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SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (SEIS)

Lead Agency: United States Marine Corps, Department of the Navy
Cooperating Agency: United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
Title of Proposed Action: Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment to Support Large-Scale

Marine Air Ground Task Force Live-Fire and Maneuver Training,
Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, California
Affected Jurisdictions: San Bernardino County, California
Designation: Final SEIS

Abstract

In February 2013, the Department of the Navy (DON) signed a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the
2012 Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment to
Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground Task Force Live-Fire and Maneuver Training at the Marine
Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, CA. The 2013 Record of Decision documented
the DON’s decisions regarding establishment of a large-scale Marine Air Ground Task Force training
facility at the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center.

Since the 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD, the Marine Corps conducted detailed studies and worked with
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) on alternative translocation plans for the desert tortoise, as required in the 2012
Biological Opinion. In light of new information gained from these efforts, the DON elected to prepare a
Supplemental EIS (SEIS) focusing on the evaluation of potential impacts of alternative tortoise
translocation plans. This SEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of two action alternatives
addressing different methodologies and locations for implementing a Desert Tortoise Translocation
Program in support of large-scale Marine Air Ground Task Force live-fire and maneuver training.
Potential impacts have been analyzed for biological resources, land use (including recreation), air quality,
and cultural resources.

This Final SEIS has been prepared by the DON in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] §§ 4321-4370h); Council on Environmental Quality
regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508); DON procedures for implementing
NEPA (32 CFR Part 775); and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A, Change 3, dated 26 August 2013,
Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual. The United States Department of Interior, BLM is a
cooperating agency.

Point of Contact: Department of the Navy
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest
Attn: Jesse Martinez, Project Manager
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, California 92132-5190
E-mail: jesse.w.martinezl@navy.mil
Telephone: (619) 532-3844
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Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) evaluates the potential environmental effects
of implementing alternative plans to translocate Agassiz’s desert tortoises (Gopherus agassizii)
(hereinafter “desert tortoise”), as required in a 2012 Biological Opinion (hereinafter, the “2012 Land
Acquisition BO” or “2012 BO”) (United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2012) and the 2012
Final EIS for Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment to Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground
Task Force Live-Fire and Maneuver Training at the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center,
Twentynine Palms, CA (hereinafter, the “2012 Land Acquisition EIS” or “2012 Final EIS”). This SEIS
has been prepared by the Department of the Navy (DON) in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] §§ 4321-4370h); Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508); DON procedures
for implementing NEPA (32 CFR Part 775); and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A, Change 3, dated 26
August 2013, Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual. The United States (U.S.) Department
of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is a cooperating agency.

In February 2013, the DON signed a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the 2012 Final EIS. The 2013
ROD documented the DON’s decisions regarding establishment of a large-scale Marine Air Ground Task
Force (MAGTF) training facility at the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (hereinafter, “the
Combat Center” or “MCAGCC”). Since the 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD, the Marine Corps has
conducted detailed studies and worked with the USFWS, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), and the BLM to develop alternative translocation plans for the desert tortoise, as required in the
2012 BO. In light of new information gained from these efforts, the DON elected to prepare an SEIS
focusing on the evaluation of potential impacts of implementing the alternative tortoise translocation
plans.  This SEIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of a No-Action Alternative
(implementation of the 2011 General Translocation Plan [GTP] that was considered in the 2012 BO and
2012 Final EIS), and two action alternatives, which represent different refined methodologies and
locations for implementing a Desert Tortoise Translocation Program at the Combat Center. Pursuant to
40 CFR 1502.9(c)(4), the DON will prepare, circulate, and file this SEIS in the same fashion (exclusive of
scoping) as it did the draft and 2012 Final EIS. Potential impacts have been analyzed for biological
resources, land use (including recreation), air quality, and cultural resources.

A 2011 Biological Assessment (BA) (DON 2011) prepared in conjunction with the 2012 Final EIS
identified that the desert tortoise, a federal- and state-listed threatened species, is likely to be adversely
affected by Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) training in the Western Expansion Area (WEA) and
Southern Expansion Area (SEA) on the Combat Center (Figure ES-1). The USFWS issued the 2012 BO
in response to the 2011 BA. Several conservation actions were recommended in the 2011 BA, and
approved in the 2012 BO, among them a plan to translocate tortoises from medium- and high-intensity
MEB operating areas in the WEA and SEA before training exercises begin in those areas.
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ES.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action evaluated in this SEIS is to study alternative plans in support of the
project that was described in the 2012 Final EIS, selected in the 2013 ROD, and authorized by the Fiscal
Year (FY) 2014 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA). The 2011 GTP (MCAGCC 2011),
developed during the section 7 Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation on the 2012 Final EIS
proposed action, identified proposed recipient areas, translocation methods, and research treatments based
on information available at the time of publication. Studies were conducted over the following 3 years to
provide information necessary to refine these areas, methods, and treatments. The 2011 GTP explicitly
recognized that as a result of these studies, the Combat Center could refine these areas to specific sites
and determine better recipient sites not considered in the 2011 GTP. The results of these efforts, and
further consultation with USFWS and CDFW, identified refinements to translocation methods, recipient
sites, and research treatments that could better support the goals of the translocation effort (and became
the basis for the action alternatives considered in this SEIS). The alternative selected in the ROD for the
SEIS will be implemented prior to conducting the sustained, combined-arms, live-fire, and maneuver field
training for MEB-sized MAGTFs contemplated in the 2012 Final EIS.

The Marine Corps needs to implement the proposed action to satisfy requirements identified in the 2012
Final EIS and associated BO. The 2012 BO concluded that the implementation of the Preferred
Alternative would likely result in the “take” of desert tortoises associated with military training, tortoise
translocation efforts, and authorized and unauthorized off-highway vehicle (OHV) use by recreationists
displaced from former areas of the Johnson Valley OHV Area.

The 2013 ROD committed the Marine Corps to the following measures from the 2012 BO issued by the
USFWS (see Section 1.3.2 for additional details on these measures):

e Establish new Special Use Areas (areas that have not been identified as part of the training
scenarios and that contain habitat supporting desert tortoises);

e Translocation Program;
e Desert Tortoise Headstart Program and Population Augmentation; and
e Monitoring.

ES.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives for implementing the proposed action must be considered in accordance with NEPA, CEQ,
and DON regulations for implementing NEPA, and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A. However, only those
alternatives determined to be reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill/meet the purpose of and need for
the proposed action require detailed analysis.

The 2011 GTP (MCAGCC 2011; see also Appendix A) that was prepared in support of the 2012 Final
EIS and associated BO is considered the No-Action Alternative in this SEIS. The intent of the 2011 GTP
was to provide for the translocation of tortoises from training areas in the WEA and SEA that would
experience high to moderate levels of impact from the proposed training activities, and to recommend
further investigation of those factors that would be important determinants of translocation success and
tortoise recovery. The 2012 BO identified conservation and mitigation measures the Marine Corps would
need to implement to minimize the rate of mortality or injury to resident tortoises, including developing a
detailed plan to translocate desert tortoises from areas that would experience impacts from training in the
WEA and SEA. Since the 2012 Final EIS and 2013 ROD, the Marine Corps has conducted detailed
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studies and has worked with USFWS and the BLM to refine the translocation plan for the desert tortoise,
as required in the 2012 BO. As a result of this effort, and in consultation with the USFWS, the Combat
Center refined and developed two alternative desert tortoise translocation plans.

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Marine Corps would conduct translocation of desert tortoises at
recipient areas as identified in the 2011 GTP and the 2012 BO. The No-Action Alternative would include
several recipient and control areas and identifies translocation methods, post-translocation monitoring,
and other research that would provide important information about desert tortoise recovery methods. As
outlined in the 2011 GTP, the Combat Center has since conducted a 3-year program of surveys, literature
review, and consultation with resource agencies, resulting in the preparation of a desert tortoise
translocation plan in March 2016 (Alternative 1), which was further developed in June 2016 (Alternative
2), based on internal USFWS development of draft revised translocation guidance (USFWS 2016a).
Alternatives 1 and 2 primarily differ from the No-Action Alternative in the selection of recipient and
control sites and in the distribution of desert tortoises at each recipient site. Compared to the No-Action
Alternative, Alternatives 1 and 2 would also include additional research studies and reflect updated
information obtained from the 3-year program of surveys conducted since the 2012 Final EIS.
Alternative 2 differs from Alternative 1 in that one less recipient site would be used, the pairing of control
sites to one recipient site would be different, the Bullion control site would be located on the Combat
Center instead of within the Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area, and translocation densities would be
different (Figure ES-1).

The proposed action includes four fundamental and interrelated components that are reflected in the
alternatives:

e Recipient and Control Areas. The 2011 GTP (Appendix A) identified criteria for selection of
recipient areas that should be met for successful translocation to occur. These criteria are
consistent with the goals, objectives, and recovery strategies of the 2011 USFWS revised
recovery plan for the Mojave population of the desert tortoise (USFWS 2011) and the 2010
USFWS plan development guidance for translocation of desert tortoises (USFWS 2010b).

e Translocation Methods. Translocation methods would include handling procedures, fencing,
translocation, and clearance surveys. All tortoise handling would be accomplished by techniques
outlined in the Desert Tortoise Field Manual (USFWS 2009), including the most recent disease
prevention techniques (e.g., USFWS 2016b). Juvenile tortoises that are too small to wear
transmitters would be moved to established juvenile pens at Tortoise Research and Captive
Rearing Sites (TRACRS) where they may become part of the headstart program (the Combat
Center’s tortoise rearing program) or to Special Use Areas. Tortoise exclusion fencing would be
installed along certain borders of the new Special Use Areas near maneuver or high use areas.
Under the No-Action Alternative, temporary fences would also be installed around six
constrained dispersal sites. Although the precise locations of such sites have not been
determined, they would all be located on the Combat Center. Under Alternatives 1 and 2,
temporary fences would also be installed at the constrained dispersal plot (Cleghorn Lake) and
along the southern portion of the Bullion Range Training Area. Tortoises would be moved under
the handling constraints identified in Section 2.1.2.1. Juvenile tortoises under 4.4 inches (11.2
centimeters [cm]) are highly subject to depredation by dogs/coyotes, badgers, and ravens.
Tortoises below this size would be translocated to predator-proof enclosures until they are large
enough to be released. Desert tortoises that exhibit moderate to severe nasal discharge would not
be translocated, and may be sent to a USFWS-approved facility where they would undergo
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further assessment, treatment, and/or study. Following initial translocation, the Marine Corps
would conduct additional clearance surveys of any square kilometer grid where two or more
desert tortoises were found during the previous survey, until fewer than two desert tortoises are
found in that square kilometer grid, or until diminishing returns are met as determined in
coordination with the USFWS.

e Post-Translocation Monitoring. Because of the size of the translocated population, radio-
telemetry tracking of all tortoises is impractical. However, 20% of translocated tortoises, and a
similar number of resident and control tortoises, would be tracked using radio-telemetry.
Substantial information on survival of translocatees, as well as on population demography,
repatriation, and health, can be gathered by repeated readings of mark-recapture plots where
tortoises have been translocated. Mark-recapture plots would be used to estimate the tortoise
population size by capturing, marking, and releasing a portion of the population, then later
capturing another portion and counting the number of marked individuals. Capture, marking, and
releasing activities would not involve any ground disturbance. Four subject areas would be
investigated by monitoring, each of which is described below:

0 Survival: Survival of translocatees is the main metric for evaluating translocation as a take
minimization measure. Survival of translocated tortoises would be measured using two
methods: mark-recapture plots and tracking.

0 Threats to survival: Anthropogenic disturbances and predator populations that cause
potential risks to recovery and translocation success threats would be assessed both
qualitatively and quantitatively and compared to current levels.

0 Habitat stability/changes: Habitat would be assessed to monitor changes or stability during
each reading of the mark-recapture plots.

0 Health and disease: The incidence of disease and other health issues would be monitored
using body condition indices, clinical signs of disease, blood tests, and visual inspection for
injuries. This would be accomplished using both telemetered tortoises and all tortoises
captured on mark-recapture plots. Any health problems observed (e.g., rapid declines in body
condition, perceived outbreaks of disease, mortality events) would be reported to the
USFWS, CDFW, and BLM such that appropriate actions could be taken in a timely manner.

e Other Research: The Marine Corps, in consultation with USFWS, identified a research program
to benefit recovery of the species. Research topics include translocation effectiveness,
constrained dispersal (“repatriation” in the 2011 GTP), stocking densities, habitat, and disease.
Two main research topics that would be implemented are summarized below, both of which are
anticipated to provide results that are topical and important for recovery. Additional information
about this research is available in the 2011 GTP (Appendix A).

