Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18367 Response to Comment N-18367:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19101



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18368 Response to Comment N-18368:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19102



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18369 Response to Comment N-18369:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19103



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18370 Response to Comment N-18370:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19104



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18371 Response to Comment N-18371:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19105



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18372 Response to Comment N-18372:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19106



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18373 Response to Comment N-18373:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19107



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18374 Response to Comment N-18374:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19108



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18375 Response to Comment N-18375:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19109



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18376 Response to Comment N-18376:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19110



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18377 Response to Comment N-18377:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19111



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18378 Response to Comment N-18378:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19112



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18379 Response to Comment N-18379:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19113



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18380 Response to Comment N-18380:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19114



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18381 Response to Comment N-18381:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19115



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18382 Response to Comment N-18382:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

N.2-19116



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18383

Response to Comment N-18383:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19117



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18384

Response to Comment N-18384:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19118



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18385

Response to Comment N-18385:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19119



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18386

Response to Comment N-18386:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19120



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18387

Response to Comment N-18387:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19121



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18388

Response to Comment N-18388:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19122



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18389

Response to Comment N-18389:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19123



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18390

Response to Comment N-18390:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19124



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18391

Response to Comment N-18391.:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19125



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18392

Response to Comment N-18392:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19126



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18393

Response to Comment N-18393:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19127



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18394

Response to Comment N-18394:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19128



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18395 Response to Comment N-18395:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19129



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18396 Response to Comment N-18396:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19130



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18397 Response to Comment N-18397:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19131



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18398 Response to Comment N-18398:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19132



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18399 Response to Comment N-18399:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19133



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18400 Response to Comment N-18400:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19134



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment 1D: N-18401 Response to Comment N-18401:
Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the

importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19135



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18402 Response to Comment N-18402:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19136



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18403 Response to Comment N-18403:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19137



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18404 Response to Comment N-18404:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19138



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18405 Response to Comment N-18405:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19139



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18406 Response to Comment N-18406:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19140



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18407 Response to Comment N-18407:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19141



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18408 Response to Comment N-18408:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19142



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18409 Response to Comment N-18409:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19143



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18410 Response to Comment N-18410:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19144



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18411 Response to Comment N-18411:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19145



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18412 Response to Comment N-18412:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19146



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18413

Response to Comment N-18413:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19147



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18414

Response to Comment N-18414:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19148



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18415

Response to Comment N-18415:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19149



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18416

Response to Comment N-18416:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19150



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18417

Response to Comment N-18417:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19151



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18418

Response to Comment N-18418:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19152



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18419

Response to Comment N-18419:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19153



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18420

Response to Comment N-18420:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19154



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18421

Response to Comment N-18421:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19155



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18422

Response to Comment N-18422:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19156



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18423

Response to Comment N-18423:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19157



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18424

Response to Comment N-18424:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19158



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18425

Response to Comment N-18425:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19159



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18426

Response to Comment N-18426:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19160



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18427

Response to Comment N-18427:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19161



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18428

Response to Comment N-18428:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19162



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18429

Response to Comment N-18429:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19163



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18430

Response to Comment N-18430:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19164



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18431

Response to Comment N-18431:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19165



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18432

Response to Comment N-18432:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19166



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18433

Response to Comment N-18433:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19167



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18434

Response to Comment N-18434:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legally required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a uniqgue Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
ElIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19168



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18435

Response to Comment N-18435:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19169



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18436

Response to Comment N-18436:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19170



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18437

Response to Comment N-18437:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19171



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18438

Response to Comment N-18438:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19172



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18439

Response to Comment N-18439:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19173



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18440

Response to Comment N-18440:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19174



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18441

Response to Comment N-18441.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19175



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18442

Response to Comment N-18442:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19176



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18443

Response to Comment N-18443:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19177



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18444

Response to Comment N-18444:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19178



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18445

Response to Comment N-18445:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19179



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18446

Response to Comment N-18446:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19180



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18447

Response to Comment N-18447:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19181



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18448

Response to Comment N-18448:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19182



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18449

Response to Comment N-18449:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19183



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18450

Response to Comment N-18450:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19184



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18451

Response to Comment N-18451:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19185



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18452

Response to Comment N-18452:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19186



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18453

Response to Comment N-18453:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19187



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18454

Response to Comment N-18454:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19188



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18455

Response to Comment N-18455:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19189



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18456

Response to Comment N-18456:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19190



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18457

Response to Comment N-18457:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19191



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18458

Response to Comment N-18458:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19192



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18459

Response to Comment N-18459:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19193



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18460

Response to Comment N-18460:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19194



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18461

Response to Comment N-18461.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19195



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18462

Response to Comment N-18462:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19196



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18463

Response to Comment N-18463:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19197



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18464

Response to Comment N-18464:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19198



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18465

Response to Comment N-18465:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19199



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18466 Response to Comment N-18466:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19200



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18467 Response to Comment N-18467:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19201



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18468 Response to Comment N-18468:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19202



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18469 Response to Comment N-18469:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19203



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18470 Response to Comment N-18470:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19204



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18471 Response to Comment N-18471:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19205



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18472 Response to Comment N-18472:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19206



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18473 Response to Comment N-18473:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19207



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18474 Response to Comment N-18474:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19208



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18475 Response to Comment N-18475:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19209



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18476

Response to Comment N-18476:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19210



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18477 Response to Comment N-18477:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19211



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18478 Response to Comment N-18478:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19212



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18479 Response to Comment N-18479:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19213



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18430 Response to Comment N-18480:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19214



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18481 Response to Comment N-18481.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19215



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18482 Response to Comment N-18482:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19216



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18433 Response to Comment N-18483:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19217



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18484 Response to Comment N-18484:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19218



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18485

Response to Comment N-18485:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19219



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18486

Response to Comment N-18486:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19220



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18487

Response to Comment N-18487:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19221



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18488

Response to Comment N-18488:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19222



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18489

Response to Comment N-18489:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19223



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18490

Response to Comment N-18490:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19224



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18491

Response to Comment N-18491.:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19225



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18492

Response to Comment N-18492:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19226



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18493

Response to Comment N-18493:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19227



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18494

Response to Comment N-18494:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19228



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18495

Response to Comment N-18495:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19229



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18496

Response to Comment N-18496:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19230



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18497

Response to Comment N-18497:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19231



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18498

Response to Comment N-18498:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19232



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18499

Response to Comment N-18499:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19233



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18500

Response to Comment N-18500:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19234



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18501

Response to Comment N-18501:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19235



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18502

Response to Comment N-18502:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19236



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18503 Response to Comment N-18503:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19237



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18504 Response to Comment N-18504:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19238



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18505 Response to Comment N-18505:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19239



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18506 Response to Comment N-18506:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19240



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18507 Response to Comment N-18507:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19241



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18508

Response to Comment N-18508:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat Center Order 3500.4h SOP for
Range/Training Area and Airspace provides guidance for training
range operations, which includes routine range sweeps to remove
safety hazards and range clearance operations following every
exercise. The Marine Corps would continue these same procedures
on any acquired land area. In addition, the Marine Corps proposed
several measures (such as use of non dud-producing ordnance, range
weep, and range clearance) that would be implemented under
Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would allow the Restricted Public Access
Areato be available for public use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19242



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18509 Response to Comment N-18509:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19243



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18510 Response to Comment N-18510:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19244



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18511 Response to Comment N-18511:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19245



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18512 Response to Comment N-18512:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19246



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18513 Response to Comment N-18513:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19247



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18514 Response to Comment N-18514:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19248



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18515 Response to Comment N-18515:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19249



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18516 Response to Comment N-18516:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19250



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18517 Response to Comment N-18517:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19251



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18518 Response to Comment N-18518:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19252



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18519 Response to Comment N-18519:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19253



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18520 Response to Comment N-18520:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19254



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18521 Response to Comment N-18521:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19255



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18522 Response to Comment N-18522:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19256



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18523 Response to Comment N-18523:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19257



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18524 Response to Comment N-18524:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19258



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18525 Response to Comment N-18525:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19259



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18526 Response to Comment N-18526:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19260



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18527 Response to Comment N-18527:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19261



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18528

Response to Comment N-18528:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat Center Order 3500.4h SOP for
Range/Training Area and Airspace provides guidance for training
range operations, which includes routine range sweeps to remove
safety hazards and range clearance operations following every
exercise. The Marine Corps would continue these same procedures
on any acquired land area. In addition, the Marine Corps proposed
several measures (such as use of non dud-producing ordnance, range
weep, and range clearance) that would be implemented under
Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would allow the Restricted Public Access
Areato be available for public use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19262



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18529 Response to Comment N-18529:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19263



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18530 Response to Comment N-18530:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19264



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18531

Response to Comment N-18531:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps has kept the public
informed as required by NEPA, including holding public scoping
meetings before preparation of the Draft EIS, additiona public
meetings during the public review period for the Draft EIS, and
encouraging the public to comment on the Draft EIS. In addition,
the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment period for the
Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by NEPA. The
Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document publicly
accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website, mailings,
press releases, etc.). The Marine Corps has proactively reached out
to interested stakeholders to ensure that their concerns were
identified.

N.2-19265



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18532 Response to Comment N-18532:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19266



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18533 Response to Comment N-18533:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19267



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18534 Response to Comment N-18534:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19268



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18535 Response to Comment N-18535:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19269



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18536 Response to Comment N-18536:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19270



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18537 Response to Comment N-18537:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19271



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18538 Response to Comment N-18538:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19272



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18539 Response to Comment N-18539:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19273



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18540 Response to Comment N-18540:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19274



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18541 Response to Comment N-18541:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19275



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18542 Response to Comment N-18542:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19276



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18543 Response to Comment N-18543:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19277



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18544 Response to Comment N-18544:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19278



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18545 Response to Comment N-18545:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19279



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18546 Response to Comment N-18546:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19280



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18547 Response to Comment N-18547:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19281



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18548 Response to Comment N-18548:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19282



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18549 Response to Comment N-18549:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19283



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18550 Response to Comment N-18550:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19284



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18551 Response to Comment N-18551:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19285



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18552 Response to Comment N-18552:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19286



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18553 Response to Comment N-18553:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19287



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18554 Response to Comment N-18554:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19288



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18555 Response to Comment N-18555:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19289



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18556 Response to Comment N-18556:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19290



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18557 Response to Comment N-18557:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19291



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18558 Response to Comment N-18558:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19292



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18559 Response to Comment N-18559:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19293



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18560

Response to Comment N-18560:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

During the planning process, the Marine Corps determined that the
de-designation of wilderness areas was not a viable option.
Screening criteria #5 (see Section 2.3.1 of the EIS) states that any
aternatives selected would avoid congressionaly designated
wilderness areas, parks, wildlife refuges, etc. Section 2.4.3 of the
EIS describes an action alternative (Alternative 3) that would involve
acquisition of land east of the current Combat Center without
needing to de-designate wilderness area, and this alternative was
carried forward for anaysis in the EIS. Ultimately, Congress will
make the final decision about proceeding with the proposed action.

N.2-19294



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18561 Response to Comment N-18561.:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19295



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18562 Response to Comment N-18562:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19296



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18563 Response to Comment N-18563:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19297



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18564 Response to Comment N-18564:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19298



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18565 Response to Comment N-18565:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19299



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18566 Response to Comment N-18566:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19300



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18567 Response to Comment N-18567:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19301



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18568 Response to Comment N-18568:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19302



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18569 Response to Comment N-18569:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19303



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18570 Response to Comment N-18570:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19304



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18571 Response to Comment N-18571:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19305



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18572 Response to Comment N-18572:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19306



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18573 Response to Comment N-18573:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19307



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18574 Response to Comment N-18574:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19308



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18575 Response to Comment N-18575:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19309



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18576 Response to Comment N-18576:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19310



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18577 Response to Comment N-18577:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19311



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18578 Response to Comment N-18578:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19312



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18579 Response to Comment N-18579:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19313



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18580 Response to Comment N-18580:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19314



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18581 Response to Comment N-18581.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19315



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18582 Response to Comment N-18582:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19316



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18583 Response to Comment N-18583:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19317



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18584 Response to Comment N-18584:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19318



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18585 Response to Comment N-18585:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19319



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18586 Response to Comment N-18586:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19320



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18587 Response to Comment N-18587:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19321



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18588 Response to Comment N-18588:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19322



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18589 Response to Comment N-18589:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19323



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18590 Response to Comment N-18590:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19324



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18591 Response to Comment N-18591.:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19325



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18592 Response to Comment N-18592:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19326



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18593 Response to Comment N-18593:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19327



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18594 Response to Comment N-18594:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19328



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18595 Response to Comment N-18595:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19329



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18596 Response to Comment N-18596:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19330



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18597 Response to Comment N-18597:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19331



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18598 Response to Comment N-18598:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19332



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18599 Response to Comment N-18599:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19333



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment |1 D: N-18600 Response to Comment N-18600:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19334



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment 1D: N-18601 Response to Comment N-18601:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19335



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18602 Response to Comment N-18602:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected.

N.2-19336



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18603 Response to Comment N-18603:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19337



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18604 Response to Comment N-18604:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19338



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18605 Response to Comment N-18605:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19339



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18606 Response to Comment N-18606:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19340



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18607 (Page 1 of 2)

Response to Comment N-18607 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
public’s concern in regards to safety on lands used by the Marine
Corps for training purposes. Section 2.5 of the EIS outlines the
measures that would be implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6.
Included are a series of communication and notification procedures
(modeled after BLM’s management plan for Johnson Valley) that
would be implemented to increase public awareness, as well as pre-
and post-exercise range control and management procedures that
would enhance public safety.

The Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under alternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.

It is acknowledged that the proposed training exercises will generate
substantial amounts of fugitive dust, as shown in the EIS tables that
present estimations of air emissions for each project alternative. The
EIS dispersion modeling analyses determined that fugitive dust
emissions would produce less than significant impacts to ambient
PM10 levels for Alternatives 1, 2, and 4-6. However, Alternative 3
would contribute to an exceedance of the national ambient air quality
standard for PM10. The EIS only proposes to control fugitive dust
emissions from proposed construction activities, as it would be
infeasible to control fugitive dust generated from the proposed
training exercises.

N.2-19341



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18607 (Page 2 of 2)

Response to Comment N-18607 (Page 2 of 2):

As described in Section 4.4 of the EIS, the environment within the
acquisition study areas is similar to that of the existing Combat
Center, where wildland fires have not posed a substantial problem
due to infrequent occurrence, timely emergency response, low levels
of fuel, and strict use of Best Management Practices. Existing
emergency response procedures would be applied to acquired land
areas. In addition, current procedures for fire management and
response contained in the Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan would be extended to any acquired lands.

The EIS evaluates visua impacts under each of the action
aternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS) and acknowledges the
impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley OHV area. As noted in
the EIS, there would be less than significant impacts to visua
resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19342



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18608 Response to Comment N-18608:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19343



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18609 Response to Comment N-18609:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19344



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18610 Response to Comment N-18610:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19345



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18611 Response to Comment N-18611:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19346



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18612 Response to Comment N-18612:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19347



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18613 Response to Comment N-18613:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19348



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18614 Response to Comment N-18614:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19349



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18615 Response to Comment N-18615:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19350



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18616 Response to Comment N-18616:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19351



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18617 Response to Comment N-18617:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any alternative selected.

N.2-19352



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18618 Response to Comment N-18618:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19353



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18619 Response to Comment N-18619:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19354



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18620 Response to Comment N-18620:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19355



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18621 Response to Comment N-18621:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19356



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18622 Response to Comment N-18622:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19357



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18623 Response to Comment N-18623:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19358



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18624 Response to Comment N-18624:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19359



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18625 Response to Comment N-18625:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19360



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18626 Response to Comment N-18626:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19361



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18627 Response to Comment N-18627:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19362



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18628 Response to Comment N-18628:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19363



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18629 Response to Comment N-18629:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19364



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18630 Response to Comment N-18630:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19365



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18631

Response to Comment N-18631.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
public’s concern in regards to safety on lands used by the Marine
Corps for training purposes. Section 2.5 of the EIS outlines the
measures that would be implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6.
Included are a series of communication and notification procedures
(modeled after BLM’s management plan for Johnson Valley) that
would be implemented to increase public awareness, as well as pre-
and post-exercise range control and management procedures that
would enhance public safety.

As described in Section 4.12 of the EIS, the same programs and
procedures that apply to current training activities to avoid and
minimize impacts to soils at the Combat Center (e.g., tank traps,
foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be filled and graded when
training exercises are completed) would be extended to any lands
acquired under the proposed action. In addition, the Marine Corps
proposed severa measures that would be implemented under
Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted Public Access Area
for public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19366



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18632 Response to Comment N-18632:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19367



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18633 Response to Comment N-18633:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19368



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18634 Response to Comment N-18634:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19369



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18635 Response to Comment N-18635:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19370



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18636 Response to Comment N-18636:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19371



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18637 Response to Comment N-18637:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 4.12 of the
ElS, the same programs and procedures that apply to current training
activities to avoid and minimize impacts to soils at the Combat
Center (e.g., tank traps, foxholes, trenches, and obstacles would be
filled and graded when training exercises are completed) would be
extended to any lands acquired under the proposed action. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6 to prepare the Restricted
Public Access Areafor public use (refer to Section 2.5 of the EIS).

N.2-19372



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18638

Response to Comment N-18638:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19373



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18639

Response to Comment N-18639:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19374



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18640

Response to Comment N-18640:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19375



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18641

Response to Comment N-18641.:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19376



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18642

Response to Comment N-18642:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19377



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18643

Response to Comment N-18643:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19378



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18644

Response to Comment N-18644:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19379



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18645

Response to Comment N-18645:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19380



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18646

Response to Comment N-18646:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19381



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18647

Response to Comment N-18647:

Thank you for your comment. As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat
Center Order 3500.4h SOP for Range/Training Area and Airspace
provides guidance for training range operations, which includes
routine range sweeps to remove safety hazards and range clearance
operations following every exercise. The Marine Corps would
continue these same procedures on any acquired land area. In
addition, the Marine Corps proposed several measures (such as use
of non dud-producing ordnance, range weep, and range clearance)
that would be implemented under Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would
allow the Restricted Public Access Area to be available for public
use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19382



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18648 (Page 1 of 2)

Response to Comment N-18648 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.3 of the
ElS, the purpose of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps
training requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps
validated the need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire
and maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces. Currently, the Combat
Center can only accommodate live-fire and maneuver training for up
to two battalion task forces. Additional land areais needed to ensure
adequate separation distances for operation of the three battalions
required for MEB-sized training. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
aternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year. The Marine Corps
has determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 (all of which provide for
Restricted Public Access to some or al of the acquired land area
approximately 10 months of the year) are feasible alternatives that
would allow it to meet at least the minimum identified training
requirement. If one of these aternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the EIS are an important
part of the decision-making process. This information becomes part
of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19383



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18648 (Page 2 of 2) Response to Comment N-18648 (Page 2 of 2):

N.2-19384



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18649 (Page 1 of 3)

Response to Comment N-18649 (Page 1 of 3):

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The section has been updated to acknowledge
specific communities such as Wonder Valley and Homestead Valley.
Furthermore, Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS has been updated as
appropriate to address issues related to the Small Homestead Act.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use under the
proposed action may be periodicaly detected by residents and other
members of the public from a distance, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. The results of additional single-event noise modeling
have been added to Section 4.9 of the EIS to contribute to the
evaluation of noise impacts.

