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This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) provides information to help commanders, directors,
heads of organizations located on Fort Bliss, other users of installation facilities and their staffs to make
environmentally sound operating and siting decisions. The broad decisions evaluated in this document are reflected . .
in the Real Property Master Plan (RPMP), the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), the
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), and activities envisioned in the Training Area
Development Concept (TADC) and other installation initiatives.
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Fort Bliss is a U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) installation located on approximately 1.12
million acres in Texas and New Mexico. The installation's principal mission is the U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery
(ADA) Center and Fort Bliss (USAADACENFB). The USAADACENFB was established in its current form during
1957. Fort Bliss is a multi-mission installation providing support for training, testing, maneuver, mobilization, and
deployment in a single-service, joint, or combined arms environment. Ongoing peacetime force structure
realignments and weapons system development continue to affect the composition of the Fort Bliss mission and,
consequently, management actions necessary to meet mission requirements.
Volume I, PEIS, is organized as follows:
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Chapter 1 discusses the purpose and need to revise land use and enhance management of the land, airspace, and
infrastructure of Fort Bliss to optimize the ability to support current and future missions while sustaining its
stewardship of natural and cultural resources.

•

Chapter 2 provides a discussion of the regulatory requirements for master planning as they relate to NEPA .

•

Chapter 3 describes the proposed action and alternatives analyzed in the PEIS. A foldout is provided at the end
of the chapter to assist the reade~'s understanding of military use of the land.

•

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the baseline environmental conditions of Fort Bliss and the potentially
affected environment.
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•

Chapter 5 addresses the potential impacts of implementing the alternatives described m Chapter 3, when
compared to baseline conditions presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, I 0, l l. 12, and 13 present mitigation and summary of environmental consequences, the list
of preparers and contributors, persons consulted, agency consultations, List of repositories and distribution list,
references, glossary, and an index, respectively.
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Chapter 14 at the end of the document contains foldouts to assist the reader's underslanding of acronyms used
throughout the PEIS.
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Volume II, Appendices, contains Appendices A through K of the PEIS:
Appendix A provides background information about NEPA and presents an impact evaluation methodology for use
on Fort Bliss. Appendix B gives background on cumulative impacts affecting the installation and discusses
comprehensive landscape monitoring using satellite imagery. Appendix C summarizes Fort Bliss' status under the
most recent base closure evaluation. Appendix D presents memorandums of agreement and understanding between
the Army and federal land management agencies. Appendices E through G present technical resource data for soils,
biology, and noise. Appendix H contains information about environmental justice. Appendix I summarizes 1996
Fort Bliss road closures. Appendix J is an air quality compliance judgement and order between the State of Texas
and Fort Bliss. Appendix K contains Fort Bliss water conservation policy documents.
Volume III, Public Comment and Response Document, contains the responses to public comments received during
the public comment period. Boxes containing numbers in the margins of Volumes I and U indicate where text has
been changed in response to a comment from Volume Ill. These boxes appear like this:
~
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COVERSHEET

a. Responsible Agency: U.S. Anny, Fort Bliss
b. Proposals and Actions: The broad missions currently assigned to units and organizations stationed at
Fort Bliss would continue as presently assigned for both peacetime and under mobilization. However, the
management approach to the fulfillment of these missions and the associated land use requirements can
vary in the future. Existing mission activities and reasonably foreseeable mission and activity changes
projected for Fort Bliss have resulted in proposed changes to the planning process, plans, and initiatives
being undertaken by the installation. The Anny is considering the No Action Alternative which describes
ongoing missions and planned development or maintenance activities without the implementation of
plans associated with the proposed action. Alternative 1 includes all the actions described in the No
Action Alternative and addresses revised components of the Real Property Master Plan and
implementation of two contributing plans, the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and the
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan, and Chapter 3.0, Current Conditions, of the Training
Area Development Concept. This alternative includes ongoing missions and a number of short- and longrange construction projects and resource management practices with the potential to affect the installation
environment. Alternative 2 includes all the actions in the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1. In
addition, it addresses the use of an additional 13.5 square miles for controlled access Field Training
Exercise sites on the installation proposed in Chapter 4.0, Future Development Concept, of the Training
Area Development Concept. These would be located on suitable terrain within specific training areas in
the Tularosa Basin and Otero Mesa portions of McGregor Range. Alternative 3, the Army's preferred
alternative, includes all the actions in the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. In
addition, it addresses installation initiatives, potential mission activities based upon installation
capabilities (Chapter 4.0 of the Training Area Development Concept), and potential construction projects
that are not funded nor included in the Anny Planning Cycle through the year 2002. Additional National
Environmental Policy Act documentation will be required once the characteristics of any specific mission
changes proposed in the future are identified.
c. Comments and Inquiries: Written comments regarding this document should be directed to:
Ms. Vicki Hamilton, Project Manager
U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CENTER AND FORT BLISS
DIRECTORATE OF ENVIRONMENT
ATTENTION: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS COMMENTS)
BUILDING 516B, PLEASONTON ROAD
FORT BLISS, TEXAS 79916-6812
TELEPHONE: 1-915-568-2774
d. Designation: Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
e. Abstract: This Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act. The document includes analyses of the potential
environmental consequences and mitigation that the proposed changes to the planning process, plans, and
initiatives may have on land use, infrastructure, airspace, earth resources, air quality, water resources,
biological resources, cultural resources, noise, safety, hazardous materials and items of special concern,
socioeconomics, and environmental justice. The fmdings indicate that potential environmental impacts
from the proposed action and the alternatives may include changes to land use, increased soil erosion,
slight impacts to biological resources and cultural resources, and cumulative impacts to water resources.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives of the Programmatic Environmental Impact Analysis Process
The U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery (ADA) Center and Fort Bliss (USAADACENFB) is a multimission, U.S. Anny Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) installation located on approximately
1.12 million acres in Texas and New Mexico. Ongoing peacetime force structure realignments and
weapons system development continue to affect the composition of the mission and, consequently,
management actions necessary to meet mission requirements. This Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) describes potential environmental impacts and mitigation actions associated with land
use and management decisions regarding installation assets, capabilities, and infrastructure to support
current and future missions. These proposed decisions are reflected in the Real Property Master Plan
(RPMP), the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), and Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), and land use designations and activities envisioned in the
Training Area Development Concept (TADC) and other installation initiatives.
This document provides infonnation to help commanders, directors, heads of partner organizations, other
users of Fort Bliss facilities and their staffs make environmentally sound operating and siting decisions.
To the degree possible given existing data, it evaluates the potential environmental impacts of essential
mission and supporting management activities on Fort Bliss. In doing so, this document strives to meet
several objectives:
•

Develop a PEIS to analyze land use and infrastructure management programs and policies. Because
it is a programmatic document, the PEIS presents a broad analysis, rather than presenting detailed
analyses of specific projects and sites. This statement will be a foundation on which to base (or tier)
subsequent enviromnental documentation for actions proposed in the mission, facility, cultural, and
natural resource management programs.

•

Describe the master planning process including several contributing plans and provide a framework
for implementation of those plans.

•

Describe environmental effects associated with a number of project types and activities typically
proposed and implemented at Fort Bliss.

•

Provide impact assessment methods and criteria for use by future action proponents and other
planners to ensure consistent analysis in tiering from this PEIS.

•

Provide a description of the existing environment with sufficient detail to fonn the basis for future
environmental documents.

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action
The purpose of the proposed action is to revise land use planning and enhance management of the land,
air space, and infrastructure of Fort Bliss to optimize the ability to support current and future missions
while sustaining its stewardship of natural and cultural resources. Current and likely future missions
assigned to organizations at Fort Bliss support the land force elements within the U.S. Armed Forces Joint
Vision 2010 developed by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (USJCS). This vision of the future embodies
strong threads of continuity with the contemporary strategic and operational environment. Among these
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threads are American goals and interests, as well as missions, tasks, strategic concepts, and the quality of
U.S. Anned Forces (USJCS, 1995).
While a general planning horizon for the master planning process is 20 years, the period beyond the
6-year cycles of the Anny's planning, programming, and budgeting system is highly speculative.
Mission, facility, and cultural and natural resource management planning at Fort Bliss are continuing
processes requiring periodic updates to installation plans. As missions evolve, the supporting facilities
and resource management programs change to effectively support variations in missions, operational
procedures, and environmental stewardship requirements. The land use and management proposals
analyzed in this PEIS provide a framework for the continued evolution of these plans and procedures in
the context of Fort Bliss ongoing missions and existing land and airspace boundaries.
•

The RPMP is a series of documents which describes the current composition of the installation and
the plans for its orderly long-range development.

•

The current and revised components of the RPMP provide Fort Bliss a systematic comparison of
existing on-post facilities with projected needs. This comparison contributes to the decisions, which
may result in projects or actions necessary to establish future directions for the installation
development. In addition, other plans contribute to mission and facility master planning activities at
Fort Bliss.

•

The INRMP implements the natural resources program on Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico, from
1998 through 2002. The program helps ensure the conservation of Fort Bliss' natural resources, as
well as compliance with related environmental laws and regulations. This plan also helps ensure the
maintenance of lands upon which quality training may be completed to accomplish Fort Bliss' critical
military mission.

•

The ICRMP establishes routine procedures for addressing projects in compliance with federal laws,
regulations, and executive orders requiring the protection or management of historic resources while
minimizing the effect on military training and mission support activities. Historic preservation
compliance requirements are integrated with the planning and conduct of military training,
construction, maintenance, real property, land use decisions, and other undertakings. This plan
requires renewal in fiscal year (FY) 01 with a new or revised plan prepared by Fort Bliss.

•

Other activities such as integrated training area management (ITAM), engineering, and physical
security may affect the location and physical requirements found in component plans.

•

The master planning process considers the local and adjacent community development plans when
considering support facilities that may affect existing planning and zoning activities.

The formal plans that contribute to the master planning process at Fort Bliss address known mission
requirements. The installation also prepares a pre-planning document to assist in the long-range
application of Fort Bliss' capability to support potential Army and other U.S. Department of Defense
(DoD) requirements. The TADC is a part of the installation process for determining facilities, planning,
managing and directing the future short- and long-term development of the Fort Bliss Training Complex
to meet the Army's varied training needs.
Based upon the currently assigned missions, policies, goals, and objectives of the installation, the Longrange Component (LRC) of the RPMP for Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico was revised in May 1997.
It is proposed as a guideline for the future development of the installation for the next 20 years, or until
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amended. The alternatives within this PEIS reflect the need for integrated, comprehensive planning to
effectively use this land resource for military preparedness. These proposed management practices are
based on Fort Bliss' changing role as a result of Army restructuring, the implementation of plans that
facilitate the accomplishment of Army missions, and integration of the Anny's stewardship of its
cantonment area and training lands.
Over the past several years, the Anny has been reducing its strength and restructuring its forces and
facility resources. This smaller, restructured force will be improved through enhancements and selected
modernization to support the National Military Strategy of the United States (USJCS, 1997). As a result
of the departure of the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR), the facility requirements of Fort Bliss have
shifted from those necessary to house and maintain the readiness of a large force requiring extensive
armor and rotary wing aircraft support capabilities. As a result of the arrival of the 31 si, 35 1h, and 108th
ADA brigades, the currently assigned, smaller, force requires wheeled and limited tracked vehicle support
capability with some requirements for fixed-wing aircraft support.
As the Army has downsized, the global political environment also has resulted in the U.S. Anned Forces
being restructured from a forward-deployed force to a continental, United States-based force capable of
rapid overseas projection to various regional "hot spots" or conflicts around the world. Fort Bliss has
been designated as one of the Anny's Power Projection Platforms (P3). Implementation of the RPMP
and other plans addressed in this PEIS will enhance Fort Bliss' capability to support the power projection
and mobilization missions.
Proposed Action and Alternatives

Four alternatives have been identified for analysis in this PEIS. These alternatives build upon one another
to provide the Anny with a range of planning actions that may be implemented. Missions assigned to
Fort Bliss considered in this document are those assigned as of 1996 and anticipated at that time to occur
during the period 1996 through 2002. The descriptions of current, broad mission activities as they relate
to land use planning and environmental effects are described in the No Action Alternative. Adoption of
the proposed RPMP, INRMP, ICRMP, and Chapter 3.0 of the TADC (U.S. Army, 1998a) as discussed
above is the only change from the No Action Alternative described in Alternative 1. Alternative 2 is
Alternative 1 plus the land use changes required to develop additional controlled access field training
exercise sites on the Fort Bliss Training Complex. Alternative 3 is Alternative 2 plus adoption of the land
use changes required by Chapter 4.0, Future Development Concept of the TADC. Specific future mission
changes that may be directed by the Anny to take place at Fort Bliss are not known at this time.
Additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation will be required once the
characteristics of any proposed specific mission changes are identified. Table ES-1 summarizes the
alternatives.
The following structure frames the alternatives: mission activities, facility construction and demolition,
environmental resource management, and real estate actions.
•

Mission Activities encompass the wide range of mission and mission support activities taking place
on the main cantonment, ranges, and training areas.

•

Facility Construction and Demolition includes construction, facility renovation, rehabilitation, and
related infrastructure improvements planned prior to this PEIS on the main cantonment, ranges, and
training areas. It also includes demolition of existing facilities planned under the Fort Bliss FY 97
Demolition Plan on the main cantonment, Logan Heights, William Beaumont Army Medical Center
(WBAMC), Biggs Army Airfield (AAF), and McGregor Range.
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T a ble ES-1 Summary of Alterna f 1ves
No Action Alternative
• No implementation of
Anny short- and longrange plans or resource
management plans.
• The Fort Bliss current
missions, certain
planned developments,
and on-going
maintenance activity.

•

Alternative 1
All actions in the No
Action Alternative,
plus implementation of
Anny short- and longrange plans and
resource management
plans:
-

RPMP Component
Plans.

-

RPMP Contributing
Plans.

-

INRMP.

-

ICRMP.

-

Training area land
uses as designated
in Chapter 3 of the
TADC.

•

Alternative 2
All actions in the No
Action Alternative and
Alternative 1, plus:
-

-

Identification and
use of an additional
13.5 square miles
for field training
exercise (FTX) sites
on McGregor
Range, proposed in
Chapter 4 of the
TADC.

•

Alternative 3
All actions in the No
Action Alternative,
Alternatives I and 2,
plus:
-

Additional NEPA
documentation
required.

-

Potential training
capabilities and
other installation
initiatives
described in
Chapter 4 of the
TADC: brigadesize training
exercises, missile
launch facility and
impact area,
additional FTX
sites, National
Guard Training
Center, enlarge
current active
impact area
through
consolidation with
selected historic
impact areas on the
east slopes of the
Organ Mountains.
Additional NEPA
documentation
required.

•

Environmental Resource Management embraces the current Fort Bliss management programs for
natural and cultural resources. This also includes ITAM, which is the installation's method to
integrate mission requirements with potential impact management for soil and vegetative cover. Fort
Bliss has Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
and the U.S. Forest Service (USPS) describing management responsibilities of natural and cultural
resources for military and nonmilitary purposes on McGregor Range.

•

Real Estate Actions include four typical types of real estate outgrants and disposition of excess
property.

The alternatives addressed in the PEIS are:
•

The No Action Alternative describes the current mission and organizations assigned to Fort Bliss, and
certain planned developments and maintenance activities at the installation. The current mission and
real estate action categories of Fort Bliss are common to all alternatives. Therefore, only potential
actions in addition to those discussed under the No Action Alternative are presented in Alternatives 1
through 3.
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-

•

-

RPMP Component Plans
The LRC provides a concise overview of the installation and its mission, describes how the
master planning process works, establishes goals and objectives for future development of the
installation, and develops a land use plan for the installation. It provides the basic building
blocks upon which all other RPMP components are based.

-

The Short-range Component (SRC) integrates real property master planning into the Army's
operational planning process .

..

The Capital Improvement Strategy (CIS) is the installation Commander's plan for using and
investing in real property to support the installation's missions.

-

The Mobilization Component (MC) identifies the mobilization capabilities of the
installation's billeting, utility, communications, transportation, training, and other support
facilities.
RPMP Contributing Plans
The Long-range Family Housing Plan provides the planning guidance for maintaining
sufficient, adequate family housing for assigned military personnel.

-

The INRMP contributes to the master planning process through ensuring consideration of the
conservation of Fort Bliss' natural resources during training, construction, demolition, and
other mission support activities as well as compliance with related enviromnental laws and
regulations.

-

-

The ICRMP contributes to the master planning process through ensuring consideration of the
protection or management of historic resources with the least effect on military training and
mission support activities as well as compliance with related laws and regulations.

-

Chapter 3.0, Current Conditions, of the TADC describes the current mission activities performed
at Fort Bliss training areas considered in Alternative 1 and groups them into 10 mission- and
training-related land use categories and environmental management and public access categories.

-

•

Alternative 2 includes all the actions described in the No Action Alternative, those described in
Alternative 1 plus the mission requirement to identify and use an additional 13.5 square miles for
controlled access FTX sites on McGregor Range proposed in Chapter 4.0, Future Development
Concept, of the TADC. Additional NEPA documentation regarding site-specific issues will be
required once the proposed sites are identified.

•

Alternative 3, the Army's preferred Alternative, includes all the actions described in the No Action
Alternative, those described in Alternatives 1 and 2 plus other potential training capabilities described
in Chapter 4.0 of the TADC and other installation initiatives. The TADC describes changes in
mission activities that could be assigned to Fort Bliss based upon installation capabilities considered
in Alternative 3. As with Alternative 1, these potential activities affect land use designations of the

-

-

Alternative 1 includes all the actions described in the No Action Alternative plus implementation of
certain short- and long-range plans, construction and demolition projects, and environmental resource
management plans with potential to affect the enviromnent of the installation. These include the four
components of the Fort Bliss RPMP, three contributing plans and the current land use designations
proposed for the Fort Bliss Training Complex in Chapter 3.0 of the TADC.
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appropriate
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will be continued and expanded where feasible into such areas as recovery and limited use of
treated wastewater, and metering of end users. Active enforcement and public education
programs will be a major part of the installation water conservation effort.
The Anny will continue its exploration program for geothermal resources at Davis Dome near McGregor
Range Camp (see Section 4. 7.1.2). The geothermal water has the potential to produce 3 megawatts (MW)
of electric power that could be used to power a desalination plant producing 7 mgd (million gallons per
day) of drinking water from the saline aquifer at a significantly lower cost than Fort Bliss now pays for
water. This source would be used to augment or replace water currently pumped from the Hueco Bolson.
Impacts on Environmental Resources. The Anny will provide personnel and equipment, within
funding constraints, to implement the ICRMP and INRMP in a manner that reduces adverse
impacts to cultural, vegetation, and wildlife resources due to increased demolition or
construction, soil and/or vegetation disturbances, ORV maneuvers, weapons strikes, and fires.
Supplemental Analyses

Because this PEIS presents a broad analysis, rather than presenting detailed analyses of specific projects
and sites, it is a foundation on which to base (or tier) subsequent environmental documentation for actions
proposed in the mission, facility, cultural, and natural resource management programs. Specific future
mission changes that may be directed by the Anny to take place at Fort Bliss are not known at this time.
The appropriate NEPA documentation will be required once the characteristics of any specific mission
and mission support changes proposed in the future are identified. Appendix A provides a methodology
for determining appropriate NEPA documentation.
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1.0

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Fort Bliss is a multi-mission, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) installation
located on approximately 1.12 million acres in Texas and New Mexico (Figure 1.0-1). The installation's
principal mission is the U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery (ADA) Center and Fort Bliss
(USAADACENFB). However, ongoing peacetime force structure realignments and weapons system
development continue to affect the composition of the Fort Bliss mission and, consequently, management
actions necessary to meet mission requirements. This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIS) describes potential environmental impacts and mitigation associated with land use and
management proposed decisions regarding installation assets, capabilities, and infrastructure to support
current and future missions. These proposed decisions are reflected in the Real Property Master Plan
(RPMP), the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), the Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), and activities envisioned in the Training Area Development
Concept (TADC) and other installation initiatives. The following section provides general background for
this proposal (Section 1.1). Subsequent sections discuss the purpose (Section 1.2) and need (Section 1.3)
for the implementation of these management plans. Section 1.4 identifies the decisions to be made. The
scope and use of this PEIS are discussed in Section 1.5. A foldout of the Acronym List is provided in
Chapter 14 of this volume.

1.1

BACKGROUND

Fort Bliss, for which the U.S. War Department issued Order #58 in 1848, first occupied leased land in
1849 in what is now downtown EI Paso. Military units responsible for patrolling the U.S.-Mexico border
were stationed at this border outpost. The post was moved six times until it settled on the present site of
the Main Cantonment Area on land donated by the City of El Paso on La Noria Mesa in 1893. The
installation has since been home to infantry, cavalry, and air defense units. The basic mission remains as
it has been for the 55 years since 1942 when the installation became a center for anti-aircraft artillery
(AAA) training. The USAADACENFB was established in its current form during 1957. Fort Bliss is a
multi-mission installation providing support for training, testing, maneuver, mobilization, and deployment
in a single-service, joint, or combined arms environment.
Fort Bliss is part of an Army total force consisting of an active component (Regular Army), a reserve
component (Army Reserve and National Guard), and Army civilian employees. Army units are organized
into combat, combat support, and combat service support categories. Combat units include active and
reserve component divisions, separate brigades, and special operations forces. Combat support forces
(communications, intelligence, and military police are examples), and combat service support forces
(logistics such as supply and maintenance, transportation, and medical support) are assigned throughout
the force structure. Increasingly, the Regular Army depends on the reserve components for early
deployment of combat, combat support, and combat service support. Combat service support forces are
normally organized and fight as a part of an army, corps, division or Joint Task Force (JTF). Units
stationed at Fort Bliss include combat and combat service support.
The Bottom Up Review, conducted in October 1993, directed the U.S. Army (hereinafter referred to as
the Army) to reduce its active force from 12 to 10 divisions. The Army's force structure plan stabilizes
the force at an active duty end strength of 495,000 soldiers as the Army transforms into the force for the
twenty-first century. Realignments affecting Fort Bliss included the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment
(ACR) relocation from Fort Bliss to Fort Carson, Colorado, and the relocation of three air defense
brigades to Fort Bliss Army Force Structure Realignment Programmatic Environmental Assessment,
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(U.S. Anny, 1995a) creating the ADA Center of Excellence. Today, the central mission of Fort Bliss is to
provide training to protect the deployed force and selected geopolitical assets from aerial attack, missile
attack, and surveillance. Key elements ofthis mission include:
•

Serving as a Power Projection Platfonn (P3);

•

Serving as an ADA proponent;

•

Serving as a test bed and training installation for joint and combined warfare employing state-of-theart technologies;

•

Becoming a model installation to support a variety of missions; and

•

Developing interservice, intergovennnental, and civic partnerships.

1.2

PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action is to revise land use and enhance management of the land, airspace,
and infrastructure of Fort Bliss to optimize the ability to support current and future missions while
sustaining its stewardship of natural and cultural resources. Current and likely future missions assigned
to organizations at Fort Bliss support the land force elements within the U.S. Armed Forces Joint
Vision 2010 developed by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (USJCS, 1995). This vision of the future
embodies strong threads of continuity with the contemporary strategic and operational environment.
Among these threads are American goals and interests, as well as missions, tasks, strategic concepts, and
the quality of U.S. Armed Forces. The National Military Strategy of the United States (USJCS, 1997)
sets the stage for combined operations where U.S. forces fight in concert with regional allies and for joint
operations where the Anny and other U.S. and/or allied services fight as a team. The Chief of Staff of the
Anny, through the Department of the Anny (DA), assigns missions to various Anny elements of Joint
Commands as well as to Anny Major Commands such as TRADOC and U.S. Anny Forces Command
(FORSCOM), which have organizations stationed at Fort Bliss to support the national vision and strategy.
Mission, facility, and cultural and natural resource management planning at Fort Bliss are continuing
processes requiring periodic updates to installation plans. As missions evolve, the supporting facilities
and resource management programs change to effectively support variations in missions, operational
procedures, and enviromnental stewardship requirements. The land use and management proposals
analyzed in this PEIS provide a framework for the continued evolution of these plans and procedures in
the context of Fort Bliss ongoing missions and existing land and airspace boundaries.
The RPMP is a series of documents which describes the current composition of the installation and the
plans for its orderly long-range development. The current and revised RPMPs provide Fort Bliss a
systematic comparison of existing on-post facilities with projected needs. This comparison results in the
projects or actions necessary to establish future directions for the installation's development. The
documents comprising the RPMP include the following four component plans:
•

Long-range Component (LRC), which provides a concise overview of the installation and its
mission, describes how the master planning process works, establishes goals and objectives for future
development of the installation, and revises the previous land use plan for the installation. This PEIS
addresses proposed revisions to the LRC.
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•

Capital Investment Strategy (CIS), which includes the Tabulation of Existing and Required
Facilities is the installation Commander's plan for using and investing in real property to support the
installation's missions. The CIS is a continually evolving mechanism for implementing the goals and
objectives of the LRC.

•

Short-range Component (SRC) integrates real property master planning into the Anny's operational
planning process. The ideas, plans, and policies from the LRC and CIS, to be implemented during the
next 6 years, are developed into specific actions. These projects are then assigned to program years
for funding and implementation according to their individual priorities. Because the SRC is a
reflection of the LRC, this PEIS provides a foundation for tiering of specific SRC projects.

•

Mobilization Component (MC) identifies the mobilization capabilities of the installation's billeting,
utility, communications, transportation, training, and other support facilities. The MC also assesses
and describes the existing capacities relative to peak and sustained mobilization requirements, and
identifies new facility requirements, modifications and/or expansion requirements to support
mobilization needs according to the most recent mobilization training requirements specified by
TRADOC. The existing Fort Bliss MC is based upon 1989 guidance from TRADOC that depicted
the conditions prior to the relocation of the 3rd ACR from Fort Bliss. The MC has not been updated.
The mobilization guidance used for this PEIS reflects updated guidance as presented in the Fort Bliss
Mobili=ation Plan dated October 1996 (U.S. Army, 1996a).
In addition, other plans contribute to mission and facility master planning activities at Fort Bliss:

•

•

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) implements the natural resources
program on Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico from 1998 through 2002. Preparation of an INRMP is
a requirement of the Sikes Act of 1960 (16 U.S. Code (USC) 670a et seq.) as amended through 1997.
The program helps ensure the conservation of natural resources on Fort Bliss, as well as compliance
with related environmental laws and regulations. This plan also helps ensure the maintenance of
quality training lands upon which to accomplish the critical military mission of Fort Bliss. This plan
applies to organizations internal and external to Fort Bliss that are involved with, or interested in, the
management or use of natural resources on Fort Bliss. This application includes active duty units,
directorates, private groups, and individuals. The INRMP is an integral part of the Fort Bliss Master
Plan. The newly developed INRMP is incorporated in the analysis contained in this PEIS.
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) establishes routine procedures for
addressing projects in compliance with federal laws, regulations, and executive orders requiring the
protection or management of historic resources with the least effect on military training and mission
support activities. Historic preservation compliance requirements are integrated with the planning
and conduct of military training, construction, maintenance, real property, land use decisions, and
other undertakings. Procedures for routine projects are programmatically reviewed by the federal
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the Texas and New Mexico State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPOs). The plan is also made available to the public for comment. The
newly developed ICRMP is incorporated in the analysis contained in this PEIS.

•

Other procedures such as those used by Fort Bliss in performing integrated training area management
(ITAM), facility engineering, and physical security may affect the location and physical requirements
of activities addressed in the plans.

•

The master planning process also considers local community development plans when planning
support facilities and may affect planning and zoning activities of adjacent local communities.
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The fonnal plans that contribute to the master planning process at Fort Bliss address the
requirements. The installation also prepares a pre-planning document to assist in
application of the capability of Fort Bliss to support potential Anny and other U.S.
Defense (DoD) requirements. The TADC describes the current training capabilities and
projects that will enhance these capabilities.

known mission
the long-range
Department of
potential future

The TADC is a part of the installation process for determining facilities, planning, and management and
direction for the future short- and long-term development of training areas on Fort Bliss relative to the
needs of range complex users. The TADC, as presented in this PEIS, is a dynamic planning document
focused on mission capabilities of the Fort Bliss Training Complex in a land use context. The analysis of
the TADC in this PEIS focuses on identifying the potential effects of various training and test activities to
assist decision makers in managing the use of the installation's training areas.
The actions presented in the RPMP and its contributory plans, as well as pre-planning activities at Fort
Bliss, guide the development and use of facilities and ranges in accordance with the assigned missions,
policies, goals, and objectives of the installation. The Anny has developed planning goals and objectives
to guide the preparation of installation RPMPs Anny-wide, which are included in the Army Long-range
Facilities Plan, the Army Installation Management Action Plan, and the Army Plan (U.S. Anny, 1997a).
Fort Bliss has incorporated these Anny goals and concepts into the installation land use and management
plans as follows:
•

Improve functional efficiency by locating interrelated activities in proximity to one another and
separating incompatible activities from one another.

•

Improve morale, recruitment, and retention by providing an attractively built environment, both
indoors and out, in work, living, and recreation areas.

•

Develop and operate the installation in hannony with the surrounding community.

•

Coordinate the on-post natural and cultural environment in a manner consistent with effective military
training and adherence to environmental guidance and laws.

•

Ensure that facility and land uses are adaptable to and can expand to accommodate new missions,
weapons systems, and training.

•

Lay out facilities and land uses so, as to preserve and enhance areas suitable for ceremonies,
distinguished visitors, allied nation liaisons, and other external relations.

•

Improve traffic circulation and functional effectiveness by rationalizing and improving the roadway
network, reducing intra-cantonment travel, and encouraging pedestrian circulation.

•

Eliminate, replace, or upgrade the remaining World War II temporary mobilization facilities.

•

Explore and capitalize on opportunities for regional cooperation on infrastructure systems.

•

Improve P3 capabilities (the ability to project land forces from the U.S. to augment forward-deployed
forces or establish a U.S. presence in a theater of operations) by providing adequate air and rail
deployment facilities.
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Based upon the installation's goals and objectives, the LRC of the RPMP for Fort Bliss, Texas, was
revised May 1997 and is proposed as a guideline for the future development of the installation for the next
20 years, or until amended. The LRC of the RPMP for Fort Bliss, Texas, will be updated as necessary.
Copies of the LRC of the RPMP, INRMP, ICRMP, and TADC have been placed in regional libraries
along with this PEIS. The public may review these documents in regional libraries listed in Chapter 10.

1.3

NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action reflects the need for integrated, comprehensive planning to effectively use this land
resource for military preparedness. The proposed management practices are based on the changing role
of Fort Bliss as a result of Anny restructuring, the implementation of plans such as the RPMP and its
components that facilitate the accomplishment of Army missions, and integration of Army stewardship of
its cantonment area and training lands.
Over the past several years, the Army has been reducing its strength and restructuring its forces and
facility resources. This smaller, restructured force will be improved through enhancements and selected
modernization to support the National Military Strategy of the United States (USJCS, 1997). The combat
forces and supporting capabilities are built on five fundamental foundations:
•

quality men and women;

•

readiness through training;

•

enhancements in mobility, battlefield surveillance, command and control, and the ability to employ
precision weapons;

•

modernization within budget constraints; and

•

balanced force structure and infrastructure (USJCS, 1995).

Fort Bliss has undergone several changes as a result of the Army restructuring. With the departure of the
3rd ACR and the arrival of the 31 8 \ 35tli, and 108tli ADA brigades, the facility requirements of Fort Bliss
are shifting from those necessary to house and maintain the readiness of a large force requiring extensive
armor and rotary-wing aircraft support capabilities, to a smaller currently assigned force requiring
wheeled and limited tracked vehicle support capability, with some requirements for fixed-wing aircraft
support.
As the Army has downsized, the global political environment also has resulted in the U.S. Armed Forces
being restructured from a forward deployed force to a continental United States-based force capable of
rapid overseas projection to various regional "hot spots" or conflicts around the world. Fort Bliss has
been designated as one of the Anny's P3s. To deploy elements of the lltli, 31 8\ 35t1i, and 108tli ADA
brigades and reserve or National Guard units, Fort Bliss requires an airfield capable of out-loading
72 CSA and 8 C-141 aircraft in 72 hours. Additionally, adequate paved parking for vehicles, rail, storage,
administrative, and troop housing and dining facilities are required. Depending upon contingency plans,
Fort Bliss may be called upon to deploy units as part of a mobilization of forces. Fort Bliss will not know
the extent of its participation in the mobilization until data are released by higher authority.
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Implementation of the RPMP and other plans addressed in this PEIS will enhance the capability of Fort
Bliss to support the power projection and mobilization missions. This action also will result in demolition
and new construction of facilities throughout the Main Cantonment Area.
Current and planned Fort Bliss activities in support of the National Military Strategy (USJCS, 1997)
could potentially impact the entire installation. Within this area are many known archaeological sites,
some of which may be determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Also in
the area are known federally listed endangered or threatened species. Implementation of the INRMP and
ICRMP is proposed to improve the integration of the Anny's stewardship of lands upon which it must
train with its programs to meet the assigned missions that support national military readiness.

1.4

DECISIONS TO BE MADE

This PEIS provides the analysis and documentation of environmental effects and mitigation under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (Public Law [PL] 91-190) process to enable the Secretary of
the Army to make an informed choice among alternative land management approaches. The Anny has
selected Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative. However, regardless of the alternative selected, the
broad missions of units and organizations stationed at Fort Bliss would continue as presently assigned for
peacetime and during mobilization. The management approach for the fulfilhnent of these missions and
the associated land use requirements can vary in the future. The specific actions and alternatives that are
to be considered include:
No Action Alternative. The decision to implement this alternative would result in no change from
existing land use patterns. The natural resource management practices would continue as they have
before development of the INRMP. Similarly, the cultural resource management practices would
continue as they have before development of the ICRMP. The TADC would not be adopted.
Alternative 1. Implementation of this alternative would result in the known requirements for missions
and supporting facilities being managed through adoption of:
•
•
•
•

the revised land use designations in the RPMP and types of projects in the master planning process;
the practices described in the INRMP;
the practices presented in the ICRMP; and
the current missions and uses described in the TADC.

Alternative 2. Implementation of this alternative would result in all the land management actions
described in Alternative 1 being carried out. In addition, Alternative 2 would implement a mission
requirement to develop additional controlled access field training exercise (FTX) sites on McGregor
Range.
Alternative 3. Implementation of this alternative would carry out the actions described in Alternatives 1
and 2. In addition, Alternative 3 could result in implementation of land use designations that establish
planning concepts for several long-range enhancements to training capabilities at Fort Bliss. The TADC
describes these enhancements and envisioned uses. Table 3.5-1inChapter3 lists these enhancements and
ranks them according to their likelihood of implementation.
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1.5

SCOPE AND USE OF THIS PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

This document provides information to help commanders, directors, heads of partner organizations, and
other users of Fort Bliss facilities and their staffs to make environmentally sound operating and siting
decisions. To the degree possible given existing data, it qualitatively and quantitatively evaluates the
potential environmental impacts of essential mission and supporting management activities on Fort Bliss.
In doing so, this document strives to meet several objectives:
•

Develop a PEIS to analyze land use and infrastructure management programs and policies. Because
it is a programmatic document, the PEIS presents a broad analysis, rather than presenting detailed
analyses of specific projects and sites. This statement will be a foundation on which to base (or tier)
subsequent environmental documentation for actions proposed in the mission, facility, cultural, and
natural resource management programs.

•

Describe the master planning process including several contributing plans and provide a framework
for implementation of those plans.

•

Describe enviromnental effects associated with a number of project types and activities typically
proposed and implemented at Fort Bliss.

•

Provide impact assessment methods and criteria for use by future action proponents and other
planners to ensure consistent analysis in tiering from this PEIS. Appendix A describes the key terms
and decision flow charts of this screening process and associated criteria for potential impact analysis.

•

Provide a description of the existing environment with sufficient detail to form the basis for future
environmental documents.

1-8

--

---

--

....
...
..

.""'

...
...

...

Requirements,
Processes,
and Criteria
Under NEPA

.
..
....
.."",.
..
.
..
....
Ill

"'

"""

...
Ila

..
...
...
.
....

,.
11111

...

..
...
..

2.0

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

2.0

REQUIREMENTS, PROCESSES, AND CRITERIA UNDER NEPA

This chapter provides a discussion of the regulatory requirements for master planning as they relate to
NEPA in Section 2.1. Environmental documents that are related to this PEIS are listed in Section 2.2.
The public involvement process undertaken during preparation of this document is described in
Section 2.3. The PEIS (Section 2.4), and the programmatic evaluation criteria (Section 2.5) used to
evaluate the missions and management plans under consideration to assist in the execution of the missions
also are discussed.
2.1

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

This PEIS is prepared in compliance with NEPA PL 91-190, 42 USC 4321-4347, as amended), the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of
NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and Army Regulation (AR) 200-2,
Environmental Effects of Army Actions. CEQ regulations encourage agencies to tier their environmental
documents to prevent repetitive discussions and focus their decision-making processes on the important
and relevant issues at each level of review (40 CFR 1502.20). The process of tiering refers to covering
general issues in a broad document, such as this PEIS, with further focused documents used to address
more specific decisions incorporating detailed, action-specific information. AR 200-2 encourages the use
of tiering and the incorporation of existing documentation by reference to eliminate repetitive discussions,
reduce the bulk of documentation, and allow reviewers to focus on central issues.
AR 210-20, Master Planning for Army Installations, describes the RPMP and its components as decision
documents that must be assessed for environmental effects as prescribed by AR 200-2, Environmental
Effects ofArmy Actions. Interrelated management actions include:
•

Revision of the LRC of the RPMP (U.S. Army, 1997a);

•

Envisioned changes in the intensity of use of the land resource described in the Fort Bliss TADC
(U.S. Army, 1998a) and other installation initiatives; and

•

Implementation of the ICRMP (U.S. Army, 1998b) and INRMP (U.S. Army, 1998c). Evaluation of
these changes in land, facility, and cultural and natural resource management practices suggest that
this document be developed on the programmatic level (PEIS).

The tiered approach described in AR 200-2 is designed to allow a decision maker to focus on the key
issues concerning individual construction or development projects, training exercises, or mobilization
operations. When new projects are proposed or new training exercises contemplated, the programmatic
review elements developed for this PEIS may be applied to determine whether supplemental
environmental documentation is required.
The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on understanding
environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the enviromnent. Other
Federal Statutes that may apply to the proposed action are listed in Table 2.1-1. Table 2.1-1 provides an
overview, not an exhaustive list of federal rules and requirements pertaining to federal agency planning in
general, and the NEPA process in particular. Fort Bliss strives for compliance with applicable state
regulations. Figure 2.1-1 illustrates the relationship between the PEIS development process and required
consultations.
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Table 2.1-1. Other Major Federal Environmental Statutes, Regulations, and
E xecu f IVe 0 r ders A,ppI"1ca bl e t 0 F ed era1 P ro1ec
. t s1
Environmental
Resource
Air
Noise

Water

Land

Biological
Resources

Wetlands and
Floodplains

Cultural Resources

Solid/Hazardous
Materials and Waste

Environmental Justice
1

Statutes
Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 (PL 95-95), as amended in 1977 and 1990 (PL 91-604)
40 CFR 52-99
Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amendments of 1978 (PL 95-609)
40 CFR 201-211
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA) of 1972 (PL 92-500) and Amendments:
Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217), 40 CFR 100-140 and Water Quality Act of 1987
(PL 100-4), 40 CFR 401-471, and Safe Drinking Water Act of 1972 (PL 95-523)
40 CFR 141-149 and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-339) and Amendments of 1996
(PL 104-182)
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (PL 94-579)
Engle Act of 1958 (43 USC 155)
Military Lands Withdrawal Act (MLW A)(PL 99-606)
Land Withdrawal regulations ( 43 CFR Part 2300)
Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978
Wilderness Act of 1964 (PL 88-577)
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (PL 94-588)
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (PL 85-654)
Sikes Act of 1960 (PL 86-797), 1974 (PL 93-452) and Amendments 1986 (PL 99-561),
1997 (PL 105-85) Title XXIX
Executive Order (EO) 13112, Invasive Species
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205) and Amendments 1988 (PLl00-478)
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (PL 96-366)
Lacey Act Amendments of 1981(PL97-79)
Section 401and404 of FWPCA of 1972 (PL 92-500), 40 CFR 100-149
EO 11988, Floodplain Management-1977
EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands-1977
Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645)
North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989 (PL 101-233)
National Historic Preservation Act(NHPA) of 1966 (PL 89-665) and Amendments of 1980
(PL 96-515) and 1992 (PL 102-575)
EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment-1971
EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites - 1996
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (PL 86-523)
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978 (PL 95-341)
Antiquities Act of 1906
Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (PL 96-95)
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 (PL 101601)
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (PL 94-5800) as amended by
(PL 100-582), 40 CFR 240-280
Superfund, 40 CFR 300-399
Toxic Substances Control Act, 40 CFR 702-799
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Control Act, 40 CFR 162-180
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA), 40 CFR 300-399
EO 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations
EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks

This table is an overview of federal rules and regulations pertaining to federal agency planning. State regulations may also
apply.
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Figure 2.1-1. Consultation Associated with Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.
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2.2

RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

Previously prepared Environmental Assessments (EAs) and Environmental Impact Statements (EISs)
with their implementing decision documents that address ongoing actions, issues, or baseline data at Fort
Bliss are incorporated by reference into this PEIS as appropriate. Examples of such NEPA documentation are:
•

The Land Use Withdrawal McGregor Range, Fort Bliss, Texas, Environmental Impact Statement
(US. Army, 1977) describes the evaluation of environmental effects of the renewal of the previous
withdrawal, which tenninated August 20, 1977. Congress renewed the McGregor Range land
withdrawal for 15 years following the implementation of the Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1986.