0 Experimental Translocation Densities: The intent behind this research is to evaluate the
capability of the habitat to sustain a certain density of tortoises.

0 Constrained Dispersal: Constrained dispersal (called “repatriation” in the 2011 GTP) is a
technique wherein tortoises are translocated to a fenced site to encourage settling before the
fence is removed.

ES-5



Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

Table ES-1. Comparison of Alternatives

Component No-Action Alternative | Alternative 1 Alternative 2
General Project
Features
Similar to the No-Action Alternative, but with
. . . (1) different recipient and control sites; Similar to Alternative 1, but with (1) small
. Translocation would occur as described in : . .o . . .. .
Translocation Section 2.1.2.3 (2) different post-translocation densities; and | difference in recipient and control sites; and (2)
e (3) use of transport by helicopter to reduce different post-translocation densities.
transportation time and stress.
Similar to the No-Action Alternative except (1)
fence locations would vary according to
. Fencing would be installed as described changes in recipieqt sites; and (;) permanent Similar to Alternative 1 except no fence wopld
Fencing in Section 2.1.2.2. th.ree-strand perimeter fence in spgmﬁc be installed at the sc.>u.thern edge of the Bullion
locations (see Section 2.2.2.2). Section 2.6.2 Training Area.
describes additional fencing included via
SCMs.
Subsequent

Clearance Surveys

Same for all alternatives.

Same for all alternatives.

Same for all alternatives.

Post-Translocation
Monitoring

Monitoring

Post-translocation monitoring would
focus on monitoring survival, threats to
survival, habitat stability/changes, and
health and disease.

Post-translocation monitoring is generally
consistent with that described in the No-Action
Alternative with the following exception:
Tortoise predator control measures would be
implemented (except in wilderness and
wilderness study areas).

Same as Alternative 1.
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Table ES-1. Comparison of Alternatives (continued)

Component No-Action Alternative | Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Other Research
Experimental . . . . . . . ..
. Research would be implemented with Research would be implemented with densities | Research would be implemented with densities
Translocation . . 2 . 5 . 5
Densities densities up to 22.5 tortoises per km*. up to 13.2 tortoises per km=. up to 10.5 tortoises per km=.
Grazin Grazing occurs; research would not be Grazing occurs, research would be Same as Alternative 1
& implemented. implemented at the Lucerne-Ord recipient site. )
Constrained Research would be implemented in four Research would be implemented in a single, .
. . . . . . . Same as Alternative 1.
Dispersal to six small constrained dispersal pens. larger site at the Cleghorn recipient site.
Physwal and Genetic Not Considered. Research would be 1mplemented for all release Same as Alternative 1.
Distance sites.
Vertical

Transmission of
Disease

Research would be implemented on
vertical transmission of disease.

Research eliminated from further
consideration.

Same as Alternative 1.

Research would be implemented at the

Headstarting Not Considered. TRACRS headstart facility. Same as Alternative 1.
Land Use Overlap

(acres): Recipient!

Wilderness Areas 0 0 0
Wilderness Study 0 3,672 3.672
Areas

Mojave Trails

National Monument 0 31,699 31,699
Grazing Allotment 17,355 12,189 12,189
Land Use Overlap:

Control*?

Wilderness Areas 4 Control Areas 6,397 4,387
Wilderness Study 0 Control Areas 0 0
Areas

Mojave Trails

National Monument 0 Control Areas 3,301 3,054
Grazing Allotment 2 Control Areas 9,485 9,485

Legend: ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; km? = square kilometer; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; RTA = Range Training Area; SEA = Southern Expansion
Area; TRACRS = Tortoise Research and Captive Rearing Site; WEA = Western Expansion Area.

Notes:

! Includes Recipient or Control Areas for the No-Action Alternative and Recipient or Control Sites for Alternatives 1 and 2.

2 Control Area boundaries were not determined in the 2011 GTP, so acreage of overlap cannot be calculated. Overlap with specific land uses is reported in terms of the
number of control areas that intersect these land uses.
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Additional research that would be conducted under Alternatives 1 and 2 included the following:

0 Grazing: Data on tortoise populations and grazing practices would be collected, thereby
permitting an analysis of both long-term and short-term effects of cattle grazing on tortoises.

0 Physical and Genetic Distance: Using data collected during monitoring, a comparison
among the controls and translocatees would be used to determine patterns of mixing or
segregation.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are being carried forward for analysis, along with the No-Action Alternative. A
comparison of features of these alternatives is provided in Table ES-1.

This SEIS analyzes potential impacts for biological resources, land use (including recreation), air quality,
and cultural resources. Cumulative effects of the proposed action in conjunction with other past, present,
or reasonably foreseeable future actions are also analyzed.

ES.3 SPECIAL CONSERVATION MEASURES

Mitigation is an important mechanism federal agencies can use to minimize the potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with their actions. Agencies can use mitigation to reduce
environmental impacts in several ways. As defined in 40 CFR § 1508.20, mitigation includes:

e Avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
e Minimizing an impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation;
e Rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

e Reducing or eliminating an impact over time, through preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action; and

o Compensating for an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

Many federal agencies rely on mitigation to reduce adverse environmental impacts as part of the planning
process for a project, incorporating mitigation as integral components of a proposed project design before
making a determination about the significance of the project’s environmental impacts. Such mitigation
can lead to an environmentally preferred outcome and in some cases reduce the projected impacts of
agency actions to below a threshold of significance. Such measures are often incorporated into the
proposed action, as part of the planning process, such as agency standardized best management practices
(BMPs) (e.g., to prevent storm water runoff or fugitive dust emissions at a construction site). For the
purposes of this SEIS, such measures are referred to as Special Conservation Measures (SCMs). The
SCMs would be included in the project design and, as an integral component of the proposed action,
would be implemented with the proposed action. The CEQ regulations also require consideration of
mitigation measures that are not already included as part of the proposed action. Such mitigation is
distinct from SCMs as they represent additional measures, beyond the proposed action, that are being
considered for further reducing, avoiding, and/or compensating for adverse effects outlined in this SEIS.
The ROD for this SEIS will state which, if any, of these additional measures will be implemented. The
SCMs presented in this section would be included in the proposed action to avoid or minimize potential
impacts. SCMs and mitigation measures are summarized below.
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ES.3.1
L.

4,

General Measures

A contract requirement would be to include BMPs to minimize potential impacts to surface water
from construction activities (such as the use of hay bales or other barriers around excavation areas
to trap sediment and prevent mobilization by surface water runoff; covering piles of excavated
soil before the soil is backfilled into the trenches; proper procedures for contractors’ laydown
areas and equipment to prevent accidental fuel releases, etc.). Natural Resources and
Environmental Affairs (NREA) personnel at the Combat Center would be required to inspect the
construction sites and ensure that the contractor is complying with the BMPs.

All petroleum, oil, lubricants, and hazardous wastes/hazardous materials associated with the
construction and inspection phases of the project would be used, stored, managed, and disposed
of in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations and the Marine Corps
Order P5090.2A (Environmental Compliance and Protection Manual [DON 2013]).

Another contract requirement would be the preparation of a project-specific Health and Safety
Plan according to all federal, state, local and Marine Corps regulations and requirements. The
Health and Safety Plan would identify potential safety hazards associated with the construction
and inspection phases of the alternatives, and measures for preventing and minimizing them. The
Health and Safety Plan would address such issues as safe heavy equipment operation and fueling;
properly signing/flagging work areas; traffic control; backfilling all trenches at the end of the
workday; securing equipment left onsite; slips, trips and falls; overhead hazards; potential
biological hazardous such as ticks, scorpions, and venomous snakes; and valley fever.

NREA and its contractors would be required to contact the MCAGCC Public Works Officer to
locate all on-base underground utilities within the proposed fence alignment, and Underground
Service Alert of Southern California (DigAlert) for the locations of all long-distance, commercial
underground utility corridors while the project is in the design stage. The fenceline would be
routed to avoid intersecting underground utilities in the project areas. If the fence alignment must
cross over an underground utility, such as an underground natural gas transmission pipeline, the
following procedures would be implemented to prevent contact with and damage to the
underground utility:

4.1 Utility company representatives would meet at the site with design/engineering staff.
The utility company personnel would flag or otherwise mark at the surface the width of
the underground utility corridor where the fenceline would cross. Geographic
Information System (GIS) coordinates would be recorded for width of the underground
utility at each the location where the fenceline would cross the utility.

4.2 Project staff would design that segment of the fenceline such that the t-posts would be
placed with a 2 feet (ft) (0.6 meter [m]) buffer on either side of the utility corridor.

4.3 Project engineers/designers and utility company personnel would be on-site when t-posts
are installed to provide direction to t-post installers to ensure that the utility line is
avoided. GIS coordinates would be recorded for each t-post installed at either side of a
utility corridor.

4.4 Where the fence must cross an underground utility corridor, no trench would be
excavated. Instead, the fence materials would be bent at a 90 degree angle to produce a
lower section approximately 14 inches (35 cm) wide that would be placed parallel to, and
in direct contact with, the ground surface (USFWS 2009). The remaining 22 inch (55 cm)
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wide upper section would be placed vertically against the t-posts, perpendicular to the
ground and attached to the t-posts. The lower section in contact with the ground would
be placed level with the ground surface and face inward toward the exclusion area (i.e.,
face toward the direction inside which the tortoises are meant to stay). The fence
material on the ground surface would be buried with soil and rocks (rocks approximately
2 to 4 inches [5 to 10 cm] in diameter; larger rocks may be used where soil is shallow) to
a depth of up to 4 inches (5 cm). A minimum of 18 inches (76 cm) of height space would
be left between the rock surface and the top of the tortoise-proof fence (USFWS 2009).
During the inspection phase, in the event that a t-post is found to be displaced, the GIS
coordinates from the original installation would be used to ensure that the replacement is
installed a safe distance from the underground utility.

5. The translocation plan anticipates that some recipient sites would be on lands managed by BLM.
The following Stipulations would be employed on lands administered by BLM.

5.1

5.2

53

54

5.5

5.6

The Marine Corps would survey proposed helicopter landing sites for desert tortoises
before use. All landing sites would be at least 100 ft (30 m) from any existing desert
tortoise or burrow. Desert tortoises that enter an established landing site would be moved
at least 100 ft (30 m) from activity within that site by an Authorized Biologist.

The Marine Corps would protect all survey monuments found within the right-of-way.

All vehicular traffic would be limited to routes that have been designated “open” (signed)
by BLM. The routes which are designated as “open” may change over time (e.g., see
Section 5.3.2.10) and therefore, the routes which are authorized for use in implementing
this SEIS may change accordingly. New access roads or cross-country vehicle travel
would not be permitted.

Before any helicopter landings, the Marine Corps would develop, and BLM would
approve, an Aviation Safety Management Plan that would specifically address how
potential conflicts between helicopter use and other area users would be resolved.

Before any helicopter landings, the Marine Corps would develop, and BLM would
approve, a Spill Prevention Plan to address contingencies should a fuel spill occur.
Fueling on public lands would not be authorized.

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) Conservation and Management
Actions (CMAs) would be applied as appropriate for any new ground disturbance,
including:

A. All activity work areas would be kept free of trash and debris. Particular attention
would be paid to “micro-trash” (including such small items as screws, nuts,
washers, nails, coins, rags, small electrical components, small pieces of plastic,
glass or wire, and any debris or trash that is colorful or shiny) and organic waste
that may subsidize predators. All trash would be covered, kept in closed
containers, or otherwise removed from the project site at the end of each day or at
regular intervals prior to periods when workers are not present at the site.

B. In addition to implementing the measures above on activity sites, each activity
would provide compensatory mitigation that contributes to Land Use Plan
Amendment-wide raven management.
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ES.3.2

C. No fumigant, treated bait, or other means of poisoning nuisance animals including
rodenticides would be used in areas where Focus and BLM Special Status Species
are known or suspected to occur.