If one of the proposed alternatives is selected by the Department of
the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine Corps would be
required to implement the selected alternative as described in the
Final EIS or they would be legally required to comply with the
NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some other course of
action.

N.2-19385



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18649 (Page 2 of 3) Response to Comment N-18649 (Page 2 of 3):

N.2-19386



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18649 (Page 3 of 3) Response to Comment N-18649 (Page 3 of 3):

N.2-19387



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18650 (Page 1 of 3)

Response to Comment N-18650 (Page 1 of 3):

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

As outlined in Section 4.3.1.2 of the EIS, three criteria are used to
assess the significance of impacts to minority and low-income
communities in the context of environmental justice (EO 12898,
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and
Low-Income Populations): 1) there must be one or more such
populations within the project area; 2) there must be adverse (or
significant) impacts from the action; and 3) the environmental justice
populations within the project area must bear a disproportionate
burden of these adverse impacts. If any of these criteria are not met,
then impacts with respect to environmental justice would not be
significant. All environmental impacts that are attributable to the
proposed action would apply equaly to any affected persons,
regardless of minority or income status; therefore no impacts would
occur with respect to environmental justice.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use under the
proposed action may be periodically detected by residents and other
members of the public from a distance, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. The results of additional single-event noise modeling
have been added to Section 4.9 of the EIS to contribute to the
evaluation of noise impacts.

N.2-19388



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18650 (Page 2 of 3) Response to Comment N-18650 (Page 2 of 3):

N.2-19389



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18650 (Page 3 of 3) Response to Comment N-18650 (Page 3 of 3):

N.2-19390



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18651 Response to Comment N-18651.:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates noise impacts
under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.9). As discussed
in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise and vibrations associated with
ordnance use and aircraft operations under the proposed action may
be periodically detected by residents and other members of the
public, and may sometimes be an annoyance. In addition to the
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) time-averaged analysis
conducted in the Draft EIS, single-event noise modeling has been
conducted and the results added to Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19391



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18652 (Page 1 of 2)

Responseto Comment N-18652 (Page 1 of 2):

The EIS evaluates impacts to biological resources under each of the
action alternatives (see Section 4.10). The Marine Corpsis currently
undergoing consultation with the USFWS service in regards to
impacts to the desert tortoise and other wildlife species. The EIS has
been revised accordingly. Analysis of noise impacts to wildlife in
the Draft EIS were based on the best available information. Noise
modeling conducted for the proposed project was focused on impacts
to humans. The noise contours developed through the noise
modeling effort were considered in the analysis of impacts to
biological resources, and the noise metrics from those contours were
considered important even though they are weighted toward
frequencies important to humans. However, because peak sound
levels (and the frequency of occurrence of those sound levels) are of
greater concern in analysis of impacts to wildlife than the averaged
metrics used in analysis of noise impacts to humans, the biological
resources anaysis focused more on the locations of ordnance
explosion (represented by WDZs and SDZs) and paths of task force
travel. Discussion is included throughout the EIS noting the
proximity of known populations to these WDZs, SDZs, and task
force routes. In addition to this discussion throughout the text,
potential noise effects are discussed for the desert tortoise and other
wildlife species (see Section 4.10). While the relative importance of
various factors in the decline of the desert tortoise are still uncertain
and the EIS states this, the published literature that is available
indicates that OHVs do adversely affect tortoises via habitat
degradation and direct impacts (one such review is Ouren et al.
2007). Analysis of existing disturbance in the west study area from
OHVsindicated a significant correlation between areas of high OHV
disturbance and lower desert tortoise densities (refer to Appendix |
of the EIS).

N.2-19392



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18652 (Page 2 of 2) Response to Comment N-18652 (Page 2 of 2):

N.2-19393



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18653

Response to Comment N-18653:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). Asdiscussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft operations
under the proposed action may be periodically detected by residents
and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19394



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18654 (Page 1 of 5)

Responseto Comment N-18654 (Page 1 of 5):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
alternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending.

As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS, the Marine Corps considered
other alternatives for the proposed action, including suggestions
offered by members of the public during the public scoping period in
late 2008. Several aternative scenarios were considered and
eliminated from detailed study (including conducting the proposed
MEB-sized MAGTF Training at other military bases in the U.S)
because they did not meet the purpose of and need for the proposed
action or did not satisfy the minimum screening criteria for
identifying suitable lands for acquisition (as described in Section 2.3
of the EIS).

N.2-19395



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18654 (Page 2 of 5)

Response to Comment N-18654 (Page 2 of 5):

The Marine Corps understands the trend in availability of OHV land
and has considered the loss of OHV land over time in Chapter 5
under cumulative impacts to Recreation (see Section 5.4.2 of the
ElS). The EIS finds that the reduction in availability of OHV land
would cause significant impacts to recreation under the proposed
action as well as a significant cumulative impact. The analyses
presented in the EIS acknowledge and discuss the impacts that
reduced recreational lands in Johnson Valey would have on
increased usage and potential overcrowding in other areas, as well as
related impacts to other environmental resources.

The Marine Corps has determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 (all of
which provide for Restricted Public Access to some or al of the
acquired land area approximately 10 months of the year) are feasible
aternatives that would alow it to meet a least the minimum
identified training requirement. If one of these alternatives is
selected by the Department of the Navy and approved by Congress,
the Marine Corps would be required to implement the selected
aternative as described in the Final EIS or they would be legaly
required to comply with the NEPA process to assess potential
impacts of some other course of action.

The Marine Corps has kept the public informed as required by
NEPA, including holding public scoping meetings before preparation
of the Draft EIS, additional public meetings during the public review
period for the Draft EIS, and encouraging the public to comment on
the Draft EIS. In addition, the Marine Corps provided a 90-day
public comment period for the Draft EIS, twice the minimum
duration required by NEPA. The Marine Corps took additional steps
to make the document publicly accessible for review and comment
(e.g., project website, mailings, press releases, etc.). The Marine
Corps has proactively reached out to interested stakeholders to
ensure that their concerns were identified.

N.2-19396



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18654 (Page 3 of 5)

Response to Comment N-18654 (Page 3 of 5):

As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat Center Order 3500.4h SOP for
Range/Training Area and Airspace provides guidance for training
range operations, which includes routine range sweeps to remove
safety hazards and range clearance operations following every
exercise. The Marine Corps would continue these same procedures
on any acquired land area. In addition, the Marine Corps proposed
several measures (such as use of non dud-producing ordnance, range
weep, and range clearance) that would be implemented under
Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would allow the Restricted Public Access
Areato be available for public use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

During the planning process, the Marine Corps determined that the
de-designation of wilderness areas was not a viable option.
Screening criteria #5 (see Section 2.3.1 of the EIS) states that any
aternatives selected would avoid congressionaly designated
wilderness areas, parks, wildlife refuges, etc. Section 2.4.3 of the
ElS describes an action aternative (Alternative 3) that would involve
acquisition of land east of the current Combat Center without
needing to de-designate wilderness area, and this alternative was
carried forward for analysis in the EIS. Ultimately, Congress will
make the final decision about proceeding with the proposed action.

N.2-19397



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18654 (Page 4 of 5) Response to Comment N-18654 (Page 4 of 5):

As discussed in the EIS, implementation of the proposed action is
likely to result in an increase in illegal riding in the form of trespass
on BLM, state, or private lands (refer to Section 4.2). The potential
for such illegal riding has been considered in the EIS; including
potential adverse impacts on the Desert Tortoise (see Section 4.10).
The EIS aso evaluates several special conservation measures (refer
to Section 4.2.2.1) to reduce these potentialy significant impacts.
Additional information regarding the potential for illegal OHV use
has been added to Section 4.2.

N.2-19398



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18654 (Page 5 of 5) Response to Comment N-18654 (Page 5 of 5):
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Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18655

Response to Comment N-18655:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19400



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18656 (Page 1 of 2)

Response to Comment N-18656 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps understands the importance of
Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS anaysis finds that
acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a significant
impact to recreation, even under alternatives involving restricted
public access to acquired areas. The public involvement process has
led to the development of project alternatives (e.g., Alternatives 4, 5,
and 6) that would enable the Marine Corps to meet the minimum
live-fire and maneuver training requirements for a MEB while also
providing public access to as much of the Johnson Valley area as
possible for recreational use. Please refer to Sections 2.5 and 4.2 of
the EIS. Under each of the action aternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment
and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19401



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18656 (Page 2 of 2) Response to Comment N-18656 (Page 2 of 2):

N.2-19402



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18657

Response to Comment N-18657:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19403



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18658 (Page 1 of 3)

NEPA-1

REC-1

AQ-1

Response to Comment N-18658 (Page 1 of 3):
NEPA-1:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The types of impacts noted in your comment are
discussed in the EIS, and all impact analyses have been based on the
best available data. Where data were not available, assumptions were
made to inform the analysis, and all such assumptions were clearly
described in the EIS. The Marine Corps considered potential
mitigation measures for each identified impact but in some cases
determined that none were feasible for specific impacts. In some
cases, additional text was added in the FEIS to clarify certain
mitigations or the lack thereof, as well as to clarify the distinction
between “specia conservation measures’ and “ mitigations.”

REC-1:

Additional analysis of the likelihood and potential impacts of
possible illegal ORV activity has been incorporated into Section 4.2
of the FEIS. The EIS also addresses impacts related to air and noise
and vibrations associated with proposed training activities.

AQ-1:

The Combat Center initiated air monitoring for silicain 2008. Data
collected at the Mainside and East SE stations showed that silica
content in particulate samples ranged from 5 to 11 percent and that
ambient 24-hour concentrations of silica ranged from 0.5 to 1.2

ug/m3.

The following is an approach that qualitatively estimates worst-case
impacts to the public from silica generated by the proposed training
exercises. The DEIS PM10 dispersion modeling analysis predicts

N.2-19404



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18658 (Page 2 of 3)

AQ-1

Response to Comment N-18658 (Page 2 of 3):

that the maximum 24-hour PM10 concentration generated by the
proposed training exercises to public lands is 149 ug/m3.

The location of this maximum impact is predicted to be on the
southwest boundary of the proposed West Area. Assuming these
particles have a silica content of 11 percent and taking into
consideration a conversion of this impact from a 24-hour to annual
period concentration, the maximum annual silica concentration
equates to 3.3 ug/m3. Thisresult is extremely conservative, as wind
directions over an annual period would be much more variable
compared to the 24-hour period evaluated in the dispersion modeling
analysis, which would produce more dispersion and therefore a
lower annual concentration. In addition, due to the remoteness of the
maximum PM10 impact location adjacent to the proposed West
Area, no one would reside in this location for an entire year and
therefore would experience an annual exposure to potential silica
emissions generated from the proposed actions. Therefore, silica
emissions generated by the proposed training exercises would
produce less than significant impacts to the public. Since the
dispersion modeling analysis predicted relatively low PM 10 impacts
to the Mainside portion of the Combat Center, this less than
significant silica impact determination also would apply to civilians
that residein this area.

De minimus thresholds established by the EPA for particulate matter
are health based standards. Since the proposed emissions are below
the de minimus threshold, no significant impacts are expected. Since
the project alternatives would not produce any significant air quality
impacts, except the significant impact to ambient PM 10

N.2-19405



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18658 (Page 3 of 3) Response to Comment N-18658 (Page 3 of 3):

levels estimated for Alternative 3, the increased air pollution
associated with the project alternatives would not be expected to
significantly affect the tourism industry.

N.2-19406



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18659

Response to Comment N-18659:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The section has been updated to acknowledge
specific communities such as Wonder Valley and Homestead Valley.
Furthermore, Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS has been updated as
appropriate to address issues related to the Small Homestead Act.

N.2-19407



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18660

Response to Comment N-18660:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps has determined that
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine Corps to meet the
minimum live-fire and maneuver training requirements for a MEB
while also providing public access to as much of the Johnson Valley
area as possible for recreational use. Under each of the action
aternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year. The Marine Corps
appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

As discussed in the EIS, implementation of the proposed action is
likely to result in an increase in illegal riding in the form of trespass
on BLM, state, or private lands (refer to Section 4.2). The potential
for such illega riding has been considered in the EIS; including
potential adverse impacts on the Desert Tortoise (see Section 4.10).
The EIS aso evaluates several special conservation measures (refer
to Section 4.2.2.1) to reduce these potentialy significant impacts.
Additional information regarding the potential for illegal OHV use
has been added to Section 4.2.

N.2-19408



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18661

Response to Comment N-18661.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
trend in availability of OHV land and has considered the loss of
OHV land over time in Chapter 5 under cumulative impacts to
Recreation (see Section 5.4.2 of the EIS). The EISfinds that the loss
of availability of OHV land would be a significant impact under the
proposed action as well as a significant cumulative impact.  The
Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under aternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.

N.2-19409



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18662

Response to Comment N-18662:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19410



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 1 of 41)

Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 1 of 41):
WAT-1:

Section 5.4.13.3 of the EIS acknowledges that Alternative 3 would
have &' regionally significant impact because it would inhibit Cadiz
from ingtituting their Conservation and Storage Project.” The EIS
also states that the Cadiz project was uncertain and undergoing
environmental review process. The EIS has been revised to update
the Cadiz project description for the Final EIS using the information
provided by comment letters from Cadiz Inc and others. These
revisions are not likely to alter the significance of cumulative
impacts from Alternative 3.

NEPA-1:

As indicated in Section 2.4.8 of the EIS, an action alternative must
be capable of providing land and associated airspace necessary to
meet minimum criteria outlines in Section 2.2.1. All six action
alternatives meet these minimum criteria.

NEPA-2:

Sections 3.13 and 4.13 of the EIS discuss baseline information and
project impacts to water resources. Section 5.4.13.3 of the EIS
discusses cumulative impacts to water resources and acknowledges
that implementation of Alternative 3 would interfere with or preclude
the Cadiz Water Conservation and Storage Project, which would
have a regionally significant impact because it would inhibit Cadiz
from instituting their Conservation and Storage Project.

N.2-19411
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 2 of 41)

WAT-1

Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 2 of 41):
NEPA-3:

Section 5.4.13.3 of the EIS acknowledges that Alternative 3 would
have &' regionally significant impact because it would inhibit Cadiz
from ingtituting their Conservation and Storage Project.” The EIS
also states that project was uncertain and undergoing environmental
review process. The EIS will be revised to update the project
description for the Final EIS using the information provided by
comment letters from Cadiz Inc and others. These revisions are not
likely to alter the significance of cumulative impacts from
Alternative 3.

NEPA-4:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.3 of the
Draft EIS, the purpose of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine
Corps training requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps
validated the need to establish alarge-scale training area for live fire
and maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces. Currently, the Combat
Center can only accommodate live-fire and maneuver training for up
to two battalion task forces. Additional land areais needed to ensure
adequate separation distances for operation of the three battalions
required for MEB-sized training. Asindicated in Section 2.4.8 of the
ElS, an action aternative must be capable of providing land and
associated airspace necessary to meet minimum criteria outlines in
Section 2.2.1. All six action dternatives meet these minimum
criteria

NEPA-5:

Thank you for your comment.

N.2-19412
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 3 of 41)

WAT-1

Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 3 of 41):
WAT-2:

The comments requests that the EIS acknowledge that the proposed
Cadiz project would improve water supplies and evaluate
aternatives to replace 50,000 AF of water to Southern California, as
well as renewable energy generation that would be lost if Alternative
3 precluded the proposed Cadiz project. These issues are beyond the
scope of the EIS.

WAT-3:

Section 4.13.4.1 addresses the potential impacts from Alternative 3
to groundwater quality, and concludes “Because of the ongoing
management and minimization of MC residues at the Combat Center
and implementation of management and minimization of MC
residues in the east acquisition area, impacts to surface water quality
from Alternative 3 MCs would be less than significant.” The low
precipitation rate, intermittent receiving surface water bodies, and
deep groundwater, limits the migration of MC residues and thus the
potential impacts of use of munitions.

As discussed in Section 3.4.3.1, the Marine Corps Range
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment (REVA) program uses an
EPA-approved screening model for Munitions Constituents in
surface and groundwater. The REVA evauation occurs every 5
years and the first reassessment began in October 2010.
Confirmatory sampling will occur if a future REVA evauation
indicates there is a source, pathway, and receptor with detectable
levels of Munitions Constituents.

N.2-19413
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 4 of 41)

WAT-1

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 4 of 41):
LU-1:

Section 5.3.2 of the EIS identifies cumulative projects including
aternative energy projects proposed within the east acquisition study
area boundaries. Section 5.4.1.3 (Cumulative Land Use Impacts
with Alternative 3) has been updated to clearly identify cumulative
impacts within the east acquisition study area boundaries in regards
to alternative energy projects.

LU-2:

EIS Section 4.3.4 conservatively assesses that there would be a loss
of 100 jobs from displacement of the current operations of Cadiz Inc.
In addition to the direct loss of jobs, the analysis includes the impact
that those lost jobs would have on regiona expenditures and tax
revenues (the results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.3-7 &
Table 4.3.8). Additional information on Socioeconomics modeling
can be found in Appendix K of the Final EIS.

SOC-1:

EIS Section 4.3.4 conservatively assesses that there would be a loss
of 50 jobs from the displacement of two current mining operations
located within the east study area. In addition to the direct loss of
jobs, the analysis includes the impact that those lost jobs would have
on regional expenditures and tax revenues (the results of which are
shown in Table 4.3-7 & Table 4.3.8). Additiona information on
impacts to businesses, under Alternative 3, has been added to Section
4.3.4 of the Final EIS.

Section 4.3.4.4 has been updated with information on the Cadiz
project asindicated in this comment letter.

N.2-19414



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 5 of 41)

NEPA-3

NEPA-4

Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 5 of 41):
SOC-2:

Table 4.3-9 shows that the expected reduction in county property tax
revenues under Alternative 3 would be $160,912. Text in Section
4.3.4.3 and explains that this figure isinsignificant relative to overal
San Bernardino property tax revenues that amounts to $585.6
million. The determination of less than significant impact is made
based on the calculation that lost property tax revenues would
represent less than 0.03% of total county property tax revenues.

NEPA-6:

Consideration of indirect effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD
budget and the National Deficit are outside the scope of this EIS
analysis. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action.

SOC-3:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The section has been updated to acknowledge
specific communities such as Wonder Valley and Homestead Valley.

N.2-19415
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 6 of 41)

NEPA-4

NEPA-5

Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 6 of 41):
TRN-1:

Section 4.6.4 of the EIS addresses transportation and circulation
impacts under Alternative 3. As noted in the EIS, since there are no
other paved roads in the vicinity of North Amboy Road, it is
expected that impacts to transportation and circulation would be
significant. To lessen impacts the Marine Corps identified a possible
mitigation measure for implementation, which would include
coordination with the City of Twentynine Palms, the County of San
Bernardino, and other local authorities to provide as much advance
notice as possible for the two days per year that North Amboy Road
would be closed. Proper signage and warnings would be placed
along 1-40 and National Trails Highway to the north, and in the City
of Twentynine Pams to the south to aert drivers of the road
closures.

GEN-1 and GEN-2;

Thank you for your comment.