•

The Resource Management Plan Amendment, McGregor Range (Bureau of Land Management
[BLM], 1990a) and the Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendment/Final Environmental
Impact Statement for McGregor Range (BLM, 1989a), prepared by the BLM to address the degree of
public use of resources and the intensity of BLM resource management on land withdrawn for
military use at McGregor Range.

•

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Joint Training Exercise Roving
Sands at Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico and White Sands Missile Range (WSMR), New Mexico
(U.S. Anny, 1994a) addressed the potential cumulative impacts associated with conducting the joint
training exercise (JTX) for five annual exercises.

•

The Army Force Structure Realignment Programmatic Environmental Assessment (U.S. Anny,
1995a) describes the environmental effects of relocating the 3rd ACR from Fort Bliss to Fort Carson,
Colorado, and the relocation of the 108th, 31 si, and 35th ADA Brigades to Fort Bliss.

-

-

---

--

-

Several other actions at Fort Bliss that have NEPA documentation completed or under development are
incorporated into this PEIS by reference and included in the cumulative effects analysis.

•

Environmental Assessment for the Fort Bliss Site JO Road Repair, Upgrade, and New Road
Construction on McGregor Missile Range, Otero County, New Mexico (U.S. Anny, 1996b). This EA
evaluated the proposal to repair or upgrade 21.6 miles of existing road and construct 4.9 miles of new
road in the Tularosa Basin on McGregor Range south and west of Otero Mesa.

•

Environmental Assessment for Exploration of Geothermal Resources at Davis Dome, Otero County,
New Mexico (U.S. Anny, 1996c). This EA evaluated the characterization of a potential geothermal
resource located in the area of McGregor Range Camp. The project included excavation of up to five
trenches and installation of up to three subsurface boreholes to a depth below the water table. The
maximum area of disturbance was expected to be no more than 20 acres.

•

Environmental Assessment for Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) System Activation of
Objective Battalions Fort Bliss, Texas, Basing (U.S. Anny, 1995b). This EA presents the evaluation
of a proposed action to activate two battalions of THAAD personnel at Fort Bliss.

•

Environmental Assessment, Military Intelligence Battalion (Low Intensity) (MIBN [LI}) Relocation
from Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida, to Fort Bliss, Texas, (U.S. Anny, 1995c). This EA
evaluated the relocation of the MIBN (LI), a subordinate battalion of the 513th Military Intelligence
Brigade to Fort Bliss as an imperative of PL 101-510 as amended and the Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) 1993 report that directed the closure of the Naval Training Center at Orlando,
Florida.
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•

Environmental Assessment for Army Strategic Mobility Program Facilities at Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico (U.S. Anny, 1997b), which is scheduled for completion during 1998. This EA describes
five primary Anny Strategic Mobility Program (ASMP) projects and three secondary projects at or near
Biggs Army Airfield (AAF) that support the P3 CIS (U.S. Anny, 1996d). The primary ASMP projects
include construction and repair of: an aircraft loading apron, an air deployment facility complex, an
ammunition hot load facility, a tactical vehicle overpass, and a rail deployment facility. The secondary
projects include: demolition, relocation, and construction of a fire fighting area, and demolition and
relocation of a contractor storage area.

•

Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Expansion of German Air Force Operations at Holloman
AFB, New Mexico (United States Air Force [USAF], 1998). Fort Bliss has jurisdiction over the land
and airspace comprising McGregor Range in New Mexico. The USAF, Air Combat Command (ACC)
prepared an EIS on a proposal to expand German Air Force (GAF) operations at Holloman Air Force
Base (HAFB), New Mexico, through the bed down of an additional 30 PA-200 Tornado aircraft at the
base. The proposed action includes construction of various facilities at HAFB and the establishment of
a new air-to-ground tactical target complex for delivery of inert and subscale munitions by USAF and
GAF units. Three options for the new air-to-ground target complex were considered that included tvvo
locations on the McGregor Range portion of the Fort Bliss range complex. On May 29, 1998, the
USAF adopted the proposed action and selected Otero Mesa as the location for the tactical target
complex. The tactical target complex includes a 5, 120 acre impact area and a 180 square mile safety
area. The description of the Otero Mesa option and the associated environmental impact analysis is
presented in the EIS (USAF, 1998).

In addition, this PEIS provides information that was incorporated into the Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement (LEIS) required for the McGregor Range Military Land Withdrawal Renewal Application. The
land comprising McGregor Range was withdrawn from the public domain for military use beginning in
1957 and continued by the MLWA of 1986 (PL 99-606). The current withdrawal expires November 6,
2001. To renew the withdrawal, the DA submitted an application for renewal to the Department of the
Interior (DOI) and published a Draft LEIS on October 27, 1998. During January 1997, a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between Fort Bliss and the New Mexico State Office, BLM, was signed in which 1he
BLM agreed that Army mission activities would be analyzed in the Mission and Master Plan PEIS. This
analysis was incorporated, to the extent applicable, in the baseline analyses associated with the McGregor
Range, New Mexico Land Withdrawal Renewal LEIS (U.S. Army, l 998d). McGregor Range was withdrawn
from the public domain for period of25 years from November 6, 2001 through PL 106-99, October 5, 1999.

Figure 2.2-1 illustrates the temporal relationship of the USAF EIS (USAF, 1998), the Fort Bliss Mission and
Master Plan PEIS, and the McGregor Range, New Mexico Land Withdrawal Renewal LEIS (U.S. Army,
1998d).

2.3

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement with this environmental impact analysis process is ongoing through scoping, review of
the Draft Programmatic Enviromnental Impact Statement (DPEIS), public hearings on the draft, and an
opportunity for public comment on the final document. Scoping meetings and public hearings were held in
communities near Fort Bliss as shown on Figure 2.3-1.

2.3.1

The Scoping Process

Public scoping meetings to solicit public input for preparation of a PEIS on the overall missions and
activities at Fort Bliss were held at the locations and dates shown in Table 2.3-1.
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Figure 2.2-1. Parallel Major Federal Actions on Fort Bliss.
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Figure 2.3-1. Scoping Meeting and Public Hearing Locations.
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T a bl e 2 3 -1 M ee f mg D a t es an dL oca f ions
Location

Date

El Paso, Texas

Monday, January 13, 1997

Alamogordo, New Mexico

Tuesday, January 14, 1997

Las Cruces, New Mexico

Wednesday, January 15, 1997

Site
Marriott Hotel
1600 Airway Boulevard
Alamogordo Holiday Inn
1401 S. White Sands
Las Cruces Hilton
705 S. Telshor Boulevard

Public scoping meetings were held to obtain an understanding of the views of interested federal and state
agencies, special interest groups, and private individuals regarding issues to be addressed in the PEIS.
The meetings described here were a part of the Army's scoping period, which began on November 15,
1996, with publication in the Federal Register of a Notice of Intent (NOi) to prepare the PEIS. The
formal closing date for the scoping period was extended to March 16, 1997.
Meeting notification letters were mailed on December 18 and 19, 1996, to 1,000 identified interested
parties and property owners in El Paso County, Texas, and Otero and Dona Ana counties, New Mexico,
throughout the states of Texas and New Mexico, and across the United States. Flyers were sent to the
postmasters of several small communities surrounding Fort Bliss asking them to post the meeting
notification in a public place. Newspaper advertisements were published on Sunday, December 29, 1996,
in the El Paso Times, the Alamogordo Daily News, and the Las Cruces Sun-News. In addition, the ad was
run on Monday and Tuesday, December 30 and 31, 1996, in the El Paso Times and the El Paso Herald
Post; Wednesday, January 1, 1997, in the Hot Ticket; and Thursday, January 2, 1997, in Vecinos, a
Spanish language newspaper.

-

-

-

---

-

Prior to the three formal scoping meetings Fort Bliss representatives provided press releases, briefings,
and information sessions to government agencies, elected officials and others potentially impacted by the
proposed action. Notification of the extension of the scoping period was published during the first week
ofFebruary 1997.
At the public scoping meetings, the Army received verbal and written input from 38 individuals, special
interest groups and government agencies, out of a total of 128 attendees. The first scoping meeting in
El Paso, Texas, had 32 participants. Four people provided oral comments. The second scoping meeting,
held at Alamogordo, New Mexico, drew the largest number of attendees. Eighteen of 63 participants
provided written and oral comments at the meeting. Out of 33 attendees at the third scoping meeting,
held at Las Cruces, New Mexico, 10 people made oral comments.
2.3.2

Issues Identified

The following is a summary of issues and/or concerns that were expressed during scoping via meetings
and letters. Comments were received from individual citizens, special interest groups, and BLM
representatives. The appropriate resource analysis of environmental consequences in Chapter 5 considers
these public comments as they relate to each alternative. Public access to portions of the range complex
and uses of this land were addressed most frequently in verbal and written comments. Other resource
areas addressed include archaeological and biological resources, and environmental and safety concerns.
Table 2.3-2 portrays the issues raised and the sections of this document where the concern is addressed.
The issues regarding land use, planning, and biological and cultural resource management relate directly
to the Fort Bliss objective of adopting revisions to the RPMP and implementing the INRMP, ICRMP, and
TADC.
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T a bl e 2.3 -2 P u bl.IC Scop mg I ssues bIY p rogrammat1c
"E nvironmentaIImpact statement section

·-

Issues Raised
Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan PEJS Section
Land Use
Military and nonmilitary use of Otero Mesa and 2.2. 3.2.3.2. 3.4, 3.5.3.2. 3.6.1, 4.1.2. L 4.3.3. 4.4.3.
Sacramento Mountain foothills portion of McGregor 4.4.4. 4.7.3. 4.9. 5.1.1.2. 5.1.1.4. 5.1.9, Appendix B
Range
Public access to Otero Mesa and Sacramento Mountain 3.2.3.2. 4.1.2.1. 4.1.2.3. 4. 7.3. 4.9, 5.1.1.2. Appendix B.
Appendix I
foothills portion of McGregor Range
Proposed USAF option to construct a tactical target 2.2. 3.2.3.2. 5.1.1.4. 5.1.4 • 5.1.5. 5.1.6, 5.1.8. 5.1.9.
5.1.1 O. 5.1.1 L Appendix B
complex on Otero Mesa portion of McGregor Range
Otero Mesa and Sacramento Mountain foothills portion 3.6.1
of McGregor Range returned to the public domain
40.000 acres of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas 3.6.2. 5.1.1.4
returned to the public domain to be managed as a
wilderness area
Disposition of Castner Range
4.1.2.1. 4.11.3.6, 5.1.1.2
Cultural Resources
Protection of archeological and historic sites
3.3.5. 4.9. 5.1.9, Appendix B
Consultation with the Mescalero Apache Tribe and 3.3.5. 4.9. Appendix B
Tigua Pueblo
BioloRical Resources
Preservation of ecosystems and biodiversity on Otero 3.3.5. 4.8. 5.1.8. Appendices Band F
Mesa and other Army lands
Preservation of Culp Canyon Wilderness Study Area 4.1.2. L 4.8. 5.1.1.2
(WSA) and Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs)
Grazing and fire effects on rare and endemic plants
4.8. 5.1.8. Annendices B and F
Rare and endemic plants. the local ecosystem. forests. 4.8, 5.1.8, Appendices B and F
and woodlands of the Organ Mountains
Potential impacts outside of WSAs on scenic. biological. 4.1.2.2, 4.8. 5.1.1.4, 5.1.8
and recreational values of the Organ and Franklin
mountains ACECs
General Environmental Concerns
Regional water resources
4.7. 5.1.3.5, 5.1.7, Appendix B
Air Quality
4.6. 5.1.6. Appendix B
Hazardous Materials
4.12. 5.1.12
Environmental Restoration
4.12.10
Safety
Ordnance and explosive hazards
3.6.1. 3.6.2, 4.1.2.3, 4.1 L 5.1.11
Live fire safety areas and buffer zones
3.2.3.2. 3.6.1. 3.6.2, 4.11, 5.1.11
PlanninR
Army treatment of archeological and historical sites in 3.3.4, 4.9. Appendix A
planning documents
Fire management and grazing management in planning 3.3.4, 4.8, Appendix A
documents
Socioeconomic data for Otero and Dofia Ana counties. 4.13, 4.14
New Mexico
Traffic
Traffic near the Fort Bliss Main Cantonment Area
4.2.1.1, 5.1.2.1, 5.1.2.5
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2.3.3

Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

-

--

In July 1998, the USAADACENFB distributed more than 300 copies of the Draft Mission and Master

Plan PEIS for review by federal, state, and local agencies, Native American groups, interested
organizations, and private citizens. The formal comment period lasted 90 days, ending November 5,
1998. As part of this comment process, the Army held public hearings in El Paso, Texas, and
Alamogordo and Las Cruces, New Mexico, on September 8, 9, and I 0, 1998, respectively. In addition, an
environmental justice outreach program was conducted as part of the EIS process. The purpose was to
expand participation of potentially affected populations and identify their concerns. This outreach
program included a notification letter and a fact sheet, which were provided to all recipients in English
and Spanish.
Volume III - Public Comments and Response Document, of the Final PEIS, presents the full text of the
public comments on the DPEIS received by the Army and the Anny's responses. It includes 295
comments received via mail, fax, e-mail, and public hearing transcripts and statement.

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS PROCESS

2.4

This document programmatically analyzes projects and actions included in revised and concept plans for
Fart Bliss. A focusing process was used to determine how to programmatically analyze the
environmental impact of the type of projects anticipated to occur on Fort Bliss. The following sections
describe the process in detail.
2.4.1

Programmatic Focusing Process

---

--

An initial programmatic approach is taken to address the projects or actions that are embedded in the
revised and developing plans. This first step is to determine the locations of the projects in the Main
Cantonment Area, including Biggs AAF, the Fort Bliss Training Complex, and other major planning
areas for assigned or partner organizations stationed at Fort Bliss. A set of four typical project categories
(mission, construction and demolition, environmental resource management, and real estate actions) were
assigned for comparison with the land use designation for the area to focus the environmental impact
analysis. Section 2.5 describes the broad land use screening process that uses environmental overlays
with land use planning criteria to identify and evaluate potential alternatives.

The next step is to identify missions and supporting projects within the annual, 6-year, and 20-year
planning horizons of the master planning process. Alternatives described in Sections 3.2 through 3.5 of
this PEIS identify and describe a variety of known requirements for mission activities, master plan
projects, environmental resource management actions, and mobilization plans either underway or planned
for Fort Bliss. In addition, the types of missions and projects that are envisioned during the planning
horizon but not currently planned are described in Section 3.6. These missions and projects are
representative of the capabilities of the installation to support actions that could be proposed, identified,
and evaluated in the future at Fort Bliss.
Projects and activities typical of the plans being evaluated programmatically in the PEIS were selected. If
the action is identified in the installation's implementation of the following components of the Anny
master planning and Planning, Programming, and Budgeting processes, then the projects and activities are
evaluated as current mission requirements:
•
•

Army Long-range Planning Guidance;
Army Long-range Facilities Plan;
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•
•
•
•
•

The Anny Plan;
Program Objective Memorandum;
Program Budget Guidance;
Structure and Manpower Allocation System; and
Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP), (U.S. Army, 1996e).

A program or project is then evaluated to determine if it fits within current land use designations.
Exclusionary criteria are applied to a geographic database (using Geographic Information System [GIS]
overlays as appropriate) to eliminate areas that do not meet minimum suitability criteria. This step was
used during the development ofRPMP components (U.S. Army, 1997a).
A screening estimate of environmental impacts or changes in land use and intensity of use as represented
by implementation of programs or projects is prepared. The proponent must then detennine if NEPA
documentation for the specific action proposed for siting has already been adequately accomplished, or if
further NEPA documentation is required. Appendix A describes in more detail this set of criteria to
detennine environmental documentation decisions relative to the revised land use designations and
enhanced management actions evaluated in this PEIS.

2.4.2

Region of Influence

The region of influence (ROI) addressed in the PEIS varies among environmental resource categories.
For example, the ROI for ground disturbing activities is generally limited to the immediate vicinity of the
disturbance, while impacts on wildlife depend in part on the distance and distribution of affected species.
Different enviromnental resources have different ROis. Therefore, the ROI is defined according to
affected areas and resources, not according to the geographic distance of proposed activities. The ROI is
defined in one of three ways as appropriate:
•

The Main Cantonment Area, (including Biggs AAF) and/or the Fort Bliss Training Complex.

•

Off-post areas surrounding Fort Bliss that would be affected by on-post activities, including areas
affected by airfield, range, training area, or installation noise. Also includes communities
experiencing socioeconomic effects from Fort Bliss assigned or temporary duty (TDY) personnel and
expenditures associated with training and operations. ·

•

Areas under and immediately adjacent to restricted airspace on the ranges, trammg areas, and
entrance points of military training routes to Fort Bliss airspace, and airspace interfaces between
Biggs AAF and the El Paso International Airport (EPIA).

2.4.3

Impact Evaluation

The scope of analysis within each of these ROis will be directly related to the severity of consequence.
The analysis of impacts within Fort Bliss will be on a programmatic basis designed to address types of
actions rather than each specific activity presented in the RPMP and the contributory plans. An
interdisciplinary team of experts analyzed the proposed action and alternatives against the existing current
conditions described in Section 4.0, Affected Environment.
Four alternatives are presented in Section 3.0, Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
(DOPAA). Direct and indirect effects of a program or project are evaluated through the following steps:
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1. Identify significant issues associated with the proposed action and develop and present qualitative and
quantitative analyses of impacts.
2. Establish the geographic scope of the analysis.
3. Evaluate the effects of the proposed action on environmental resources or ecosystems of concern
against effects of current activities during a base period and estimate potential impacts in the future.
In addition to programmatically evaluating direct and indirect effects from these alternatives, cumulative
effects from various sources are also evaluated. The CEQ regulations define cumulative impact as:

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of an action
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions
(40 CFR 1508.7).
The four steps used in cumulative effects analysis include:
1. Identify the significant cumulative effects issues associated with the proposed action and define the
assessment goals. The goal is to develop and present qualitative and quantitative indications of
cumulative effects. The cumulative environmental impacts addressed in this PEIS are described in
Chapter 5.0 and Appendix B.
2. Establish the geographic scope for the analysis.
3. Establish the time frame for the analysis. The time frame for the cumulative effects analysis is a
series of points in time; past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future. Past years include two
points in time. The initial period, 1990, was selected to provide a perspective prior to the force
restructuring of the mid-1990s and to correspond with a U.S. census year and its corresponding data
availability. The period selected as the baseline for comparative purposes, 1996, is considered the
present and was the most recent year of data available at the time of PEIS preparation. Reasonably
foreseeable periods include the year 2002, the last year of the Army's Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting cycle that was available during the preparation of this document. The Army's master
planning cycle also includes a 20-year horizon that would be reached in the year 2016. Specific
project descriptions of activities during this long-term planning period are highly speculative.
4. Identify other actions affecting the resources or ecosystems of concern. Other actions that primarily
occur in this region are associated with WSMR, HAFB, BLM, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), tribal
governments, state and local government agencies, and private organizations and individuals.
Activities identified for the cumulative effects analyses in this document are discussed in Section 5.0,
Environmental Consequences and Cumulative Effects.
The availability of data often determines how far in the past effects are examined. Because the data describing
past conditions are usually scarce, the analysis of past effects is often relatively qualitative (CEQ, 1997).
The evaluation of projects and training exercises is also based upon the best available information. Data
from 1995 and 1996 are used to establish the environmental and socioeconomic baseline. In addition,
some data are not available because ongoing or planned studies are not complete. For example, longterm, site-specific biological investigations associated with the INRMP, and cultural surveys associated
with the ICRMP, will not be complete within the development period of this PEIS.

2-12

--

-

---

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

To evaluate the wide variety of mission, support facility, and resource management actions that occur
daily on Fort Bliss, a set of progra1mnatic evaluation criteria were developed and are discussed in
Section 2.5.
2.5

PROGRAMMATIC EVALUATION CRITERIA

Four primary elements in the programmatic evaluation criteria are used to focus the analyses of the three
dynamic planning alternatives:
•

installation authorized strength;

•

the planning horizon;

•

equipment used in support of the mission; and

•

land use and facilities required to house and maintain the personnel and equipment used to support
the Fort Bliss mission.

The following discussion of these elements is intended to provide the reader with a foundation for
comparing the alternatives.
2.5.1

Installation Strength

Troop strength at Fort Bliss may vary within the current mission, which has peacetime and mobilization
components. During peacetime, troop strength changes as the Army force structure is realigned in
response to the National Military Strategy (USJCS, 1997).
The ASIP provides planned troop strengths for a 6-year period and is updated on an annual basis. While
the data series are generally similar, the data for each future year change slightly as the Army's planning
cycle progresses. The most recent proposed strength data available during development of this PEIS is
from the ASIP for Fiscal Year (FY) 96 to FY 02, dated September 17, 1996.
Although peacetime strength levels are presented, the sustained, full mobilization troop strengths
described in the Fort Bliss Mobili=ation Plan (U.S. Army, 1996a) are assumed to be the maximum
authorized strength for purposes of analysis in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences and Cumulative
Effects. Both peacetime and mobilization strength levels are discussed in the sections describing each
alternative.
2.5.2

The Planning Horizon

While the planning horizon for the master planning process is 20 years from FY 96 through FY 16, the
period beyond FY 02 is speculative and will vary as Army planning progresses to meet world-wide
challenges beyond the annual and 6-year cycles of the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting system.
Sustained, full mobilization as described in the Fort Bliss Mobili=ation Plan (U.S. Army, 1996a) is
assumed to represent the maximum planned capacity for the period from FY 03 through FY 16. The 1990
strength and equipment data are presented to provide a perspective of the recent changes in the
installation mission and activities relative to the planning horizon of this PEIS.
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2.5.3

Equipment

As the mission changed from an installation housing FORSCOM's 3rd ACR to one with four FORSCOM
ADA Brigades, the equipment mix used at Fort Bliss also changed. The current and full mobilization
levels of these equipment categories are provided as a part of the discussions of alternatives in
Section 3.0.
2.5.4

Land Use and Facility Requirements

Land use and facility requirements are based upon the stationing strengths and training requirements of
units assigned to the installation or who train on the 1.12 million acres that comprise Fort Bliss, Texas
and New Mexico. This land area supports the activities described in the installation's RPMP, INRMP,
ICRMP, TADC, and other installation initiatives. Section 4.1 (Land Use) describes the existing status of
the installation land and facilities. Appendix A of the TADC further describes the size, location, and uses
of the cantonment, ranges, and training areas during 1990 and 1996 to the extent data are available.
2.5.5

-

Land Use Screening

Land use screening measures help Fort Bliss create a blueprint to respond to future Army missions and
community aspirations while providing the capability to train, project, sustain, and reconstitute today's
force. Fort Bliss has two major land use areas: the Main Cantonment Area including Biggs AAF where
most administrative, logistical, and personnel support activities occur, and the Fort Bliss Training
Complex where most training and test activities occur. These two areas are further divided into land use
categories that delineate the general type of use for a specific portion of the installation's land resource.

-

--

As discussed in Section 1.2, the RPMP is composed of four component plans: the LRC, CIS, SRC, and
MC. The process of revising the RPMP involved identifying the existing land uses on the installation and
evaluating the functional relationships between adjacent uses. Land use incompatibilities and location
factors described in Section 4.7.3.1, Incompatible Land Uses, of the LRC were used to evaluate and
resolve the most severe conflicts. Environmental overlays developed in the revised RPMP identify
environmental conditions that allow installation planners to identify known environmental constraints
associated with siting facilities on a particular location. In addition, the environmental overlays allow
training planners to locate wetlands, steep slopes, buffer zones, and restricted areas to aid in maximizing
different types of training requiring different types of terrain. This evaluation led to the proposed land use
plan described in the LRC of the RPMP.
Proposed revisions to the Fort Bliss Land Use Plan were developed concurrently with the unit Tabulation
of Existing and Required Facilities (TAB). The TAB quantifies the facility requirements of units
proposed to be stationed at Fort Bliss by 2001. Existing and proposed facilities are compared to
calculated allowances to estimate facility shortfalls or surpluses by Facility Category Group (FCG). The
TAB describes approximately 225 FCGs. Unit representatives were interviewed to determine where each
unit should be located relative to other land uses on the installation. The land use alternatives presented
in the proposed Land Use Plan are based upon facility user requirements as well as land use planning
principles. Functional relationships between 12 land use categories were evaluated to improve traffic
flow and improve the segregation of incompatible land uses (U.S. Army, 1997a). Table 2.5-1 defines the
12 land uses of the Land Use Plan, which are specific to the RPMP.
The CIS is the installation Commander's plan for using and investing in real property to support the
installation's missions. The P3 CIS (U.S. Army, 1996d) is an example of the CIS. The P3 CIS describes
the facilities, by FCG, that are required to meet the installation's power projection mission and compares
the requirement to the existing facilities on-post. The P3 CIS consists of developing and reviewing
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various alternatives for meeting facility shortfalls and recommending preferred alternatives from a master
planning viewpoint.
Most of the Fort Bliss land resource (99 percent) is outside the Main Cantonment Area. The land on the
installation field training complex (South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and
Table 2.5-1. Land Use Definitions Specific to the Real Property Master Plan
Land Use
Airfield
Maintenance
Industrial

Supply/Storage
Administrative
Training/Ranges
Troop Housing
Family Housing
Community Facilities
Medical
Outdoor Recreational

Definition
Airfield-related facilities including landing and takeoff areas, aircraft maintenance areas,
airfield operations and training facilities. and navigational traffic aids.
Facilities and shops for maintenance and repair of all types of Army equipment found at
the depot, installation, and Table of Organization and Equipment (TOE) levels.
Facilities to house activities for manufacturing Army equipment and material. utility
plants, and waste disposal facilities. Includes Director of Logistics (DOL), repair shops,
and facilities engineering shops.
Depot, terminal, and bulk-type storage for all classes of Army supply.
Headquarters and office buildings to accommodate offices, professional and technical
services, records. files, and administrative suoolies.
Academic training areas required to support entry level and continuing education, and
fire and movement/training areas.
Unaccompanied enlisted and officer personnel barracks, including dining,
administration, supolv, outdoor recreation, and community retail and service facilities.
Facilities to house military families, along with support and recreational facilities.
Commercial and service facilities, the same as are associated with towns in the civilian
community.
Facilities providing for both inpatient and outpatient medical and dental care for active
duty and retired personnel.
Outdoor athletic and recreational facilities of all types and intensities of use.

Open Space

Safety clearances, security areas, utility easements, water areas, wetlands. conservation
areas, forest stands, and grazing areas.

Source: U.S. Army, 1997a.

McGregor Range Training Areas) is mostly undeveloped and consists of a mosaic of overlapping military
and nonmilitary uses. The scope and intensity of military use varies considerably within the broad
category of training/ranges specified within the RPMP.
The environmental impact on the training lands also varies accordingly. Training activities vary from
unrestricted maneuvering by tracked vehicles to artillery/rocket impact zones to less intensive activities
such as parachute drop zones and on-road only travel by wheeled vehicles. The T ADC proposes land use
categories to specify mission activities in more detail than that included in the RPMP.
2.5.6

Impact Analysis Structure

This PEIS will focus impact analysis on four broad mission, mission support, or environmental
management categories of activities or projects at Fort Bliss. The four categories are:
•

Mission Activity
Training Exercises or Mission Operations
Test Activity
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•

Facility Construction and Demolition
Facility Renovation or Rehabilitation
Infrastructure Improvement
Facility Demolition

•

Enviromnental Resource Management
ITAM
Integrated Natural Resource Management
Integrated Cultural Resource Management

•

Real Estate Actions
Property Transfers
Leases

2.5.7

NEPA Screening for Future Projects

This section briefly describes a screening process leading to a decision as to the required level of NEPA
documentation of future proposed projects as required by AR 200-2. The results of this screening process
may identify requirements for additional NEPA documentation to implement the proposed action.
Step 1. Develop the DOPAA.
The proponent of an action to occur on Fort Bliss must prepare a statement of the purpose and need for
the proposed action and a detailed DOPAA to the action for use during the screening process. The
DOPAA must include the answers to what, where, when, and how. For example: (what) a new proposal
for military training ranges and training areas; (where) South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas, specifically the multi-purpose range Areas 5 through 7; (when) once per quarter for
4 days; and (how) involving 30 personnel, 4-wheeled vehicles with trailers and generators, the training
will involve command and control exercise, field operations, and live firing of a certain quantity of
munitions or missiles. In the case of a project that requires construction, demolition, or other grounddisturbing activities, answers to these four questions are also required. In addition, reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action are necessary. Additional detail regarding the NEPA screening
process for use by proponents of future actions is included as Appendix A.
Step 2. Detennine if the Proposed Action is Eligible for a Categorical Exclusion.
The proponent will screen the DOPAA against the criteria for a Categorical Exclusion (CX) as defined in
AR 200-2 Environmental Effects of Army Actions (Appendix A, Attachment 1). The DA has detennined
that actions covered by CXs (e.g., routine maintenance activities, construction that does not significantly
alter land use, classroom training, routine movement of personnel) do not have individual or cumulative
impact on the enviromnent, and therefore do not require an EA or EIS. The proponent will submit the
results of the CX screening to the Directorate of Environment (DOE) who will determine whether NEPA
coverage by a ex is appropriate.
Step 3. Determine if the Proposed Action Has Been Pro grammatically Evaluated.
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 identify and describe a variety of known requirements for mission activities, master
plan projects, resources management actions, and mobilization plans either underway or planned for Fort
Bliss. In addition, Section 3.5 discusses the types of missions and installation capabilities that could be
considered during the planning horizon but are not currently planned. A discussion of programs analyzed
in this PEIS is included in Appendix A. When considering potential impacts of the proposed action, the
proponent should review the environmental consequences of the programmatic actions listed in Table A-1
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and described in Chapter 5 of the PEIS (Environmental Consequences and Cumulative Effects). This
review should focus on determining if the proposed action's potential impacts have already been
programmatically evaluated. Specific projects consistent with the capabilities in Section 3.4 and most of
Section 3.5 will require additional NEPA documentation (CX, EA, EIS). The Fort Bliss DOE will
confinn that the existing conditions and potential impacts have not changed, and that conclusions
regarding the appropriate program or plan evaluated in this PEIS are valid in regard to the action being
proposed.
Step 4. Review Flow Charts and Impact Evaluation Matrices.
If the proposed action has not been specifically evaluated in this PEIS and is not subject to a CX, the
proponent, in coordination with the DOE, should evaluate the potential for environmental impact
associated with the action (Appendix A). It is anticipated that many of the environmental impacts on the
various resource categories (such as air quality, biology, and cultural resources) described in this
document will be similar to those expected for future mission activities and supporting projects.
Proponents should review their proposed activity to detennine if it is of a similar type and scale as those
described in this PEIS, if it will be sited in proximity to an activity or project evaluated in this document,
and if the potential impacts are similar to those described in this document. Following completion of the
impact evaluation matrices (Appendix A), the proponent should coordinate with the DOE to identify
activity or project similarities. The DOE will evaluate the similarities that may reduce the level of
assessment required for evaluating potential environmental impacts. Based upon this determination, the
proponent should identify and detennine the type of impacts the proposed action will have on individual
resource categories.

Step 5. Enumerate Impacts and Propose Mitigation Measures.
The proponent, in coordination with the DOE, enumerates the categories and specific actions that are
judged to result in potentially significant adverse impacts. At this point, the proponent may modify the
activity or project to avoid specific impacts. Mitigation measures may be proposed to address potential
impacts. If project modifications are proposed, the proponent re-evaluates the impact of the project
beginning at Step 3.
Step 6. Develop Additional Environmental Documentation.
After enumerating the potential impacts, activity or project modifications, and potential mitigation actions
with the proponent, the DOE will determine whether any additional environmental documentation is
required. This PEIS includes information describing missions, land use, resource management practices,
and cumulative effects that may be used to support the development of more focused, project-specific
environmental analysis without re-creation of the general background information described in this
document. If an action is detennined to be adequately addressed through its similarity to the programs
described in this PEIS, a Record of Environmental Consideration (REC), which describes the proposed
action and explains why no additional environmental analysis or documentation is required, may be
developed. More extensive environmental documentation for specific activities or projects may require a
separate EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or an EIS in the absence of a FONSI, and a
related Record of Decision (ROD). These include programs not of a similar type, those beyond the sc:ale
of those programs described in this document, or those proposed for siting outside the proximity of
actions evaluated in this document. A REC would be used to provide the environmental information from
this PEIS for the decision-maker's consideration.
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3.0

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Each alternative discussed in this section is composed of various military activities that typically occur on
Fort Bliss. These activities have been grouped into the following structure:
Mission Activities encompass the wide range of mission and mission support activities currently
taking place on the main cantonment, ranges, and training areas.
Facility Construction and Demolition include construction, facility renovation, rehabilitation,
and related infrastructure improvements planned prior to this PEIS on the main cantomnent,
ranges, and training areas. It also includes the demolition of existing facilities planned under the
Fort Bliss FY 97 Demolition Plan on the main cantonment, Logan Heights, William Beaumont
Army Medical Center (WBAMC), Biggs AAF, and McGregor Range.
Environmental Resource Management embraces the current Fort Bliss management programs
for natural and cultural resources. This also includes IT AM for addressing potential impacts to
soil and vegetative cover.
Real Estate Actions include four typical types of real estate outgrants and disposition of excess
property.
Section 3.1 provides a brief overview of the alternatives. Sections 3.2 through 3.5 discuss the No Action
Alternative and the manner in which Alternatives 1 through 3 vary from activities and management
practices described as No Action. Section 3.6 discusses alternatives considered but not carried forward
for full analysis.

3.1

OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives are discussed in tenns of the impact analysis structure defined in Section 2.5.6. The
Army has not yet selected a preferred alternative. The alternatives addressed in the PEIS are:

....

-

•

The No Action Alternative: This alternative describes the current mission and organizations
assigned to Fort Bliss (Figure 3.1-1), and certain planned developments and maintenance activities at
the installation. The current mission and real estate action categories of Fort Bliss are common to all
alternatives and are discussed primarily under the No Action Alternative.

•

Alternative 1 includes all the actions described in the No Action Alternative plus implementation of
certain short- and long-range plans, construction and demolition programs, and environmental
resource management plans with potential to affect the environment of the installation. These include
the four components of the Fort Bliss RPMP, three contributing plans, and the current mission land
use designations included in the TADC.
Components
Long-range Component (LRC)
Short-range Component (SRC)
Capital Investment Strategy (CIS)
Mobilization Component (MC)
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Contributing Plans
Long-range Family Housing Plan
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP)
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP)
Chapter 3.0, Current Conditions, of the Training Area Development Concept (TADC)
•

Alternative 2 includes all the actions described in the No Action Alternative, those described in
Alternative 1, plus the mission requirement to identify and use an additional 13.5 square miles for
controlled access FTX sites on McGregor Range identified in Chapter 4.0, Future Development
Concept, of the TADC.

•

Alternative 3 is the Army's preferred alternative and includes all the actions described in the
No Action Alternative, those described in Alternatives 1 and 2, plus potential training capabilities
contained in Chapter 4.0 of the TADC and other installation initiatives.

Further description of each alternative is found in Sections 3.2 (No Action Alternative),
3.3 (Alternative I), 3.4 (Alternative 2), and 3.5 (Alternative 3). Table 3.1-1 summarizes the plans and
concepts that would be adopted under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
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Table 3.1-1. Summary of Fort Bliss Short- and Long-range Plans and Concepts to be Adopted
under Alternatives 1, 2, or 3
Plan or Concept

•

Contents
Component:
Real Property Management Plan a. Long-range Component (LRC).
b. Capital Improvement Strategy
(RPMP) consists of four
(CIS).
components and three
c.
Short-range Component (SRC).
contributing plans.
d. Mobilization Component (MC).
Contributing Plans:
e. Long-range Family Housing
Plan.
f. Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan (ICRMP).
g. Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP).

•

Training Area Development
Concept (TADC) describes
current training complex
capabilities and potential future
training enhancements within a
land use zoning context.

a. System for classifying training
area land use and mission
intensity.
b. Current training conditions.
c. Future development concept.
d. Size, location, uses of training
complex.
e. Summary of range/weapon
compatibility.

Descrivtion
a. Provides a concise overview of
installation mission, describes
master planning process,
specifies optimum land use,
provides basis for other
components.
b. Guides the installation's
investments in real property to
support missions.
c. Integrates real property master
planning into Army operational
planning.
d. Transforms expansion capability
analyses ofLRC into concrete
plans for facility allocation and
acquisition.
e. Addresses construction and
demolition of family housing
between FY 93 and 14.
f. Provides framework for routine
cultural resource management
and coordination with others.
g. Provides framework for ongoing
natural resource management,
ensures conservation and
compliance, helps maintain
quality training lands.
a. Establishes IO mission and
training-related land use
categories for training complex.
b. Describes current missions,
training area activities, land use
and level of use (intensity).
c. Describes future missions,
potential training area activities,
and projected changes to land
use.
d. Details training activities.
e. Specifies where current weapons
systems are used on the training
complex.

-

---

-

·--
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--
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3.2

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative describes the current miss10n assigned to Fort Bliss, approved planned
development, and maintenance activities at the installation. Fort Bliss is one of 17 installations under the
management of TRADOC. It is the home of the USAADACENFB, the U.S. Anny ADA School, and
over 30 partner units and organizations (fonnerly referred to as tenant units or organizations). It is the
largest Anny training installation and is the only troop training installation in the continental United
States capable of supporting long-range overland missile firings. Activities supported by Fort Bliss
include troop and equipment maneuvers as well as air defense and air-to-ground training. Fort Bliss is
comprised of a complex of facilities, training areas, and ranges to support training and test activities of the
U.S. Army and other organizations. The main components of this installation include the Main
Cantonment Area, which houses most support facilities and includes Biggs AAF, Castner Range, and the
Fort Bliss Training Complex which includes the South Training Areas, the Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and the McGregor Range (Figure 3.1-1 ). Castner Range is no longer used for training
activities. Much of this range contains ordnance and explosive hazards and is being restored as funding
becomes available. Because it is inactive, Castner Range is not considered a part of the Fort Bliss
Training Complex and, therefore, has a limited discussion in this document. For additional detail on the
size, location, and uses of the Fort Bliss Training Complex, refer to the TADC (U.S. Army, 1998a).
Fort Bliss currently administers, trains, and deploys active Anny, National Guard, Army Reserves, and
other uniformed service personnel and units. In addition, federal, state, and local law enforcement
agencies train on Fort Bliss. Periodic exercises presently involve units stationed at other installations and
from other unifonned services, law enforcement agencies, and allied nations.
Units are organized, trained, and equipped for deployment in the continental United States for a national
emergency or crisis, as well as for overseas deployment. By establishing and operating marshaling areas
on Fort Bliss, this includes support to the Aerial Port of Embarkation (APOE) at Biggs AAF, the
Rail Deployment Facility near Biggs AAF, and when required, support to the Sea Port of
Embarkation (SPOE) at Beaumont, Texas. These capabilities allow Fort Bliss to function as a platform
for rapid projection of military power by either rail or aircraft.
Currently, four ADA Brigades assigned to the FORSCOM are stationed at Fort Bliss. The 11th ADA
Brigade supports 3rd Army requirements. The 108th ADA Brigade supports XVIII Airborne Corps
requirements, the 31st ADA Brigade supports III Corps requirements, and the 35th ADA Brigade supports
I Corps requirements. In addition to their primary support missions, the ADA Brigades may be caUed
upon to support other Army component commanders' worldwide contingency missions, and to provide
personnel and equipment to meet training, support, and test requirements.
Fort Bliss Garrison Command operates under the USAADACENFB to oversee, maintain, and operate the
multi-mission installation. Fort Bliss Garrison Command accomplishes this through its public works and
logistics, master and engineering planning, material maintenance, supply and services support,
transportation, and environmental compliance, scheduling, and management activities. The U.S. Army
Combined Arms Support Battalion (USACASB) provides the management, control, maintenance, and
operation of the Fort Bliss field training areas: the South Training Areas, Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and McGregor Range Training Areas. The organization's responsibilities also include
airspace (Restricted Areas R-5103 and R-5107A), range camps (Dona Ana, McGregor, and Orogrande)
and associated facilities and equipment. Throughout this document, the USACASB refers to the training
area operational organization.
The U.S. Army ADA School on fort Bliss educates and trains U.S. military students (active and reserve
component), civilians, and selected allied forces students in air defense artillery and other subjects that
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support the air defense mission. The ADA School also develops and publishes air defense artillery
concepts, doctrine, organizations, material requirements, and training literature to meet the needs of the
U.S. ADA forces worldwide. The 61h ADA Brigade supports the ADA School by training soldiers in
ADA operator and maintenance Military Occupation Specialties through advanced individual training,
and supports training of other Army, National Guard, Anny Reserves, U.S. Marines Corps, allies, and
other students.
Biggs AAF provides full airfield services for all U.S. military services, Department of Justice, and other
government flight detachments. As an integral part of the ability of Fort Bliss to support national power
projection, Biggs AAF is an aerial departure point for all deployable units at Fort Bliss, as well as
approximately 115 Anny Reserve/National Guard units.
Other major organizations currently located on the installation include:
•

The Test and Experimentation Command's (TEXCOM) ADA Test Directorate, which provides the
ADA Center with an independent organization capable of conducting air defense weapons
experimentation, force development, and operational testing.

•

Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6), a military command stationed at Fort Bliss, provides support to various
law enforcement agencies with drug interdiction missions.