D. Feeding of wildlife, leaving of food or trash as an attractive nuisance to wildlife,
collection of native plants, or harassing of wildlife on a site would be prohibited.

E. If suitable habitat characteristics are identified during the habitat assessment,
clearance surveys for the Mojave fringe-toed lizard would be performed in suitable
habitat areas.

F. Domestic pets would be prohibited on sites. This prohibition does not apply to the
use of domestic animals (e.g., dogs) that may be used to aid in official and
approved monitoring procedures/protocols, or service animals (dogs) under Title 11
and Title III of the American with Disabilities Act.

G. Impacts to desert tortoise habitat, identified and analyzed in this activity specific
environmental document, would be compensated using the standard biological
resources compensation ratio, of 1:1 for non-critical habitat and 5:1 for critical
habitat impacts. Compensation acreage requirements may be fulfilled through non-
acquisition (i.e., restoration and enhancement), land acquisition (i.e., preserve), or a
combination of these options, depending on the activity specifics and BLM
approval/authorization. Compensation for the impacts to designated desert tortoise
critical habitat would be in the same critical habitat unit as the impact.
Compensation for impacts to desert tortoise would be in the same recovery unit as
the impact.

Biological Resources

Sixteen SCMs are proposed as part of the project to offset impacts to desert tortoises and desert tortoise

habitat.

These measures have been developed by the NREA Division at the Combat Center in

consultation with the USFWS and are described in detail below.

6.

An Authorized Biologist would be present during all fence installation activities to ensure that
placement, and access to, of the fence would adaptively avoid protected and special status
biological resources (e.g., flora and fauna species) and long-lived woody vegetation.

Regular fence inspections (as described in Section 2.1.2.2, Fencing) would include monitoring
and removal of any soil and plant debris that might collect at the fence. If exclusion fencing is
installed when tortoises are known to be active (either from spring through fall or in winter during
unusually warm weather), then all installed exclusion fence (partial or complete) would be
checked 2-3 times daily for 2 weeks to ensure that no tortoise is fence-walking to the point of
exhaustion or overexposure. If midday temperatures are above thresholds at which tortoises must
go underground to escape heat (approximately 109.4°F [43°C] ground temperature), fence checks
would occur 1 hour prior to this threshold being reached. The Combat Center would also actively
coordinate with the USFWS to determine the most effective method to reduce potential adverse
effects to tortoise from fence-walking in extreme heat as a result of translocation activities, which
may include installing artificial shade structures (as recommended by Brand et al. 2016) along the
length of the fences during construction.

ES-11



Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

In instances where desert tortoise eggs are translocated, nests would be protected with open-mesh
fencing that permits hatchlings to escape but prevents predation by dogs/coyotes that might be
attracted by human scent to the new nests. Alternatively, smaller mesh fencing or other
techniques may be used to prevent ground squirrel predation on nests. Open-mesh fencing or
avian netting also would be installed on the roof of the nest enclosure to prevent predator entry.
Nests covered in material that would not allow hatchlings to exit would require monitoring from a
30 ft (9 m) distance for hatching activity. If possible, and following the Desert Tortoise Field
Manual (USFWS 2009), hatchlings would be weighed, measured, photographed, described, and
marked.

The following measures would be implemented to help prevent the spread and introduction of
invasive plant species:

9.1 All equipment moved into these areas would be inspected to make sure they are free of
soil, weeds, vegetative matter, or other debris that could harbor seeds.

9.2 Any fills, mulches, or re-vegetation seeding used during or after project implementation
would be certified weed free.

The Marine Corps would increase coyote hunting authorized in the BLM-managed lands
(exclusive of wilderness and wilderness study areas) through an on-base hunter education
program. Conservation Law Enforcement Officers (CLEO) would depredate coyotes as
opportunities arise incidental to normal patrols, and in accordance with State law and BLM
policy. When canid predation in recipient sites exceeds that in associated control sites, or
exceeds 10% for adult tortoises in a recipient site, CLEOs would specifically target coyotes in the
recipient site for hunting or depredation.

The Marine Corps would monitor for raven predation within the translocation recipient sites that
are located within the Ord-Rodman Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and notify
the USFWS of the location of offending ravens for removal. The Marine Corps would seek a
raven depredation permit, so that it can perform direct removals of ravens within the translocation
recipient site.

The Marine Corps would perform route closures as follows to reduce the effects of displaced
OHV recreation on the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey Flower ACECs and the
translocation recipient sites. Closures would occur as soon as practical following completion of
the BLMs Western Mojave route designation process, subject to BLM authorization. The
Combat Center may be required to perform additional site-specific environmental review prior to
that authorization.

12.1  Close and obscure unauthorized routes within the translocation recipient sites and
dispersal areas located within the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey Flower
ACECs through use of vertical mulching or other means.

12.2  Close and obscure unauthorized routes within a 330-ft (100-m) buffer of off-highway
vehicle barriers that separate the Johnson Valley and Stoddard Valley OHV recreation
areas from the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey Flower ACECs.

The Marine Corps would budget for installation of the following OHV barrier fencing in the 2
fiscal years following the signing of the ROD for this SEIS to minimize the effects of additional
off-route travel in the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey Flower ACECs (refer to Figure
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14.

15.

16.

A-1 in Appendix A). OHYV barrier fencing would not block any routes designated “open” by the
BLM. Final location of all barrier fencing may vary from these alignments to address private
property constraints, and are subject to BLM authorization. The Combat Center may be required
to perform additional site-specific environmental review prior to that authorization.

13.1  Highway 247 between the Kern River Gas Line right-of-way (north) to the location
where Highway 247 reaches the base of Stoddard Ridge (south). The north end of this
alignment, from the Kern River Gas Line right-of-way to the southern end of the
Stoddard Valley OHV Recreation Area, would incorporate desert tortoise exclusion
fencing. Fencing along Highway 247 would be preferentially placed within the CalTrans
right-of-way, subject to CalTrans approval.

13.2  North side of Camp Rock Road from southern boundary of the Ord-Rodman ACEC north
to the Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment boundary.

13.3  North side of the powerline road (BLM route number: NR 8465) from the isolated
portion of the Johnson Valley OHV Recreation Area (T6N, R4E, Section 4) to the larger
portion of the Johnson Valley OHV Recreation Area (T6N, R3E, Section 13).

13.4  Along the BLM ownership boundaries from Camp Rock Road at the southern end of the
Ord-Rodman ACEC, west to a point where topography forms a barrier to OHV entry.
Portions of this section would not be located along existing roads and access to these
areas would involve cross-country travel to install fences. For these portions, the only
new permanent disturbance associated with construction would be fence posts and there
would be no new permanent access road.

13.5  For that portion of the Johnson Valley OHV Recreation Area boundary that falls within
the Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment, the Combat Center would coordinate with BLM to
identify mutually-agreeable measures to reduce off-route travel in the adjacent Ord-
Rodman ACEC. The Combat Center would be responsible for implementing these
measures.

The Marine Corps would install desert tortoise exclusion fencing at the interface of training areas
with Galway Lake/Bessemer Mine, Cleghorn Lake Special Use Area, and the Siberia recipient
site to reduce the potential for mortality of desert tortoises that may try to enter heavy disturbance
areas.

The Marine Corps would perform long-term maintenance of OHV barrier fencing, desert tortoise
exclusion fencing, and route closures that are implemented on public lands, subject to BLM
authorization such as a right-of-way or memorandum of understanding.

CLEOs would patrol recipient and control sites in the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey
Flower ACECs at least 10 times per year, focused on the conjunction of peak OHV use and desert
tortoise active periods. Patrols of the remaining areas within the Ord-Rodman ACEC would
occur incidental to CLEO transit between recipient and control sites. CLEOs would provide law
enforcement during patrols in the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey Flower ACECs,
subject to Federal law. These would include occasional helicopter patrols as flight hours are
available. Helicopter patrols would avoid overflight of wilderness areas, wilderness study areas,
and active eagle nests.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

The Marine Corps would identify illegal dumps within and on the periphery of the Ord-Rodman
and Daggett Ridge Monkey Flower ACECs during CLEO patrols.

The Marine Corps would identify sites within the Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey
Flower ACECs in need of habitat restoration during CLEO patrols.

The Marine Corps would establish the following new conservation areas or management actions
on the Combat Center:

19.1 Manage proposed Galway Lake/Bessemer Mine Special Use Area that is contiguous with
new Ord-Rodman ACEC lands as a tortoise conservation area.

19.2  Manage Sunshine Peak South Special Use Area as a tortoise conservation area.

19.3  Upgrade the Sunshine Peak North Special Use Area that is contiguous with new Ord-
Rodman ACEC lands for protection of the tortoise.

19.4  Establish the Bullion Special Use Area for protection of the tortoise.
19.5  Establish the Cleghorn Lake Special Use Area for protection of the tortoise.

The Marine Corps would contribute funds to support range-wide monitoring for the desert
tortoise within the Ord-Rodman ACEC as a means of looking at how the effects of their
population augmentation fit into the broader context of the population trends within the Ord-
Rodman ACEC.

The Marine Corps would perform clearance surveys of the expansion areas, as described in the
2012 BO with the following modifications.

21.1  Prior to the first MEB exercise, during desert tortoise active season, the Marine Corps
would conduct the first clearance survey covering 100% of heavy- and moderate-
intensity disturbance areas.

21.2  In subsequent years, during desert tortoise active season, the Marine Corps would
conduct additional clearance surveys of any square kilometer grid where two or more
adult desert tortoises were found in previous surveys. Surveys would continue until
fewer than two adult desert tortoises are found in the grid, or until diminishing returns are
met as determined in coordination with the USFWS.

21.3  Desert tortoises captured would be translocated to the most appropriate recipient site
given the conditions within recipient sites at the time of capture, as determined in
coordination with USFWS and BLM if the recipient site is located on public lands.
These tortoises would be subject to health assessment results and restrictions on
translocation of ELISA-positive tortoises into critical habitat.

In addition, numerous standard or currently implemented SCMs would continue to be implemented.
These are described in the 2012 Final EIS; the following discussion focuses on SCMs that are relevant to
the proposed action that are not already incorporated into Sections 2.1, 2.2, or 2.3.

22.

Upon issuance of the BO for the proposed project, the Combat Center would amend its Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) to incorporate the conditions for use associated
with the new training areas and new/modified airspace.
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23. The following measures from the 2002 Basewide BO (USFWS 2002), the 2012 BO (USFWS
2012), the 2012 INRMP (MCAGCC 2012), and the current Combat Center Order 5090.4F
(MAGTF Training Command 201 1a), would be implemented:

23.1

232

233

The Marine Corps will ensure that personnel inspect beneath and around all parked
vehicles, located in desert tortoise habitat, prior to moving the vehicle. If a desert tortoise
is located beneath a vehicle and is not in immediate danger or impeding training, the
Marines will allow the tortoise to move on its own or they will contact Range Control for
instructions. Only appropriately briefed Marines, with direct radio or telephone
communication with and authorization from Range Control, will move desert tortoises.
In these instances, the Marine Corps will move desert tortoises only the minimum
distance to ensure their safety.

During construction in areas that are not fenced with desert tortoise exclusion fencing, an
Authorized Biologist will check open trenches at least two times a day, in the morning
and evening, throughout the duration of construction. If midday temperatures are likely to
be above 95 degrees Fahrenheit, one of these checks will occur one hour prior to the
forecasted high temperature. The Marine Corps will leave open excavations only if they
are temporarily fenced or covered to exclude desert tortoises. The Marine Corps will
inspect all excavations for desert tortoises prior to filling.

If maintenance or construction occurs during a time of year when desert tortoises are
active, the Authorized Biologist would ensure that clearance surveys have been
conducted in all work areas within appropriate habitat immediately before the onset of
work; that is, the clearance surveys would be timed to reduce, to the extent possible, the
likelihood that a desert tortoise could move into a work area between the time the site is
surveyed and the onset of work. The NREA staff would determine whether desert
tortoises are likely to be active with consideration of the time of year and the weather
conditions at the time and place where work is to be conducted. If desert tortoises are
unlikely to be active, the clearance surveys may be conducted within 48 hours before
ground disturbance. When desert tortoise burrows are found, they would be checked for
desert tortoises; when desert tortoises are found, the burrows would be flagged. All
unoccupied burrows would be flagged in a different manner than the occupied burrows.
During the construction period, an Authorized Biologist would re-check the burrows and
remove any desert tortoises that would be in danger by the mission-related construction
activity.