N.2-19416



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 7 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 7 of 41):

NEPA-5

N.2-19417
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 8 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 8 of 41):

NEPA-5

WAT-2

N.2-19418
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 9 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 9 of 41):

WAT-2

WAT-3

LU-1

N.2-19419
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 10 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 10 of 41):

LU-1

LU-2

SOC-1

SOC-2

N.2-19420
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 11 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 11 of 41):

SOC-2

NEPA-6

SOC-3

TRN-1

GEN-1

N.2-19421
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 12 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 12 of 41):

:| GEN-1

GEN-2

N.2-19422
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 13 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 13 of 41):

N.2-19423
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 14 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 14 of 41):

N.2-19424
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 15 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 15 of 41):

N.2-19425
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 16 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 16 of 41):

N.2-19426



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18663 (Page 17 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 17 of 41):

N.2-19427
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 18 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 18 of 41):

N.2-19428
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 19 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 19 of 41):

N.2-19429



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 20 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 20 of 41):

N.2-19430



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18663 (Page 21 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 21 of 41):

N.2-19431
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 22 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 22 of 41):

N.2-19432
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 23 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 23 of 41):

N.2-19433
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 24 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 24 of 41):

N.2-19434
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 25 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 25 of 41):

N.2-19435
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 26 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 26 of 41):

N.2-19436
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 27 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 27 of 41):

N.2-19437
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 28 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 28 of 41):

N.2-19438
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 29 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 29 of 41):

N.2-19439



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 30 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 30 of 41):

N.2-19440
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 31 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 31 of 41):

N.2-19441
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 32 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 32 of 41):

N.2-19442
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 33 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 33 of 41):

N.2-19443



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 34 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 34 of 41):

N.2-19444
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 35 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 35 of 41):

N.2-19445
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 36 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 36 of 41):

N.2-19446
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 37 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 37 of 41):

N.2-19447



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 38 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 38 of 41):

N.2-19448
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 39 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 39 of 41):

N.2-19449
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 40 of 41) Response to Comment N-18663 (Page 40 of 41):

N.2-19450
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Comment | D: N-18663 (Page 41 of 41) Responseto Comment N-18663 (Page 41 of 41):

N.2-19451
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 1 of 20) Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 1 of 20):

N.2-19452
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 2 of 20) Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 2 of 20):

N.2-19453
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 3 of 20) Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 3 of 20):

N.2-19454



Appendix N — Response to Public Comments on the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18664 (Page 4 of 20)

NEPA-1

BIO-1

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 4 of 20):
NEPA-1:

Paragraph 1.3.1 on page 1-4 of the EIS states the purpose and need
for the proposed action. This text makes no reference to the proposed
expansion areas, and only peripherally refers to the Combat Center
as an example of the Marine Corps’ largest training site. The purpose
and need statement therefore does not foreclose consideration of
meaningful alternatives to the proposed expansion areas; on the
contrary, as described in Section 2.7, numerous alternatives were
considered in addition to the six action alternatives and the No-
Action Alternative that were carried forward for analysis in the EIS
(Section 2.4). How the purpose and need relates to the analysis of
alternatives is addressed in Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.7 of the EIS.

BIO-1:

In accordance with the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1502.2(b) and 40
CFR 1502.15, the EIS succinctly describes the environmental
conditions of areas potentially affected by the alternatives, and
focuses on resources with the potential for significant impact as
determined during scoping and in consultation with cooperating and
regulating agencies. To support the EIS analysis, the USMC used a
variety of methods to develop baseline data, including requesting
wildlife and plant inventory data from the BLM. Detailed surveys
were conducted for the EIS including: 1) tortoise abundance and
density; 2) abundance of the Mojave fringe-toed lizard, burrowing
owl, Mojave ground squirrel, and chuckwalla; 3) distribution and
abundance of all sensitive plant species; and 4) occurrence of special
status aquatic invertebrate species. The EIS contains the best
available information on the occurrence and distribution of species
within the study areas.

N.2-19455
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 5 of 20)

BIO-2

BIO-3

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 5 of 20):
BIO-1 Continued:

The Draft EIS presents a discussion of impacts to all sensitive plant
and wildlife species known to be present in the proposed action area.
Impacts to the desert tortoise are given appropriate prominence in the
impact analysis, as it is the only resident species listed under the
Federal ESA. Tortoise surveys are currently being conducted at the
Combat Center as directed under the Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan and the Basewide Biological Opinion; however,
the results of these surveys will not be available until 2012 and thus
could not be included in the EIS.

BIO-2:

Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, Comment
number BIO-2 regarding the surveys utilized in the Draft EIS.
Additional mitigation measures, developed during the Endangered
Species Act Section 7 consultation process with USFWS, have been
included in the Final EIS. These include dedication of new Special
Use Areas, expansion of monitoring and tortoise “headstarting”
programs, and preparation of a detailed translocation plan to reduce
the significant impacts to the desert tortoise. Survey and monitoring
efforts are best considered as adaptive management projects, where
monitoring must be detailed and the results quickly analyzed in order
to inform near-term future efforts. Such adaptive management
would be a keystone of the headstarting program and detailed
translocation plan which would be prepared for the proposed action.
In no event would surveys and monitoring be considered full
mitigation for the impacts to the desert tortoise, which would remain
significant after all currently proposed conservation and mitigation
measures.

N.2-19456
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Comment ID: N-18664 (Page 6 of 20)

:| BIO-3

BIO-4

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 6 of 20):
BI10O-3:

Because translocation was not formally proposed as mitigation when
the Draft EIS was released, the secondary impacts of translocation
were not described. Translocation efforts are best considered as
adaptive management projects, where monitoring must be detailed
and the results quickly analyzed in order to inform near-term future
efforts. Such adaptive management would be a keystone of the
detailed translocation plan which would be prepared for the proposed
action. In no event would translocation be considered full mitigation
for the impacts to the desert tortoise, which would remain significant
after all currently proposed conservation and mitigation measures.

BI1O-4:

Based on discussions with USFWS during Endangered Species Act
Section 7 consultation, the proportional take (i.e., 50% in high-
intensity disturbance areas, 10% in medium-intensity disturbance
areas) has been removed from the analysis, and all tortoises located
within these areas are predicted to be “taken” in some manner,
whether by translocation, handling, harassment, injury or death. In
addition, calculations of juvenile populations and number of
potentially impacted juveniles have been estimated for the proposed
action and alternatives using a life table analysis.

BI1O-5:

The Biological Assessment was revised based on USFWS
consultation. The Biological Opinion is included in the Final EIS as
Appendix O.

N.2-19457
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 7 of 20)

BIO-5

BIO-6

BIO-7

BIO-8

BIO-9

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 7 of 20):
BI10O-6:

Please refer to response to Comment BIO-4 above regarding
proportional take. Regarding the duration of impacts, the text on page
4.10-3 of the Draft EIS correctly describes that impacts as described
would occur over the lifetime of the project, which for the purposed of
analysis has been determined to be 50 years. Refer to response to
comment letter N-18732, comment number BIO-2 for a description of
how the Marine Corps arrived at the 50-year project lifetime.

BIO-7:

A suite of mitigation measures being developed with USFWS, such as a
translocation plan, designation of new Specia Use Aress, etc. are
described in more detail in the Final EIS and would be expected to
reduce the take of tortoises, though not to alevel of lessthan significant.

BIO-8:

Mitigation for impacts to the desert tortoise is being identified through
Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation with USFWS, and may
include purchase of offsite lands or other offsite measures such as
funding of conservation law enforcement.

BIO-9:

Additiona discussion regarding the impacts of displaced OHV activity
and intensified OHV activity (within the reduced Johnson Valley
OHVA) has been provided in the Final EIS. Refer to Sections 4.10.3.1,
4.104.1, 4.10.6.1, 4.10.7.1, 4.10.8.1, and 4.10.9.1 for the additional text.

BIO-10:

Relocation of desert tortoises as described in the Draft EIS refers to
what is current practice on the Combat Center: moving tortoises a short
distance (~100 meters or less) out of harm’s way, for instance off of a
roadway. However, please refer to response to Comment BIO-3 above
regarding preparation of a trandocation plan in consultation with
USFWS.

N.2-19458
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 8 of 20)

BIO-10

BIO-11

BIO-12

BIO-13

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 8 of 20):
BIO-11:
Comment noted.

BIO-12:

Comment noted. Additional information regarding sand transport in
the action area and cumulative effects of the proposed action has
been provided in Section 5.4.10 of the Final EIS.

BIO-13:

As noted in Table 3.10-1, rare plant surveys were conducted for the
west, south and east study areas. The results of these surveys are
discussed throughout Section 3.10 and form the basis of impact
discussionsin Section 4.10.

BI1O-14:

Discussion of the creosote ring UPAs and yucca ring UPAs located
within the action areais provided in Section 3.10.3.3 of the Draft and
Final EIS.

BI1O-15:

Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment BIO-1
regarding impacts to migratory birds. Limited information was
available regarding migratory bird use of the study areas, but usage
is expected to be very low due to the lack of permanent (or even
extended duration temporary) water sources. Compliance with
Executive Order 13186 will be pursued in the event that the proposed
action is approved. In addition, in accordance with the Migratory
Bird Rule for military readiness activities, devising migratory bird
conservation measures is only needed if significant population-level
impacts are expected to occur. This type of impacts is not expected
for the proposed action.

N.2-19459
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Comment ID: N-18664 (Page 9 of 20)

BIO-13

BI10O-14

BIO-15

BIO-16

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 9 of 20):
BI10O-16:

The proposed action may result in adverse effects to a limited number of
burrowing owls in the acquisition areas. The Combat Center Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan includes conservation measures
that will greatly minimize these adverse effects. As stated in Section
4.10.7.2, Special Use Areas would provide disturbance-free habitat for
desert vegetation and wildlife. In addition, impacts across the training
area would be minimized (a type of mitigation) by maintaining the same
training footprint for each exercise.

BIO-17:

Comment noted. However, golden eagles that may be present in study
areas, especially the west study area, are already exposed to substantial
human visitation. Although this may increase somewhat in some areas
under the proposed action, other areas may experience less visitation
that at present due to access restrictions. If nesting pairs of golden
eagles are discovered in the potential disturbance areas, the Marine
Corps would be expected to prepare and implement an Avian and Bat
Protection Plan to avoid violation Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act. Golden eagle surveys in the action area have been funded and
would be conducted in order to inform the preparation of an Avian and
Bat Protection Plan.

B10O-18:

Comment noted. Information regarding the presence or potential
presence of badgers in the action area has been added to Section 3.10,
and potential less than significant impacts are now described in Section
4.10.

B1O-19:

Information regarding the presence or potential presence of desert kit
foxes in the proposed action area has been added to Section 3.10, and
potential less than significant impacts are now described in Section 4.10.

N.2-19460
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 10 of 20)

BIO-16

BIO-17

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 10 of 20):
BI10O-20:

The air quality analysis assumes that at some point in the future, if left
undisturbed, any ground disturbed by the proposed training activities
would stabilize back to a less emissive state in terms of fugitive dust,
regardless of whether these areas contain cryptobiotic soils. Thisis the
case, as (1) disturbed desert soils lose their fine particles relatively
quickly due to wind erosion and (2) to a much lesser extent, dew and
precipitation would create a crust on the top of the soil. The Draft EIS
recognizes the importance of cryptobiotic soil crusts (page 3.10-14), and
potential impacts from the proposed action are described on page 4.10-8
and elsewhere. Considering that much of the action area is covered in
cryptobiotic soils, mapping them is unnecessary. Protection of
cryptobiotic soils will be a benefit of most species conservation
measures, including those for the desert tortoise.

To estimate fugitive dust emissions, the DEIS assumed that all ground
areas disturbed by the proposed training activities would have the same
silt content and therefore the same potential to emit dust (presented in
Appendix G Tables G-12 and G-14). Desert pavement is defined as a
surface comprised of large angular or rounded rock fragments lying over
mixed material. In other words, desert pavement has alower silt content
and therefore lower potential to emit dust compared to average desert
soil evaluated in the DEIS. Asaresult, it is probable that operations on
desert pavement would produce lower fugitive dust emissions compared
to those estimated for these areas in the DEIS.

BIO-21:

An inventory was conducted between 2001 and 2005 of insects on the
Combat Center (Pratt 2005), and found no federally-listed species. As
such, it is expected that none would occur in the very similar adjacent
lands that compose the study areas. In the event that a federally-listed
species is discovered after approval of the proposed action, the Combat
Center INRMP would be revised in coordination with USFWS to
include conservation measures for that Species.

N.2-19461
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Comment ID: N-18664 (Page 11 of 20)

BI1O-17

BI10-18

BIO-19

BI10-20

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 11 of 20):
BI10O-22:

Based on available research (e.g., Cutler et al. 1999; Epps et al. 2005,
2006, 2007) the Draft EIS describes the known populations on the
Combat Center, in the east study area, and under the proposed airspace.
No other populations are described in these sources that would be
affected by the proposed action. Population fragmentation is not
expected to occur as a result of the proposed project as fencing would be
limited to tortoise exclusion fencing (maximum of 24 inches above
ground) and three-strand smooth wire fencing (with elevated lower
strand) installed in specific areas to protect desert tortoises. In addition,
dirt roads in the study areas would not present barriers to dispersal.

B10-23:

The proposed project is not expected to substantially increase habitat
fragmentation, as any new roads would be at-grade or slightly above-
grade dirt roads, and fencing would be limited to tortoise exclusion
fencing (maximum of 24 inches above ground) and three-strand smooth
wire fencing (with elevated lower strand) installed in specific areas to
protect desert tortoises.

B10O-24:

Comment noted. Additional and more detailed conservation measures
for identified significant impacts to the desert tortoise, as developed
through Endangered Species Section 7 consultation with USFWS, are
included in the Final EIS. Please refer to Section 2.8.4.

B10O-25:

Potential impacts to ephemeral water bodies are described in Section
4.10.2.1 (e.g., page 4.10-7, 4.10-8), and potential impacts to streams and
related sensitive habitats are described in Section 4.13.2.1. No
significant impacts to these resources were identified from proposed
training activities. Additional discussion of cumulative effects on sand
transport has been provided in Section 5.4.10.
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Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 12 of 20)

BIO-20

BIO-21

BI1O-22

BIO-23

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 12 of 20):
AQ-1:

Comment noted. DEIS Table 5-3 in Section 5.4.8 summarizes the
calculations for GHG emissions that would occur from the following
proposed activities: (1) aircraft operations below 3,000' above
ground level (AGL), (2) operation of tactica equipment, (3)
operation of tactical support equipment, and (4) on-road transport of
personnel and equipment within the Mojave Desert Air Basin. These
data represent the overwhelming majority of GHGs that would occur
from proposed activities and that are the responsibility of the Marine
Corps.

However, to provide a more detailed definition of GHGs that would
occur from the project alternatives, Table 5-3 in the FEIS includes
the following additional GHG emissions estimates: (1) construction
GHG emissions, (2) GHG emissions from the entire flight of
proposed aircraft operations within the project air spaces rather than
just operations below 3,000 AGL, and (3) the generation of
electrical power from sources on the Combat Center. The FEIS does
not provide caculations of other sources of GHG emissions
requested in the comment, as they are (1) nominal in comparison to
the total GHGs generated by the project aternatives and/or (2) not
the responsibility of the Marine Corps. It should be noted that the
spreadsheet used to calculate GHGs for proposed tactical
vehicles/support equipment in the DEIS had some inaccurate
formulas that produced erroneously high GHG estimates (as shown
in Appendix G Tables G-8 and G-36). Hence, even though the FEIS
analysis includes additional sources of proposed GHGs, as requested
in this comment, the tota GHG estimations for the project
alternativesin the FEIS are lower than those presented in the DEIS.

As stated in DEIS page 4.10-8, most crustal biomass in the project
region of influence (ROI) occurs within the top 3 millimeters of the
soil. This very thin layer of biomass has a limited potential to

N.2-19463



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 13 of 20)

BIO-23

BIO-24

BIO-25

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 13 of 20):
AQ-1 Continued:

sequester GHGs. Therefore, any loss of cryptobiotic soils due to
proposed operations would result in an imperceptible loss of GHG
sequestration. In addition, due to the sparseness of the vegetation
within the ROI, any loss of vegetation due to proposed operations
would have the same effect.

AQ-2:

The DEIS provides an adequate assessment of proposed PM10
impacts. It acknowledges that the proposed training exercises would
generate substantial amounts of fugitive dust, as shown in the tables
that present estimations of air emissions for each project aternative
(refer to Section 4.8). The EIS dispersion modeling analyses
determined that fugitive dust emissions would produce less than
significant impacts to ambient PM 10 levels for Alternatives 1, 2, and
4-6. However, Alternative 3 would contribute to an exceedance of
the national ambient standard for PM 10.

The special conservation measure (SCM) proposed in DEIS Section
2.8.3 to control fugitive dust emissions only applies to proposed
construction activities. The construction company that performs the
proposed construction would have to comply with this SCM as part
of their contract with the Marine Corps. The FEIS clarifies this
ambiguity. Due to the immensity and aridity of the proposed
training areas, it would be infeasible to control fugitive dust
generated from proposed training exercises.

AQ-3:

Table 5-3 in the FEIS has been revised to include the 2009 GHG
emissions for the Combat Center. As stated on DEIS page 5-33,
currently there are no formally adopted or published NEPA
thresholds of significance for proposed GHG emissions.

N.2-19464



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 14 of 20)

BIO-25

AQ-1

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 14 of 20):
AQ-3 Continued:

The Final EIS compared projected GHG emissions to Combat Center
baseline conditions and the U.S. GHG inventory. This comparison is
deemed adequate to determine the significance of proposed GHG
emissions for NEPA purposes.

Since the DEIS concludes that GHGs from each project alternative
would produce less than significant impacts, the Marine Corps
proposes no mitigations to reduce proposed GHGs. However, as
stated on DEIS page 5-40, the Marine Corps proposes an SCM that
would maximize the use of biodiesel, where feasible, in equipment
and vehicles that take part in exercises at the Combat Center under
each project alternative, in place of ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) or
aviation fuels. The CO2e emission factor for biodiesel is about 7
percent lower than for ULSD, which is the unmitigated fuel
evaluated in the DEIS air quality/GHG anayses. In addition, DEIS
Section 5.4.8 discusses broad-based programs initiated by the Marine
Corps and Department of the Navy that will reduce energy
consumption, will shift to renewable and aternative fuels, and
thereby will offset proposed GHG emissions.

Regarding the lack of the DEIS to consider loss of carbon
sequestration or to perform a life cycle anaysis, please see the
response to comment CBD AQ-1.

The DEIS evaluated 6 project aternatives and the difference in
annual GHG emissions between these 6 alternatives is about 3
percent. Regarding measures that would reduce proposed GHGs,
please see the first paragraph of this response.

N.2-19465



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 15 of 20)

AQ-1

AQ-2

AQ-3

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 15 of 20):
Cl-1

Notwithstanding the summary of NEPA requirements and applicable
court cases, it is not clear from these comments what specificaly is
perceived to be inadequate about the cumulative analysis in the
DEIS. There are very few examples provided. Nonetheless, a few
revisions have been made to help clarify or explain selected portions
of the analysis in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. The Department of the
Navy considers cumulative impacts to be adequately addressed in the
EIS.

The reference to an incomplete discussion of rare plants elsewhere in
the EIS, and the suggestion that the cumulative impact assessment is
therefore incomplete, is unfounded. Reconnaissance level surveys
were used to determine which rare plants would be subject to
focused surveys, and those focused surveys were completed.