•

The U.S. Anny Sergeants Major Academy, prepares Anny Noncommissioned Officers (NCOs) for
assignments as battalion, brigade, and division staff NCOs and First Sergeants. Selected NCOs from
the Anny, other U.S. services, and international forces attend courses in preparation for assigmnents
as Sergeants Major and Command Sergeants Major.

•

The WBAMC, a part of the U.S. Army Medical Command, provides full-service (inpatient and
outpatient), medical treatment for all military services in Arizona, New Mexico, and West Texas.
Medical air evacuation services throughout its service area are provided from Biggs AAF.

•

Fort Bliss is the home station for the GAF Command in the United States and Canada, and the
German Air Defense School.

A THAAD Battalion (BN) is planned for ongoing stationing at Fort Bliss during the period from 1996 to
2002. NEPA documentation for the THAAD BN is in the Environmental Assessment for Theater High
Altitude Area Defense System Activation of Objective Battalions, Fort Bliss, Texas (U.S. Anny, 1995b).
3.2.1

---

-

....

-

Peacetime Strength and Equipment

The most recent Fort Bliss authorized strength data available for this PEIS are from the ASIP for FY 96
through FY 02 dated September 17, 1996 (U.S. Army, 1996e). The ASIP data are planning guidance that
changes frequently, but generally in small increments. Therefore, for this PEIS, the ASIP data have been
rounded to the nearest ten authorized positions.

-

As the peacetime mission changed from an installation supporting the 3rd ACR, to one with four ADA
Brigades, the personnel strength of the installation also changed. A U.S. census year perspective, prior to
the relocation of the 3rd ACR, can be gained from strength data as of FY 90 (Table 3 .2-1 ). With the
realignment of the 3rd ACR and the three ADA Brigades, Fort Bliss experienced a net loss of
1,108 military and 71 civilian personnel (U.S. Anny, 1995a). Further, Anny reductions resulted in the
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Table 3.2-1. Peacetime Authorized Strength, Fiscal Year 90 and Fiscal Year 96 through
Fiscal Year 02
FY90

FY96

Officers
Warrant Officers
Enlisted
Total Militmy

1.960
340
16.000
18,300

1.470
190
8,980
10,640

U.S. Civilians
Other Civilians
Total Civilians
Total Population

4,650
3,130
7,780
26,080

4.120
3.400
7,520
18,160

FY97

FY99
FY98
Milita1J'
1.540
1.520
1.520
250
250
250
9,670
9,520
9,790
11,580
11,430
11,280
Nonmilit0111 Employees
3,980
3,990
3,930
3.430
3.430
3.430
7,420
7,350
7,400
18,980
18,860
18,640

FYOO

FYOl

FY02

1.510
240
9.440
11,190

1.470
240
9.190
10,890

1,520
250
9.820
11,590

3,980
3.430
7,400
18,590

3.980
3.430
7,400
18,300

3,980
3.430
7,400
18,990

Notes: The data is rounded to the nearest ten. therefore totals may not add.
Source: U.S. Army. 1990 through 1996 Fort Bliss Statistics.

authorized strength of Fort Bliss dropping from 26,080 in FY 90 to 18,160 in FY 96. Table 3.2-1 presents
the peacetime authorized strength in FY 90, FY 96, FY 97, and that anticipated for Fort Bliss from FY 98
through FY 02.
A prototype THAAD BN was activated in October 1996. Sixty-two personnel from existing ADA
battalions at Fort Bliss were assigned as a User Operational Evaluation System (UOES) BN with an
additional 295 soldiers to be authorized after demonstration/validation flight testing. The UEOS BN
would be enlarged to a strength of 700 in FY 02 after which a second battalion activation in FY 04 and
after would add an additional 700 personnel to bring the total military strength at Fort Bliss to
approximately 12,290 during calendar year (CY) 04.
The relocation of the MIBN (LI), a subordinate battalion of the 513th Military Intelligence Brigade, to
Fort Bliss is an example of unit movements due to BRAC actions based upon evaluations of installation
capabilities. Appendix C illustrates the evaluation of Fort Bliss capabilities during The Army Basing
Study, Base Closure and Realignment, 1995 (U.S. Anny, 1995d, e). This relocation resulted from the
closure of the Naval Training Center at Orlando, Florida, and is expected to be complete in 1998. This
battalion is included in the ASIP strengths presented above. The NEPA documentation for this action is
in the Environmental Assessment, Military Intelligence Battalion (Low Intensity) Relocation from Naval
Training Center, Orlando, Florida, to Fort Bliss, Texas (U.S. Army, 1995c).
For the time period from FY 05 through FY 16, or the remainder of the planning horizon, the installation
staffing is assumed to remain as projected for FY 04 or after. Mobilization and its potential effects on
Fort Bliss strength levels are discussed in Section 3.2.2.
During 1990, prior to the relocation of the 3rd ACR, the equipment mix of units and organizations
assigned to Fort Bliss was approximately 551 tracked vehicles, 2,872 wheeled vehicles, 724 trailers,
607 generators, 75 helicopters, and no fixed-wing aircraft. The realignment of the 3rd ACR resulted in the
transfer of 1,204 wheeled vehicles, 544 tracked vehicles, and 73 helicopters from Fort Bliss to Fort
Carson. Table 3.2-2 illustrates that by 1996 with the ADA Brigades at Fort Bliss, the approximate
on-post wheeled vehicle count had increased by 330, while tracked vehicles decreased by 540 and
helicopters decreased by 70 (U.S. Army, 1995a).
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T a ble 3 2 2. F ort BrISS E;qmpment Ch a nee 1990 an d 1996
Equipment Category
Tracked Vehicles
Wheeled Vehicles
Helicopters

1990
551
2,872
75

1996
7
3,200
2

Net

Chan~e

-544
+328
-73

During FY 96, units and organizations assigned to Fort Bliss had both tactical and commercial vehicles
authorized through their TOE, Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA) and commercial vehicles
authorized or leased by the General Services Administration (GSA) motor pool that serves the units and
organizations located on Fort Bliss. This equipment included approximately 7 tracked vehicles;
3,200 wheeled vehicles; 560 trailers; 560 generators; and 2 helicopters (assigned to WBAMC).
Additional equipment may be located on the post awaiting authorization, deployment, or maintenance, or
may be authorized equipment for one of the tenant organizations located on the installation. As a result of
the relocation of the MIBN(LI), by 1999 the equipment authorizations would increase to approximately
7 tracked vehicles; 3,250 wheeled vehicles; 580 trailers; 580 generators; 2 helicopters; 16 unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs); and 13 fixed-wing aircraft:. During the year 2002, the assigned equipment could
increase slightly to 7 tracked vehicles; 3,360 wheeled vehicles; 610 trailers; 640 generators; 2 helicopters;
16 UAVs; and 13 fixed-wing aircraft. Equipment assigned to units mobilizing through Fort Bliss is
discussed in Section 3.2.2.

3.2.2

-

-

Mobilization Strength and Equipment

Mobilization is the process of assembling and organizing national resources to support national objectives
in time of war or other emergencies. Mobilization involves the deployment of active, Reserve, and
National Guard units and individuals, and conversion of installations to long-term mobilization mission
training, medical, and support centers. There are five levels of mobilization, each designed to deal with
increasing magnitudes of conflict.
•

Selective Mobilization is the expansion of active forces by mobilization of Reserve units and/or
individuals in response to a domestic emergency. Initiated by the President, or Congress upon special
action, this call-up does not involve contingency plans for deploying units overseas in response to an
external threat to national security.

•

Presidential Selective Reserve Call-Up is the augmentation of active forces by up to 200,000
individuals of the selected reserve for up to 270 days to meet operational mission requirements.
Crisis response involves both a Presidential Selective Reserve Call-Up and deployment of portions of
the active and reserve armed forces.

•

Partial Mobilization is the augmentation of active forces but falls short of full mobilization. The
President can mobilize up to one million ready reservists for up to 24 months to meet the
requirements of war or other emergencies involving an external threat to national security. Congress
can initiate partial mobilization levels up to full mobilization. The number of personnel and duration
of mobilization initiated by the President may be extended by Congress.

•

Full Mobilization activates all Reserve and National Guard units and individual reservists in the
existing approved force structure to meet the requirements of war. Full mobilization requires the
existence of a national emergency and passage of a public law or joint resolution by Congress
declaring war.

3.2-4
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•

Total Mobilization is the expansion of the active anned forces by organizing and/or activating
additional units beyond the existing force structure and other resources needed for their support. Total
mobilization meets the requirements of a war or another national emergency or external threat to the
national security. Analysis of the total mobilization scenario is beyond the scope of this PEIS
because total Anny strength under this condition is undetennined and would require congressional
action.

In support of mobilization activities, 32 officers and senior NCOs of the ADA BN Team from the
Regional Training Brigade (stationed at Fort Carson, Colorado) were stationed at Fort Bliss during April
1997. This team enhances the installation's role in training and readiness for National Guard units
including the New Mexico National Guard. During periods when various phases of mobilization occur,
the number of personnel assigned to Fort Bliss for various periods will increase. Table 3.2-3 presents the
mobilization strength anticipated for U.S. Anny Reserve and National Guard units assigned to Fort Bliss
during the phases of deployment and mobilization leading to a sustaining base for full mobilization. The
Reserve and National Guard units are assigned in three packages: Force Support, Regional Conflict, and
Sustaining Base.

.

T a ble 3 2 -3. M ob 11za
T f 100 A ut h or1ze
. d Stren21th
U.S. Army Reserve
National Guard
Total

Force Suooort
340
1,950
2,290

Re~ional

Conflict
1,820
4,330
6,150

Sustainin~

Base
5,620
2,160
7,780

Total
7,780
8,440
16,220

Note: Rounded to nearest ten. therefore totals may not add.
Source: U.S. Anny. 1997b.

During the various phases leading to full, sustained mobilization, the Fort Bliss mission consists of
deployment of active, Reserve, and National Guard units, and the associated expansion of the
installation's training mission. The 131 Reserve and National Guard units mobilizing at Fort Bliss
include all Reserve and National Guard units in New Mexico as well as 9 units from Texas with the
remaining units from 15 other states. The WBAMC would also have a mobilization mission to care for
1,960 wounded personnel.
The nature of deployments and mobilization is such that it is unlikely the total number of personnel
assigned at Fort Bliss during a mobilization would include both the peacetime strength plus that
associated with Reserve and National Guard units that are expected to deploy from or be stationed at Fort
Bliss. However, for this PEIS the FY 02 strength of 19,000, plus the total mobilization strength of 16,220
provides the largest installation population anticipated at this time for this environmental analysis or
35,220 military and civilian personnel. This peak population includes deploying forces, therefore, it is a
temporary maximum level. The more stable maximum installation population is based on the ASIP
(19,000) (U.S. Anny, 1996e) plus the sustaining base strength (7,780) or 26,780 military and civilian
personnel.
Mobilization activities at the installation could involve substantial increases in the number of personnel
assigned to Fort Bliss on a temporary basis (as described in Table 3.2-3). The additional personnel
(comprised mostly of U.S. Anny Reserve and National Guard members) associated with deployment and
mobilization are categorized into three groups: Force Support Package, Regional Conflict, and Sustaining
Base. Only the last group, Sustaining Base personnel, would remain at Fort Bliss for the duration of any
conflict. Personnel of the other two groups would remain at the installation for relatively short periods of
time prior to their deployment. In the absence of specific information regarding the duration of stay and
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the levels of expenditures by personnel during such times, a number of programmatic assumptions are
made to enable quantitative analysis to be accomplished. For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the
duration of the hypothetical regional conflict would be 1 year. It is assumed that the number of
Sustaining Base personnel at the installation will increase by 7,780. Personnel associated with both the
Force Support Package (2,290) and Regional Conflict (6,150) categories (8,440 total personnel) are
assumed to remain at the installation for an average of 1 month. Thus, the 8,440 such personnel equate to
703 full-time equivalent personnel.

--

--

Units mobilizing through Fort Bliss would have authorized approximately 30 tracked vehicles;
1,550 wheeled vehicles; 470 trailers; and 270 generators. As with the equipment authorized for units
assigned to Fort Bliss, only portions of the equipment set would be used at any one time as unit training is
scheduled. The units assigned to Fort Bliss as a part of the mobilization-sustaining base have no vehicles,
trailers, or generators authorized.

-

3.2.3

.....

Mission Activities

Fort Bliss real property master planning is based on the assigned installation missions. The LRC of the
RPMP specifies optimum land use for enhanced mission accomplishment and quality community support.
The nature of land use on the Main Cantonment Area is essentially urban, ranging from industrial through
commercial, to community facilities, troop and family housing, and open space/outdoor recreational. All
12 categories of land uses are found within the Main Cantonment Area. Existing land uses as the
installation had evolved through 1996 are shown on Figure 3.2-1. The land use pattern under the current
Fort Bliss Land Use Plan (U.S. Army, 1997a) within the Main Cantonment Area is shown on
Figure 3.2-2.
Land use on the remainder of Fort Bliss outside the Main Cantonment Area (99 percent) includes the
South Training Areas, the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and the McGregor Range. Land uses
in these areas are generally described as Training/Ranges in the current installation-wide land use plan.

-

-

-

-

Castner Range was established in 1926, and throughout its history, it was used by the Fort Bliss combat
garrison for all types of small arms, explosives, and field artillery uses, demonstrations or disposals.
Later, when Fort Bliss became an Air Defense School, training emphasis shifted to various air defense
weapons and away from the types of ordnance previously used at Castner Range. All organized weapons
firings were discontinued on Castner Range during 1966.
In 1971, 1,24 7 acres were surveyed for ordnance and determined to be safe for transfer to the City of

El Paso. On August 16, 1983, the GSA declared the remaining 7,081 acres as undisposable because of
the ordnance and explosive hazards still present.
Mission activities take place within this land use context on the Main Cantonment Area and the Fort Bliss
Training Complex. Ongoing mission activities occur throughout the installation with the exception of
Castner Range. Routine ongoing mission support activities are listed in Table 3.2-4. Examples of these
low-impact activities include: recreation and welfare activities that do not involve off-road vehicle (ORV)
movement; routine repair and maintenance of buildings, roads, airfields, grounds, and other facilities,
except when requiring application or disposal of hazardous or contaminated materials; and training of an
administrative or classroom nature.

-....
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Table 3 2-4 Routine On2om2 Mission Support Activities
•
•
•
•
•

Administrative Support Services
Printing
Furniture Shop
Photographic Labs
Recycling Center
Weapons Repair

Fire, Medical, and Police Services
• Fire Department
• Fire Training
• Installation and Regional Medical
Corps (WBAMC)
• Law Enforcement
• Training/Traffic Enforcement
•
•
•
•

Vehicle Maintenance and Repair
Paint Shop
WashRacks
Maintenance Shops
Steam Cleaning

Individual Training Activities
• Advanced Individual Training
• Reserve Component Training
• Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical
Course
• Basic and Advanced NCO Courses
• Military Operations Specialty
(MOS) Training
• ADA Officer Basic Course
• ADA Advanced Course
• Other ADA School Courses
• Sergeant Majors Academy Courses
Natural and Cultural Resource and
Integrated Training Area Management
• Natural Resource Management
• Cultural Resource Management
• ITAM

Building Maintenance
• Painting, Roofing, Welding and
Sheet metal works
• Heating Ventilation and Air
Conditioning (HV AC) and
Refrigeration Maintenance
• Plumbing and Steam Fitting
• Electrical Repairs
• Asbestos Removal
• Radon Testing
• Fire Alarm Maintenance
• Furnace Maintenance
• Glass Repair
• Sign Painting
Grounds Maintenance
• Pesticide and Herbicide Application
• Landscaping
• Lawn Mowing
• Fertilizer Application
• Grading of Previously Disturbed
Training Area Sites
• Sprinkler System Maintenance
Fuel Storage and Dispensing
• Airfield Operations
• Transportation Motor Pool
• Army and Air Force Exchange
Systems (AAFES) Filling Stations
• Tactical Fuel Points
Ha=ardous and Nonha=ardous
Materials Disposal
• Landfill Operations/Solid Waste
Disposal
• Sterilization Discharge
• Radioactive Material Storage and
Use
• Medical Waste Handling and
Disposal
• Pathological Waste Incinerator
• Ordnance Disposal
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Crafts, Shops, and Recreation
Auto Maintenance
Officer, NCO, and Enlisted Clubs
Gymnasium
Library
Bowling Alley
Woodworking
Photography
Golf Course Maintenance
Swimming Pool Maintenance

Utility System Maintenance
• Boiler!Power Plant Operations
• Water/Sewer Line and Lift Station
Maintenance
• Water Treatment and Distribution
• Transformer Maintenance and
Replacement
• Communication System
Maintenance
• Gas System Maintenance
• Street Lighting Maintenance
• Fire Hydrant Maintenance

Road, Railway, and Ailjield
Maintenance
• General Repair and Maintenance
• Cleaning/Sweeping
• Reconstruction

Range and Training Areas Control
Scheduling
Safety
Access
Maintenance
Enforcement
Special Materials Use
• Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB)
• Asbestos
• Radon
•
•
•
•
•

Special Events
• Amigo Air Show
• Armed Forces Day
• Surnmerfest Concerts

Community Support
• Child Development Center
• Youth Activities
• Retail Services (Commissary and
AAFES)
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3.2.3.1 Main Cantonment Area

Mission activities conducted within the facilities of the Main Cantonment Area include command and
control, classroom instruction, doctrine and equipment test design, and medical and logistical support
activities.
3.2.3.2 Fort Bliss Training Complex

The Fort Bliss Training Complex is composed of three distinct, mostly undeveloped areas: the South
Training Areas in El Paso County, Texas; the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas in Dofia Ana and
Otero counties, New Mexico; and the McGregor Range in Otero County, New Mexico. Land use of the
South Training Areas includes ground troop (dismounted) training, off-road maneuver using wheeled and
tracked vehicles, and drop zone (DZ) activities. Uses of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
include artillery, small missile, small anns and other weapons impact areas, drop zone activities, and
billeting, administration, and mission support activities at Doiia Ana Range Camp and Orogrande Range
Camp. Due to the live fire activities, much of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are used as surface
danger zones (SDZs). McGregor Range uses are distinguished from those of other parts of the training
complex through the live firing of high-to-medium-altitude missiles (HIMAD). Other uses of McGregor
Range include small missile, small arms, and other weapons impact areas, DZ and landing strip activities,
and billeting, administration, and mission support activities at McGregor Range Camp. Much of
McGregor Range's surface area is used as SDZs during live fire exercises (FIREX). Only the most
southern parts of McGregor Range are used for ORV maneuver training.
The existing LRC generally categorizes all land use in the Fort Bliss Training Complex as
Training/Ranges (Category VI). However, for more detailed management of training lands, the area is
divided into ranges and 33 training areas (Figure 3.1-1). Current land uses are irifonnally specified by the
facilities in each training area and the Standing Operating Procedures (SOPs) for Weapons Firing and
Maneuver Area Use (U.S. Anny, 1996±).
The USAF is expanding GAF operations at HAFB, New Mexico. The action includes construction of a
new air-to-ground USAF tactical target complex on McGregor Range. The description of the selected site
on McGregor Range is presented in the EIS for Proposed Expansion of the German Air Force Operations
at Holloman AFB (USAF, 1998) and is included by reference in this document. On May 29, 1998 the
USAF selected the Otero Mesa option located in Training Areas (TAs) 17 and 21. This site and the
alternate site in TA 31 in the Tularosa Basin are described in Appendix B.

---.....

-

-

-

-

The detailed description of each option for these sites and the associated environmental impact analysis is
presented in the USAF EIS (USAF, 1998). This PEIS incorporates the USAF by reference, as part of the
cumulative effects of the Anny's No Action Alternative. This document was developed concurrently
with the USAF EIS.
Land uses on the ranges also include resource-oriented land management areas for archaeological and
historical resources, and habitat conservation. In addition, there are other special-use areas for grazing,
research, and public recreation which carry with them restrictions on training, access, and public use.
Access to the training areas outside the Main Cantonment Area is controlled by Fort Bliss through the
Commander (CDR) USACASB. Military units, government agencies and contractors are required to
coordinate access and use with the Range CDR (through the Range Scheduling Office) to ensure safety
and to avoid interference with other military missions.

3.2-10

---

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Members of the public must obtain annual access pennits from the CDR, USACASB, through the Range
Development and Enforcement Section and are also required to check in and out with McGregor Range
Control to ensure safety and avoid interference with military missions. Current access procedures allow
appropriate military missions such as enviromnental resource surveys to be conducted concurrently with
public use. Public access areas on the training complex are shown on Figure 3.2-3. One thousand to
1,700 pennits are issued annually for purposes such as livestock management, hunting, hiking, and
guided nature tours. Permit holders are responsible for complying with specific Anny procedures for
entry, use, and departure from the range. During hunting seasons, for example, access by about 10
persons may be recorded each week. At other times, official access requests for the public is infrequent.
The Las Cruces Field Office of the BLM is authorized to issue recreational access permits.
Training activities support the installation's mission to help maintain the operational readiness of active
duty, reserve, and National Guard units and other federal agencies. The majority of FTXs are conducted
on Fort Bliss training areas. There are presently four ADA Brigades assigned to Fort Bliss, which use
FTXs to maintain combat readiness for deployments and air defense operations. Examples of other range
users include the Mobilization Anny Training Center, U.S. Marine Corps, National Guard units, U . S.
Anny Reserve units, and engineering units. Many of these units are stationed across the U.S. as shovm
by Table 3.2-5.
In additions to FTXs, missions carried out on Fort Bliss ranges include JTXs, unified command training,

unit training, combat support, combat service support, weapons testing, joint training with allied nations,
activities conducted by other services, agencies and organizations, range/facility management, and
environmental resource management.
Allied nations have utilized Fort Bliss ranges for annual service practice for the past 30 years. These
include allied air forces, self defense forces, and air defense schools. Exercises have involved Hercules,
Hawk, Roland, and Patriot service practice.
Live fire FTXs are conducted on Fort Bliss training areas by Fort Bliss units and units from other armed
forces installations. An example of this type of training is the live FIREX, occurring on McGregor
Range, which involves the firing of missiles on McGregor Range following Roving Sands. This FIREX
produces a large number of missile firings on McGregor Range, including the Patriot, Hawk, Roland, and
Stinger.
Roving Sands is a JTX coordinated by the Chainnan, USJCS, scheduled by the U.S. Atlantic Command,
and sponsored by FORSCOM. The JTX is the only exercise that actually plans and executes multiservice integrated air defense operations that involve all four services. The exercise includes air-to-air
combat scenarios, air-to-ground attacks, and live FIREX. The JTX is conducted annually in spring or
early summer for approximately 1 month, and uses most of the Fort Bliss Training Complex for a variety
of ground and air training activities. During this period, very little nonmilitary use is permitted. Live-fire
activities, as described above, are performed for approximately 1 week and usually result in closure of
New Mexico Highway 506 during the exercise. Roving Sands involves units from all U.S. military
services and allied armed forces. Roving Sands is the only exercise that carries out multi-service air
defense operations involving all four U.S. military services. Recent Roving Sands exercises involved
upwards to 24,000 personnel. During the 1997 Roving Sands JTX, of approximately 16,000 personnel
involved, 11,300 were stationed at various locations on Fort Bliss. Approximately 4,500 personnel were
located at the Fort Bliss Main Cantomnent Area including Biggs AAF, a group of approximately 1,700
personnel were stationed near Logan Heights, about 3,300 were located at bivouac sites on Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas, and approximately 1,800 personnel were located at bivouac sites on
McGregor Range (U.S. Anny, 1997c). In 1998, this exercise was reduced in scale by approximately

3.2-11

106° 30'

w

106° 15'

w

106° 00'

w

105° 45'

w

-

--

70

w

"'
N

"'

30

--

--

31

....

z

z

w
";

NEW MEXICO

0
0

;,

0
0

TEXAS

z

"'

z
;:n

~

""c:;

"'z

_,,.

-

10

Fort Bliss Boundary

~)i~~Mj

PUBLIC ACCESS AREAS

~

Fort Bliss Training Areas

~ Main Cantonment and Biggs AAF
SCALE

0

i-..---10

0

10

20 Miles

20 Kilometers

E3

Castner Range (Inactive)

l::;:::;:;:;::I

City of El Paso
Dona Ana Firing Ranges
and Impact Areas
FBMMFEIS
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Unit

Component

I Ith ADA

Active

208th Signal

Active

3143 ADA

Active

6152 ADA

Active

70th Ordnance

Active

716 Cavalry

Reserve

314ADA

Active

!Sm ABN
3-27 FA
311 SFG

Active
Active

115 SFG

Active

1-10 Aviation

Active

Japanese
Allied
Annual Service
Practice
1/82 Aviation Active
GAF Air
Defense
6132 FA

Allied

Fort Bliss,
TX
Fort Bliss,
TX
Fort Bliss,
TX
Fort Bliss,
TX
Fort Bliss,
TX
Conroe,
TX
Fort Bragg,
NC
Fort Bragg,
NC
Fort Lewis,
WA
Ft.
Campbell,
KY
Fort Drum,
NY
Japan

National
Guard

Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas - Dofia Ana
TAs 3A-7D
Meyer Ranges
None

400

Length oj
Stay
(Davs)
14

40

2

South Training Area IA

None

100

3

McGregor - Short-range Air Defense
(SHORAD)
McGregor - TA 8

None

100

1

McGregor

300

15

Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas Firing Ranges 40148149
McGregor - Cane Cholla
McGregor - DZs,
SHORAD Range
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas TAs 3A-7D
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
McGregor - Meyer Ranges
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas,
McGregor - North Training Areas Meyer
Ranges
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas Firing Ranges 40149
McGregor - Tactical Air Command
(TAC)

McGregor

260

14

McGregor
Dofia Ana

198
150
35

14
19
7

DofiaAna

100

52

Dofia Ana
McGregor

200

36

Dofia Ana

150

30

McGregor

100

90

McGregor

NIA

4

DofiaAna

1,000

60

Orogrande

700

34

McGregor

35

7

McGregor - Training Areas
McGregor
Meyer Ranges - DZs
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS)
Firing
McGregor - Forward Area Weapons
McGregor
(FAW) 10

95

36

100

NIA

4

2

Training Area Used

Fort Bragg, McGregor - Hellfire firing
NC
Germany Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas,

Fort Sill,
OK
Combined
Law
El Paso,
Federal Officer Enforcement TX
Tng.
Agencies
1/3 SFG
Active
Fort Bragg,
NC
Fort Hood,
21FA
Active
TX
138FA

Active

Home
Location

Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas,
MLRS Firing
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
Meyer Ranges

Billets

Lafayette,
IN
Notes: ABN =Airborne. ADA= Air Defense Artillery. FA= Field Artillery. SFG = Special Forces Group.
Source: I '1 CAS. Fort Bliss, TX.

Personnel

5,000 to 6,000 troops from previous years because of the buildup of U.S. Forces in the Persian Gulf.
Additional information regarding the Roving Sands JTX is presented in the Final Programmatic
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Environmental Impact Statement for the Joint Training Exercise Roving Sands at Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico and White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico, February 1994 (U.S. Anny, 1994a).
Another major FTX held periodically at Fort Bliss is Rio Bravo, the largest smoke-generation training
exercise led in the United States. This exercise includes the use of battlefield obscurant (fog oil) and
tasks to improve unit and individual survival skills. The exercise usually is for a 2-week period in June
with a 6-day deployment to the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Participants have included
approximately 1,350 personnel from five battalions of the 460th Chemical Brigade, headquartered at
Camp Pike Armed Forces Reserve Complex, Arkansas.
The WSMR uses Fort Bliss ranges/training areas for limited tests. Operations directed by test and missile
commands from WSMR primarily use the SHORAD and Orogrande ranges. The WSMR may also use
McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas as a safety buffer zone for some tests.
HAFB uses a Class C bombing range on northern McGregor Range for low-level, inert ordnance delivery.
Other agencies conduct weapons training and testing activities within the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
For example, Meyer Range is used for federal law enforcement training.
3.2.4

--

--

Facility Construction and Demolition

The facility construction program under the No Action Alternative includes new construction, existing
facility renovation or rehabilitation, and related infrastructure improvements. Construction projects were
planned for the fiscal years described below; however, implementation in a specific fiscal year is subject
to program funding changes. Twenty-six construction projects have been identified under this alternative
(Table 3.2-6). Fifteen of these projects involve the replacement or renovation of family housing and are
located in areas categorized as Land Use VIII-Family Housing. The Fort Bliss Long-range Family
Housing Plan (U.S Army, 1997a) consists of a number of sequential projects developed around two
concepts. The first concept is to build new family housing units on previously undisturbed sites. The
second concept is to demolish older, existing units and replace them with new housing units. As stated
previously, this is a sequential process, new units are built before older homes in other areas are
demolished. Therefore, an adequate quantity of family housing is available for post personnel. The
family housing construction projects occur in the following areas: Logan Heights, WBAMC, Aero Vista,
Van Hom Park, Hayes, and the South and North Main Cantonment Areas.

-

By means of construction projects with fiscal years prior to FY 97, 299 family houses were replaced in
the Logan Heights area, 105 family houses were replaced in the WBAMC area. Under the No Action
Alternative, between FY 97 and FY 12 there are plans to replace 1,427 family housing units. In addition,
renovation of 121 housing units is scheduled to occur in FY 14 (Table 3.2-6).
There are 11 other construction projects included in the No Action Alternative (Table 3.2-6). Five of
these construction projects began and/or were completed prior to FY 97. These five projects included
construction activities in areas designated as land use categories I-Airfield; II-Maintenance; VI-Troop
Housing; and IX-Community Facilities (Figure 3.2-2, Land Use Patterns under the Current Land Use
Plan). The remaining six nonhousing construction projects are scheduled to occur during FY 97 and
FY 98. Five of these projects are slated to occur in association with Biggs AAF, which is designated
Land Use I-Airfield. The sixth project is located at WBAMC, which is categorized as Land Use XMedical.
The facility demolition program is a part of the Army's Facility Layaway Program begun in 1994 to reduce
infrastructure and bring operations and maintenance costs on each installation in line with the facilities

3.2-14

-,

-

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Table 3.2-6. Fort Bliss Family Housing and Other Construction
P
. t s-N 0 At'
ro1ec
C IOn Alt erna f 1ve
Program
FY

Project

Quantity
Fami~v

Before
FY97
FY97
FY98
FYOO
FY02
FY04
FY06
FY08
FY 10
FY 12
FY 14

Before
FY97

FY97

FY98

Army Family Housing
Construction (AFHC) Family
Housing Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Replacement
AFHC Family Housing
Renovation
Repair Airfield Runway
Vehicle Maintenance Shop
(THAAD)
Barracks Replacement
Dining Facility
Child Development Center
Repair Airfield Lighting System
Repair Asbestos Concrete (AC)
Loading Apron East
Repair Airfield Taxiways
(Phase I)
Repair Airfield Taxiways
(Phase II)
Hospital Upgrade
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar
repair and renovation

Location

Land Use
Categ01y

Housing

189
110
105

Logan Heights-West
Logan Heights-East
WBAMC

64

Hayes

66
25

Hayes
WBAMC

200

Aero Vista-West

200

Aero Vista-East

130

WBAMC

165

North Main Cantonment Area
(1400, 1500, 1800 areas)

167

Logan Heights

300

North Main Cantonment Area
(1300, 1800, 1900, 9300 areas)

110

Logan Heights

VIII

South Main Cantonment Area
(200-500 areas), WBAMC (7000,
7300 areas)
Other Construction
1
Biggs AAF
121

I

1

Main Cantonment Area

II

1
1
1

Main Cantonment Area
WBAMC
Logan Heights
Biggs AAF

VI
VI

1

BiggsAAF
Biggs AAF

IX

I

BiggsAAF
1

WBAMC

x

1

BiggsAAF

I

required to meet the assigned mission. The Layaway Program has two purposes: layaway awaiting
demolition, and layaway but holding for potential future use. The value of the layaway program comes
from lowering operating costs for heating, cooling, custodial services, etc., which equates to an annual
savings in operations and maintenance costs. Any facility proposed for demolition must have the
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appropriate U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and enviromnental or cultural
effect evaluations (asbestos, lead-based paint, and historic property) before demolition can proceed.
The No Action Alternative includes plans to demolish family housing and other facilities (Table 3.2-7).
The current plan has 2,765 facilities scheduled for demolition between FY 97 and FY 14. In addition,
512 family housing units were demolished prior to 1997. Demolition of nonhousing and troop housing
facilities was planned to occur beginning FY 97, while demolition of family housing units is scheduled to
continue through FY 14. Implementation in a specific fiscal year is subject to program funding changes.
Demolition of facilities will occur in the following areas: the Main Cantonment Area, Logan Heights,
WBAMC, Biggs AAF, and McGregor Range. Some of the facilities scheduled for demolition in the Main
Cantomnent Area (Areas 300, 400, 1300, 1400), and the WBAMC area (Area 7100) are located in
National Register-eligible districts as shown in Figure 3.2-4.

--

---

The facilities scheduled for demolition that have potentially historic value are building numbers:
•
•
•
•
•

317 to 351 and 353 to 357; 448 and 452 to 455;
1301, 1335, 1372;
1400 to 1413; 1442 to 1454; 1457 to 1479; and 1481to1488;
2100 to 2104; and
7183 to 7194.

Of the 2,863 facilities scheduled for demolition between FY 97 and FY 14, 2,770 are family housing units
that are located in areas designated as Land Use Category VIII-Family Housing. The leases for
300 family housing units in northeast El Paso are due to expire and there is no plan to renew the leases.
The 300 units are included in the table because they will no longer be available for use by Fort Bliss, but
demolition of the units will not occur. Many of the family housing units scheduled for demolition will be
replaced with new buildings as discussed in the Facility Construction section.
There are 93 nonhousing and troop housing (other) facilities scheduled for demolition in FY 97. The
48 facilities to be demolished include known demolition after 1997 in the North Main Cantonment Area
are located in land use categories II-Maintenance; III-Industrial; VII-Troop Housing; VIII-Family
Housing; IX-Community Facilities; and XI-Outdoor Recreation and include known demolition after
1997. Thirteen nonhousing facilities in the South Main Cantonment Area are located in areas designated
as Land Use XI-Outdoor Recreation and VI-Training/Ranges.
The 11 facilities in Logan Heights that are scheduled for demolition are located in land use categories
VII-Troop Housing; VIII-Family Housing; and IX-Community Facilities. The 12 facilities in the
WBAMC area are located in land use categories IV-Supply/Storage; VIII-Family Housing; and IXCommunity Facilities.
The land use categories at Biggs AAF that contain facilities scheduled for demolition include IIMaintenance; III-Industrial; VI-Training/Ranges; VII-Troop Housing; and IX-Community Facilities.
3.2.5

Environmental Resource Management

Fort Bliss has an active environmental resource management program that includes integrated training
area management as well as natural resources and cultural resources management. These programs
include the following actions discussed in the following subsections under the No Action Alternative.
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T a bl e 3 2 7. F ort Bl'ISS F ac11ty
Tt Demorr
1100 P ro2ram-N0 ACf IOD Alt erna f 1ve

-

Program
FY

Project

Before
FY97

Demolition of Family Housing

FY97

Demolition of Family Housing

FY98

Demolition of Family Housing

FYOO
FY02

Demolition of Family Housing
Demolition of Family Housing

FY04

Demolition of Family Housing

FY06

Demolition of Family Housing

FY08

Demolition of Family Housing

FY10

Demolition of Family Housing

FY 12

Demolition of Family Housing

FY 14

Demolition of Family Housing

FY97
Demolition of Facilities

Quantity

Location/Building Number(s)

Land Use
Cate~on'

Family Housing
278
110
124
170

Hayes
George Moore Park
WBAMC
Aero Vista-West
Aero Vista-West
287
Aero Vista-East
343
Aero Vista-East
303
Van Hom Park
North Main Cantonment Area (1400,
335
1500, 1800 areas)
289
Logan Heights
North Main Cantonment Area (1800,
443
1900, 9300 areas), Logan Heights
300*
NE El Paso
South Main Cantonment Area ( 5100,
260
5200 areas)
40
317-351,353-357
Other Facilities
Main Cantonment Area/448, 452, 453,
454, 455, 809, 1170, 1301, 1335,
1372,2027,2065,2066,2067,2324,
2325,2326,2327,2328,2334,2335,
2336,2337,2344,2345,2346,2347,
61
2354,2355,2356,2357,2443,2503,
2504,2506,2507,2508,2510,2511,
2512,2514,2515,2516,2534,2535,
2546,2645,2646,2647,2906,2907,
2908,2909,5316,5331,5336,5349,
5350,5354,5355,5363
1
3796
Logan Heights/4241, 4569, 4622,
11
4625,4637,4659,4677,4718,4725,
4731,4879
WBAMC/7006, 7007, 7008, 7021,
7113, 7134, 7135, 7137, 7142, 7178,
12
7198, 7265
1
McGregor Range Camp/9900

7

Biggs AAF/11001, 11178, 11189,
11241, 11264, 11350,11360

VIII

II
III

VI
VII
VIII
IX

XI

VII
VIII
IX
IV

VIII
IX

XII
II
III
VI
VII
IX

* Lease expires. no planned renewal. No actual demolition will occur.

Fort Bliss has an active environmental management program for natural and cultural resource
management. The program is founded on and incorporates the requirements and application of federal
and state laws, and DoD and Army programs, instructions, and regulations. The program is implemented
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on Fort Bliss by an experienced staff of natural and cultural resource management professionals. The
overall objective of the Fort Bliss program is to wisely use, scientifically manage, and systematically
restore renewable natural resources and cultural resources on the installation consistent with the military
mission, national security, and applicable federal and state laws.
Fort Bliss manages the environmental effects of military training by applying natural and cultural
resource conservation and rehabilitation programs while providing public access to these resources as
appropriate and consistent with the military mission. The objectives for natural and cultural resource
protection at Fort Bliss are to manage installation natural resources to provide the optimum environment
which sustains the military mission; develop, initiate, and maintain progressive programs for land
management and utilization; and to maintain, protect, and improve environmental quality, aesthetic
values, and ecological relationships.
A result of these goals is reduced environmental damage and effective land rehabilitation, reduced costs
for land management and environmental compliance, and enhanced land stewardship. Environmental
resource management is coordinated with all planning efforts on Fort Bliss such as master planning for
real property on the cantonment, range, and training areas; IT AM; natural and cultural resource
management plans; and EAs and EISs. All elements facilitate land and cultural resource management
decisions on the installation. The Fort Bliss natural and resource conservation and rehabilitation
programs include the following major elements that are implemented subject to available funding:
•

Inventory and monitoring of natural and cultural resources to document their condition and assess the
ability of the land to withstand impacts from training and testing-an example of inventoring and
monitoring vegetation is through land condition and trend analysis (LCTA);

•

Education of soldiers, civilian employees, and contractors to foster environmental awareness and wise
use of the land;

•

Land rehabilitation and maintenance (LRAM) restores the land, enhances testing and sustains training
realism through revegetation and erosion control.

•

Optimization of land use by training requirements integration (TRI) with the carrying capacity of the
land and natural resource conservation and rehabilitation programs; and

•

Use of technologies such as geographic information systems, global position systems (GPS), and
databases, which interact directly with the Range Facility Management Support System (RFMSS).

3.2.5.1 Natural Resource Management
AR 200-3 (Natural Resources-Land, Forest, and Wildlife Management) and the Sikes Act as amended in
1997 (PL 105-85) requires that Army installations develop and maintain integrated natural resources
management plans. Implementation of this requirement is the subject of Alternative 1 of this PEIS.
Under the No Action Alternative, natural resource management practices are implemented on a
species-by-species basis, without applying ecosystem management or biodiversity principles. Under
current practices, resource management is reactive to changes in training requirements, with priorities set
on an individual action basis. Actions under this alternative may include:
•
•
•

Wildlife management;
Fire management;
Threatened and endangered species management;
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•
•
•

Soil management;
Pest management; and
Wetlands management.

3.2.5.2 Cultural Resource Management
Under the No Action Alternative, cultural resource management is generally done on an individual
project basis outside the framework of programmatic agreements and/or without reference to comparative
cultural property significance or mission imperative. A significant implication of this is that compliance
with Section 106 of the NHPA is done on a project-by-project basis versus through any cultural resources
programmatic agreement for routine actions.
3.2.6

Management Practices that Avoid or Reduce Environmental Impact

The following management practices will be incorporated into Fort Bliss implementation of mission and
mission support activities or are currently within various installation SOPs and are consequently
incorporated into this programmatic evaluation under the No Action and subsequent alternatives.
•

The mission activity, facility, and natural and cultural resource management planning process will
continue, including periodic review to update, integrate newly developed components, and evaluate
adherence to the plans and planning process as decision-making tools. Actions that limit intensity,
frequency, duration, or time of day activities that degrade the suitability of surrounding land uses are
considered in the planning process. Adequate "stand-off'' buffers for activities are incorporated into
the planning process to reduce or prevent incompatible effects on adjacent land uses.

•

Construction activity plans and designs, including maintenance, repair, and demolition, will be routed
through the Fort Bliss DOE for review. The DOE will ensure that engineering management practices
are in compliance with NEPA and other legislation specific to the individual resources within Fort
Bliss. These construction activities include but are not limited to ground-disturbing activities
(i.e. roads, trenches, reclamation activities, fences, power lines), activities that may cause harm to
personnel or wildlife (i.e., harmful radiation from radar or lasers, loud noises), and routine
maintenance activities (i.e., painting, fence mending, roofing).

