine Corps have concluded, and the Arizona SHPO has agreed, that implementation of the 
proposed INRMP, including establishing an approved road network and authorizing public 
access to and use of specific areas, has the potential to affect properties eligible for inclusion in 
the National Register of Historic Places. The Air Force, Marine Corps, and Arizona SHPO have 
agreed that given the extent of the affected area, its long history of public use, and the scarcity of 
available information about historic properties, it is appropriate for the Air Force and Marine 
Corps to demonstrate compliance with Section 106 by implementing a programmatic agreement. 
That agreement will include:  

• a phased strategy for taking into account potential impacts on historic properties  
• provisions for monitoring the effectiveness of this strategy and revising it as needed 
• other measures required by 36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties, in 

accordance with 36 CFR 800.14(b)(1)(ii).   
 
A phased identification and evaluation strategy will be implemented under the terms of that 
agreement, and existing roads and areas known to be used by the recreating public will be 
prioritized.  Should surveys identify historic properties that may be or are being affected by road 
use or maintenance or by camping or other activities permitted along roads, the adaptive 
management strategies associated with the preferred alternative would provide opportunities to 
change the road network, as necessary, to avoid those effects. 
  
 
2. Hunting, Wildlife, and Wildlife Habitat, Including Protected Species 
 
Comment Summary 2.1: The commenters indicated support for continued game management 
programs on the BMGR. Specific comments received on this topic included: 
 

• large and small game, legitimate fowl, and varmint and predator species should be 
available for harvesting in accordance with AGFD standards 

• hunting and hunter access needs to continue (for bighorn sheep) 
• sheep hunting is the tool for managing the expanding sheep population on the BMGR 
• if you close the BMGR, wildlife would get overpopulated and cause problems 

 
Commenters 2.1: BBE, BMA, CC, DM, DMM, JF, PF, YC, YRGC  
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Response 2.1: All alternatives evaluated in the EIS for the INRMP would continue existing 
game management programs and activities, which are detailed in Section 4.6.3.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.2: Continue existing (AGFD) game management programs. These 
comments generally supported the continuation of existing game management programs; one 
specified favor for AGFD management over USFWS management for big game.  
 
Commenters 2.2: ADBSS, DM 
 
Response 2.2: All alternatives evaluated in the EIS for the INRMP continue existing game 
management programs, as discussed in Section 4.6.3.3. AGFD is responsible for managing 
wildlife, including big game species, in Arizona. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.3: BLM does a good job of managing the range as far as the livestock 
goes. 
 
Commenter 2.3: LP 
 
Response 2.3: Your comment is noted, but is beyond the scope of this EIS as there is no 
livestock grazing on the BMGR.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.4: More relaxed administrative restrictions on habitat improvements 
would allow for increased management benefits for wildlife. This is demonstrated by how 
administrative restrictions in the Cabeza Prieta NWR, related to the designated Wilderness 
portions of the refuge, have limited what can be accomplished for wildlife management. Thus, 
wildlife managers need to have access for habitat management and improvement purposes, 
particularly in light of the drought.  
 
Commenters 2.4: PG 
 
Response 2.4: The proposed action and all alternatives were designed to provide access and 
considered other agency missions as a criteria for determining which roads needed to be retained 
for government use.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.5: These comments expressed support for AGFD management of 
wildlife and wildlife waters. These commenters supported AGFD management of wildlife in 
general and specifically with regard to wildlife water developments. One specified big game 
species and favored AGFD management to USFWS management.  
 
Commenters 2.5: BBE, DM, SH  
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Response 2.5: The proposed INRMP would neither expand nor diminish the primary jurisdiction 
over resident wildlife management within the BMGR that is held by the state of Arizona and 
exercised on behalf of the state by AGFD, as described in Section 1.3.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.6: These comments expressed support for Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep 
Society (and, in one case, also the Arizona Antelope Foundation) contributions to wildlife water 
management. Some comments addressed access to the water holes for management.  
 
Commenters 2.6: BMA, DM, JF 
 
Response 2.6: Habitat management on the BMGR is a federal responsibility executed in 
cooperation with AGFD (see Table 1-1 item 17). Under the proposed action and all alternatives, 
wildlife water development projects on the BMGR would continue to incorporate collaboration 
with these and other organizations.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.7: Support maintenance of existing waters. 
 
Commenters 2.7: ADBSS, BD, BLH, SH  
 
Response 2.7: The proposed action and all alternatives would allow for the maintenance and 
repair of existing wildlife water developments (see Table 3-3). 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.8: Support construction of wildlife waters. Some of these comments 
expressed a general support for the construction of waters for wildlife. Some specified that 
waters identified in prior plans should be constructed and some asserted that more waters are 
necessary.  
 
Commenters 2.8:  ADBSS, BD, BLH, DM, JEM, JR, WM 
 
Response 2.8: The proposed action and all alternatives would potentially allow for the 
construction of wildlife waters, although Alternative D would suspend further implementation of 
new water developments during the first five years of the INRMP (see Table 3-3).  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.9: These comments focus on the importance of wildlife waters for 
wildlife and bighorn sheep populations/sport hunting. Some comments noted that water is good 
for wildlife; others were more specific in stating that water is key to successful game 
populations.  
 
Commenters 2.9: BMA, DM, WM 
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Response 2.9: Sections 4.6.3.3, 4.6.3.4 and 4.6.4 provide detailed discussions of the role of 
wildlife water developments as tools for managing desert bighorn sheep populations and other 
wildlife species. 
 
 
Comment 2.10: Include redevelopment of existing waters as a maintenance and repair function.  
 
Commenter 2.10: ADBSS 
 
Response 2.10: The intent of the Core Planning Team has always been to support redevelopment 
of existing waters when such an action is necessary to maintain or restore a wildlife water that is 
not functioning adequately but otherwise would be a viable wildlife management asset. This 
position is in keeping with AGFD policy and practice, which defines redevelopment as a 
maintenance procedure that may be necessary to maintain or restore the functionality of an 
existing wildlife water. Alternative Management Strategy A would restrict potential wildlife 
water redevelopments on the BMGR to three existing wildlife waters in BMGR—West and 13 
existing waters in BMGR—East (see Table 3-3). As noted in Section 5.6.11, a common (and 
perhaps equalizing) factor that would affect the implementation of the proposed action and all 
alternatives, would be the requirement for a site-specific analysis for each proposed water 
development, redesign, or redevelopment in accordance with the NEPA. Alternative 
Management Strategies B, C, and D would allow for the redevelopment of any wildlife water 
within the range if necessary to maintain or restore its functionality. Proposed redevelopment and 
other potential maintenance activities also would be subject to the provisions of the NEPA and 
other applicable law. See Sections 3.1 and 3.4.2 for information regarding the policies governing 
redevelopment of existing wildlife waters.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.11: The discussion of wildlife water developments includes discussions 
of herpetofauna species that do not occur on the BMGR. 
 
Commenter 2.11: LWF 
 
Response 2.11: The referenced discussion in Section 4.6.4 was clarified to indicate that the 
studies on herpetofauna were conducted in environments similar to the BMGR.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.12: The draft EIS does not provide a description of the location and 
timing of the wildlife water developments or how these decisions will be made. It is unclear 
which of six wildlife water developments would support Sonoran pronghorn and the relationship 
to wildlife water development plans described as underway in the Affected Environment portion 
of the draft EIS. 
 
Commenter 2.12: DOW 
 
Response 2.12:  Section 5.6.11.1 has been modified to clarify that the six high priority wildlife 
water developments would be among those identified in the Lechuguilla-Mohawk and the Draft 
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Barry M. Goldwater—East HMPs and that the timing would be dependent upon the AGFD as 
the proponent agency. In addition, Section 5.7.11.1 has been supplemented to include that one 
potential water development site for the benefit of the Sonoran pronghorn was identified in the 
Draft Barry M. Goldwater—East HMP and to clarify that other Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery 
Team actions occurring outside the scope of the EIS include providing waters to benefit Sonoran 
pronghorn.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.13: The document fails to acknowledge the controversial and unproven 
nature of artificial water developments and ignores that no published study shows a predictable 
increase in wildlife after a water catchment is built. 
 
Commenter 2.13: LWF 
 
Response 2.13: The controversy surrounding wildlife water developments is addressed in detail 
in Section 4.6.4. The controversy is also acknowledged in Table 1-5, the range of alternatives for 
wildlife waters (see Table 3-3), the spectrum of projects in Section 1.5.5, and impact analysis in 
Section 5.6.11 (as well as 5.2.11, 5.3.11, 5.4.11, and 5.20.11). Section 5.6.11 acknowledges that 
long-term monitoring has not occurred for most wildlife populations on the BMGR, but 
references studies of bighorn sheep populations in areas with wildlife water developments and 
managers and scientists’ opinions relative to those studies. As stated in Section 4.6.4, study of 
the effects of permanent water on the productivity and recruitment of desert bighorn sheep in the 
Cabeza Prieta and Sierra Pinta mountain ranges within Cabeza Prieta NWR is currently 
underway. Early, preliminary, unpublished information from this study shows waters to be 
beneficial to this desert bighorn sheep population, although the data available at this time is too 
preliminary to make statistically supported conclusions (Hervert 2002). 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.14: The language in Section 3.1 should be changed from “The 
development of new permanent wildlife waters would be limited to up to six high-priority waters 
pending the outcome of a detailed review of the beneficial and adverse effects of water 
developments on the BMGR” to better reflect the language of the proposed action, which states 
that the up to six high-priority waters would be constructed concurrent with the review rather 
than pending the outcome of a detailed review of the beneficial and adverse effects of water 
developments on the BMGR. The language used in Table 3-14 is more accurate in stating “The 
approach to wildlife water developments would limit new developments in the first five years of 
the INRMP to six high-priority waters…. concurrently, literature research and studies would be 
conducted….”  
 
Commenters 2.14: AGFD, DOI 
 
Response 2.14: The referenced language in Section 3.1 has been changed to address this 
comment. 
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Comment 2.15: On Page 4-143 of the draft EIS, change the “may” to “will” in the statement 
“Wildlife that may use open water on the range….” 
 
Commenter 2.15: DOI 
 
Response 2.15: The referenced language in Section 4.6.4 has been changed to address this 
comment. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.16: Do not limit wildlife developments to six within the first 5 years of 
the INRMP. The development of waters on an as-needed basis would be better than placing an 
arbitrary limit of six.  
 
Commenters 2.16: ADBSS, JEM  
 
Response 2.16: Additional information was added to Sections 3.1 and 3.4.2 to explain that six 
water developments represents the practical limit of wildlife water developments that could be 
processed for implementation given the tasks required to site, evaluate, and construct a wildlife 
water. 
 
 
Comment 2.17: Delete the statement on page 59 of the community report that states: "On these 
terms, Strategy B may be less beneficial than the proposed action." The Department believes that 
Alternative B may be one of the most beneficial strategies for managing wildlife. 
 
Commenter 2.17: AGFD 
 
Response 2.17: Comment is noted, but it does not pertain to the EIS; however, some 
modifications have been made to Section 5.6.18.2 to further qualify a statement similar to that 
made in the community report. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.18: Do not place a moratorium on wildlife water developments or 
suspend wildlife water developments after the first five years of the INRMP until the definitive 
study proves value and benefit. The preponderance of evidence shows wildlife water 
developments are of benefit and if the study proves otherwise, then the plan can be amended to 
account for the new information. The Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society comments that 
Section 4.6.4 seems to place great confidence in additional research and evaluations for 
determining the value and effects of existing and future wildlife water developments. The 
organizations support further study, but are opposed to ceasing a known beneficial activity on the 
possibility that adverse impacts may be identified. Another commenter asserted that the Sikes 
Act mandates the conservation of natural resources (wildlife) for sustainable use and does not 
prescribe any emphasis on preservation; this means that a progressive wildlife water program 
should be administered and maintained.  
 
Commenters 2.18: ADBSS, BBE, BD, JR, LD  
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Response 2.18: Strategies A and B would not affect current wildlife water management 
programs. The proposed action (Strategy C for this resource element), would not place a 
moratorium on new wildlife water developments, but would limit new water developments to six 
within the first five years of the INRMP (see Table 3-3). As explained in Response 2.16, 
additional information has been added to Sections 3.1 and 3.4.2 to indicate that six may be the 
practical limit to the number of waters that could be effectively processed and implemented in 
five years. Strategy D would suspend development of new waters for the first five years of the 
INRMP. As indicated in Table 3-3, the proposed action (Strategy C for this resource element), 
and Strategy D would not necessarily suspend new water developments after the first five years 
of the INRMP. A decision on this issue would be made following completion of an appropriate 
literature review and studies during the first five-year term of the INRMP. A panel of experts 
would then review the available data/findings from the literature review and studies and make 
recommendations regarding whether sufficient evidence exists to suspend planned water 
developments, remove existing developments, or add new developments.  
 
Section 4.6.4 presents and defines areas where additional data or information is needed for 
wildlife management.  
 
As detailed in Table 2-2, with regard to INRMP requirements in particular and reiterated 
throughout the EIS, the Air Force and Marine Corps are tasked not only with compliance with 
the Sikes Act, but also the MLWA of 1999.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.19: Recommend a 10-year moratorium on water developments until 
existing catchments can be appropriately monitored and studies prove their efficacy. 
 
Commenter 2.19: LWF 
 
Response 2.19: Your comment is noted and will be considered by the decision makers in 
preparing the Record of Decision. See Responses 2.13 and 2.18. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.20: Modifications made at Sauceda Pothole can trap animals. 
 
Commenter 2.20: YCP 
 
Response 2.20: A sentence regarding the potential for this to occur at Sauceda Pothole has been 
added to Section 4.6.4, which addresses wildlife mortalities at wildlife water developments (most 
of which are natural waters). Some supplemental information regarding design of artificial 
waters and modifications of natural waters to reduce entrapment potential also has been added to 
this section.   
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Comment Summary 2.21: Substantiate that game animals historically moved to the Gila or 
Sonoyta rivers in time of drought (or other unsubstantiated arguments for the need for 
supplemental waters) or remove these suppositions.  
 
Commenter 2.21: LWF 
 
Response 2.21: Supplemental information regarding historic movement of game animals has 
been added to Sections 4.6.1.9 and 4.7.1.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.22: Current and future wildlife water development should comply with 
AGFD standards in Wildlife Water Developments in Arizona: A Technical Review (1997). 
 
Commenter 2.22: LWF 
 
Response 2.22: Section 5.6.11 was supplemented to indicate that site-specific planning for 
wildlife water developments will be in cooperation with the AGFD and any AGFD 
recommendations, including those of the 1997 AGFD report, as well as recommendations and 
measures of success developed in the follow-on work of the Wildlife Water Development Team 
in their 2002 report (AGFD 2003) and the AGFD’s latest Wildlife Water Development Standards 
(AGFD 2004).  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.23: Extend the prohibition of camping within one-quarter mile of natural 
and developed waters to also prohibit hunting within one-quarter mile of the waters to protect 
wildlife that depend on these water sources for survival. 
 
Commenters 2.23: DOW, LWF 
 
Response 2.23: Your comment is noted; however, no modification of the proposed action has 
been made. All hunting on the BMGR is in accordance with AGFD rules and regulations, 
including hunting harvest limits and season lengths established to provide hunters and non-
hunters with a reasonable chance of success in either hunting or observing game commensurate 
with the available supply and biological welfare of the particular species. Section 4.6.4 
acknowledges that hunters harvest game species at water developments and that detailed studies 
about the effects of these mortalities to populations are not available.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.24: Development of natural water features may have cultural resource 
impacts. 
 
Commenter 2.24: SHPO, YCP 
 
Response 2.24: As addressed in Section 5.16.11.1, concerns for potential impacts on cultural 
resources as a result of water development projects would be evaluated in conjunction with site-
specific planning under the NEPA and in compliance with the NHPA.  
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Comment Summary 2.25: Litter observed around water sites affects wildlife. 
 
Commenter 2.25: YAN 
 
Response 2.25: Your comment is noted and does not warrant further agency analysis because as 
addressed in Section 4.12.1.3, the Air Force and Marine Corps require all BMGR users to 
comply with the general rules of conduct, which require all garbage to be packed out. These rules 
are provided to the public in the permit for entry to the BMGR. UDAs are known to leave 
concentrations of trash around accessible water holes, but UDA activity is outside the scope of 
the EIS. Note that Border Patrol agents and Air Force and Marine Corps personnel collect 
concentrated trash at water holes or other sites left by UDA activity. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.26: Recreational shooting has adverse impacts to wildlife/habitat. Some 
comments expressed opposition to this activity and the use of automatic weapons, in particular. 
 
Commenters 2.26: DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE 
 
Response 2.26: Section 4.12.1.2 has been supplemented to provide information on the types of 
recreational shooting that occur on the BMGR, including the use of fully automatic weapons. 
Section 5.6.9 evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed action for this type of 
recreational shooting to wildlife.  See Responses 6.1 and 6.2 for further details. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.27: Some recreation use has harassed wildlife. 
 
Commenter 2.27: BBR 
 
Response 2.27: The potential for recreation on the BMGR to disturb wildlife under each 
alternative is evaluated in Section 5.6 (particularly 5.6.3, 5.6.4, 5.6.5, 5.6.6, 5.6.7, 5.6.8, 5.6.9, 
and 5.6.18). Harassment relative to specific regulatory term used in the implementation of the 
ESA and the protection of species listed as threatened or endangered (50 CFR 17.31) is 
addressed in Section 5.7 (particularly 5.7.3, 5.7.4, 5.7.5, 5.7.6, 5.7.7, 5.7.8, 5.7.9, and 5.7.18). 
Sections 5.6.18 and 5.7.18 were supplemented to address aggregate disturbance/harassment 
impacts. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.28: Continued closure of the BMGR to off-road driving is critical to 
maintaining healthy wildlife and plant communities.  
 