Cl-2:

Comment noted, but no specific examples of inadequate analysis are
provided. The Department of the Navy considers cumulative impacts
to be adequately addressed in the EIS.

CI-3:

Comment noted, but no specific examples of inadequate analysis are
provided. Due to the nature of the proposed action, there is nothing
about any of the project aternatives that would be considered
growth-inducing. Indirect effects of the proposed action are
addressed as appropriate in the individual resource sections in
Chapter 4.
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 16 of 20)

Cl-1

Cl-2

Cl-3

Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 16 of 20):
Cl-4.

The results of Section 7 consultation with USFWS have been
incorporated into the FEIS, including the cumulative impact
assessment, as appropriate. Additional text has been added regarding
sand transport systems, but the impacts (including cumulative) are
still expected to be less than significant because no structures would
be constructed in the midst of a transport corridor under the any of
the project alternatives (which is how solar developments disrupt
sand transport). The proposed action is not expected to contribute to
any cumulative sand transport impacts that may be associated with
other types of projects. Additional discussion about cumulative
effects to Mojave fringe-toed lizard habitat and water resources has
been added in the FEIS. Golden eagles would not be substantially
affected by the proposed action, and their populations in the desert
are stable (and increasing). Cumulative impacts to this species are
expected to be minimal (see also response to Comment N-18664,
BIO-17).

NEPA-2:

The purpose and need statement on page 1-4 of the DEIS does not
foreclose consideration of meaningful alternatives to the proposed
expansion areas; on the contrary, as described in Section 2.7,
numerous alternatives were considered in addition to the six action
aternatives and the No-Action Alternative that were carried forward
for analysis in the DEIS (Section 2.4). How the purpose and need
relates to the analysis of alternatives is addressed in Sections 2.2, 2.3,
and 2.7 of the DEIS.
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 17 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18664 (Page 17 of 20):

Cl-4

NEPA-2
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 18 of 20) Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 18 of 20):

N.2-19469



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 19 of 20) Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 19 of 20):

N.2-19470
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Comment | D: N-18664 (Page 20 of 20) Response to Comment N-18664 (Page 20 of 20):

N.2-19471
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Comment | D: N-18665 (Page 1 of 7) Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 1 of 7):

Name Withheld by Request
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Comment | D: N-18665 (Page 2 of 7)

Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 2 of 7):

Thank you for your comment and suggestions for project
aternatives. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS, the Marine
Corps considered these and other alternatives for the proposed
action, including suggestions offered by members of the public
during the public scoping period in late 2008. Several alternative
scenarios were considered and eliminated from detailed study
(including conducting the proposed MEB-sized MAGTF Training at
other military bases in the U.S)) because they did not meet the
purpose of and need for the proposed action or did not satisfy the
minimum screening criteria for identifying suitable lands for
acquisition (as described in Section 2.3 of the EIS).

Consideration of indirect effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD
budget and the National Deficit are outside the scope of this EIS
analysis. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action.

The EIS evaluates impacts to biological resources under each of the
action alternatives (see Section 4.10). The Marine Corps s currently
undergoing consultation with the USFWS service in regards to
impacts to the desert tortoise and other wildlife species.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft
operations under the proposed action may be periodically detected by
residents and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Fina EIS.
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Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18665 (Page 3 of 7)

Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 3 of 7):

The Marine Corps understands the public’'s concern in regards to
safety on lands used by the Marine Corps for training purposes.
Section 2.5 of the EIS outlines the measures that would be
implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6. Included are a series of
communication and notification procedures (modeled after BLM's
management plan for Johnson Valley) that would be implemented to
increase public awareness, as well as pre- and post-exercise range
control and management procedures that would enhance public

sdfety.

As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat Center Order 3500.4h SOP for
Range/Training Area and Airspace provides guidance for training
range operations, which includes routine range sweeps to remove
safety hazards and range clearance operations following every
exercise. The Marine Corps would continue these same procedures
on any acquired land area. In addition, the Marine Corps proposed
several measures (such as use of non dud-producing ordnance, range
sweep, and range clearance) that would be implemented under
Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would allow the Restricted Public Access
Areato be available for public use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

The Marine Corps understands the trend in availability of OHV land
and has considered the loss of OHV land over time in Chapter 5
under cumulative impacts to Recreation (see Section 5.4.2 of the
ElS). The EIS finds that the loss of availability of OHV land would
be a significant impact under the proposed action as well as a
significant cumulative impact.
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Comment | D: N-18665 (Page 4 of 7) Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 4 of 7):

Public comments on the EIS are an important part of the decision-
making process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and
will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.
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Comment I D: N-18665 (Page 5 of 7) Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 5 of 7):
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Comment | D: N-18665 (Page 6 of 7) Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 6 of 7):
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Comment I D: N-18665 (Page 7 of 7) Response to Comment N-18665 (Page 7 of 7):
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Comment ID: N-18666

Response to Comment N-18666:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19479
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Comment ID: N-18667

Response to Comment N-18667:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19480
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Comment ID: N-18668

Response to Comment N-18668:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19481
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Comment ID: N-18669

Response to Comment N-18669:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19482
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Comment ID: N-18670

Response to Comment N-18670:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19483
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Comment ID: N-18671

Response to Comment N-18671:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19484



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18672

Response to Comment N-18672:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.
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Comment ID: N-18673

Response to Comment N-18673:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.
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Comment ID: N-18674

Response to Comment N-18674:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The best available information for OHV
recreational spending patterns was identified and was used in
conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM about future
recreational visitor patterns and using average expenditure data
adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis. Public comments
on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making
process. This information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be
evauated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19487
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Comment ID: N-18675 Response to Comment N-18675:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request
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Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18676

Response to Comment N-18676:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
trend in availability of OHV land and has considered the loss of
OHV land over time in Chapter 5 under cumulative impacts to
Recreation (see Section 5.4.2 of the EIS). The EISfinds that the loss
of availability of OHV land would be a significant impact under the
proposed action as well as a significant cumulative impact.  The
Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under alternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.  The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts
under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in
the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.
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Comment ID: N-18677

Name Withheld by Request

Response to Comment N-18677:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
trend in availability of OHV land and has considered the loss of
OHV land over time in Chapter 5 under cumulative impacts to
Recreation (see Section 5.4.2 of the EIS). The EISfinds that the loss
of availability of OHV land would be a significant impact under the
proposed action as well as a significant cumulative impact.  The
Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under aternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.

N.2-19490



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18678 Response to Comment N-18678:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19491



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18679 Response to Comment N-18679:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

N.2-19492
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Comment I D: N-18680 Response to Comment N-18680:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.
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Comment ID: N-18681

Response to Comment N-18681.:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates visual impacts
under each of the action alternatives (refer to Section 4.5 of the EIS)
and acknowledges the impact to viewsheds in the Johnson Valley
OHV area. Asnoted in the EIS, there would be less than significant
impacts to visual resources for any aternative selected. The Marine
Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for recreation
and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within Johnson
Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even under
aternatives involving restricted public access to acquired aress.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.

N.2-19494
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Comment ID: N-18682

Response to Comment N-18682:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps understands the importance of
Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS anaysis finds that
acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a significant
impact to recreation, even under alternatives involving restricted
public access to acquired areas. The public involvement process has
led to the development of project alternatives (e.g., Alternatives 4, 5,
and 6) that would enable the Marine Corps to meet the minimum
live-fire and maneuver training requirements for a MEB while also
providing public access to as much of the Johnson Valley area as
possible for recreational use. Please refer to Sections 2.5 and 4.2 of
the EIS. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the
action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is
expected to be a direct economic impact to individual small
businesses that are dependent on limited recreational visitor spending
and direct regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to
reduced recreational and film industry spending. Under each of the
action alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities
and uses would continue to be available within specific portions of
Johnson Valley and during various portions of the year. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19495



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18683 Response to Comment N-18683:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19496



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18684 Response to Comment N-18684:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19497



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18685

Response to Comment N-18685:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19498



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18686

Response to Comment N-18686:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19499



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18687

Response to Comment N-18687:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19500



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18688

Response to Comment N-18688:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19501



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18689

Response to Comment N-18689:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19502



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18690

Response to Comment N-18690:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19503



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18691

Response to Comment N-18691.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19504



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18692

Response to Comment N-18692:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19505



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18693

Response to Comment N-18693:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19506



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18694

Response to Comment N-18694:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19507



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18695

Response to Comment N-18695:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19508



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18696

Response to Comment N-18696:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19509



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18697

Response to Comment N-18697:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19510



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18698

Response to Comment N-18698:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19511



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18699 (Page 1 of 2)

Response to Comment N-18699 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.  Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft
operations under the proposed action may be periodically detected by
residents and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

N.2-19512



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18699 (Page 2 of 2) Response to Comment N-18699 (Page 2 of 2):

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft
operations under the proposed action may be periodically detected by
residents and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

N.2-19513



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18700

Response to Comment N-18700:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
aternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year. The EIS evaluates
socioeconomic impacts under each of the action alternatives (see
Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct
economic impact to individual small businesses that are dependent
on limited recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts
from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and
film industry spending. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS, the
Marine Corps considered other alternatives for the proposed action,
including suggestions offered by members of the public during the
public scoping period in late 2008. Several alternative scenarios
were considered and eliminated from detailed study (including
conducting the proposed MEB-sized MAGTF Training at other
military bases in the U.S.) because they did not meet the purpose of
and need for the proposed action or did not satisfy the minimum
screening criteria for identifying suitable lands for acquisition (as
described in Section 2.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19514



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18701 Response to Comment N-18701:

The EIS evaluates impacts to biological resources under each of the
action alternatives (see Section 4.10). The Marine Corpsis currently
undergoing consultation with the USFWS service in regards to
impacts to the desert tortoise and other wildlife species. Section
2.8.4 of the EIS outlines several measures that would be taken to
reduce impacts from the proposed action to biological resources,
including establishment of desert tortoise protection areas.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19515



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18702 Response to Comment N-18702:

The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the
NEPA process.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19516



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18703

Name Withheld by Request

Response to Comment N-18703:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sdes and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19517



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18704 Response to Comment N-18704:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19518



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18705 Response to Comment N-18705:

The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the
NEPA process.

N.2-19519



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18706

Response to Comment N-18706:

Thank you for your comment. The EI'S evaluates noise impacts under
each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.9). As discussed in
Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise and vibrations associated with
ordnance use and aircraft operations under the proposed action may
be periodically detected by residents and other members of the
public, and may sometimes be an annoyance. In addition to the
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) time-averaged analysis
conducted in the Draft EIS, single-event noise modeling has been
conducted and the results added to Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19520



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18707 Response to Comment N-18707:

The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the
NEPA process.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19521



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18708 Response to Comment N-18708:

The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the
NEPA process.

N.2-19522



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18709

Response to Comment N-18709:

Thank you for your comment. Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS
identify and discuss impacts to Cultural Resources, respectively.
The EIS has been updated as appropriate to acknowledge
communities that may be applicable to the 1938 Small-Tract
Homestead Act.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19523



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18710

Name Withheld by Request

Response to Comment N-18710:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates impacts to
biological resources under each of the action dternatives (see
Section 4.10). The Marine Corps is currently undergoing
consultation with the USFWS service in regards to impacts to the
desert tortoise and other wildlife species. Section 2.8.4 of the EIS
outlines several measures that would be taken to reduce impacts
from the proposed action to biological resources, including
establishment of desert tortoise protection areas.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action alternatives
(see Section 4.9). Asdiscussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft operations
under the proposed action may be periodically detected by residents
and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivaent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19524



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18711

Name Withheld by Request

Response to Comment N-18711:

Thank you for your comment you submitted on May 19th 2011
regarding the proposed 29 Palms Training Land Acquisition /
Airspace Establishment project. The Marine Corps recognizes that
thisis an important topic for many different people and organizations
and it'simportant to usto receive public feedback on the proposal.

In regard to your specific concerns you listed in your comment, we
want to assure you that your specific property is not included in any
of our study areas. Your house and property are roughly two (2)
miles outside of the edge of our western study area. Y ou do not need
to worry about losing your house.

We here at the Combat Center are committed to being good
neighbors to the best of our ability. Though the public comment
period has ended, please feel free to contact us if you have any
concerns or questions about the project. For more information on the
project, please call 760-830-3764, or contact the program office by
mail at:

29 Palms Training Land /Airspace
MAGTF, MCGACC

Building 1554, Box 788104
Twentynine Palms, CA 92278-8104

Thank you again for your comment and we hope we reassured you
on your concern about your property and our project.
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Comment I D: N-18712 (Page 1 of 4)

Responseto Comment N-18712 (Page 1 of 4):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under alternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The public involvement
process has led to the development of project aternatives (e.g.,
Alternatives 4, 5, and 6) that would enable the Marine Corps to meet
the minimum live-fire and maneuver training requirements for a
MEB while also providing public access to as much of the Johnson
Valley area as possible for recreational use. Please refer to Sections
2.5and 4.2 of the EIS.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending. The section has been
updated to acknowledge specific communities such as Wonder
Valey and Homestead Valley. Furthermore, Sections 3.11 and 4.11
of the EIS has been updated as appropriate to address issues related
to the Small Homestead Act.
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Comment I D: N-18712 (Page 2 of 4) Responseto Comment N-18712 (Page 2 of 4):

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA

process.
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Comment I D: N-18712 (Page 3 of 4)

CR-1

AQ-1

NOI-1

Responseto Comment N-18712 (Page 3 of 4):
CR-1:

Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS identify and discuss impacts to
Cultural Resources, respectively. The EIS has been updated as
appropriate to acknowledge communities that may be applicable to
the 1938 Small-Tract Homestead Act.

AQ-1:

It is acknowledged that the proposed training exercises will generate
substantial amounts of fugitive dust, as shown in the EIS tables that
present estimations of air emissions for each project aternative. The
EIS disperson modeling analyses determined that fugitive dust
emissions would produce less than significant impacts to ambient
PM10 levels for Alternatives 1, 2, and 4-6. However, Alternative 3
would contribute to an exceedance of the national ambient air quality
standard for PM10.

NOI-1:

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft
operations under the proposed action may be periodically detected by
residents and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.
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Comment | D: N-18712 (Page 4 of 4) Responseto Comment N-18712 (Page 4 of 4):

NOI-1
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 1 of 20)

:| NEPA-1

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 1 of 20):
NEPA-1, NEPA-2, and NEPA-3:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.3 of the
Draft EIS, the purpose of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine
Corps training requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps
validated the need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire
and maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces. Currently, the Combat
Center can only accommodate live-fire and maneuver training for up
to two battalion task forces. Additional land areais needed to ensure
adequate separation distances for operation of the three battalions
required for MEB-sized training.

GEN-1:

Chapter 3 of the EIS contains background information for each
resource area, while impacts are analyzed in Chapter 4. All relevant
technical studies and additional information are contained as
appendicesin Volume 2. References cited are included in the project
Administrative Record.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 2 of 20)

NEPA-1

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 2 of 20):
NEPA-4:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.3 of the
Draft EIS, the purpose of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine
Corps training requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps
validated the need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire
and maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces. Currently, the Combat
Center can only accommodate live-fire and maneuver training for up
to two battalion task forces. Additional land areais needed to ensure
adequate separation distances for operation of the three battalions
required for MEB-sized training.

NEPA-5:

Section 4.13 of the EIS addresses impacts to water resources. As
described in the EIS, development of new groundwater sources in
other basins for potable water supply would not occur under the
proposed action. The analysis of water resources impactsis presented
in Section 4.13 of the EIS. A long-term water study is not within the
scope of this EIS. If one of the alternatives proposed in the EIS is
selected by the Department of the Navy and approved by Congress,
the Marine Corps would be required to implement the selected
aternative as described in the Final EIS or they would be legally
required to comply with the NEPA process to assess potential
impacts of some other course of action.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 3 of 20)

NEPA-1

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 3 of 20):
NOI-1:

Noise exposure from existing/current conditions are provided in
Chapter 3. Appendix H as four sections. H-1 through H-4. Sections
H-1 through H-3 contain a wealth of technical data used in the noise
modeling; Section H-4 isthe noise primer.

As explained in Section 3.9.3, the aircraft and ordnance operations
for the Baseline scenario was initially based on WR 02-13.
However, al modeled operations from Wr 02-13 were updated and
validated by the USMC to represent current activity. For example,
the EAF and airspace operations were updated in 2009-2010 for the
MV-22 West Coast Basing EIS as stated in Section 3.9.3.1.
Furthermore, ordnance operations from WR 02-13 were doubled
relative to the 2003 noise study to better represent current activity at
the Combat Center as stated in Section 3.9.3.1.

Modeling for the EAF is consistent with the Navy AICUZ
Instruction which recommends use of annual average daily
operations. If annual average busy day operations were modeled, it
is estimated CNEL would be only 3 dB greater than CNEL reported
in the DEIS and exposure to airfield noise exposure greater than or
egual to 65 dB would likely be fully contained within the Combat
Center boundary.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 4 of 20)

NEPA-1

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 4 of 20):
NOI-1 Continued:

Airspace flight operations are assessed using the CNELmr metric
consistent with Navy RAICUZ Instructions. This metric accounts
for the sporadic nature of airspace activity as well as the “startle’
effect caused by low-altitude high-speed flights (see Section 3.9.1).
The Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) metric was not specificaly
designed to measure impulsive sounds and although Lmax provides
supplemental noise exposure information, the correct noise metric
for assessment of land use compatibility is CNEL (and its
derivatives). In addition to the aforementioned high-atitude
refueling activity, modeled operations included low-altitude high-
speed flight operations characteristic of existing and proposed flight
activity at the Combat Center (see Appendix H).

BIO-1:

Analysis of noise impacts to wildlife in the Draft EIS were based on
the best available information. As noted in your comment, noise
modeling conducted for the proposed project was focused on impacts
to humans. The noise contours developed through the noise
modeling effort were considered in the analysis of impacts to
biological resources, and the noise metrics from those contours were
considered important even though they are weighted toward
frequencies important to humans. However, because peak sound
levels (and the frequency of occurrence of those sound levels) are of
greater concern in analysis of impacts to wildlife than the averaged
metrics used in analysis of noise impacts to humans, the biological
resources analysis focused more on the locations of ordnance
explosion (represented by WDZs and SDZs) and paths of task force
travel.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 5 of 20)

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

NEPA-3

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 5 of 20):
BIO-1 Continued:

Discussion is included throughout the EIS noting the proximity of
known populations to these WDZs, SDZs, and task force routes. In
addition to this discussion throughout the text, potential noise effects
are discussed for Nelson's bighorn sheep (page 4.10-14 and others)
and the desert tortoise (page 4.10-11).

BI1O-2:

Section D, Paragraphs 1-3: The Draft EIS contains the best available
information on the occurrence and -distribution of special status and
other status animal and plant species in the west study area. The
BLM is a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS, and was
unable to provide any wildlife or plant inventory information. As a
result, the detailed surveys conducted for the EIS, which include
surveys for: 1) tortoise abundance and density; 2) abundance of the
Mojave fringe-toed lizard, burrowing owl, Mojave ground squirrel,
and chuckwalla; 3) distribution and abundance of al sensitive plant
species; 4) occurrence of special status aquatic invertebrate species;
represent the best available information.