Reporting Procedures (Adapted from the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and the 2002 BO)

234

235

The NREA office would maintain a record of all observations of desert tortoises
encountered at the Combat Center. The information gathered would include the date and
time of observation; whether the desert tortoise was handled and whether it voided its
bladder; general health of the desert tortoise; and, if it was moved, the locations from and
to which the desert tortoise was moved.

The Marine Corps would provide a written report to the USFWS and BLM by January 31
of each year to document the numbers and locations of desert tortoises injured, killed, and
handled; discuss the effectiveness of the Marine Corps’ protective measures; and
recommend other measures that allow for better protection of the desert tortoise or more
workable implementation. The report would also include detailed information on the
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23.6

construction and maintenance projects that NREA personnel reviewed in the previous
year; these projects include any actions that NREA staff determines are not likely to
adversely affect the desert tortoise and those that are likely to adversely affect the desert
tortoise and that are conducted under the auspices of a BO.

If the Marine Corps is required to prepare any additional written reports as a result of
biological opinions for activities it conducts at the Combat Center, the information from
these reports may be included in this annual report.

Disposition of Dead or Injured Desert Tortoises (Adapted from the 2012 Land Acquisition BO and the

2002 BO)

23.7

23.8

239

23.10

Upon locating dead or injured desert tortoises, initial notification within 3 days of their
finding would be made in writing to the Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office by
telephone (760-322-2070) or electronic mail. The report would include the date, time,
and location of the carcass, a photograph (if possible), cause of death, if known, and any
other pertinent information.

Care would be taken in handling injured animals to ensure effective treatment. Injured
animals would be transported to a qualified veterinarian or a rehabilitator licensed by the
State of California. Should any treated desert tortoises survive, the USFWS would be
contacted regarding the final disposition of the animals.

The USFWS may advise the Marine Corps to provide the dead specimens to a laboratory
for analysis. The carcass of the deceased tortoise must be kept so the biological material
remains intact. When possible, the carcass should be kept on ice or refrigerated (not
frozen) until the USFWS has provided information on the appropriate means for
disposition.

If such institutions are not available or the shell has been damaged, the information noted
in the Reporting Requirements section of the 2002 BO would be obtained and the
carcasses left in place. Arrangements regarding the proper disposition of potential
museum specimens would be made with the institution by the Marine Corps before
implementation of the action.

Desert Tortoise Conservation Efforts (Adapted from 2012 Integrated Natural Resources Management

Plan)

23.11
23.12
23.13
23.14
23.15
23.16

23.17
23.18

Manage TRACRS to protect nests and hatchling tortoises from predation.

Monitor tortoise growth and population changes over time to determine facility success.
Continue non-native predator management.

Minimize MSR and road proliferation.

Continue tortoise awareness program.

Cooperate with other agencies and academic institutions on research conducted on the
cause, transmission, testing, and treatment of Upper Respiratory Tract Disease.

Evaluate desert tortoise habitat condition and health.

Identify areas of desert tortoise habitat at risk for negative impacts.
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23.19

23.20
23.21
23.22
23.23

23.24

23.25
23.26

Continue long-term tortoise density and trend-monitoring program using USFWS-
approved protocols.

Maintain established study plots.
Monitor long-term study plots on a 2- to 4-year rotation.
Restore disturbed washes to allow for proper functioning.

Maintain and delineate road access to sites to discourage units from making alternate
routes.

Identify areas where road upgrades or relocations can benefit both military travel and
natural resources conservation. Design projects to enhance these roads, encourage their
use, and avoid significant impacts to the desert tortoise, including proper drainage work
on shoulders and adequate dry wash crossings.

Restore and rehabilitate Training Lands when economically feasible.

Prevent damage to naturally and culturally sensitive areas by making personnel aware
that they are entering sensitive areas.

Desert Tortoise Conservation Measures from the Combat Center Order 5090.4F (Adapted from MAGTF

Training Command 2011a)

23.27

23.28

23.29

23.30

23.31
23.32

23.33

The possession of otherwise legal captive desert tortoises aboard the Combat Center,
including base housing, is prohibited. Under no circumstances are legal captive or wild
tortoises from off-base to be released into the Combat Center’s population.

The feeding of wildlife on the Combat Center and BLM-managed lands is prohibited.
Unauthorized feeding of desert wildlife creates an imbalance in the food chain and
reduces the animals’ natural fear of humans, which places humans, wildlife, and domestic
pets at risk.

The introduction of any exotic plant life is prohibited on the Combat Center and BLM-
managed lands.

The release of exotic wildlife, domesticated pets, aquatic species, and those vertebrate
and invertebrate species not native to the area is strictly prohibited.

Open fires and the harvesting or cutting of any native vegetation are prohibited.

The “Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area,” located to the south of the Cleghorn Pass,
Bullion, and America Mine Training Areas, is managed by the BLM. Accessing or
departing the southeastern ranges through this area by vehicle is strictly prohibited. No
vehicle entry is allowed in this protected area. There is no authorized access to the
Cleghorn Pass, Bullion, or America Mine Training Ranges from a southerly direction.

The “Ord-Rodman Critical Habitat” for desert tortoise and two associated wilderness
areas are adjacent to the Sunshine Peak Training Area. No vehicle entry is allowed in
these protected areas.

ES.3.3 Land Use

The following BLM measures would be implemented as part of the proposed action.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

ES.3.4

A BLM Minimum Requirements Analysis would be performed whenever project activities would
occur in designated wilderness areas.

During post-translocation monitoring and related activities, Authorized Biologists would identify
vehicle staging areas outside designated wilderness areas (using a Global Positioning System to
ensure awareness of wilderness area boundaries), would enter wilderness areas only on foot, and
would vary their ingress/egress routes to control areas and sites so as to avoid leaving evidence of
a trail or path into designated wilderness areas.

Installation of fencing along (but outside of) boundaries of wilderness areas would, to the
maximum extent practicable, make use of colored fence posts that blend in with surrounding
terrain and thereby minimize visual impact from within the designated areas.

The Marine Corps will not install remote tracking devices (e.g., transmitters) on desert tortoises
in wilderness areas or wilderness study areas.

Air Quality

Where applicable during project construction, the Combat Center would implement the following:

28.

29.

ES.3.5

Use water trucks to keep construction areas and commercial helicopter landing sites during
translocation damp enough to minimize the generation of fugitive dust.

Minimize the amount of disturbed ground area at any given time.

Cultural Resources

For areas on the Combat Center:

30.

31.

32.

33.

The Marine Corps would provide an archaeological monitor to be present for all sign and post
emplacement as well as for all trenching for desert tortoise exclusion fencing and the permanent
maintenance road. The monitor would ensure that no signs, posts, trenches, or roads would be
placed in a manner that would disturb any archaeological site or features.

Any new archaeological sites would be recorded and entered into both the NREA’s and the
State’s databases.

Construction material laydown areas (located on the new maintenance road) would be restricted
to the defined Area of Potential Effect and placement would be monitored by archacological
monitors to ensure that no cultural resources are disturbed.

Site CA-SBR-12950 would be flagged and it would be monitored by a NREA-approved
archaeologist to ensure that it is not inadvertently disturbed or affected.

For areas on BLM-managed lands:

34.

The consultant conducting the work must possess a BLM Cultural Resource Use Permit issued by
the State Office and a Fieldwork Authorization issued by the Barstow Field Office. The
consultant would submit a Work Plan to the BLM Archaeologist in Barstow for approval prior to
issuance of the Fieldwork Authorization.

A Class I records search conducted for the Project at the California Historical Resources
Information System South Central Coastal Information Center. The records search includes a
0.5-mile buffer to either side of the project centerline.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Fieldwork would be completed by a survey crew consisting of a field director/crew chief plus
crew members. The Crew Chief must meet the applicable Secretary of the Interior qualification
standards. Standard transect spacing would be 50 ft (15 m), although it would be reduced to 10 to
16 ft (3 to 5 m) within identified archaeological sites to adequately define the site and its
constituents. However, due to safety concerns, steep slopes greater than 30% would only be
opportunistically examined for rock outcrops and evidence of historic features, but would not be
covered in 50-ft (15-m) transects. Areas that are not surveyed would be documented and the
reason why survey was not possible would be noted and provided in the technical report that
would be prepared for this project. The Class III inventory is a non-collection survey.

The Marine Corps would provide an archaeological monitor to be present for all construction of
OHYV barrier fencing on BLM land. The monitor would ensure that no posts or trenches would be
placed in a manner that would disturb any archaeological site or features.

The Marine Corps would survey proposed helicopter landing sites for cultural resources before
use. All landing sites would be placed at least 100 ft (30 m) from any cultural resources.

Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains:

37.1  Upon discovery of human remains, all work within a minimum of 200 ft (61 m) of the
remains must cease immediately, nothing disturbed, and the area is to be secured. The
County Coroner’s Office of the county where the remains were located must be called.
The Coroner has two working days to examine the remains after notification. The
appropriate land manager/owner or the site shall also be called and informed of the
discovery.

37.2  Federal land managers/federal law enforcement/federal archaeologists are to be informed
as well because of complementary jurisdiction issues. It is very important that the
suspected remains and the area around them remain undisturbed and the proper
authorities called to the scene as soon as possible as it could be a crime scene.

37.3  The Coroner would determine if the bones are historic/archaeological or a modern legal
case.

Modern Remains:

38.1  If the Coroner's Office determines the remains are of modern origin, the appropriate law
enforcement officials would be called by the Coroner and conduct the required
procedures. Work would not resume until law enforcement has released the area.

Archaeological Remains:

39.1  If the Coroner determines the remains are archaeological or historic and there is no legal
question, the appropriate Field Office Archaeologist must be called. The archaeologist
would initiate the proper procedures under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
and/or Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). If the
remains can be determined to be Native American, the steps as outlined in NAGPRA, 43
CFR 10.4, Inadvertent Discoveries, must be followed.
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ES.4 OTHERPOTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES

ES4.1

Biological Resources

In addition to the SCMs described above, the following additional mitigation measures have been
identified to potentially reduce project impacts to biological resources:

BIO-1.

BIO-2.

BIO-3.

BIO-4.

BIO-5.

BIO-6.

BIO-7.

ES.4.2

Upon the eventual removal of tortoise exclusion fencing associated with the constrained
dispersal sites, the fence areas would be restored to pre-existing conditions to the maximum
extent practicable; this may include filling the trench with adjacent disturbed soil,
revegetating the fenceline with native plants, and tilling the maintenance road (and potentially
the access road) if sufficient evidence of compaction is observed.

Perching deterrents would be installed on all fence and sign posts that could be used for
perching to decrease the threat of raptor and corvid predation on tortoises. Perching
deterrents have been shown to decrease incidence and length of perching, and as a result, a
decrease in predation (Dwyer and Doloughan 2014). Perching deterrents include specifically
designed and engineered products, such as Nixalite® bird spikes and Bird-B-Gone bird
spiders, and simple home solutions such as driving a nail into the top of a fence post and
allowing it to protrude a few inches above the top of the post. These devices could be
inspected and repaired or replaced as needed as part of the fence monitoring procedures
described in Section 2.1.2.2, Fencing.

The Combat Center would furnish all tortoise exclusion fencing with artificial shade
structures and consult with USFWS on the specific design criteria (e.g., location, size).

The Combat Center would consult with USFWS regarding the appropriate course of action to
take for any desert tortoise repeatedly found fence-pacing.

The Combat Center would develop additional measures to control coyotes as well as free-
roaming dogs (except in wilderness and wilderness study areas).

The Combat Center would collaborate with other researchers and resource managers (e.g.,
data would be shared) to increase the likelihood that lessons learned from this translocation
effort would expediently inform future decisions pertaining to desert tortoise management.

A network of rain gauges would be established throughout the recipient and control sites as
part of the post-translocation monitoring plans.

Land Use

In addition to the SCMs described above, the following additional mitigation measure has been identified
to potentially reduce project impacts to land use:

LU-1.

ES.4.3

Alter the No-Action Alternative to fence only the Exclusive Military Use Area (EMUA)
portion of the recipient area in the western portion of the WEA, and only translocate desert
tortoises to this smaller fenced area. This potential mitigation measure would eliminate this
impact to recreation use.