Commenter 2.28: LWF 
 
Response 2.28: Section 5.6.5.1 notes that wildlife and wildlife habitats would potentially benefit 
from elements of the proposed action that would continue to prohibit on- and off-road racing and 
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public ORV travel. As noted in Section 5.6.5.2, these benefits would also occur under 
Alternative Management Strategies A, C, or D. This section also evaluates potential negative 
impacts to wildlife that could occur under the Alternative Management Strategy B provision for 
evaluating the need for and effects of allowing recreational ORV driving within specific 
designated areas, which is viewed in context of the required further review of any such activity 
under the NEPA, ESA, and other applicable law. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.29: Commenters noted the importance of and their support for hunting as 
a wildlife-oriented recreational activity.  
 
Commenters 2.29: BA, BBE, BBR, BMA, CC, CCM, DM, DMM, DR, JF, JG, JMI, PF, RE, 
TP, YC, YRGC 
 
Response 2.29: The importance of hunting as a recreational opportunity on the BMGR is 
acknowledged in Sections 4.6.3.3 and 4.12.1.2. Section 4.12.1.4, Recreation Use Statistics, 
presents data showing that hunting is a predominant recreational use of the BMGR, particularly 
in BMGR—West. The proposed action and alternatives all fully support existing hunting 
opportunities and game management programs with one exception. Alternative Management 
Strategy D, which is not the proposed action, includes a provision to petition the Arizona Game 
and Fish Commission to close the BMGR to non-game species collection. Strategy D would 
otherwise fully support existing hunting opportunities.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.30: Allow deer hunting on the BMGR. 
 
Commenter 2.30: DM 
 
Response 2.30: Deer hunting is currently allowed on the BMGR and there are no proposals to 
eliminate this activity. Section 4.12.1.2 discusses deer hunting as a recreational opportunity on 
the BMGR. Based on the recreation use statistics presented in Section 4.12.1.4, the vast majority 
of BMGR hunter use is associated with deer hunting. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.31: More open space is needed for hunters, not more withdrawn for 
parks or refuges.  
 
Commenter 2.31: AF 
 
Response 2.31: Your comment is noted. None of the proposed actions or alternatives evaluated 
in the draft EIS for the INRMP would change the areas of the BMGR that are currently open to 
public access with a permit for access to the BMGR. The INRMP would not change the status of 
withdrawn lands or assign national park or wildlife refuge status to BMGR lands. Also see 
Responses 1.11, 1.25, and 11.27. 
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Comment Summary 2.32: Hunters clean and improve the area for wildlife. 
 
Commenter 2.32: JMI 
 
Response 2.32: Your comment is noted. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.33: Do not establish a special hunting permit program that requires a fee. 
Problems with implementing wildlife management, protection, and conservation have never been 
from a lack of funds, but rather lack of cooperation from the range management office. 
 
Commenter 2.33: ADBSS 
 
Response 2.33: As specified in Table 3-3, the proposed action and Alternative Management 
Strategies B, C, and D would not establish such a program, but rather would assess the need for 
such a special hunting permit program. Alternative Management Strategy A would not establish 
such a program or assess the need for such a program. A decision to implement a special hunting 
permit program under Alternative Management Strategies B, C, and D would be based on the 
assessment results. As addressed in Section 5.12.8.1, the assessment would need to address 
whether such a program would be feasible in terms of generating enough funds with a nominal 
fee to support the program based on hunter participation rates. This section was modified to 
acknowledge that most of the expense of developing wildlife waters has been contributed by 
private sources including the Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society and how the proposed 
assessment also would address what funds could be used for projects other than wildlife water 
development projects.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.34: Hunting should be limited to reduce stress to wildlife populations, 
ensure hunted species are able to reproduce, and ensure that wildlife can migrate without 
interference. One comment stated, “do not cater to the hunters.” 
 
Commenters 2.34: LB, LL 
 
Response 2.34: As noted in Section 1.1, in accordance with the Sikes Act and consistent with 
the use of the BMGR to ensure the preparedness of the armed forces, the natural resources of the 
range must be managed to provide for "sustainable multipurpose use of the resources, which 
shall include hunting, fishing, trapping, and non-consumptive uses" [16 U.S.C. 670a(a)(3)(B)]. 
As addressed in Section 2.5.1, game harvests within the BMGR are regulated by the Arizona 
Game and Fish Commission and administered by the AGFD. The discussion of harvest limits in 
Section 4.6.3.3 has been supplemented with additional information about how under the existing 
AGFD management regime, game species populations within the range have remained stable and 
productive relative to prevailing habitat conditions.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.35: Eliminate/prohibit non-game species collection (except for scientific 
purposes). The INRMP does not consider the elimination of non-game species collection, which 
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would hopefully reduce harassment of these species and keep the gene pool healthy, as collectors 
tend to collect “trophy” specimens. 
 
Commenters 2.35: CBD, CM, JN, RE, YA 
 
Response 2.35: Authority to close the BMGR to non-game species collection rests with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Commission not the Air Force or Marine Corps. Section 4.12.3.1 notes 
the commission and AGFD’s management jurisdiction for the state’s wildlife. 
 
Alternative Management Strategy D would direct the Air Force and Marine Corps to petition the 
Arizona Game and Fish Commission to close the BMGR to non-game species collection (see 
Table 3-3). As addressed in Section 5.6.8.1, the collection of non-game species is not currently 
believed to be a species conservation issue on the BMGR. Thus, the proposed action (Strategy B) 
would not directly petition the Commission to close the range to non-game species collection but 
would first evaluate the effects of non-game species collection on wildlife, habitat, and other 
resources. If indicated by the results of the evaluation, a petition to limit or restrict collection 
activities would be directed to the Commission for the state's consideration and potential 
approval (see Table 3-3). 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.36: It is a fundamental biological law that you cannot have an excess of 
predators unless there are prey species in excess. Is some bureaucrat unilaterally determining 
which animals are good for the desert and which are not? 
 
Commenter 2.36: YAN 
 
Response 2.36: Predator control, as considered in the EIS, regards protection of a special status 
species, as needed (see Table 3-3, Resource Management Element 12, Strategy C, second bullet) 
and assessed in Section 5.6.12. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.37: Invasive exotic plants can be introduced and spread as a result of 
roads providing access to remote areas. These plants can out compete native plants, alter 
ecological food chains, and create higher fuel levels whereby fire can become an agent of habitat 
conversion.  
 
Commenter 2.37: RS 
 
Response 2.37: The existing conditions with regard to the survey, control, and monitoring of 
exotic, invasive, or noxious plant species (such as Sahara mustard, red brome, and buffelgrass) 
on the BMGR are addressed in Section 4.5.3.4. The density and distribution of non-native 
species on the BMGR is not accurately known. Some reports have found that roads and vehicular 
travel on these roads appear to be the main vectors for dispersal of one such plant, the Sahara 
mustard. Roads alter drainage patterns and catch water to support Sahara mustard growth, and 
can provide preferred conditions for germination of this species by burying the seeds. Non-native 
plant species can displace native habitat through competition or fire. Sections 5.5.3, 5.6.3, and 
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5.7.3 acknowledge that those alternatives that reduce the road network would have the potential 
to prevent vehicles from introducing seeds of weedy or non-native species, particularly species 
that are known to prosper in disturbed soils, that may be carried on vehicle tires or frames. It is 
also noted that roads are more prevalent in some natural communities, particularly creosotebush-
bursage desertscrub. Because of the prevalence of roads in these areas, they may be more 
vulnerable to change by non-native species, which may grow more densely and carry fire more 
easily and lead to destruction of native vegetation that is critical for wildlife.  
 
 
Comment 2.38: Few of the data gaps identified for wildlife and vegetation appear again as 
management strategies to be pursued during the life of the plan. 
 
Commenter 2.38: LWF 
 
Response 2.38: Section 2.8.3 has been supplemented to explain how Chapter 4 subsections 
addressing  "Information not Currently Available to Support Management" (including Sections 
4.5.4 and 4.6.4, which address information currently available to support vegetation and wildlife 
management) will provide at least a partial basis for developing a resource inventory and 
monitoring subplan. This subplan would be created following the ROD based on the selected 
INRMP management strategies. See also Response 13.3.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.39: Commenters expressed support for Sonoran pronghorn management 
actions. 
 
Commenters 2.39: JEM, JME, PJ 
 
Response 2.39: Your support is noted. As noted in a paragraph added to the end of Section 3.3, 
the INRMP was developed to support the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team, Recovery Plan, 
and Recovery Actions, which serve as the cornerstone for all Sonoran pronghorn recovery 
efforts. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.40: Development of highways/railroads has had the effect of creating a 
biological island that restricts Sonoran pronghorn from where they would naturally go to seek 
food and water. 
 
Commenters 2.40: JEM, JFC, PJ  
 
Response 2.40: Section 4.6.1.9 addresses wildlife movement corridors and barriers. Section 
4.7.1.3 details the current status of the Sonoran pronghorn and discusses reasons for decline, 
including barriers to expansion within historical habitat.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.41: Note that management of federally listed endangered species is a 
responsibility that AGFD shares with the USFWS.  
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Commenter 2.41: DOI 
 
Response 2.41: Section 2.5.1 has been revised to acknowledge this.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.42: Old wells could be reactivated to provide water, and food could be 
hauled in for antelope and other animals during drought.  
 
Commenters 2.42: LP, RD 
 
Response 2.42: Thank you for your suggestions. As described in Section 4.7.3.3 of the EIS, the 
Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team is currently implementing a forage enhancement and 
supplemental water project, which is one of the measures identified by the 1998 Revised 
Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan. At a minimum of one of these locations, an existing well is 
being used for this purpose. Old inactive wells have not been appropriately located or have been 
otherwise an unsuitable option for providing irrigation waters at the sites selected for 
development of forage enhancement plots.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.43: Range managers should have been allowed to provide water and 
food for the Sonoran pronghorn during the recent drought. 
 
Commenter 2.43: PJ 
 
Response 2.43: Wildlife managers have provided emergency water and food sources for 
Sonoran pronghorn, as addressed in Sections 4.7.1.3 and 4.7.3.3.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.44: Internal fences left over from historical ranches should be removed 
to improve Sonoran pronghorn (and other species) mobility.  
 
Commenter 2.44: PL 
 
Response 2.44: Thank you for your suggestion. Efforts to identify and remove such fences to 
eliminate possible hindrances to Sonoran pronghorn movement are currently underway by 
various agencies within BMGR—East, Cabeza Prieta NWR, Organ Pipe Cactus NM, and the 
BLM lands near Ajo. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.45: The Defenders of Wildlife urges designation of one or more special 
natural/interest areas for the Sonoran pronghorn and references objectives of the proposed action 
that would support such designations. The organization specifically suggests a number of habitat 
types that deserve additional protection: bajadas, identified areas with chain fruit cholla 
distribution in North and South tactical ranges, and washes. 
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Commenter 2.45: DOW 
 
Response 2.45: Section 3.3 has been supplemented with information to describe how the 
proposed INRMP alternatives are designed to support the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan and 
recovery actions identified by the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team (see also Response 2.46). 
Section 5.7.2.1 was modified to reiterate this and to note that the management objective that 
would evaluate the potential for altering existing or establishing additional special 
natural/interest areas could support future designations of a special natural/interest area for the 
Sonoran pronghorn if deemed appropriate by the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.46: The draft EIS fails to (1) integrate the various components of 
resource management that affect the Sonoran pronghorn into a meaningful plan to address the 
species plight and (2) describe potential elements of such a plan, including what actions will be 
taken, why, when, and how.  
 
Commenter 2.46: DOW 
 
Response 2.46: Section 3.3 has been supplemented to clarify that the intent of the Core Planning 
Team was to prepare an INRMP to support the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team, Recovery 
Plan (see Section 4.7.3.3), and Recovery Actions (see Table 4-21), which serve as the 
cornerstone for all Sonoran pronghorn recovery efforts. Rather than creating and analyzing an 
additional detailed layer of management for the Sonoran pronghorn through the proposed 
INRMP planning process, the Core Planning Team designed the proposed action and alternative 
management strategies to provide a protective and supportive framework within which the 
dynamic management requirements of endangered/threatened species recovery could proceed 
with a minimum of encumbrances over the next 22 years. 
 
As explained in Section 2.4.3, the philosophy of the Core Planning Team’s planning process and 
policy was intended to develop a plan at a programmatic level that reflected a shift from 
principally single-species management (e.g., focus on species such as the Sonoran pronghorn) to 
ecosystem/biodiversity management. As described in Section 4.7.3.3, the Sonoran Pronghorn 
Recovery Plan is the primary vehicle for addressing the survival and recovery of this endangered 
species. The Air Force and Marine Corps are active participants in the Sonoran Pronghorn 
Recovery Team and are funding or otherwise assisting with recovery actions as identified by the 
requirements of Biological Opinions prepared by USFWS. As further addressed in Response 
2.47, the Air Force and Marine Corps are consulting with the USFWS on the proposed INRMP. 
 
Consultations regarding the Sonoran pronghorn took place by letter, dated 14 June 2005 (see 
Appendix F) to address the impacts that may result from the proposed INRMP. A new Biological 
Opinion was issued on 26 August 2005 that concluded the proposed action is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the Sonoran pronghorn. 
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Comment Summary 2.47: Presenting the measures required by the Sonoran Pronghorn 
Biological Opinions and Recovery Plan as something separate from Sonoran pronghorn 
management under the INRMP may violate NEPA and ESA.  
 
Commenter 2.47: DOW 
 
Response 2.47: Refer to Response 2.46 for a discussion of how Sonoran pronghorn management 
was approached by the Core Planning Team in the EIS/INRMP planning process. The draft EIS 
incorporates the applicable provisions of the Recovery Plan and Biological Opinions for Sonoran 
pronghorn as well as other endangered and threatened species (Sections 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 and 
Table 4-21) and did not intend to bifurcate the INRMP from Sonoran pronghorn management in 
its presentation of various Sonoran pronghorn recovery efforts.  
 
Table 3-3, management element 12, special status species and Section 3.3 recognize that there 
are some Sonoran pronghorn management actions that would occur regardless of the INRMP, 
but also notes the interrelationship between the INRMP and these actions. As appropriate, these 
actions are evaluated in Chapter 6, Cumulative Effects. Also see Responses 11.14, 2.48, and 
2.49. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.48: With respect to road closures, Strategies A and B do not meet the 
terms of the current Biological Opinions for Sonoran pronghorn and, thus, do not qualify as 
“reasonable” under NEPA and would violate the Endangered Species’ Act take and no jeopardy 
provisions. 
 
Commenter 2.48: DOW 
 
Response 2.48: As noted in your comment, the EIS acknowledges the potential conflict between 
Alternative Management Strategies A and B and 2001 Biological Opinions in the summary 
Comparison of Alternatives, Table 3-14. In the Section 5.7.3.2 discussion of potential 
environmental consequences for Strategy B, the EIS states that the Air Force and Marine Corps 
would not be complying with the terms of the current Biological Opinion for Sonoran pronghorn. 
Also, in Section 5.7.3.3, the EIS states that with Strategy A there would not be the benefits for 
protected species as described for the proposed action, but that such benefits could potentially be 
eventually realized if the transportation plan were finalized and implemented. 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning the agency’s 
NEPA Regulations (printed in Federal Register Volume 46, Number 55, 18926-18038 on 23 
March 1981) specifies that Section 1502.14 requires an EIS to “examine all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposal. In determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the 
emphasis is on what is ‘reasonable’ rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is 
itself capable of carrying out a particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that 
are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, 
rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” Further, that “potential 
conflict with local or federal law does not necessarily render an alternative unreasonable, 
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although such conflicts must be considered” (Question, Alternatives Outside the Capability of 
Applicant or Jurisdiction of Agency).  
 
The 2001 Biological Opinion for Marine Corps military operations at the BMGR includes a 
conservation measure that proposes that the Marine Corps would permanently close roads within 
BMGR—West through the proposed INRMP that both occur within the current range of the 
Sonoran pronghorn and are not needed for administrative agency use. The 2001 Biological 
Opinion for Air Force military operations at the BMGR includes a similar conservation measure 
that proposes that the Air Force would permanently close approximately 163 miles of road 
within BMGR—East that occur within the current range of the Sonoran pronghorn. These 
biological opinions were issued in November 2001, more than a year after the spectrum of road 
alternatives was formed for the draft EIS following scoping in August 2000 and almost 11 
months after the alternative management strategies for roads were reviewed in detail with the 
public at the January 2001 workshop and revised accordingly. 
 
Although Alternative Management Strategy A would not close roads within the current range of 
the Sonoran pronghorn, this alternative is nevertheless reasonable because it represents the no-
action alternative, which must be considered in a NEPA document. Alternative Management 
Strategy B, which also would not close roads within the current range of the Sonoran pronghorn, 
is nevertheless reasonable for consideration as it reflects both the existing condition and the 
results of public scoping comments. Alternative Management Strategy B includes a provision 
that allows for potential future development of roads within the BMGR for other than 
government administrative purposes, but such roads would not have to be constructed within the 
range of the Sonoran pronghorn. The proposed Cabeza Prieta bypass roads also are not within 
the range of the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
Thus, including Strategies A and B to reflect the full range of reasonable alternatives for 
motorized access and unroaded area management and recognizing the conflict with the 2001 
Biological Opinions is consistent with NEPA and its implementing regulations. These 
alternatives would not violate the 2001 Biological Opinions unless Strategies A or B were 
selected for this resource element and implemented without further Section 7 consultation with 
the USFWS. The revised proposed action and preferred alternative identified in this final EIS 
would close 616 miles of roads. Currently, there are 650 miles of inventoried BMGR roads 
within the range of the Sonoran pronghorn. The revised proposed action and preferred alternative 
would close 112 miles, or about 17 percent, of those 650 miles. Since the Air Force and Marine 
Corps are consulting with the USWFS on the INRMP preferred alternative, there is no violation 
of the ESA. The results of these forthcoming consultations will likely address the potential extent 
and terms of road closures within the current range of the Sonoran pronghorn as it occurs within 
the BMGR. After issuing the Air Force Biological Opinion in 2001, the USFWS agreed that it 
would be inappropriate to contend the appropriateness of the draft EIS alternatives. The Service 
also agreed that the extent of road closures needed within Sonoran pronghorn habitat within 
BMGR—East could be addressed as indicated for BMGR—West in the Marine Corps Biological 
Opinion; that is, through the INRMP/EIS process and consultations on the proposed INRMP 
preferred alternative. 
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The Marine Corps and the Air Force recently re-consulted with the USFWS, pursuant to the 6 
February 2003 stipulated agreement reached with the plaintiffs in Defenders of Wildlife v. 
Norton, on their military operations at the BMGR. Revised biological opinions on these 
operations, which supersede the 2001 biological opinions, were published in August 2003. The 
issue of proposed road closures within the current range of the Sonoran pronghorn and the 
potential extent and terms of such closures is not addressed in these biological opinions, but is 
left to the consultations on the proposed INRMP.   
 