Section D, Paragraph 4: The Marine Corps is committed to
protection of the public and the environment. Section 4.4.2.3 of the
EIS discusses the management of hazardous materials and wastes
under the proposed action. Under any land acquisition scenario,
current procedures for spill prevention, containment, cleanup, and
management of hazardous wastes (including expended ordnance)
would be implemented as outlined in Combat Center Order 5090.1D
and environmental Standard Operating Procedures.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 6 of 20)

NEPA-3

GEN-1

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 6 of 20):
BIO-2 Continued:

Section D, Paragraph 5: The Draft EIS presents a discussion of
impacts to al sensitive plant and wildlife species known to be
present in the proposed action area. Impacts to the desert tortoise are
given appropriate prominence in the impact analysis, asit is the only
resident species listed under the Federal ESA.

Section D, Paragraphs 6-7. Whileit is true that survey methods have
changed and continue to change, it is not true that these changes
invalidate previous estimates of tortoise density or abundance. The
surveys conducted in 1997/1999 (Woodman et al. 2001) represent
the best available information for tortoise density on the Combat
Center. Tortoise surveys are currently being conducted at the
Combat Center as directed under the Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan and the Basewide Biological Opinion; however,
the results of these surveys will not be available until 2012 and thus
could not be included in the EIS. Surveys conducted for the study
areas (Karl 2010) used both the accepted USFWS protocol and the
TRED model survey. Calculations of abundance and density for
were performed for both methods for the preferred alternative
(Alternative 6) as part of the Section 7 consultation process with
USFWS. The values generated by these two methods were similar,
with the TRED model survey providing a smaller confidence interval
and greater precision than the USFWS. Therefore, the TRED model
survey was presented in the EIS as the most accurate and detailed
model. The conclusion drawn in your comment regarding the
comparison of tortoise densities on the Combat Center and the west
study area (Section D, paragraph 7) isinaccurate.
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Comment ID: N-18713 (Page 7 of 20)

GEN-1

NEPA-4

NEPA-5

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 7 of 20):
B10-2 Continued:

Information from one survey cannot be used to identify a trend — the
USFWS requires more than 10 years of surveys across their
monitoring strata to even begin to identify population trends
(USFWS 2010). Further, mountainous areas not suitable for desert
tortoises compose a much larger portion of the Combat Center than
in the west study area, thus leading to large areas of low desert
tortoise density on the Combat Center. Taking into account the
different density categories used in the Combat Center desert tortoise
density surveys as compared to the west study area surveys, as well
as the topography, the densities observed on the Combat Center after
decades of military training are roughly comparable to those
observed in the west study area — large areas of low densities with
pockets of moderate density where habitat is most suitable and
disturbance is lower.

Section D, Paragraph 8: The estimates of take presented in the Draft
EIS include a large range only when including potential impacts on
the existing Combat Center. Estimates of take in the lands to be
acquired have much less spread due to survey data with a greater
number of density “categories”. As noted in your comment, the
Marine Corps consulted with the USFWS under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act to formally identify an estimate of “take”
under the preferred alternative, as well as appropriate conservation
measures to minimize or offset potential impacts to tortoises and
tortoise habitat. The outcome of this consultation is detailed in the
Biological Opinion (see Appendix O of the FEIS). The Draft EIS
does not state that the project would have “no significant effects” on
biological resources, as your comment suggests.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 8 of 20)

NEPA-5

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 8 of 20):
BIO-2 Continued:

In several locations (e.g., Table ES-2, page 4.10-11, Table 4.10-14),
it is clearly stated that impacts to the desert tortoise would be
significant. Finally, a suite of mitigation measures being developed
with USFWS, such as a trandocation plan, designation of new
Special Use Areas, etc. are described in more detail in the Final EIS
and would be expected to reduce the take of tortoises, though not to a
level of less than significant.

REC-1:

Section 4.2.1, Approach to Analysis for Recreation, acknowledges
incomplete or unavailable information, therefore, in accordance with
CEQ regulations the Marine Corps conducted interviews with BLM
and other key recreation organizations and stakeholders to obtain
reliable data and assumptions on annual visitor-days of use. The
Marine Corps worked closely with BLM to develop reasonable
assumptions for estimated loss of visitor-days of use from Johnson
Valey as described under each action dternative.  These
assumptions were approved by BLM staff knowledgeable about and
responsible for recreation management of the Johnson Valley OHV
Area.

As a result of public and agency comments received on the Draft
ElS, the Marine Corps conducted a Displaced OHV Recreation
Study (DORS) to further evaluate displaced OHV use (legal and
illegal OHV activity) to support the development of the EIS. Results
of this study are referenced in the Final EIS.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 9 of 20)

NOI-1

Response to Comment N-18713 (Page 9 of 20):
REC-1 Continued:

The Marine Corps has determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 (all of
which provide for Restricted Public Access to some or all of the
acquired land area approximately 10 months of the year) are feasible
aternatives that would alow it to meet at least the minimum
identified training requirement. If one of these aternatives is
selected by the Department of the Navy and approved by Congress,
the Marine Corps would be required to implement the selected
aternative as described in the Final EIS or they would be legaly
required to comply with the NEPA process to assess potential
impacts of some other course of action.

AQ-1:

Comment noted. Table 5-3 in the FEIS has been revised to include
the 2009 GHG emissions for the Combat Center. The FEIS GHGs
cumulative analysis also compares proposed GHGs to these
emissions. The Fina EIS compared projected GHG emissions to
Combat Center baseline conditions and the U.S. GHG inventory.
However, the spreadsheet used to calculate GHGs for proposed
tactical vehicles/support equipment in the DEIS had some inaccurate
formulas that produced erroneously high GHG estimates (as shown
in Appendix G Tables G-8 and G-36). Hence, even though the FEIS
analysis includes additional sources of proposed GHGs, the total
GHG estimations for the project aternatives in the FEIS are lower
than those presented in the DEIS.

Climate change is aglobal effect or impact. As stated on DEIS page
5-33, currently, there are no formally adopted or published NEPA
thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. The Marine Corps
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 10 of 20)

NOI-1

BIO-1

BIO-2

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 10 of 20):
AQ-1 Continued:

chooses to use the U.S. GHG inventory as an indicator of the
baseline for global GHG emissions on which to compare proposed
GHG emissions. This comparison is deemed adequate to determine
the significance of proposed GHG emissions for NEPA purposes.
The fact that the Marine Corps utilized one of the approved methods
for demonstrating conformity that resulted in a commitment from the
MDAQMD to account for criteria emissions in their next attainment
planning budget bears no legal nexus to what standards should be
used to determine the significance of project GHG emissions.

SOC-1:

The best available information for OHV recreationa spending
patterns was identified and used as the basis for the analysis. The
Kroeger and Manalo 2007 study provided information for Southern
California OHV recreational spending. The dollar amounts were
adjusted to 2015 dollars.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be a direct economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending.

WAT-1:

Section 3.13.1 of the EIS states that all naturally occurring, surface
water features are ephemeral and contain water only during and after
infrequent rain events. The EIS also states that no information is
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Comment I D: N-18713 (Page 11 of 20)

BIO-2

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 11 of 20):
WAT-1 Continued:

available on existing water quality conditions associated with
intermittent wet areas (washes and playas) at the Combat Center. [t
is likely that water quality for intermittent flows is influenced by the
amounts of suspended sediment and/or dissolved salts, which are
expected to vary for different substrate types, such as bedrock,
aluvial fans, and playa surfaces.

The impacts to ephemeral streams or intermittent washes are
discussed on page 4.13-5 in section 4.13.2.1. The EIS mentions that
exercises avoid playas to the extent possible. Specifically, “Combat
Center Order 5090.1D (MAGTF Training Command 2006) provides
general guidance for avoiding impacts to natural resources, aswell as
specific guidance for avoiding disturbance of playas or other
sensitive areas. The existing INRMP and compliance under Combat
Center Order 5090.1D applies to existing and continued use in the
Combat Center and would be expanded to cover the acquisition
areas.”

AQ-2:

The purpose of the consideration of the Combat Center year 2002
emissionsin the DEISisto accurately identify the future baseline
conditions upon initiation of the proposed action in 2014 or 2015.
The level of 2002 emissions at the Combat Center, plus emissions
from the proposed MEB Building Block training exercises, would
not be expected to exceed the Combat Center year 2009 emissions.
This determination enabled the air quality analysisto focus on
impacts from the MEB Exercises, and to compare these impacts to
the most recent Combat Center emissions inventory (2009).
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Comment I D: N-18713 (Page 12 of 20)

BIO-2

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 12 of 20):

AQ-2 Continued:

Therefore, year 2002 is not some arbitrary point in the past, as stated
in the comment. Text has been added to Section 4.8 of the EISto
clarify assumptions used in the analysis.

AQ-3;

The method utilized by the Marine Corps to demonstrate conformity
in this case is gspecificaly prescribed by MDAQMD Rule
2002(H)(1)(e). The SIP revison method for demonstrating
conformity was not pre-decisional because, a the time that the
conformity analysis was submitted to the MDAQMD, no irreversible
or irretrievable commitments of resources had been dedicated to any
of the project aternatives. Moreover, the similarity of the air
impacts associated with each dternative and the flexibility of the
consultation process ensures that no particular institutional bias
supported the preferred alternative or any other aternative. In short,
both the Marine Corps and the State of California were free to
disapprove the preferred alternative and to consider air impacts
associated with other alternatives. That flexibility remains to this

day.

The following discussion illustrates the 9th Circuit’s approach to
timing of NEPA anadysis. “As provided in the regulations
promulgated to implement NEPA, ‘agencies shall integrate the
NEPA process with other planning at the earliest possible time to
insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to
avoid delays later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts.’
40 C.F.R. § 1501.2 (emphasis added); see also id. § 1502.5 (‘An
agency shall commence preparation of an [EIS] as close as possible
to the time the agency is developing or is presented with a
proposdl....").
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 13 of 20)

BIO-2

REC-1

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 13 of 20):
AQ-3 Continued:

Furthermore, (the Ninth Circuit) has interpreted these regulations as
requiring agencies to prepare NEPA documents, such as an EA or an
EIS, ‘before any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources.” Conner v. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441, 1446 (9th Cir. 1988);
see also EDF v. Andrus, 596 F.2d 848, 852 (9th Cir. 1979).” Metcalf
v. Daley, 214 F.3d 1135, 1143 (9th Cir. 2001).

In this case, only the emissions associated with the approved
alternative were submitted to the air quality experts for their review
and approval. However, any of the six aternatives could be
subjected to the same or similar analysis if it were chosen, even still
to thisday. Only one alternative was submitted in order to maintain
administrative efficiency and avoid unnecessary work requests to the
State agencies. No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of
resources were (or are) dedicated to the preferred alternative when
the conformity analyses were submitted to the State and Federal air
quality experts.

Neither MDAQMD Rule 2002 nor Part 93 of Title 40 of the CFR
requires the EPA to formally approve the conformity analysis for this
project. The Marine Corps provided EPA Region IX with its
conformity analysis along with all other required recipients discussed
in Rule 2002(E)&(F). This included publishing notice of the
availability of the conformity anaysis in localy published
newspapers.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 14 of 20)

REC-1

AQ-1

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 14 of 20):
AQ-3 Continued:

Section |, Last Paragraph: Although there have been informal
suggestions that particulate matter (PM) could play a role in Upper
Respiratory Tract Disease, there is no published literature that
demonstrates a linkage. Therefore, inclusion of such a statement
would be speculative. However, please note that text in the Fina
EIS has been revised to mention the potential for impacts to tortoises
and other animals due to reduced plant productivity associated with
dust deposition on leaf surfaces (see Wildlife, Desert Tortoise impact
discussions). Note that the author of the studies on productivity and
dust deposition noted that the summer rainstorms typical of the west
Mojave ameliorate much of the dust impact (Sharifi 1999).

AQ-4:

Compliance with ambient air quality standards is determined by
estimating the impacts of proposed emissions to “public lands’ and
not within the “facility” that contains these emissions. In the case of
the DEIS PM,, dispersion modeling analyses, the “facility” is
defined as any location within the Combat Center boundaries
proposed by each project alternative. Any location outside of these
boundaries is considered to be “public lands’. The focus of the
dispersion modeling anaysis is to identify the maximum project
PMjo impact on public lands, which would occur immediately
outside of these boundaries. Thisis the case, as due to the nature of
atmospheric dispersion, “PM o disperses quickly over distance’, as
acknowledged by the commenter. Therefore, the DEIS and project
PM o conformity determination did not under-report modeled PM o
impacts.
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 15 of 20)

AQ-1

SOC-1

Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 15 of 20):
NEPA-6:

The proposed action and aternatives, including the No-Action
Alternative are described in Chapter 2 of the EIS. Although the No-
Action Alternative does not meet the purpose of and need for the
proposed action, it has been carried forward for analysisin the EIS as
described in Chapter 4 under each resource area.  Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action.

NEPA-7:

The Marine Corps does not have the authority to designate recreation
lands as mitigation for the proposed action. The EIS determined that
impacts to Recreation (under all action alternatives) would be
significant and that no mitigation measures would fully reduce the
impacts to below alevel of significance.

NEPA-8:

In accordance with NEPA, the EIS discloses and analyzes the
environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives
under each resource area, as described in Chapter 4 of the EIS.

AQ-5:

Comment noted. The FEIS includes definitions of sensitive
receptors and qualitatively discusses how proposed air emissions
would impact these receptors.
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Comment I D: N-18713 (Page 16 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 16 of 20):

SOC-1

WAT-1

AQ-2

AQ-3
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Comment I D: N-18713 (Page 17 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 17 of 20):

AQ-3

AQ-4
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Comment I D: N-18713 (Page 18 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 18 of 20):

AQ-4

NEPA-6

NEPA-7
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Comment I D: N-18713 (Page 19 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 19 of 20):

NEPA-7

NEPA-8

AQ-5
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Comment | D: N-18713 (Page 20 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18713 (Page 20 of 20):
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Comment I D: N-18714 (Page 1 of 2)

Responseto Comment N-18714 (Page 1 of 2):
Thank you for your comments.

As discussed in the EIS, implementation of the proposed action is
likely to result in an increase in illegal riding in the form of trespass
on BLM, state, or private lands (refer to Section 4.2). The potential
for such illegal riding has been considered in the EIS; including
potential adverse impacts on the Desert Tortoise (see Section 4.10).
The EIS aso evaluates several special conservation measures (refer
to Section 4.2.2.1) to reduce these potentialy significant impacts.
Additional information regarding the potential for illegal OHV use
has been added to Section 4.2.

During the planning process, the Marine Corps determined that the
de-designation of wilderness areas was nhot a viable option.
Screening criteria #5 (see Section 2.3.1 of the EIS) states that any
aternatives selected would avoid congressionally designated
wilderness areas, parks, wildlife refuges, etc. Section 2.4.3 of the
EIS describes an action alternative (Alternative 3) that would involve
acquisition of land east of the current Combat Center without
needing to de-designate wilderness area, and this alternative was
carried forward for analysis in the EIS. Ultimately, Congress will
make the final decision about proceeding with the proposed action.
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Comment | D: N-18714 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18714 (Page 2 of 2):
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Comment ID: N-18715

Response to Comment N-18715:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The Marine Corps has
determined that Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 would enable the Marine
Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Under each of the action dternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. If one of these alternatives is selected by the
Department of the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine
Corps would be required to implement the selected alternative as
described in the Final EIS or they would be legally required to
comply with the NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some
other course of action. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19552



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18716 (Page 1 of 2)

Responseto Comment N-18716 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending.

The EIS evaluates impacts to biological resources under each of the
action aternatives (see Section 4.10). The Marine Corps is currently
undergoing consultation with the USFWS service in regards to
impacts to the desert tortoise and other wildlife species.

The Marine Corps does not have the authority to designate recreation
lands as mitigation for the proposed action. The EIS determined that
impacts to Recreation (under all action alternatives) would be
significant and that no mitigation measures would fully reduce the
impacts to below alevel of significance.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). Asdiscussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft operations
under the proposed action may be periodically detected by residents
and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an

N.2-19553



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18716 (Page 2 of 2)

Response to Comment N-18716 (Page 2 of 2)

annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Fina EIS.

The Marine Corps understands the importance of the affected
airspace with respect to the local aviation community and the EIS
concludes that the acquisition of airspace proposed for each
aternative would cause a significant impact to airspace. As
indicated in the Draft EIS, no airspace decision has been or would be
made before complete environmental review and consultation with
the FAA, other stakeholders, and the public. The Marine Corps is
currently undergoing consultation with the FAA in regards to the
proposed airspace. Airspace dimensions, altitudes, and times
required may change as this cooperative effort is conducted. Please
refer to Section 1.5.3.2 for information on the FAA airspace proposal
process.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19554



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18717

Response to Comment N-18717:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year. The EIS evaluates
socioeconomic impacts under each of the action alternatives (see
Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct
economic impact to individual small businesses that are dependent
on limited recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts
from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and
film industry spending. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19555



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18718 Response to Comment N-18718:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. The Marine Corps
appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19556



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18719 (Page 1 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18719 (Page 1 of 5):

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA

process.

N.2-19557



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18719 (Page 2 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18719 (Page 2 of 5):

N.2-19558



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18719 (Page 3 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18719 (Page 3 of 5):

N.2-19559



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18719 (Page 4 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18719 (Page 4 of 5):

N.2-19560



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18719 (Page 5 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18719 (Page 5 of 5):

N.2-19561



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 1 of 12)

Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 1 of 12):

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

N.2-19562



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 2 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 2 of 12):

N.2-19563



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 3 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 3 of 12):

N.2-19564



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 4 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 4 of 12):

N.2-19565



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 5 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 5 of 12):

N.2-19566



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 6 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 6 of 12):

N.2-19567



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 7 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 7 of 12):

N.2-19568



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 8 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 8 of 12):

N.2-19569



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 9 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 9 of 12):

N.2-19570



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18720 (Page 10 of 12) Response to Comment N-18720 (Page 10 of 12):

N.2-19571



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18720 (Page 11 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18720 (Page 11 of 12):

N.2-19572



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18720 (Page 12 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18720 (Page 12 of 12):

N.2-19573



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18721

Responseto Comment N-18721 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis finds
that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a significant
impact to recreation, even under alternatives involving restricted public
access to acquired areas.  Under each of the action alternatives, many of
the current recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be
available within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under
each of the action aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS,
there is expected to be a direct economic impact to individual small
businesses that are dependent on limited recreational visitor spending
and direct regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to
reduced recreationa and film industry spending.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft operations
under the proposed action may be periodically detected by residents and
other members of the public, and may sometimes be an annoyance. In
addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) time-
averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-event noise
modeling has been conducted and the results added to Section 4.9 of the
Final EIS.