•

Fugitive dust emissions will be reduced to the extent possible on the range complex by static
positioning of vehicles, equipment, and troops. Heavy vehicles and tracked vehicles travelling from
the Main Cantonment Area to the ranges and training areas will use the eastern tank trails to avoid
dust impacts to residential and industrial areas near the Fort Bliss boundary. Light and medium
trucks will use U.S. Highway 54 or the eastern tank trails. Vehicular speed will be maintained as low
as practical, since one of the factors governing fugitive dust emissions is vehicle speed.
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Real Estate Actions

Real estate actions that are ongoing at Fort Bliss include the four typical types of real estate outgrants
authorized in AR 405-80 (leases, licenses, pennits, and easements) and disposition of excess property.
Leases authorize the grantee to use the installation land and/or buildings. Licenses grant the licensee
authority to do a specific act on installation property for a term that is usually 5 years or less. Permits
allow another federal agency to temporarily use installation property for a period nonnally not to exceed
5 years; however, the permit may be renewed as approved by TRADOC. Easements grant the right to use
property generally for linear rights-of-way (ROW) and is usually granted for as long as the land can be
made available.
3.2.7
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Meteorological conditions such as wind speed and direction, and atmospheric stability will be
considered to reduce potential air quality impacts from fire during controlled bums for habitat
management.
•

Environmental engineering and management review will assure that common erosion-control
techniques are used in ground-disturbing activities. Project designs incorporate measures that
minimize water contamination by overland flow, reduce soil loss by wind and water erosion, reduce
the period of recovery in restoration efforts, reduce negative visual and aesthetic impacts, help to
minimize the extent and duration of habitat loss, and in other ways assist in environmental
management.

•

Rainwater and sediment runoff are controlled by construction drainage ditches, energy dissipaters,
berms, and sediment fences. Dust from exposed soils and roads is controlled by water or soil binders.
Exposed soils are pennanently stabilized after construction is complete. Soils at construction sites are
analyzed before disturbance to determine engineering properties that could affect stability and
erosion. Erosion from training is addressed by incorporating measures to reduce soil erosion by
alternating and rotating training sites for Roving Sands and other exercises to minimize potential
adverse effects and to allow for the maintenance of a protective vegetative cover. IT AM activities to
reduce soil erosion and vegetative loss on McGregor Range include: prohibition of free maneuvering
with the exception of TA 8, limiting vehicles to existing roads or training sites, detouring traffic away
from problem roads, avoiding maneuvering vehicles on steep slopes and on thin, fragile, and highly
erosive soils, and controlling fires from hot missile debris.

•

Impacts from controlled bums for habitat management are reduced by achieving a rapidly moving
fire. Such a fire removes much of the vegetation but does not destroy the organic matter or increase
the water repellency of the soil.

•

Measures to reduce impacts on soils from cultural resource investigations include limiting wheeled
vehicle access to cultural sites, filling in excavations following site decommissioning, and
revegetation of the site for long-term soil stabilization.

•

If road shoulders are necessary, they will be kept to a minimum width and diversion structures will be
used to reduce erosion where necessary. Road construction, maintenance, and closing plans will be
provided to Fort Bliss DOE during the design phases to ensure compliance with environmental
standards.

•

During facility demolition, wind erosion will be controlled with water or soil binders and stabilization
of soils as soon as possible. Runoff and water erosion will be controlled as described above.

•

Where safety and security would not be affected exterior lighting will be avoided where possible,
particularly where it could significantly affect wildlife or other natural resources. Exterior lighting
will be in confonnance with the visual and historic qualities of the area in which it is installed while
meeting the appropriate safety and security requirements.

•

Wildfires and troop originated fires are reported to the appropriate Range Control by the units causing
the fires as soon as possible. These units provide on-call personnel to help extinguish the fire.

•

Measures in place to eliminate or reduce the impacts of military and other activities on vegetation,
sensitive species, resource areas, wildlife, wetlands, and wilderness include:
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Work with other agencies within existing agreements to assure that optimum training and
ecosystem vegetation conditions are maintained on the Fort Bliss Training Complex, including
McGregor Range, where the BLM manages nonmilitary activities such as grazing, recreation and
mineral exploration;
Impact assessment of military training on vegetation via IT AM activities and analysis of satellite
remote imagery;
Repair of lands damaged by military operations and prevent further degradation of soil, water,
and vegetation;
Management of black grama grasslands in ACECs and other black grama grasslands on
McGregor Range;
Management of the Culp Canyon WSA on McGregor Range;

---

-

Prohibition of the use of cut or uprooted vegetation as military camouflage;
Management of other vegetation types such as dense stands of yucca and mesquite that are
important to wildlife and the stabilization of soil;
Flight restrictions such as flights below 2,000 feet above ground level (agl), are prohibited above
raptor habitat in the Organ Mountains;
Earthen water collecting tanks are off-limits to all vehicular traffic. Static military positions are
not allowed within approximately 300 feet of an earthen water collection tank;

-

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 404 Permit applications are prepared when required to
address actions that may affect Waters of the U.S., including wetlands; and
Surveys for sensitive species are conducted during project planning so impacts to such species, if
they occur, can be reduced or eliminated.
•

Fort Bliss, in consultation with the appropriate SHPO, determines if an undertaking as defined in the
NHPA will have an adverse effect on properties that are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Fort
Bliss then follows the procedures for review required by 36 CFR 800 and implements the mitigation
measures included in any agreement document resulting from that review.

•

Hazardous waste and hazardous materials are managed according to federal, state, and local
requirements. The Integrated Pollution Prevention Plan (IPPP) and the Hazardous Substance
Management System addresses pollution prevention and waste minimization issues. The use of
hazardous materials and the generation of hazardous waste is expected to decrease as pollution
prevention initiatives are implemented.

•

Environmental Baseline Surveys (EBS) are prepared to determine the environmental conditions of
properties being considered for acquisition, outgrants, and disposals. Easements, licenses, and
permits do not require an EBS. The EBS is used to identify the potential environmental
· contamination liabilities associated with real property transactions.
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3.3

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 contains all of the actions contained in the No Action Alternative plus implementation of
short- and long-range plans, construction and demolition programs, and resource management plans with
potential to affect the enviromnent of the installation. These include the four interrelated components of
the Fort Bliss RPMP and three contributing plans. This PEIS addresses the implementation of decisions
previously made in developing the three contributing plans. The RPMP provides a systematic
comparison of existing on-post facilities with projected needs, and a framework for projects or actions
necessary to establish future directions for the installation development. The Fort Bliss RPMP consists of
four components and three contributing plans described as follows:
1. The first component, the LRC of the Fort Bliss RPMP establishes the basic framework and specific
options for developing and managing the installation real property (AR 210-20). The LRC provides a
concise overview of the installation and its mission and describes how the master planning process
works. It specifies optimum land use for mission accomplishment and expansion. The LRC provides
the foundation upon which other RPMP components are based.
2. The second component of the RPMP is the CIS. Several CISs may be prepared to present various
capital improvement strategies. The CIS included as an example in this document is the P3 CIS that
supports the ASMP designation of Fort Bliss as one of the Anny's 15 continental United States P3s.
NEPA evaluation of the P3 CIS is included in the Environmental Assessment for ASMP Program
Facilities at Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico (U.S. Army, 1997b).
3. The third component of the RPMP is the SRC, which integrates real property master planning into the
Army's operational planning process. The ideas, plans, and policies from the LRC and CIS, to be
implemented during the next 6 years, are developed into specific actions.
4. The fourth component of the Fort Bliss RPMP, the MC, assists the Army's mobilization plans and
strategies for the installation. It develops the expansion capability analyses of the LRC into specific
plans to allocate existing facilities and acquire needed additional facilities to support mobilization
missions, functions, and tasks.
5. The first contributing plan of the RPMP is the Long-range Family Housing Plan (U.S. Anny, l997a)
that addresses construction and demolition of housing facilities within the Logan Heights, Aero Vista,
George Moore, Van Hom, and WBAMC areas of Fort Bliss. The program plans for actions occurring
between FY 93 to FY 14.

-

6. The ICRMP is the second contributing plan of the RPMP. When fully implemented, the ICRMP will
provide a framework that will allow Fort Bliss to accomplish routine cultural resource management
actions following preapproved procedures and coordinate them with federal and state agencies such
as the Federal ACHP, interested tribal governments, and the New Mexico and Texas SHPO. The plan
also allows for efficient review of certain actions such as necessitated by local emergencies and
construction modifications. The ICRMP will also integrate compliance protocols for related federal
laws and regulations for management of cultural properties such as NHPA, AIRFA NAGPRA ARJ1A,
and EO 13007.
7. The INRMP is the third contributing plan of the RPMP. The INRMP guides the implementation of
the natural resources program on Fort Bliss from 1998 through 2002. The program helps ensure the
conservation of natural resources on Fort Bliss as well as compliance with related environmental laws
and regulations. The plan helps ensure the maintenance of quality training lands upon which to
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conduct the installation's critical military m1ss10n.
Sikes Act as amended in 1997 (PL 105-85 ).

3.3.1

The INRMP meets the requirements of the

Peacetime Strength and Equipment

Peacetime strength and equipment authorized at Fort Bliss remain the same as described in Section 3.2.1
of the No Action Alternative.

3.3.2

Mobilization Strength and Equipment

Mobilization strength and equipment authorized at Fort Bliss remain the same as described m
Section 3.2.2 of the No Action Alternative.

3.3.3

Mission Activities

Mission activities as described in the No Action Alternative remain the same for Alternative 1. These
missions are discussed in more detail relative to land and airspace use in Alternative 1 to illustrate the
rationale for the proposed Fort Bliss Training Complex land use planning process.

3.3.3.1

Main Cantonment Area

Fort Bliss is considering revisions to its land use to meet real property master planning objectives
discussed in Section 1.2. Figure 3.3-1 shows the proposed land use plan for Fort Bliss Main
Cantonment Areas. The land use patterns and mission intensity on the Fort Bliss Range Complex
described in the No Action Alternative remain the same under Alternative 1. The CIS, planning
modifications to the MC, and the Program for the Provision of Military Family Housing would be
adopted ..

3.3.3.2

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Under Alternative 1, the Army proposes to adopt the more specific land use designations for the Fort
Bliss Training Complex specified in Chapter 3.0 of the TADC. For informal planning purposes, a variety
of mission activities performed at Fort Bliss training areas are grouped into 10 mission- and trainingrelated and environmental management and public access land use categories (Table 3.3-1). The first
column in the table is the training category designation, and the second column is a definition of the
activities associated with the designation.
In recognition of the overlapping nature of training area land uses, these 10 mission and training use
categories and two other use categories (environmental management and public access) presented in
Table 3.3-1 were grouped into nine mappable training area land use categories. Each category, while a
discrete map unit, carries with it a number of permitted uses that are compatible from a mission
standpoint. Certain groups of training areas within the Fort Bliss Training Complex contain designated
special uses, such as mission facilities or public access. The entire training complex contains three overarching activities that occur everywhere: aircraft operations, training complex maintenance, and
environmental management and conservation. The training area land use categories, designated A
through I, are described in Table 3.3-2. This color-coded table shows the nine mappable land use
categories and the permitted uses compatible with each category. For ease of reading the following
sections, a foldout of Table 3.3-2 is included at the end of Chapter 3.0. Figure 3.3-2 illustrates this
training area land use system as it is currently applied to the entire Fort Bliss Training Complex.
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.. C atee:ones
T a ble 3 3 1 F Ort BrISS T ramme:
Traininz Catezorv!Other Uses
1. Mission Suooort Facility
2. Weapons Firing

3. Surface Impact
4. SDZ/Safety Footprint
5. ORV Maneuver
6. On-Road Vehicle Maneuver
7. Controlled Access FTX Areas
8. Dismounted Training

9. Aircraft Operations
IO.Built-up Areas
ENV. Environmental Management
PA. Public Access

Activities*
Test facilities; landing zones/pads; drop zones; radar facilities
Firing areas for short range and HIMAD, surface-to-surface, surface-to-air,
and air-to-surface weapons, launch sites; firing points; laser certified
ranges; small arms ranges
Live artillery; live fire surface-to-surface missile impact areas; air-tosurface target areas
Target debris areas and safety footprint for weapons and laser use
Use of track or wheeled vehicles that is not confined to roads
Use of wheeled or tracked vehicles on existing roads
Air Defense training sites; FTX assembly; training; communication,
command, and control
Dismounted training; pyrotechnics
Fixed-wing and rotary-wing overflights and air-to-air training
Range Camps
Environmental management activities; conservation efforts conducted on
Fort Bliss i.e., ITAM, INRMP, ICRMP
Areas available for public use for grazing and recreation
...

*Other permitted uses are shown in Table 3.3-2 and may not necessarily be concurrent with hsted act1V1t1es.
Note: ENV =Environmental Management; PA= Public Access

Level of Use (LOU). The level or intensity of use varies among training areas and for the types of
training missions performed in each training area. The following sections provide a general current level
assessment of use in the South Training Areas; Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and
McGregor Range Training Areas, based on number of scheduled days in each training area as a
percentage of the total days in the year. For current conditions, 1996 was used as the baseline year.
Level of use is based on the criteria in Table 3.3-3.

Level of use is provided separately for training operations, environmental operations, and public use. In
addition, the assessment estimates how much of each training area's scheduled use falls into each of the
10 training use categories and environmental management and public access described in Table 3.3-1.
South Training Areas. The South Training Areas (104,042 acres) are located in El Paso County, Texas,
to the north and east of the main cantonment. They include TAs lA, lB, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, and 2E. Public
access is via U.S. Highways 62/180 and 54. The use of the five paved Loop 375 underpasses through
South Training Areas provide military vehicles access to both sides of Loop 375.

The training areas in this area are available for public access within Fort Bliss guidelines. A safety buffer
between the training areas and the main cantonment is designated, and no hunting is permitted within the
buffer. A city-owned and operated tertiary wastewater treatment plant is located in TA lA along Railroad
Drive.
Paradrop missions are occasionally conducted on the Grange DZ (02) in TA 2A of the South Training
Areas. Low altitude aerial tactical navigation by helicopters use Terrain Flying Area 5 over the South
Training Areas for low altitude flight training. Terrain flying is the tactic of employing aircraft in such a
maneuver as to utilize the terrain, vegetation, and man-made objects to enhance survivability in combat.
It includes the tactical application of the following techniques on the South Training Areas:
(1) Low level - route is preselected and conforms generally to a straight line and a constant airspeed and
indicated altitude.
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e Training Category Occurs in Land Use - Uses May Not Be Concurrent
0 Public Access on Some Areas
* Environmenta l Management
** Public Access
Note: A foldout of this table is located at the end of Chapter 3 to assist the reader.
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Table 3.3-3. Level of Use Criteria
LOU
Very Low (VL)
Low(L)
Moderate (M)
High (H)

Percent Scheduled Use
0 through 25 percent
26 through 50 percent
51 through 75 percent
76 through 100 percent

Note: LOU= Level of Use.

(2) Contour - low altitude flight conforming to the earth's contours. Varying speeds and altitudes are
used. Obstacles are overflown.
Terrain Flying Area 5. It is designated for both day and night use. The boundaries of this area are shown
in Figure 3.3-3.
Current land use for the South Training Areas is shown in Figure 3.3-4.
exception of one training area, TA 2A, is zoned 'B.'

The entire area with the

The South Training Areas are primarily used for wheeled and tracked vehicle training/travel and ground
troop training operations. TA 2A contains a mission facility, the Grange DZ, and is zoned 'B' with
Mission Facilities. Distributed throughout are several areas with enviromnental restrictions.
Table 3.3-4 presents overall level of use in the South Training Areas, based on 1996 scheduled days for
training. The table also indicates the estimated percent of scheduled use within each of the 10 training
and 2 other use categories described in Table 3.3-1.
Level of training use in the South Training Areas fluctuates from very low to moderate, with off-road
tracked vehicle use being the primary mission activity (Table 3.3-4). Because of its proximity to the
Main Cantomnent Area, TA lB is used most frequently for military missions. TAs 2A and 2B, located
closer to McGregor Range Camp and Meyer Range, also have moderate use. Facilities in TA 2A support
a small number of paradrop missions, which include facilities use, dismounted training, and aircraft
operations, together encompassing about 30 percent of the use. Enviromnental management activities by
the Army currently are low to very low in these areas. Public access, primarily for recreation and
hunting, is very low in all training areas. TAs lB and 2B·have the highest use (about 90 days annually
based on available data), probably due to their proximity to the Main Cantomnent Area and McGregor
Range, respectively.

Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas are located in
southern Doiia Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico. It is comprised of approximately 60, 141 acres of
fee-owned land and about 236,865 acres of withdrawn lands. The withdrawn land is part of the perpetual
withdrawal of two million acres approved by Congress to establish WSMR, HAFB, and Doiia Ana
Range-North Training Areas of Fort Bliss in the 1950s. Withdrawal of 46,000 acres of land for Doiia
Ana Range occurred in 1911. Additional withdrawals occurred in 1915 and 1918. War Highway,, a
public access highway, passes through Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas from U.S. Highway 54 in
the south to WSMR in the north. (The portion of the highway passing through Texas is known as the
Martin Luther King Highway.) There is no public access through WSMR to this highway. The southern
half of the Organ Mountains are located on the west side of Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Some of the highest peaks in this range, including Soledad and Organ peaks, are within the Fort Bliss
Reservation.
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TRNG
TA

LOU

IA

VL

1B

M
M
M

2A
2B
2C
2D
2E

L
L
L

1

Other LOU
ENV
PA

VL
L
VL
VL
VL
L
L

VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL

1

Based on military operations in 1996, not including environmental activities and public use (LOU criteria in Table 3.3-3).
Percent of total military training use by categories 1 to 10 (see Table 3.3-1 ). May not sum to 100% due to rounding.
Note: TA= Training Area; TRNG =Training; LOU= Level of Use; ENV =Environmental Management; PA= Public Access
Use; VL =Very low; L =Low; M =Moderate; H =High.
2

·

Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas include TAs 3A and B, 4A through D, SA through E, 6A through
D, and 7A through D. To the west of War Highway, about 100,000 acres are used as gunnery ranges and
impact areas. These ranges support training and testing of conventional and small arms munitions and
laser weapons ordnance. Surface impacts from weapons firings occur in the lower elevations of the
Organ Mountains. Some portions of these areas contain scrap metal, discharged projectiles, and
unexploded munitions that are safety haz.ards. The majority of the mountain is a SDZ for these activities.
The SDZ includes some of the highest peaks of the Organ Mountains. Trespass occurs into these areas
due to their accessibility from Dripping Springs Recreation Area and Aguirre National Recreation Area.
Unauthorized grazing also occurs within the Organ Mountains, primarily in Soledad and Fillmore
canyons. The installation boundary is mostly unfenced, but warning signs are posted at strategic locations
on off-limits trails leading into the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Dona Ana Range Camp, located 30 miles north of the Main Cantonment Area, provides billeting space
for up to 1,174 personnel, and may accommodate larger numbers during mobilization. The Orogrande
Range Camp, located about 50 miles north of the main cantonment at the far northeast end of Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas, has billeting for 1,036 personnel and may also accommodate a larger
number during mobilization.
Paradrop missions are occasionally conducted on the five DZs (Desperation, Monroe, Stewart, Tularosa,
Wessly, Weeks) on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, as described in the TADC (U.S. Army,
l 998a). Low altitude aerial tactical navigation by helicopters use Terrain Flying Area 1 over Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas for low altitude flight training.
This area is designated for both day and night use. The boundary for the area is shown in Figure 3.3-5. A
variety of five live-fire ranges lies immediately adjacent on the west side of War Highway 11. There are
firing points in Terrain Flying Area 1 that fire to the west into Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
impact areas to the west of War Highway 11. The area is also used frequently by high performance
aircraft and target drones.
Roving Sands JTX activities conducted on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas include
deployment of personnel to field positions that include both Dona Ana and Orogrande Range camps,
primarily static positioning of equipment, and establishment of a U.S. Marine Corps Tactical Air
Operations Center (TAOC). In addition to target tracking and acquisition training, ground defense
participants use live ammunition on the established firing ranges and pyrotechnics (blanks, smoke
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grenades, flares, etc.) throughout the designated exercise areas. Small two-to-three person teams of foot
soldiers are deployed periodically in the Organ Mountains to simulate Stinger anti-aircraft missile
operations (U.S. Anny 1994a).
Current training area land use for Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas is illustrated in Figure 3.3-6.
The area west of War Highway 11 (known as the Mounted and Dismounted Tactical Training Area) is
zoned as 'A with Mission Facilities.' Weapons firing occurs throughout these training areas, and those
zoned for mission facilities contain artillery firing groups and/or parachute drop zones. In addition, these
training areas are covered by SDZs resulting from MLRS and Anny Tactical Missile System (ATACMS)
firings. At the extreme southwest comer of the range is an area zoned 'F,' (South Finger) which is
outside any designated training area and beyond the artillery impact areas and SDZs to the north.
Pennitted uses for this area include on road-vehicle maneuvers, dismounted training, and public access.
A large area west of War Highway 11 zoned 'H,' Surface Impact Area, is associated with the Dofia Ana
firing ranges 40 through 54 and firing sites throughout the North Training Areas. It includes impact areas
from tank and artillery firing and other weapons. The areas surrounding the surface impact area are zoned
'D' and 'D with Mission Facilities.' They include helipads, ammunition holding areas, administrative
buildings, and control towers. Built-up areas (zoned 'I') occur in association with Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas and Orogrande range camps. The Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are
publicly accessible in accordance with range guidelines and access requirements. Also publicly accessible
is the strip of land between War Highway 11 and the Dofia Ana Firing Ranges (Mounted and Dismounted
Tactical Training Area), and the extreme southwestern comer of the range. The area west of the firing
ranges is closed to public access due to ordnance and explosive hazards.
Table 3.3-5 presents current overall level of use for training areas in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas, including quantitative level of use for training activities, and qualitative level of use for
environmental management activities, and public access. In addition to the numbered training areas, level
of use is provided for the "South Finger" (an unnumbered area west of TA 3B); the eastern edge of the
Organ Mountains (the "East Edge" known officially as the Mounted and Dismounted Tactical Training
Area) directly west of War Highway, which includes firing groups C, D, E, and F; the surface impact area
in the Organ Mountains (which also includes the Dofia Ana Ranges, [DAs] 47 and 53); and the area
directly north, west, and east of the surface impact area (which includes DAs 40, 43, 44, 45, 47, 48, 49,
50, 51, 52, 53, and 54). Table 3.3-5 also includes the Restricted Area airspace, R-5107A, and Dofia Ana
and Orogrande range camps. For each of these areas, the table gives the estimated percent of use
distributed among the 10 training categories described in Table 3.3-1.
Level of use for training operations is generally high at the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. The
only exceptions are TAs 3B, SE, 6D, 7C and 7D, and the eastern edge of the Organ Mountains, which
receive a moderate level of training use. The "South Finger" area is used for on-road vehicle maneuvers,
dismounted training, aircraft operations, and environmental conservation. The "South Finger" is not
scheduled through the range scheduling system, so data were not available on level of use.
Enviromnental management activities in 1996 were low or very low; the only exception being TA 4D,
which had moderate level of activity. Public use is very low throughout the Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas.
The predominant type of training activity is ORV maneuvers, which includes some on-road vehicle
maneuvers, accounting for between 54 and 98 percent of the use of the numbered training areas.
Weapons firing activities, and associated facilities use and SDZs account for a significant percent of the
use in the training areas that contain firing points, as well as all the use along the eastern edge of the
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Table 3.3-5.
TA
3A
3B
4A
4B
4C
4D
5A
5B
5C
5D
5E
6A
6B
6C
6D
7A
7B
7C
7D
SF
EE
IMP
OM
R-5107A
DARC
OGRC

TRNG
LOU
H
M
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
M
H
H
H
M
H
H
M
M
Unk
M
H
H
M
H
Unk

I
7

2

Other LOU
ENV
PA
VL
VL
VL
L
L
VL
L
VL
L
VL
VL
M
L
VL
L
VL
VL
L
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
Unk
Unk
VL
NIA

Based on military operations, not including environmental activities and public use (LOU criteria in Table3.3-3).
Percent of total military training use by categories 1 to IO (see Table 3.3.1). May not sum to 100% due to rounding.
Indicated for aircraft operations only. R-5107A is also activated for safety during some weapons firing.
Notes: TA = Training Area; TRNG = Training; LOU = Level of Use; ENV = Environmental Management;
PA= Public Access Use; VL =Very low; L =Low; M =Moderate; H =High; NIA= Not applicable or not
allowed; UNK = Unknown; EE = East Edge of Organ Mountains (Mounted and dismounted tactical training area);
SF= "South Finger"; IMP= Organ Mountains Surface Impact Area; OM= Organ Mountains (outside Surface
Impact Area); DARC =Dona Ana Range Camp; OGRC = Orogrande Range Camp.
1.
2
·
3
·

Organ Mountains and the surface impact area west of War Highway. Mission support facilities use
includes use of DZs in TAs 3B, 4A, 4B, 4D, 6D, and 7C, which also involved dismounted training, and
firing groups in TAs 3A, 4A-D, 6C, the eastern edge of the Organ Mountains, and DAs 40 to 54. Aircraft
operations occur throughout the Restricted Area (R-5107 A) overlying Dona Ana Range-North Training
Areas and are at a moderate level of use. Table 3.3-5 includes only aircraft operations for R-5107A. The
airspace is also activated for safety purposes during some weapons firing.
McGregor Range. McGregor Range is part of the Fort Bliss Military Reservation, located in Otero
County, New Mexico. Geographically, this range is comprised of areas within the Tularosa Basin to the
south and west, Otero Mesa and its escarpment to the east and north, the Sacramento Mountains foothills
in the far north, and the Hueco Mountains in the southeast. McGregor Range is comprised of 697,472
acres, of which 71,083 acres at various locations throughout withdrawn and USPS lands are owned in-fee
by the DA. Through a cooperative agreement with the USPS, Fort Bliss uses 18,004 acres of USPS land
on McGregor Range (TA 33) as a safety buffer and for ground troop training. Fort Bliss uses another
608,385 acres of land (TAs 8-32) on McGregor Range withdrawn for military use under
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PL 99-606 and PL 106-65. This is used for mission support facilities, weapons firing surface impact,
safety buffers, off- and on-road vehicle maneuvers, FTX sites, dismounted training, aircraft operations,
and range camps. McGregor Range is publicly accessible via U.S. Highway 54 and New Mexico
Highway 506.
McGregor Range is subdivided into TAs 8 through 33. TA 8 is a pennanent dismounted and
tracked/wheeled vehicle travel area. The remaining training areas support on-road vehicle maneuvers,
dismounted training (except TA 31 ), and a variety of weapons live fire training and testing missions.
McGregor Range Camp, located 27 miles north of the main cantonment, is used for a variety of
administrative, troop housing, and training functions. It can provide billeting for approximately
1, 154 personnel during training and approximately 1,220 personnel during mobilization. Range Control
functions are located at Davis Dome, located near the range camp.
A series of firing locations for HIMAD missiles are located in the south part of the range on the
McGregor Launch Complex. These are used for a variety of large and small air defense missile systems
and may also be used for MLRS firings. Target impacts and resulting debris are generally concentrated
over training areas in the Tularosa Basin portion of the range and that portion of Otero Mesa within
McGregor Range. The direction of firings is usually from south to north-northeast. AT ACMS firings are
conducted about six times annually and impact in WSMR. ATACMS firings require closure of
U.S. Highway 54.
Missiles are fired from SHORAD and Orogrande ranges and FAW Site 10, all located on the west side of
McGregor Range in T As 30, 29, and 32, respectively. Typical missiles include Stinger, Advanced
Medium-range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM), Hellfire, tube-launched, optically-tracked, wire- guided
(TOW), and Chaparral. SDZs for these are contained within the Tularosa Basin.
Aerial gunnery missions are conducted by helicopters at Cane Cholla Aerial Gunnery Range and at the
Hellfire special firing point in TA 32 and by fixed-wing aircraft at the Class C Bombing Range north of
New Mexico Highway 506 in TA 11. Class C targets are located in the Class C Bombing Ranges only.
The area immediately around the Class C targets (about 20 acres) is fenced to exclude livestock. Public
access to areas north of New Mexico Highway 506 within the vicinity of the Class C Bombing Range is
not permitted when this area is in use. An average of four to five sorties have used this target daily when
the Class C bombing range is in use.
Paradrop missions are occasionally conducted on the Range DZ in TA 8 and the Wilde Benton landing
strip in TA 29. Low-altitude (less than 300 feet above the ground) aerial tactical navigation by
helicopters use Terrain Flying Areas 2 through 4 and a portion of 5 over McGregor Range for lowaltitude flight training.
Terrain Flying Area 2. This area is designated for both day and night use. The boundaries of this area
are shown in Figure 3.3-7.
Terrain Flying Area 3. This area is designated for both day and night use. The boundaries of this area
are shown in Figure 3.3-7.
Terrain Flying Area 4. This area is designated for both day and night use. The boundaries of this area are
shown in Figure 3.3-7. There are two nap-of-the-earth (NOE) courses that coincide with canyons located in
the northern portion of airspace R-5103B for very low altitude terrain following helicopter training. The
southern route follows Culp Canyon east to El Paso Canyon, turning northeast, then southeast. The northern
route follows canyons just north of Culp Canyon. All lanes/courses run in a west to east direction.
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Figure 3.3-7. Terrain Flying Areas over McGregor Range.
3.3-16

--

078b.vb.9.2.99

"""'
-

.....

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

...

Terrain Flying Area 5. This area is designated for both day and night use. The boundaries of this area
over TA 8 on McGregor Range are shown in Figure 3.3-3 .

••
.....

The Roving Sands JTX activities conducted on the southern portion of McGregor Range include activities
similar to those on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Personnel are deployed to field positions,
including McGregor Range Camp and trained through static positioning of equipment. A USAF Control
and Reporting Center is established to control the entrance and exit of aircraft in the exercise airspace in
coordination with the U.S. Marine TAOC on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Units are also
deployed on and around Otero Mesa in the northern region of McGregor Range (U.S. Army, 1994a). The
existing controlled access FTX sites are used to position small units at or below the battery, platoon size.
These units are stationed within a fixed radius of a position or asset to be defended and then moved
periodically (U.S. Army, 1994a).

-

Small arms (including pistols, machine guns, and grenades), demolition, and other similar individual
training is conducted at Meyer Range in the south part of the McGregor Range (TA 32). Meyer Range
activities can occur simultaneously with most other military operations.

.....

---

Current training area land use for McGregor Range is illustrated in Figure 3 .3-8. TA 8 at the
southwestern comer of the range is the only areas zoned for off-road wheeled vehicle maneuvers ('B with
Mission Facilities'). TA 32 contains the McGregor Missile Launch complex and Meyer Range and
associated surface impacts areas ('H'). Also zoned for surface impact is the Class C Bombing Range in
TA 11, the areas east ofSHORAD and the Orogrande complex, and TA 31 that contains the MLRS target
impact area. TAs 9, 11, 29, and 30 are zoned 'C,' with TAs 29 and 30 containing mission facilities.
TA 10 at the northwest comer of the range is zoned 'D.'
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The training areas on Otero Mesa and the Sacramento Mountains foothills are zoned 'E' or 'F,' depending
on whether the training area contains controlled access FTX sites. TAs 12, 13, 14, 16, and the Grapevine
Area are zoned 'F,' and designated for on-road vehicle maneuvers and dismounted training (training of
soldiers on foot without motor vehicles), SDZ, aircraft operations, and environmental conservation. This
same zoning has been applied to TAs 24, 26, 27, and 28 in the Hueco Mountains. Dismounted training
may be conducted with special approval only in TA 28, 33, and the Culp Canyon WSA. There is no
dismounted training in TA 3 1 except at the FTX site. TAs 15 through 23 on Otero Mesa are zoned 'E,'
and contain controlled access training exercise sites, primarily for communications and target engagement
training involving the Patriot and Hawk missiles. The Culp Canyon WSA in TA 12 is zoned 'G,' and
may be used for dismounted training. Built-up areas, zoned 'I,' are associated with McGregor Range
Camp, and the SHORAD and Orogrande complexes. TAs 8 through 23 are publicly accessible in
accordance with range guidelines and access requirements, as are four elongated parcels of land
collectively designated as an ACEC by the BLM.
Table 3.3-6 depicts overall current level of use for training areas at McGregor Range. The table also
includes Culp Canyon WSA and R-5103, the restricted airspace overlying the range. The level of use in
training areas at McGregor Range varies from very low to high. The areas that receive the highest
concentration of training use are primarily centered around the facilities in TAs 29, 30, and 32, and
associated impact areas in TA 31, and SDZs in TAs 27, 28, and 31 within the Tularosa Basin portion of
the range.
McGregor Range TA 32 contains the McGregor Launch Complex, Meyer Range, the Cane Cholla
Helicopter Gunnery Range, and the Hellfire missile special firing point, which makes it the most highly
used training area in the Fort Bliss Training Complex. The highest percent of training use in the training
area is facilities use. Use of TAs 29 and 30, where the Orogrande and SHORAD ranges are located,
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TA

8
9
10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
(Grapevine)

TRNG
1
LOU

Other LOU
ENV
PA

L
L

H
H
H
H
H
H

H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
H

VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
VL

VL

L

UNK
VL
NIA

L
VL
L
L
L
L
L
L
L
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
L

L
L

WSA

VL

H

R5103

H

NIA

Based on military operations. not including environmental activities and public use (LOU criteria in Table 3.3-3).
Percent of total military training use by categories 1 to 10 (see Table 3.3-1). May not sum to 100% due to rounding.
3
· Includes on-road vehicle maneuvers.
Notes: TA= Training Area; TRNG = Training; LOU= Level of Use; ENV =Environmental Management; PA= Public Access
Use; VL =Very low; L =Low; M =Moderate; H =High; NIA= Not applicable or not allowed; UNK =Unknown (not
included in total); WSA =Culp Canyon WSA.
1.

2

·

respectively, is roughly equivalent, and generally higher than other training areas in the Fort Bliss
Training Complex. Level of training use on TAs 28 and 31, although high, is primarily confined to
surface impact area and SDZs.
The principal type of training and testing at McGregor Range is SHORAD and HIMAD missile firing.
Most of the use in the training areas is as SDZs for weapons firing. Training areas within SDZs of
SHORAD missions, including TAs 17 and 21, show a slightly higher level of use than areas within
SDZs of HIMAD missiles, although use in these areas is still low. TAs 24, 25, and 26 in the Hueco
Mountains portion of McGregor Range are also within SDZs for weapons firings from TA 32. Training
use in these training areas remains low.
Some training areas also support on-road vehicle maneuvers, primarily involving use of existing
controlled-access sites for the Roving Sands JTX (Figure 3.3-9). Activities on these sites include target
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acqms1hon and communication training. These activities require no improvements, no clearing, no
digging and involve roll-in/roll-out of wheeled vehicles only. Because use of those sites can be rotated
from year to year, some training areas experience higher use than others in any given year, especially in
the Otero Mesa portions of the McGregor Range.
In 1996, the majority of use on TA 8 was for off-road and on-road wheeled vehicle maneuvers. TA 8 is

the only training area at McGregor Range where off-road wheeled vehicle maneuvers are pennitted.
However, since the relocation of the 3rd ACR, ORV use has declined, and more of the vehicle activity
involves on-road travel by ADA units. Several training areas, as well as Culp Canyon WSA, are used for
dismounted training, but that use is typically very low overall.
McGregor Range is overlain by Restricted Area R-5103 (Figure 3.3-10). Use of that airspace for air
operations is high, and significantly higher than at R-5107 A overlying Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas. Restricted Area R-5103 must be activated during missile firings to ensure safety.
The future USAF tactical target complex will increase training use substantially in TAs 17, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22, and 23 from very low or low to high. With the exception of TAs 17 and 21, all of the increase would
be in Category 4, SDZ. This action will introduce mission facilities and surface impact area as new uses
in TAs 17 and 21. When the target complex is constructed, it is expected to replace much of the use of
the existing Class C Bombing Range in TA 11, which would consequently experience a decrease in
training use.
McGregor Range has been subject to a significantly higher level of environmental study than the other
ranges/training areas, as shown by the generally moderate to high levels of environmental management
use noted in Table 3.3-6. This is due to three factors. First, McGregor Range is, and has been, used for
FTX, Roving Sands, and other troop training exercises which required environmental compliance.
Second, the proposal to develop a USAF Tactical Target Complex on McGregor Range required
environmental studies. Third, several studies are ongoing in support of this programmatic EIS and the
McGregor Range Withdrawal Renewal application. Public access use is very low and generally
comparable to or slightly lower than Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Public access use on
McGregor is for hunting, hiking, wildlife-watching, and similar activities. Permits for public access are
issued by the Anny and by the Las Cruces Field Office of the BLM. Additionally, the McGregor grazing
units are contracted to the public through a bid system administered by the BLM. In either case, public
use is substantially less than at the South Training Areas, where public use, although still low, is two to
three times higher than at McGregor Range or Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
3.3.4

Facility Construction and Demolition

Alternative 1 incorporates requirements specified in the ongoing Fort Bliss Long-range Family Housing
Plan (U.S. Army, 1997a) to continue the sequential projects developed as described in the No Action
Alternative. As with the No Action Alternative, the fiscal year schedule for the Family Housing Program
is subject to change dependent upon program funding. For example, the following changes to the Family
Housing Program (Table 3.3-7) are not reflected by the Proposed Land Use presented in the LRC
(Figure 3.3-1). A summary of programmed actions included in this plan through FY 14 is shown in
Table 3.3-7. Although the housing construction projects and schedules under Alternative 1 are similar to
those in the No Action Alternative, there are some differences. Alternative 1 differs from the No Action
Alternative in that:
•

A total of 450 additional replacement family housing units will be constructed in the Logan Heights
West area in FY s 99 through 01.
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Ta bl e 3 3-7. Fort BrISS Housmg an dOth er C ODS true fIOD p ro1ec t s-Alterna f1ve 1
Program

FY

Project

Quantity
Fami~v

Before
FY97

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY97

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY98

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY99

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FYOO

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FYOl

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY02

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY04

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY06

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY08

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY 10

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY 12

AFHC Family Housing Replacement

FY 14

AFHC Family Housing Renewal

FY98

FY99
FYOO
FYOI

FYOl

Land Use
Cate~OIT

Housing

189

Logan Heights-West

VIII

110

Logan Heights-East

VIII

105

WBAMC

VIII

333

Van Hom Park

VIII

64

Hayes

VIII

66

Hayes

VIII

25

WBAMC

VIII

150

Logan Heights-West

VIII

125

Aero Vista-West

VIII

150

Logan Heights-West

VIII

138

Aero Vista-West/East

VIII

150

Logan Heights-West

VIII

137

Aero Vista-East

VIII

WBAMC
North Main Cantonment Area (1400.
165
1500. 1800 areas)
Logan Heights
167
North Main Cantonment Area ( 1300.
250
1800. 1900, 9300 areas)
110
Logan Heights
South Main Cantonment Area (200-500).
121
WBAMC (7000. 7300 areas)
Other Construction
130

VIII
VIII
VIII
VIII
VIII
VIII

Upgrade Patriot Tactical Lam1ch Site

6

Training Ranges

Upgrade FAW Site
Multi-purpose Small Amls Range and
Combat Pistol Qualification Course
ASMP Repair Taxiway/Lighting-Phase II

3

Training Ranges

1

Meyer Range

I

BiggsAAF

I

ASMP Repair Airfield Lighting-Phase II

1

BiggsAAF

I

ASMP Repair Apron/Taxiway Lighting

I

BiggsAAF

I

Tactical Equipment Shop

7

ASMP Air Deployment Facility Complex

1

BiggsAAF

Sanitary Landfill-233 Acres

1

0.5 miles Northeast of Existing Landfill

III

Street Realignment and Widen

1

North Main Cantonment Area

IX

ASMP Aircraft Loading Apron
ASMP Aircraft Ammmtition Hot Load
Area
ASMP Rail Deployment Facility Complex

1

BiggsAAF

I

1

BiggsAAF

I

BiggsAAF

III

ASMP Tactical Vehicle Overpass

1

Main Cantonment Area

III

17

McGregor Range

N

Ammmtition Storage Facilities
FY02

Location

Tactical Equipment Shop Expand/Upgrade
Ammmtition Supply Point
(ASP) Expansion-Phase II

7
17

VI

I

II
McGregor Range

N
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•

The schedule for family housing unit replacement in the Aero Vista Area has been revised. Rather
than replacing 200 units in FY 00 and 200 in FY 02, 125 units will be replaced in FY 00, 138 units
will be replaced in FY 01, and 137 units will be replaced in FY 02.

•

During FY 10, 50 fewer units will be replaced in the north Main Cantonment Area.

•

The following changes in land use categories occur:
the old George Moore Park area (Figure 3.2-3) changes from family housing to training/ranges;
the Van Hom Park area (Figure 3.2-3) changes from family housing, outdoor recreation, and
administration to service/industrial and supply/storage;
the area at Forrest/Pleasanton/Chaffee and Marshall changes from community facilities to troop
housing; and
an area in the WBAMC area changes from community facilities and training/ranges to family
housing.

--

--

--

As an example of a CIS component of the RPMP relating to Alternative 1 is the P3 CIS. This investment
strategy document supports the ASMP designation of Fort Bliss as one of the Anny's 15 continental
United States P3s. The Environmental Assessment for Army Strategic Mobility Program Facilities at
Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico (U.S. Anny, 1997b), describes five primary ASMP projects and three
secondary projects at or near Biggs AAF. The primary ASMP projects include construction and repair of
an aircraft loading apron, an air deployment facility complex, an ammunition hot-load facility, a tactical
vehicle overpass, and a rail deployment facility. The secondary projects include demolition, relocation,
and construction of a fire fighting area, as well as demolition and relocation of a contractor storage area.
Nonhousing and troop housing (other facilities) construction projects shown on Table 3.3-1 are identified
in the RPMP or included in the minor construction program.