 
Comment Summary 2.49: The draft EIS does not reference or address the consultation that the 
agencies are purportedly engaged in at the current time pursuant to a stipulated agreement 
reached with the plaintiffs in Defenders of Wildlife v. Norton; this should be incorporated into 
the proposed action and alternatives. 
 
Commenter 2.49: DOW 
 
Response 2.49: At the time the agreement referenced in your comment was signed, on 6 
February 2003, draft EIS reproduction was underway; thus, this information could not be 
incorporated into the document. Section 4.7.3.2 has been modified to incorporate this 
information.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.50: Treatment of predator control in the INRMP is incredibly vague. 
 
Commenter 2.50: DOW 
 
Response 2.50: Section 5.7.12.1 has been supplemented to provide additional information; and 
explain that no specific plans for implementing predator control programs to benefit any species 
on the BMGR have been identified at this time.   
 
 
Comment Summary 2.51: Various commenters expressed concerns about the potential impacts 
of the Yuma Area Service Highway (ASH) to flat-tailed horned lizard and flat-tailed horned 
lizard habitat. Some commenters expressed opposition to the Yuma ASH and the military’s 
support of the project on these grounds.  
 
Commenters 2.51: CBD, DP, JN, LL, LWF, RE, YA 
 
Response 2.51: The EIS presents a full range of alternatives with respect to the utility/trans-
portation corridors element and specifies how each would impact the planned Yuma ASH (see 
Table 3-3). The Core Planning Team selected Management Strategy C for this element 
principally because planning for the highway was well under way when the INRMP planning 
process was initiated and the existing management plan for the BMGR, the Goldwater 
Amendment, allowed for the development of new utility/transportation corridors. The Marine 
Corps also had determined by the time the INRMP process was underway that the ASH project, 
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as proposed, is compatible with existing and foreseeable future military operations owing to its 
proposed siting along the western boundary of the BMGR.  
 
The EIS identifies the potential impacts of the proposed action for this element (which would 
allow the construction of the Yuma ASH as planned) to vegetation, wildlife and wildlife habitat, 
and protected species in Sections 5.5.10.1, 5.6.10.1, and 5.7.10.1, respectively.  
Also, see Response 12.1. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.52: Top threats to wildlife come from growing recreation, off-road 
vehicle use, and border law enforcement and migration activity. 
 
Commenters 2.52: CBD, TA 
 
Response 2.52: The EIS acknowledges these impacts, which are generally outside of the 
auspices of the INRMP, in the existing conditions assessment (Section 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7) and in 
the cumulative effects analysis (Chapter 6). In response to concerns about the potential effects of 
growing demands for recreational use and trans-border traffic, elements were included in the 
proposed INRMP to (1) support resource monitoring and inventory activities and (2) promote 
Air Force and Marine Corps participation in monitoring perimeter land use patterns and 
encroachment threats and in regional land-use planning (see Table 3-3). These elements were 
designed to provide the information necessary to support adaptive management responses to 
changing environmental conditions. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.53: Limits on group sizes may unintentionally thwart future wildlife 
conservation activities. 
 
Commenter 2.53: ADBSS 
 
Response 2.53: The proposed action for the recreation services and use supervision element 
would not limit group sizes, but rather would require a special use permit for groups with 10 or 
more vehicles in all Management Units except for Unit 2 where groups with 20 or more vehicles 
would require a permit. Section 5.6.5.1 has been supplemented to indicate that wildlife 
conservation activities, supported by the INRMP and approved by the Air Force or Marine 
Corps, involving large numbers of vehicles would be required to obtain the necessary special use 
permit. However, the special use permit requirement would not be expected to impact wildlife 
conservation activities. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.54: Bat gates for mines need to be designed to allow for use by barn 
owls, fox, ring-tailed cats, and bighorn sheep. 
 
Commenter 2.54: GG 
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Response: A statement that, “Any gates that are installed to impede human entry to mine shafts 
or tunnels would be designed, to the extent practical, to provide appropriate ingress and egress to 
all relevant wildlife species,” has been added to Section 5.6.5.1 and 5.7.5.1. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.55: Commenters expressed support for the proposal to prevent the public 
from entering mines on the BMGR to protect bats.  
 
Commenters 2.55: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, RE, YA 
 
Response 2.55: Your support is noted. The potential benefit from this objective included in the 
proposed action for the recreation services and use supervision element is assessed is Section 
5.6.5.1 and (for the federally endangered lesser long-nosed bat, and the state listed California 
leaf-nosed bat) in Section 5.7.5.1. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.56: Fences need to be maintained to control cattle. 
 
Commenters 2.56: LP, RD 
 
Response 2.56: The periodic trespass cattle issue and problem areas are identified in Section 
4.6.1.8.  The proposed action and alternatives all include objectives to develop procedures to 
control trespass livestock (see Table 3-3).  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.57: Wild burros are damaging the environment. 
 
Commenter 2.57: DEB 
 
Response 2.57: Feral burros and their potential impact on the environment are addressed in 
Section 4.6.1.8, Exotic, Invasive, or Noxious Species.   
 
 
Comment Summary 2.58: Vehicle use in washes harms wildlife and habitat – washes are used 
as wildlife corridors. 
 
Commenters 2.58: CBD, DOW, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC 
 
Response 2.58: Sections 5.5.5, 5.6.5, and 5.7.5 address impacts of vehicle use in washes on 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. See also Responses 2.59 and 1.1.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.59: Vehicular travel in accessible dry washes is the most ecologically 
benign form of access. 
 
Commenters 2.59: BD, JEM 
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Response 2.59: The potential ecological impacts of vehicle driving in washes are discussed in 
Sections 5.2.5, 5.3.5, 5.4.5, 5.5.5, 5.6.5, and 5.7.5 in context of the proposed action and 
alternatives for Recreation Services and Use Supervision (see Table 3-3). Vehicle tracks in wash 
beds are periodically erased by storm water flows, which may be an aesthetic advantage in 
contrast to roads or other vehicle tracks in upland locations, but the contention that the use of 
washes as vehicle travel routes is more ecologically benign than the use of roads in upland 
locations in the BMGR cannot be supported in general.  
 
 
Comment Summary 2.60: Wildlife benefit from larger unroaded areas (including Sonoran 
pronghorn, bighorn sheep, mountain lion). 
 
Commenters 2.60: CBD, DOW, JN, LWF, PC, SC, YA 
 
Response 2.60: These benefits are acknowledged in Sections 5.6.3 and 5.7.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.61: Current threats to the Sonoran pronghorn include habitat degradation 
and fragmentation, as well as direct injury and mortality, stemming from government agency 
activities such as grazing and fencing, military and border operations, and road and recreational 
impacts. Although severe drought is currently a major concern, Sonoran pronghorn are 
ultimately adapted to survive in harsh desert conditions, and the real problem lies in actions that 
have compromised this species’ normal ecological strategies for coping with drought. 
 
Commenter 2.61: DOW 
 
Response 2.61: Additional information about the threats to Sonoran pronghorn in context of 
drought as well as the latest information on recovery efforts and population stats has been added 
to Section 4.7.1.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 2.62: The DoD has failed to implement habitat measures under the 1997 
Rangewide Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Management Strategy. There appears to be disconnects 
between the draft EIS and the Rangewide Strategy, particularly with regard to the HMA. What 
steps have been taken by the DoD for protection of the flat-tailed horned lizard and its habitat? 
 
Commenter 2.62: DOW 
 
Response 2.62: Section 4.7.3.2 details the Marine Corps Consultation No. 2-21-95-F-114, 
including those items that pertain to the flat-tailed horned lizard and implementation of the 
strategy. Section 4.7.3.3 has been modified to reflect the 2003 revisions to the strategy. Section 
4.11.1 clarifies that the HMA from the Strategy superceded the HMA established by the 
Goldwater Amendment, which expired on 6 November 2001. 
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3. Camping and Wood Collection 
 
Comment Summary 3.1: Allow vehicle-based camping within 100 feet of roads.  This is 
consistent with local wilderness areas and allows campers to avoid the dust from road traffic.  
Permitting a 100-foot limit will lessen congestion by vehicle-based campers to partially 
compensate for reductions in road mileage. 
 
Commenters 3.1:  ADBSS, BD, BLH, FF, JEM, JF, JFC, JK, LB, PM, YVRGC 
 
Response 3.1: Your comment is noted as support for this management objective in Strategy B 
for the Camping and Visitor Stay Limits resource element. The proposed action (Alternative 
Management Strategy C) would allow vehicles to be pulled off the road, but would require that 
vehicles be parked within 50 feet of the road (see Table 3-3). Campsites could be located farther 
than 50 feet from the road, but all camping gear would need to be carried on foot rather than 
transported by vehicle. Section 5.12.4.1 has been supplemented to address how motorized travel 
is not allowed within designated wilderness in the local area or elsewhere and how motorized 
travel is addressed in non-wilderness corridors (such as in the Cabeza Prieta NWR and Organ 
Pipe Cactus NM) that may support vehicle access to the interior of these areas. On the Cabeza 
Prieta NWR, while the non-wilderness corridor is 200 feet wide, vehicles are nevertheless 
required to stay within 50 feet from the center of the road (USFWS 1997e). In Organ Pipe Cactus 
NM, which includes areas of designated wilderness, backcountry campers are prohibited from 
driving or parking off the designated roads and backpackers are to park their vehicles in the 
pullout of the parking area specified on their backcountry permit (National Park Service 2003). 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.2: Restrict vehicle camping to within 50 feet of roads.  Parking off of 
roads should be considered based on locations where cultural resources can be avoided. A good 
protective measure would be to designate camping areas and develop campgrounds based on 
findings of archaeological surveys. Limit camping to previously disturbed and established sites.  
 
Commenters 3.2: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, RE, SHPO, SRM, YA 
 
Response 3.2: Your comment is noted as support for management objectives in the proposed 
action and Strategies C and D for the Camping and Visitor Stay Limits element (see Table 3-3) 
to “allow vehicle-based camping within 50 feet of most existing roads designated as open to 
public use; restrict camping along certain road segments for resource protection purposes” and 
“assess benefits and effects of establishing designated camping areas and implement a decision 
based on the findings.” As noted in Section 5.16.4.1, cultural resource surveys and effect 
assessments would need to be conducted in conjunction with site-specific NEPA assessments 
and in compliance with the NHPA. 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.3: Remove the no overnight camping restrictions within the Mohawk 
Mountains in Management Unit 4 and on the east side of the Sauceda Mountains in Unit 6. 
 
Commenters 3.3: ADBSS, BD, BLH, JEM, JR 
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Response 3.3: While the prohibition on camping along certain roads in Management Units 4 and 
6 (as indicated on Figure 2-4) is relatively new, it was implemented independent of the INRMP 
planning process when the Air Force determined there were public safety hazards associated 
with camping in the proximity of targets within the adjacent East TAC where night air-to-ground 
munitions delivery training occurs.  Similarly, expended air-to-air munitions or target debris 
falling out of the Air-to-Air Firing Range is a safety hazard for camping in portions of 
Management Unit 4. With the exception of the short corridor labeled for day use only (to allow 
for a loop road west of the Mohawk Mountains), Management Unit 4 is closed to all public 
access except by special use permit (see Figure 2-4). 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.4: Prohibit camping within one-quarter mile of natural or developed 
waters. 
 
Commenter 3.4: DOW 
 
Response 3.4: As noted in Sections 4.12.1.3 and 5.14.11, it is unlawful to camp within one-
quarter mile of a water hole containing water, or a man-made watering facility containing water 
if camping there means that wildlife or livestock may be denied access to the only reasonably 
available water, according to Arizona hunting regulations. Neither the proposed action nor any of 
the INRMP alternatives would affect the application of this law.  
 
 
Comment Summary 3.5: Ban collection of dead and downed wood.  Some commenters 
specified that this ban should apply to Management Units 1, 4, 5, and 7, as well as special 
management areas such as ACECs. 
 
Commenters 3.5: CBD, JN, PL, RE, YA 
 
Response 3.5: Your comment is noted as support for Alternative Management Strategy D, which 
would prohibit wood cutting and removal of wood from the range in all locations as opposed to 
the alternative management strategies (see Table 3-3). The proposed action (which includes 
Alternative Management Strategies C in Management Units 2 through 7 and Strategy D in 
Management Unit 1) would prohibit wood cutting and removal of wood from the range in all 
locations.  The proposed action also would prohibit wood gathering and native wood campfires 
in Management Unit 1, but would allow the use of dead and downed wood for campfires in other 
management units as long as monitoring indicates that the wood resources remain sustainable. 
As assessed in Sections 5.5.7.1, most of the area within Management Unit 1 that is open to 
public access is the former Tinajas Altas ACEC. The proposed action would continue the legacy 
of prohibiting wood collection, which was established by the BLM’s Goldwater Amendment. 
 
As shown in Figure 2-4, most of Management Units 4 and 7 and all of Unit 5 are closed to 
general public access because of the safety issues associated with the tactical, manned, and Air-
to-Air ranges. Section 5.5.7.2 has been modified to indicate that the Air Force prohibits its 
personnel from collecting dead and downed wood. Therefore, use of wood in these management 
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units would primarily be limited to persons who obtain a special use permit to access these lands. 
The special use permit could prohibit wood collection for campfires if deemed necessary and 
appropriate. 
 
As assessed in Section 5.5.7.1, under the proposed action wood collection for campfires would 
continue to be allowed in most of the areas where public access is permitted.  This would include 
the former Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC but not the former Tinajas Altas 
Mountains ACEC.  However, if it is determined that dead and downed wood is being used at a 
rate that is not sustainable or if sensitive resources are being damaged by wood collection and 
use, the proposed action allows for restricting wood collection. 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.6: Allow the use of dead and downed wood for campfires. 
 
Commenters 3.6: BD, BLH, DMM, JEM, SRM 
 
Response 3.6: Your comment is noted as support for the proposed action and Alternative 
Strategies A and B for this resource element. The use of dead and downed wood for campfires is 
addressed in Response 3.5. 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.7: Monitor wood supplies. 
 
Commenter 3.7: SRM 
 
Response 3.7: Your comment is noted as support for this management objective, which is 
included in the proposed action and Strategy C for wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use. 
The need for such monitoring also is implied under Alternative Management Strategy B, which 
would allow sustainable on-range wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use but would prohibit 
wood removal from the range. This management objective is not included in Alternative 
Management Strategy D because no use of native wood would be allowed on the BMGR under 
this alternative. 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.8: Support a 7-day stay, 28-day wait limit on camping stays.  
 
Commenter 3.8: SRM 
 
Response 3.8: Your support for this management objective, which is consistent with Strategy D 
to limit vehicle-based camping stays to 7 consecutive days within a 28-day period except by 
special use permit, is noted and will be considered by the decision makers. The existing 
requirement; proposed action; and Alternative Management Strategies A, B, and C would all 
limit vehicle-based camping stays to 14 consecutive days within a 28-day period except by 
special use permit (see Table 3-3). Section 5.12.4.1 has been supplemented to indicate that no 
significant management issues have been identified with the existing 14-day consecutive stay 
limitation.  
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Comment Summary 3.9: Prescribe rules for waste disposal.  
 
Commenter 3.9: SRM 
 
Response 3.9: Your comment is noted as opposition to Alternative Management Strategy A, the 
no-action alternative, which does not specifically address rules for waste disposal. As indicated 
in Table 3-3 (in the Camping and Visitor Stay Limits resource element), the proposed action and 
Alternative Management Strategies B, C, and D would define and prescribe reasonable rules for 
the disposal of human sewage and solid waste in accordance with applicable federal, state, and 
local regulations. 
 
 
Comment Summary 3.10: Do not establish new restrictions on camping.  
 
Commenter 3.10: GWB 
 
Response 3.10: Your comment is noted as support for Strategy A for the Camping and Visitor 
Stay Limits resource element and will be considered by the decision makers. As indicated in 
Table 3-3, Strategy A for this resource element would retain the existing restrictions on camping. 
Strategy B would allow vehicle-based camping within 100 feet of existing roads designated as 
open to public use (rather than 50 feet). Strategy C (the proposed action and preferred alternative 
for this resource element) would continue existing restrictions and also restrict camping along 
certain road segments for resource protection purposes. Strategy D would be the same as 
Strategy C, but would limit vehicle-based camping stays to 7 consecutive days within a 28-day 
period except by special use permit rather than 14 days.  
 
 
Comment Summary 3.11: Do no allow woodcutting.  
 
Commenter 3.11: SRM 
 
Response 3.11: Your comment is noted as opposition to Alternative Management Strategy B for 
the Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants resource 
element, which would allow for wood cutting (see Table 3-3). The proposed action for this 
element (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C in all other Management Units) would not allow 
wood cutting. The no-action alternative (Strategy A) prohibits wood cutting for commercial or 
domestic use. Also see Response 3.5. 
 
 
4. Rockhounding 
 
Comment Summary 4.1: Rockhounding should not be prohibited.  
 