The EIS evaluates impacts to biological resources under each of the
action aternatives (see Section 4.10). The Marine Corps is currently
undergoing consultation with the USFWS service in regards to impacts
to the desert tortoise and other wildlife species.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-
making process. This information becomes part of the Fina EIS and
will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy during its decision
process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates
your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19574



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18722 Response to Comment N-18722:

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, property values
are not anticipated to decrease directly or indirectly from impacts of
the proposed action.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19575



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18723

Response to Comment N-18723:

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evauates noise impacts
under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.9). As discussed
in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise and vibrations associated with
ordnance use and aircraft operations under the proposed action may
be periodically detected by residents and other members of the
public, and may sometimes be an annoyance. In addition to the
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) time-averaged analysis
conducted in the Draft EIS, single-event noise modeling has been
conducted and the results added to Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19576



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18724 (Page 1 of 2)

Responseto Comment N-18724 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
public’s concern in regards to safety on lands used by the Marine
Corps for training purposes. Section 2.5 of the EIS outlines the
measures that would be implemented under Alternative 4, 5, or 6.
Included are a series of communication and notification procedures
(modeled after BLM's management plan for Johnson Valley) that
would be implemented to increase public awareness, as well as pre-
and post-exercise range control and management procedures that
would enhance public safety.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19577



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18724 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18724 (Page 2 of 2):

N.2-19578



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18725 (Page 1 of 3)

Responseto Comment N-18725 (Page 1 of 3):

Thank you for your comment. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic
impacts under each of the action alternatives (see Section 4.3). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited
recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost
sdes and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending. The section has been updated to acknowledge
specific communities such as Wonder Valley and Homestead
Valley. Furthermore, Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS has been
updated as appropriate to address issues related to the Small
Homestead Act.

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some
noise and vibrations associated with ordnance use under the
proposed action may be periodicaly detected by residents and other
members of the public from a distance, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. The results of additional single-event noise modeling
have been added to Section 4.9 of the EIS to contribute to the
evaluation of noise impacts.

If one of the proposed alternatives is selected by the Department of
the Navy and approved by Congress, the Marine Corps would be
required to implement the selected alternative as described in the
Final EIS or they would be legally required to comply with the
NEPA process to assess potential impacts of some other course of
action.

N.2-19579



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18725 (Page 2 of 3) Responseto Comment N-18725 (Page 2 of 3):

N.2-19580



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18725 (Page 3 of 3) Responseto Comment N-18725 (Page 3 of 3):

N.2-19581



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18726 (Page 1 of 2)

Responseto Comment N-18726 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose
of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training
requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the
need to establish a large-scale training area for live fire and
maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. The Marine Corps appreciates your
comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19582



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18726 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18726 (Page 2 of 2):

N.2-19583



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18727 (Page 1 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18727 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. Munitions constituents and toxic
chemical release reporting requirements are described in Section 3.4
and 4.4 of the EIS. As described in the EIS the Combat Center
complies with the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-
Know Act (EPCRA) Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) program, and all
other federal, state, and local requirements regarding hazardous
materials and wastes, and would continue to do so under the
proposed action.

N.2-19584



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18727 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18727 (Page 2 of 2):

N.2-19585



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 1 of 20)

GEN-1
GEN-2

:I GEN-3

JGEN-4

LU-1

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 1 of 20):

GEN-1:

Thanks for your comment. The discrepancy between the text on
page 1-16 and the number of ranges listed in Table B-2 has been
corrected.

GEN-2:

Section 2.8 describes the Preferred Alternative evaluation. As
indicated in the EIS, Alternative 1 is the best aternative from an
operational perspective, while Alternative 5 is the best aternative
from an environmental perspective. Alternative 6 was determined to
be the Preferred Alternative based on the training value afforded and
the amount of land area that would still be available and accessible to
the public for recreational purposes.

GEN-3:

Section 2.8 of the EIS has been updated to clarify the distinction
between special conservations measures incorporated into the
proposed action and potential mitigation measures that have been
identified for certain resources under specific alternatives.

GEN-4:

A reference for the REVA study has been added to Section 2.8.7 as
suggested. As indicated in the text, the IESS is currently being
prepared, therefore, no referenceis currently available.

LU-1:

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

N.2-19586



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 2 of 20)

LU-1

REC-1

REC-2

jLU-Z

:|LU-3
:|LU-4

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 2 of 20):
REC-1:

The specific details on management of the RPAA have not been
formalized at this time. Section 2.5 outlines the management
procedures that have been developed at this time. |If the alternative
selected is one that would involve an RPAA, a Recreation
Management Plan would be developed that would address these
details (see Section 4.25.4). While preparing the Recreation
Management Plan, the Marine Corps would solicit input from the
public, BLM, and other agencies.

REC-2:

Section 4.2 analyzes impacts to recreation. An additional study of
impacts to recreation and loss of recreational lands was completed
and the EIS has been updated appropriately.

LU-2:

A reference has been added as suggested. Appendix B is stand-alone
to the EIS, therefore, redundancy should be expected and no change
has been made.

LU-3:

Comment noted. Only active and potentially active mines were
guantified for the impact analysis. Other non-operating mines and
mining facilities would be further identified after completion of this
NEPA analysis, as part of the real estate survey and appraisal
process, if one of the action alternatives were selected.

N.2-19587



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 3 of 20)

REC-2

REC-3

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 3 of 20):
LU-4:

Figure 3.1-4 showsthe open BLM OHV areasin the immediate
vicinity of the Proposed Acquisition Study Areas and is not intended
to include all the regional OHV areas. Figure 3.2-3 shows a broader
view of the regional OHV areasin relation to the Proposed
Acquisition Study Areas. In addition, Appendix M includes
additional dataregarding regional OHV areas.

REC-2:

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

REC-3:

Based on public input and comments, a Displaced OHV Recreation
Study (DORS) has been completed and added to the EIS. Please see
Appendix M and Section 4.2 for more information.

SOC-1:

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

SOC-2:

The data presented is the most current data available from the US
Census Bureau.

N.2-19588



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 4 of 20)

SOC-1

SOC-2

PHS-1

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 4 of 20):
PHS-1:

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

PHS-2:

Appendix F identifies munitions proposed for use under the proposed
action and the hazards that are associated, including any explosive
hazards. Asindicated in the notes, the Cadiz Lake Sonic Target #3 is
located within the former southeast study area, see Figure 2-3.

AQ-1:

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Section
3.8.2.

BIO-1:

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

BI1O-2:

Figures have been updated as appropriate to show the correct south
study area boundary and show identified wildlife linkages.

N.2-19589



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 5 of 20) Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 5 of 20):
CR-1, GEO-1, and WAT-1:

- Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

WAT-2:

As indicated by the legend, Figure 3.13-1 shows watersheds and
playalake beds, hence the multiple names seen on the figure.

GEN-5and AIR-2:
PHS-1

The evaluation criteria used for analyzing impact is discussed at the
beginning of each resource section in Chapter 4.

GEN-6:

Consideration of cost of the project are outside the scope of this EIS
analysis, athough it is one of the severa factors decision makers
consider when selecting an aternative. Ultimately, Congress will
make the final decision about proceeding with the proposed action.

PHS-2

AQ-1

N.2-19590



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 6 of 20)

AQ-1

BIO-1

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 6 of 20):

AIR-1:

Asindicated in the Draft EI'S, no airspace decision has been or would
be made before complete environmental review and consultation
with the FAA, other stakeholders, and the public. The Marine Corps
is currently undergoing consultation with the FAA in regards to the
proposed airspace for the preferred alternative. Airspace
dimensions, altitudes, and times required may change as this
cooperative effort is conducted and if the preferred alternative is
changed. Please refer to Section 1.5.3.2 for information on the FAA
airspace proposal process.

AlIR-2:

Table 4.7-11 provides a summary of impacts for each aternative. For
a more in-depth explanation of impact conclusion please see the
discussion within Section 4.7.

GEN-7:
Thank you for your comment.
NOI-1:

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). Asdiscussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
and vibrations associated with ordnance use under the proposed
action may be periodically detected by residents and other members
of the public from a distance, and may sometimes be an annoyance.
The results of additional single-event noise modeling have been
added to Section 4.9 of the EIS to contribute to the evaluation of
noise impacts. An overview of assumptions used for the noise
analysis is presented in Section 4.9.1.1 with a more detailed
discussion contained in Appendix H with the noise modeling.

N.2-19591



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 7 of 20)

BIO-1

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 7 of 20):

GEN-8:

A summary of public scoping issues is contained at the beginning of
each resource section in Chapter 4 of the EIS, titled “Public Scoping
Issues’. The section does not list specific comments, rather
summarizes the comments provided as key issues and themes.

GEN-9:

Mitigation measures were developed if feasible for resource area
aternatives for which significant impacts were expected. As noted
in the EIS, less than significant noise impacts are expected or no
mitigation measures were determined to be feasible (in addition to
the Special Conservation Measures outlined in Section 2.8).

LU-5:

Table 4.1-1 of the EIS provides summary of impacts to land use
under all aternatives.

REC-4:

Section 3.2 of the EIS identifies areas that are open for legal OHV
riding. This information is utilized in the analysis in Section 4.2.
Table 4.2-6 provides summary of impacts to recreation under all
alternatives. Recreation SCMs 1-3 would apply to all aternatives.
Mitigation Measure REC-1 would apply only to alternatives 4, 5, and
6 as discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIS.

N.2-19592



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 8 of 20)

BIO-1

BIO-2

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 8 of 20):

WAT-3:

The EIS has been revised to update the project description for the
Cadiz Conservation and Storage Project using the information
provided by comment letters from Cadiz Inc and others.

SOC-3:

Table 4.3-16 of the EIS provides summary of impacts to
socioeconomics under al aternatives. As indicated in the table,
there would be less than significant or no impact to socioeconomics
from implementation of the proposed action alternatives.

PHS-3:

Anaysis of impacts from the presence of the high-pressure natural
gas pipeline is contained in Section 4.4 (Public Health and Safety)
due to the safety hazard if heavy military vehicles continually cross
at the same points or if maneuver activities compromise the integrity
of underground pipelines, resulting in potential impacts if an
underground pipeline ruptures.

Beneficial impacts are identified for resource area action alternatives
were only noted when they exist.

N.2-19593



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 9 of 20)

CR-1

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 9 of 20):

TRAN-1:

Table 4.6-2 of the EIS has been updated to refer to mitigation
measure TRAN-1. As noted in Section 4.6.4.3 of the EIS athough
impacts would be lessened with implementation of mitigation
measure TRAN-1, it is expected that impacts to transportation and
circulation would still be significant since there are no other paved
roads in the vicinity of North Amboy Road.

AIR-3:
Table 4.7-7 of the EIS has been updated to clarify impacts.
BIO-3:

Text in Section 4.10 has been modified to clarify the lack or presence
of wildlife linkages. Level of impact to biological resources depends
on the species and alternative. Please see table 4.10-14 for alisting
by aternative of significant impacts (SI), significant impact
mitigable to less than significant (SI-M), and less than significant
impact (LSI). Table 4.10-14 of the EIS has been updated to refer to
mitigation measures for biological resources.

CR-2:

Table 4.11-1 identifies archaeological sites by aternatives. Potential
mitigation measures for cultural resources are described in Section
4.11.2.4 of the EIS.

N.2-19594



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 10 of 20)

CR-1

Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 10 of 20):

GEN-10:

Chapter 6 contains tables that contain a summary of environmental
impacts under each action alternative, potential mitigation measures,
and summary of cumulative impacts. The chapter is designed to be a
summary; therefore, there will be tables that are duplicated from
other areas of the document.

Asindicated in the Draft EI'S, no airspace decision has been or would
be made before complete environmental review and consultation
with the FAA, other stakeholders, and the public. The Marine Corps
is currently undergoing consultation with the FAA in regards to the
proposed airspace for the preferred alternative. Airspace
dimensions, dtitudes, and times required may change as this
cooperative effort is conducted and if the preferred alternative is
changed, therefore, mitigation measure AM-1 is applicable to al
aternatives. Please refer to Section 1.5.3.2 for information on the
FAA airspace proposal process.

Table 6.3 should read “Summary of Cumulative Impacts’. The EIS
has been modified to reflect this change.

Appropriate regulatory framework has been identified in Chapter 3
for each resource area.

No glossary or index has been included with the EIS. A summary
“How To Use This Document” is provided on the backside of the
cover page and atable of contents occurs at the beginning of the EIS
to provide a layout of document content. As required by NEPA, the
EIS was written at a level that is understandable by the public and
technical jargon is explained as needed within each resource section.
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 11 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 11 of 20):

GEO-1
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 12 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 12 of 20):

GEO-1

WAT-1
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 13 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 13 of 20):

WAT-1
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 14 of 20)

WAT-1

WAT-2

GEN-5

GEN-6

Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 14 of 20):
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 15 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 15 of 20):

AIR-1

AlIR-2

AQ-2

GEN-7

NOI-1

GEN-8

GEN-9

NOI-1
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 16 of 20)

GEN-9

:| LU-5

:| GEN-8

REC-4

GEN-9

WAT-3

Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 16 of 20):
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 17 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 17 of 20):

GEN-9

SOC-3

J L

PHS-3

GEN-8

GEN-9

GEN-8

GEN-9

TRAN-1

GEN-8

AIR-3

N.2-19602
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 18 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 18 of 20):

GEN-8

:| BIO-3

GEN-9

BIO-3

GEN-8

CR-2

 —

GEN-8

GEN-9

GEN-10

—
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 19 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18728 (Page 19 of 20):

GEN-10

N.2-19604
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Comment | D: N-18728 (Page 20 of 20) Response to Comment N-18728 (Page 20 of 20):

GEN-10
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 1 of 10)

AQ-1

Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 1 of 10):
AQ-1:

Thank you for your comment. Table 3.8-1 of the DEIS includes the
National/California ambient air quality standards (N/CAAQS) that
are most applicable to the evauation of the project aternatives,
although it inadvertently does not include the CAAQS for 24-hour
SO2. Table 3.8-1 does not contain the State standards for sulfates,
hydrogen sulfide, or vinyl chloride, as the project alternatives would
emit only minor amounts or none of these pollutants. A full listing
of the N/CAAQS is available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aaqs?. pdf.

Section 4.8.1.2 of the EIS defines annual emission thresholds that are
used as indicators in the air quality analysis to determine if proposed
emissions would contribute to a significant impact. In other words,
these emission thresholds determine the potential for proposed
emissions to contribute to an exceedance of the ambient air quality
standards.

AQ-2:

Many of the dust control measures listed in the comment are not
applicable to proposed construction or operations. Section 3.8.2.3 of
the EIS identifies one of the main MDAQMD rules that would apply
to project emissions — Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust). MDAQMD Rule
403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area
[MDPA]), also would apply to proposed construction activities that
occur in the project West and South Study Areas, but no other aress,
as they would occur outside of the MDPA. Rule 403.2 would not
apply to project operations, as they are not applicable source
categoriesidentified in the rule (Section 403.2(A)(2)).
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 2 of 10)

AQ-1

Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 2 of 10):
AQ-2 Continued:

However, the project alternatives would cover the surfaces of new
dirt roads constructed within these areas with gravel, which would
minimize fugitive dust emissions from vehicles that operate on these
roads. In addition, DEIS Section 4.8.2.1 identifies Special
Conservation Measures (SCMs) for proposed construction activities
that would exceed the applicable dust contral requirements in Rule
403.2.

The DEIS peformed a dispersion modeling anaysis which
determined that fugitive dust emissions from proposed operations
would produce less than significant impacts to ambient PM 10 levels
for Alternatives 1, 2, and 4-6. However, the analysis determined that
Alternative 3 would contribute to an exceedance of the NAAQS for
PM10. Therefore, except for Project Alternative 3, the project
aternatives would comply with the purpose of MDAQMD Rule
403.2, which is to ensure that the NAAQS for PM10 will not be
exceeded due to anthropogenic sources of fugitive dust within the
MDPA (Section 403.2(A)(2)(a)).

In addition to the MDAQMD rules identified above, Section 3.8.2.1
of the DEIS states that MDAQMD Rule 2002 (General Federal
Actions Conformity) would apply to proposed construction and
operation. As discussed below, proposed activities also would
comply with this rule. Therefore, the EIS evaluated all applicable
MDAQMD rules and regulations that apply to proposed construction
and operation.
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 3 of 10)

AQ-1

AQ-2

AQ-3

NOI-1

Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 3 of 10):

AQ-3

Regarding the adequacy of the project conformity evaluations, please
see the responses to DEIS comments N-18713, AQ-3 and 2247, AQ-
1. Appendix G.1.1 of the DEIS includes a letter from the
MDAQMD stating their concurrence that the proposed action would
comply with the requirements of MDAQMD Rule 2002, i.e., that the
proposed action would conform to the State Implementation Plan
(SIP).

NOI-1:

Appendix H has four sections — H-1 through H-4. Sections H-1
through H-3 contain a wealth of technical data used in the noise
modeling. Only Section H-4 is the noise primer. Noise exposure
from existing/current conditions are provided in Section 3.9. The
EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action alternatives in
Section 4.9. As noted in Section 4.1.2.7, Sensitive Land Uses, there
are no sensitive receptors located within the areas where 62 dBC
CNEL countour extends outside of the proposed boundaries. As
discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise and vibrations
associated with ordnance use under the proposed action may be
periodically detected by residents and other members of the public
from a distance, and may sometimes be an annoyance. The results of
additional single-event noise modeling have been added to Section
4.9 of the EIS to contribute to the evaluation of noise impacts.
Impacts from noise and vibration would be less than significant,
therefore, no mitigation measures have been proposed.
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 4 of 10)

NOI-1

Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 4 of 10):
GEO-1:

Asindicated in Section 3.12 of the EIS public health and saf ety
regarding earthquake-related hazards are addressed by the Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, State Seismic Hazards Mapping
Act, and the California Building Code. Section 4.12.1.1 and 4.12.1.2
of the EI'S discuss methodology and evaluation criteria, respectively,
in regards to the analysis for impacts to geological resourcesin
regards to the identified regulatory framework.

CR-1:

Section 2.8.5 identifies Special Conservation Measures that would be
implemented to manage cultural resources, including pal eontol ogical
resources.

PHS-1:

The list of Regulatory Framework provided has been reviewed and
incorporated into the EIS as appropriate.
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 5 of 10)

NOI-1

Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 5 of 10):
GEN-1:

No glossary or index has been included with the EIS. A summary
“How To Use This Document” is provided on the backside of the
cover page and a table of contents occurs at the beginning of the EIS
to provide a layout of document content. As required by NEPA, the
EIS was written at a level that is understandable by the public and
technical jargon is explained as needed within each resource
section.

The Marine Corps has kept the public informed as required by
NEPA, including holding public scoping meetings before preparation
of the Draft EIS, additional public meetings during the public review
period for the Draft EIS, and encouraging the public to comment on
the Draft EIS. In addition, the Marine Corps provided a 90-day
public comment period for the Draft EIS, twice the minimum
duration required by NEPA. The Marine Corps took additional steps
to make the document publicly accessible for review and comment
(e.g., project website, mailings, press releases, etc.). The Marine
Corps has proactively reached out to interested stakeholders to
ensure that their concerns were identified.
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 6 of 10) Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 6 of 10):

NOI-1
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 7 of 10) Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 7 of 10):

NOI-1

N.2-19612



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 8 of 10) Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 8 of 10):

NOI-1

GEO-1

CR-1
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 9 of 10) Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 9 of 10):

CR-1

PHS-1

N.2-19614
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Comment | D: N-18729 (Page 10 of 10) Response to Comment N-18729 (Page 10 of 10):

PHS-1

GEN-1

N.2-19615
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Comment I D: N-18730 (Page 1 of 3)

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

NEPA-3

NEPA-4

NEPA-5

Responseto Comment N-18730 (Page 1 of 3):

NEPA-1:

Thank you for your comment. The FEIS will have a CEQ compliant
cover sheet. As for the abstract, a document of this size justifies
more than one paragraph.