-

There are 17 nonhousing construction projects included in Alternative 1 (Table 3.3-7). These projects are
scheduled to occur between FY 98 and FY 02. Nine of these projects are part of the ASMP. The
nonhousing construction projects are located in areas designated as land use categories I-Airfield;
II-Maintenance; III-Industrial; IV-Supply/Storage; VI-Training/Ranges; and IX-Community Facilities.

-

-

-

Facility Demolition under Alternative 1 continues the previous facility reduction program and the Anny
Family Housing Program described under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 1 includes plans to
demolish family housing and other facilities (Table 3.3-8). The current plan has 3,098 facilities scheduled
for demolition between FY 97 and FY 14.
In addition, 512 housing units were demolished prior to 1997. Demolition of nonhousing and troop
housing facilities is scheduled to occur through FY 01, while demolition of family housing units
continues through FY 14. There are 328 nonhousing and troop housing facilities scheduled for
demolition between FY 97 and FY 01. Demolition of facilities will occur in the following areas: the
North Cantonment Area, the South Cantonment Area, Logan Heights, WBAMC, Biggs AAF, and
McGregor Range (Figure 3.3-11).
Of the 3,098 facilities scheduled for demolition between FY 97 and FY 14, 2,770 are family housing
units. Under Alternative 1, as under the No Action Alternative, many of these family housing units are
scheduled to be replaced with new buildings as discussed in Section 3.3.4, Facility Construction and
Demolition. Demolition of family housing units under Alternative 1 differs from the No Action
Alternative in that:
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T a bl e 33-8 F ort Bl'lSS Demor·
1t1on P ro_1ects-Al ternat1ve 1
Program FY

Project

Quantity

FY97

Family Housing
278
Demolition of Family Housing
10
124
Demolition of Family Housing
70

FY98

Demolition of Family Housing

87

FY99

Demolition of Family Housing

FYOO

Demolition of Family Housing

FYOl

Demolition of Family Housing

FY02

Demolition of Family Housing

5
72
5
71
5
8

FY04

Demolition of Family Housing

35

FY06

Demolition of Family Housing

89

FY08

Demolition of Family Housing

43

FY 10

Demolition of Family Housing

00*

FY 12

Demolition of Family Housing

60

FY 14

Demolition of Family Housing

Before
FY97

40
Other Facilities

36

FY97

Demolition of Facilities
11
5
1

FY98

Demolition of Facilities

36

Location/Building Number(s)

Hayes
George Moore Park
WBAMC
Aero Vista-West
Aero Vista-West
Aero Vista-East
Van Hom Park
Aero Vista-East
Van Hom Park
Aero Vista-East
Van Hom Park
Van Hom Park
North Main Cantonment Area
(1400, 1500, 1800 Areas)
Logan Heights
North Main Cantonment Area
(1800, 1900, 9300 Areas),
Logan Heights
Northeast El Paso
South Main Cantonment Area
(5100, 5200 Areas)
317-351, 353-357
Main Cantonment Area I
453, 454, 455, 809, 1165, 1343,
1355.2027.2065.2066.2067.
2443.2503.2504.2506.2507.
2508.2510.2511,2512.2514.
2515,2516,2535.2546.2645.
2646.2647.2906.2907,2908.
2909,5331,5336. 5349,5354
Logan Heights/ 4241, 4569,
4622,4625,4637.4659,4677.
4718,4725.4731,4879
BiggsAAF I 11178, 1350, 11351,
11352, 11360
South Main Cantonment Area
675
North Main Cantonment Area I
897, 1020, 1170, 1208, 1250,
1328. 1332. 1600, 1601, 1602.
1603,2040,2318,2323,2324,
2325,2326,2327,2328,2333,
2334.2335,2336,2337,2344.
2345,2346,2347,2354,2355,
2356.2357,2513,2519,2534,
2582.5350.5355,5363

Land Use
Cate~orv

VIII

II
III
IV

VI
VII
VIII
IX

XI
VII
VIII
IX

VII
XI
IX

XI
II
I
IV

VI
VII
VIII
IX
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Table 3.3-8. Fort Bliss Demolition Pro_jects-Alternative 1 (Continued)
ProgramFY

FY98
(continued)

I

Project

Quantity

48

6

36
Demolition of Facilities

18

Land Use

I Catef!Ol'"V

Other Facilities (continued)
Logan Heights I 4204. 4205. 4240,
4252, 4253, 4254, 4255, 4258,
4321, 4546, 4547, 4548, 4562,
4563,4564,4565,4566, 4570,
4571,4572,4574,4575,4591,
4618,4619,4620,4626,4627,
4628, 4634, 4635, 4636, 4641,
4642,4643,4644,4652, 4656,
4657,4662,4663,4664, 4665,
4672, 4674, 4676, 4682, 4714,
4715, 4716, 4722, 4726, 4727,
104
4728, 4729, 4732, 4733, 4734,
4735,4737,4741,4742. 4743,
4744, 4756, 4757. 4762, 4763,
4764, 4765, 4776, 4798, 4799,
4814,4815,4826,4827, 4832,
4833, 4834, 4835, 4867, 4880,
Demolition of Facilities
4881,4882,4884,4885, 4886,
(continued)
4887, 4888, 4889, 4890, 4918,
4919, 4920, 4926, 4927, 4928,
4929, 4930, 4931. 4973, 4974,
4975

2

FY 99 to 01

Location/Building Number(s)

McGregor Range Camp I 9900, 9496
Biggs AAF I 3664, 3680, 3681,
3682, 3683, 3684, 3685, 3686,
3687, 3694, 10001, 10002, 11001,
11030, 11046, 11110, 11111, 11122,
11125, 11129, 11130, 11177, 11189,
11203, 11216, 11219, 11220, 11221.
11222, 11223, 11225, 11226, 11228,
11237, 11238, 11239, 11241, 11264,
11283, 11312, 11316, 11515, 11516,
11517, 11518, 11519, 11520, 11521
South Main Cantonment Area I
440,448,452,690,5000, 5363
North Main Cantonment Area I
48, 49, 50, 801, 888, 889, 890,
898, 1177, 1178, 1179, 1180, 1181,
1249, 1270, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274.
1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 1288,
1301,2009,2010,2011,2014,2444,
2445,2518,2637,2910,2911
Biggs AAF I 3651, 3656, 3657,
3665, 3666, 3667, 3668, 3669,
3670, 11121, 11126, 11131, 11162,
11213, 11216, 11240, 11273, 11275

-

-

-VII

vm
IX

-XII

II
IV

v
VII
IX

--

-Iii!~

VII
IX
III

•H"·

v
VII
IX

~~

-
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.

· t s-Alt erna f IVe 1 (C on f mue d)
Ta bl e 3 3-8 F ort BrISS Demorf
1 ton P ro.1ec
Program FY

FY 99 to 01
(continued)

Project

Demolition of Facilities
(continued)

Quantity

36

4

* Lease expires. no planned renewal.

..
No actual demohhon will occur.

Location/Building Number(s)

WBAMC I 7000. 7005. 7006. 7007.
7008. 7075. 7113. 7121. 7124. 7125.
7133. 7134, 7136. 7137. 7139. 7142.
7145. 7146. 7147. 7151. 7152. 7153.
7154. 7155, 7157, 7158, 7159, 7161.
7162. 7166. 7167. 7175. 7177, 7178.
7181. 7265
McGregor Range Camp I
9470.9472,9592,9593

Land Use
Catef!OTT

IV

VIII

III

•

The 171 units in the Aero Vista area that were scheduled for demolition during FY 00 have been
rescheduled for demolition in FY 01.

•

The demolition of 225 units in the Van Hom Park area that were scheduled for demolition in FY 02
has been rescheduled. Seventy-five units will be demolished in FY 99, FY 00, and FY 01.

Demolition of nonhousing and troop housing facilities under Alternative 1 differs from that of the No
Action Alternative. The more obvious differences are that:
•

An additional 235 nonhousing and troop housing facilities will be demolished.

•

The schedule for demolition of the facilities has been extended through FY 01.

The less obvious differences are that:
•

Land use categories for some areas in which the facilities will be located have changed in the revised
LRC planning from that of the existing LRC land use plans. Compare Figures 3.2-2 (No Action
Alternative) and 3.3-1 (Alternative 1) for the location of proposed land use category changes
throughout the Fort Bliss Main Cantonment Area.

•

Some facilities scheduled for demolition under the No Action Alternative will not be demolished
under Alternative 1.

•

Some facilities not scheduled for demolition under the No Action Alternative will be demolished
under Alternative 1.

3.3.5

Environmental Resource Management

Installation programs and plans that integrate environmental resource management with misswn
requirements include ITAM practices that are ongoing under this alternative in the same fashion as the No
Action Alternative. However, ITAM also interfaces with the proposed implementation of the RPl\lIP,
INRMP, and ICRMP that are the focus of this alternative.
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3.3.5.1

Integrated Natural Resource Management

The INRMP meets the congressionally mandated requirements of the Sikes Act (PL 105-85), guides the
implementation of the natural resources program on Fort Bliss from 1998 through 2002, and provides the
management philosophy throughout the master planning horizon to 2016. The objective of this program
is to ensure the conservation of Fort Bliss natural resources as well as compliance with related
environmental laws and regulations while maintaining quality training lands upon which to accomplish
the training and testing missions. This plan is an integral part of the Fort Bliss mission and master
planning activities to maximize both environmental conservation efforts and range use. The INRMP
emphasizes an ecosystem management approach to natural resources management. Many of the Fort Bliss
resource management objectives are broad in scope; others pertain to discrete ecosystem units. This
change is consistent with recent changes in laws and Anny policy. Comprehensive goals are:
•

Support sustainable training while maintaining ecosystem integrity.

•

Conduct threatened and endangered species surveys where necessary, and ensure proper
implementation of threatened and endangered species management plans.

•

Prevent deterioration of highly erodible soil resources.

•

Protect wetland resources and other special aquatic sites from degradation, enhance existing wetlands,
and ensure no net loss of wetland resources.

•

Identify and protect unique and sensitive areas.

•

Prevent expansion of and actively control exotic, noxious organisms.

•

Consider prescribed burning as a management tool; consider wildfire suppression where necessary.

Ecosystem management will continue to allow the use of natural resources along with Fort Bliss training
areas for both military and other human-related values and purposes. However, ecosystem management
has an over-riding goal of protecting the properties and functions of natural ecosystems. Since these
ecosystems go beyond installation boundaries, management of natural resources on Fort Bliss will include
more emphasis on partnerships with its neighbors. On McGregor Range, the INRMP applies to Anny
fee-owned land and managing impacts of military missions on withdrawn public land as specified in the
McGregor Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) and Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) (BLM, 1990b). The BLM retains management for public access uses on withdrawn and Army
fee-owned land. The INRMP incorporates activities of the installation's ITAM Site Rehabilitation
Prioritization System as a means to identify and prioritize degraded training sites or areas for potential
rehabilitation based upon the requirements of the training mission, environmental influences, and
resources available. Actions that may be undertaken following integrated reviews to ensure consideration
of the objectives of the three resource management activities- !TAM, the INRMP, and the ICRMP include:
•

Control bums for habitat management;

•

Fire suppression- chemicals, blading, backfires, and firebreaks;

•

Brush cuttings (mowing, brush hog, other vegetation maintenance);

•

Tree harvesting (pinyonjuniper areas)- firewood sales;
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•

Plowing, disking, chemical treatment (herbicides, fertilizers) in preparation for planting of vegetation
for wildlife food or cover (including disking or other soil management to prepare the seed bed),
erosion control, or land rehabilitation;

•

Construct nesting areas or structures;

•

Disking, raking, burning, seeding, as a part of moist soil management;

•

Weed and noxious plant control (burning, mowing, chemical treatments);

•

Animal control (predator control, diseased animals);

•

Construct water control management device (earthen dam or structure to control or modify water runoff, terracing, check dams, drainage catchments, water diversion);

-

-'"""

•

Construct water units (above-ground, below-ground collection units and drinkers);

•

Application of erosion blankets to disturbed areas;

•

Auguring, trenching, soil and rock removal;

....

•

Introduction/reintroduction of locally native plants and animals;

.....

•

Provisions to allow hunting, hiking, and camping;

'"""

•

Construction of interpretative trails and signs;

•

Construction of fences for security or to protect natural resources;

•

Grounds maintenance mostly on post or range camps (planting, fertilizing, weed control);

•

Training area road construction and maintenance (water bars and turnouts);

•

Training area road closures; and

•

Grazing activities on areas of Fort Bliss other than McGregor Range (grazing on McGregor Range is
managed by the BLM).

"'""

.....

Implementation of the INRMP would replace the current species-specific strategy. The context of these
measures would be expanded from the single species or single resource perspective to an ecosystem
management approach where ecosystem processes and the maintenance of biodiversity are stressed.
Integration into Fort Bliss operations includes the following management measures to be developed
and/or implemented as appropriate:
•

Ecosystem management units delineation and description of attributes and primary objectives for
these ecosystem management units.

•

A fire management plan to ( 1) provide greater protection to vegetation units deemed important for the
maintenance of biodiversity, (2) potentially reduce the frequency and duration of fires, and
(3) potentially use prescribed bums for habitat management that is consistent with ecosystem
management.
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•

An Organ Mountains management plan to improve management of locations that contain plant
communities and wildlife species that are unique to Fort Bliss and which are important for the
maintenance of biodiversity.

•

Improved plant community and unique wildlife species management in the Hueco Mountains.

•

Improved management of the scattered areas of shinnery oak (Quercus havardi), which may be
indicative ofrelic sand dunes.

•

Improved management of playas and springs. A survey of springs on Fort Bliss is being conducted to
identify springs.

•

Improved management of desert arroyo/riparian areas.

•

Establish nongame management plans that identify important nongame species and habitats so they
can be protected.

•

Improved management of prairie dog towns.

•

Improved management of caves that are important for wildlife.

•

Improved management of bat concentration areas and hibemaculums.

3.3.5.2

Integrated Cultural Resource Management

The Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan for Fort Bliss through Fiscal Year 2000, (U.S.
Army, 1998b), is a proposed revision to the Historic Preservation Plan (HPP) (U.S. Army, 1982b). The
HPP implements a 1981 MOA with the ACHP and the Texas and New Mexico SHPOs. Programmatic
compliance through the development and implementation of ICRMPs is encouraged by the ACHP and the
SHPOs. Fort Bliss will submit this ICRMP to the ACHP and the Texas and New Mexico SHPOs for
review as a modification that will replace the existing HPP. This ICRMP, when implemented, would
allow Fort Bliss to accomplish routine cultural resource actions following preapproved procedures and
report the results to the ACHP and the New Mexico and Texas SHPOs. During FY 01, the ICRMP would
be reviewed by Fort Bliss, the ACHP, and the Texas and New Mexico SHPOs to determine if revisions
are required.
The primary goal of the plan is to sustain complete compliance with federal cultural resource
management statutes with the least possible degradation of the military training mission. Ensuring
military readiness requires continued use, changes, and ground disturbance in open spaces required for
military training, changes in land use, testing, construction, and conservation in support of military use.
Maintenance, repair, and renovation of historic buildings and structures can threaten properties if
preservation planning and technology are not integrated into all aspects of the work. For these reasons,
the bulk of archaeological funding and management efforts are focused upon identifying, evaluating, and
managing archaeological properties in training areas while reducing or eliminating as many of the current
constraints on training as possible. The installation would set priorities for work in various portions of
the training complex based upon military training, testing, and other mission and mission support
requirements. Fort Bliss would submit a 12-month work plan (January through December) that delineates
priority areas for projects as a part of each ICRMP annual report. These projects would then become a
part of the ICRMP. Table 3.3-9 illustrates the actions included in the ICRMP that would affect mission
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Table 3.3-9. Fort Bliss Cultural R
FY95

-

Red Zone Redefinition
and Nomination for
NRHP Eligibility
(BLIS94H005)

I

I

S

Small Sites Mitigation in Site Mitigation and
Selected Areas across
Nomination in High
Post (BLIS94H002)
Density Zones in
Maneuver Areas
(BLIS97CH02)
Site Evaluation in a
Small Sites Mitigation in
10-Square Kilometer
Selected Areas across
Area in Maneuver Area 3 Post (BLIS94H002)
(BLIS94H004)

I

l

i

i

~

- M"

Affectin~

FY97
FY98
Discipline-Historic Archaeology
Sensitivity Area Mapping
Cantonment Testing
Apache/Spanish/
Using Sensitivity Map,
Protohistoric Site Survey
for Historic Sites in the
Cantonment
Phase II (BLIS94H003) and Evaluation in
(BLIS94H003)
Maneuver Areas and
Dofia Ana Range
(BLIS97CH01)
Survey and Evaluation of Military Site Survey and
Sites Associated with the Evaluation in Maneuver
Spanish Salt Trail and the Areas and Dofia Ana
Butterfield Trail. Phase I Range, Phase I
(BLIS97CH02)
(BLIS95C004)
Cantonment Testing
Using Sensitivity Map,
Phase II (BLIS94H003)
Nominations of Eligible
Pre-Army Acquisition
Sites (BLIS95C005)
Discipline-Prehistoric Archaeology
Cultural Resources
Site Testing and
Preliminary Testing of 25 Cultural Resources
Sites in the Hueco Hills Survey, McGregor Range Survey, McGregor Range Nomination in High
(BLI-89-S27)
(BLIS95C040)
(BLIS95C040)
Density Zones In
Maneuver Areas, Phase II
(BLIS97C001)
McGregor Range EIS
Red Zone Redefinition
Site Mitigation in the
Predictive Model
and Nomination for
Hueco Mountain Project
NRHP Eligibility
Area, Phase III
(BLIS94H005)
(BLIS97C004)

Site Evaluation in a 10Square Kilometer Area in
Maneuver Area 3
(BLIS94H004)

l

t Plan P

M

FY96

·

d Master Pl

FY99

-

FYOO

Military Site Testing in
Maneuver Areas and
Dofia Ana Range.
Phase II (BLIS95C004)

Military Site Testing and
Mitigation in Maneuver
Areas and Dofia Ana
Range. Phase I
(BLIS95004)

Apache/Spanish/Protohistoric Site Survey and
Evaluation in Maneuver
Areas and Dofia Ana
Range (BLIS97CH01)
Cantonment Testing
Using Sensitivity Map,
Phase II (BLIS 94H003)

Apache/Spanish/Protohistoric Site Survey and
Evaluation in Maneuver
Areas and Dofia Ana
Range (BLIS97CH01)
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Small Sites Mitigation in Small Sites Mitigation in
Selected Areas across
Selected Areas across
Post (BLIS94H002)
Post (BLIS94H002)

Site Mitigation and
Nomination in High
Density Zones in
Maneuver Areas, Phase II
(BLIS97CH02)
Site Mitigation in Hueco
Mountain Project Area,
Phase III (BLIS97C004)

Site Mitigation and
Nomination in High
Density Zones in
Maneuver Areas, Phase II
(BLIS97CH02)
Site Mitigation in Hueco
Mountain Project Area.
Phase III (BLIS97C004)

Red Zone Redefinition
and Nomination for
NRHP Eligibility
(BLIS94H005)

NAGPRA On-Going
Compliance
(BLIS98C002)
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FY95

FY96

Project Reports Editing
and Publication
(BLIF91C005)

FY97
FY98
FY99
Discipline-Prehistoric ArchaeoloJ?Y (Continued)
Unrepatriated Native
Site Evaluation in a 10- NAGPRA On-Going
American Burials
Square Kilometer Area in Compliance
Identification and
Maneuver Area 3
(BLIS98C002)
Stabilization
(BLIS94H004)
(BLIS97C005)
Site Survey of 35-Square Red Zone Redefinition
Kilometers for McGregor and Nomination for
Range ADA Positions
NRHP Eligibility
(BLIS97C006)
(BLIS94H005)
Most Significant Sites on
Post Evaluation and
Nomination
(BLIS95C008)
Site Survey of 35-Square
Kilometers for McGregor
Range ADA Positions
NAGPRA On-going
Compliance
(BLIS97C006)
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WWII Buildings
Cantonment Historic
Inventory and Evaluation Landscape Initial
(BLIS95CNEW)
Inventory
(BLIS95CNEW)
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Discipline-Architecture and Landscape Architecture
Landscape Treatment and Fort Bliss Cold War and Fort Bliss Cold War and
Maintenance Plan for the Air Defense Artillery
Air Defense Artillery
Development Overview Development Overview
Main Cantonment
and Exceptional
and Exceptional
Historic District
Significance Study.
Significance Study. Phase
Phase I (BLIS97HP02)
II (BLIS97HP02)

-

c.;
[fl=

;-

Cold War and Other
Properties Inventory and
Evaluation through 2004.
Phase II (BLIS95C029);
NRHP Nomination
(BLIS95C028)

~

VJ

w
I

VJ

+;..

I

FY95

FY96

FY97
FY98
FY99
Discipline-Architecture and Landscape Architecture (Continued)
Early Rocketry
Historic Facilities
Initial Range Inventory Historic Buildings and
Military Historic Period
Development Study
Multiple Property
Treatment and
and Evaluation, Phase I Structures Materials
(BLIS95CNEW)
Maintenance Plan
(BLIS95C015)
Treatment Plan, Phase II Documentation, Phase III
(Phase I)
(BLIS97HP05)
(BLIS95C014)
Pre-1950 Cantonment
Military Historic Period Military Historic Period Initial Range Inventory
Buildings Inventory and
and Evaluation, Phase II
Multiple Property
Multiple Property
Evaluation Architectural
Documentation, Phase I Documentation, Phase II (BLIS95CO 15)
Baseline Study Phase I
(BLIS95C014)
(BLIS95C014)
(BLIS95CNEW)
Historic Interiors
NRHP Nominations
Initial Range Inventory
Inventory and Treatment and Evaluation, Phase II (BLIS95C028)
Plan for Pre-1950
(BLIS95C015)
Buildings in Cantonment
Architectural Baseline
Study, Phase II
(BLIS95CNEW)
Historic Paper Records
Historic Interiors
Cold War and Other
Inventory (BLIS97HP07) Inventory and Treatment Properties Inventory and
Evaluation through 2004,
Plan for Pre-1950
Buildings in Cantonment Phase I (BLIS95C029)
Architectural Baseline
Study, Phase III
(BLIS95CNEW)
Preservation Maintenance Modem Materials
Plan, Phase I
Treatment Plan
(BUS 95C021)
(BLIS95C030)
Historic Building Plans Historic Buildings and
and Photographs
Structures Materials
Archiving, Phase I
Treatment Plan, Phase III
(BUS 97HP05)
(BLIS95HP02)
Historic Interiors
Inventory and Treatment
Plan for Pre-1950
Buildings in Cantonment
Architectural Baseline
Study, Phase Ill
(BLIS95CNEW)
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Consolidated Inventory
and Evaluation
(BLIS95C027)
Preservation Maintenance
Plan, Phase II
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Air Defense Object
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and master planning. Projects are planned for the fiscal years shown in the table; however,
implementation during a specific fiscal year is subject to program funding changes.
Government-to-government consultation with Native American nations and tribes is also addressed in the
ICRMP. The ICRMP includes plans for compliance with the NAGPRA. Consultation with Native
Americans with ties to Fort Bliss lands would be conducted and provisions for compliance with the
AIRF A and with EO 13 007, Indian Sacred Sites, would be determined, if appropriate.
Another priority is the integration of routine treatment of historic properties into the current system( s)
used for the operation, maintenance, and repair of mission support facilities. This plan includes a 5-year
program to inventory and evaluate all of the buildings and designated landscapes on Fort Bliss that
pre-date 1950 and examine the significance of facilities associated with the Cold War. This would allow
Fort Bliss to exclude properties found not eligible from further review and treatment, and focus on the
development of treatment plans appropriate to the significance of the properties, allowing for Army
funding constraints.
Integration into Fort Bliss operations will be accomplished through development and implementation of
"rule books" over the 5-year program. When the "rule books" are completed, the set would become the
heart of the Historic Buildings and Structures Material Treatment Plan (HMTP). The HMTP allows the
initial decision makers who approve and budget work throughout Fort Bliss to ensure compliance of
routine work and to record their decisions in a format that can be easily compiled for inclusion in the
ICRMP annual report. The Installation Historic Architect will monitor the process for the Fort Bliss
Historic Preservation Officer. Examples of activities that the HMTP would be integrated into include
engineering functions such as work management, budgeting and estimating, design, real property
management, space allocation, site selection, master planning, construction supervision, contract
management, construction, maintenance, repair, and self-help maintenance. Also included are partner
organization and nonappropriated fund facility maintenance, repair, and construction. As each "rule
book" is completed and reviewed by Fort Bliss, TRADOC, the ACHP, and the appropriate SHPO(s), its
use would be implemented and its requirements and procedures would be agreed upon and become a part
of this plan.
A second focus of the archaeological management program will be the development of maps identifying
areas within the cantonment area of Fort Bliss most likely to include archaeological properties.
Infonnation gained from this work will allow for more effective management and planning of ground
disturbing activities in the cantonment and will help avoid the cost and delay associated with late
discoveries. A plan for the management of ground disturbing activities will be developed. When
reviewed by the ACHP and the appropriate SHPO(s) it will become a part of this plan. Selected
archaeological surveys of Fort Bliss property would continue. These include Phase I, II, and III
archaeological surveys comprised of the following activities.
•

Phase I, Planning Level Survey. Planning Level Surveys include a literature review, site and map file
searches to determine the range and types of resources that may be or are known to be present,
development of archaeological sensitivity assessments or predictive models, and historic contexts
(Army Pamphlet 200-4, 1998).

•

Phase II, Reconnaissance Survey. Reconnaissance surveys are employed to gather data in a historic
context such as checking on the presence or absence of expected property types, to define specific
property types or to estimate the distribution of historic properties in an area.
Phase III, Intensive Survey. Intensive survey is most useful when it is necessary to know precisely
what historic properties exist in a given area or when information sufficient for later evaluation and
treatment decisions is needed on specific individual historic properties.

•
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A "Historic Property" is any prehistoric or historic district, site, structure, or object included in or eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP and artifacts, records, or remains related to or located within such properties.
The SOP for ground disturbance would be incorporated into the ICRMP. In addition, the ICRMP
includes SOPs establishing a structure within which Fort Bliss will operate on a day-to-day basis relative
to cultural resource management. These SOPs include:
•

Archaeological Site, Landscape, Native American, Cultural Properties Clearance for Large Scale
Operations and/or Exercises;

•

Archaeological Site/Landscape Clearance for Areas Located in Training, Firing Impact, or Training Areas;

•

Archaeological Site/Landscape Clearance for Areas NOT Located in Training, Firing Impact, or
Training Areas;

•

NHPA Section 106 Compliance for Historic Structures, Landscapes, and other Above-Ground Properties
(for organizations WITH an implemented Historic Facilities Treatment and Management Plan);

•

NHPA Section 106 Compliance for Historic Structures, Landscapes, and other Above-Ground
Properties (for organizations WITHOUT an implemented Historic Facilities Treatment and
Management Plan);

•

Archaeological Survey Standards;

•

Identification of Historic Structures, Landscapes, and Other Above-Ground Properties that Meet the
Criteria of Eligibility for Inclusion in the NRHP;

•

Reporting Damage to Historic Properties (Buildings, Sites, Landscapes, Districts, Objects, etc.);

•

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Properties;

•

NHPA Section 106 Compliance for Construction Modifications;

•

Mobilization and/or Military Training in Anticipation oflmmediate Deployment;

•

Public Involvement in the Fort Bliss Cultural Resources Management Program; and

•

Annual Report on the Status of those portions of this ICRMP to which the NHPA applies.

The ICRMP also complements BLM management of cultural resources on McGregor Range as specified
in the RMP and MOU.
3.3.5.3

Integrated Training Area Management

Continue installation ITAM practices coordinated with implementation of the revised RPMP, INRMP,
andICRMP.
3.3.6 Real Estate Actions
Real estate actions remain as discussed under the No Action Alternative.
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3.3. 7

Management Practices Incorporated into Alternative 1

Management practices specified in the RPMP, INRMP, and ICRMP will be added to those described in
Section 3.2.7. In addition, the use of this document as it affects management practices also will be added.
Project proponents will use the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan PEJS at the earliest point in the
planning stage to assist in identifying the appropriate level of NEPA documentation, to plan projects so as
to minimize environmental impacts, and to identify any additional mitigation measures (see Appendix A).

--

--
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--

-
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3.4

ALTERNATIVE 2

This alternative contains all of the actions contained in the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1.
Alternative 2 also includes mission requirements to develop additional controlled access FTX sites on the
installation. The land use designations on McGregor Range as would exist under No Action and
Alternative 1 would not change, however an additional 13.5 square miles of McGregor Range could be used
for controlled access FTX. These would be located on suitable terrain within specific training areas in the
Tularosa Basin and on the Otera Mesa portions of McGregor Range. Additional site-specific NEPA
documentation would be required prior to specific site designation and use.

3.4.1

Peacetime Strength and Equipment

There would be no change in peacetime strength and equipment from that specified in the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 1.

3.4.2

Mobilization Strength and Equipment

There would be no change in mobilization strength and equipment from that specified in the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 1.

3.4.3

Mission Activities

3.4.3.1 Main Cantonment Area
Activities in the Main Cantonment Area remain the same as the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1.

3.4.3.2 Fort Bliss Training Complex
The DA force structure realignment co-located all ADA Brigades in the continental United States at Fort
Bliss. This realignment was to establish Fort Bliss as the Army's ADA Center of Excellence. At present,
there is not an adequate number of established air defense training sites on the Fort Bliss Training Complex
to allow for the dispersal necessary for doctrinally correct ADA training. All training areas outside of
McGregor Range have unlimited maneuver, allowing placement of sites throughout those areas within the
limits of current SOPs. Training and proper ADA development requires additional sites to meet future
training requirements. Current sites to not meet the full range of tactical scenarios required for ADA
training.
Actions being considered to improve the capabilities to support FTXs include identification of up to 1.3.5
square miles that are conducive to siting additional controlled access FTX locations. The additional
controlled access FTX areas would be used for training small contingents in command and control,
communications, and target engagement activities. Normal use would be headquarters elements/units,
communication sections, maintenance units, and/or Battery-size units. The 8,640 acres (13.5 square miles)
would also be available to support JTXs in the future, to include Roving Sands. Up to 1,235 acres of the
existing approved Roving Sands sites have been found to be environmentally and militarily unsuitable.
These existing sites will be removed from the inventory of controlled access FTX sites. The additional sites
will provide greater latitude for air defense training in a tactical environment. These areas would not be
cleared of vegetation, would have no improvements, and would be used for roll-in/roll-out wheeled vehicle
traffic only. As with the existing sites used for Roving Sands, sites selected within these areas could be
rotated for use from year to year, but would be available for use throughout the year. However, when the
controlled access FTX sites are in use, the training area in which the action site is located would be closed to
public access. The areas investigated programmatically in this alternative would be located mostly on Otero
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Mesa south of New Mexico Highway 506, while the remaining areas would be inunediately east of U.S.
Highway 54 in the Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range. These areas were selected based on the
following location characteristics (specific sites may or may not meet all criteria):
•

Located on convex terrain (to avoid adverse soil types);

•

Located within 0.6 mile of a currently established road;

•

At least 80 percent of the area has a slope of less than 10 percent; and

•

Has communications capability with at least one or more of three primary tactical communication sites
on Otero Mesa.

Figure 3.4-1 illustrates the areas on McGregor Range where these training criteria are met. These would be
in the Tularosa Basin and the southern Otero Mesa. The initial screening indicates probable site locations.
The frequency of use of TAs 11, 15, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 26, 27, and 29 could increase in these training areas
if the initial screening sites or suitable areas in the vicinity were selected. Additional site-specific NEPA
documentation would be required prior to specific site designation and use. Table 3.4-1 depicts the overall
level of use for training areas at McGregor Range projected under Alternative 2.

3.4.4

Facility Construction and Demolition

No facility construction or demolition is associated with this alternative.

3.4.5

Environmental Resource Management

Under this alternative, environmental resource management would be the same as specified in Alternative 1.

3.4.6

Real Estate Actions

No additional real estate actions beyond those in the No Action Alternative are included in Alternative 2.

3.4. 7

Management Practices Incorporated into Alternative 2

Fort Bliss will avoid or minimize damage to sensitive areas such as the 13.5 square miles of controlled
access training sites and areas adjacent to the sites using ITAM techniques such as RFMSS, satellite
imagery, transect monitoring, boundary marking, Seibert stakes, site rotation and rehabilitation, and in-field
inspection of training. Maps and center point grids will be available to the units through RFMSS. Units
will use center point grids and GPS units for navigation to the sites. Satellite imagery will be compared
annually to determine if there are any significant reductions in vegetation on the training site. Monitoring
and photo transects will be used as needed to detect problems and/or monitor recovery of the site. Portions
of a site demonstrating a significant reduction in vegetation will be rested and marked off-limits using
Siebert stakes. Corner boundaries of each site will be marked with at-post and a stamped identification tag.
The identification tag will state the training site name, what corner the post represents, and a Universal
Transverse Mercator (UTM) grid for the corner. Occupations in off-limit areas, including out of boundary
areas, will be addressed immediately by removal of the unit. ITAM procedures require site investigation in
the affected area to detennine if any damage has occurred. Rehabilitation of damaged sites will be in
accordance with the National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) field office technical guide.
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Figure 3.4-1. Existing, Potential, and Areas Suitable for Controlled Access
Field Training Exercise Sites on McGregor Range.
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2
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3
· Includes on-road vehicle maneuvers.
Notes: TA= Training Area; TRNG =Training; LOU= Level of Use; ENV =Environmental Management; PA= Public
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3.5

ALTERNATIVE 3

This altemative contains all of the actions contained in the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and
2. Additionally, it contains the following mission support and training capabilities contained in
Chapter 4.0 of the TADC and other installation initiatives. Altemative 3 is the Army's prefen-ed
alternative.
3.5.1

Peacetime Strength and Equipment

Personnel and equipment levels during peacetime conditions under this altemative are not expected to
vary from those anticipated under the No Action Alternative and from Altematives I and 2 discussed
previously. However, under Alternative 3, there would be additional training capabilities developed
above those levels associated with other alternatives. The most noticeable change would be the addition
of a training exercise involving two brigades. Such an exercise could involve a total of up to 10,000
personnel and have a duration of 2 weeks (or an equivalent of 383 full-time equivalent [FTE] personnel).
3.5.2

Mobilization Strength and Equipment

Mobilization Strength and Equipment remain as discussed under the No Action and other altematives.
3.5.3

Mission Activities

Table 3.5-1 presents the planning stage and likelihood of possible future activities both in the Main
Cantonment Area and on the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
3.5.3.1 Main Cantonment Area
Joint use for Biggs AAF with EPIA is being discussed with the City of El Paso and has not progressed
past the conceptual stage. The discussions have included possible construction of a taxiway that would
connect the EPIA taxiway north to the existing Biggs AAF taxiways. The cun-ent and future mission of
Fort Bliss at Biggs AAF would take precedence over commercial civilian use by EPIA.
3.5.3.2 Fort Bliss Training Complex
The items listed in Table 3.5-1 that relate to the training complex are installation capabilities and potential
mission support improvements that could be considered under the proposed land use planning criteria for
more intensive mission activities. Regardless of the actions actually implemented, land use sensitivities
on the Fart Bliss ranges would be fully considered. The scope of the mission's intensity and its proposed
location would be dependant on a number of land use factors including avoidances to ACECs, the Culp
Canyon WSA, and distance to roads, and compatibility with soils, topography, vegetation, and related
resources. Future installation-wide training area land use is illustrated in Figure 3.5-1, and shows the
changes that would occur ifthe mission support requirements summarized above were implemented.
Table 3.5-2 summarizes the training area land use changes that would occur if potential construction
activities, training capabilities, and other installation initiatives contained in Altemative 3 and the TADC
were implemented.
Mission and mission support activities envisioned for the South Training Areas, Doiia Ana Range-·North
Training Areas, and McGregor Range are discussed in the following sections.
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Table 3.5-1. Likelihood of Possible Future Activities

•
In Process
NEPA
Documentation
Ongoing or
Completed

•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Under Consideration

•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
Additional
Installation
Capability

•
•

*

**

Construction of a new air-to-ground tactical target complex located on Otero Mesa,
McGregor Range (USAF, 1998).
Additional Controlled Access FTX sites, each approximately one to several square
miles in size, located in nonmountainous terrain on McGregor Range.
Geothermal sources in southern McGregor Range are being explored, but continued
exploration could involve other locations. * *
Road and communication system improvements are ongoing .
Utility improvements .
Support testing of extended range of Block IB ATACMS. Launches may originate
from Fort Wingate in northern New Mexico to impact on McGregor Range. Safety and
environmental clearances and analysis would be required. *
Construction of a Military Operations Urbanized Terrain (MOUT) Training Complex
on either McGregor Range, Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas, or Biggs AAF. *
Installation of a geothermal binary generation and desalination plant. * *
Additional support facilities for 500 to 800 persons would be constructed near
McGregor Range Camp.
Post mobilization National Guard heavy brigade validation may occur. *
Construction of a rail spur from the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific (UP/SP) rail line
(along U.S. Highway 54) to McGregor Range Camp.**
Construction of additional classrooms at Meyer Range, unit chapels at Doiia Ana,
Orogrande, and McGregor Range camps, addition of a physical fitness center at
McGregor Range Camp. * *
Construction of a Law Enforcement Training Complex at Meyer Range .
Construction of additional facilities at McGregor Range Camp and linking of the
domestic water distribution system on Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas to
McGregor Range.
Phase III expansion of a new ASP in south McGregor Range, located between U.S .
Highway 54 and McGregor Range Camp. * *
Development of a capability to use a tactical ballistic missile (TBM) target from a new
facility in the northwest part of McGregor Range. *
Establishment of a National Guard Training Center on Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas and South Training Areas. *
Joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA. * *
Heavy Division Training Center that supports additional brigade-size training exercises
These activities would be at the scale of the Roving Sands exercise, involving about
10,000 troops for a duration of about 2 weeks each year. McGregor Range aviation
gunnery and NOE flight training capabilities would be used. *
Development of the existing Cane Cholla and Hellfire Training Area into a state-of-theart Helicopter Training Complex in southern McGregor Range. The training area would
be about 13-by-14 miles and include a 1,000-acre surface impact area.*
Combat aviation unit training would utilize this gunnery facility and 62-by-124 miles of
associated restricted airspace over Fort Bliss and WSMR.*

TADC Chapter 4.0.
Other installation initiatives.

Post-mobilization Unit Validation. Fort Bliss has the ranges and training area capacity to support postmobilization unit validation training for Heavy Brigades from the Army National Guard. After
validation, the unit could then be deployed to the theater of operations from the P3 facilities being
developed at Biggs AAF. This National Guard Heavy Brigade would consist of approximately the same
assigned strength and number of tracked and wheeled vehicles as assigned to the 3rd ACR (previously
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Figure 3.5-1. Projected Training Area Land Use for Fort Bliss.
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Table 3.5-2.

summarvof L and use c ban ~es under the Future D eve opment c once pt
Location

Fort Bliss Areas

South Training Areas
Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas

Land Use Chanf;!e

No training areas affected
Surface impact area on east
slopes of Organ Mountains
TA 10
TA 16

McGregor Range
Training Area

None
From: 'D, with Mission
Facilities'
To: 'H,' Surface Impact
From: 'D'
To: 'D+'
From: 'F'
To: 'E'
From: 'D'
To: 'H,' Surface Impact

TA 25 (small portion)

Cause
-

Expansion of impact area due
to Heavy Division Training
activities.
Potential location for TBM
target launch facilities.
Potential locations for
controlled access FTX.
Small portion of TA 25 would
become a surface impact area
for ATACMS IB.

assigned to Fort Bliss during the 1980s and early 1990s). The numbers and types of training areas
required are not expected to exceed those used by the 3rd ACR. The ranges that would be used are Dofia
Ana 40, 47, 48, 49, 50, 52, and 53, and Meyer 8, 9, 12, 18, and 23.
South Training Areas. The following future mission support activity projects are envisioned for the
South Training Areas. There are no land use changes envisioned in the South Training Areas under
Alternative 3 and they would be as depicted in Figure 3.2-3.
The projected level of use in the South Training Areas, including training operations use is presented in
Table 3 .5-3. As in Table 3 .3-4, this use is distributed among the 10 training categories described in
Table 3.3-1. It is not possible to predict what percentage of total use would be for environmental
management activities.
Therefore, this category is omitted from the percentage distribution.
Environmental management activities are expected to continue throughout the Fort Bliss Training
Complex and will be scheduled, as they are currently, around training activities. For planning purposes,
the overall level of environmental management activity is projected to be low throughout the training areas.