Commenters 4.1: ARP, DMM 
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Response 4.1: Your comment is noted as support for this recreational activity. As noted in 
Section 3.4.2, the proposed action would continue to allow rockhounding in Management Units 2 
and 3, which account for most of the area within BMGR—West that is open to public access and 
recreation. This would continue to be limited to surface removal (i.e., no subsurface excavation) 
for personal (i.e., non-commercial) purposes and limited to no more than 25 pounds. 
Rockhounding would be prohibited in other publicly accessible areas, including Management 
Unit 6 (also known as Area B) and the former Tinajas Altas ACEC in Management Unit 1, 
primarily to help protect cultural resources. As noted in Section 5.16.6.1 of the EIS, authorized 
rockhounding is unlikely to have any measurable impacts on cultural resources, but sometimes 
rockhounding can lead to unauthorized collection of artifacts or the collection of obsidian and 
geode sources that are part of archaeological sites. In addition, rockhounding would be restricted 
from special natural/interest and other designated areas that are sensitive to impacts arising from 
human-induced disturbances. 
 
 
Comment Summary 4.2: Prohibit rockhounding.  
 
Commenter 4.2: SHPO, SRM 
 
Response 4.2: Your comment is noted as opposition to this recreational activity and support for 
Strategy D for this management element. See Response 4.1.  
 
 
Comment Summary 4.3: Define the frequency of how often rockhounds could collect up to 25 
pounds of rocks.  How will that limit be checked and enforced?  
 
Commenter 4.3: PL 
 
Response 4.3: Section 5.12.6.1 has been supplemented to clarify the collection amounts and 
approach to enforcement.  
 
 
5.  Public Safety, Military Mission, and Miscellaneous Recreation (not covered 

by Rockhounding, Hunting, Camping, Wood Collecting, etc.) 
 
Comment Summary 5.1: Prohibit public entry to mines. 
 
Commenters 5.1: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, RE, YA 
 
Response 5.1: Your comment is noted as support for the proposed action, Alternative 
Management Strategies C and D, which would prohibit recreational entry to mines range-wide 
because of extreme safety hazards and to protect roosting bats from disturbance (see Table 3-3, 
Recreation Services and Use Supervision resource element). Section 5.12.5.1 has been 
supplemented to further characterize the relatively small, but unquantifiable amount of recreation 
entry to mines that is known to occur on the BMGR. As indicated in Table 3-3, Strategy A would 
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continue the existing management and, thus, recreational use of mines would be expected to 
continue at rates similar to existing conditions. Existing management of public entry to mine 
shafts that are otherwise not closed or barricaded would also, at least initially, be unrestricted 
under Strategy B. This strategy would initiate a feasibility study to determine if public entry to 
mines could be compatible with safety and resource protection requirements at specific mine 
sites. If such entry were found to be compatible, a program would be implemented to support 
such use under special use permit provisions. If such entry were found to be incompatible with 
safety and resource protection requirements, then entry to all mines would be prohibited. See 
also Response 2.55, which more specifically addresses bat habitat in mines. 
 
 
Comment Summary 5.2: Add Buckeye Hills Recreation Area to Section 4.12.1.5, Outdoor 
Recreation in the BMGR Vicinity, and Figure 4-20, Recreation and Protected Management 
Areas in the BMGR Region. 
 
Commenter 5.2: MCPR 
 
Response 5.2: Figure 4-20 has been modified to include the Buckeye Hills Recreation Area. 
 
 
Comment Summary 5.3: Recreational use of the range may only occur if it is sustainable in 
relation to the environment and if it is consistent with the military mission.  
 
Commenters 5.3: BBE, BBR, CM, JN, PC, PJ, RE, YC  
 
Response 5.3: Your support is noted and will be considered by the decision makers. As 
described in Section 1.1, the INRMP is to be prepared in accordance with the MLWA of 1999, 
which requires the proper management and protection of the natural and cultural resources of the 
range and for sustainable use by the public of such resources to the extent consistent with the 
military purposes of the range. Table 1-1, lines 1 and 2 show where this MLWA requirement is 
addressed throughout the EIS. In accordance with similar provisions of the Sikes Act, the 
INRMP also must provide for sustainable use by the public to the extent that the use is not 
inconsistent with the needs of fish and wildlife resources, subject to requirements necessary to 
ensure safety and military security. Table 1-1, lines 16, 21, and 22 show where this Sikes Act 
requirement is addressed throughout the EIS.  
 
 
Comment Summary 5.4: Identify incidents when public activities and trespass have forced 
military missions to be canceled.  
 
Commenter 5.4: YA 
 
Response 5.4: Section 4.13.2 has been supplemented to include available data on public 
activities and/or trespass incidents causing the diversion, delay, or cancellation of a military 
mission. Also see Response 6.1.  
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Comment Summary 5.5: These comments expressed general support for the military and/or 
support for military use/management of the BMGR. One commenter suggested that the military 
has the opportunity to use the plan to guide, educate, control, prevent, and mitigate public use 
and another expressed concern that the military is relinquishing some control. 
 
Commenters 5.5: AF, BBR, BD, DR, JC, JF, JM, JPM, LB, LL, MH, PF, PJ, RE, SB, YRGC  
 
Response 5.5: Thank you for your support for the military and the Air Force and Marine Corps 
management of the BMGR. The proposed INRMP is expected to build on the record of effective 
management of public use that has been achieved over the last several years under the 
partnership between the Air Force, Marine Corps, BLM, AGFD, and USFWS and to regulate 
such use where necessary to ensure that it is sustainable. The proposed INRMP would not cause 
the Air Force or Marine Corps to relinquish their responsibilities for regulating public access and 
use of the BMGR so that it is consistent with the military purposes of the range and is 
ecologically sustainable. Rather, the proposed INRMP should reinforce their abilities to manage 
public use toward these ends, as reiterated throughout the EIS and detailed in Section 1.3. Also 
see Response 1.23. 
 
 
Comment Summary 5.6: These commenters generally supported the continued requirement for 
a permit. Some other related comments were as follows: 
 

• Visitor permits should continue to include an education component  
• A fee should not be assessed 
• Special permits to visit areas that are ordinarily off-limits should be governed by an 

open process, without favoritism 
 
Commenters 5.6: ADBSS, DF, JEM, JPM, LWF 
 
Response 5.6: Your support for the continuation of the BMGR permit system is noted. The 
permit is addressed in the Recreation Services and Use Supervision element of the INRMP 
alternatives (see Table 3-3). The existing permit system, which includes natural and cultural 
resource and safety educational information, is described in Sections 2.6.1 and 4.12.1.3. The 
potential impacts of the proposed action and alternatives related to this issue are addressed in 
Section 5.12.5. Response 2.33 provides further clarification about the potential special hunting 
permit program and fee. 
 
Section 4.12.1.2 has been supplemented to include additional information about the special use 
permit process for bighorn sheep hunter access to some BMGR areas (not including the tactical 
and manned ranges) that are ordinarily off-limits. See also Response 1.25, which provides 
additional details on special use access limitations. 
 
 
Comment Summary 5.7: Address geocaching, vehicle racing, large groups, survivalist 
activities, and militia training in the EIS (opposed to all of these). 
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Commenters 5.7: LWF, YAN 
 
Response 5.7: Your opposition to these activities is noted. Those recognized as management 
issues (vehicle racing and large groups) are included in the Recreation Services and Use 
Supervision element in the alternative management strategies (see Table 3-3). Those not 
specifically mentioned therein (geocahing, survivalist activities, and militia training) would be 
managed under the adaptive management provision included in the Recreation Services and Use 
Supervision and Resource Inventory and Monitoring elements for Alternative Management 
Strategies C and D. Section 4.12.1.2 describes the current recreational environment of the 
BMGR and includes known data and details on recreational use of the range. Section 5.12.5 has 
been supplemented to further assess the potential impacts of the proposed action and alternatives 
with regard to these activities.   
 
 
Comment Summary 5.8: Prohibit metal detectors.  
 
Commenter 5.8: SRM 
 
Response 5.8: Your comment is noted as support for the proposed action and Strategies C and D 
for Recreation Services and Use Supervision resource element, which would implement a new 
management objective to prohibit the use of metal detectors (see Table 3-3). The potential 
impact of the proposed action and alternatives for this management objective is assessed in 
Section 5.12.5. 
 
 
Comment Summary 5.9: Few of the identified data gaps for recreation (e.g., data on recreation 
use, hunting activity levels) appear as management strategies for recreation.  
 
Commenter 5.9: LWF 
 
Response 5.9: See Response 2.38, regarding how information not currently available for 
recreation management, as identified in Section 4.12.4, would be addressed in an inventory and 
monitoring subplan. 
 
 
6. Recreational Shooting 
 
Comment Summary 6.1: Recreational shooting should not be allowed on the BMGR. Target 
shooting can do no good for wildlife; cultural resources; or the safety of range workers, law 
enforcement agents, illegal entrants, or military personnel. Not even the military trains on the 
BMGR with small arms. 
 
Commenters 6.1: CBD, DOW, JN, LB, LL, LWF, RE, SHPO, SRM, YA 
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Response 6.1: Your comment is noted as support for Strategy D, which would prohibit 
recreational shooting. Section 4.12.1.2 has been supplemented to describe existing recreational 
shooting policies. Recreational shooting is a valid activity on the BMGR, but this activity must 
be conducted in a manner that is compatible with military operations, public safety, and resource 
management concerns. As noted in Section 5.12.9.1, the Air Force has found that recreational 
shooting involving the use of automatic weapons is incompatible with the aviation training 
mission in BMGR—East. The Marine Corps has had similar mission compatibility concerns, but 
is willing to consider sanctioning use of automatic weapons under a special use permit. A special 
use permit would not be issued until a safety assessment and environmental impact assessment 
were conducted and the findings were considered.  
 
While there are no known incidents in which recreational shooting affected the public or Border 
Patrol activities, Section 4.13.2 notes that a recreational shooting activity involving fully 
automatic weapons interrupted a nighttime military aircraft training exercise in the late 1990s 
(see Response 6.2). As a result, the proposed action prohibits automatic weapons and shooting at 
night unless a special use permit has been issued. 
 
As described in Section 5.12.9.1, the proposed action would allow recreational shooting with 
sporting firearms in accordance with existing regulations, but would prohibit shooting at night 
except with a special use permit. Recreational shooting with automatic weapons would be 
prohibited except with a special use permit and a safety and environmental impact assessment 
would be needed before special use permits are issued. The appropriateness of recreational 
shooting would be assessed to determine if this policy should be changed.   
 
Potential impacts of recreational shooting to wildlife and cultural resources are discussed in 
Sections 5.6.9 and 5.16.9, respectively. Potential impacts to public health and safety (which 
would include law enforcement agents, UDAs, and military personnel) are discussed in Section 
5.13.9. 
 
The comment that not even the military trains on the range with small arms is erroneous. The Air 
Force has an approximately three-acre small arms range west of SR 85 (see Section 2.2.6 and 
Figure 2-1 in Volume 1). Entry to the small arms range is restricted. The Marine Corps has a rifle 
range located just inside of the western range boundary on the north side of the road to AUX-2 
(see Section 2.2.9 and Figure 2-2 in Volume 1).  The rifle range was developed in the early 
1960s and remains in use at its original location. Military small arms training involving live-fire 
also has occurred in the past at other BMGR locations. Infantry weapons also are currently used 
in training involving Marine Corps troops at ground support areas and at TACTS Range target 
locations. This training does not currently involve live-fire exercises.   
 
 
Comment Summary 6.2: After 18 years of access to the BMGR for legal sport shooting, our 
group has been harassed and banned from use for shooting. We take care of our use areas, 
leaving them in better condition than we found them. Our club shoots military weapons, 
including legal fully automatic weapons. Participants have had background checks and all 
weapons are legally registered and have never been used for a crime. We would like support 
from MCAS Yuma as we have shown support for the renewal of the BMGR land withdrawal. It 
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appears as if the proposed action would still allow for recreational shooting with fully automatic 
weapons with a special use permit, but there is concern that there will be so much red tape 
involved that this will effectively put an end to the use of legal, fully automatic weapons on the 
range. 
 
Commenters 6.2: JC, MB 
 
Response 6.2: There is some management concern with regard to potential environmental 
damage and litter from recreational shooting in general on the BMGR (see Sections 5.2.9, 5.3.9, 
5.5.9, 5.6.9, 5.7.9, and 5.16.9), but the primary issues with the use of fully automatic weapons 
are compatibility with military operations and public safety, as addressed in Response 6.1.  
BMGR managers do not intend to harass recreational shooting groups using fully automatic 
weapons; rather, they have taken what they have deemed as necessary action to ensure that all 
recreational activities are compatible with the military mission and public safety.  The EIS 
principally addresses the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives for recreational 
shooting at Sections 5.12.9 (in terms of outdoor recreation) and 5.13.9 (in terms of public health 
and safety).  
 
Through development of the proposed action and alternatives for recreational shooting, the Core 
Planning Team responded to the need to have a distinct policy for management of recreational 
shooting. As outlined in Table 3-3, all alternative management strategies for Recreational 
Shooting except for Strategy D would allow recreational shooting to continue on the BMGR. 
Strategy A, the no-action alternative, would allow recreational shooting to occur under existing 
regulations as long as it is compatible with military use and there is no public safety issue. 
Alternative Strategy B would allow recreational shooting to occur under existing regulations as 
long as it is compatible with military use, public safety, and no significant resource issues are 
identified. Strategy C (the proposed action for this resource element) would be the same as 
Strategy B, but also would (1) assess the importance and character of recreational shooting as an 
activity/issue to determine the appropriateness of this activity on the BMGR and implement a 
decision based on the findings; (2) prohibit automatic weapons, except with special use permit; 
(3) consider designating specific shooting area(s); and (4) prohibit recreational shooting between 
sunset and sunrise, except with special use permit. Strategy D would prohibit recreational 
shooting activities (not to include hunting), and assess the appropriateness of allowing this 
activity in designated areas.  
 
As discussed in Section 5.12.9.1, the Marine Corps is willing to consider sanctioning automatic 
weapons use/shoots under special use permits. However, careful assessment of the potential 
safety and environmental impacts would be required before the Marine Corps could make a 
decision approving or denying a special use permit application for this activity.  
 
 
Comment Summary 6.3: Identify incidents where recreational shooting has affected military 
missions, Border Patrol activities, or the public. 
 
Commenter 6.3: YA 
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Response 6.3: See Response 6.1 and Section 4.13.2, which describes one incident when 
nighttime recreational shooting with automatic weapons interfered with a military training 
exercise. 
 
 
Comment Summary 6.4: If recreational shooting is allowed, designate areas for this activity as 
well as a maintenance and clean-up plan.  Examine and discuss the potential impacts of 
recreational shooting on archaeological sites, especially rock art. 
 
Commenter 6.4: PL 
 
Response 6.4: Section 5.16.9 discusses the potential effects of recreational shooting on cultural 
resources.  With the proposed action, the importance and appropriateness of recreational 
shooting would be studied and decisions about recreational shooting would be based on the 
findings.  The decisions might include limiting recreational shooting to designated areas and the 
selection of a designated area would include consideration the potential effects on cultural 
resource. Section 5.13.9.1 notes that maintenance and cleanup provisions would be addressed if a 
designated shooting area were established.  
 
 
Comment Summary 6.5: Consider placing limits on the size of weapon that can be used and the 
elevation at which the weapon could be fired. 
 
Commenter 6.5: LB 
 
Response 6.5: As noted on Table 3-3, with the proposed action for recreational shooting, the 
types of military firearms that may be used for recreational shooting on the range (including 
automatic firearms) would be subject to the terms of a special use permit. Section 4.12.1.2 
includes some of the existing safety regulations, which include firing at an elevation that is above 
the horizon of the shooter. 
 
 
Comment Summary 6.6: The special use permit to shoot fully automatic weapons could be a 
bunch of red tape that effectively eliminates the opportunity to use fully automatic weapons. 
 
Commenters 6.6: JC, MB 
 
Response 6.6: As noted in Response 6.1, the use of fully automatic weapons has interfered with 
a military operation and could compromise public safety and environmental resources such as 
rock art or individual plants, particularly if environmental features are used as targets.  
Consequently, a safety and environmental impact assessment would be needed before a special 
use permit could be issued. The outcome of any such study cannot be pre-determined. 
Government funding constraints could potentially delay the completion of the safety and 
environmental impact assessment, although this potential delay could be avoided if recreational 
shooting clubs or other organizations were willing to pay for the assessment.   
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7. Undocumented Aliens/Drug Smugglers 
 
Comment Summary 7.1: UDA and drug smuggler traffic is the source of most of the off-road 
driving and other types of non-military use impacts; do not close existing roads to public access 
until the UDA/smuggler problem is solved. 
 
Commenters 7.1: AF, AK, BA, BHE, BM, CBD, CC, DEB, DF, DGR, DR, EC, EF, EP, ES, 
GK, JFK, JK, JPM, JV, LS, MH, MM, PF, PH, PJ, PM, SB, TP  
 
Response 7.1: Section 2.7.1 has been supplemented to indicate that the Air Force and Marine 
Corps, have no authority to regulate border law-enforcement activities and the proposed INRMP 
is not a forum through which these activities may be managed. Section 6.3.2.2 has been 
supplemented to acknowledge impacts of UDA and smuggler traffic as one of the preeminent 
sources of damage to the range environment.  
 
Although illegal cross-border traffic is among the preeminent law enforcement and management 
issues within the BMGR, other activities, including legitimate public use, that may have 
relatively less affect on the range environment, cannot be dismissed as unimportant management 
issues. The MLWA of 1999 and Sikes Act provide that public access to and multipurpose use of 
the BMGR must be managed so as to remain consistent with current and future military 
operations and associated safety and security requirements, consistent with the needs of wildlife, 
and ecologically sustainable. Drug smuggler and UDA traffic involving off-road driving is 
currently causing damage to the range that has not yet been brought under control. Nevertheless, 
public motorized vehicle access must be addressed in the proposed INRMP. Most range visitors 
use their vehicles responsibly and do not engage in off-road driving. However, as described in 
Response 1.28, visitors have created relatively dense local road networks at popular attraction 
areas, such as Tinajas Altas and the Fortuna Mine area, principally over the last 15 years. These 
types of vehicle impacts must be controlled if public use of the BMGR is to be sustainable. 
Additional information about the BMGR road development history has been added as Section 
2.6.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 7.2: Deal with the trash, often in the form of food containers and plastic 
water jugs, left behind by UDAs and smugglers. 
 