Air Quality

Aside from SCMs, no additional mitigation measures have been identified to reduce project impacts to air
quality for the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2.
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ES.4.4 Cultural Resources

With the application of the SCMs, there are no anticipated impacts to historic properties from
implementation of the No-Action Alternative, Alternative 1, or Alternative 2. Accordingly, no additional
mitigation measures are needed. Impacts to the desert tortoise as a part of the cultural and spiritual
landscape of the Colorado River Indian Tribes would be less than significant. Consultation with the
Tribes on this issue is ongoing.

ES.5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

A summary comparison of environmental impacts for the No-Action Alternative and the two action
alternatives is presented in Table ES-2.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts

Resource No—Act|<_)n Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological LSl LSl LSI
Resources Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation

LSl

LSI because fence and associated
maintenance road construction would
impact approximately 122.4 acres (49.5
ha) of desert scrub and 29.6 acres (12
ha) of relatively barren badlands, rock
outcrops, and cliffs (Table 4.1-1).
These impact areas represent
approximately 0.44% of the total desert
scrub and 0.17% of the total badlands,
rock outcrops, and cliffs found within
the proposed recipient areas, alternate
recipient areas, and Special Use Areas
under the No-Action Alternative.
Implementation of the proposed SCMs
would reduce these impacts.

Desert Tortoise

Home Ranges — Physical: Physical
impacts to desert tortoise home ranges
would be adverse, but temporary, and
may vary depending on the distance of
the translocation. Impacts would
include increased tortoise movement
that could result in a greater risk of
predation and heat stress. These
impacts would be minimized with
implementation of SCMs.

Home Ranges — Social: The proposed
translocation under all alternatives
would compel translocated and resident

e LSI because fence and road
construction would impact
approximately 0.1 acre (0.04 ha) of
active and stabilized dune; 26.1 acres
(10.6 ha) of badlands, rock outcrops,
and cliffs; 86.3 acres (34.9 ha) of desert
scrub; and 4.1 acres (1.7 ha) of desert
wash. These impact areas represent
approximately 0.07% of the total active
and stabilized dune; 0.08% of the total
badlands, rock outcrops, and cliffs;
0.09% of the total desert scrub; and
0.13% of the total desert wash found
within the proposed recipient and
control sites under Alternative 1.

LSI

Desert Tortoise

Compared to the No-Action Alternative,
Alternative 1 would have the following
impacts:

e  The use of one, larger constrained
dispersal site instead of four smaller
sites would have a beneficial impact to
the tortoise because it better
accommodates tortoise home range
size, and could provide results that
would better inform future management
actions.

e Translocation of tortoises to areas of
depleted populations is even more

e LSI because fence and road
construction would impact
approximately 0.1 acre (0.04 ha) of
active and stabilized dune; 22.7 acres
(9.2ha) of badlands, rock outcrops, and
cliffs; 82.7 acres (33.5 ha) of desert
scrub; and 2.3 acres (0.9 ha) of desert
wash. As described above, the Bullion
recipient site would not be established
and the Bullion control site would be
relocated. Therefore, impact areas
would represent approximately 0.29%
of the total active and stabilized dune;
0.08% of the total badlands, rock
outcrops, and cliffs; 0.09% of the total
desert scrub; and 0.09% of the total
desert wash found within the proposed
recipient and control sites under
Alternative 2.

LSl

Desert Tortoise

Compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 2
would have the following impacts:

e Density research methodologies would
be based on the latest translocation
guidance from the USFWS (2016a). As
a result, this alternative places greater
emphasis on augmenting depleted
populations.

e Approximately 3.6 fewer acres (1.5 ha)
of desert scrub and 1.8 fewer acres
(0.73 ha) of desert wash would be
impacted by fence construction.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological tortoises to develop and adjust to a new likely to occur. The recipient sites under Alternative 2
Resources social structure. The amount of time Headstarting research would be would not benefit desert tortoise
(continued) needed to adjust would increase with performed. connectivity along the Combat Center’s

the amount of time needed to establish
new home ranges. These impacts
would be adverse but temporary.
Population Viability: Population
augmentation at the proposed recipient
areas would neither exceed historic
population levels supported at those
areas nor result in population densities
too low for viability. In addition,
increased tortoise density could help
desert tortoises spend less energy
searching for mates.

Fence Construction: Fence
construction would adversely affect
desert tortoise habitat and prevent some
resident tortoises from accessing some
of their home range. An Authorized
Biologist would be present during all
fence installation activities to ensure
that placement of the fence would
adaptively avoid protected and special
status biological resources (e.g., flora
and fauna species) and long-lived
woody vegetation.

Predation: The proposed recipient
areas were selected in part based on
distance from human subsidies to
predators and on evidence of low
predation. Impacts would be reduced
further if potential mitigation measures

Insufficient numbers of tortoises with
abnormal nasal discharge were found
during baseline and clearance surveys
to support study of the vertical
transmission of disease. As such,
Alternative 1 eliminates this potential
research from further consideration.
Construction of the fence along the
northern edge of the WEA would
prevent OHV users from entering this
area of the WEA and tortoises from
entering the OHV area, thereby
protecting the habitat and tortoises
within this area. Construction of OHV
barrier fencing along sections of the
Ord-Rodman and Daggett Ridge
Monkey Flower ACECs boundary
would minimize the effects of displaced
OHV recreation, also protecting the
habitat and tortoises within the Ord-
Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey
Flower ACECs, including the Lucerne-
Ord recipient site and Daggett control
site.

The Combat Center would implement a
predator control program outside of
wilderness and wilderness study areas.
The use of helicopters to transport
tortoises would greatly reduce the
amount of time they are handled as well
as the stress associated with long
handling periods.

Research on the effects of cattle grazing
on desert tortoises may help inform

northwestern boundary as strongly as
the No-Action Alternative, but
connectivity within and around the
other proposed recipient sites would be
improved.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological regarding predator control are future management actions regarding
Resources implemented outside of wilderness and cattle grazing that could, in turn, have a
(continued) wilderness study areas. beneficial impact to tortoises that

Desert Tortoise Handling: Handling
would create stress in translocated
tortoises but these effects would be
temporary and would be minimized by
adhering to established handling
procedures.

Additional Disease-Related Concerns:
Translocated tortoises would
experience higher levels of stress and
would be exposed to new tortoises that
would increase the susceptibility to
disease and the risk of disease
transmission. However, precautions
would be taken and accepted guidelines
would be followed to reduce stress and
minimize the risk of spreading disease.
Grazing: Tortoises translocated to
active Ord Mountain Grazing
Allotment may be adversely affected by
ongoing cattle grazing due to adverse
impacts to habitat and soil quality.
These impacts are expected to be less
than significant, however, because
cumulative habitat effects from ongoing
grazing operations would have already
occurred by the time that habitat quality
was assessed.

Regional Connectivity: Augmenting
the recipient areas would help increase
the connectivity at and around the
recipient areas.

Genetic Considerations: Tortoises
would be translocated less than 124
miles (200 km) to areas that are

extends well beyond the study area.
Physical and genetic distance research
would help inform degree and timing of
assimilation of translocatees with
residents, helping measure translocation
effectiveness.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological located within the same Recovery Unit,
Resources and therefore adverse genetic impacts
(continued) are not expected to occur.

recover the species.

The No-Action Alternative includes project
features designed to minimize these impacts.
An additional beneficial impact is that
research would be performed that could help
improve future management actions to

Land Use SI-M
Plans and Policies

LSI
Plans and Policies

e Significant but mitigable impact
because fencing of the proposed
recipient area along the western
boundary of the WEA would remove
OHYV access to a portion of the Means
Lake Shared Use Area. This would be
inconsistent with the intent of the 2014
NDAA and the Johnson Valley OHV
Area Management Plan.

Potential Mitigation: LU-1, Alter the
No-Action Alternative to fence only the
EMUA portion of the recipient area in
the western portion of the WEA, and
translocate desert tortoises to only this
smaller fenced area outside the Means
Lake Shared Use Area.

e Use of most recipient and control areas
would be consistent with existing plans
and policies, including the Combat
Center’s INRMP, the 2014 NDAA, San
Bernardino County General Plan,

LSl
Plans and Policies
e Use of recipient and control sites

would be consistent with existing plans
and policies, including the Combat
Center’s INRMP, San Bernardino
County General Plan, CDCA Plan,
West Mojave Plan, the

LSI

Impacts would be essentially the same
as described for Alternative 1.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Land Use CDCA Plan, West Mojave Plan, and DRECP, and Johnson Valley OHV
(continued) the DRECP. Management Plan.
LSI LSl
Land Ownership Status Land Ownership Status
e Changes in land ownership status would | e  Changes in land ownership status would
not occur. not occur.
SI-M LSI
Recreation and OHV Use Recreation and OHV Use
e Same SI-M impact as described above e  The translocation of desert tortoises and
for Plans and Policies, because fencing post-translocation monitoring at
of the WEA recipient area in the Means recipient and control sites would not
Lake Shared Use Area would prevent affect recreation in designated areas
access to an “open use” OHV area. such as the Johnson Valley OHV
Potential Mitigation: LU-1, Alter the Recreation Area.
No-Action Alternative to fence only the
EMUA portion of the recipient area in
the western portion of the WEA, and
translocate desert tortoises to only this
smaller fenced area outside the Means
Lake Shared Use Area.
LSI LSl
Grazing Grazing
e Land use impacts associated with e Impacts related to grazing under
incompatibility with grazing allotments Alternative 1 would be the same as for
would be less then significant because the No-Action Alternative.
grazing of cattle would continue to
occur and the total dry matter
consumption by translocated tortoises
would be less than the equivalent
consumption of a single cow.
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource NO'ACtK_m Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Land Use LSI LSl
(continued) Conservation Areas Conservation Areas

LSI

Vehicle traffic on BLM-managed lands
would be limited to routes that have
been designated “open” by BLM. No
new roads or cross-country vehicle
travel are proposed. Project activities
within conservation areas would be
compatible with the purposes and
management of such areas.

Wilderness Areas

Only control areas are proposed in
wilderness areas (no tortoise recipient
areas). Fencing near the Cleghorn Lakes
Wilderness Area would be on Combat
Center land outside one wilderness area.
With the implementation of SCMs
described in Section 2.6, all project
activities within wilderness areas would
be consistent with wilderness
management goals, characteristics, and
values, so the No-Action Alternative is

LSI

The OHV barrier fencing and route
closures associated with the Ord-
Rodman and Daggett Ridge Monkey
Flower ACECs (SCM #13) would be
consistent with BLM’s management
goals of these ACECs to limit all
vehicle traffic to roads and trails
designated “open” (signed) by the
BLM.

The use of helicopters to translocate
tortoises would result in negligible
noise impacts and helicopters would
only land on existing roads, outside of
sensitive areas.

The plan for translocation of desert
tortoises was coordinated with the
BLM to ensure that translocation and
monitoring is consistent with the
management plans for the ACECs and
the Mojave Trails National Monument.

Wilderness Areas

Under Alternative 1, SCMs described
in Section 2.6 would be applied as part
of the proposed action and would
include a BLM Minimum
Requirements Analysis; placing
staging areas outside wilderness areas;
and varying foot traffic ingress and
egress routes to minimize development
of trails. Fencing near the Cleghorn
Lakes Wilderness Area would be on
Combat Center land outside one
wilderness area. Fence posts adjacent
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Table ES-2. Summary and Comparison of Environmental Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Land Use expected to result in less than significant to wilderness areas would be of a color
(continued) impacts to wilderness areas. which would blend with the
surrounding landscape. All project
activities within wilderness areas
would be consistent with wilderness
management goals, characteristics, and
values, so Alternative 1 is expected to
result in less than significant impacts to
wilderness areas.
Air Quality LSl LSl LSI
e Estimated construction and operation e Impacts would be similar to the No- e Impacts would be similar to the No-
emissions of all criteria pollutants Action Alternative, and therefore would Action Alternative, and therefore would
would be below conformity de minimis be less than significant. be less than significant.
limits. Therefore, impacts to air quality
would be less than significant.
Cultural LSI LSl LSl
Resources Cultural and Spiritual Landscape Cultural and Spiritual Landscape Cultural and Spiritual Landscape

e Less than significant impacts to the
desert tortoise as a part of the cultural
and spiritual landscape of the Colorado
River Indian Tribes. Consultation with
the Tribes on this issue is ongoing.