Table 3.5-3.
TA

TRNG
LOU

IA

L

4

Other LOU
ENV
PA
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL

H
1
99
2A
H
81
2B
H
1
97
H
2C
95
2
M
2D
6
81
H
2E
2
98
Based on military operations, not including environmental activities and public use (LOU criteria in
Table 3.3-3).
2
· Percent of total military training use by categories I to 10 (see Table 3.3-1). May not sum to 100% due to
rounding.
Note:
TA= Training Area; TRNG = Training; LOU = Level of Use; ENV =Environmental Management;
PA= Public Access Use; VL =Very low; L =Low; M =Moderate; H =High; UNK =Unknown (not included
in percentage total).
1B

A doubling of track vehicle use is projected over 1996 level of use for the South Training Areas, resulting
in high levels of use for most training areas. If a new program to fire ATACMS IB missiles into
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McGregor Range is implemented, portions of the South Training Areas could be exposed to SDZs during
a small number of firings each year (4 to 6). Public use of these areas may increase slightly over time in
proportion to population growth of the El Paso area, however this use is expected to remain very low.
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Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas. The following projects are envisioned for the Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas. Specific missions, level of use, and the type of use at Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas could change. The only change that would occur would be an expansion of surface
impact area through a consolidation of impact areas within the current outer boundary encompassing
impact areas in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas due to deployment of the Heavy Division
Training Center. This would result in increased weapons firings occurring in association with tank,
Bradley gunnery, field artillery, and aviation gunnery. The projected training area use for the Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas is shown in Figure 3.5-2, taking into account the changes occurring if the
mission support requirements discussed above were implemented.
Heavy Division Training Center. Fort Bliss has the training areas, ranges, and airspace, to support a
mechanized/armor division. Extensive training areas and airspace exist to support brigade-on-brigade
training. The Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas has adequate ranges to support tank and Bradley
gunnery as well as field artillery and aviation gunnery training. While the types of training would not
change from those that currently exist, the intensity of use of Fort Bliss ranges and training areas could
increase during the annual training cycle. For example, an additional major training exercise could be
conducted for a limited period. An increase in intensity could include another training exercise with two
brigades of personnel and associated equipment (a brigade is composed of 3,000 to 5,300 personnel) for a
training period of approximately 2 weeks. Supporting equipment for the two hypothetical heavy brigades
could include approximately 960 wheeled vehicles, 490 tracked vehicles, 30 helicopters, and 6 fixed-wing
aircraft. This hypothetical brigade equipment configuration is similar to the 3rd ACR equipment previously
assigned to Fort Bliss (approximately 540 tracked vehicles, 1,200 wheeled vehicles, and 73 helicopters).
National Guard Training Center. The Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas with its range camp,
training areas, and tank gunnery ranges provides an ideal setting for a National Guard Training Center. A
company or larger set of equipment could be permanently stationed at the Dofia Ana Range Camp and
maintained by the USACASB. Alternatively, a Heavy Equipment Transport (HET) company could be
formed at Fort Bliss to transport equipment from a railhead to the Fort Bliss Training Complex. National
Guard units from throughout the United States could be scheduled for annual training at Fort Bliss using
the Multi-Purpose Range Complex-Heavy (MPRC-H), the training areas and other ranges as necessary to
maintain training proficiency.
Table 3.5-4 presents projected level of use in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. The level of
use at Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas is currently high for most training areas. Future missions
at the range are expected to increase about 50 percent in ORV maneuvers, 60 percent in surface-tosurface weapons training from firing groups west and east of War Highway, and 60 percent in activity in
the built-up areas of the range camps. Training increases in areas that already support a high level of use
would not necessarily increase the number of scheduled days but would increase the level of activity
conducted on any given day .
Level of use is projected to increase from moderate to high in TAs 3B, SE, 6D, 7C, 7D, and in the east
edge of the Organ Mountains. As shown in Table 3.5-4, this would result in a high level of training use
through the entire complex (with the exception of air operations in R-5107, which are projected to
remain moderate). Environmental management is expected to continue to be an ongoing activity
throughout the Fort Bliss Complex, generally scheduled around training activities. For planning
purposes, a uniform low level of use is indicated. Public use is projected to remain at very low levels .
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Table 3.5-4. Dona Ana Ran e-North Trainin Areas Pro·ected Level of Use
TA

3A
3B
4A
4B
4C
4D
5A
5B
5C
5D
5E
6A
6B
6C
6D
7A
7B
7C
7D
SF
EE
IMP

OM
DARC
OGRC
R-5107A

TRNG
LOU 1
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
UNK
H
H
H
H
H

I

7

M

Other LOU
ENV
PA
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
VL
Unk
NIA
Unk
VL
Unk
NIA
Unk
NIA

NIA

NIA

Based on military operations, not including enviromnental activities and public use (LOU criteria in
Table 3.3-3).
2
· Percent of total military training use in categories 1 to 10 (see Table 3.3-1 ). May not sum to 100% due to
rounding.
~. Indicated for aircraft operations only. R-5107 is also activated for safety during some weapons firing.
Note: TA= Training Area; TRNG =Training; LOU= Level of Use; ENV = Enviromnental Management; PA
=Public Access Use: VL =Very low: L = Low: M =Moderate: H = High: NIA= Not applicable or not
allowed: UNK =Unknown (not included in total): EE =East Edge of Organ Mountains: SF = ··south Finger'':
IMP = Organ Mountains Surface Impact Area: OM = Organ Mountains (outside Surface Impact Area);
DARC = Dona Ana Range Camp; OGRC = Orogrande Range Camp.

The projected mission changes can be expected to change the distribution of activities among the ten
training and two other use categories in some training areas, compared to 1996 conditions. ORV
maneuvers (which includes on-road maneuvers in these areas) are expected to increase as a percentage of
use in most of the numbered training areas, largely due to the potential for a Heavy Division Training
Center and a National Guard Training Center, as described in the beginning of this section. If public use
remains similar to current levels, its percent of overall use will decrease as training use increases.
Because the percentage of time devoted to environmental management activities cannot be predicted, this
category has been omitted from the percent distribution.
McGregor Range. The following projects are envisioned for McGregor Range:
Helicopter Training Complex. McGregor Range does not have an automated, computer-scored range
designed for helicopter operations. The Cane Cholla Helicopter Gunnery Range and the existing Hellfire
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Training Area could be developed into a state-of-the-art Helicopter Training Complex. This complex
would provide aviation units the full spectrum of helicopter training from gunnery to training in a realistic
training enviromnent. An attack helicopter gunnery range of dimensions approximately 13 by 14 miles
(extent of safety fans) could be located in the southern part of McGregor Range. This range is currently
in the concept development stage but would consist of some moving targets and pop-up targets still to be
determined. The firing would be from a firing box within the area that would constrain firing azimuth
and location to ensure safety fans are respected.
Combat Aviation Training. Since 1991, the Army has been exploring the feasibility of relocating
aviation training to a site better suited for the Kiowa Warrior, Longbow (Apache), Comanche and
potential future, unit-level aviation training requirements. Installation capability to support this activity
reqmres:
•

A 62. l-by-124.2-mile training area that could be met by using a combination of existing Fort Bliss
and WSMR airspace and Anny land;

•

A 12.4-by-12.4-mile gunnery range that could be met if the helicopter training complex described
above were developed;

•

An airfield such as Biggs AAF;

•

The ability to meet night time (2200 to 0400 hours) training demands; and

•

The ability to train without producing excess or unacceptable levels of noise.

TBM Target. At present, Fort Bliss does not have the capability to use a TBM target for live fire
exercises. Since all Patriot Battalions based in the continental United States are located at Fort Bliss,
capability to employ a TBM target into the live fire exercises is being investigated. This type of target
requires a SDZ extending from TA 10 south to TA 25 approximately opposing the flight corridor of the
Patriot, in addition to the SDZ required for Patriot firing. The TBM target would overfly TAs 10, 11, 12,
25, 26, 27, 29, 30, and 31.
Test Support, AT ACMS. The Block IB ATACMS has extended range that may require launches from
Fort Wingate, Arizona, into McGregor Range. If this occurs, this would be the first launch of ATACMS
into McGregor Range. WSMR currently conducts such launches that terminate in impact areas on
WSMR. The safety implications of these activities were assessed in the Theater Missile Defense
Extended Test Range EIS. Appropriate safety and enviromnental clearances will be obtained before this
test can be conducted. Flights of the Block IB ATACMS are currently envisioned for FY 02. IB
AT ACMS would impact in the Tularosa Basin in TA 25 east of FAW Site 10. The missile would carry
inert munitions and would self-destruct on impact with all fuel expended.
The projected level of use in the McGregor Range Training Areas is shown in Table 3.5-5. As with the
South Training Areas and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, environmental management activities
have not been projected but are assumed to be at a moderate level and higher than the other two ranges
due to the greater number of sensitive resources at McGregor Range. These activities would continue to
be scheduled around training activities.
The main projected initiatives that could affect level of use at McGregor Range TAs include development
of additional controlled access FTX (ADA) training sites, development of a Helicopter Training
Complex, and launching of a small number at ATACMS into McGregor Range (4 to 6 per year).
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Table 3.5-5.
TRNG
TA

8
9
10
11

12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
(Gra evine)

WSA
R5103

LOU
H

Percent of Use by Training CategmJ'::

Other LOU
ENV
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK
UNK

PA

UNK

VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
VL
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA
NIA

VL

UNK

VL

VL

UNK

VL

VL
L
L
L
L
L

L
L
H
H
H
H
H
H
H

L
L
L
H
H
H
H
H
H

UNK
UNK

UNK
UNK
UNK

UNK
UNK
UNK

UNK

H
UNK NIA
Based on military operations. not including environmental activities and public use (LOU criteria in Table 3.3-3).
z. Percent of total military training use in categories 1 to 10 (see Table 3.3-1). May not sum to 100% due to rounding.
Assume same as current levels.
4
· Includes on-road vehicle maneuvers.
s. Indicated for aircraft operations only. R-5103 is also activated for safety during some weapons firing.
Note: TA= Training Area; TRNG =Training; LOU= Level of Use: ENV =Environmental Management: PA= Public Access
Use: VL =Very low; L =Low: M =Moderate: H =High: NIA= Not applicable or not allowed: UNK =Unknown (not
included in total); WSA =Culp Canyon WSA.
0

·

If a new program to fire ATACMS into McGregor Range is implemented, portions of McGregor Range
could be exposed to SDZs during a small number of firings each year (4 to 6). The exact location of the
potential impact area is not yet known but has been assumed to be in the south part of the range. It has
been tentatively assigned to TA 25 in the calculations for Table 3.5-5.

TA 11 is the only area projected to experience a decrease in level of use because operations on the
Class C Bombing Range would be reduced when the new USAF tactical target complex is developed. If
the new target complex is not constructed, level of use in that area would remain similar to current
conditions.
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With the potential for facilities development in TA 8, the distribution of use would change over current
conditions, with more activity in facility use and dismounted training activities that may involve
pyrotechnics. Use of TAs 27, 28, 29, 30, and 31 for SDZs would increase with the 60 percent projected
increase in SHORAD missions indicated in the TADC. TA 31 would also experience an increase in the
percent of use for SDZs associated with helicopter gunnery missions.
While the USAF tactical target complex is incorporated into the No Action Alternative, changes in
intensity resulting from this potential future use are presented in this analysis of other future activities.
The USAF selected site for a the tactical target complex is in TAs 17 and 21. Operations at this site were
assumed to project a cumulative level of use for Table 3.5-5. If the target complex is constructed, it is
expected to replace much of the use of the existing Class C Bombing Range in TA 11, which would
consequently experience a decrease in training use.
The USAF tactical target complex would increase training use substantially in TAs 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
and 23 from very low or low to high. With the exception of TAs 17 and 21, all of the increase would be
in Category 4, SDZ. This proposal would also introduce mission facilities and surface impact areas as
new uses in TAs 17 and 21. If the proposal is not adopted, level of use in all the affected TAs would be
expected to remain at the low levels as presented in Alternative 1 (Table 3.3-6).
Other than the training areas potentially affected by the new USAF tactical target complex in TAs 17 /21,
as described above, the training areas that would experience the largest increase in level of use would be
TAs 8 and 32. As noted above, the increase in TA 8 (about 130 percent) would be primarily from
50 percent increase in ORV maneuvers projected in the TADC, facilities use, and dismounted training, if
a MOUT Training Complex is developed in this training area. Increased use of TA 32 would be
concentrated at McGregor Range Camp.
Figure 3.5-3 illustrates future training area land use for McGregor Range, taking into account the change
that would occur if the mission support requirements described above were implemented. As it shows,
the only areas that would experience a change in the types of uses conducted are TA 10, which could
become the location for a new TBM launch site, a small portion of TA 25, which would become a surface
impact area for Block IB ATACMS, and TA 16 for the potential FTX locations.
3.5.4

Facility Construction and Demolition

The only construction and demolition initiative affecting the Main Cantonment Area is the possible joint
use of Biggs AAF and EPIA. Envisioned construction activities associated with installation initiatives
and potential mission support improvements for the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas and McGregor Range are discussed in the following section.
3.5.4.1 South Training Areas
MOUT Complex. Development of a new, permanent, fire resistant, standard MOUT Training Complex,
consisting of a 32-building Collective Training Facility (CTF) and a 7-building MOUT Assault Course
(MAC). Siting could be east of Biggs AAF, between the prison camp and the JTF-6 complex. Two other
sites near the Dofia Ana and McGregor range camps are also being considered.
3.5.4.2 Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
MOUT Complex. If sited on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, the MOUT Complex would be
located near Dofia Ana Range Camp.
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Figure 3.5-3. Projected Training Area Land Use for McGregor Range.
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Water Well. This project involves construction of one water well at Dofia Ana Range Camp, with a
permanent, fire resistant pump house and a permanent, fire resistant booster pump station with two
pumps. The well would be linked with the distribution system and a new pipeline would be required to
provide water to McGregor Range.
Potential Rail Spur to Range Camp. This potential project includes construction of a rail spur from the
UP/SP rail line to a point west of Dofia Ana Range Camp. The connecting point would be off existing
track paralleling U.S. Highway 54. The spur would run westward along the southern boundary of Dofia
Ana Range-North Training Areas, then tum north and run along the western boundary of TA 3B, to a
terminal point near Dofia Ana Range Camp.
3.5.4.3 McGregor Range
Potential Rail Spur to Range Camp. This project includes construction of a rail spur from UP/SP rail
line to McGregor Range Camp. The connecting point would be off existing track paralleling U.S.
Highway 54. The spur would run eastward toward McGregor Range Camp. An additional spur would
split south off the east spur into the interior of TA 8, southwest of the range camp.
ASP, Phase III. This project is the extension of ASP on McGregor Range, to be located in the vicinity of
the current ASP facilities immediately south of the road from U.S. Highway 54 to McGregor Range
Camp. The location is 1.5 miles east of U.S. Highway 54 and 1 mile south of the main access road from
U.S. Highway 54 to McGregor Range.
MOUT Complex. If sited on McGregor Range, the MOUT Complex would be located in TA 8,
immediately west of Meyer Range.
Utility Improvement. Exploration under the ongoing Geothermal Program could lead to the design and
installation of a geothermal binary generation and desalination plant. Future prospects for continued
exploration efforts to discover new geothermal systems are currently focused on McGregor Range, but
could include other unexplored regions of Fort Bliss.
3.5.5

Environmental Resource Management

Environmental resource management would take place as described under Alternatives 1 and 2.

3.5.6

Real Estate Actions

Joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA may require leases or ROW agreements regarding this potential use of
the Main Cantonment Area. Initiatives for future construction of water pipelines and rail lines on the
training complex may require ROWs for areas crossing public transportation corridors or nonwithdrawn
land.

3.5.7

Additional Management Practices to Avoid or Reduce Environmental Impact

Management practices discussed under Alternatives 1 and 2 would continue under Alternative 3.
Additional project and site-specific NEPA documentation would be required for initiatives described
programmatically under Alternative 3.
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3.6

-

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR FULL
ANALYSIS

The following alternatives were considered but not carried forward. On detailed examination, it was
determined that these alternatives could not meet a significant underlying need of the proposed action,
namely, requirements to execute the current mission at Fort Bliss.
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Reconfiguration of McGregor Range

During scoping, representatives from the BLM and others requested that the Mission and Master Plan
PEIS include a proposal that would return the "Otero Mesa and Sacramento Mountains foothills" portion
of the McGregor Range to nonwithdrawn public land status. Additionally the BLM proposal would
retain the "Tularosa Basin" portion of the McGregor Range in withdrawal status for military use. The
New Mexico Wilderness Coalition also requested that the wilderness status of the Culp Canyon WSA be
considered in the Army's scoping and planning process. In the New Mexico Statewide Wilderness Study
(BLM, 1988a), a "No Wilderness" status was proposed for the Culp Canyon WSA, based upon the low
quality of wilderness value and the potential for conflict with military use. The area is currently
managed in accordance with the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness
Review (BLM, 1979), whereby no impairing activities can occur that may permanently alter wilderness
value. Unless Congress acts to change the status of the Culp Canyon WSA, public access and use of
Culp Canyon WSA would remain in accordance with the Interim Management Policy. The establishment
of a Wilderness Area by Congress is outside the jurisdiction of the DoD.
The following section provides details about firing, impact, and surface danger areas associated with the
Hawk and Patriot missiles on McGregor Range. Most of Otero Mesa and much of the Sacramento
Mountains foothills (north of New Mexico Highway 506) lie within the Patriot firing corridor, secondary
SDZ, or impact areas. Therefore, this alternative is not carried forward.
McGregor Range provides several different environments for units to conduct training and maintain
operational readiness. The majority of the McGregor Range is located in the Tularosa Basin, Otero
Mesa, and the Sacramento Mountains foothills. The only area at Fort Bliss that can provide a forested
environment for training is north of New Mexico Highway 506. This area is limited to 40 personnel or
6 vehicles at one time to conduct specialized training. Additionally, the area north of New Mexico
Highway 506 (Otero Mesa and Sacramento Mountains foothills) includes areas of the SDZ for various
missile systems. The SDZ for any firing range is generally composed of a firing area, impact area, and
danger areas surrounding these locations. The shape and size varies with the type of missile or rocket
being fired. For the Hawk missile, the safety area extends from the firing points north of Davis Dome to
slightly south of New Mexico Highway 506 .
Concerning HIMAD missile training activities, the current SDZ for Patriot firings fits within the
boundaries of McGregor Range, with a buffer zone between the maximum extent of impact debris and
the range boundary. Figure 3.6-1 is a depiction of the configuration of McGregor Range under the BLM
proposal and SDZ for the Patriot using three common firing scenarios against two of its aerial targets The
Patriot SDZ occupies varying amounts of terrain on McGregor Range depending on these general firing
scenarios: short-range, medium-range, and long-range. The position of the Patriot's east-west buffer
zone on McGregor Range is dependent on the launch site used and the launch dispersion angle .
Launches from southern sites with an easterly launch dispersion angle shift the safety zones toward the
northeast, overfly, and impact on Otero Mesa. Those launched from northern sites with a westerly
launch dispersion angle shift the safety zones toward the northwest and would tend to overfly and impact
on north-central McGregor Range.
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Figure 3.6-1. Target Flight Areas and Surface Danger Zones Associated with
Patriot Missile Firings within McGregor Range.
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Currently, the McGregor Range and WSMR are the only land-based ranges in the world where Patriot
missiles are fired for training and testing. The Patriot is the primary weapons system deployed with
ADA units throughout the U.S. Army at this time. Relocation of the Patriot firing points sufficient to
result in the SDZ being below Otero Mesa places the firing points well within the approach control zone
of the EPIA. Reconfiguration of McGregor Range to a withdrawal without Otero Mesa and the
Sacramento Mountains foothills would not support the capability of Fort Bliss to meet training and test
missions involving the Patriot missile and adequate SDZ.
Currently, the Patriot is launched from the McGregor Guided Missile Range, approximately 5 miles east
of McGregor Range Camp. The missile is fired from one of six launch sites located along South and
North Launcher Roads. These launchers are designated, from north to south: Patriot TAC, TAC 0,
TAC 1, TAC 7, TAC 12, TAC 18, and TAC 24 (U.S. Army, 1996f). The TAC sites are separated by
more than 1 mile, and the distance between the northernmost and southernmost launchers is
approximately 7.5 miles.
For example, under the long-range scenario, the missile is launched toward the northeast, travels
downrange for 35.2 miles within a 2.9-mile wide flight corridor, and reaches an apogee of 12 miles
during flight. Fort Bliss Range Safety has developed SDZ maps for the Patriot that predict impact debris
zones for a flight scenario based on target intercept 35.2 miles from the launch site at an altitude of
5.1 miles. In this scenario, missiles are launched from the TAC 24, TAC 18, and TAC 1 firing points.
TAC 24 is the northernmost, TAC 18 the middle, and TAC 1 the southernmost of these launchers.
After launch, the missiles overfly a portion of Otero Mesa and debris can fall both north and south of
New Mexico Highway 506. The exact arrangement of the SDZ, its size and shape, and missile impact
point will vary depending on the launch site used, launch dispersion angle, and other factors .

....
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During scoping, BLM representatives requested 40,000 acres of land on the western portion of the Organ
Mountains be returned (Figure 3.6-2) to public land management status and be analyzed in the Mission
and Master Plan PEIS. In addition, the BLM and the New Mexico Wilderness Coalition requested that
the proposed wilderness areas on military land in the Organ Mountains be managed as wilderness areas
and included as a part of the scoping and planning process.
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Reconfiguration of the Dona Ana Range

Much of the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas in the Organ Mountains contains surface impact
areas, SDZs, and areas with ordnance and explosive hazards. Since approximately 1911, the Army has
used the Organ Mountains complex as an impact area. It has been extensively used since the early 1940s.
Live ordnance currently fired on the range includes 20 millimeter (mm), 25mm, 40mm, 120mm, and
155mm shells; AT4 rockets; and TOW missiles. Duds and unexploded projectiles are difficult to detect
in rough terrain. Such terrain also precludes a thorough surface clearing of the area. Therefore, to ensure
public safety, Army policy continues to prohibit entry into firing ranges and historic impact areas except
in the performance of official military business.
The MLRS is another weapon system used on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas that requires
accommodation of safety factors and engagement distances within the confines of the range. As with the
Patriot, Fort Bliss Range Safety has developed surface danger and SDZs for this weapon. Figure 3.6-2
depicts examples of the SDZs for MLRS using three possible firing scenarios and examples of SDZs
from weapon firing on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. However, the MLRS can be positioned
to fire toward the Organ Mountains from almost anywhere on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas,
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Figure 3.6-2. Examples of Surface Danger Zones on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
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producing SDZs covering almost the entire range. The distance from firing point to target is
approximately 75,500 feet (14.3 miles). As shown in the examples on Figure 3.6-2, the width of the
MLRS SDZ varies with distance from the firing point, ranging from approximately 6, 700 feet wide at
16,000 feet from the firing point to approximately 25,000 feet wide at 14.3 miles from launch.
Reconfiguration of Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, particularly involving the Organ Mountains,
would restrict or eliminate the capability of Fort Bliss to train and test using MLRS with adequate
margins of safety.
Also shown on Figure 3.6-2 are examples of tank cannon SDZs from various firing points on the Dona
Ana firing range. These SDZs are approximately Smiles long and overlap those from MLRS, occupying
substantial portions of the slopes of the Organ Mountains.
Weapons systems with greater firing distances have evolved over the years; SDZs associated with some
weapons have increased. The firing points have been located closer to U.S. Highway 54 than they had
been historically to accommodate the safety factors within the current range boundaries. For example,
the maximum engagement distances for firing of the target practice, cone-stabilized, discarding sabot
tracer (TPCSDS-T) round has been extended from 9,186 to 13,120 feet. The length of the SDZ for this
round on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas is now 24,600 feet.
During scoping, various groups requested that 40,000 acres of the Organ Mountains be returned to public
land management status as a part of the buffer safety zones necessary to protect the public safety relative
to the adjacent military firing and training ranges. Although these areas will not be returned to the public
dom[\in, Fort Bliss will manage these areas to the maximum extent possible to maintain public safety and
the environmental, biological, and cultural resource values of the land. Military environmental
management activities continue in areas of the Organ Mountains such as Soledad, Fillmore, Long,
Rucker, and Findley canyons and in the area known as Bishops Cap within these buffer safety zones.
Therefore, this alternative is not carried forward.
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4.0

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter contains the description of the existing environmental conditions for the Fort Bliss Main
Cantonment Area and the training complex. The baseline year for the information presented in this
section is 1996. During PEIS preparation, the most up-to-date and accurate information available was
used to describe existing environments, facilities, activities, and projects. The information serves as a
baseline from which to identify and evaluate environmental changes resulting from the proposed
alternatives. The ROis vary, as dictated by the resources under consideration. The environmental
resources discussed in this chapter include land use, aesthetics and visual resources, infrastructure,
airspace use, earth resources, air quality, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, noise,
safety, hazardous materials and waste management/pollution prevention, socioeconomics, and
environmental justice.
Geographic Setting

Fort Bliss encompasses approximately 1.12 million acres within portions of two states and three counties
in the westernmost part of Texas and in south central New Mexico, as shown in Figure 1.0-1 in Chapter 1.
At its greatest extent, it is approximately 70 miles from north to south (trending north-northeast) and
approximately 50 miles from east to west. The installation is predominately located in portions of
El Paso County, Texas, and Doiia Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico. The primary population
centers in the area include El Paso, Texas; Alamogordo and Las Cruces, New Mexico; and Ciudad Juarez,
Republic of Mexico. The main cantonment of Fort Bliss, where most mission support, logistic,
administrative, and community functions are concentrated, is surrounded by the City of El Paso, Texas,
and falls within the El Paso Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
Outlying training areas of the installation are located north of the main cantonment. These include the
South Training Areas in El Paso County, Texas, and the McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas within Otero and Dofia Ana counties, New Mexico. Areas surrounding the training areas
include privately owned lands, public domain lands managed by the BLM, state-owned land, Lincoln
National Forest, and WSMR.
Fort Bliss is located in the northern Chihuahua Desert in south central New Mexico and southwest Texas,
and major vegetation types are Chihuahuan desert scrub and desert grassland (Dick-Peddie, 1993).
Elevations range from approximately 3,900 feet in the cantonment area to 8,600 feet in the Organ
Mountains of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. The terrain of Fort Bliss is spread across four
mountain ranges and two major structural basins. Figure 4.0-1 portrays the physiographic features of the
area surrounding Fort Bliss. The Tularosa Basin is in the center with the Sacramento Mountains to the
northeast and the Franklin and Organ mountains to the west. The mountain ranges and Tularosa Basin
have a north-south orientation. The Rio Grande is located to the south and west of Fort Bliss.
Climate

Fort Bliss is located in the northern Chihuahua Desert and has a semi-arid to arid, subtropical desert
climate characterized by low rainfall, relatively low humidity, hot summers, moderate winters, wide
temperature variations, and an abundance of sunshine throughout the year.
Records of the weather in the area that have been kept since 1904 indicate that the area has an average
annual precipitation of 8.8 inches, (El Paso Water Utilities (EPWU), 1995) with extremes of 2.22 inches
and 18.29 inches. More than one-half of the total average annual precipitation occurs during the months
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Figure 4.0-1. Physiographic Features of the Area Surrounding Fort Bliss.
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of July, August, and September. During these months, brief but heavy rainstonns frequently cause
localized flooding. A small percentage of annual precipitation falls in the fonn of snow. Periods of
extreme dryness lasting up to several months are not unusual.
The Main Cantonment Area has a frost-free season that averages 248 days a year. Temperatures are
generally wann, ranging from highs in the mid-50 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) during the winter months to
highs well above 90°F during the summer. The annual average temperature is 63.3°F, with a record low
of -8°F and a record high of 114°F. Daytime humidity is generally low, ranging from 10 to 14 percent.
Because of the mountainous terrain and the Rio Grande Valley, there are significant diurnal and locational
fluctuations in humidity. Typical of desert climates, rapid cooling from nighttime re-radiation causes
increases in relative humidity. Average daily relative humidity increases to about 40 percent at midnight
and to 51 percent by 6:00 a.m.
Wind speeds in the El Paso area are relatively moderate, with an annual average of 9.0 miles per hour
(mph). From October through February, average windspeeds range from 8.2 to 9.0 mph and are
predominantly from the north. The highest average wind speeds (11.3 mph) occur during the months of
March and April, decreasing slightly in May to an average of 10.5 mph. The combination of moderately
strong sustained winds and the low average precipitation contribute considerably to the occurrence of dust
and sand storms in the area. During the summer months, average wind speeds drop to their lowest levels
of the year (less than 8.0 mph). The predominant wind direction during the summer months is from the
south-southwest.
A combination of abundant sunshine, high temperatures, low relative humidity, and continuous winds
results in an evaporative rate that is more than 10 times the amount of annual precipitation. The annual
evaporation rate for shallow water bodies (known as "pans") is about 105 inches per year, and the average
annual evaporation rate from small lakes in the region ranges from 72 to 80 inches.
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4.1

LAND USE

This section summarizes the existing configuration, land use categories, and management of Fort Bliss
lands. It also discusses compatibility of these uses with other installation lands and with surrounding land
uses. The TADC (U.S. Anny, 1998a) describes the size, location, and use of Fort Bliss cantomnent,
ranges, and training areas during 1990 and 1996 to the extent data are available.
The ROI for land use includes areas adjacent to Fort Bliss boundaries in El Paso County, Texas, and
Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico.
Fort Bliss is comprised of a Main Cantonment Area in El Paso County, Texas, and extensive training
areas and ranges to the north of the cantomnent extending into Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New
Mexico. The Main Cantomnent Area has the heaviest concentration of facilities and mission support
activities. The training areas have widely dispersed specialized equipment and instrumentation to support
a variety of test and training activities. The primary active training areas are Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas and McGregor Range located in south-central New Mexico, and the South Training Areas
in El Paso County, Texas, immediately surrounding the main cantonment. Castner Range, also in El Paso
County, is no longer in use. Table 4.1-1 summarizes the relative area of the major components of the
installation.

-

T a ble 4.1 1. F ort BI"ISS I nst a IIa f ion C omponent s
Area
Main Cantonment Area including Biggs AAF
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
McGregor Range'
South Training Areas
Castner Range
Castner Recreation Area
Actual Installation Total
1

Acres
10,965
297,006
697,472
104,042
7,040
70
1,116,595

Includes 18,004 acres in Lincoln National Forest used through cooperative
agreement.

Installation activities and uses affect areas surrounding Fort Bliss. These areas include: (1) the City of
El Paso and El Paso County in Texas, adjacent to the main cantonment and South Training Areas;
(2) areas to the south and west of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas in Otero and Dofia Ana
counties, New Mexico; and (3) areas to the west, north, and east of McGregor Range in Otero County,
New Mexico.
AR 210-20, Master Planning for Army Installations, directs land-use planning for Army installations.
The RPMP is a tool for defining construction projects and other actions for physical development of the
installation. These requirements are identified through systematic comparison of current facilities and
resources inventory against future needs. Objectives for land use planning are listed in the LRC of the
RPMP and include:
•
•
•
•

functional efficiency of operations;
minimization of conflicts between incompatible functions;
adaptability of land use areas to accommodate changing mission requirements;
separation of functions with incompatible visual attributes;
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•
•

hannony of on-site uses with surrounding community; and
efficient circulation of traffic through improved functional organization.

4.1.1

Main Cantonment Area

The Main Cantonment Area is comprised of the Main Post Area (about 3,150 acres), Logan Heights
(1,208 acres), WBAMC (264 acres), and Biggs AAF (6,343 acres). Figure 4.1-1 shows these general
divisions of the Main Cantonment Area. These areas are all owned in-fee by the Anny. The Army no
longer holds any leases for real property comprising the Fort Bliss installation (Tipton, 1997). Within this
area are several real property out-leases and easements, primarily for utility lines and fixtures. Areas
within the main cantomnent are often referred to by a descriptive name or by a block of building numbers
within the same range-such as "the 1500 Area"-shown in Figure 3.2-3.
4.1.1.1

Existing Land Use

--

--

-

--

--

Fort Bliss is a microcosm of urban land uses ranging from heavy industrial to community and residential
uses. The current arrangement of land uses within the main cantonment is shown in Figure 3.2-1. The
primary roadways are shown in Figure 3.2-3. Many areas defined as one land use contain a mixture of
facilities used for other functions. To avoid excessive segregation, land uses show the dominant or
characteristic use of an area. Descriptions of the land use categories used to characterize the built-up
areas of the main cantonment are provided in Table 2.5-1. The following paragraphs generally describe
existing uses, special districts and constraints, and conditions of compatibility between on-post uses.
Main Post. The Main Post is bounded on the north and northeast by Biggs AAF, on the east by EPIA, to
the south and west by mixed residential, commercial, and industrial uses in the City of El Paso as shown
in Figure 4.1-1. Except for the south boundary, the edges of the Main Post are clearly defined by Patriot
Freeway to the west, Fred Wilson Boulevard to the north, and Airport Road to the east. These roadways
are city-maintained transportation corridors. The Main Post is divided into four quadrants by Jeb Stuart
Road, oriented north to south, and by Forrest Road, oriented east to west. A railroad spur enters the Main
Post at the southeast comer and cuts diagonally across the east half of the Main Post and fans out into a
series of warehouses in the northwest quadrant.
The Main Post includes a broad range of land use activities. Overall, uses directly supporting mission
activities occur in the east half (east of Jeb Stuart Road), with generally smaller-scaled community
support, residential, and administrative functions on the west half. The following paragraphs describe the
land uses on the Main Post using the categories in the LRC.
Airfield (Category I). There are no airfield uses on the Main Post.
Maintenance (Category II). Maintenance areas are concentrated in the northeast quadrant east of Jeb
Stuart Road and north of Forrest Road. Additional motor vehicle maintenance is located between the
railroad and Chaffee Road, west of Jeb Stuart Road.
Industrial (Category III). Industrial activities are scattered throughout the post. Two larger industrial
areas are located along Jeb Stuart Road in the north portion of the post. Other areas are focused on the
railroad spur in the northwest quadrant. Several water towers on post are designated as industrial use.
Supply and Storage (Category IV). Most of the supply and storage areas are located with the
maintenance areas between the railroad and Chaffee Road, west of Jeb Stuart Road. Additional supply
and storage areas are located in the northeast quadrant along Carrington and Forrest roads.
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Administration (Category V). Administration facilities are concentrated on the west side of the Main
Cantonment Area, along Pershing Road and the Parade Field. These facilities are among the oldest on the
installation and are eligible for inclusion in an historic district. An administrative area is also located
within a family housing area on the east side of the Main Cantonment Area along Airport Road.
Training/Range (Category VI). South of the railroad and east of Jeb Stuart Road is classified as open
training/range areas extending south to the installation boundary. The area contains dispersed classrooms,
laboratory, and radar facilities supporting a variety of training activities. Most of these areas are surfaced
in a rock blanket to minimize blowing dust, and to allow for permeable surfaces that can support vehicle
maneuvering.

--

---

Troop Housing (Category VII). Troop housing is located in several pockets along a central core from
the southwest to the northeast of the Main Cantomnent Area. Troop housing has generally developed
adjacent to maintenance and storage areas.
Family Housing (Category VIII). Family housing is concentrated in a north-south belt along the west
side of the Main Cantonment Area. Homes for NCOs and dependents are located between Fred Wilson
and Pike roads. Two large clusters of old red-brick homes in the 1400 and 300 Areas have historic value.
The larger officer homes along Sheridan Drive adjacent to the Parade Field have historic value and
provide an attractive feature on the Main Post (100, 200, 300, 400, and 500 areas). The Van Hom
housing area ( 6000 through 6500 areas), located along Airport Road, is exposed to aircraft noise and
higher risk of accidents associated with aircraft operations at EPIA.
Community Facilities (Category IX). These facilities are used for commercial uses (shops, malls, gas
stations, banks, theaters), cultural centers (libraries, museums, and educational facilities), and physical
safety (police and fire stations). The large community center, post exchange (PX) and commissary
complex is located near Marshall and Haan roads. Many smaller clusters of community facilities are
scattered throughout the post, convenient to training, administrative, and family and troop housing areas.
The Fort Bliss railroad station and Bliss Elementary School are located in the northwest quadrant, west of
Sheridan Street. The National Cemetery is located in the northwest quadrant along Fred Wilson Road.
This parcel, designated as community facility land use, is owned by the Veterans Administration. Plans
to expand the cemetery to the west are reflected in the RPMP.

.....

....

....

Medical (Category X). Medical uses are dispersed in facilities throughout the Main Post.
Outdoor Recreation (Category XI). These areas are predominantly located in the west half of the Main
Cantonment Area in proximity to housing areas. A sports complex is located close to troop housing at
Carter and Ricker roads. Kelly Park is located near the community center complex.
Open Space (Category XII). These areas are primarily located on the periphery of the Main
Cantonment Area, providing a buffer between post activities and off-post areas. These areas are potential
future development areas, and in some cases, designated for storm-water collection and drainage, such as
the open area between Patriot Freeway and officers' housing along Sheridan Road.
Logan Heights. Logan Heights is located to the northwest of the Main Cantonment Area (see
Figure 4.1-1 ). It is bordered by an active railroad corridor on the east, and bisected by two major
north/south roadway corridors; Patriot Freeway and Dyer Street. These arteries divide the area into two
distinct sections.

The primary uses in the east part of Logan Heights in the triangular parcel between the railroad corridor
and Patriot Freeway include a recreational area with two golf courses (Category XI), family housing
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(Category VIII), and a small pocket of community facilities (Category IX). Logan Elementary School is
located within the housing area on a parcel leased to El Paso Independent School District (ISD). These
uses are compatible with one another.
The area to the west of Patriot Freeway, is used primarily for troop housing (Category VII), with
functionally related training/range areas (Category VI) used for exercising and troop activities, supply and
storage areas (Category IV), and maintenance areas (Category II). The troop housing area is concentrated
in a series of barracks located west of Dyer Street. Training/range areas that include a parade ground,
fitness/exercising structures, and community facilities (including shops, fitness center, and theater) are
connected to troop housing on the east side of Dyer Street by two pedestrian overpasses. Maintenance,
and supply and storage functions are located between Patriot Freeway and Chapman Street. Coe Avenue
family housing is located at the north end of this portion of Logan Heights adjacent to off-post residential
areas. A parcel of this area is leased to the El Paso ISD for a new high school.
WBAMC. The WBAMC is easily accessible from the Main Cantomnent Area using Fred Wilson Road
(see Figure 4.1-1). The main medical complex (Category X) and helipad are located at the west end of
this parcel. The WBAMC is comprised of medical facilities, administrative offices, and parking areas.
Current roadways provide easy access to the complex. Two water tanks located north of the hospital, on
the north side of Alabama Road, are considered an industrial land use.
Immediately east of the hospital is a family housing area (Category VIII) and two pockets of troop
housing (Category VII). These housing areas are mostly surrounded by open space and are compatible
with current land uses. The troop housing provides easy access for medical support personnel. An area
of mixed community facilities and family housing in the central portion of WBAMC area, in the vicinity
of Beaumont Drive and Miller has historic value and is functionally well situated for continued residential
use. New family housing has been constructed between these c01mnunity facilities and Dyer Street. The
area between Dyer Street and Patriot Freeway has recently been cleared and new family housing is being
constructed.
The Naval Reserve Center is located south of this new housing area along Patriot Freeway on property
leased to the U.S. Navy. This area is designated for training/range uses, and is separated from family
housing to the north by open space.
Biggs AAF. Biggs AAF is located to the north and east of the Main Cantomnent Area (see Figure 4.1-1).
It is served by one entry gate at the comer convergence of Airport Road, Sergeant Major Boulevard, and
Fred Wilson Avenue. Sergeant Major Boulevard is the primary east/west access roadway into the Biggs
AAF cantomnent area. Biggs AAF is dominated by airfield (Category I) land use oriented around one
13,572-foot long runway and its associated taxiways, and aircraft parking aprons that can support large
C-5A and 747 aircraft.
The primary concentration of facilities and activities on Biggs AAF is between the runway and EPIA to
the south. Immediately adjacent to the flightline are maintenance hangars, motor repair shops,
warehouses, control tower, and administrative offices supporting airfield functions that are served by a
railroad spur that links to the major railroad corridor on the west side of Biggs AAF. Aviation fuel
storage tanks and supply/storage areas are located east of the railroad spur and north of Sergeant Major
Boulevard. Additional fuel storage is located at the east end of the Biggs AAF cantomnent.
Other functions located on the north side of Sergeant Major Boulevard include troop housing
(Category VII), motor vehicle storage and maintenance areas (Category II), administrative functions
(Category V), open space (Category XII), and outdoor recreation areas (Category XI). The Sergeants
Major Academy facility, designated as training/range land use (Category VI), is also located in this area.
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To the east of the airfield is a Federal Prison compound designated as administrative use. The site is used
by permit, renewable every 5 years. Beyond the airfield to the east and north are extensive open
training/range areas.
South of Sergeant Major Boulevard are open-space areas, the Aero Vista family housing area, and the
Ben Milam Elementary School. These residential and community uses are adequately separated from
airfield and mission-related activities to the north.
To the north and west of the runway is the ASP, which is designated for supply/storage. The area is
served by a rail spur line and includes required open, undeveloped safety areas where other land uses and
activities are excluded. Most munitions for use on the training ranges are currently stored in this location.
To the south of the ASP, between Fred Wilson Road and the railroad corridor is mostly open space. This
area also has a small industrial area linked to the airfield by a taxiway. The southwest corner of Biggs
AAF has a large storm-water ponding area adjacent to city-owned property.
Fort Bliss has retained a perpetual easement from the City of El Paso for a strip of land along the
southeast boundary line between Biggs AAF and EPIA. An unpaved roadway in this easement provides
access to the north end.of the airfield and training areas to the north.
4.1.1.2

Areas Surrounding the Main Cantonment

The City of El Paso surrounds the main cantonment on the west, east, and south. The major jurisdictional
boundaries and special land use areas in the area are shown in Figure 4.1-2. Adjacent areas to the north
and northeast are training ranges within the installation. The area directly west of the main cantonment
contains a substantial amount of urban development, primarily within the city limits of El Paso. The area
consists principally of single- and multi-family housing units, with neighborhood commercial businesses
catering to local residents. This pattern of land use extends northward, bounded by the UP/SP railroad in
the east, and Castner Range and Franklin Mountains State Park to the west. The U.S. Highway 54
corridor and other major roadways have attracted strip commercial and light industrial development. The
land lying immediately to the south of the Main Cantonment Area is primarily residential. Between this
residential area and the Mexican border to the south, land use undergoes a progressive transition from
residential to a mixture of residential and commercial, and then becomes heavily commercial and
industrial near the river that fonns the international boundary.
The EPIA is located to the east of the Main Cantonment Area and south of Biggs AAF. The airport
provides commercial passenger service, general aviation, air cargo, overnight air package, and freight
service. The EPIA has an associated industrial park adjacent to the airport along Montana A venue and
Airport Road. Hotels, restaurants, packaging, and freight businesses largely support activity associated
with EPIA. The airport plans to expand industrial park and air-related industry in the future in existing
areas (Butterfield Park and along Montana A venue). In the long term, additional industrial park and
airfreight services may be developed on the east side of the airfield with a new innerloop highway linking
Montana Avenue to Airport Road through the airport, and a possible connection to Loop 375.
Zoning surrounding the installation largely corresponds to current land use. The Plan for El Paso
(El Paso, 1988) indicates that land uses will tend to follow the current pattern, with new industrial and
commercial development focused on the major arterial. Generalized zoning surrounding the main
cantonment is shown in Figure 4.1-3.
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Figure 4.1-2. General Land Uses in the Vicinity of the Main Cantonment.
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4.1.l.3

Land Use Compatibility

Main Post. Several uses on the Main Post are marginally compatible with adjacent activities. The
following list summarizes the primary areas and issues of concern that are identified in the LRC for the
RPMP (U.S. Anny, 1997a).
•

Troop housing is unbuffered from training/range and maintenance areas in several locations;

•

Industrial uses along the railway line are incompatible with adjacent family housing (9300 area), and
industrial uses on Marshall and F arrest roads are incompatible with family housing in the 1400 and
1500 areas;

•

Extensive training areas are inconsistent with smaller scale adjacent residential use in the 1500, 5200,
and 5700 areas, and with off-post neighborhoods and schools to the south;

•

Administrative use and residential use (Van Hom family housing) along Airport Road are isolated
from other similar functions, and exposed to aircraft noise and accident risks from operations at
EPIA; and

•

Proximity of family housing areas to heavily used roadways both on- and off-post contributes to
higher noise levels and degraded air quality in residential areas.