NEPA-2:

The CEQ regulations at 40 CFR § 1502.12 do not require a Summary
to be less than 15 pages. The regulations say a Summary should
usually be no longer than 15 pages. The longer the document, the
longer the Summary will likely be. Major conclusions are found in
Table ES-2. Areas of controversy, as raised during the scoping
process are addressed on pages ES-5 and ES-6.

NEPA-3:
Comment noted.
NEPA-4:

The cited regulation requires the EIS to briefly specify the
underlying purpose and need of the proposed action. Paragraph 1.3.1
on page 1-4 of the DEIS states the who, what, where, when and why
of the proposed action. How the purpose and need relates to the
proposed action is addressed in Chapter 2 of the DEIS. The
screening criteriafor aternatives are included in Section 2.3

NEPA-5:

Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations
(46 Fed. Reg. 18026) clarifies the CEQ regulations, “In order to
avoid duplication between these two [alternatives and environmental
consequences| sections, most of the ‘aternatives’ section should be
devoted to describing and comparing the alternatives.” Chapter 2
presents the alternatives in comparative form and is indeed based on
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Comment | D: N-18730 (Page 2 of 3)

NEPA-6

NEPA-7

NEPA-8

Response to Comment N-18730 (Page 2 of 3):
NEPA-5 Continued:

the information and analysis of Chapters 3 and 4. All reasonable
aternatives, i.e., those meeting the selection criteria and the purpose
and need of the proposed action, are considered. The alternatives
you suggest do not meet these standards. Section 2.7 on pages 2-95
to 2-99 discusses why a variety of aternatives were considered but
eliminated. Section 2.8 on pages 2-99 to 2-107 describes Special
Conservation Measures that are part of the proposed action.
Potential mitigation measures are addressed in Chapter 4. Table ES-
28 in the Executive Summary and Table 6-2 in Chapter 6 cover al
mitigation measures.

NEPA-6:

The Affected Environment section presents the baseline conditions
that would continue under the No-Action Alternative. The
description of the affected environment as presented in the EIS
enables decisionmakers, resource agencies, and the public to
compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action
alternatives. Chapter 3 on the Affected Environment seeks to provide
the reader with the essential information on each resource area.
Resource areas of greater impact importance are comparatively
longer than are those of lessimpact. For example, the Transportation
and Circulation section is seven pages in length, while the Biological
Resources section is 62 pages.

NEPA-T7:

Chapter 4 begins each resource section by explaining the
methodology used to analyze each alternative’'s impact on that
resource area, the evauation criteria used to determine the
significance of such impacts, and issues that were raised about each

N.2-19617



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18730 (Page 3 of 3)

NEPA-8

Responseto Comment N-18730 (Page 3 of 3):

NEPA-7 Continued:

resource area during the public scoping process. Both direct and
indirect impacts area analyzed. Each resource section concludes
with asummary of impacts for each aternative. The geographic and
temporal boundaries for the Cumulative Effects section are described
in Section 5.2. Finadly, the EIS does use conditional language, i.e.,
“would” instead of “will” throughout the document. The USMC has
reviewed the EIS to ensure there are no improper uses of “will.”

NEPA-8:

Appendix B provides the reader with a more detailed description of
all 23 training areas and any current restriction or focused uses that
may apply. None of the activities, or operations contemplated by the
proposed action would result in stationary or area sources of
hazardous air pollutants. Similarly, the proposed action implicates
no source category governed by emissions guidelines or new source
performance standards. All mobile sources would be in compliance
with all requiremens of applicable regulations and standards.

Thisis a Draft EIS; consultation with the USFWS was ongoing at the
time of the DEIS publication. Final results of that consultation are
included in the FEIS. The DEIS thoroughly analyzes the impacts of
each alternative on various biological resources. See Section 4.10-1
to 4.10-60. Specia Conservation Measures for biological resources
are described in Section 2.8.4. Potential mitigation measures are aso
described in Section 4.10. Public Health and Safety, including traffic
accidents, are addressed in Sections 4.4 and 4.6.
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Comment | D: N-18731 (Page 1 of 4)

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

Responseto Comment N-18731 (Page 1 of 4):
NEPA-1:

Comment noted.

NEPA-2:

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military
bases in the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although
the Army and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and
sometimes execute similar missions, they have very different training
requirements. The MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal
organization for conducting missions across the range of military
operations. MAGTFs employ and integrate air- and ground-based
operations. The Marine Corps is legaly required to provide forces
of combined arms, which is a unique Marine Corps mission and
capability. MAGTF training involves a fully integrated live fire
environment. MAGTF training employs a progressive approach,
starting with combined arms integration techniques and procedures
at the company level and culminating in afinal exercise involving all
elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized
training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have
ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms
live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to
better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements would
preclude the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the
EIS for more information about alternatives that were considered but
not carried forward for analysisin the EIS.
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Comment I D: N-18731 (Page 2 of 4) Responseto Comment N-18731 (Page 2 of 4):

NEPA-2

N.2-19620
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Comment I D: N-18731 (Page 3 of 4) Responseto Comment N-18731 (Page 3 of 4):

NEPA-2
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Comment | D: N-18731 (Page 4 of 4) Responseto Comment N-18731 (Page 4 of 4):

NEPA-2

N.2-19622
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Comment I D: N-18732 (Page 1 of 2)

Responseto Comment N-18732 (Page 1 of 2):

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS,
the Marine Corps considered severa alternative scenarios for the
proposed action (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized Marine
Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training at other military bases in
the U.S.) but eliminated them from detailed study. Although the Army
and the Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and sometimes execute
similar missions, they have very different training requirements. The
MAGTF is the Marine Corps principal organization for conducting
missions across the range of military operations. MAGTFs employ and
integrate air- and ground-based operations. The Marine Corpsislegally
required to provide forces of combined arms, which is a unique Marine
Corps mission and capability. MAGTF training involves a fully
integrated live fire environment. MAGTF training employs a
progressive approach, starting with combined arms integration
techniques and procedures at the company level and culminating in a
final exercise involving all elements of the Exercise Force MAGTF,
such as the MEB-sized training proposed for the Combat Center. Fort
Irwin does not have ranges capable of supporting MEB-sized sustained,
combined-arms live-fire and maneuver training and the modification of
Fort Irwin to better accommodate Marine Corps training requirements
would preclude the Army’ s ability to meet its own training requirements
and be optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the EIS
for more information about alternatives that were considered but not
carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

The Marine Corps has kept the public informed as required by NEPA,
including holding public scoping meetings before preparation of the
Draft EIS, additional public meetings during the public review period
for the Draft EIS, and encouraging the public to comment on the Draft
EIS. In addition, the Marine Corps provided a 90-day public comment
period for the Draft EIS, twice the minimum duration required by
NEPA. The Marine Corps took additional steps to make the document
publicly accessible for review and comment (e.g., project website,
mailings, press releases, etc.).
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Comment I D: N-18732 (Page 2 of 2)

desert torfoise areas. Yol should agrea to grade and water all roads you use to cut down on air
pollution.

Br, Proudfoot also said "Legally, our requirement is to not search for allemative places to
accept the displacement. And at that point that's a legal mandate for our EIS process, meaning
what you are really asking is if we support geting oul, finding cther areas, helping someocne
eisa designate the area. That's cutside the scope of this project.”

| do not agree with this position of the Marine Corps. The National Environmental Policy Act
requires you to find mitigation. The BLM is your cooperator. Both agencies must work together
to develop a plan for the displacament and problems that will accur f Johnson Valley is closed,
‘Y'ou and the BLM need to de-designate areas in order to open them up more for races.,

The mitigation in the EIS is not adeguate to address the loss of OHV recreation or open area
recreation. You must correct this before ssuing a Final EIS. You cannct pass the buck, kick the
can down the road and expect Congress to could come in and direct you and the ELM to
identify new areas by such and such a date and so forth.

It was also painted oul the Marine Corps representatives that there may be water districts that
have wells that might be impacted. Some of them are boaard governed, 5o they have the County
of San Bernardino standing behind them. So you must be sensitive to those, You must work out
all these boundary issues, as San Bemardino County has hundreds of spacial districts
throughout the county.

Mr. Proudfoot also referred to a "negetiation process” that is currently taking place with the FAA
for airspace. The process has not been open (o the pubfic. it has not been defined in the EIS. |
:am fearful that you are negotiating deals with them behind closed doors with proper public
scrutiny and transparency_ In the EIS, you must axplain what nagotiations are taking placa
glong with the results of these consuliations and discussions, That information must be
presentad now in the EIS rather than |ater in some separate document, and after a decision has
already been made by the Marine Corps,

| do not agree that the restricted area in Johnson Valley will work. That is an accident waiting to
happen. |t would be very difficult to enforce and patrol. Also, if you decide to close certain
acreage in Johnson Valley for a couple months each year, you should close it for the same twe
months every year instead of varying that, it would be very confusing if you clese land in
Jenuary and July one year, and then March and September another. Make a schedule and stick
toit.

Sincearely,

Stephen Berg

Response to Comment N-18732 (Page 2 of 2):

The Marine Corps has proactively reached out to interested stakeholders
to ensure that their concerns were identified.

The Marine Corps does not have the authority to designate recreation
lands as mitigation for the proposed action. The EIS determined that
impacts to Recreation (under all action alternatives) would be significant
and that no mitigation measures would fully reduce the impacts to below
alevel of significance.

Please see Section 4.7 of the EIS for information on expected impacts to
Airspace Management; Jet Routes are discussed in this section. Section
4.7 describes expected significant impacts on Jet Routes transitting
within the proposed restricted area. The Marine Corps is working with
the FAA to minimize these impacts through advanced planning and
coordination efforts. The Marine Corps is sensitive to the potential
effects the airspace proposals could have on al commercial and civil
aviation activities. The airspace proposals will be reviewed by the FAA
in an Aeronautical Study which will examine potential impacts on all
airspace uses and those measures to be discussed with the Marine Corps,
airport operators, and other aviation interests, to minimize any impacts.
The Marine Corps will also continue its outreach to the civil aviation
community to discuss those issues and concerns affecting their
operations within the Combat Center airspace environment and those
measures that can be taken to best accommodate all aviation interests.

Consideration of indirect effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD
budget and the Nationa Deficit are outside the scope of this EIS
analysis. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action.
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Comment I D: N-18733 (Page 1 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 1 of 9):

Thank you for your comment. This letter is a duplicate to Comment
ID: N-18858. Please see response provided for that comment.
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Comment | D: N-18733 (Page 2 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 2 of 9):
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Comment | D: N-18733 (Page 3 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 3 of 9):
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Comment | D: N-18733 (Page 4 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 4 of 9):
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Comment I D: N-18733 (Page 5 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 5 of 9):
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Comment | D: N-18733 (Page 6 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 6 of 9):
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Comment I D: N-18733 (Page 7 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 7 of 9):
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Comment | D: N-18733 (Page 8 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 8 of 9):
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Comment | D: N-18733 (Page 9 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18733 (Page 9 of 9):

N.2-19633



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 1 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 1 of 12):

Thank you for your comment. This letter is a duplicate to Comment
ID: N-18857. Please see response provided for that comment.
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 2 of 12) Response to Comment N-18734 (Page 2 of 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 3 of 12) Response to Comment N-18734 (Page 3 of 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 4 of 12) Response to Comment N-18734 (Page 4 of 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 5 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 5 of 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 6 of 12) Response to Comment N-18734 (Page 6 of 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 7 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 7 o f 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 8 of 12) Response to Comment N-18734 (Page 8 of 12):
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Comment | D: N-18734 (Page 9 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 9 of 12):

N.2-19642



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18734 (Page 10 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 10 of 12):
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Comment ID: N-18734 (Page 11 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 11 of 12):
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Comment I D: N-18734 (Page 12 of 12) Responseto Comment N-18734 (Page 12 of 12):
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Comment I D: N-18735 (Page 1 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18735 (Page 1 of 2):
GEN-1:
Thank you for your comment.
NOI-1:

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action aternatives
(see Section 4.9). Asdiscussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
7] and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft operations
GEN-1 under the proposed action may be periodically detected by residents
and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. In addition to the Community Noise Equivaent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Fina EIS.

NOI-1
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Comment I D: N-18735 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18735 (Page 2 of 2):

NOI-1
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Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 1 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 1 of 20):
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Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 2 of 20)

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

SOC-1

NEPA-3

NEPA-4

Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 2 of 20):

NEPA-1: As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose of the
proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training requirement. In
November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the need to establish a large-
scale training area for live fire and maneuver training of a Marine
Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) composed of three battalion task forces. The
lack of a training site large enough to provide the required training of a
MEB-sized Marine Air Ground Task Force is considered to be a “serious
training deficiency” by the DoN and the Marine Corps.

NEPA-2: Consideration of effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD
budget and the National debt or deficit are outside the scope of this EIS
analysis.  Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action.

SOC-1: As described in Sections 2.4 and 4.2 of the EIS, the “action
aternatives’ evaluated in the EIS would enable varying amounts of
continued public access to al or sizeable portions of Johnson Valley for
recreation. Section 4.3 of the EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under
each of the action alternatives, and identifies a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited recreational
visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue
related to reduced recreational and film industry spending. Based on public
comments on the DEIS, additional information and analysis of the
socioeconomic impacts to the OHV industry have been added to the FEIS.
NEPA-3: As this comment appears to summarize a conclusion linked to
specific comments offerred as examples in Section 1V of this letter, the
response is deferred in favor of the point-by-point responses to each focused
comment in Section 1V below.

N.2-19649



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 3 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 3 of 20):

NEPA-4: Comment noted. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information becomes
part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine Corps
appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA process.

NEPA-4

N.2-19650



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 4 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 4 of 20):

N.2-19651



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 5 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 5 of 20):

NEPA-5

N.2-19652



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 6 of 20)

NEPA-5

SOC-2

SOC-3

Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 6 of 20):

NEPA-5: Sections 1.3, 1.4.3, 2.3, and 2.7 of the EIS explain why the
current facilities (at the Combat Center as well as at other training sites) are
inadequate to meet MEB training requirements. In November 2006, the
Marine Corps validated the need to establish a large-scale training area for
live fire and maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces. It is the role of decision-makers,
including ultimately the U.S. Congress, to weigh the relative priority and
importance of that training requirement along with other national defense
priorities, financial concerns, the information in the EIS, and many other
factors as they make decisions about the Proposed Action. Consideration of
effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD budget and the National debt or
deficit are outside the scope of an EIS analysis.

SOC-2: Section 4.3 of the EIS evauates socioeconomic impacts under
each of the action alternatives, and identifies a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses that are dependent on limited recreational
visitor spending and direct regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue
related to reduced recreational and film industry spending. Based on public
comments on the DEIS, additional information and analysis of the
socioeconomic impacts to the OHV industry have been added to the FEIS.

SOC-3: While additional information about the broader OHV-related
industry has been added to Sections 3.3 and 4.3 in the Fina EIS, it should
be noted that, as the size of the economy under consideration increases
(e.g., the southern California region or the entire State), the impacts would
represent a smaller and smaller proportion of the overall economy. The
analysis acknowledges the potential impact on individual businesses in the
project vicinity, and estimates the likelihood of OHV users seeking out
other recreational venues.

N.2-19653



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 7 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 7 of 20):

GEN-1: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713,
comment GEN-1.

SOC-3

GEN-1

N.2-19654



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 8 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 8 of 20):

NEPA-6. The proposed action and aternatives, including the No-
Action Alternative are described in Chapter 2 of the EIS. Although
the No-Action Alternative does not meet the purpose of and need for
the proposed action, it has been carried forward for analysis in the

] EIS as described in Chapter 4 under each resource area. Ultimately,
GEN-1 Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
Continued proposed action.

] WAT-1: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713,
NEPA-6 comment WAT-1.

WAT-1

N.2-19655



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 9 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 9 of 20):

WAT-1
continued

NOI-1. Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment
NOI-1.

NOI-1

N.2-19656



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 10 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 10 of 20):

NOI-1 continued

N.2-19657



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18736 (Page 11 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 11 of 20):

BIO-1: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment

BIO-1.
BIO-1
] BIO-2: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment
BIO-2.
BIO-2

N.2-19658



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18736 (Page 12 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 12 of 20):

BIO-2 continued

N.2-19659



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 13 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 13 of 20):

BIO-2
continued

REC-1: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment
REC-1 REC-1.

N.2-19660



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 14 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 14 of 20):

REC-1
continued

. GEN-2: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment
GEN-2.
GEN-2
AQ-2 AQ-2: Please see the response to comment N-18713, AQ-1.

N.2-19661



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 15 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Pae 15 of 20):

AQ-2
continued

SOC-4: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment

SOC-1.
SOC-4

N.2-19662



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 16 of 20)

SOC-4
continued

SOC-5

WAT-2

Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 16 of 20):

SOC-5: Additional information and analysis regarding potential impacts to
the regional OHV industry were added for the Final EIS.

WAT-2: Section 3.13.1 of the EIS states that al naturally-occurring
surface water features are ephemeral and contain water only during and
after infrequent rain events. The EIS also states that no information is
available on existing water quality conditions associated with intermittent
wet areas (washes and playas) at the Combat Center. It islikely that water
quality for intermittent flows is influenced by the amounts of suspended
sediment and/or dissolved sdlts, which are expected to vary for different
substrate types, such as bedrock, aluvia fans, and playa surfaces. The
potential for munitions contaminants to affect the quality of surface and
groundwaters are evaluated in Section 4.13. The low precipitation rate,
intermittent receiving surface water bodies, and deep groundwater, limit the
potential migration of MC residues and thus the impact of munitions on
water quality was determined to be less than significant. No changes to the
ElS are required.

N.2-19663



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18736 (Page 17 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 17 of 20):

AQ-3: Please see the response to comment letter N-18713, comment AQ-

2.

AQ3
AQ-4: Please see the response to comment letter N-18713, comment AQ-
3.

AQ-4

N.2-19664



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 18 of 20) Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 18 of 20):

:| AQ-4

AQ-5: Please see the response to comment letter N-18713, comment AQ-
4.

AQ-5

N.2-19665



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 19 of 20)

NEPA-7

NEPA-8

NEPA-9

Responseto Comment N-18736 (Page 19 of 20):

NEPA-7: The Marine Corps does not have the authority to designate
recreation lands as mitigation for the proposed action. The EIS
determined that impacts to Recreation (under al action alternatives)
would be significant and that no mitigation measures would fully
reduce the impacts to below alevel of significance.

NEPA-8: In accordance with NEPA, the EIS discloses and analyzes
the environmental consequences of the proposed action and
alternatives under each resource area, as described in Chapter 4 of
the EIS.

NEPA-9: Please refer to response to comment letter N-18713, comment
NEPA-7.

N.2-19666



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18736 (Page 20 of 20) Response to Comment N-18736 (Page 20 of 20):

:| NEPA-9
contintied

AQ-6: Comment noted. The FEIS includes definitions of sensitive
receptors and qualitatively discusses how proposed air emissions
would impact these receptors.