NI
Historic Properties
e No impacts anticipated to historic
properties due to implementation of
SCM:s.

NI

Impacts would be the same as for the
No-Action Alternative.

Historic Properties

Impacts would be the same as the No-
Action Alternative, with the addition of
the use of helicopter landing areas
occurring on MSRs or within existing
roads/routes. With the implementation
of the SCMs, no impacts to historic
properties are anticipated due to
helicopter landings.

NI

Impacts would be the same as for
Alternative 1.

Historic Properties

Impacts would be the same as
Alternative 1.

Legend: ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; CDCA = California Desert Conservation Area; DRECP = Desert
Renewable Energy Conservation Plan; ELISA = Enzyme-Linked Immunosorbent Assay; INRMP = Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan; km = kilometer;
LSI = Less than Significant Impacts; MSR = Main Supply Route; NI = No Impact; NDAA = National Defense Authorization Act; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle;
SCM = Special Conservation Measures; SI = Significant Impacts; SI-M = Significant Impacts Mitigable to Less Than Significant; USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service; WEA = Western Expansion Area.
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ES.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A summary of potential cumulative impacts under each action alternative is summarized in Table ES-3.

Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts

Resource NO'ACtK_m Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological SI SI Sl
Resources Vegetation Vegetation Vegetation

Under the No-Action Alternative, a relatively
limited acreage of vegetation (less than half
of 1% of the project area) would be affected
by ground-disturbing activities within the
Combat Center (e.g., fence installation and
road construction; see Section 4.1.2.1) that,
with the implementation of proposed SCMs
(Section 2.6), would result in a less than
significant impact to vegetation, including
rare plants, on a project-level basis.
However, the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (particularly
renewable energy development projects)
described in Section 5.3 would result in
potentially significant cumulative impacts to
vegetation, including rare plants. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

Sl

Wildlife

Per Section 3.1.3.3, project-specific wildlife
impacts were appropriately described and
analyzed in the 2012 EIS. The 2012 EIS also
determined that cumulative effects to wildlife
would be potentially significant. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

Under Alternative 1, a relatively limited
acreage of vegetation (less than half of 1% of
the project area) would be affected by
ground-disturbing activities within the
Combat Center (e.g., fence installation and
road construction; see Section 4.1.3.1) that,
with the implementation of proposed SCMs
(Section 2.6), would result in a less than
significant impact to vegetation, including
rare plants, on a project-level basis.
However, the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (particularly
renewable energy development projects)
described in Section 5.3 would result in
potentially significant cumulative impacts to
vegetation, including rare plants. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

SI

Wildlife

Per Section 3.1.3.3, project-specific wildlife
impacts were appropriately described and
analyzed in the 2012 EIS. The 2012 EIS also
determined that cumulative effects to wildlife
would be potentially significant. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

Under Alternative 2, a relatively limited
acreage of vegetation (less than half of 1% of
the project area) would be affected by
ground-disturbing activities within the
Combat Center (e.g., fence installation and
road construction; see Section 4.1.4.1) that,
with the implementation of proposed SCMs
(Section 2.6), would result in a less than
significant impact to vegetation, including
rare plants, on a project-level basis.
However, the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (particularly
renewable energy development projects)
described in Section 5.3 would result in
potentially significant cumulative impacts to
vegetation, including rare plants. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

SI

Wildlife

Per Section 3.1.3.3, project-specific wildlife
impacts were appropriately described and
analyzed in the 2012 EIS. The 2012 EIS also
determined that cumulative effects to wildlife
would be potentially significant. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Biological SI SI Sl
Resources Desert Tortoise Desert Tortoise Desert Tortoise
(continued) Under the No-Action Alternative, impacts to | Similar to the No-Action Alternative, With respect to cumulative impacts, the only

biological resources would be less than
significant on a project-level basis.
However, the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions would result in
potentially significant cumulative impacts to
biological resources, including the desert
tortoise and its habitat. No mitigations have
been identified to address this impact.
While climate change is not a future action, it
is an ongoing phenomenon that would also
significantly impact biological resources,
also including the desert tortoise and its
habitat. Climate change is expected result in
a significant impact to biological resources,
including the desert tortoise, regardless of
where resources are located and even in the
absence of other future actions that may also
affect these resources. Moreover, it is
expected that climate change will require
continued, adaptive management to conserve
sensitive biological resources. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

impacts to biological resources under
Alternative 1 would be less than significant
on a project-level basis. However, the past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions would result in potentially significant
cumulative impacts to biological resources,
including the desert tortoise and its habitat.
No mitigations have been identified to
address this impact.

Similar to the No-Action Alternative, under a
1°C increase in summer temperatures,
predicted climate change refugia under
Alternative 1 are significantly reduced but
still occur in a mosaic patchwork throughout
the recipient sites. One exception is the
Siberia recipient site, which generally is not
predicted to contain tortoise refugia in this
climate change scenario. Under a 3°C
increase in summer temperatures, predicted
climate change refugia are reduced to tiny
fragments within all recipient sites except the
southern portion of the Rodman-Sunshine
Peak North recipient site (see Figure 5-7).
Based on the results from Barrows et al.
(2016), climate change is expected to have a
significant impact on biological resources,
including the desert tortoise and its habitat,
which would be in addition to the potentially
significant cumulative impacts that would
occur as a result of the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions
described in Section 5.3. No mitigations
have been identified to address this impact.

difference between Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2 is the removal of the Bullion
recipient site. As such, impacts to the desert
tortoise and its Alternative 2 would be less
than significant on a project-level basis, but
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions described in Section 5.3 would
result in potentially significant cumulative
impacts. In addition, based on the results
from Barrows et al. (2016), climate change is
expected to also have a significant impact to
the desert tortoise and its habitat that would
be in addition to that which would occur as a
result of the past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions described in
Section 5.3. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource

No-Action
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Land Use

LSI

Plans and Policies

Under the No-Action Alternative, the fencing
of one recipient area in the WEA that
overlaps the Shared Use Area would be
inconsistent with the intent of the NDAA and
the Johnson Valley OHV Area Management
Plan, resulting in a significant but mitigable
project impact. However, the No-Action
Alternative would be consistent with other
existing plans and policies, and the project
impact to the NDAA and Johnson Valley
OHV Management Plan is not indicative of a
broader, cumulative impact with regard to
these documents. Cumulative impacts
related to plans and policies would be less
than significant.

LSI

Land Ownership Status

The No-Action Alternative would not result
in any change in land ownership status or
require any additional land use restrictions.
The additive effect of past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions on land
ownership status (together with the No-
Action Alternative) is expected to be less
than significant on a regional basis.

LSI

Plans and Policies

The proposed tortoise translocation activities
under Alternative 1 would be consistent with
existing plans and policies, but in
conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions, cumulative
impacts related to plans and policies would
be less than significant.

LSl

Land Ownership Status

Alternative 1 would not result in any change
in land ownership status or require any
additional land use restrictions. The additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions on land ownership status
(together with Alternative 1) is expected to
be less than significant on a regional basis.

LSI

Plans and Policies

The proposed tortoise translocation activities
under Alternative 2 would be consistent with
existing plans and policies, but in
conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions, cumulative
impacts related to plans and policies would
be less than significant

LSl

Land Ownership Status

Alternative 2 would not result in any change
in land ownership status or require any
additional land use restrictions. The additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions on land ownership status
(together with Alternative 2) is expected to
be less than significant on a regional basis.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource NO'ACtK_m Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Land Use SI SI SI
(continued) Recreation and OHV Use Recreation and OHV Use Recreation and OHV Use

The proposed desert tortoise exclusion fence
that would surround the recipient area in the
WEA under the No-Action Alternative would
cut-off OHV access to part of the Means
Lake (Shared Use Area) Training Area,
resulting in a significant impact to recreation.
On a project-level, this impact could be
mitigated to be less than significant with
implementation of potential mitigation
measure LU-1, which would adjust tortoise
translocation and fencing to occur only in the
exclusive military use area (as described in
Section 4.2.2.1). However, cumulative
impacts to recreation would continue to be
potentially significant because of the additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions, including reductions in
land set aside for recreational activities (e.g.,
the 2012 Final EIS’s reduction in Johnson
Valley OHV Area), and increases in
population that drive larger numbers of
people seeking recreational opportunities.
No additional mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

Sl

Grazing

The Ord-Rodman recipient areas and two
control areas are located within the active
Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment (cattle). If
BLM implements the 2016 renewal of the
grazing lease for the Ord Mountain Grazing
Allotment as currently proposed, the
permitted number of livestock grazing would
increase by 13 head (5 additional cattle and 8

The proposed translocation of desert tortoises
and post-translocation monitoring at recipient
and control sites under Alternative 1 would
have a negligible effect on recreation in
wilderness areas or the Johnson Valley OHV
Recreation Area. However, cumulative
impacts to recreation would continue to be
potentially significant because of the additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions, including reductions in
land set aside for recreational activities (e.g.,
the 2012 Final EIS’s reduction in Johnson
Valley OHV Area), and increases in
population that drive larger numbers of
people seeking recreational opportunities.

No mitigations have been identified to
address this impact.

Sl

Grazing

The Lucerne-Ord and Rodman-Sunshine
Peak North recipient sites and the Rodman-
Sunshine Peak South control site are located
within the active Ord Mountain Grazing
Allotment (cattle). If BLM implements the
2016 renewal of the grazing lease for the Ord
Mountain Grazing Allotment as currently
proposed, the permitted number of livestock

The proposed translocation of desert tortoises
and post-translocation monitoring at recipient
and control sites under Alternative 2 would
have a negligible effect on recreation in
wilderness areas or the Johnson Valley OHV
Recreation Area. However, cumulative
impacts to recreation would continue to be
potentially significant because of the additive
effect of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions, including reductions in
land set aside for recreational activities (e.g.,
the 2012 Final EIS’s reduction in Johnson
Valley OHV Area), and increases in
population that drive larger numbers of
people seeking recreational opportunities.

No mitigations have been identified to
address this impact.

Si

Grazing

The overlap of Alternative 2 recipient and
control sites would be the same as for
Alternative 1. Sufficient forage and access
are available in the remaining portions of the
Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment for
continued cattle grazing. Grazing impacts
under Alternative 2 would be similar to the
No-Action Alternative, with less than

ES-32




Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource No-Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Land Use horses); however, the Animal Unit Months grazing would increase by 13 head (5 significant impacts to grazing on a project-
(continued) would decrease by 3. Livestock would additional cattle and 8 horses); however, the | level basis but potentially significant

continue to be managed using the Best
Pasture Grazing System. Sufficient forage
and access are available in the remaining
portions of the Ord Mountain Grazing
Allotment. While land use impacts related to
incompatibility with grazing are considered
to be less than significant at a project level
with this small change in the grazing lease on
Ord Mountain Grazing Allotment,
cumulative impacts would be potentially
significant due to the continuing loss of rural
agricultural/grazing lands to other uses
including urban development, natural
resources development, resource protection
and conservation, outdoor recreation, and
military uses. No mitigations have been
identified to address this impact.

LSI

Conservation Areas

Through coordination with the BLM,
proposed translocation efforts and post-
translocation monitoring at recipient and
control areas would be consistent with the
management plans for the two ACECs that
would overlap the action, and no significant
impacts are anticipated. Other cumulative
actions would be required to do the same. In
addition, other cumulative actions (e.g.,
Mojave Trails National Monument and the
CDCRA and CMORCA) have already
designated or will designate new
conservation areas in the project area.
Therefore, the proposed action would not

Animal Unit Months would decrease by 3.
Livestock would continue to be managed
using the Best Pasture Grazing System.
Sufficient forage and access are available in
the remaining portions of the Ord Mountain
Grazing Allotment. While land use impacts
related to incompatibility with grazing are
considered to be less than significant at a
project level with this small change in the
grazing lease on Ord Mountain Grazing
Allotment, cumulative impacts would be
potentially significant due to the continuing
loss of rural agricultural/grazing lands to
other uses including urban development,
natural resources development, resource
protection and conservation, outdoor
recreation, and military uses. No mitigations
have been identified to address this impact.