Logan Heights. Family housing along Patriot Freeway and troop housing close to Dyer Street are
affected by increasing urbanization, and noise and air pollution caused by vehicular traffic. Separation of
troop and family housing from supporting community facilities by major thoroughfares reduces
accessibility and use of support functions.
WBAMC. Generally, current development on WBAMC is compatible both internally and with
surrounding uses. The large hospital complex is sited on a hillside. Open space and family housing areas
buffer hospital functions from adjacent residential areas. Steep terrain on the north side of Alabama Road
near the water tanks has limited residential development at this time. Fred Wilson Road separates this
area from residential uses to the north. The scale and functions of residential areas to the south is
compatible with existing family housing and community facilities.
Biggs AAF. Most activities on Biggs AAF are compatible with surrounding off-post industrial and
airport activities. Vehicular traffic and large-scale industrial buildings associated with new industrial and
commercial development in the city-owned Butterfield Trail industrial park within EPIA is marginally
compatible with residential use in the Aero Vista family housing area.
The Anny uses the Installation Compatible Use Zone (ICUZ) program to recommend land use
compatibility guidelines for areas exposed to increased safety risks and noise in the vicinity of airfields,
and to maintain a safe environment for aviation. Three areas are delineated at both ends of the runway
where the probability of aircraft accidents is highest: the Clear Zone (CZ), Accident Potential Zone I
(APZ), and APZ IL The CZ for a Class B runway is 3,000 feet wide (centered on the extended runway
centerline), and starts at the end of the runway and extends for 3,000 feet. It has the highest accident
potential of the three zones and above-ground construction, except for airfield equipment, is generally
prohibited in this zone. Similarly, APZ I is 3,000 feet wide, and extends an additional 5,000 feet beyond
the end of the CZ. Accident potential in this zone is also significant, and recommended civilian land uses
are usually limited to light industrial, manufacturing, transportation, communication, utilities, wholesale
trade, open space, and agricultural uses (U.S. Anny, 1997a). APZ II, where accident potential is still
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measurable, extends 7,000 feet beyond APZ I. Recommended civilian land uses in this zone include
those compatible with APZ I as well as low-density residential, service, and retail trade.

--

Figure 4.1-4 illustrates the CZs and APZs for Biggs AAF. The CZ and APZs to the northeast extends
over airfield and open training areas used for dispersed military activities and are therefore not shown.
These areas have no structures within them. To the southwest, some facilities used for supply and storage
are within the CZ. APZ I and II extend across the Main Post incorporating many facilities and activities.
Both troop housing and mission support facilities are high-density uses occurring within APZ II on the
Main Post.

--

The CZs for runways on EPIA, as defined by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), are within the
airport's boundary. Using the ICUZ definition, part of the CZ for Runway 4/32 extends over
training/range areas in the southeast comer of the Main Post, but there are no structures in this area. The
Van Hom family housing area is within APZ I for Runway 8/26. Community facilities, troop housing
and family housing are within the APZ II zones for EPIA runways. The APZs for EPIA also encompass
surrounding (off-post) residential areas and two schools that are not recommended uses in this higher
accident risk area.

-

Under the ICUZ program, recommendations of land use compatibility based on noise exposure have also
been developed. Guidelines are based on the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN)
Report of 1980. A summarized version of these guidelines has been adopted by several federal agencies,
including the FAA, HUD, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and are shown in
Table 4.1-2. Under these guidelines, most urban uses are compatible with noise levels below the DayNight Average Sound Level (Ldn) of 65 decibels (dBY. Additional information regarding noise from
airfield operations may be found in Section 4.10.1.2. The areas exposed to noise levels of Ldn 65 dB and
above are shown in Figure 4.1-5. Aircraft operations at Biggs AAF do not expose any civilian (off-post)
residential areas, schools, hospitals, or other sensitive uses to incompatible noise levels of Ldn 65 dB or
greater. However, in combination with operations from EPIA, most of the south half of the Main Post,
including the Van Hom, and 5100 and 5200 family housing areas, and troop housing areas, and Aero
Vista family housing south of Biggs AAF, is affected by noise levels above Ldn 65 dB. Under
mobilization conditions, aircraft operations could increase temporarily at Biggs AAF, expanding the area
exposed to Ldn 65 and greater. Residents in Aero Vista family housing may experience increases of 1 to 3
dB during deployment periods.
Operations from EPIA also expose off-post areas with mixed uses to incompatible noise levels. Several
schools and residential areas to the southwest and east of the airport (south of Montana Avenue near
Yarborough Drive) are exposed to levels between Ldn 65 to 70 dB including subdivisions in including
Foster Heights, Del Mesa, Terry Allen, Mesa Terrace, Loretto, Hillside, Chula Vista, El Valle, Tobins,
Brentwood, Cielo Vista, and Eastside. Some residences south of Montana Boulevard are exposed to levels
between Ldn 70 to 75 dB. Several motels and hotels for transient lodging near the airport are also exposed
to similar incompatible noise levels. Increased noise from operations at Biggs AAF during mobilization
periods is not expected to increase average noise levels in off-post areas.
4.1.2

Fort Bliss Training Complex

The majority of the Fort Bliss installation (about 99 percent) is comprised of training and impact areas as
well as firing ranges used for military training activities. These training areas are comprised of

1.

A description of noise metrics and methodology for calculating noise exposure is provided in Section 4.10 and Appendix G
(Noise).
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. 2. L an d Use C om pafbTt
Land Use
Below 65
y
y
y
y
y
y
y
y
y
y

Yearlv Ldn in dB
65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 Over 85
N1
NI
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
NI
NI
N1
N
N
NI
N1
N
N
N
25
30
N
N
N
25
30
N
N
N
y
25
30
N
N
yj
y4
y4
yy
yj
y4
yy
N
y
25
30
N
N
y4
y2
y3
y
N

Residential, other than mobile homes and transient lodgings
Mobile home parks
Transient lodgings
Schools
Hospitals and nursing homes
Churches. auditoria. and concert halls
Ciovernmental services
Transportation
Parking
Offices, business and professional
Wholesale and retail-building materials. hardware, and
y
farm equipment
y
y
Retail trade-general
25
30
N
N
y4
y2
y3
y
y
Utilities
N
y
y
Communication
25
30
N
N
yj
y4
yy
y
Manufacturing, general
N
y
y
Photographic and optical
25
30
N
N
yo
y
Y"
Y'
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry
Y"
Y"
yo
y
y'
Livestock farming and breeding
N
N
N
y
y
y
y
y
y
Mining and fishing, resource production and extraction
y
Y'
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports
Y'
N
N
N
y
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters
N
N
N
N
N
y
y
Nature exhibits and zoos
N
N
N
N
y
y
y
Amusements. parks, resorts. and camps
N
N
N
y
y
Ciolf courses, riding stables. and water recreation
25
N
30
N
The designations contained in this table do not constitute a federal detennination that any use of land covered by the program is
acceptable or unacceptable under federal, state. or local law. The responsibility for detennining the acceptable and permissible
land uses and the relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with the local authorities. FAA
detenninations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally determined land uses for those detennined to be
appropriate by local authorities in response to locally detennined needs and values in achieving noise-compatible land uses.
1. Where the community detennines that residential or school uses must be allowed. measures to achieve outdoor-to-indoor
Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in
individual approvals. Normal residential construction can be expected to provide an NLR of 20 dB; thus the reduction
requirements are often stated as 5. 10, or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and
closed windows year-round. However. the use ofNLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems.
2
Measures to achieve NLR 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where
the public is received. office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where normal noise level is low.
3
· Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where
the public is received. office areas. noise-sensitive areas. or where normal noise level is low.
4
· Measures to achieve NLR 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where
the public is received. office areas. noise-sensitive areas. or where normal noise level is low.
5
· Land-use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed.
6
· Residential buildings require an NLR of25 dB.
7
· Residential buildings require an NLR of 30 dB.
s. Residential buildings not permitted.
Notes:
Y (Yes)= Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions.
N (No) = Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.
NLR = To be achieved (outdoor to indoor) through incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and construction of the
structure. 25. 30. or 35 = Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25. 30. or
35 dB must be incorporated into design and construction of structures.
Source: Derived from Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 Airport Noise Compatibility Planning (FAA, 1989);
FICUN. 1980.
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McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas in New Mexico, and the South Training
Areas in Texas (see Figure 3.1-1 in Section 3.1). The Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and the
McGregor Range are both withdrawn public land. The Dofia Ana Range-Training Areas are withdrawn
in perpetuity; McGregor Range is withdrawn until 2001. Castner Range, located in El Paso County,
Texas, is no longer an active training range. Some locations within the range complex are equipped with
facilities and infrastructure for specific military activities. Other areas are used for a variety of
overlapping military and nonmilitary uses (including ground maneuvers, safety zones, recreation and
hunting, grazing and natural resource field surveys). With the exception of the impact area on the Dofia
Ana Range-North Training Areas, all areas used for training activities are divided into training areas.
These are designated numerically (e.g., TA 2A, TA 13) for the purpose of specifying geographical
locations for mission activities.
Land use on the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range is
categorized within the RPMP as Category VI-Training/Ranges. No further delineation of land use has
been specified for these areas. The public has limited access to some areas for recreation, hunting, and
cattle grazing, to the extent that it does not conflict with military uses. The following sections present
additional information on current uses, land status, special use areas, and land use compatibility with
adjacent areas.
All activities and access on McGregor Range are controlled by the Army in accordance with the SOPs for
Weapons Firing and Maneuver Area Use (U.S. Army 1996f). The SOP prescribes the general safety
requirements and procedures for users of the training areas and ranges. All persons are required to
coordinate access and use with the Range CDR (through the Range Development and Enforcement
Office) to ensure safety and to avoid interference with military missions. This procedure applies to
government employees, contractors, and the public at large. Some portions of the training complex are
available for public recreation. Members of the public must obtain annual recreation access pennits from
either the Army or BLM. Between 1,000 and 1,700 recreation permits have been issued annually for
purposes such as livestock management, hunting, hiking, and guided nature tours. Permit holders are
responsible for complying with specific Army and BLM procedures for entry, use, and exiting of the
range (Bankston, 1997). During hunting seasons, access by about 10 persons may be recorded each week.
At other times, official access to the ranges for public recreation is infrequent (Grossenheim, 1997).
Current access procedures allow concurrent use of some areas for a military mission or Army and BLM
maintenance and resource survey activities, with public recreational use. Compatible military activities
such as range maintenance and resource survey activities can occur along with recreational use. When
military activities are incompatible with public use, the entire training area is closed to public access.

-

--

--

--

-

--

-

Fort Bliss currently uses ITAM as a tool for monitoring vegetative cover impacts from different mission
activities. Various elements of this program provide information about land condition trends, land
rehabilitation characteristics, and training requirements using digital GIS, allowing selection of training
locations that will require the minimum of cost for land restoration and environmental compliance. On
McGregor Range, the INRMP applies to managing impact of military missions on withdrawn public land
and Army fee-owned land as specified in the BLM/Anny MOU (BLM, 1990b). The BLM retains
management for public access uses on withdrawn and Anny fee-owned land as enumerated in the
FLPMA (PL 99-606 and the McGregor Range RMPA (BLM, 1990a).
4.1.2.1

Existing Land Use

South Training Areas. The South Training Areas (104,042 acres) are located in El Paso County, to the
north and east of the main cantonment as shown in Figure 3 .1-1 in Section 3.1. In a recent real estate
action, Fort Bliss acquired about 15,040 acres in TA 2 that were previously leased from the State of
Texas. In exchange for this land, Fort Bliss gave a perpetual easement (227 acres) to the state, which was

4.1-14

-

-

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

transferred to the City of El Paso for construction of the Loop 375 highway that connects eastern El Paso
at Montana Drive to northeastern El Paso at Patriot Freeway. The ROW is fenced to preclude access onto
Fort Bliss property. No commercial development is pennitted in the ROW. Fort Bliss also transferred
about 1,212 acres along Montana Avenue that are now City of El Paso lands.
Figure 4.1-6 shows the general military uses of the South Training Areas. The areas are mostly used for
tracked vehicle training operations. Tracked vehicle operations are primarily confined to established
conidors. TA 2D is used for some weapons firing and the DZ in TA 2A supports paradrop missions of
troops and equipment. There are five freeway underpasses for tracked vehicles that are paved in concrete
to reduce dust generation near the roadway.
These training areas are available for limited public recreational access when the areas are not used for
military activities. Based on available data for an 8-month consecutive period from mid-December 1996
to mid-August 1997, the South Training Areas were used for recreational purposes on about 224
occasions. TA IB was used the most frequently, probably due to its proximity to the El Paso
metropolitan area. The primary attraction for recreationists is bird hunting. (No hunting is pennitted
within a narrow safety buffer between the training areas and Biggs AAF on either side of Loop 375, or
around the wastewater treatment plant). City-owned and operated oxidation ponds for treatment of
wastewater are located within TA IA along U.S. Highway 54. Hunting is not allowed within 328 feet of
this facility (Roach, 1997). Figure 4.1-7 depicts hunting areas on the South Training Areas.
Several archaeological sites and areas are protected, and designated as off-limits for all training uses.
Additional information on cultural resources is provided in Section 4.9.
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, previously known
as the Dofia Ana Hueco and Orogrande Complex is located in southern Dofia Ana and Otero counties in
New Mexico. It is comprised of about 60,141 acres of Anny-owned land and about 236,865 acres of
withdrawn lands (Tipton, 1997). Most of the Anny-owned land was purchased from ranchers during the
1940s and 1950s. In some cases, land was acquired following condemnation. The withdrawn land is part
of the perpetual withdrawal of 2 million acres approved by Congress in the 1950s to establish WSMR,
HAFB, and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas of Fort Bliss (Public Land Order [PLO] 833). War
Highway, a public access highway, passes through Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas from
U.S. Highway 54 in the south to WSMR and the Main Cantonment Area in the north. Most of Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas is Chihuahuan Desert mesquite dune vegetation. The southern half of the
Organ Mountains are located on the west side of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Some of the
highest peaks in this range, including Soledad and Organ peaks, are within the Fort Bliss Military
Reservation.
There are seven utility easements crossing portions of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, including
six to the El Paso Electric Company (EPEC), and one for an underground pipeline of El Paso Energy
Company (previously El Paso Natural Gas). The electricity ROW are mostly on the periphery of the
range. However, the gas pipeline runs north/south between War Highway and the Organ Mountains
Impact Area. To avoid damaging pipelines, tracked vehicles must traverse the pipeline at designated
crossings.
Figure 4.1-8 illustrates the primary military uses on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Section 3 .1.3 .2 describes the military uses and activities throughout the 297 ,006-acre area. About
200,000 acres of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas on the east side of War Highway are used for
off-road tracked vehicle maneuvering and weapons firing. This area is divided into TAs 3 to 7, primarily
located on the east side of War Highway, where tracked vehicles can operate freely. To the west of War
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Figure 4.1-6. Land Use and Mission Facilities in the South Training Areas.
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Figure 4.1-7. Hunting Areas on Fort Bliss.
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Figure 4.1-8. Land Use and Mission Facilites on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
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Highway, about 100,000 acres are used as gunnery ranges, firing locations for MLRS, and impact areas.
These ranges support training with and testing of conventional and small anns munitions, and laser
weapons. Impacts occur in the lower elevations and the flat areas at the base of the east side of the Organ
Mountains. Most of the mountainous area is a safety buffer for these activities.
Dofia Ana Range Camp, located 30 miles north of the Main Cantonment Area, provides billeting space
for up to 1,174 personnel during training, 1,174 during mobilization. The Orogrande Range Camp is
located about 50 miles north of the main cantonment at the far northeast end of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas complex. This range camp provides troop housing for about 1,036 personnel with
associated maintenance, dining, and storage for units conducting tests or training in the northern part of
McGregor Range, primarily at SHORAD and the Orogrande ranges.
Low flying helicopter missions are conducted in the southeast part of Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas. Boulder Canyon on the south end of the Organ Mountains is used as a multipurpose automated
range complex for air and ground weapons systems. Five DZs are located in Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas. Desperation and Monroe DZs are located near Old Coe Lake on the east side of War
Highway. Tularosa DZ is on the boundary of TA 6D and TA 7C. Wessly and Stewart DZs are in the
south part of the range, the latter being within 0.5 miles of the reservation boundary.
When not scheduled for military activities, the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are available for
public recreational access. Based on available data for an 8-month consecutive period in 1996 and 1997,
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas is used for recreational access on about 270 occasions per year.
The most popular activity is game bird hunting. Figure 4.1-7 depicted hunting areas Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas. The Organ Mountains are not allowed for hunting due to the presence of explosive
hazards.
The impact area SDZ includes some of the highest peaks of the Organ Mountains. Some recreationists
trespass into these areas from trails on the west and north side of the mountains from Dripping Springs
Recreation Area and Aguirre National Recreation Area (see Section 4.1.2.2). Unauthorized grazing also
occurs within the Organ Mountains, primarily in Fillmore and Soledad canyons. Most of the installation
boundary is not fenced, but warning signs are posted at strategic locations on trails leading into Fort Bliss
(see Section 4.1.2.3).
Within the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas there are several sensitive archaeological resource
areas that are designated as off-limits for all training activity (see Figure 4.1-8). Section 4.9 provides
additional information on areas that are used and managed to preserve cultural resources.

-

McGregor Range. McGregor Range is part of the Fort Bliss Military Reservation, located in Otero
County, New Mexico. Geographically, this range is comprised of areas within the Tularosa Basin to the
south and west, Otero Mesa and its escarpment to the east and north, the Sacramento Mountains foothills
in the far north part of the range, and the Hueco Mountains in the southeast. McGregor Range is
comprised of approximately 697,472 acres, of which 71,083 acres scattered among the withdrawn and
USFS lands are owned in fee by the DA. Under the MLWA of 1986 (PL 99-606) 608,385 acres of public
land were withdrawn for military use. McGregor Range was withdrawn from the public domain by
PL 106-65, October 1999, for a period of 25 years following the expiration of PL 99-606 in November
2001. In addition, 18,004 acres of USPS-managed land are used through cooperative agreement as a
safety buffer during some missile firings and for dismounted training. Figure 4.1-9 shows the general
land status of McGregor Range.
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Under MLWA (PL 99-606) and PL 106-65, the Secretary of the Interior manages nonmilitary uses of the
withdrawn lands, including hunting and recreation, wildlife habitat management, and grazing, with
approval from the Army. However, the Secretary of the Anny has the authority to limit nonmilitary uses
and public access to the range for the purpose of military operations, public safety, or national security.
The BLM (Las Cruces Field Office) manages daily nomnilitary uses of McGregor Range within the
parameters defined by a 1990 MOU.
In accordance with the ML WA and Section 202 of the FLPMA of 1976, BLM prepared an amended
Resource Management Plan (RMP) for McGregor Range. The BLM also entered into a MOU as
specified by PL 99-606, between the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Anny in 1990 to
implement the amended plan. Management objectives for lands, realty, and access; mineral resources;
soil, water, and air; livestock grazing; wildlife and habitat management; recreation; visual resources;
wilderness; cultural resources; and fire management.
The Army has annual rights to about 110,000 gallons per day (gpd) of water from the Sacramento River
and Carrisa Springs. All mineral rights on withdrawn public land and Army fee-owned land are held and
managed by the BLM. However, under PL 99-606 use of these resources requires Anny concurrence
regarding consistency with military missions.
The USFS manages portions of Lincoln National Forest within McGregor Range under the Lincoln
Forest Plan (USFS, 1986). These lands fall within Management Area 2C, known as the "Grapevine"
area. All resources in this area are managed at a low level, with an emphasis on preserving soil
productivity.
The State of New Mexico owns a ROW for New Mexico Highway 506, but Otero County maintains the
highway. The public ROW was grandfathered in when FLPMA was passed in 1976, because it adopted
the authority granting public access under the older mineral law, RS2477 (Creager, 1996). In addition, an
easement for a 345 kilovolt (kV) electric power line, held by El Paso Power Company until the year 2036,
traverses the McGregor Range north of New Mexico Highway 506. El Paso Energy Company holds a
natural gas pipeline ROW until the year 2009. The U.S. Border Patrol holds an easement along U.S.
Highway 54 at the intersection with New Mexico Highway 506.

Military Use. Figure 3.3-8 illustrates current training area use on McGregor Range, using the categories
defined in Table 3.3-2. Figure 4.1-10 illustrates the locations of key facilities and special areas on
McGregor Range. Current military activities and training area use is described in Section 3.2.3.2 The
primary distinguishing military mission on McGregor Range is air defense missile firing and system
testing, made possible by the extensive land area. The Tularosa Basin portions of McGregor Range are
used extensively for small missiles, and the entire range is used for HIMAD missiles. These missile types
impact their targets in mid-air and consequently do not have designated impact areas on the ground.
Instead, they have SDZs that are used during firings within which access is temporarily restricted, and
debris is deposited. Most of the major support facilities for these activities are located in the south part of
the range near McGregor Range Camp in TA 32, at the SHORAD Range in TA 30, and at the Orogrande
Complex in TA 29.
McGregor Range Camp is a built-up area used for a variety of mission support functions including
administrative, troop housing, training, and storage of equipment. Billeting can be provided for up to
1, 154 enlisted personnel during training and exercises. During mobilization, this capability could expand
to accommodate up to 1,154 enlisted personnel and 66 officers (1,220 total). Range Control functions are
located at Davis Dome, about 1 mile east of the range camp. A series of firing locations for HIMAD and
short range air-to-ground missiles are located about 1 to 2 miles north and east of McGregor Range
Camp.
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Aerial gunnery missions are conducted by helicopters at Cane Cholla Aerial Gunnery Range in TA 32
(about 3 miles northwest of the range camp) and by fixed-wing aircraft at a Class C Bombing Range north
of New Mexico Highway 506 in TA 11. Other air missions include paradrops at DZs and at Wilde
Benton landing strip and low-altitude tactical navigation by helicopters in specified areas.
Small-arms training is concentrated at Meyer Range in the southernmost part of McGregor Range.
Activities at this complex can occur simultaneously with most other uses.
Dismounted training is conducted throughout the range, except in TAs 28, 33 and Culp Canyon WSA,
which require special approval, and TA 31 where it is prohibited except at the existing FTX site. The
varied terrain of the Sacramento Mountains foothills, including Culp Canyon and co-use areas within the
Lincoln National Forest offer good training environments for dismounted training.
McGregor Range also supports joint FTX for the air defense mission. Each year, Roving Sands exercises
are conducted during spring or early summer for about 2 weeks, using most of the range for a variety of
air and ground activities. Twenty-five (approximately 0.4 square miles) controlled access sites for Patriot
units and l 0 smaller sites for Hawk units are located throughout the range. These are used during
exercises by mobile air defense units. These areas have undergone environmental evaluation and
clearance. Not all sites are used every year, thus allowing recovery of disturbed areas.
A new tactical target complex will be constructed on 5,120 acres on Otero Mesa. It will support training
by units at HAFB, particularly the GAF. Use is expected to commence around FY 00. It will be used on
a daily basis from Monday through Friday morning for air-to-ground training. When in use, no public
access would be allowed within 12-mile by 15-mile safety area (180 square miles) surrounding the target
complex (USAF, 1998). The MOU between BLM and the USAF provides that real-time public access to
the USAF complex will be from 1:00 p.m. Friday through 9:00 p.m. Sunday. Scheduling for the target
complex will be controlled by Fort Bliss. This includes most of the area surrounding the target complex
on Otero Mesa, south of New Mexico Highway 506 (see Figure 3.3-8).
Overall, the highest level of military use is concentrated in the Tularosa Basin portions of McGregor
Range, mostly south of New Mexico Highway 506 (see Table 3.1-8). Currently, operations at the Class C
Bombing Range, and most military use of Otero Mesa and areas north of New Mexico Highway 506
(TAs 10 through 23) have been intermittent, during periodic HIMAD missile firing programs, and Roving
Sands. The new target complex will increase the level of use of several training areas on Otero Mesa
including TAs 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23 from low and very low levels to high use. It is expected that
use of the existing bombing target in TA 11 will decline as a result, allowing more availability for
recreation and grazing. This same area (south of the highway) is heavily scheduled by the Army for
training area maintenance including road repairs and environmental management activities such as habitat
conservation and rehabilitation, and biological and archaeological studies and surveys. Until recently,
these activities accounted for over half of the scheduled use of Otero Mesa and the Sacramento Mountains
foothills, and although not hazardous in nature, precluded concurrent use for other military and
nonmilitary use. Exceptions to this allowed a BLM range management team to operate when military
activities were not hazardous. Also, compatible military activities could use the same training area when
agreed to by the military users. Range control also coordinates specific requests for access by members
of the public on a "real time" basis. A new Army policy allows environmental management activities and
compatible public recreation to occur in the same areas.
Nonmilitary Use. In addition to military use of McGregor Range, the withdrawal action (PL 99-606)
gave the DOI responsibility for management of the withdrawn lands in accordance with FLPMA. It also
permitted the continuation of grazing, protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat, control of predatory
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animals, and recreation, to the extent that they do not conflict with the military mission, and prevention
and suppression of nonmilitary-caused fires. The following paragraphs summarize nomnilitary users and
uses of resources on McGregor Range.
Access and ROWs. New Mexico Highway 506 crosses the north end of the range, providing access from
U.S. Highway 54 to small communities and ranches on the north and east side of the range. Permits are
not required to use this roadway. However, the Army restricts access along the route when military
operations may cause unsafe conditions. At these times, three access gates are manned by "Range
Riders" 1 and/or Military Police for the duration of the closure. Currently, the highway is usually closed
for portions of 2 or 3 days each week during missile firings from September through November, and for
portions of each day during a 2-week period following Roving Sands. A closure schedule is distributed to
local ranchers and the Fire Department in the community of Timberon every week. Road closure details
for 1996 may be found in Appendix B.
EPEC has a ROW for a high voltage (345 kV) electric transmission line across the north end of McGregor
Range. ROWs are not required for infrastructure constructed by the Army within McGregor Range, such
as telephone or utility distribution lines. However, ROWs are needed for new telephone or utility lines
originating off-range that enter onto the range. ROW applications on withdrawn land are generally
processed and granted by BLM with Army concurrence (Creager, 1996).
U.S. Border Patrol holds two ROW permits (NM 90666 for a check station and NM 90665 for drag roads)
where New Mexico Highway 506 intersects U.S. Highway 54. The EA for the Construction of Drag
Roads near the US. Highway 54 Border Patrol Checkpoint, Otero County New Mexico resulted in a
FONS!. The FONSI was issued by the U.S. Border Patrol and JTF-6 in 1993. The EA analyzed the
impacts of a network of drag roads to be installed around the intersection of New Mexico Highway 506.
The FONSI states that the planned action would result in only minor or temporary impacts on vegetation,
air quality, and noise levels. Based on the results of the analyses presented in the EA, the action would
not have significant effects on the human environment (U.S. Army, 1993a). A network of drag roads
totalling 28 miles in length was constructed in 1994 around the intersection of U.S. Highway 54 and New
Mexico Highway 506. Existing roads and ROWs, approximately 13 miles, were regraded for use as drag
roads. Where existing roads did not exist, approximately 15 miles of 15-foot wide dirt roads were
constructed. These roads are maintained by the Border Patrol. Any additional specific proposals or uses
in the future, that could affect roadway access, would need to be reviewed and approved by the BLM.
The BLM would need Army concurrence before approving new uses that might affect military activities
on withdrawn land.
Enerev and Minerals. Under PL 99-606, the withdrawn lands of McGregor Range were withdrawn from
use under the mining laws, mineral leasing, and geothermal leasing laws. As such, under the RMPA,
McGregor Range is closed for locatable minerals but re-evaluated periodically to see if any areas can be
opened. About 100,000 acres are open for oil and gas, and geothermal leasing, and 287,360 acres are
open for salable materials. Any application to BLM for exploration, extraction, or production of locatable
minerals (such as gold, zinc, copper), salable minerals (such as sand and gravel), and leasable minerals
(such as oil, gas, and geothermal resources) on withdrawn land, would have to be approved by the Army
prior to BLM' s processing and granting the application.
A recent gas discovery to the east of McGregor Range has prompted oil companies to express interest to
the BLM regarding future exploration on McGregor Range (Sanders, 1998). However, there has been no

1
·

Range Riders are civilian employees whose diverse functions include: Enforcement of Army. federal. state, and local
regulations on Fort Bliss; safety of persons on the range; and range conservation activities and firefighting services.
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fonnal request for exploration on McGregor Range. Any future use for oil and gas exploration on
withdrawn land would need to be approved by the Anny.
A recent assessment of mineral and energy resources on McGregor Range was conducted jointly by staff
of the New Mexico Bureau of Mines, New Mexico State University (NMSU), and TRC Mariah
Associates, Inc. (U.S. Anny, 1998e). Currently the Army is exploring opportunities to use geothennal
resources in the south part of McGregor Range. Additional infonnation on mineral and energy resources
and potential is provided in Section 3.5.4.3.

Water Use. Water used on McGregor Range to support military activities is primarily supplied from a
public purveyor to McGregor Range Camp. Some groundwater sources are used periodically during
construction projects for dust control. The Anny holds a water right that entitles them to use up to
110,000 gpd from surface water sources. The beneficial use of this water right is for fish and wildlife.
However, the tanks filled from this supply are also used by livestock. Water is also collected in earthen
tanks for use by wildlife and livestock.
Grazing. A long history of grazing throughout the area is closely tied to early settlement of the southwest.
Originally, settlers generally established a formal claim for land around a spring where a homestead
would be built, and cattle would graze on surrounding unclaimed public domain areas, as was the practice
in Mexico. Several presidents supported colonization and liberal sales and grants of settled areas to the
land users. By the end of the nineteenth century, speculative land practices and depletion of timber and
other resources prompted Congress to repeal this policy, and to set aside "national forest lands."
Subsequently, in 1934, under the Taylor Gra=ing Act, the remaining unclaimed federal lands were put
under the management of the DOI. During this time, livestock grazing continued on federal lands, and
regulations evolved allowing these practices to continue. A permit system evolved that recognized
priority in occupancy and use of rangeland; grazing pennits for specific parcels of land remained with
individuals (Otero County, n.d.).
The original land acquired for McGregor Range in the 1940s and 1950s was mostly comprised of public
domain areas. Several ranchers in the areas owned small properties in-fee, and held grazing pennits for
extensive portions of public land. Through negotiations with ranchers it was decided that the Army
would use the public lands for 4 days each week. Most ranchers considered 3 days as inadequate to work
a ranch and favored selling their grazing permits to the Army. A few ranchers were strongly opposed to
losing use of public lands and their homesteads, and condemnation of these properties ensued. In addition
to acquiring fee-owned lands, a portion of the current McGregor Range within the Tularosa Basin was
officially withdrawn for military use in 1957 under PLOs 1470 and 1547 (U.S. Army, 1997d).
From this time until the mid-1960s, grazing was suspended on McGregor Range, but trespass grazing
continued because there were no fences, and it was impossible for the Army to patrol the large area. The
1966 MOU between the Army and BLM co-use area, in which grazing could be permitted under
supervision of the BLM and a 1976 MOU was incorporated into the 1990 MOU that resulted from
PL 99-606 (see Appendix D). The co-use area contained 515,000 acres. The BLM divides the co-use
area of McGregor Range into six distinctive natural units (BLM, 1980):
1. The Mountain Foothills unit (23 .4 square miles) occurs at the north end of the range and is an upland
area with a characteristic pinyon-juniper woodland.
2. The Canyonlands unit (59.4 square miles) is the rugged, rocky lands, which separate the Mountain
Foothills from the lower country to the south and west.
3. The Mesa (171.1 square miles) is a gently, rolling grassland in the southeastern portion of the range.
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4. The Rimlands unit (100.0 square miles) is the rugged, rocky area, which separates the Mesa from the
lower country to the west.
5. The Alluvial Fans unit (296.9 square miles) is sloping shrublands at the foot of the Canyonlands and
Rimland units.
6. The Bolson, or Basin (153.1 square miles), is the lowland area on the west side of the range,
characterized by the presence of stabilized sand dunes.
Grazing is allowed in fourteen pastures, containing 271,000 acres. Thirteen of the pastures were
developed in the 1960s; another became available for grazing in 1981 (BLM, 1980).
In 1966, BLM established an auction system for grazing units on McGregor Range, unlike the priority
system that prevails for most public lands under the Taylor Gra=ing Act. Grazing was initiated in 1967.
Pastures were defined by historical utilization. By 1970, BLM had developed the present management
program, which allowed approximately 9 months of grazing each year, usually from October 1 to June 30.
In the event that one pasture is damaged by fire, a rested pasture may be put into service. In a typical year
prior to 1970, 4,500 cattle utilized the range and there had been about 40,000 animal units per month
(AUMs) of livestock grazing. Income from the bidding is retained by BLM for maintenance of, and
improvements to, the grazing lands of McGregor Range (BLM, 1980). Money collected from grazing
fees is placed in a fund to directly pay for the costs of running the program.
After expiration of the original withdrawal of 1957, the DoD and the DOI entered into an MOU in 1977
that allowed the Army to continue to use the land as they had since 1957. Subsequently, Congress
formally withdrew about 608,385 acres of public land for military use in 1986 under the MLWA. Under
terms of the withdrawal, grazing has continued to be permitted on a noninterference basis with military
missions. The areas that have been opened up to grazing have relatively low safety risk from prior
military operations (e.g., ordnance and explosive hazards and debris) that have been opened up to grazing.
This area corresponds generally with TAs 10 through 23.
As agreed to in the 1990 MOU (Appendix D), BLM continues to manage the grazing program and
determines livestock grazing levels. Grazing units are put up for public auction to the highest bidder
every year. There are 14 grazing units, shown in Figure 4.1-11, which currently support about 2,400
cattle. In 1996, about 28,900 AUMs were auctioned on 13 active units (of which 22,350 AUMs applied
to the 1996/1997 grazing season). Most grazing contracts run for 9 months, from October through June
of the following year. Sometimes contracts will run for 18 months or up to 42 months, depending on
rangeland conditions, allowing summer grazing. Table 4.1-3 summarizes the acreage and AUMs
currently under contract on McGregor Range.
Recently, auctioned AUMs have been valued from $11 up to $16.75 compared to the standard AUM fee
of $1.35 currently set for BLM lands administered under the Taylor Gra=ing Act (43 USC Section 315a-r;
43 CFR 4130.8-1) (Aguirre, 1997). The average grazing cost per AUM varies on public and private land.
The total cost per AUM includes nonfee costs that a rancher must invest in cattle
operations, and other fees. Other fees include lease rates (for private contracts), grazing fees, and permit
costs (for BLM contracts). A study conducted by NMSU on competitive pricing for McGregor Range
indicates that nonfee costs such as maintenance, improvements, water, lost animals, etc., are less for
ranchers on McGregor Range because some of these services are provided by BLM (for example, water).
Table 4.1-4 shows total nonfee costs on private and public leased rangeland, compared to McGregor
Range. Table 4.1-4 also shows that prices bid for AUMs on McGregor Range in the early 1990s were
comparable to fee costs on other lands.
However, recently, auctioned AUMs have been
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Unit No.
1
2
3
4
5
7
8
9
IO
11

12
13
14
15

4,480

Bid Price
perAUM
$11.00
$12.75
Not bid
$16.00

Nov 15,1995 through May 15, 1997

250 C or 358 Y

132

10,496
3,597
2,702
2,252
3,603
901
3,590
2,702
1,802

$12.20
$12.00
$11.50
$14.00
$15.25
$13.25
$14.IO
$14.75
$16.75

Oct 1, 1994 through March 31, 1998
Oct 1, 1995 throu~h March 31, 1997
Oct 10, 1996 through July IO, 1997
Oct 6, 1996 through July 6, 1997
Oct 2, 1996 through April 2, 1998
Oct 4, 1996 through July 4, 1997
Oct 4, 1995 through April 2, 1997
Oct 3, 1996 through April 3, 1998
Oct 1, 1996 through April I, 1998

250 C or 358 Y
200 C or286 Y
300 C or429 Y
250 C or 358 Y
200 C or286 Y
IOO C or 143 Y
200 C or286 Y
150 C or214 Y
IOO C or 143 Y

76
85
I03
48
90
80
100
80
130

AUMs

1,802
1,802

-

Contract Period

Oct 8, 1996 through July 8, 1997
Oct 8, 1996 through July 8, 1997

-

No. of Cattle

200 C or286 Y
200 C or286 Y

Acres per
Head (cattle)
155
125

-

-

C = cattle; Y = yearlings.
Source: BLM, 1996.

Table 4.1-4. Average Grazing Costs ($/Animal Unit Months) on Public and Private Leased Land
. New M ex1co
. an dMcG ret or Ra nt?:e
ID
Cost
Non-fee Costs 1
Fee Costs 2
Total Cost

Native Ramzeland
Private
ELM
12.80
16.16
6.88
4.90
19.68
21.06

McGregor Range
1990
1992
11.22
11.90
5.2lj
4.88j
16.43
16.78

l.

Includes ranchmg operation and mamtenance costs.
Includes leases rates, grazing fees, permit costs.
3
· Market driven at public auction: variable cost.
Source: Fowler, et al., 1994.
2
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valued from $11 up to $16.75, compared to the standard AUM fee of $1.35 and permit cost $4.90
currently set for BLM lands administered under the Taylor Grazing Act (43 USC Section 315a-r; 43 CFR
4130.8-1) (Aguirre, 1997). Fluctuations in bid prices over time indicate that the value of AUMs (lease
rates) on McGregor Range varies in an open market. External conditions, particularly low rainfall, have
been correlated to dramatic increases in what ranchers have been willing to pay for good grazing
conditions (Fowler et al., 1994). These increased prices have provided additional operating revenue for
BLM's services in recent years. The Army provides assistance in fire suppression under the terms of the
1990 MOU (BLM, 1990b), but does not financially support grazing activities on McGregor Range.
Money collected from grazing fees on McGregor Range continues to go into a fund to directly pay for the
costs of running the program. Eight of 14 units were bid with a total bid value of $186,077 .83. Payments
for 4 units on 18-month contracts and 1 unit on a 42-month contract contributed an additional
$111,0440.40 for total FY 97 collection of $297, 122.23 (Aguirre, 1996).
Grazing units on McGregor Range are valuable due to extensive range improvements, high-quality
forage, services provided to ranchers by BLM, and availability and delivery of Army-owned water
through an extensive pipeline system that was constructed and maintained by ranchers and BLM over
several generations. There are about $4.6 million of improvements in the form of water pipelines, holding
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tanks and troughs, corrals, wells, fences, and windmills (Christensen, 1996). The Anny has annual rights
to about 110,000 gpd of water from the Sacramento River and Carrisa Springs that is used for
preservation of fish and wildlife. Currently, both wildlife and cattle benefit from this water, delivered via
pipeline to watering tanks on McGregor Range. Additional infonnation on the water distribution and
supply system on McGregor Range is provided in Section 4. 7.
Tasks performed by BLM include repairs to water pipelines, corral and fence maintenance, evaluation of
rangeland condition, and assistance with moving cattle onto and off the range. Currently, a three-man
Range Management team performs these functions, spending about 80 percent of their time on Otero
Mesa and the Sacramento Mountains foothills grazing units. About 50 to 75 percent of this time is used
to check and repair water pipelines. A phased program to replace old pipeline has been intennittent and
dependent on funding. Congressional appropriation in the early 1990s allowed about half the links to be
replaced, resulting in reduced upkeep for new portions. Most of the waterlines on Otero Mesa have not
yet been replaced and still require considerable maintenance. These lines are checked for leaks and
damage about twice each week (usually Mondays and Fridays). The minimum amount of time needed to
check waterlines south of New Mexico Highway 506 is 6 to 8 hours. Two persons working
simultaneously can reduce the window needed to 3 to 4 hours. Additional time is required for repairs
(Christensen, 1997).
In addition to day-to-day maintenance, BLM assists ranchers with bringing cattle onto the range in
October, and taking them off in March or July (depending on the period of specific grazing contracts). It
takes between 1 and 7 days to move cattle onto or off of different grazing units (depending on size and
location of the unit and condition of the cattle). Cattle cannot be moved to and from all the grazing units
at the same time; therefore, it can take several days during these months to move cattle. Military
operations are generally coordinated between the Anny and BLM to allow ranchers to bring cattle onto
the range or take them off. Ranchers can usually perform these tasks without conflicting with current
military activities (Christensen, 1996). Several corrals are used for staging cattle during round-up times,
and for housing sick cattle. Under current management, many grazing contractors perform intermittent
caretaking of their cattle during most of their contract period. However, the amount of time individual
ranchers spend in tending cattle varies widely.