AQ-6

N.2-19667



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18737 (Page 1 of 4) Responseto Comment N-18737 (Page 1 of 4):
NEPA-1:

As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose of the proposed
action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training requirement. In
November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the need to establish a
large-scale training area for live fire and maneuver training of a
Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) composed of three battalion
task forces.

NEPA-1

N.2-19668



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18737 (Page 2 of 4)

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

NEPA-3

NEPA-4

REC-1

Responseto Comment N-18737 (Page 2 of 4):
NEPA-2:

As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS, the Marine Corps considered
several aternative scenarios for the proposed action (including
conducting the proposed MEB-sized Marine Air-Ground Task Force
(MAGTF) Training a other military bases in the U.S) but
eliminated them from detailed study. Although the Army and the
Marine Corps often serve side-by-side and sometimes execute
similar missions, they have very different training requirements. The
MAGTF is the Marine Corps principa organization for conducting
missions across the range of military operations. MAGTFs employ
and integrate air- and ground-based operations. The Marine Corpsis
legally required to provide forces of combined arms, which is a
unique Marine Corps mission and capability. MAGTF training
involves a fully integrated live fire environment. MAGTF training
employs a progressive approach, starting with combined arms
integration techniques and procedures at the company level and
culminating in afinal exercise involving all elements of the Exercise
Force MAGTF, such as the MEB-sized training proposed for the
Combat Center. Fort Irwin does not have ranges capable of
supporting MEB-sized sustained, combined-arms live-fire and
maneuver training and the modification of Fort Irwin to better
accommodate Marine Corps training regquirements would preclude
the Army’s ability to meet its own training requirements and be
optimally prepared for deployment. See Section 2.7 of the EIS for
more information about alternatives that were considered but not
carried forward for analysisin the EIS.

N.2-19669



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18737 (Page 3 of 4)

REC-1

SOC-1

LU-1

Responseto Comment N-18737 (Page 3 of 4):
NEPA-3:

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. Thisinformation becomes part of the

Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

NEPA-4:

Consideration of indirect effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD
budget and the National Deficit are outside the scope of this EIS
anaysis.

REC-1:

The Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under alternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action aternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.

SOC-1:

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, socioeconomic
impacts are expected to be less than significant and unmitigatable.

N.2-19670



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18737 (Page 4 of 4)

LU-1

NOI-1

Responseto Comment N-18737 (Page 4 of 4):
LU-1:

As indicated in Section 2.6 of the EIS individua mine properties
would be evaluated before implementation of and selected project
aternative to determine whether the property would be acquired or if
reasonable access to the property would be afforded so that the
operations could continue following project implementation.

NOI-1:

The EIS evaluates noise impacts under each of the action alternatives
(see Section 4.9). Asdiscussed in Section 4.4 of the EIS, some noise
and vibrations associated with ordnance use and aircraft operations
under the proposed action may be periodically detected by residents
and other members of the public, and may sometimes be an
annoyance. |n addition to the Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) time-averaged analysis conducted in the Draft EIS, single-
event noise modeling has been conducted and the results added to
Section 4.9 of the Final EIS.

N.2-19671



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18738 (Page 1 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 1 of 9):
LU-1:

Thank you for your comment. The information provided has been
reviewed and added to the EIS as appropriate.

LU-1

N.2-19672



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 2 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 2 of 9):

LU-1

N.2-19673



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 3 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 3 of 9):
LU-2, CI-1:

As indicated in Section 2.8 of the EIS, the Combat Center would
- complete and implement the Installation Energy and Sustainability
Strategy (IESS) that balances water demands (including those
associated with the proposed action) with water supplies by
increasing water conservation, using more recycled water, importing
water, treating lower quality groundwater, and/or other methods
deemed appropriate. The strategy would address sustainable water
usage within the Combat Center, as well as regional water
management, particularly if the strategy included groundwater
extraction from other than the Surprise Spring aquifer.

LU-1

LU-2

N.2-19674



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 4 of 9)

LU-2

AIR-1

Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 4 of 9):
AIR-1:

The Marine Corps understands the importance of the affected
airspace with respect to the local aviation community and the EIS
concludes that the acquisition of airspace proposed for each
dternative would cause a significant impact to airspace. As
indicated in the Draft EIS, no airspace decision has been or would be
made before complete environmental review and consultation with
the FAA, other stakeholders, and the public. The Marine Corps is
currently undergoing consultation with the FAA in regards to the
proposed airspace. Airspace dimensions, atitudes, and times
required may change as this cooperative effort is conducted. Please
refer to Section 1.5.3.2 for information on the FAA airspace proposal
process.

N.2-19675



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 5 of 9)

Cl-1

Cl-2

PHS-1

GEN-1

Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 5 of 9):
Cl-2:

Section 5.4.13.3 of the EIS states that “while acquisition of the Cadiz
Inc. land may be beneficial for the water supply on the Combat
Center, it would have a regionally significant impact because it
would inhibit Cadiz from instituting their Conservation and Storage
Project.”

PHS-1:
The EIS has been updated to reflect the change from Yucca Valley

Fire Protection District to the San Bernardino County Fire Protection
Didtrict. The Final EIS has been modified as appropriate.

GEN-1:

Thank you for your comment. Y our contact information will remain
on the distribution list.

N.2-19676



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 6 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 6 of 9):

N.2-19677



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 7 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 7 of 9):

N.2-19678



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 8 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 8 of 9):

N.2-19679



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18738 (Page 9 of 9) Responseto Comment N-18738 (Page 9 of 9):

N.2-19680



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18739 (Page 1 of 3) Responseto Comment N-18739 (Page 1 of 3):
LU-1:

Thank you for your comment. Additional research has been
conducted related to mining operations in the EIS study aress.
Additional information on mining has been added to multiple

resources sections.

LU-1

N.2-19681



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18739 (Page 2 of 3)

LU-1

SOC-1

WAT-1

Responseto Comment N-18739 (Page 2 of 3):
SOC-1:

Additional research has been conducted related to mining operations
in the EIS study areas. Additional information on mining has been
added to multiple resources sections.

WAT-1:

Section 5.4.13.3 of the EIS acknowledges that Alternative 3 would
have a “regionally significant impact because it would inhibit Cadiz
from ingtituting their Conservation and Storage Project.” The EIS
also states that the Cadiz project was uncertain and undergoing
environmental review process. The EIS has been revised to update
the Cadiz project description for the Final EIS using the information
provided by comment letters from Cadiz Inc and others. These
revisions are not likely to alter the significance of cumulative
impacts from Alternative 3.

N.2-19682



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18739 (Page 3 of 3)

WAT-1

REC-1

Responseto Comment N-18739 (Page 3 of 3):
REC-1:

The Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under alternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action aternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
alternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regiona impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending.

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps does not have the
authority to designate recreation lands as mitigation for the proposed
action. The EIS determined that impacts to Recreation (under all
action aternatives) would be significant and that no mitigation
measures would fully reduce the impacts to below a leve of
significance.

N.2-19683



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18740 (Page 1 of 5)

Responseto Comment N-18740 (Page 1 of 5):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

As described in Section 1.3 of the EIS, the purpose of the proposed
action is to fulfill a Marine Corps training requirement. In
November 2006, the Marine Corps validated the need to establish a
large-scale training area for live fire and maneuver training of a
Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) composed of three battalion
task forces. Currently, the Combat Center can only accommodate
live-fire and maneuver training for up to two battalion task forces.
Additional land area is needed to ensure adequate separation
distances for operation of the three battalions required for MEB-
sized training. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the EIS, the Marine
Corps considered other alternatives for the proposed action,
including suggestions offered by members of the public during the
public scoping period in late 2008. Several alternative scenarios
were considered and eliminated from detailed study (including
conducting the proposed MEB-sized MAGTF Training at other
military bases in the U.S.) because they did not meet the purpose of
and need for the proposed action or did not satisfy the minimum
screening criteria for identifying suitable lands for acquisition (as
described in Section 2.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19684



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18740 (Page 2 of 5)

Response to Comment N-18740 (Page 2 of 5):

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending. The best available
information for OHV recreational spending patterns was identified
and was used in conjunction with assumptions provided by BLM
about future recreational visitor patterns and using average
expenditure data adjusted for inflation as the basis for the analysis.
Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

As outlined in Section 3.4, Combat Center Order 3500.4h SOP for
Range/Training Area and Airspace provides guidance for training
range operations, which includes routine range sweeps to remove
safety hazards and range clearance operations following every
exercise. The Marine Corps would continue these same procedures
on any acquired land area. In addition, the Marine Corps proposed
several measures (such as use of non dud-producing ordnance, range
weep, and range clearance) that would be implemented under
Alternatives 4, 5 or 6 that would allow the Restricted Public Access
Areato be available for public use (refer to Section 2.5.3 of the EIS).

N.2-19685



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18740 (Page 3 of 5) Response to Comment N-18740 (Page 3 of 5):

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action.

N.2-19686



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18740 (Page 4 of 5) Response to Comment N-18740 (Page 4 of 5):

N.2-19687



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18740 (Page 5 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18740 (Page 5 of 5):

N.2-19688



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18741 (Page 1 of 3)

Responseto Comment N-18741 (Page 1 of 3):

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. The analysis presented in
Section 4.2 acknowledges and discusses the impacts that reduced
access to recregtional lands in Johnson Valley would have on
increased usage in other areas and potential overcrowding. The
public involvement process has led to the development of project
aternatives (e.g., Alternatives 4, 5, and 6) that would enable the
Marine Corps to meet the minimum live-fire and maneuver training
requirements for a MEB while also providing public access to as
much of the Johnson Valley area as possible for recreational use.
Please refer to Sections 2.5 and 4.2 of the EIS.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending. Section 4.3 aso evaluates
expected environmental justice impacts.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19689



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18741 (Page 2 of 3) Responseto Comment N-18741 (Page 2 of 3):

N.2-19690



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18741 (Page 3 of 3) Responseto Comment N-18741 (Page 3 of 3):

N.2-19691



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18742 (Page 1 of 2)

SOC-1

CR-1

SOC-2

Responseto Comment N-18742 (Page 1 of 2):
SOC-1:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps does not have the
authority to designate recreation lands as mitigation for the proposed
action. The EIS determined that impacts to Recreation (under all
action aternatives) would be significant and that no mitigation
measures would fully reduce the impacts to below a level of
significance.

CR-1:

EIS Section 4.11 discusses potential mitigation measures. At this
point in time, potential mitigation measures are unknown. The EIS
does note some possibilities for potential mitigation measures
including avoidance and protection or data recovery.

SOC-2:

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regiona impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending. Regional economic impact
analysis includes analysis of county-wide impacts, to include
Flamingo Heights.

N.2-19692



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18742 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18742 (Page 2 of 2):
SOC-3:

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts (see Section 4.3). As
SOC-2 noted in the EIS, there is expected to be lost tax revenue related to

reduced recreational and film industry spending. Section 4.3 clearly
- identifies the expected decline in county and local sales tax revenue,
for each action alternative.

SOC-4:
SOC-3

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each action
aternative. As noted in the EIS, Alternative 3 would be expected to
. lead to potential net job losses while Alternatives 1,2,4,5 and 6
would be expected to lead to potential net job increases. Estimates of
changesin Net jobs are calculated on a county-wide basis.

SOC-4

N.2-19693



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18743 (Page 1 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18743 (Page 1 of 2):
NEPA-1:

Thank you for your comment. Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS
identify and discuss impacts to Cultural Resources, respectively.
The EIS has been updated as appropriate to acknowledge
communities that may be applicable to the 1938 Small-Tract
Homestead Act. The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under
each of the action aternatives (refer to Section 4.3 of the EIS). As
noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct economic impact to
individual small businesses and direct regional impacts from lost
sdes and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and film
industry spending.

NEPA-1

N.2-19694



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18743 (Page 2 of 2)

NEPA-1

SOC-1

GEN-1

GEN-2

Responseto Comment N-18743 (Page 2 of 2):
SOC-1:

Comment noted. The Marine Corps has not made a decision on what
two months of the year that the RPAA would be closed to public use.

GEN-1, GEN-2:

The Marine Corps has kept the public informed as required by
NEPA, including holding public scoping meetings before preparation
of the Draft EIS, additional public meetings during the public review
period for the Draft EIS, and encouraging the public to comment on
the Draft EIS. In addition, the Marine Corps provided a 90-day
public comment period for the Draft EIS, twice the minimum
duration required by NEPA. The Marine Corps took additional steps
to make the document publicly accessible for review and comment
(e.g., project website, mailings, press releases, etc.). The Marine
Corps has proactively reached out to interested stakeholders to
ensure that their concerns were identified.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19695



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18744 (Page 1 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18744 (Page 1 of 5):

N.2-19696



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18744 (Page 2 of 5)

NEPA-1

NEPA-2

REC-1

NEPA-3

Responseto Comment N-18744 (Page 2 of 5):
NEPA-1, NEPA-2:

The Marine Corps does not have the authority to designate recreation
lands as mitigation for the proposed action. The EIS determined that
impacts to Recreation (under al action aternatives) would be
significant and that no mitigation measures would fully reduce the
impactsto below alevel of significance.

REC-1:

The Marine Corps understands the importance of Johnson Valley for
recreation and the EIS analysis finds that acquisition of land within
Johnson Valley would cause a significant impact to recreation, even
under aternatives involving restricted public access to acquired
areas. Under each of the action alternatives, many of the current
recreational opportunities and uses would continue to be available
within specific portions of Johnson Valley and during various
portions of the year. As discussed in the EIS, implementation of the
proposed action is likely to result in an increase in illegal riding in
the form of trespass on BLM, state, or private lands (refer to Section
4.2). The potential for such illegal riding has been considered in the
ElS; including potential adverse impacts on the Desert Tortoise (see
Section 4.10). The EIS aso evaluates several specia conservation
measures (refer to Section 4.2.2.1) to reduce these potentialy
significant impacts. Additional information regarding the potential
for illegal OHV use has been added to Section 4.2.

NEPA-3:

Comment noted.

N.2-19697



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18744 (Page 3 of 5)

NEPA-3

REC-2

SOC-1

REC-3

NEPA-4

Responseto Comment N-18744 (Page 3 of 5):

REC-2:

Section 4.2 presents the best available data on recreational use of
Johnson Valley.

SOC-1:

The best available information for OHV recreational spending
patterns was identified and used as the basis for the analysis. The
Kroeger and Manalo 2007 study provided information for Southern
Cdlifornia OHV recreational spending. The dollar amounts were
adjusted to 2015 dollars.

The EIS evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending.

REC-3:
Comment noted.
NEPA-4, NEPA-5;

The specific details on management of the RPAA in regards to
permitting process, permits and fees for events in the RPAA, etc.
have not been formalized at this time. |If the alternative selected is
one that would involve an RPAA a Recreation Management Plan
would be developed that would address these details (see Section
4.2.5.4). While preparing the Recreation Management Plan, the
Marine Corps would solicit input from the public, BLM, and other
agencies.

N.2-19698



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18744 (Page 4 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18744 (Page 4 of 5):

NEPA-4

NEPA-5

N.2-19699



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18744 (Page 5 of 5) Responseto Comment N-18744 (Page 5 of 5):
GEN-1:

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final

NEPA-5
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.
GEN-1

N.2-19700



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18745 (Page 1 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18745 (Page 1 of 2):
NEPA-1:

Thank you for your comment. As described in Section 1.3 of the
EIS, the purpose of the proposed action is to fulfill a Marine Corps
training requirement. In November 2006, the Marine Corps
validated the need to establish alarge-scale training area for live fire
and maneuver training of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB)
composed of three battalion task forces. Currently, the Combat
Center can only accommodate live-fire and maneuver training for up
to two battalion task forces. Additional land areais needed to ensure
adequate separation distances for operation of the three battalions
required for MEB-sized training.

NEPA-1

N.2-19701



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18745 (Page 2 of 2) Responseto Comment N-18745 (Page 2 of 2):

NEPA-1

N.2-19702



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18746 Response to Comment N-18746:

Thank you for your comment. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
an important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19703



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18747 Response to Comment N-18747:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19704



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18748 Response to Comment N-18748:

Consideration of indirect effects of the Proposed Action on the DoD
budget and the National Deficit are outside the scope of this EIS
anaysis. Ultimately, Congress will make the final decision about
proceeding with the proposed action.

N.2-19705



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment | D: N-18749 Response to Comment N-18749:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19706



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18750 Response to Comment N-18750:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19707



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18751 Response to Comment N-18751.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19708



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18752 Response to Comment N-18752:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19709



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18753 Response to Comment N-18753:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19710



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18754 Response to Comment N-18754:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19711



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18755 Response to Comment N-18755:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19712



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18756 Response to Comment N-18756:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19713



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18757 Response to Comment N-18757:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19714



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18758 Response to Comment N-18758:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year.

Name Withheld by Request

N.2-19715



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18759

Response to Comment N-18759:

Thank you for your comment and suggestions for project
aternatives. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the Draft EIS, the
Marine Corps considered these and other alternatives for the
proposed action, including suggestions offered by members of the
public during the public scoping period in late 2008. Several
aternative scenarios were considered and eliminated from detailed
study (including conducting the proposed MEB-sized MAGTF
Training at other military bases in the U.S)) because they did not
meet the purpose of and need for the proposed action or did not
satisfy the minimum screening criteria for identifying suitable lands
for acquisition (as described in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS).

N.2-19716



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment I D: N-18760 Response to Comment N-18760:

Thank you for your comment. Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EIS
identify and discuss impacts to Cultural Resources. Section 4.11.2.4
explains that the Marine Corps would engage in consultations to
address potential mitigations.

Public comments on the Draft EIS are an important part of the
decision-making process. This information becomes part of the
Final EIS and will be evaluated by the Department of the Navy
during its decision process. Ultimately, Congress will make the final
decision about proceeding with the proposed action. The Marine
Corps appreciates your comment and involvement in the NEPA
process.

N.2-19717



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18761

Response to Comment N-18761.:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valley and during various portions of the year. The EIS evaluates
socioeconomic impacts under each of the action alternatives (see
Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected to be a direct
economic impact to individual small businesses that are dependent
on limited recreational visitor spending and direct regional impacts
from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced recreational and
film industry spending. Public comments on the Draft EIS are an
important part of the decision-making process. This information
becomes part of the Fina EIS and will be evaluated by the
Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19718



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18762

Response to Comment N-18762:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available within specific portions of Johnson
Valey and during various portions of the year. The Draft EIS
evaluates socioeconomic impacts under each of the action
aternatives (see Section 4.3). As noted in the EIS, there is expected
to be adirect economic impact to individual small businesses that are
dependent on limited recreational visitor spending and direct
regional impacts from lost sales and tax revenue related to reduced
recreational and film industry spending. Public comments on the
Draft EIS are an important part of the decision-making process. This
information becomes part of the Final EIS and will be evaluated by
the Department of the Navy during its decision process. Ultimately,
Congress will make the final decision about proceeding with the
proposed action. The Marine Corps appreciates your comment and
involvement in the NEPA process.

N.2-19719



Appendix N — Response to Public Commentson the Draft EIS

Comment ID: N-18763

Response to Comment N-18763:

Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps understands the
importance of Johnson Valley for recreation and the EIS analysis
finds that acquisition of land within Johnson Valley would cause a
significant impact to recreation, even under aternatives involving
restricted public access to acquired areas. Under each of the action
alternatives, many of the current recreational opportunities and uses
would continue to be available wi