Commenters 7.2: MM, YAN 
 
Response 7.2: Section 4.18.3.1 (which has been improved in response to this comment) 
addresses ongoing Air Force, Marine Corps, and Border Patrol programs to address trash or other 
refuse (including vehicles). These actions occur and will continue to occur independent of the 
INRMP.  
 
 
Comment Summary 7.3: A prohibition against off-road driving/vehicle use in washes should 
apply in equal force to Border Patrol activities.  
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Commenters 7.3: CBD, LP, LWF, RD 
 
Response 7.3: Section 2.7.1 has been modified to include a reference to how the Air Force and 
Marine Corps do not have the authority to regulate Border Patrol's law-enforcement 
requirements or activities, including driving in washes.  
 
 
Comment Summary 7.4: Damage from illegal use of the range is not discussed in the draft EIS. 
 
Commenters 7.4: CBD, DOW, JN, SC, TA 
 
Response 7.4: Section 6.3.2.2 has been supplemented to better address resource damage as a 
result of illegal activity. Specifically, that activity resulting from unauthorized, non-military off-
road driving and the resulting illicit proliferation of wildcat roads, which has been identified as 
the most serious illegal activity on the range since the development of the Luke Air Force Range 
Natural Resources Management Plan (U.S. Air Force 1986). The scale of the UDA problem on 
the BMGR and the scope and nature of relevant Border Patrol law enforcement and search and 
rescue activities are described in Section 2.5.2. Future information needs relative to surface 
disturbance from non-military uses, including Border Patrol operations and UDA activities are 
identified for earth resource management in Section 4.2.4, vegetation management in Section 
4.5.4, general wildlife and wildlife habitat resource management in Section 4.6.4, and 
management of hazardous materials and wastes in Section 4.18.4. UDA traffic is identified as a 
factor affecting recreation visitors in the introduction to Section 4.12, as a factor potentially 
affecting public health and safety in Section 4.13.1.5, and as a range law enforcement issue in 
Sections 4.14.1 (in the introduction) and 4.14.3. The extent to which the Border Patrol collects 
UDA associated litter is described in Section 4.18.3.1. 
 
Smuggler and UDA traffic and associated Border Patrol enforcement activities are addressed in 
Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, under a number of resource categories including the 
following: 

• soil resources (Sections 5.2.1.1 and 5.2.11.1) 
• water resources (Sections 5.3.3, 5.3.3.1, and 5.3.3.2) 
• vegetation (Section 5.5.11.1) 
• wildlife and wildlife habitats (Sections 5.6.3, 5.6.3.1, 5.6.3.2, and 5.6.11.1) 
• special management areas (Section 5.11.14.2) 
• outdoor recreation (Sections 5.12.3.1, 5.12.3.2, and 5.12.18.1) 
• public health and safety (Sections 5.13.3.1 and 5.13.11) 
• law enforcement (Sections 5.14.1, 5.14.2.1, 5.14.3.1, 5.14.13, 5.14.18.1, 5.14.18.2) 
• perimeter and transboundary land use (Section 5.15.3.1) 
• noise (Sections 5.20.3.1 and 5.20.3.2). 
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8. 0 Law Enforcement 
 
Comment Summary 8.1: While Strategy D was not selected for all management units, the de 
facto strategy would be for retaining a minimum of six law enforcement positions.  A similar 
comment was to support the retention of at least six law enforcement officers. 
 
Commenters 8.1: DOI, SRM 
 
Response 8.1: Your comment is correct.  A minimum of six law enforcement officers would be 
retained with Strategy D and these officers would have responsibilities throughout the BMGR.  
Therefore, even though Strategy C is the proposed action for Management Unit 2, the minimum 
number of law enforcement officers would be six because this is the proposed action for the 
majority of the management units. 
 
 
Comment Summary 8.2: Increasing enforcement of existing laws and regulations is the only 
alternative for lessening or eliminating sources of environmental damage. 
 
Commenters 8.2: CBD, MH 
 
Response 8.2: As discussed in Section 5.2.5.1 and other sections regarding recreation services 
and use supervision, law enforcement is a critical management tool for lessening or eliminating 
environmental impacts from unlawful activity. Section 4.14 describes the existing law 
enforcement environment, including actions taken by the Air Force and Marine Corps to ensure 
that law enforcement is available for the range on a full-time basis. These agencies are currently 
taking budget planning steps to increase the number of their available commissioned law-
enforcement officers. With the proposed action, the goal would be to retain a minimum of six 
law enforcement officers to patrol the BMGR. The Air Force currently employs five security 
personnel and the Marine Corps currently employs two commissioned law enforcement 
personnel; the Air Force and Marine Corps are seeking funding to increase the number of 
security/law enforcement personnel. The ability of these agencies to retain a minimum of six 
officers will be dependent on continued law enforcement funding.  
 
These agencies also believe that it is important to recognize that compliance with rules of 
conduct for protecting the range environment can be enhanced through public contacts, 
education, and information; signs and gates; and support from individual members of the public 
and various groups with an interest in the range. In addition, regulations, such as those limiting 
the number of vehicles in a single party or imposing long-term camping stay limits (unless 
exceptions are authorized under special use permit) are also effective tools for ensuring that 
public use of range resources is sustainable as required by the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act. 
The Air Force and Marine Corps recognize, however, that effective enforcement of the rules of 
conduct that result from the selected management strategies will be key in implementing the 
INRMP. 
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Comment Summary 8.3: Describe the role that the military will have in enforcing range 
policies. What can and will range staff enforce? What laws govern enforcement efforts?  Will the 
military live up to its responsibility to enforce laws and policies? 
 
Commenter 8.3: LWF 
 
Response 8.3: Section 4.14.1 identifies the principal agencies with current jurisdiction for 
enforcing natural and cultural resources laws within the BMGR and briefly describes the roles of 
these agencies.  
 
With the proposed action, the DoD objective is to fund and staff a minimum of six full-time law 
enforcement officers. As indicated in Response 8.2, and Section 4.14.1.2, the Air Force and 
Marine Corps collectively employ two commissioned law enforcement officers and five security 
personnel at the BMGR. The proposed minimum of six full-time officers is a greater number of 
enforcement personnel than has historically patrolled the range and demonstrates a commitment 
to enforce the laws as well as the management policies of the INRMP.   
 
 
Comment Summary 8.4: Law enforcement officers should have Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act (ARPA) training so they have the authority to arrest pothunters and vandals. 
 
Commenter 8.4: SHPO 
 
Response 8.4: As discussed in Section 4.14.1.1, the Marine Corps law enforcement officers have 
been to an ARPA investigation and enforcement class and the Air Force civilian employee who 
oversees the security function at BMGR—East has attended ARPA training. 
 
 
9. 0 Special Management Designations 
 
Comment Summary 9.1: The draft EIS does not identify prescribed management objectives for 
special natural/interest areas.  The proposed action for special natural/interest areas allows for 
development of special management provisions as needed for resource protection, as opposed to 
identifying what those management provisions will be.  One of the management provisions 
should include an adaptive provision for the continued development and refinement of 
management strategies to best protect resources based on inventorying and monitoring. 
 
Commenters 9.1: DOW, LWF, YA 
 
Response 9.1: The prescribed management objectives are included in Table 3-3 in the Special 
Natural/Interest Areas resource element.  The potential impact of the programmatic management 
objective to allow for development of special management provisions as needed for resource 
protection is assessed in Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, 5.5.2, 5.6.2, 5.7.2, 5.9.2, 5.11.2, 5.12.3, 5.16.2, and 
5.17.2 (some of which have been supplemented in response to this comment), wherein 
opportunities to identify site-specific policies that go beyond those defined by the proposed 
action and alternatives are identified.  The Resource Inventory and Monitoring resource element 
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applies to the special natural/interest areas as well as other areas of the BMGR (see Table 3-3). 
As assessed in Section 5.11.1, there likely would be increased inventory and monitoring in 
designated special natural/interest areas.  
 
 
Comment Summary 9.2: Redesignate the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA and the ACECs that 
were established by the BLM. 
 
Commenters 9.2: CBD, CM, JN, YA 
 
Response 9.2: Your comment is noted as support for the proposed action, and Alternative 
Management Strategies A, C, and D for the Special Natural/Interest Areas resource element (see 
Table 3-3). Section 5.11 assesses the potential impacts of the other 16 resource management 
elements of the proposed action and alternatives to these special management areas.  
 
 
Comment Summary 9.3: Protect and redesignate the SRMAs; these areas need more specific 
management prescriptions than the plan proposes. The Sentinel Plain Lava Flow SRMA should 
be subject to the same management guidelines as those applied to the former ACECs, including 
limiting vehicle use to designated roads. 
 
Commenters 9.3: CM, JN, LWF, YA 
 
Response 9.3: Your comment is noted as support for Alternative Management Strategies A and 
D for the Special Natural/Interest Areas element (see Table 3-3). The impacts of these 
Alternative Management Strategies for the Special Natural/Interest Area resource element are 
assessed in Section 5.11.2.3 and 5.11.2.2, respectively. The proposed action for this element 
(Strategy C) and Alternative Management Strategy B would not redesignate the SRMAs as 
special natural/interest areas, but the provisions associated with Management Units 5 and 6 
would direct the management of the former SRMAs (see Table 3-3 and Figure 2-4). As assessed 
in Sections 5.11.2.1 (which has been improved), it is believed that the management provisions 
provided by the 16 other proposed resource management elements would provide adequate 
protection for these areas under the proposed action.   
 
 
10. Socioeconomics 
 
Comment Summary 10.1: A ROD must not be made solely on the incomplete and biased 
analysis contained in the INRMP. In addition to environmental and cultural conservation 
strategies, an honest and objective decision must take into account the economic impacts specific 
to each surrounding community. An economic impact statement is integral to the ROD process; 
therefore, an economic impact statement must be mandated and reviewed prior to the final ROD.  
 
Commenters 10.1: ARP, DJB, IE, MW, NS, NW 
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Response 10.1: As stated in Section 1.1.1, the ROD will be made based on the final EIS for the 
INRMP. Section 4.19.3.2 has been supplemented to include applicable guidance of socio-
economic analysis in NEPA’s implementing regulations and references to sustainable use in the 
MLWA of 1999 and Sikes Act.  The EIS complies with this guidance, first in the description of 
the affected environment, at Section 4.19 and second in the evaluation of potential environmental 
consequences, at Section 5.19.  
 
The NEPA implementing regulations provide that the ROD “(a) State what the decision was. 
(b) Identify all alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its decision, specifying the 
alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally preferable. An agency 
may discuss preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and 
technical considerations and agency statutory missions” (40 CFR 1505.2). Socioeconomic 
impacts, including economic impacts to communities near the BMGR, are addressed for all 
alternatives in Section 5.19 by each of the 17 individual resource management elements 
(Sections 5.19.1 through 5.19.17) and in aggregate (Section 5.19.18). Economic effects 
associated with changes to public access are discussed in Section 5.19.3. 
 
 
Comment Summary 10.2: These commenters declared the importance of tourism to the 
economy of Ajo, with some referencing: 

• winter visitors  
• how economic hardships of the past (principally related to the closure of the mine) has 

made tourism increasingly important 
• the desert environment and access thereto as tourist attraction 

 
Commenters 10.2: AM, ARP, BB, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DG, FP, JBR, JH, LF, LO, LP, 
MW, NS, NW, RA, SLB 
 
Response 10.2: Section 4.19.1.3 (Economic Profiles) addresses the closure of the Phelps Dodge 
mine and Ajo’s subsequent economic base strongly based in tourism. 
 
 
Comment Summary 10.3: The proposed action and, in particular, proposed road closures would 
have adverse economic impacts. Some comments specifically noted: 

• that impacts would be greatest in the communities of Ajo, Why, and Lukeville 
• how road closures could hinder currently popular desert tours through BMGR—East 
• that road closures are thinly veiled under the guise of “endangered species” or “cultural 

resource preservation”  
• that already impoverished communities do not have the resources to counteract the 

legalese and interests of environmental groups advocating road closures/less access 
• how tax dollars should be used to keep the land open to Americans for generations to 

come rather than wasted by fixing something that is not broken 
 
Commenters 10.3: AD, AM, ARP, BB, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DC, DG, DJB, FP, IE, JBR, 
JD, JH, LF, LO, LP, MN, MW, NS, NW, PF, RA, SLB, SLO  
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Response 10.3: The potential socioeconomic impacts of the proposed action and alternatives are 
evaluated in Section 5.19. Section 5.19.18.1 analyzes the aggregate socioeconomic impacts of 
the proposed action, and specifically addresses the potential for the proposed action to result in 
indirect adverse socioeconomic effects if a decrease in range visitation and recreation use 
occurred in response to the implementation of the proposed action. Sections 5.12.3, 5.19.3, 
6.3.2.2 and 6.4 have been supplemented to improve the assessment of the impact route closures 
of the proposed action and alternatives in context of the other closures in the Ajo area. 
 
The commenters concerned about not having the resources to counteract the legalese and 
interests of environmental groups advocating road closures/less access should note that NEPA 
implementing regulations 40 CFR 1503.4 requires that “[a]n agency preparing a final 
environmental impact statement shall assess and consider comments both individually and 
collectively” and “[a]ll substantive comments received on the draft statement (or summaries 
thereof where the response has been exceptionally voluminous), should be attached to the final 
statement whether or not the comment is thought to merit individual discussion by the agency in 
the text of the statement.” In accordance with this guidance, all comments received on the draft 
EIS were given equal consideration in preparing the responses to comments and the final EIS.  
 
The commenters who were concerned that closing roads was an inappropriate expenditure of tax 
dollars should note that the Air Force and Marine Corps (1) are required to meet Sikes Act and 
MLWA of 1999 requirements to prepare an INRMP and (2) operate on budgets that are subject 
to DoD funding priorities and Congressional budget allocations, as detailed in Section 1.5.5. As 
noted in Section 3.4.4, a range of alternatives for motorized access and unroaded area 
management was developed to reflect the conflicting public attitudes and values with regard to 
roads and unroaded areas on the BMGR. As assessed in Section 5.19.18.1, in aggregate, the 
proposed action (Strategy C, as modified) complements those public attitudes and values that 
favor a balance of public access and use opportunities as well as resource protection and 
conservation. 
 
 
Comment Summary 10.4: These comments consist of various testimonials about the value of 
the desert environment to the local lifestyle. 
 
Commenters 10.4: AD, BAF, BBR, CCM, DC, EP, HVZ, JD, LF, LL, MH, MN, SLO   
 
Response 10.4: Similar public viewpoints expressed during scoping and the subsequent 
workshops regarding the values of the BMGR environment to the human community are 
summarized in Section 1.8. The importance of the BMGR having an area for outdoor recreation 
is detailed in Section 4.12 and the potential effects of the proposed action and alternative 
management strategies are described in Section 5.12. Communities and other socioeconomic 
factors that may be affected by the proposed INRMP are described in Section 4.19. The potential 
consequences of the proposed action and alternatives on these communities and other 
socioeconomic factors are described in Section 5.19. Cumulative impacts to the human 
community are assessed in Sections 6.3 and 6.4. Some of these sections have been modified to 
better address local lifestyle issues.  
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11. Management Plan, EIS, and Preferred Alternative 
 
Comment Summary 11.1: The draft EIS lacks concrete plans with specific goals, 
objectives/standards, budgets, and schedules for managing the natural and cultural resources of 
the BMGR. These omissions violate the NEPA by impermissibly delaying public disclosure of 
actual plan standards and timelines until the final plan/final EIS stage. 
 
Commenters 11.1: BBR, CBD, DOW, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC, TA, YA 
 
Response 11.1: The proposed INRMP is generally being developed to provide long-term 
strategic, rather than detailed, guidance for managing natural and cultural resources and 
sustainable public use at the BMGR over the next 19 years. The proposed plan also is designed 
to resolve certain specific ongoing management issues—such as regulating the road network—
where action is supported by available information, resource data, and cooperating agency 
consensus on the need and general course for action. The level of specificity that will be 
provided in the forthcoming INRMP will adequately meet the provisions of the MLWA of 1999 
and the Sikes Act. Five overarching management policy goals and 24 resource-specific goals for 
the proposed INRMP are provided in Section 3.2.2. Both the overarching policy and resource-
specific management goals were developed through interagency cooperation and in consideration 
of two cycles of public workshop review and comment prior to preparation of the draft EIS.  
 
As explained in detail in Section 3.2, the Core Planning Team developed four preliminary 
alternative management strategies for the proposed INRMP based on both the overarching policy 
and resource-specific management goals; comments received during scoping; and the 
requirements of the MLWA of 1999, Sikes Act, and other applicable law. These preliminary 
alternatives were reviewed in detailed at the two public workshops. The alternatives were revised 
in consideration of comments received at the first workshop and further reviewed at the second. 
No one at or following the second workshop suggested that the alternatives were either 
inadequate or inappropriate. The general consensus from the workshop was that each participant 
found that the alternatives for the proposed INRMP represented a reasonable range of 
management alternatives.  
 
The majority of the participants asked the Core Planning Team to identify a preferred alternative 
in the draft EIS from within the spectrum of alternatives presented at the workshop. Consistent 
with this viewpoint and incorporating other input received during the workshop, the Core 
Planning Team identified a fifth alternative management strategy, as a composite of elements 
from each of the initial four alternative strategies, that constitutes the proposed action and 
preferred alternative presented in the draft EIS. The draft EIS was subsequently prepared in 
accordance with the overarching policy and resource-specific management goals and the five 
alternative management strategies, which fully define the scope and specificity of the proposed 
INRMP. The proposed action and preferred alternative were subsequently revised in 
consideration of comments received on the draft EIS and carried forward in the final EIS (see 
Sections 3.2.3 and 3.4.4). 
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INRMPs typically include a list of specific management projects and associated schedule and 
budget requirements that are needed to implement the INRMP. These implementation parameters 
are prepared for a five-year budget planning horizon and are updated annually over the lifetime 
of the INRMP and for subsequent INRMP updates that must occur at least every five years. The 
process and specific management activities that will be pursued to implement the proposed 
INRMP regardless of the alternative management strategy selected from this EIS is described in 
Sections 1.1.1 and 1.5.5. Lists of specific management activities, schedules, and budgets that 
would be associated with each of the INRMP alternatives are not provided in this EIS as the list 
for each alternative would generally vary only in terms of the scale of details to be addressed and 
would not provide a meaningful basis for differentiating among the environmental consequences 
of the alternative management strategies. Such a list of action items to implement the alternative 
selected in the ROD will be incorporated in the stand-alone INRMP document. 
 