LSl

Conservation Areas

Through coordination with the BLM,
translocation efforts (including helicopter
use) and post-translocation monitoring at
recipient and control sites would be
consistent with the management plans for
affected ACECs and the Mojave Trails
National Monument, and no significant
impacts are expected to occur. Other
cumulative actions would be required to do
the same. In addition, other cumulative
actions (e.g., Mojave Trails National
Monument and the CDCRA and CMORCA)
have already designated or will designate
new conservation areas in the project area.

cumulative impacts to grazing due to the
continuing loss of rural agricultural/grazing
lands to other uses including urban
development, natural resources development,
resource protection and conservation,
outdoor recreation, and military uses.
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to
grazing would be potentially significant. No
mitigations have been identified to address
this impact.

LSl

Conservation Areas

Through coordination with the BLM,
translocation efforts (including helicopter
use) and post-translocation monitoring at
recipient and control sites would be
consistent with the management plans for
affected ACECs and the Mojave Trails
National Monument, and no significant
impacts are expected to occur. Other
cumulative actions would be required to do
the same. In addition, other cumulative
actions (e.g., Mojave Trails National
Monument and the CDCRA and CMORCA)
have already designated or will designate
new conservation areas in the project area.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

No-Action . .
Resource . Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative
Land Use contribute to cumulative impacts related to Therefore, the proposed action would not Therefore, the proposed action would not
(continued) conservation areas, which would remain less | contribute to cumulative impacts related to contribute to cumulative impacts related to

than significant.

LSl

Wilderness Areas

As per the evaluation of No-Action
Alternative impacts to wilderness areas
provided in Section 4.2.2.3, no recipient
areas for tortoise translocation would be
located within wilderness areas or wilderness
study areas. The periodic research visits by
Authorized Biologists to any control areas
located in wilderness areas would occur on
foot only and would minimize ground
disturbance. Fencing near the Cleghorn
Lakes Wilderness Area would only be
installed on Combat Center land outside the
boundary of the wilderness area and would
be designed for minimal visual impact from
within the wilderness area. Four SCMs have
been identified in Section 2.6 (including a
BLM Minimum Requirements Analysis) that
would help to ensure that the proposed
activities in wilderness areas would be
consistent with BLM management goals and
responsibilities, and that the
values/characteristics of wilderness areas
would not be diminished by the proposed
action. Therefore, the proposed action would
not contribute to cumulative impacts related
to conservation areas, which would remain
less than significant.

conservation areas, which would remain less
than significant.

LSI

Wilderness Areas

As per the evaluation of Alternative 1
impacts provided in Section 4.2.3.3, impacts
of the project to wilderness areas would be
less than significant. Fencing near the
Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area would only
be installed on Combat Center land outside
the boundary of the wilderness area and
would be designed for minimal indirect
visual impact from within the wilderness
area. Also, no predator control would take
place within wilderness or wilderness study
areas. The periodic research visits by
Authorized Biologists to wilderness areas
would occur on foot only and would
minimize ground disturbance. Four SCMs
identified in Section 2.6 would help to ensure
that the proposed activities in wilderness
areas would be consistent with BLM
management goals and responsibilities, and
that the values/characteristics of wilderness
areas would not be diminished by the
proposed action. Therefore, the proposed
action would not contribute to cumulative
impacts related to conservation areas, which
would remain less than significant.

conservation areas, which would remain less
than significant.

LSI

Wilderness Areas

As per the evaluation of Alternative 2
impacts provided in Section 4.2.4.3, impacts
of the project to wilderness areas would be
less than significant. Fencing near the
Cleghorn Lakes Wilderness Area would only
be installed on Combat Center land outside
the boundary of the wilderness area and
would be designed for minimal indirect
visual impact from within the wilderness
area. Also, no predator control would take
place within wilderness or wilderness study
areas. The periodic research visits by
Authorized Biologists to wilderness areas
would occur on foot only and would
minimize ground disturbance. Four SCMs
identified in Section 2.6 would help to ensure
that the proposed activities in wilderness
areas would be consistent with BLM
management goals and responsibilities, and
that the values/characteristics of wilderness
areas would not be diminished by the
proposed action. Therefore, the proposed
action would not contribute to cumulative
impacts related to conservation areas, which
would remain less than significant.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

Resource

No-Action
Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Air Quality

LSl

Criteria Pollutants

LSI would occur as a result of the No-Action
Alternative because estimated construction
and operation emissions of all criteria
pollutants would be well below conformity
de minimis limits. Therefore, less than
significant impacts to air quality would
occur.

LSI

Greenhouse Gases

The No-Action Alternative and cumulative
projects in the vicinity of the proposed action
would potentially release a nominal amount
of GHGs from construction and operation
activities. Qualitatively, these local/regional
GHG emissions would contribute marginally
to total emissions driving global climate
change but any local/regional manifestations
of climate change would not be directly
attributable to these emissions.

LSI

Criteria Pollutants

LSI would occur as a result of Alternative 1
because estimated construction and operation
emissions of all criteria pollutants would be
well below conformity de minimis limits.
Therefore, less than significant impacts to air
quality would occur.

LSI

Greenhouse Gases

Alternative 1 and cumulative projects in the
vicinity of the proposed action would
potentially release a nominal amount of
GHGs from construction and operation
activities. Qualitatively, these local/regional
GHG emissions would contribute marginally
to total emissions driving global climate
change but any local/regional manifestations
of climate change would not be directly
attributable to these emissions.

LSI

Criteria Pollutants

LSI would occur as a result of Alternative 2
because estimated construction and operation
emissions of all criteria pollutants would be
well below conformity de minimis limits.
Therefore, less than significant impacts to air
quality would occur.

LSI

Greenhouse Gases

Alternative 2 and cumulative projects in the
vicinity of the proposed action would
potentially release a nominal amount of
GHGs from construction and operation
activities. Qualitatively, these local/regional
GHG emissions would contribute marginally
to total emissions driving global climate
change but any local/regional manifestations
of climate change would not be directly
attributable to these emissions.
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Table ES-3. Summary of Cumulative Impacts (continued)

No-Action

: Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Alternative

Resource

Cultural SI SI SI

Resources Cultural and Spiritual Landscape Cultural and Spiritual Landscape Cultural and Spiritual Landscape
With respect to impacts on the desert tortoise | Same as the No-Action Alternative. Same as the No-Action Alternative.
as a part of the cultural and spiritual
landscape of the Colorado River Indian
Tribes, the SEIS analysis found less than
significant impacts related to the
implementation of the No-Action
Alternative. Although the impacts from the
No-Action Alternative are less than
significant, they do contribute to the
aggregate effects of other past, present, and
foreseeable future actions on this landscape,
resulting in cumulative potentially significant
impacts. Should the actions implemented as
part of the 2011 GTP Plan (No-Action
Alternative) result in higher densities and
better health of the regional tortoise
population, the impacts of the proposed
action would be beneficial and counteract
some of the aggregate negative impacts.

NI NI NI

Prehistoric and Historic Sites Prehistoric and Historic Sites Prehistoric and Historic Sites
With the implementation of SCMs, there Same as the No-Action Alternative. Same as Alternative 1.
would be no impacts to historic properties.
Therefore, the proposed action would not
contribute to the cumulative loss of historic
properties in the region of influence for the
proposed action.

Legend: °C = degrees Celsius; ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern; BLM = Bureau of Land Management; CDCRA = California Desert Conservation and
Recreation Act; CMORCA = California Minerals, Off-Road Recreation, and Conservation Act; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; EIS = Environmental Impact
Statement; GHG = Greenhouse Gas; GTP = General Translocation Plan; LSI = Less than Significant Impacts; NDAA = National Defense Authorization Act;

NI = No Impact; OHV = Off-Highway Vehicle; SCM = Special Conservation Measures; SEIS = Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement; SI = Significant
Impacts

ES-36



Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

Final

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Land Acquisition and Airspace
Establishment to Support Large-Scale Marine Air Ground Task Force Live-Fire and
Maneuver Training, Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center,
Twentynine Palms, CA

TABLE OF CONTENTS

A B S T R A T e et h e bbb E b bR b h e Rt Rt b e e b bt et b b e A-l
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt sttt sttt taestesteesaestesteaseebessaaseestessaesaesseaseensensens ES-1
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS ... ..ottt et Vi
CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION ......ccccooviiniiiiiene 1-1
1.1 INTRODUCTION . utttittiitiiitttietteeeseiitttreeeeeesasisttrareeeesssatbtresteaesssatstsseeeseessasstbsseseesssanssnrenseesessanns 1-1

1.2 SCOPE OF THIS SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ....covvvvviiiirieeeenne, 1-3

G T = 7 X @d S €] 210 1§ | N o TSRS 1-3
1.3.1 Overview of the 2012 Environmental Impact Statement ............cccccevveevviencieeecieennennns 1-3

1.3.2  Overview of the 2013 Record of DeCiSioN..........cccvevverierieriiniiiieere e 1-4

1.3.3  Overview of the National Defense Authorization Act..........ccecvvevivereereenieeneeneenneens 1-7

1.3.4  Overview of Desert Tortoise Translocation in Support of Land Acquisition ............... 1-7

1.4 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION ....ccoiitiieiiiiiee et e e et eeiree et e e 1-9

1.5 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT COMPLIANCE .......ccvteeiitieeeeitree et 1-10
1.5.1 Agency Consultation and Coordination ............c.eccuereveeeveerreerieeseeseesresreseresnesssesrnees 1-10

1.5.2 NOtCE OF INEIE ..ttt ettt st 1-10

1.5.3  DIraft SEIS .ottt ettt ettt b e et ene e beese s e seeneenaas 1-11

1.5:4  FINal SEIS ..ottt ettt ettt e ettt e eeseeeneen 1-12

1.5.5 DON Record 0f DECISION .....cueeueiiiriieiiitieiieiesieete ettt ettt st see e e 1-14

1.5.6  BLM Record 0f DECISION .....ccuviiiiiieiiieciiiccieeeiee ettt ettt et ve e e v s 1-14

1.5.7  Standards for Obtaining @ STAY.......ccccueeriviiiiiieeiie e ereeeiee e e ereeeveeesereesereeeveeesenes 1-14

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT .......... 1-15
CHAPTER 2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES.......ccco i, 2-1
2.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE ...ttt it iitiee e ettt e e sette e e e sitae e e e st e e e s etbeeessbbeeesaabaeeesatbeeessbbeeesanbeeeesasrens 2-1
2.1.1  Recipient and CONtrol ATEAS .......ccceevueerrierierrerieeieereesreesreesseesseesseessressaesssesssesssessseenns 2-1

2.1.2  Translocation MethodS.........cooirieriiririeiieeee et 2-5

2.1.3  Post-Translocation MONIOTING .......ccceereerierierieiiieieeie et esieesteesiteseeeseeeseee e eneeenee e 2-8

2.1.4  Other ReSEArCh ......coiuiiiiiiiiii et 2-9

2.2 ALTERNATIVE L.ttt et s e e e e st e e e e e ab e e e e e tbe e e e eatae e e e sabeeeeesabeeeeannes 2-10
2.2.1  Recipient and Control SItES.........ccieruieriierierierierienie e etesteeteeteete et eeeeseeseeeneeens 2-10

2.2.2  Translocation MethOdS .......c.cceiiiiiiiiiiiiei ettt 2-22

2.2.3  Post-Translocation MONTOTING ........cccceierrieriieriiesierieieeseesreereereeseeseeseesseesseesseens 2-25

2.24  Other RESCATCH .....oiuiiiiiiitiiiee ettt 2-26

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 2 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) ..................................................................... 2-28

2.4  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES.....iciiiiiiitieeiiee it e e stteesteesteesstaeestbeessbeeastaeestaessteeestressaresans 2-32




Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS.....c.ccccoeuvnee.. 2-36
2.5.1 No Training and No Translocation on Acquired Land............ccocceeeiiiiiiiiiinncnncnnen. 2-36

2.5.2  Training on Acquired Lands but without Translocation ............c.cccceevvvevrievreenieenieennen. 2-39

2.6 SPECIAL CONSERVATION IMEASURES ......ccciiitiiieiiititee s iteee e ssttee e s staee e s staeeesstbesassntaeeessnsaeeenans 2-41
2.6.1  GENETAl MEASUIES ... .eetietieiieitie it ettt ettt ettt et et e sbeesbee s bt e saeesaeessteemeeeateeneeeteens 2-41

2.6.2  BiologiCal RESOUICES. .....eeueeiieeieieiieiceie ettt ettt et ne e e 2-44

2.6.3  LANA USE . .eoeiiieieieeeee ettt ettt ettt b ettt ees 2-50

2.6.4  AIT QUALILY 1.eoieiiieiieie ettt ettt ettt b e b e b e saeesaeesateeaneea 2-51

2.6.5  CUultural RESOUICES ....ccuviiiiiieiiieiiieeite ettt ete e ette e siveesreeeteeetbeesebeeesbeeesaeesssaesnseens 2-51
CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT ..ottt sttt s e 3-1
3.1l BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES .....cciitiiiiiittee e ettt e ettt e ettt e e e te e e e e tbe e e e stae e e e aaba e e e e stbeeeesntaeaeeantaeaeeanes 3-4
3.1.1  Definition 0f RESOUICE ......cccvieiieiieiieiieieeseesieesteste e sreseresnsesnseesseeseeseessaesseessnessnes 3-4

3.1.2  Regulatory Framework...........cccoeiiieiiiiiieiieieieeesee et 3-5

3.1.3  SCOPE OF ANALYSIS..uiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiieciee ettt et e eree et e s b e e s reeetae e sbeessbeesssaeessbeesssaeennes 3-5

3.1.4  EXiStNG CONAItIONS ...ecuvierieiieiieriiesiiesieestesteeteereeseesseesseessaessaesseesssesssesssessseesseessenns 3-11

B2 LAND USE ...ttt bbb bbbt b bR b bbbt e bt n e naeetes 3-30
3.2.1  Definition 0f RESOUICE ......cccueiiuiiiiiaiieitieeiie ettt ettt sttt et e 3-30

3.2.2  Regulatory FramewWorkK..........ccccveviiiiieiiiiieciecie ettt stre v e seveseresereesseesneens 3-30

3.2.3  SCOPE OF ANALYSIS..cuiiiiiiiiiiieiieieeieereesee sttt et beebe e seesseesseesssesssesssessseenseans 3-31

3.2.4  EXIStING CONAITIONS ...uvviiiiiiiiiieiiiieeiiieeeeteeeetteesiteesveeeteeestseesbeesbeeeeseessseessseesssesessseenes 3-31

B T A = 17 N I 12U 3-40
3.3.1  Definition 0f RESOUICE ......iccvieiiiiiiiriieiiesieeie ettt ettt eeesteeseesseesssesssesnsesnseesseensaens 3-40

3.3.2  Regulatory FramewWorkK..........cccciiiiiiiniiiiieieee ettt 3-40

3.3.3  EXIStING CONAITIONS ....uviiiiiiiiiiieiieecieeeieeeeiteesteeeereeetaeesebeesbeeesbeeessseessseesssesensseensseenns 3-43

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURGCES .....cciitiiee ittt ettt e ettt e e e e et e e e e et e e e e e ate e e e e aabe e e e snbeeaeesnteeaeennes 3-47
34.1  Definition Of RESOUICE ......ccocuiiiiiiiciie ettt ettt e v e ve e s vee e reeesaree e 3-47

3.4.2 Regulatory FramewWoOrK.........cccooiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e 3-47

3.4.3  SCOPE OF ANALYSIS..cuiiiiiiiiiiieiieieerteesieestte st e et e b e b e ebeesbe e seesteesssesssesssessseassessseans 3-48

344  EXIStNG CONAItIONS ...ccuviieviieiieiieieesieesieesiestesrestesstessessseesseesseesseesseesssesssesssesssesssenns 3-49
CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES........ccoo it 4-1
4.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES .....cciititiiiiiiie e ittt e s sttt e e e st e e e sttt e e s stbe e e e stae e e s astae e e s stbe e e e atbeeesanraeeeennes 4-1
4.1.1  Approach t0 ANALYSIS.......cceecevieeiiiieiiieeiieciee ettt estte e ste e e teeestaeesebeesbaeeaneessneans 4-1

4.1.2  No-Action AIternative IMPaCS .......cccveereuieerireriieeiie et eeree e ere e e seeeeseneeseneas 4-16

4.1.3  AIernative 1 TMPACES ....cocvieviiiiiiieeie ettt seesteestaeseesssesssesnseenseenseenseenseens 4-29
4.1.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) Impacts.........ccceeveerienienienienieeieeeeeeee e 4-35

4.1.5 Summary of Impacts — Biological ReSOUICes ..........ccceeveeriinieniiiieiiiiiceeeeeeeeen 4-38

O Y N | o N U £ OO PT 4-41
4.2.1  ApPProach t0 ANALYSIS .....ccceeiiiiiiiiieiieit ettt ettt st e sttt ete et ens 4-41

4.2.2  No-Action AIternative IMPACES .......cccveeeiriieiieeiiiecrie ettt eiee e sreeereeeeveeseneas 4-41

4.2.3  ARErnative 1 IMPACES .....ccuviiiiiiiiiicie ettt sreesreestaesbestresesesevessseesseessaesseens 4-45
4.2.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) Impacts.........cccvevvereerieenieniieniene e eeeeeees 4-49

4.2.5 Summary of Impacts — Land USE.........ccccueeviiiiiiieiiieiii et 4-52

O T AN = 11 I 12 USSR 4-55
4.3.1  APProach t0 ANALYSIS.....ccceeviiiriiiiiiieiieiieieeteee et estee e e seesaestessresssessseenseenseenseenseens 4-55

4.3.2  No-Action AIernative IMPACES .......ccceeruierieriieiieiierie sttt 4-56

il



Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

4.3.3  AIErnative 1 IMPACES .....ccveiiiiiiiieeie ettt ettt e sreestae b e ssvesebeseseesseesseesseesaens 4-57
4.3.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) Impacts.........ccccevveveerieeniienienieee e 4-57
4.3.5 Summary of Impacts — Air QUALILY .....ccceevierierieiierie e 4-58
4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES ......oiiiiitiiiieitite e ettt e e sttt e e sttt e e s stt e e e e s stbe e e e sbbeaeesataeaessabeeeesstbeeassreaeaaas 4-59
4.4.1  APProach t0 ANALYSIS.....cccievciiriiiiiieiieiieieeitee et et steeseestaessaessresssessseenseenseeseenseens 4-59
442  No-Action AIternative IMPACES .......ccceevvierierienieiieiie ettt 4-60
4.43  ARErnative 1 IMPACES .....cccoviiivieiiieeiiiiecieeeiee et et e st e eteeeeaeesebeesveeesaeeseseesssaeensneas 4-61
4.4.4  Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) IMpacts..........ccvevveeveenieniesiesieere e 4-63
4.4.5 Summary of Impacts — Cultural RESOUICES.........cccveviiriiriiiiiieiieieeeereeeeree e 4-63
CHAPTER S5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ..ottt st 5-1
5.1 OVERVIEW OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS ....uiiiiiieiiee ettt sttt sate et e 5-1
5.2 GEOGRAPHIC AND TEMPORAL BOUNDARIES FOR CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS ....... 5-1
5.3 OTHER PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS........cccveev.n. 5-1
5.3.1 Projects Associated with the Combat Center ............ceevvererererercreeieeieeieese e 5-2
5.3.2  Projects in the SUrrounding Ar€a ..........c.ccccviieiiiiiriieiiie et 5-7
5.4 POTENTIAL CUMULATIVE IMPACTS BY ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE.......c.cc.coevvvveeennenn. 5-14
54.1 Biological RESOUICES.....cccueiuiruiiiiiieiieieieeteeste ettt ettt st 5-14
54.2  LanA USE cocuviiiieiiiciiieiee ettt ettt ettt e et ettt e et e e e te e e tae e aaeesereeereeenns 5-23
543 AT QUALILY 1.eeeeiiiieieee ettt ettt ettt et enteteebeenteseereennen 5-25
544  Cultural RESOUITES .....ccueeuieiiitieiieiieieeteteet ettt ettt ettt sbe e 5-27
CHAPTER 6 OTHER NEPA CONSIDERATIONS......cciitiiee et 6-1

6.1 POSSIBLE CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED ACTION AND THE OBJECTIVES OF
LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS FOR THE AREA CONCERNED.................. 6-1
6.2 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES.......cccosviiviireiireseiinnns 6-3

6.3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND

THE ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY ..cctiiieiiiiie ettt 6-3
6.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS .ot iiiiiiic ittt e sttt s st e e e ntte e e e tae e e e sntae e e e entee e e ennes 6-4
CHAPTER 7 REFERENCES..........o ottt bbb bbb 7-1
CHAPTER 8 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONTACTED .....ccccoeiiiiiiece e 8-1
CHAPTER 9 PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS ......ooiiiieeeeee e 9-1
CHAPTER 10 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS ..o 10-1
10.1 INTRODUGCTION .. .ccttttteiittteeesitteeeestteeesebreeeseabaeeesasbaesesbbaeesabbesesassbesesasbbeeeaasbeeesasbesesasbesesanses 10-1
10.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS ..ottt bbb 10-1
10.2.1 Notice of Availability and Notice of Public Meetings..........cccceeeveeeerveevieerreeereeenenn 10-1
10.2.2 Newspaper Notification AdVErtiSEMENTS.........cccveeevererieireerieerieereeseesresresresseesseesees 10-1
10.2.3  Mass MailiNg.....cccueviiiiieiieiieiieieese et e sttt e ete e eteeste e te e saesseessaesssesssesssesssennsenns 10-2
10.2.4  Other PUBIIC MEdia .......oouiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt 10-2
10.3 PUBLIC MEETING DATES AND LOCATIONS ...cciiiitiiie it e ettt ettt et e et e e ntae e 10-2
10.4 PUBLIC MEETING ATTENDANCE .....ccciitttieiiitieeeeittte e e ettt e e s steeeesstbeeesstbeeessnbaeeesasbeeeesesbeeesannees 10-3
10.5 COMMENT SUBMISSION IMETHODS ......cciitiiiitieiitieeiieeeiteeestreestreesteeesareesreesnbeessteeesnbeesnseeennns 10-3
10.6 OFFICIAL COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD .........cccvee..e 10-4

il



Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

APPENDIX A:
APPENDIX B:
APPENDIX C:
APPENDIX D:
APPENDIX E:

LIST OF APPENDICES
Desert Tortoise Translocation PIANS ..o A-1
PUDBIIC INVOIVEMENT ...t B-1
W0 (=] o[ YA O] g =X 1o ] [0 =T o o PSSP C-1
Record of Non-Applicability and Air Calculations............cccocvvvviie i D-1
Response 10 PUDIIC COMMENTS ........cccviiiiiiee et E-1

iv



Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Land Acquisition and Airspace Establishment

ES-1
1.1-1
1.3-1

2.1-1

2.2-1
2.2-2

2.2-3

2.2-4

2.3-1
2.3-2

2.5-1
3.1-1
3.2-1
3.2-2
4.2-1
4.2-2
4.2-3
5.3-1
5.4-1

5.4-2

5.4-3

54-4

5.4-5

5.4-6

LIST OF FIGURES

Recipient Sites and Control Sites Carried Forward for Analysis.........ccccevvvevieriieeneenieeneeienne ES-2
Regional Location and Training Areas of the Combat Center, Twentynine Palms...................... 1-2
Estimated Disturbance to Desert Tortoise Habitat under the Land Acquisition EIS

PrOPOSEA ACHION. ...euiieiiieiieiieites ettt ettt e te et e bt esseessaessaessaesssessseanseesseessaesaesssesseesssenssenns 1-8
Proposed and Alternate Recipient Areas and Proposed Control Areas under the No-

ACHION ATLEIMALIVE. ... .eiuiiiiietieit ettt et e st e s bt e et e et e bt e bt e bt e bt e sbeesbeesbeesaeesaneans 2-4
Recipient and Control Sites under AIErnative 1 .........ccvevievierieriienierie e 2-13

Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites West and Northwest of the Western
Expansion Area under AIErNative 1.......cccieiiieiiiiiiiierieeie ettt 2-15

Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites North of the Combat Center under

AEINAIVE 1 .ottt et ettt b e bt e s bt e s bt e satesabeeate et e eabeenbeenaean 2-16
Detailed View of Recipient and Control Sites within and East of the Southern

Expansion Area under AIEINAtIVE 1.....c.cccieciieii