The Land and Water Fund of the Rockies (now known as Western Resource Advocates) 
submitted written comments in November 2000 following the first workshop that included a 
detailed outline for a conservation management plan for the BMGR. (This outline has been 
resubmitted with this organization’s comments on the draft EIS and is included in their comment 
letter as an attachment.) The Core Planning Team revised the alternative management strategies 
in consideration of input received at the first workshop and the written comments submitted by 
the Land and Water Fund. Some elements from the Land and Water Fund comments, such as 
conservation of unroaded areas, were incorporated in the revised alternative management 
strategies but the Core Planning Team could not adopt the specific management standards 
recommended by this organization in total. These standards would define a specific and 
generally inflexible course of management that would generally be compatible with Alternative 
Management Strategy D but would be incompatible with the other alternatives developed for 
consideration in the draft EIS. Some of the standards, such as prohibiting all ORV travel 
including that undertaken by DoD agencies in support of their military missions, were 
inconsistent with the purposes of the BMGR established by the MLWA of 1999. Thus, the 
overall approach recommended by the Land and Water Fund was rejected as being incompatible 
with both the military mission of the BMGR and the study of a reasonable range of alternatives. 
(See also Section 3.5, which describes alternatives considered but not carried forward for 
detailed evaluation.) 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.2: The draft EIS presents a plan to write a plan. 
 
Commenters 11.2: CBD, LWF 
 
Response 11.2: Based on the reasonable range of alternatives considered for the proposed 
INRMP, the proposed INRMP would prescribe a blend of long-term strategic and specific 
management guidance that would meet the provisions of the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act. 
Some elements of the alternative management strategies would prescribe the subsequent 
development of a subplan needed to address certain detailed management activities that the Core 
Planning Team believed would be more effectively defined after decisions on other management 
elements of the proposed INRMP have been made. For example, specific resource inventory and 
monitoring requirements could best be defined once decisions on elements such as motorized 
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and unroaded area management or firewood collection are completed. After those decisions, an 
inventory and monitoring subplan would be developed that would provide the detailed actions 
necessary to measure and track the effectiveness of necessary road closures and unroaded area 
management or the effects of permitted firewood collection.  
 
Development of management activity or implementation plans in accordance with guidance 
provided through the adoption of a long-term resource management plan is a proper and well-
established, effective land management approach. This approach does not deny the public access 
to information that is relevant to the decisions that are proposed for action in the draft EIS. 
Where applicable, the descriptions and analyses of alternatives, such as those for the range road 
network, that incorporate detailed management measures are provided in corresponding detail. In 
contrast, alternatives that propose general management strategies, such as those for wildlife 
waters, are described and analyzed in the level of detail commensurate with the general nature of 
the proposed strategies. Follow-on management planning that is prescribed by the alternative 
management strategy selected for the proposed INRMP will be conducted in accordance with all 
applicable requirements, including public involvement, under NEPA, ESA, and other laws. This 
tiering approach to fully establishing a resource management program for the BMGR is 
consistent with the MLWA of 1999, Sikes Act, and NEPA. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.3: This comment was presented in the form of Pima County Resolution 
No. 20 03-77, which states "… that the Board of Supervisors of Pima County supports the 
Goldwater Range management alternative that best protects natural and cultural resources, that 
best provides for the safety of public visitors, and that best ensures the military mission, as set 
forth in Alternative “D” in the plan." The Board also requests "… that the [Congress] provide the 
fullest funding and support for Goldwater Range management, staffing, monitoring, 
enforcement, and reclamation, consistent with the needs for military training." 
 
Commenter 11.3: PC 
 
Response 11.3: The Board's comments on the draft EIS and interest in the proposed BMGR 
INRMP are noted, and will be considered by the decision makers. After consideration of all of 
the comments on the draft EIS and a review of statutory and policy guidelines applicable to the 
INRMP, the proposed action and the final EIS preferred action have been revised, but continue 
to incorporate a mix of Alternative Management Strategies A, B, C, and D for the 17 resource 
management elements that would constitute the proposed INRMP (see Section 3.4).  
 
 
Comment Summary 11.4: This comment was presented in the form of Yuma County 
Resolution No. 03-23, that supports "… the concept of Alternative A or B for the management of 
public access, recreation activities, hunting and wildlife management, in that either of these 
alternatives would continue the multi-use ecosystem management that has proven successful." 
 
Commenter 11.4: YC 
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Response 11.4: The Board's comments on the draft EIS and interest in the proposed BMGR 
INRMP are noted, and will be considered by the decision makers. After consideration of all of 
the comments on the draft EIS and a review of statutory and policy guidelines applicable to the 
INRMP, the proposed action and the final EIS preferred action have been revised, but continue 
to incorporate a mix of Alternative Management Strategies A, B, C, and D for the 17 resource 
management elements that would constitute the proposed INRMP (see Section 3.4). 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.5: Make the final document more concise and easier to read. The final 
document, including the Executive Summary, should only contain the selected alternative, be 
concise, and have the approval of the Arizona Game and Fish Commission. 
 
Commenters: 11.5: JF, YVRGC 
 
Response 11.5: The complexity and length of the EIS was an unavoidable consequence of the 
numbers of alternatives, management elements, and potential resource impacts that were 
addressed in order to prepare a comprehensive INRMP. The EIS addresses the potential 
environmental consequences of five alternative management strategies for the proposed INRMP. 
Each alternative includes 17 management elements. Each of the 17 management elements of 
each alternative was individually evaluated relative to 20 resource assessment categories in order 
to determine the potential effects of each element on each resource. The potential overall effects 
of each alternative on each resource were then evaluated by assessing the impacts of the 17 
management elements of each alternative in aggregate. Finally, the potential cumulative effects 
of implementing each alternative had to be determined by assessing the aggregate effect of each 
alternative together with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The final EIS 
and the Executive Summary of the final EIS must consequently be similar to the scope and 
complexity of the draft EIS.  
 
AGFD has been a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS for the proposed INRMP. 
The Arizona Game and Fish Commission is invited to review the final EIS.  
 
The stand-alone INRMP, which will be extracted from the final EIS, will be a concise document 
that focuses solely on the alternative management strategy selected in the ROD (see Section 
1.1.1). The relative roles and responsibilities of the Core Planning Team agencies, including 
AGFD, for the EIS and proposed INRMP are described in Sections 1.1.2 and 1.4.3 and Table 1-
2.  
 
 
Comment Summary 11.6: The draft INRMP, as reflected in the draft EIS, does not integrate 
activities and management measures, particularly in regard to Sonoran pronghorn, as required by 
the Sikes Act. 
 
Commenter 11.6: DOW 
 
Response 11.6: The proposed INRMP must address a far-reaching scope of resource 
management concerns over a planning/implementation horizon that exceeds 20 years. The 
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strategy crafted for preparing this plan called for a comparative environmental review of five 
alternative strategies for establishing a long-term resource management framework for the 
BMGR. The five alternative management strategies are based on five overarching policy goals 
and 24 resource-specific goals that were developed specifically to address BMGR management 
needs and were adopted through public review and comment during the scoping and workshop 
phases of the NEPA planning process. Both sets of goals were developed in accordance with the 
provisions of the MLWA of 1999, Sikes Act, and other applicable law. The 24 resource-specific 
goals are consistent with the five overarching policy goals and cover the full spectrum of 
management concerns and requirements that had been identified for the range. Each alternative 
management strategy includes 17 elements that are consistent with the guidance established by 
the overarching policy and resource-specific goals. This level of integration ensures that the 
resource management framework ultimately selected for the proposed INRMP will be consistent 
with and responsive to the requirements of the MLWA of 1999, Sikes Act, and other applicable 
laws. Table 1-1 identifies where each INRMP component required by the MLWA of 1999 and 
Sikes Act are addressed in the EIS.  
 
The level of detail provided in the EIS describing or assessing specific management measures 
varies, but, as explained in Response 11.2, these differences reflect the current information and 
state of knowledge available to address each measure. The variation in management detail 
provided by the various elements of the INRMP alternatives is consistent with the MLWA of 
1999 or Sikes Act and does not represent a lack of plan integration. See Response 2.46 regarding 
plan integration for the management of Sonoran pronghorn.  
 
Consultations regarding the Sonoran pronghorn took place by letter, dated 14 June 2005 (see 
Appendix F) to address the impacts that may result from the proposed INRMP. A new Biological 
Opinion was issued on 26 August 2005 that concluded the proposed action is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.7: The draft EIS fails to recognize that the Sikes Act provides that 
wildlife concerns must take precedence over public use. Under the MLWA of 1999, public use is 
allowed only to the extent that it does not impair the sustainability of resources and the military 
purposes of the range. 
 
Commenters 11.7: BBR, CBD, CM, DOW, JN, JF, RE, RS, YA 
 
Response 11.7: The Core Planning Team finds that the emphasis in the EIS placed on public 
access is appropriate relative to the guidance provided by the Sikes Act, DoD policy for 
implementing this Act, the MLWA of 1999, and the environmental conditions of the BMGR. 
The Sikes Act does not state that wildlife concerns must take precedence over public use, but 
rather that "[c]onsistent with the use of military installations to ensure the preparedness of the 
Armed Forces, each integrated natural resource management plan prepared… shall, to the extent 
appropriate and applicable, provide for—sustainable use by the public of natural resources to the 
extent that the use is not inconsistent with the needs of fish and wildlife resources" [16 U.S.C. § 
670a(b)(1)(F)]. The Sikes Act does not define the concept of sustainable public use, but DoD 
Instruction 4715.3 provides guidance on this issue. This Instruction states, in part, that "The 
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principal purposes of DoD lands and waters is to support mission-related activities. Those lands 
and waters shall be made available to the public for educational or recreational use of natural and 
cultural resources when such access is compatible with military mission activities, ecosystem 
sustainability, and with other considerations such as security, safety, and fiscal soundness. 
Opportunities for such access shall be equitably and impartially allocated. INRMPs and 
integrated cultural resource management plans shall describe areas appropriate for public access" 
(DoD Instruction 4715.3 Paragraph 4.1.4). The Instruction defines ecosystem management, in 
part, as "... a process that considers the environment as a complex system functioning as a whole, 
not as a collection of parts, and recognizes that people and their social and economic needs are 
part of whole" (DoD Instruction 4715.3 Paragraph E3.1.9). The goal of ecosystem management 
provided by the instruction is "... [t]o ensure that military lands support present and future 
training and testing requirements while preserving, improving, and enhancing ecosystem 
integrity. Over the long term, that approach shall maintain and improve the sustainability and 
biological diversity of terrestrial and aquatic (including marine) ecosystems while supporting 
sustainable economies, human use, and the environment required for realistic military training 
operations" (DoD Instruction 4715.3 Paragraph E6.1). 
 
Thus, the language of the Sikes Act, DoD policy for implementing this Act, and the MLWA of 
1999 makes clear that public use of natural and cultural sources of a military installation is to be 
supported to the extent that it is consistent with ecosystem sustainability and compatible with the 
military purposes of the installation. In accordance with the MLWA of 1999, appropriate public 
use of the BMGR is recognized as including educational and recreational activities. The INRMP 
alternative management strategies assessed in the draft EIS were developed, in part, in response 
to a dichotomy of public comments that, from one point of view, requested that the proposed 
INRMP preserve existing public access and activities on the range and, from another, asked that 
public use/access be controlled, if not reduced, to promote natural resource protection and 
restoration as well as cultural resource preservation. The resulting range of reasonable 
alternatives provided a tool to assess the relative potential balances between public access/use 
and resource protection, conservation, and rehabilitation that would be achieved if various levels 
of road access and use controls were in place. The Core Planning Team believes that the 
preferred alternative identified in this final EIS represents an appropriate balance between 
providing public access and establishing the tools to control, monitor, and manage public 
recreational and educational activities so that these uses remain within parameters that support 
the sustainability of the range ecosystem. Also see Responses 1.18 and 1.20. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.8: The draft EIS should clearly state that all actions undertaken by the 
military, other agencies, and the public on the BMGR must comply with applicable natural 
resources law. 
 
Commenter 11.8: DOW 
 
Response 11.8: The issue of compliance with applicable natural resources law is addressed in 
numerous locations in the EIS. Table 1-1 provides an index to locations in the EIS where this 
issue is addressed. Section 3.3 details the need to enforce compliance with applicable 
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environmental laws regardless of the alternative management strategy selected and implemented 
through the proposed INRMP. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.9: Alternative D is the most reasonable, prudent, and sustainable option 
for the proposed INRMP management framework. 
 
Commenters 11.9: CBD, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, RS, SC, TA, YA 
 
Response 11.9: Your comment is noted and will be considered by the decision makers.  
 
 
Comment Summary 11.10: Alternatives A or B are the most appropriate options for the 
proposed INRMP management framework. Some of these comments do not specifically mention 
an alternative management strategy, but simply state “I support all public use of the BMGR,” 
“there should be no changes at the BMGR,” or similar statements. Some commenters state that 
the tenets of Alternative Management Strategy A (no action) should remain in effect until 
economic impact studies are completed and considered. 
 
Commenters 11.10: ADBSS, ARP, BRH, CC, DEB, DJB, DMM, EDF, EP, FP, IE, JEM, JF, 
JFK, JPM, JR, LF, MB, MW, NS, NW, TH, YVRGC 
 
Response 11.10: Your comment is noted and will be considered by the decision makers. 
Management will continue in accordance with existing management plans, as described by 
Alternative Management Strategy A (no action) pending the outcome of the EIS and INRMP 
planning processes. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.11: Alternative C is the most appropriate option for the proposed 
INRMP management framework.  
 
Commenter 11.11: JFC 
 
Response 11.11: Your comment is noted and will be considered by the decision makers.  
 
 
Comment Summary 11.12: The proposed action is the most appropriate option for the proposed 
INRMP management framework. 
 
Commenter 11.12: PL 
 
Response 11.12: Your comment is noted and will be considered by the decision makers.  
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Comment Summary 11.13: There should be a public input period on the INRMP action and 
monitoring plans, budgets, and implementation schedules before they are adopted. Section 1.5.4 
includes a discussion of the INRMP review and update process. 
 
Commenters 11.13: DOW, YA 
 
Response 11.13: Your comment is noted. The proposed INRMP will be implemented in full 
compliance with the Sikes Act.  
 
 
Comment Summary 11.14: Urgent action is needed to address the plight of the Sonoran 
pronghorn, but such action must be taken only after opportunity for and consideration of public 
input. 
 
Commenter 11.14: DOW 
 
Response 11.14: Urgent action is needed to promote the survival and recovery of the Sonoran 
pronghorn. However, the proposed INRMP and the EIS for the proposed INRMP are not 
appropriate vehicles for providing opportunities for timely public input on proposed pronghorn 
recovery actions that must be implemented within critically short time frames. In recent years, 
management of the Sonoran pronghorn has required a series of rapidly evolving and adaptive 
actions by the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team in order to develop responsive strategies to 
enhance the chances that this species will continue to survive and recover. The INRMP therefore 
supports the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team, Recovery Plan (see Section 4.7.3.3), and 
Recovery Actions (see Table 4-21), which serve as the cornerstone for all Sonoran pronghorn 
recovery efforts.  Also see Response 2.46. 
 
Consultations regarding the Sonoran pronghorn took place by letter, dated 14 June 2005 (see 
Appendix F) to address the impacts that may result from the proposed INRMP. A new Biological 
Opinion was issued on 26 August 2005 that concluded the proposed action is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.15: Management Strategy C is the proposed action. 
 
Commenter 11.15: EPA 
 
Response 11.15: Each of the alternative management strategies includes 17 resource 
management elements (see Table 3-3). As described in Section 3.4.2, the proposed action is a 
composite resource management strategy that encompasses elements from each of Alternative 
Management Strategies A, B, C, and D (see Section 3.4.2 and especially Table 3-5). The 
motorized access and unroaded area management element of the proposed action, which is also 
the preferred alternative, has been revised, as described in Sections 3.2.3, 3.4.4, and 3.4.4.2, in 
consideration of comments received on the draft EIS and a Core Planning Team of government 
requirements for official access to the BMGR.   
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Comment Summary 11.16: The draft EIS cumulative effects analysis is insufficient. 
 
Commenters 11.16: DOW, SC 
 
Response 11.16: The EIS addresses the cumulative effects of the proposed action and 
alternatives on individual resources together with the effects of the 68 past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Nearly all of the anticipated effects of the proposed action 
and alternatives are either beneficial or are such that negative and positive effects would likely 
be offsetting. The additive or interactive effects of past actions are considered in detail over two 
key time frames: (1) actions that occurred before 1937, which encompasses the period prior to 
the establishment of Organ Pipe Cactus NM, Cabeza Prieta NWR, or the BMGR; and (2) actions 
since these three major land use designations were established in 1937, 1939, and 1941, 
respectively. Additive and interactive effects were considered at four different geographic scales 
relative to the BMGR: (1) effects that would occur at scales smaller than individual BMGR 
management units, (2) effects that would occur at the management unit scale, (3) effects that 
would be expressed range wide, and (4) effects that would occur at a regional scale larger than 
the BMGR.  
 
The fact that the cumulative effects analysis in the draft EIS does not include detailed future 
management actions that will not be identified until selected management subplans are prepared 
after the proposed INRMP is implemented does not invalidate the analysis. Development of the 
subplans, which will include plans for resource and wildfire management and may include 
additional plans for special natural/interest areas or wildlife waters, is reasonably foreseeable. 
The detailed management actions that may occur as a result of these plans, however, are 
unforeseeable at this time. The reasonably foreseeable outcome of these plans, which is that they 
generally would be beneficial, is incorporated in the cumulative analysis through the analysis of 
the effects of the proposed action and alternatives (see Chapter 6). 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.17: In regard to the cumulative effects analysis presented in the draft 
EIS for the proposed INRMP, the Defenders of Wildlife incorporate their comments on the draft 
Yuma Training Range Complex (YTRC) Supplemental EIS by reference. The draft YTRC 
Supplemental EIS pertains to cumulative impacts on the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
Commenter 11.17: DOW 
 
Response 11.17: The Defenders of Wildlife comments on the draft YTRC Supplemental EIS and 
responses to those comments are provided in the final YTRC Supplemental EIS. The final YTRC 
Supplemental EIS, which is available for review at the MCAS Yuma Range Management 
Department office, is incorporated in the EIS for the proposed INRMP by reference. Because the 
Defenders of Wildlife comments on the draft YTRC Supplemental and the responses to those 
comments have been incorporated by reference, neither the comments nor the responses need to 
be repeated here. 
 
 



BMGR INRMP  12.4 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 
Final EIS   March 2006 

 12-399  
 
 

Comment Summary 11.18: Specific plans are needed to monitor, enforce, and control public 
use to insure that it is sustainable. 
 
Commenters 11.18: RE, RS, YA 
 
Response 11.18: Management, monitoring, and control of sustainable public use are major 
focuses of the proposed action and preferred alternative, which include elements of Alternative 
Management Strategies C and D. Each of these alternatives would implement a number of 
controls on public activities such as vehicle-based camping, firewood cutting and use, 
recreational shooting, rockhounding, camping stay limits, and entry into abandoned mines. 
Although not yet developed, the monitoring programs proposed under these alternatives would 
include specific monitoring of public use activities and impacts. The Air Force and Marine Corps 
have recently taken actions to increase the presence of law enforcement surveillance within the 
BMGR for the purposes of providing necessary security for government property and activities, 
averting trespass interference with ongoing military operations, ensuring public safety, and 
enforcing environmental protection laws. All alternatives would support the law-enforcement 
actions taken to date. The Air Force and Marine Corps have requested additional future funding 
to further augment their law-enforcement capabilities on the range. These requests also would be 
supported by the final EIS preferred alternative, draft EIS proposed action, and the draft EIS 
alternatives. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.19: The Community Report is blatantly biased and focuses on a 
subjective interpretation of the Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1999 rather than the mandates 
of the Sikes Act. 
 
Commenters 11.19: ARP, RA 
 
Response 11.19: The provisions of both the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act are legally 
applicable to the development of the proposed INRMP and the management of natural and 
cultural resources and sustainable public use on the BMGR. These Acts have been appropriately 
cited and addressed in the draft EIS and Community Report on the draft EIS. These documents 
fully reflect the mandates of the Sikes Act and implementing regulations for this Act for 
supporting public use consistent with the military purposes of the BMGR and the needs of 
wildlife and ecosystem sustainability. Also see Response 11.7. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.20: Do not make changes in management or public use; the BMGR is 
not broken and its resources are generally undamaged.  
 
Commenters 11.20: AM, ARP, BB, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DC, DG, DR, JBR, JD, JH, LO, 
MW, NS, NW, RA, RB, SLB, SLO, TP 
 
Response 11.20: The statements in the Community Report that recognize that (1) the ecosystem 
of the BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR, and Organ Pipe Cactus NM have not been deeply or 
extensively altered but that (2) the effects of human activity within the broader regional 
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ecosystem must be recognized if effective measures are to support sustainable public use within 
the range are neither incorrect nor inconsistent. As described on pages 31 and 32 of the 
Community Report and in Section 6.3 in the EIS (see Tables 6-2 and 6-3 in particular), the range 
ecosystem has been somewhat affected internally and externally by past and present actions—
such as livestock grazing; mining; road, railroad, fence line, and irrigation canal construction; 
military operations; recreation; and the spread of invasive or noxious animal or plant species—
but most of the overall components and functions of this ecosystem presently do remain intact 
and are worthy of our interest. The Air Force, Marine Corps, and their partner agencies are 
legally mandated by the MLWA of 1999, Sikes Act, and other applicable laws to protect, 
conserve, and, where needed, rehabilitate the natural and cultural resources of the BMGR. 
 
The proposed INRMP must identify appropriate goals, methods, and measures to ensure that 
these mandates are met, that the range ecosystem is sustainable, and that sustainable public use is 
supported in a manner that is consistent with the military purposes of the BMGR and safety and 
security requirements. The Core Planning Team found that (1) some losses of range resources 
and damage to its ecosystem have occurred; (2) resource damage and ecosystem stress continue 
to occur as a result of the cumulative effects of past and present actions; (3) some current 
activities, such as UDA and smuggler traffic, are continuing and growing threats to range 
resources; and (4) future activities and growth within the BMGR region are likely to pose 
increasing threats to resources and ecosystem stress. The proposed INRMP is consequently 
designed to address past and ongoing issues and to provide for the protection, conservation, and 
rehabilitation of resources; ecosystem sustainability; and sustainable public use while 
recognizing future threats to and demands for BMGR resources. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.21: Provide for an ombudsman, public range review board, and 
periodic tours of closed range areas so the public can observe and recommend improvements to 
range management actions. 
 
Commenter 11.21: LWF 
 
Response 11.21: The BMGR intergovernmental executive committee (IEC), which meets three 
times per year, provides an ongoing forum for public observation of and participation in 
discussions pertaining to the management of resources within the BMGR. In accordance with the 
MLWA of 1999, the IEC was established to provide a forum for the purpose of exchanging 
views, information, and advice relating to the management of the natural and cultural resources 
within the BMGR [P.L. 106-65 §3031(b)(6)]. Although the IEC was not established as an 
ombudsman organization or public range review board, it nevertheless is a forum in which public 
observations, inquiries, and complaints about management of the range can be openly expressed. 
The IEC also functions to provide the public with open and frank briefings regarding emerging 
management issues at the BMGR as well as recent, ongoing, and planned range use/management 
activities performed by BEC members or other agencies. The Barry M. Goldwater Range 
Executive Council (BEC) and member agencies of the IEC previously demonstrated, through the 
functions of the BMGR Partners that was the forerunner to the IEC, that they are responsive to 
finding forthright answers to public inquiries and complaints about range management. These 
agencies also have been responsive to management recommendations from the public received 
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through the former BMGR Partners or the IEC. In view of the functions and success of the IEC, 
a designated BMGR ombudsman and public range review board are not necessary at this time. 
 
Public tours have been conducted on an as-needed basis in open areas of the range to address 
natural and cultural resources management concerns. Tours of closed areas of the range also 
have been conducted to support cultural resources management. Tours of closed areas may be 
scheduled in the future to support both natural and cultural resources management. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.22: The INRMP must include a Five-Year Defense plan budget if the 
public is to have any faith in the military's commitment to good stewardship of the BMGR. It is 
imperative that any revised or final NEPA documentation address this issue. 
 
Commenter 11.22: LWF 
 
Response 11.22: As indicated in Response 11.1, a five-year budget for implementing the 
proposed INRMP will be identified following the selection in the ROD of the overall 
management framework that will constitute the INRMP from among the alternative management 
strategies addressed in the EIS. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.23: Management of the BMGR should be consistent and coordinated 
with that of the Cabeza Prieta NWR and Sonoran NM and other adjacent or nearby land areas. 
 
Commenters 11.23: JN, LWF 
 
Response 11.23: The ecological significance and relationship of the BMGR, Cabeza Prieta 
NWR, Sonoran Desert NM, and other adjacent or nearby land areas are well documented in the 
EIS (see Section 1.2.4). One of the five overarching policy goals established for the proposed 
INRMP is the application of ecosystem management principles, which would make 
consideration of the ecological relationship of the BMGR to contiguous land areas one of the 
major resource management tenets for the range. The “perimeter land use, encroachment, and 
regional planning” resource management element (see Table 3-3, Element 17) incorporated in 
the proposed action and alternatives would promote regional ecosystem management planning as 
well as communication and coordination with agencies responsible for lands adjacent to the 
BMGR including the Cabeza Prieta NWR and Sonoran Desert NM. Representatives from the 
USFWS and BLM, which have management responsibility for the Cabeza Prieta NWR and 
Sonoran Desert NM respectively, are members of Core Planning Team for the proposed BMGR 
INRMP. The USFWS and BLM are also members of the BEC, IEC, and Sonoran Pronghorn 
Recovery Team as are the Air Force, Marine Corps, National Park Service (Organ Pipe Cactus 
NM), and AGFD. The Tohono O'odham Nation is an IEC member. The BEC and Sonoran 
Pronghorn Recovery agencies have a long track record of successful cooperation and have 
worked to promote consistent ecosystem-based management across the boundaries that separate 
the BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR, Organ Pipe Cactus NM, Sonoran Desert NM, and other 
contiguous BLM lands. The proposed INRMP would support these relationships and 
management principles. 
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However, differences in the purposes of these federal land areas and the implications of these 
purposes for management also must be recognized. The national defense purposes of the BMGR 
are identified in the EIS. Natural and cultural resources management on the BMGR, including 
support for public access, must first and foremost be consistent with the military mission of the 
range. In contrast, the foremost purposes of the Cabeza Prieta NWR, Sonoran Desert NM, and 
Organ Pipe Cactus NM are more similar in that they share primary commitments to protection 
and conservation of natural resources. Most of the Cabeza Prieta NWR and Organ Pipe Cactus 
NM are also designated as wilderness. Although ecosystem management principles will be 
emphasized within the BMGR, resource protection and conservation actions will not have the 
management primacy that is mandated at the Cabeza Prieta NWR, Sonoran Desert NM, and 
Organ Pipe Cactus NM. Wilderness management would be incompatible with the military 
purposes of the BMGR. Thus, every practicable effort will be taken to achieve management 
consistency throughout the contiguous land area occupied by the BMGR, Cabeza Prieta NWR, 
Sonoran Desert NM, and Organ Pipe Cactus NM, but these efforts also must remain consistent 
with the legally mandated purposes of each of these federal land areas. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.24: Alternative Management Strategies A and B are not consistent with 
the MLWA of 1999 or DoD Instruction 4715.3 and should be rejected because they would fail to 
provide for proper management and protection of natural and cultural resources and would fail to 
provide ecosystem management. 
 
Commenter 11.24: YA 
 
Response 11.24: Alternative Management Strategy A is the no-action alternative and, in 
accordance with 40 CFR § 1502.14(d), must be fully addressed in the EIS for the proposed 
INRMP. Further, Alternatives A and B could not be summarily dismissed as being inconsistent 
with the MLWA of 1999 and were retained for full analysis in the EIS. The planning process has 
demonstrated that there are many public, management agency, and scientific differences of 
opinion as to the elements of an appropriate management strategy for meeting the requirements 
of the MLWA of 1999, which include providing for the "… proper management and protection 
of the natural and cultural resources of [the range], and for sustainable use by the public of such 
resources to the extent consistent with the military purposes [of the range]…" [P.L. 106-65 § 
3031(b)(3)(E)(i)]. Although Alternative Management Strategies A and B do not offer the same 
levels of resource protection, conservation, and rehabilitation as do Alternatives C and D, in the 
view of many, Alternatives A and B provide the needed levels of resource protection, 
conservation, and rehabilitation and a better balance between these elements and sustainable 
public access. Alternatives A and B also would allow for the implementation of ecosystem 
management principles, as required by DoD Instruction 4715.3, although not to the full extent of 
the proposed action, other alternatives, or the preferred alternative described in this final EIS. 
After reviewing the results of the draft EIS analysis and comments received on the draft EIS, the 
proposed action and final EIS preferred alternative selected by the Core Planning Team include 
some elements from Alternatives A and B, but are composed principally of elements from 
Alternatives C and D. 
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Comment Summary 11.25: You do not live here (in Ajo) and should not interfere in what 
should not concern you; stay away and let us live. 
 
Commenters 11.25: AD, DC, JEM, RD 
 
Response 11.25: The BMGR is indispensable to the Air Force and Marine Corps for meeting 
national defense responsibilities. Through the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act, Congress has 
directed the Secretaries of the Air Force and Navy (acting through the Marine Corps) to assume 
jurisdiction for the BMGR including protecting, conserving, and rehabilitating natural and 
cultural resources and managing public use of those resources to be consistent with the military 
purposes of the range and the needs of wildlife resources. DoD Instruction 4715.3 requires that 
public use be consistent with ecosystem sustainability. In accordance with the mandates of the 
MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act, the Air Force and Marine Corps, together with their partner 
agencies, are preparing the proposed INRMP to guide management of the natural and cultural 
resources of the range and sustainable public use for the next 22 years. In meeting their 
management responsibilities for the BMGR, these agencies must control and regulate public 
access and use so that they are consistent with military operations and safety and security 
requirements. These agencies also must control and regulate public access so that it is sustainable 
relative to the range ecosystem and resource protection, conservation, and rehabilitation 
requirements. Recent changes in public access to the BMGR in the vicinity of Ajo were 
implemented to protect public safety relative to air-to-ground ordnance delivery training at three 
weapons ranges: Manned Ranges 1 and 2 and East Tactical Range (see the Surface Entry 
subsections of Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.6 and Section 3.5).  
 
 
Comment Summary 11.26: The fifth management strategy, the proposed action, is not 
described. 
 
Commenter 11.26: RD 
 
Response 11.26: The proposed action is composed of 17 elements selected from among the four 
alternative sets of 17 resource management elements that comprise Alternative Management 
Strategies A, B, C, and D. The proposed action is described in detail in Section 3.4.2 (see Tables 
3-3 and 3-5, in particular) and in the Community Report on the draft EIS beginning on page 43 
(see Tables 6 and 7, in particular).   
 
 
Comment Summary 11.27: The BMGR is a military range; do not manage it as a de facto 
national park or wilderness. 
 
Commenters 11.27: AF, AM, BB, BBE, BD, BH, BR, BS, CDM, CG, DG, JBR, JFC, JH, JM, 
JR, LO, LF, MW, NS, NW, RA, SLB 
 
Response 11.27: The Air Force and Marine Corps have neither the legal mandate nor the intent 
to manage any portion of the BMGR as de facto wilderness or national park. Alternative 
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Management Strategies C and D and the proposed action, which is also the preferred alternative, 
include the conservation of BMGR unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or more by restricting 
development of new roads or ORV driving to the extent that these restrictions are compatible 
with military or other agency missions. However, no aspect of wilderness management, such as 
minimum tool requirements for government activities or the maintenance of solitude, would be 
implemented.  
 
The mandated purposes of most national parks and monuments are to preserve and protect the 
scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein and to provide for the 
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations. In contrast, the MLWA of 1999, the Sikes Act, and 
implementing regulations for the Sikes Act provide that management of the natural and cultural 
resources of the BMGR incorporate measures that will protect, conserve, and rehabilitate these 
resources as well as support sustainable public use of these resources to the extent that these 
measures are consistent with the military mission of the range. The mandate from these legal 
instruments also requires that management of the range resources be guided by ecosystem and 
biodiversity conservation management principles again to the extent that these measures are 
consistent with the military purposes of the range. As a result of this consistency mandate, range 
locations identified through the proposed INRMP for resource protection, conservation, or 
rehabilitation, and areas identified as safe and secure for public access may be subject to the 
future military use that could take precedence over resource management and public access 
objectives established through the INRMP. In such an eventuality, the INRMP would be revised 
through the periodic update process to adjust resource management and public access as 
required. Thus, the military purposes of the BMGR will not be subject to the standards of de 
facto national parks or wilderness management. 
 
Also see Response 1.11, which responds to those commenters who suggested management of 
unroaded areas as wilderness. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.28: It is imperative that a fair, honest, and unbiased study be mandated 
before any final determination or ROD is made that will in any way prohibit the communities of 
Ajo, Why, and Lukeville from public access to the desert that surrounds them. 
 
Commenters 11.28: ARP, DJB, IE, MW, NS, NW 
 
Response 11.28: The EIS for the proposed INRMP is a fair, honest, and unbiased study of the 
public access and other issues that are relevant to the management of natural and cultural 
resources on the BMGR. This EIS was prepared in accordance with 40 CFR § 1500 to 1508 and 
will serve as the NEPA documentation for a ROD on implementing an INRMP for the BMGR.  
 
Public access to the BMGR is acceptable only to the extent that it is consistent with the military 
purposes of the range and is sustainable to the extent that the use is not inconsistent with the 
needs of fish and wildlife resources. In accordance with the MLWA of 1999, the Air Force and 
Marine Corps strive to limit BMGR closures to the minimum areas and times necessary to 
support military operations, public safety, and national security. Public access closure 
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requirements at the BMGR are explained in detail in Sections 2.2 (in particular, see the Surface 
Entry subsections of Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.6), 2.6, and 3.5. As explained in Responses 1.23, 
1.25, and 1.33, the road closures proposed for those areas of the BMGR in the vicinity of Ajo 
would not adversely curtail public access to range areas that are open for public use. 
 
 
Comment Summary 11.29: We resubmit and incorporate by reference herein, our November 
2000 comments. We urge the agencies to address and consider the points raised in these 
incorporated comments. 
 
Commenter 11.29: LWF 
 
Response 11.29: Your November 2000 comments, which were received after the close of the 
public scoping period, were incorporated in the development of the draft EIS. For example, the 
proposed action and Alternative Management Strategies C and D include elements for the 
conservation of unroaded areas. This concept follows from a recommendation made in your 
November 2000 comments. Overall, however, your November 2000 submittal provided a 
detailed outline of a specific course of management that places great priority on resource 
protection measures similar to those typically incorporated in national park or wilderness 
management. The Core Planning Team found this emphasis to be inconsistent with the 
requirements of the MLWA of 1999 and the Sikes Act which emphasize that: (1) the natural and 
cultural resources of the range be managed consistent with its use to ensure the preparedness of 
the armed forces; (2) management provide for the protection, conservation, and rehabilitation of 
natural resources on the range; and (3) management provide for sustainable multipurpose public 
use of those resources to the extent such use is consistent with safety requirements and military 
security. Nevertheless, your November 2000 comments helped to define the general tenor of the 
management elements incorporated in Alternative Management Strategy D. 
 
 
12. Land Use and Utility/Transportation Corridors 
 
Comment Summary 12.1: The Yuma ASH should not be constructed through the BMGR.  It 
will destroy flat-tailed horned lizard habitat. The highway would encroach on a military 
reservation and, once built, would put pressure to open the BMGR to more development and 
pressure to sever this area from the BMGR.  The highway alignment would be close to the rifle 
range, Cannon Air Defense Complex, within 3 miles of the EOD Operating Area, within 6 miles 
of a live ordnance jettison area, and within 15 miles of the Moving Sands and Cactus West target 
complexes. It is premature to approve the right-of-way through the BMGR before the BMGR 
INRMP lead agencies have a change to review the Yuma ASH Environmental Assessment (EA). 
 
Commenters 12.1: CBD, CM, DOW, JN, LL, LWF, RE, YA 
 
Response 12.1: The proposed action does not include an advanced approval of the Yuma ASH 
but simply would not preclude construction of this highway before the EA and design for this 
facility are finalized. The application for the Yuma ASH, including the segment that would be 
constructed within the BMGR near the western boundary of the range, was filed prior to 6 
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November 2001, when the Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1986 terminated and jurisdiction 
for the range was transferred from the BLM to the Secretaries of the Air Force and Navy. The 
proposed action supports the continuing processing and potential approval of this application. 
 
If the Yuma ASH were constructed through the BMGR, the Marine Corps would require that the 
highway be fenced to prevent access to BMGR lands from the highway.  No development would 
be permitted along the portions of the highway that may pass through the BMGR.  A highway 
alignment off of the BMGR, but near to the range boundary, could potentially lead to greater 
encroachment than an alignment on the range.  Noise complaints from developments off the 
range could encroach on operating hours or even the location of features on the BMGR such as 
the rifle range.  However, the ability to prevent associated development on the range would 
enable the Marine Corps to prevent non-compatible development. 
 
Environmental effects associated with the proposed highway, including potential effects on the 
flat-tailed horned lizard, are addressed in separate NEPA documentation prepared by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration and released for public 
review on 23 May 2003.  While the EA was not available to the public until May 2003, the 
highway proponents had coordinated with affected land management agencies during the 
development of the EA. The EA includes several mitigation measures, including measures to 
visually screen the rifle range from the proposed highway and measures to mitigate for potential 
effects on the flat-tailed horned lizard and its habitat. 
 
 
Comment Summary 12.2: Yuma County would like to see the ASH as a priority for 
consideration. 
 
Commenter 12.2: GG 
 
Response 12.2: Issues associated with the ASH are addressed in Response 12.1. 
 
 
Comment Summary 12.3: Mineral extraction and sand and gravel operations should not be 
allowed. 
 
Commenters 12.3: RE, RS, YA 
 
Response 12.3: The MLWA of 1999 withdraws the BMGR from all forms of appropriation 
under the general land laws, including the mining laws and the mineral leasing and geothermal 
leasing laws (P.L. 106-65 §3031(a)(1)).  Therefore, commercial mineral extraction and sand and 
gravel operations would not be allowed. However, the MLWA of 1999 also provides that the 
Secretaries of the Air Force and Navy "... may use sand, gravel, or similar mineral material 
resources of the type subject to disposition under [the Materials Act of 1947 (30 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.)] from [the BMGR] if use of such resources is required for construction needs on [the 
range]" [P.L. 106-65 §3036]. 
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Comment Summary 12.4: The EIS does not acknowledge some projects and new ordinances in 
Yuma County.  The projects include an extension of and improvements to County 14, 
annexations by the City of Yuma and Town of Wellton, the Wellton-Mohawk Power Plant, new 
shrimp farms, a new dairy, and various residential subdivisions.  New ordinances regard the 
airport district and Auxiliary Field 2. 
 
Commenter 12.4: GG 
 
Response 12.4: The recommended changes and additions have been incorporated into Section 
4.15.1.4 and to the cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 6. 
 
 
13. Resource Inventory and Monitoring 
 
Comment Summary 13.1: These commenters stated that a monitoring plan and/or schedule 
should be included in the EIS and some state that the draft EIS fails to disclose adequate 
monitoring commitments as NEPA requires. 
 
Commenters 13.1: LL, LWF, RE, YA  
 
Response 13.1: Section 1.1.1 has been supplemented to further describe the types of projects that 
would be implemented following the selection of the management strategy in the ROD. Section 
1.11 has been added to supplement the rationale for the programmatic nature of the INRMP. See 
also Responses 11.1, 11.2, and 13.1. 
 
 
Comment Summary 13.2: The draft EIS fails to consider monitoring objectives or opinions 
recommended by reputable scientists in TNC’s Report Conservation Elements of and a 
Biodiversity Management Framework for the Barry M. Goldwater Range, Arizona  (Hall and 
others 2001), as NEPA requires. 
 
Commenter 13.2: LWF 
 
Response 13.2: Section 1.11 has been supplemented to indicate how TNC’s report will be fully 
considered in the development of a resource inventory and monitoring subplan, which will be 
developed to support the alternative management strategy selected in the EIS ROD (see also 
Response 13.3). Any NEPA documentation prepared for this subplan would be tiered from the 
EIS for the proposed INRMP and would provide opportunity for public review and comment.  
 
Information, concepts, and viewpoints provided by scientists such as Hall and others (2001) are 
extensively incorporated in the description of the BMGR environment and the analysis of the 
potential impacts of the proposed action and alternative management strategies on that 
environment. The analysis of Hall and others (2001) is first offered in the EIS in Chapter 1 in the 
description of the ecological significance of the BMGR (see Section 1.2.4). Chapter 2 describes 
the military mission and resource management setting of the BMGR. A map of the natural 
communities described by Hall and others (2001) is provided in this chapter in Figure 2-5 and 
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the overall process that TNC followed in defining the 13 natural community and 12 species 
conservation elements is described and Section 2.7.2. The information, concepts, and viewpoints 
expressed in TNC report are extensively incorporated in Chapter 4, Affected Environment, to 
describe the components, structures, functions, and importance of various surface water 
resources, vegetation communities, general wildlife species, wildlife habitats, protected species, 
wildfire conditions, and special management areas. Information, concepts, and viewpoints from 
Hall and others (2001) are incorporated in:  

• Section 4.3.1.2 Surface Water Resources (draft EIS pages 4-36 and 4-38)  
• Section 4.3.4 Information not Currently Available to Support Surface Water Resources 

(draft EIS page 4-50) 
• Section 4.5.1.3 BMGR Natural Communities (draft EIS pages 4-73 and 4-74) 
• Table 4-14 Ecological Characteristics of BMGR Natural Communities as Assessed by 

TNC (draft EIS pages 4-75 through 4-77) 
• Table 4-15 
• Section 4.5.2.1 Species Conservation Elements (draft EIS page 4-80) 
• Section 4.5.3.4 Exotic, Invasive, or Noxious Species Survey, Control, and Monitoring 

(draft EIS page 4-84) 
• Section 4.5.4 Information not Currently Available to Support Vegetation Resource 

Management (draft EIS pages 4-86 through page 4-88) 
• Section 4.6.1.2 Wildlife Habitats: Desert Riparian Habitats (draft EIS pages 4-91 and 4-

92) 
• Section 4.6.1.2 Wildlife Habitats: Open Water Habitats (draft EIS page 4-94) 
• Section 4.6.1.8 Exotic, Invasive, or Noxious Species: Non-Native Birds and Insects (draft 

EIS page 4-100) 
• Section 4.6.1.10 Species Conservation Elements (draft EIS pages 4-102 through 4-107, 

page 4-110, and pages 4-117 through 4-120) 
• Section 4.6.3.5 Recent and Ongoing Surveys and other Management Actions: Mammals 

(draft EIS page 4-136)  
• Section 4.6.4 Information not Currently Available to Support General Wildlife and 

Wildlife Habitat Resource Management (draft EIS pages 4-139 through 4-141)  
• Section 4.7.1.3 Federally Protected Species and State Listed Species that may Occur on 

the BMGR (various citations from page 4-158 to 4-181) 
• Section 4.7.2 Interrelationship between the Military Mission and Protected Species (draft 

EIS page 4-190) 
• Section 4.7.4 Information not Currently Available to Support Protected Species 

Management (draft EIS page 4-214) 
• Section 4.8.1.2 Fire Potential on the BMGR (draft EIS page 4-217)  
• Section 4.11.3 (Under 4.11 Special Management Areas) Existing Regulatory and 

Statutory Requirements and Management Plans and Actions (draft EIS page 4-244) 
 
Information, concepts, and viewpoints from Hall and others (2001) were used to assess the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives in a number of 
circumstances including: 
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• Assessment of proposed recreation services and use supervision (draft EIS Section 5.2.5 
page 5-17) and general vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters (draft 
EIS Section 5.2.11 page 5-28) management elements on earth resources  

• Assessment of proposed special natural/interest areas (draft EIS Section 5.3.2 page 5-45); 
motorized access and unroaded area management (draft EIS Section 5.3.3 pages 5-46 
through 5-48 and pages 5-49 through 5-51); and general vegetation, wildlife, wildlife 
habitat, and wildlife waters (draft EIS Section 5.3.11 pages 5-59, 5-60, and 5-61) 
management elements on water resources and aggregate effects on water resources (draft 
EIS Section 5.3.1 pages 5-66 and 5-67) 

• Assessment of proposed resource inventory and monitoring (draft EIS Section 5.5.1 page 
5-93); special natural/interest areas (draft EIS Section 5.5.2 pages 5-94 and 5-95); 
motorized access and unroaded area management (draft EIS Section 5.5.3 pages 5-97 
through 5-104); recreation services and use supervision (draft EIS Section 5.5.5 page 
5-107); utility/transportation corridors (draft EIS Section 5.5.10 page 5-113); general 
vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters (draft EIS Section 5.3.11 pages 
5-115 through 117); special status species (draft EIS Section 5.3.12 page 5-118); and 
wildfire management (draft EIS Section 5.3.16 page 5-120) management elements on 
vegetation resources and aggregate effects on vegetation resources (draft EIS Section 
5.3.18 page 5-122) 

• Assessment of proposed resource inventory and monitoring (draft EIS Section 5.6.1 
pages 5-128 and 5-129); special natural/interest areas (draft EIS Section 5.6.2 pages 
5-130 and 5-131); motorized access and unroaded area management (draft EIS Section 
5.6.3 pages 5-135 through 5-137); and hunting (draft EIS Section 5.6.8 page 5-145) 
management elements on general wildlife and wildlife habitat resources 

• Assessment of proposed motorized access and unroaded area management (draft EIS 
Section 5.7.3 pages 5-168 through 5-170) management element on protected species 

• Assessment of proposed special natural/interest areas (draft EIS Section 5.11.2 page 
5-216) management element on special management areas and aggregate effects on 
special management areas (draft EIS Section 5.11.18 page 5-228) 

 
Information, concepts, and viewpoints from Hall and others (2001) also were used to assess the 
cumulative effects of the proposed action and alternatives at a number of locations including: 

• Cumulative effects assessment methodology (draft EIS Section 6.1 page 6-3) 
• Assessment of the effects of past and present actions on the ecological landscape and 

human community, additive or interactive effects of activities before 1937 (draft EIS 
Section 6.3.2.1 pages 6-27 and 6-31) 

• Assessment of the effects of past and present actions on the ecological landscape and 
human community, additive or interactive effects of activities since 1937 (draft EIS 
Section 6.3.2.2 pages 6-33, 6-36, and 6-37) 

• Assessment of the additive or interactive effects of all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions on the ecological landscape and human community (draft EIS Section 
6.3.4 pages 6-40 and 6-41) 

• Assessment of the incremental effects of the proposed action and alternatives when taken 
together with all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions on the ecological 
landscape and human community (draft EIS Section 6.4 pages 6-42 and 6-44) 
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Comment Summary 13.3: Identified gaps in information were not translated into written 
strategies for conducting inventories that would obtain the needed data. Incomplete or 
unavailable information that is relevant to determining reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
effects was not developed or dismissed as unobtainable pursuant to 40 CFR §1502.22. 
 
Commenters 13.3: LWF, YA 
 
Response 13.3: Section 2.8.3 has been supplemented to include information about how the 
inventory and monitoring subplan that will be developed following the selection of the 
management strategy for the BMGR in the ROD. The added information also explains how the 
Chapter 4 subsections addressing "Information not Currently Available to Support Management" 
(Sections 4.2.4, 4.3.4, …, through 4.21.4) will provide at least a partial basis for developing this 
subplan. Section 4.1 includes an explanation that clarifies that the management data or 
information needs identified in Sections 4.2.4, 4.3.4, …, through 4.21.4 do not represent 
incomplete or unavailable information that is relevant to determining the reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse effects of the proposed and alternative INRMP management strategies on the 
human environment as defined by 40 CFR §1502.22.   
 
 
Comment Summary 13.4: The draft EIS fails to acknowledge the value of monitoring for 
ecosystem health as NEPA requires. 
 
Commenter 13.4: LWF 
 
Response 13.4: The EIS fully recognizes the role of monitoring as an essential ecosystem 
management tool. The first element of the alternative management strategies for the proposed 
INRMP is resource inventory and monitoring (see Table 3-3). Section 2.8, which has been 
supplemented to address other related comments, addresses the development of a resource 
inventory and monitoring subplan (see also Response 13.3). 
 
 
Comment Summary 13.5: The draft EIS fails to consider the benefits of monitoring across 
social boundaries as NEPA requires and fails to provide plans to coordinates with adjacent land 
managers on resource inventory and monitoring. 
 
Commenter 13.5: LWF 
 
Response 13.5: The EIS considers the benefits of ecosystem monitoring across social boundaries 
and coordinating with adjacent land managers in both the resource inventory and monitoring and 
perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning element elements (see Table 3-3). 
 
 
Comment Summary 13.6: The plan implies that compliance monitoring is more critical than 
monitoring for ecosystem health. 
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Commenter 13.6: LWF 
 
Response 13.6: The range of alternative management strategies for resource inventory and 
monitoring builds from compliance monitoring (Alternative Management Strategies A and B) to 
limits of acceptable change and ecosystem monitoring (Alternative Management Strategy C) to 
ecological trend and ecoregional monitoring (Alternative Management Strategy D) (see Table 3-
3). See Section 2.8.3 (which, as noted in Responses 13.2 and 13.3, has been improved) for a 
description of the inventory and monitoring approach and forthcoming inventory and monitoring 
subplan. 
 
 
Comment Summary 13.7: We support a monitoring plan that would provide key indicators that 
are truly representative of the BMGR ecosystem and that would trigger corrective actions before 
measures of resource degradation hit critical values. 
 
Commenters 13.7: CBD, CM, JN, YA 
 
Response 13.7: As noted in Response 13.2, Section 2.8.3 has been improved to address the 
development of an inventory and monitoring subplan, including that indicators would be 
incorporated into the subplan. Alternative Management Strategies C and D and the proposed 
action prescribe the development of inventory and monitoring systems designed to measure and 
track the overall ecosystem and biodiversity health of the BMGR. Limits-of-acceptable change 
monitoring also is identified as a tool for triggering management responses to deleterious 
conditions that are approaching or exceeding acceptable parameters.  
 
 
14. Cultural Resources 
 
Comment Summary 14.1: Protect the cultural resources of the BMGR. 
 
Commenters 14.1: ARP, CBD, JN, LL, LWF, RE, RH, SC, SHPO, YA, YAN 
 
Response 14.1: In accordance with DoD Instruction 4715.3, individual plans are prepared for the 
management of natural and cultural resources on military installations. Cultural resource 
protection and management on military installations are directed by a host of applicable federal 
laws, federal regulations, executive orders and memoranda, federal guidelines, and military 
requirements (see Table 1-4).  
 
 
Comment Summary 14.2: The DoD needs to consult with SHPO and the Tribes regarding the 
INRMP EIS, the ICRMP, and various potential management actions. 
 
Commenter 14.2: SHPO 
 
Response 14.2: The Air Force and Marine Corps are consulting with many agencies and tribes 
about these matters, including the INRMP partner agencies, the Arizona SHPO, the Advisory 
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Council on Historic Preservation, and 23 Native American tribes that attach cultural importance 
to places on BMGR. The responsibilities of DoD agencies for cultural resources protection and 
management under these legal instruments are embodied in an ICRMP for the BMGR. The 
Arizona SHPO and other parties with an interest in the agencies’ management of cultural 
resources will be afforded an opportunity to review and comment on a draft ICRMP for BMGR 
in the spring of 2005. Among other requirements, the ICRMP will address SHPO’s comment 
regarding how the agencies will fulfill their responsibilities under Section 110 of the NHPA. As 
explained in Section 1.6 of the EIS, development of an ICRMP for the BMGR is occurring 
concurrently with the development of the proposed INRMP. The proposed INRMP is planned to 
be consistent with the goals of the ICRMP. In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, the Air 
Force and Marine Corps are involved in ongoing consultations with the Arizona SHPO about the 
potential effects of the proposed INRMP, which includes management of public access and 
recreation, and on the ICRMP regarding the cultural resources of the BMGR. Sections 1.10 and 
5.16.18.1 note that given the extent of the affected area and the available information about 
historic properties, the SHPO has agreed that it is appropriate for the Air Force and Marine 
Corps to demonstrate compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA by implementing a 
programmatic agreement to ensure proper protection of cultural resources on the range. A draft 
programmatic agreement was reviewed by the SHPO, and the SHPO’s comments have been 
incorporated in a revised draft. On March 25, 2005, the SHPO agreed (see memo in Appendix G) 
that the programmatic agreement is the best approach to completing Section 106 review of 
INRMP implementation and agreed with the approach in the draft. The Air Force and Marine 
Corps expect to present a final document to the SHPO for signature in the near future. Concerned 
tribes also have been consulted in the drafting of the agreement, and any input from tribal 
reviewers will be addressed in the final version. Certain actions to implement the INRMP or to 
manage resources may require site-specific NEPA assessment as well as cultural resource 
surveys and assessments of effect to comply with the NHPA. See also Response 1.40. 
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