Under the bid/auction system, grazing units do not necessarily stay with the same rancher, as they do with
most BLM grazing allotments. In the last 5 years, most units had two or three different grazing
contractors, and three units had up to four different grazing contractors. Two units (units 4 and 5) were
used under contract by the same rancher, and these units were only available for 2 years, while unit 15 has
been held by the same rancher for 4 years. Also, because BLM provides water and maintenance services
that are not usually included in grazing contracts, grazing units on McGregor Range are operable for outof-state ranchers as well as local ranchers. Over 50 percent of the contracts were with ranchers in New
Mexico, about 25 percent with ranchers out of Texas, about 17 percent from Arizona, and the remainder
from Colorado and California. Currently, 10 grazing units are held by out-of-state grazing contractors,
mostly from west Texas. Three units are held by in-state grazing contractors, of which one is categorized
by the BLM as an Otero County ranch operator (Christensen, 1997).
Construction of the new tactical target complex on Otero Mesa will remove about 5,000 acres from
grazing in grazing units 9 and 13 (TAs 17 and 21 ). This area is less than 2 percent of the grazing land on
McGregor Range. Use of the target complex will restrict access to most of the area on Otero Mesa south
of New Mexico Highway 506 (within the safety buffer) for about 60 hours each week. In an MOU
recently signed by the USAF and BLM, several measures were identified that would reduce the potential
for disruption to grazing. The ACC agreed to move existing pipelines and stock tanks to outside the
safety buffer where necessary, coordinate range closing for range cleanup and cattle work, restrict
operations to meet BLM's maintenance requirements, provide 40 man-hours per week to support routine
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grazing management tasks, and to reimburse, replace, and repair BLM range improvements damaged as a
result of USAF activities on the range.
Livestock grazing in the 18,004 acres of Lincoln National Forest used by Fort Bliss is managed by the
USPS. Approximately 150 to 200 head of cattle graze in the co-use area. Military activities have not
affected grazing operations (Goodwin, 1998).
Wildlife and Habitat Management. BLM has responsibility for wildlife and habitat resources on public
lands. The primary objective is to ensure optimum populations and the natural abundance and diversity
of wildlife. This is accomplished through management plans and coordination with other agencies,
including Fort Bliss, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish (NMDGF). Plans and actions must also protect federal and state-listed and candidate threatened
and endangered species. Management plans consider the interactive effect of multiple-use resource
objectives to meet a balance in deciding management priorities. They also provide standard procedures
that protect wildlife. NMDGF has responsibility for game species and also manages hunting on McGregor
Range. Scheduled hunts are coordinated with Fort Bliss to minimize conflicts with military missions and
to ensure safety of hunters (see Recreation, below).
Recreation. McGregor Range offers a variety of settings that are suitable for an assortment of recreational
activities. Of interest are: ( 1) its relative remote and isolated quality, (2) special scenic and habitat
features in desert, grassland, and foothills vegetative regimes, (3) opportunities for hunting, and (4)
wilderness value.
The allocation of training land and ranges to recreational use (for example hunting) on Fort Bliss is
through ITAM in coordination with all applicable federal, state, host nation or other local laws and
regulations.
AR 210-21, Army Ranges and Training Land Program (1 May 97), prohibits the conduct of uncontrolled
or unscheduled outdoor recreation activities within the training complex. Further, outdoor recreational
activities in impact areas with ordnance and explosive hazards are prohibited.
Recreational use on McGregor Range is co-managed by BLM and the Army, and is allowed by the Army
on a noninterference basis with the military mission. Public access and use is controlled by the Army.
Members of the public must obtain annual access permits issued by the Army. These are available from
both the Army and the BLM. Between 1,000 and 1,700 permits are applied for and issued annually
(Bankston, 1997). Current permit holders include members of the Audubon Society, NMSU, Sierra Club,
ranchers, and members of the general public (Bankston, 1997).
Permit holders are responsible for complying with specific Army and BLM procedures for entry, use, and
exiting the range. When permits are issued, recipients are required to read these procedures, and to sign an
agreement of compliance. All recreational passes are issued by the USACASB Range Development and
Enforcement Office. To ensure safety and to avoid interference with military missions, the McGregor
Range Control must be contacted each time access is requested.
Public access is only permitted in areas that are considered safe and compatible with current and past
military activity (Figure 3.2-3). On a weekly basis, the Range Scheduling Office issues a roster of areas
that are available for nonmilitary use. Public access to TAs 29, 30, 31, and 32 is never permitted due to
potential hazards from ordnance and explosives and debris in active impact areas.
Recreational opportunities on McGregor Range are mostly classified as semiprimitive, motorized (SPM)
by BLM, indicating the range's potential for isolation and opportunities for interacting with the natural
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environment. Areas close to New Mexico Highway 506 are classified as roaded-natural (RN). Both SPM
and RN opportunities exist in abundance, with similar ecological settings on BLM and USPS lands
surrounding the range. An area of 6,812 acres within Culp Canyon WSA is classified as semiprimitive,
nonmotorized (SPNM) offering opportunities for isolation from the sights and sounds of human activities.
The primary recreational uses of McGregor Range are hunting, hiking, and observing nature. For the
12-month period from January 1 through December 31, 1997, logs indicate that 330 persons requested
access for recreational use on McGregor Range. Visitors often requested access into more than one
training area on McGregor Range during the same visit. Based on areas requested, the average
recreational use of any training area was 14 occasions in 1997. The most frequently requested area was
TA 8 (30 occasions). The two small depressions near McGregor Range Camp were used 20 times. These
locations in the south part of the range are easily accessible from El Paso and have good opportunities for
game-bird hunting. Requests for use of training areas north of New Mexico Highway 506, including TA
33 within Lincoln National Forest, and Culp Canyon WSA in TA 12, ranged from 20 to 28 times in 1997.
Less accessible areas on Otero Mesa tended to have fewer requests (about 9 to 10 occurrences), probably
due to lack of game-bird hunting opportunities and because they are not as accessible due to longer
driving times from population centers.
Both licensed antelope and deer hunts are conducted annually on McGregor Range. These hunts are
managed by NMDGF consistent with federal laws and Army regulations. Hunting schedules are
coordinated with the Army well in advance to ensure that they can occur without conflict with military
m1ss1ons. Since this coordination has occurred, no hunts have been canceled due to military uses.
Scheduled hunts occur from late September through early November.

-

Otero Mesa has antelope herds of trophy quality, and antelope hunts are restricted to muzzle-loading
guns. A portion of McGregor Range corresponding to BLM's grazing areas on Otero Mesa, south of
New Mexico Highway 506, is part of Antelope Management Unit 29 ofNMDGF. Unit 29 extends to the
east of McGregor Range and is comprised of about 536,000 acres, of which the McGregor portion is
about 111,000 acres.
The number of licenses issued for both antelope and deer hunts is based on herd size. Currently, 95
licenses are being issued annually for the Unit 29 antelope hunt in September, of which 20 are assigned to
the McGregor Range portion of the unit. Current numbers of licenses are typical ofrecent years, although
prior to the drought that has persisted through the mid-1990s, antelope herds were larger and about 195
licenses were typical (Madsen, 1997).

-

Similarly, deer hunting on McGregor Range is part of Big Grune Management Unit 28. In 1997, 50
licenses were issued for public deer hunting in Unit 28 north of New Mexico Highway 506 (including
portions of the range within Lincoln National Forest), and 20 licenses were issued for DoD personnel
only, to use in areas along the Otero Mesa escarpment south of New Mexico Highway 506. The number
of entry permits/licenses available to the public and military users varies annually and is based on herd
size and are issued through a drawing of names of all permit applicants. Deer hunts are usually held in
early November. Camping occurs during some scheduled hunts. At other times, requests to camp are
approved by Range Control and the Security and Safety officer for McGregor Range similar to all other
recreational access requests. Camping is restricted to a few sites north of New Mexico Highway 506 and
on Otero Mesa.
During hunting seasons, access by about 10 persons may be recorded each week. At other times, official
access to the range for public recreation is infrequent (Grossenheim, 1997). Occasionally, individuals or
groups with a particular interest in observing nature or hiking will recreate on Otero Mesa or in the
foothill areas. Vehicular use is restricted to roadways and established trails on McGregor Range.
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Figure 4.1-7 depicts hunting areas on McGregor Range. There is no public hunting in the Tularosa Basin
area because of ordnance and explosive hazards. TAs 24-28 are open to hunting by DoD personnel only,
due to safety concerns about possible explosive hazards.

Special Management Areas. The McGregor Black Grama Grassland ACEC is comprised of four
separate stands of black grama grasses located along the Otero Mesa escarpment and New Mexico
Highway 506. ACECs are areas where special management attention is needed to protect, and prevent
irreparable damage to important cultural or natural resources, or to protect human life from natural
hazards. The McGregor Black Grama Grassland ACEC is managed to protect valuable biological
resources and to study the ecology of undisturbed grassland. The location of these areas is shown in
Figure 3.1-1. The ACEC is within SDZs for missile firings and underlies restricted airspace used for
aircraft operations. These areas are fenced to prevent cattle from grazing in the ACEC. The public are
allowed access to the ACEC under the same restrictions and regulations as other publicly accessible parts
of McGregor Range. Military training is not allowed in the ACEC. The ACEC is maintained and
managed jointly through cooperative agreements between the Army, BLM, and NMSU .

--

---

--

Culp Canyon WSA, comprised of 10,937 acres, is located north of New Mexico Highway 506 within the
McGregor Range, and south of the Lincoln National Forest boundary. The area is valued for its
outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive, unconfined recreation such as hiking, hunting,
horseback riding, and backpacking. Due to a high deer population, the area provides good hunting. The
area has several cultural resource sites and habitat for state-listed plant species, state-listed animal species,
and one federally listed endangered animal species (see Section 4.8).

--

The WSA is managed under the BLM's Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review (BLM, 1979) to prevent impairment of wilderness value. In the New Mexico
Wilderness Study Report (BLM, 1988a), BLM did not recommend Culp Canyon WSA for wilderness
status. Occasionally, low-impact ground troop training and low-level helicopter training missions use
NOE routes over the east part of Culp Canyon (BLM, 1988a). The area is also used as a SDZ for several
types of missile firings.

-

Cultural Resources. BLM is responsible for managing cultural resources throughout the range in a
manner that protects and provides for proper use of these resources. The public has access to a wide
variety of cultural resources throughout the co-use portions of McGregor Range. However, low public
use of the range has provided a beneficial level of protection to potentially sensitive resources. The
Escondido Pueblo was proposed to be fenced in the McGregor RMPA to exclude livestock and other
surface-disturbing activities. Also, by limiting use of motorized vehicles to established roads and trails,
potential damage to cultural resources is reduced.

--

Castner Range. Castner Range is a fonner firing range, comprised of 7,040 acres of mostly mountainous
terrain. It is located in El Paso County about 4 miles northwest of the main cantonment as shown in
Figure 3.1-1. Castner Range is surrounded by the Franklin Mountain State Park on the west, northwest,
and southwest, and incorporated land in the City of El Paso to the southeast, east and north.
U.S. Highway 54 (Patriot Freeway) borders Castner Range on the east. Trans Mountain Road, an
important link between east and west El Paso, passes through Castner Range. The range has not been
used for military training since 1966. In 1971, Castner Range was declared excess to Anny needs, but
due to ordnance and explosive hazards, Fort Bliss has not disposed of the property.
Currently, the range is heavily trespassed for recreational use by the public. The boundaries are well
posted with warning signs in both English and Spanish warning of the dangers of ordnance and explosive
hazards. In addition, the boundaries are patrolled by the military. Trespassing is a result of the
attractiveness for hiking and exploring for nearby residents in El Paso, and access is provided to canyon
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trails from unofficial pulloffs on Trans Mountain Road. Early funding was used to clear the ordnance and
explosive hazards from the most heavily used and accessible areas; however, the entire range has since
been characterized hazardous and additional money has been authorized by Congress to further the study
of the amount of cleanup required. Fort Bliss is in the process of designing a cleanup plan. This study is
expected to be complete by summer 1998. No money for cleanup is presently available. The degree of
cleanup (and resulting cost) is based on projected land use. For example, surface cleanup is sufficient for
uses requiring no earth disturbing activity from construction, such as dispersed outdoor recreation.
However, subsurface cleanup is required when construction would result. A current Master Plan for
Franklin Mountains State Park conceptually incorporates Castner Range into the Park for recreational use.
However, no decision has been made on possible future uses and disposal scenarios (Blough, 1997).
Castner Recreation Area, a noncontiguous 70-acre parcel located between Castner Range and Milagro
Hills subdivision, is an inactive Army recreation area, 14 acres of which are leased to the Girl Scouts.
Although originally part of Castner Range, it has no ordnance and explosive hazards, and could be used
for a variety of uses. It is unauthorized for military use because of its proximity to residential areas.
4.1.2.2

Surrounding Areas

Jurisdiction and Management. Lands surrounding Fort Bliss comprise a mosaic of private, city, state,
and federal ownership, and are used to meet a variety of purposes. The federal agencies administering
adjacent lands include the BLM, DoD, and USFS. Both Texas and New Mexico own adjacent lands
managed by their respective State Land Offices.

-

Figure 4.1-12 shows that within the surrounding region are a number of areas that are designated and
managed for their special resource value. The National Park Service (NPS) manages White Sands
National Monument located 25 miles north of Fort Bliss. The park is surrounded by WSMR on three
sides, and coordinates with the Army regarding a variety of military activities. Guadalupe National Park
is located in Texas along the border with New Mexico, about 75 miles from Fort Bliss. The Capitan and
White Mountain Wilderness Areas lie 90 and 55 miles, respectively, to the north of McGregor Range, and
are administered by the USFS. The Jornada Experimental Range of the Department of Agriculture and
San Andres National Wildlife Refuge of the USFWS are adjacent to WSMR, about 15 miles northwest of
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. The Solar Observatory Experimental Area and Apache Point
Observatory are located about 10 miles north of McGregor Range, in the Sacramento Mountains.
Figure 4.1-12 shows the location of these special areas. These areas are generally managed to restrict
incompatible uses, and therefore influence existing and potential land use.
The following paragraphs provide a brief description of federal, state, and local entities with
responsibility or jurisdiction over land areas adjacent to Fort Bliss Federal agencies administering
surrounding lands and working cooperatively with Fort Bliss include the DoD, BLM, and USFS.

-

DoD facilities include HAFB and WSMR. WSMR adjoins the northern boundary of Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas and consists of 1.8 million acres of perpetually withdrawn land under PLO 833. Its
primary mission is to support a range oftest and evaluation programs by the U.S. Government, as well as
allied governments and private industry. Fort Bliss and WSMR cooperatively share land area to expand
their capabilities to support specific missions. HAFB is located further north, near Alamogordo, in Otero
County, New Mexico.
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The BLM public domain lands surrounding Fort Bliss are administered by the BLM Las Cruces Field
Office. BLM public lands are managed for multiple use and sustained yield under FLPMA. RMPs are
the framework for management actions.
USPS properties are administered by the Lincoln National Forest, an administrative unit of the
Southwestern Region of the Forest Service. These federal administrative units are also guided by
long-range land use plans, encompassing a variety of complex land use issues. The Sacramento District is
immediately located north of (and partially within) McGregor Range. Dominant land use on federal lands
iimnediately surrounding Fort Bliss includes grazing, developed and dispersed recreation, protection of
sensitive resources, mineral development, tree harvesting, and fuel wood gathering.
State Lands. Currently, neither New Mexico nor Texas has a statewide land use plan or policy.
However, numerous policies, laws, and regulations of each state influence activities on both state lands
and Fort Bliss in a variety of ways. These include but are not limited to, compliance with laws associated
with natural resources, environmental documentation, wetlands, threatened and endangered species, air
and water quality, wildlife management, transportation, social, and economic issues.
Several state agencies influence how land may be managed, developed or used, either directly, through
regulations and management plans, or indirectly, through policy and strategic plans and advisory
committees. These agencies include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the New Mexico and Texas State Land Offices;
the New Mexico State Game and Fish Coimnission;
the New Mexico Economic Development District;
the West Texas Council of Governments, New Mexico Environmental Department;
the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission (NMWQCC);
the New Mexico Department of Grune and Fish;
the New Mexico Department of Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources (NMDEMNR);
the New Mexico Economic Development District;
the Texas Water Commission;
the Texas Natural Resources Conservation Committee (TNRCC);
the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD); and
the West Texas Council of Governments.

Most of the surrounding State Trust lands are leased for grazing. There are some mineral, and oil and gas
leases for exploration and production in the region. Revenues from leases of State Trust lands support
education in both states, and generally the land is leased for its highest and best use. The Texas State
Land Office manages the Loop 375 ROW through the training areas.
County Governments. Local governments within the region also influence and control land use and
development to varying degrees. El Paso County borders the south and east boundaries of the South
Training Areas. El Paso County currently has no comprehensive land use plan. Development is
controlled through a building permit review process to ensure that lot sizes can accommodate required onsite wastewater storage and treatment for the structure(s) proposed.
The County Plans of Dofia Ana and Otero counties are primarily goal statements and policy documents
used to guide the future growth and development in a manner consistent with the respective communities'
goals; including the physical, social, and economic environment. Major categories considered in the
Dona Ana County Plan (Dofia Ana County, 1994) include overall land use and zoning, agriculture, parks,
recreation and open space, water resources, population and housing, and transportation. Specific plans for
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these major categories are called for in the future, consistent with the general framework of the county
plans. Coordination with city, state, and federal agencies is emphasized, recognizing the strong
interrelationship each county has with these entities. Plans consider the character of the county and the
suitability of areas within the county for particular uses and are expected to promote the health, safety,
and welfare of county residents.
Dofia Ana County has experienced rapid growth (about 40 percent population increase between 1980 and
1990) particularly near Las Cruces and the border areas of Santa Teresa and Sunland Park. Future growth
issues include water availability and wastewater treatment.
Over 65 percent of the land in Otero County is owned by the federal government and an additional
10 percent is in the Mescalero Apache Reservation (Bureau of Business and Economic Research [BBER],
1994). In 1993, Otero County adopted an Interim Land Use Policy Plan (Otero County, n.d.), and is now
developing a Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The primary goal of the plan is to guide the use of public
(federal) lands and resources in the county and to protect the rights of private land-owners. Several
reports and draft portions of the comprehensive plan identify areas of historic and customary use of value
to county residents. These include use of water, agriculture, livestock grazing, timber and wood
production, mineral production, cultural resources, recreation, hunting, federal and military activities,
transportation and access, wilderness, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species. Specific to
McGregor Range, the county supports multiple use of federal lands, maximizing livestock production,
maintaining access along New Mexico Highway 506, and recreational use for hunting, hiking, and
observing nature. Mineral and geothermal resources are available for public exploration or extraction
under the RMP A at the discretion of the Army (PL 99-606). No timber resources except fuel wood are
present on McGregor Range. The county has also adopted Ordinance 93-04, based on NEPA, regarding
desired county involvement in the federal NEPA process.
Otero County is updating its 1974 comprehensive land use plan for nonfederal lands. It is anticipated that
this plan could include elements of performance zoning. It will also adopt the procedural elements of the
revised State subdivision regulations, and include an appendix with specific subdivision standards based
on water and terrain.

--

--

-·

--

-·
-

Each county controls development through review of individual building permit applications and through
subdivision regulations. Permits are approved if soil conditions and lot size accommodate septic system
requirements for the proposed structure and use. Subdivision regulations generally require new areas of
development to provide access and integration of new roadways with the existing network. They also
regulate lot size, density, and utility infrastructure to ensure development meets minimum standards for
public health and safety.
Municipalities. The City of El Paso shares a boundary with the main cantonment and South Training
Areas. The city has jurisdiction for planning and zoning of incorporated areas. A comprehensive plan,
The Plan for El Paso, was developed in 1988 (El Paso, 1988). The current zoning ordinance implements
this plan. No incorporated municipalities border the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas or
McGregor Range in New Mexico.

-

Other cities within the region that are indirectly influenced by Fort Bliss activities include Las Cruces in
Dofia Ana County and Alamogordo in Otero County. Both these cities use a zoning process to control
land use and development.

-

Private Land. Several private ranches and residents are located adjacent to Fort Bliss. Pockets of
private land, particularly west of Fort Bliss, are being developed for residential use. Private lands
surrounding Fort Bliss are generally used for ranching, land investment, or residential development. Key
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areas for future development are the unincorporated community of Chaparral south of Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas and west of McGregor Range, subdivisions on the west side of Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas, and areas south and east of the South Training Areas.
Existing Land Uses in Surrounding Areas. The following sections summarize existing land use and
zoning (where applicable), land use plans and controls, special management areas, and land use
compatibility for areas surrounding the range complex of Fort Bliss. Figure 4.1-13 illustrates special use
areas closer to Fort Bliss than those shown by Figure 4.1-12.
Areas Surrounding South Training Areas. The South Training Areas are bounded by Fort Bliss to the
north (McGregor Range) and southwest (Biggs AAF), and by El Paso County to the east, west and
southeast (Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-13 ). The City of El Paso borders a small portion along the south.
Areas within El Paso County are largely undeveloped, but new residential subdivisions are starting to be
built near the El Paso city limits. The area south of Montana A venue eastward to the county boundary is
projected to experience residential expansion and infill development in the future. This area is also likely
to experience commercial and industrial development along the major arteries. The area of land that the
city recently acquired from the Army around the intersection of Loop 375 and Montana Avenue will
provide opportunities for future development.
Hueco Tanks State Park is located in El Paso County just south of TAs 24 and 25. The park is notable for
its extensive pictographs and is popular for hiking and rock climbing. About 75,000 visitors come to the
park annually.

-

Areas Surrounding Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Generalized land ownership and
important special use areas surrounding Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas are shown on
Figure 4.1-14. The adjacent land is within the Mimbres Resource Area (RA), managed by BLM,
Las Cruces Field Office. Pockets of adjacent land are also in state and private ownership. The Organ
Mountains, located immediately west of Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, contain two BLMdeveloped recreation sites: Aguirre Spring Campground (with 57 campsites) and Dripping Springs
Natural Area. The Dripping Springs Natural Area, formerly the operations center for a working cattle
ranch, is described as a unique attraction for visitors. A visitor center has been developed in the old ranch
house. Several developed hiking trails originate at the visitor center and include Baylor Pass Trail
(6 miles), Pine Tree Trail (4 miles), Dripping Springs Natural Area Trail (1.5 miles), La Cueva Trail
(1 mile), and Crawford Trail (2 miles). An estimate of total annual visitor days for the Organ Mountains
is over 200,000 visits.
The proposed Organ Mountains National Conservation Area (NCA) would border the west boundary of
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Within the proposed NCA are the Organ Mountain, Organ
Needles, and Pena Blanca WSAs being managed under the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines
for Lands Under Wilderness Review (BLM, 1979) until Congress determines its wilderness status.
Overlapping the Organ Mountain WSA and extending to the southeast is the Organ Mountains Scenic
ACEC. This ACEC borders the northwest boundary of Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
However, this ACEC is visually separated from the firing ranges and off-road training areas of Fort Bliss,
by the intervening Organ Peaks, many of which are on the installation. Several areas have been
administratively grouped into the Organ/Franklin mountains ACEC for their biological, scenic, cultural,
special status species, and riparian resource value.
The BLM is pursuing increased vehicular access to the Organ Mountains to the south of Soledad
Canyon, allowing for increased public recreational use. A proposed trail linking the NCA to the Franklin
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Mountains State Park would pass outside the southwest comer of Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas. Overall planning for BLM land in the Organ Mountains was developed in a BLM coordinated
RMP in 1989.
The BLM has been consolidating land through disposal and acquisition, primarily through exchanges.
Land is also made available for municipal uses under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act. About
9,000 acres of state and private land within the proposed Organ Mountains NCA have been acquired
through exchanges. Large blocks of land within the proposed Organ Mountains NCA, and to the south
of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas have been identified for disposal. It is likely that growth of
surrounding communities will generate demand and requests for disposal action.
Table 4.1-5 summarizes grazing allocations in areas surrounding Fort Bliss training areas. There are six
grazing allotments held by five different ranchers bordering Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Currently, there are 669 head of cattle permitted on the combined acreage of 107,450 (which includes
state and private holdings) in these allotments. Trespass of cattle onto Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas, primarily in Fillmore and Soledad canyons, is an ongoing concern. It is difficult to prevent cattle
from straying onto the range, particularly where grazing conditions are good. Even though the boundary
is fenced in Soledad Canyon, cattle find their way around the fence or through openings. Removing cattle
has been the task of Fort Bliss personnel, who are exposed to potential safety hazards from past Anny
activities in this area.

].

--

24,100 3
9,560
2,650-

-

3,950
1,500
2,400

Actual numbers can vary from year-to-year depending on grazmg cond1ttons
· Based on estimated 5 head per acre for Doiia Ana and Otero colUlties, compared to state average of 11 head per acre. Also.
assume grazing on all State Trust lands.
3
· Includes total permitted cattle for Sierra and Otero colUlties.
4
· Assume cattle on part of Sacramento Allottnent within McGregor Range is proportionate to total number permitted in
Sacramento allotment.
Source: BLM, 1996: Thornhill. 1998; Newman. 1998.
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Adjacent and nearby, privately owned land within the proposed NCA includes three mines in the Organ
Mountains (which are not currently active), Talavera and Z-Ranch subdivisions in the Soledad Canyon
area, and Lords Ranch subdivision. The Soledad Canyon area has large residential lots and development
is steady. The area has about 200 homes. Lords Ranch has experienced rapid growth and now has about 50
homes. Future development will depend on acquisition of additional water rights by developers (Price, 1997).
To the south ofDofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, the community of Chaparral straddles Dofia Ana
and Otero counties (Vallejos, 1997). Because the land in this area is relatively inexpensive, steady
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growth (at about 3 to 4 percent per year) is projected for the future. It is likely that growth will result in
demands for additional services, and that independent wastewater treatment services will become
economical. At that point, residential lot sizes could decrease and infill development could increase
intensity ofresidential development bordering Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas to the south (Price,
1997). BLM lands to the west of Chaparral could also become available for development through disposal
transactions (Hargrove, 1997), potentially expanding residential development.
Development in Dofia Ana County is controlled through a review process, which includes public
notifications and hearings. The county is in the process of preparing a comprehensive land use plan that
will implement a performance zoning system, setting standards for lot size, wastewater treatment, and
adequate water supply. Areas within the extra territorial zone (within 5 miles of the city limits of
Las Cruces) are zoned, designating criteria such as permitted use, lot size, set-backs, and density.
Areas Surrounding McGregor Range. Figure 4.1-12 and 4.1-13 also illustrated the generalized land
status and important special use areas in the vicinity of McGregor Range. The BLM and USFS manage
most of the lands surrounding McGregor Range. This part of Fort Bliss falls within the BLM Caballo
(fonnerly White Sands) RA. The lands are predominantly used for livestock grazing along with mining,
forestry, and recreation. These uses are generally compatible with military uses.
Areas to the west of U.S. Highway 54 are popular for ORV and motorcycle use. The Jarilla Mountains
contain an historic mining area that is valued for its cultural attributes and recreational use for sightseeing,
hiking, prospecting and rock hounding. To the east of McGregor Range, the land is predominantly used
for grazing.
Grazing is the dominant land use throughout the area. Ranches generally consist of combinations of
private, state, and federal lands. BLM and USFS set grazing levels in accordance with management plans
to meet multiple-resource sustainable yield objectives. BLM manages most of the grazing lands in Otero
County. Grazing costs are currently set at the base fee of $1.35 per AUM under the Taylor Gra=ing Act
(43 CFR Part 4130.8).
Table 4.1-5 summarizes permitted numbers of cattle on federal and state lands. In 1996/1997, a total of
about 20,060 head of cattle grazed on 2,112,000 acres in Otero County, of which 9,560 head were
permitted on about 930,600 acres of BLM-administered land. An additional 5,450 cattle on 573,000 acres
were on USFS land in Otero County. An estimated 2,650 head grazed on State Trust land. Additional
cattle graze on private land throughout the county. Private property accounted for less than 20 percent of
the county land area. Assuming the same proportion of private land is used for grazing as federal land and at
equivalent grazing levels, there would be an additional 4,000 head of cattle on private land in Otero County.
Recent decisions on Amendments to Forest Plans for Arizona and New Mexico have changed standards
and guidelines for threatened and endangered species. These have resulted in changes in grazing levels in
some areas. The USFS is in the process of evaluating the effects of these changes on grazing in Lincoln
National Forest (Hannon, 1997). Since the mid-1990s, below average rainfall has resulted in many areas
being grazed at lower than permitted levels.
In recent years, financial viability of livestock operations in the region has been affected by a series of
impacts including drought, reductions in beef prices, reduced availability of public lands for grazing due
to environmental concerns, increased administrative and regulatory requirements of land managers, and
grazing allotment reductions. Cumulatively, this has had the greatest impact on ranches with large debt
loads. In addition, the Farm Services Administration is considering a reduction in its guarantee to lending
institutions from 90 to 60 percent, further affecting the ability of ranchers to renew loans or to find new
lenders (Thal, 1997 a, 1997b).
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An analysis of grazing data for Otero County indicated that a large proportion of small ranching

operations (generally less than 100 head of cattle) operate at below break-even point than larger ranching
operations, indicating the marginality of small-scale operations (Thal, l 997a, 1997b).
Some oil and gas potential exists in Otero County. These reserves may become more economically viable
for production, depending on market conditions. Other mineral activity, such as precious metals,
particularly in the Jarilla Mountain area, also has low production potential at this time. Some oil and gas
leases for exploration on State Trust lands between McGregor Range and the Guadalupe Mountains have
been let in recent years. Recent discovery of commercial quantities of gas from a well to the east of
McGregor Range has initiated interest in exploration. As much as 30,000 acres of public land have
recently been nominated for exploration in this area (Sanders, 1998).
The Caballo RA identifies large blocks of land for disposal or exchange. Areas to the north, close to
Alamogordo would be suitable for future municipal expansion (BLM, 1986a). Other areas to the
northeast and east of McGregor Range have also been identified for disposal or exchange.
Both dispersed and developed recreation opportunities are available on BLM and USFS lands adjacent to
Fort Bliss. Dispersed recreation occurring over large areas and independent of developed facilities
include hunting, hiking, off-highway driving, sightseeing, camping, picnicking, nature study, viewing of
historic and prehistoric artifacts, and a variety of other recreational activities. Hunters come to the region
from the states of New Mexico, Texas, as well as other states (BLM, 1993; BLM, 1986a; and USFS,
1986). State lands that are suitable for recreation are often designated as parks. Oliver Lee State Park,
located about 2 to 3 miles to the north of McGregor Range, on the west edge of the Sacramento
Mountains, is a popular recreation site with camping, hiking, and interesting historic features. This park is
easily accessible by residents of Alamogordo, New Mexico. Areas to the west of U.S. Highway 54 are
popular for ORV and motorcycle use. The Jarilla Mountains contain a historic mining area that is valued
for its cultural attributes and recreational use such as sightseeing, hiking, prospecting, and rock hounding.
Surrounding State Trust lands have similar uses as federal lands, with less access for recreation.
The BLM has recently designated several ACECs in Otero County. To the north, the Three Rivers
Petroglyphs site has unique cultural resources and the Sacramento Escarpment ACEC has exceptional
scenic value. To the east, Cornudas Mountain, Wind Mountain, and Alamo Mountain ACECs all have
cultural, scenic, and recreational value and Alkali Lakes has value for particular species of flora.
About 50 to 70 miles to the east of McGregor Range is a clustering of special management areas with
recreational value due to their scenery, naturalness, or unique geologic features. This area includes
Brokeoff WSA, which is not recommended for wilderness designation (BLM, 1988a), Guadalupe
Escarpment WSA, Lonesome Ridge WSA, Mudgetts WSA, Carlsbad Caverns National Park and
Wilderness Area, and Guadalupe National Park and Wilderness Area.
Adjacent and nearby unincorporated areas include Timberon and Oro Grande in Otero County, and
Chaparral in Dofia Ana County. The community of Timberon partially underlies restricted airspace
R-5103B. There are about 5,200 property owners in this area, with about 350 permanent residents, and an
additional 200 summer residents. Located in the Sacramento Mountains foothills, it is a growing vacation
and retirement destination (Roberts, 1996).
Several ranchers have homesteads on small private holdings to the east and west of McGregor Range.
These parcels are generally located at a water source. Ranchers primarily use leased federal and state
lands for cattle grazing.

4.1-42

---

-

--

----

-

-

----

---

---

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Areas Surrounding Castner Range. Castner Range is surrounded to the north, west, and southwest by
Franklin Mountains State Park, managed by TPWD. A Master Plan for the park focuses on goals to
protect its outstanding ecological, geological, scenic and cultural features, and to promote recreational and
educational uses. Trans-Mountain Highway traverses the park, providing scenic overlooks, and
recreational access. Several developed recreational sites are planned for the park. The legislation under
which the park was designated provided for inclusion of any portions of Castner Range that DoD might
convey, contingent upon appropriate levels of cleanup prior to conveyance.
To the south of Castner Range, the land is primarily undeveloped (near the mountains) or residential (see
Figure 4.1-2). Sunrise Acres subdivision is adjacent to Castner Range. U.S. Highway 54 borders the
range to the east with some commercial and light industrial use along the frontage roadway. East of
U.S. Highway 54 and south of Loop 375 is primarily residential with light c01mnercial use, and a
community college. To the north of Loop 375 is new residential developments with interspersed
community commercial uses. North Hills subdivision borders Castner Range to the northeast. Little
other residential development has begun north of U.S. Highway 54, but some low density development is
projected in the future.
An area of approximately 5 acres located on land owned by the EPWU Public Service Board has been

identified as a Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS). This site known as the North Hills Reservoir FUDS
is an area containing fragments of exploded ordnance on property not under the care of the military. The
site investigation and cleanup began in the Spring of 1998.
4.1.2.3

-

Land Use Compatibility

South Training Areas. Dust generation from tracked vehicle operations has been a concern for residents
in adjacent areas in El Paso County. Because of the potential for dust to obscure visibility of drivers on
Loop 375, tracked vehicle underpasses were paved. This problem is likely to be most acute during dry,
windy periods and when maneuvering is conducted close to housing.
Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas. War Highway 11 is closed for MLRS from firing groups in
TAs 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 that impact in designated impact areas due to safety hazards. This occurs about 20
times each year for a few hours. Previously, Range 41 was used for training in demolition of ordnance
and explosive hazards. This function has been moved to Range 23 of Meyer Range on McGregor Range
due to noise complaints from residents located off-post about 1 mile to the west. Trespassing by
recreationists into the Organ Mountains is an ongoing concern for Fort Bliss and incompatible with
hazardous conditions and activities in impact areas and SDZs. The safety risks from ordnance and
explosive hazards within safety buffers of active and historic impact areas are relatively low at high
elevations, but nonetheless exist. Greater risks are possible if trespassers descend into more hazardous
impact areas at lower elevations on the east side of the mountains. Although the most likely access points
in Soledad Canyon are fenced or posted, persons and cattle can pass onto the installation at unfenced
locations, or pass through broken portions of fence. Retrieving cattle out of hazardous areas poses risks
for Fort Bliss personnel.
McGregor Range. PL 99-606 and PL 106-65 allow the Army to exclude nonmilitary uses that may be
incompatible with its mission. The Army has not permitted nomnilitary activities in current and historic
impact areas in the Tularosa Basin due to safety concerns. The area identified for grazing in the
McGregor Range RMPA and MOU (BLM, 1990a,b) is not used as a ground impact area (with the
exception of a small area around the Class C Bombing Range in TA 11 ). Its periodic use as a SDZ during
missile firings, for ground troop maneuvers and for FTX missions, does not generate hazardous debris.
Consequently, public access for recreation and ranching has been compatible when these areas are not
being used for military operations.
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Current activities on McGregor Range are generally compatible with surrounding land uses, which are
predominantly grazing. Use of R-5103, primarily by aircraft using the Class C Bombing Range,
contributes to average noise levels between about Lc1n 54 and 57 dB. These levels are compatible with
dispersed residential areas on the south side of Timberon in the Sacramento Mountains. Isolated
structures are avoided by a minimum of 500 feet, and community areas by a minimum vertical distance of
1,000 feet within a 2,000-foot radius or more from the aircraft, (in accordance with Air Force Instruction
11-202). Rural residents in the area have not identified noise from explosive sources as an issue. Culp
Canyon WSA also underlies R-5103 and is exposed to overflights.
Safety risks occasionally preclude use of New Mexico Highway 506 (and occasionally U.S. Highway 54)
during HIMAD missile firings. Closure interrupts access to residential communities in the Sacramento
Mountains and to ranches on the east side of McGregor Range. All locations have alternative access, but
they may not be the most direct routes. While this may be inconvenient, current uses have continued, and
in some areas developed, under these constraints. Because all locations have alternative access routes,
many residents in the area rely on different routes even if they are not the most direct (Roberts, 1996).
Emergency services to these areas are provided from Cloudcroft, or by airlift, and therefore do not rely on
New Mexico Highway 506.
4.1.3

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Aesthetics and visual resources include the natural and man-made physical features that give a particular
landscape its character and value. Features that contribute to the overall impression a viewer receives of
an area include landfonn, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and man-made (cultural)
modifications (BLM, 1986b).
Fort Bliss is located in arid high plains of western Texas and southern New Mexico. The visual ROI of
Fort Bliss is divided into two major settings. The first is the main cantonment within urban/suburban
areas of the City of El Paso and its newly developing peripheral communities. The second is the
extensive open training areas that are visible from Fort Bliss property or locations that have unobstructed
views of Fort Bliss. The training complex is surrounded by mostly undeveloped areas in western Texas
and south central New Mexico. The following section describes the visual environment for these two
areas, including overall appearance and elements, management goals and guidelines, and visual resource
value.
4.1.3.1

Main Cantonment and Surrounding Areas

Fort Bliss developed over time, in response to evolving mission requirements and on-post population. As
a result, it is a composite of open areas that are undeveloped or used for training, and developed areas
with differing visual characteristics and qualities.
Fort Bliss developed an Installation Design Guide (IDG) (Anny, n.d.(a)) for the cantonment area as part
of the master planning process (AR 210-20). Recognizing the importance of appearance and functioning
of the built environment, the IDG is a guide to physical development of the cantonment area. The IDG
guidance provides that design of new buildings or renovation to existing buildings in or adjacent to
historically significant areas should be completed in compliance with the NHPA, Section 106. It provides
standards for both site development and architectural treatment of buildings. The IDG classifies areas in
the main cantonment into six visual districts; Administrative and Community Support (ACS); Residential
(RES); Troop Housing (TRH); Training, Operations and Maintenance (TOM); Biggs Community Support
(BCS) and WBAMC.
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Figure 4.1-15 illustrates the primary visual districts within the main cantomnent during the 1980s.
Districts are divided into subtypes that have functional and visual similarities that require specific
thematic treatment. Three themes have been used to define the visual character of the post: mission,
history, and regional context. Visual images have been defined for each district (and subdistrict)
considering the relevant importance of the visual themes. Design emphasis is on visual appearance of the
exterior, to promote attractive, organized surroundings that contribute to good morale and efficiency.
Design guidelines describe and illustrate appropriate building context and architectural character.
Building context addresses site layout, relationship between buildings, orientation, outdoor spaces (such
as plazas and courtyards), access and walkways, and landscaping. Architectural character focuses on
building form, materials and color, fenestration, entrances, details for material connections, signage, and
treatment of renovations and additions.

-

Currently, the majority of the Main Post is visually dominated by large open training areas covered with
rock blankets, with peripheral clusters of functional one- and two-story buildings. These areas are
industrial and utilitarian in function, appearance, and character. The built-up areas have a variety of uses,
refle:cted in a range of visual character. Some of the most visually interesting areas are found in the older
"historic" parts of the post. The historic district in the south part of the Main Post, includes the Parade
Ground and old homes on either side of Sheridan and Pershing Roads; and old classrooms, barracks and
stablles (now used mostly for administrative functions) between Sheridan and Taylor roads, to the west of
Pleasanton Road. This area still houses senior officers and is the center of administrative activity on post.
The curve of the streets, brickwork, and shaded arcades are contributing elements to the gracious
character of this part of the Main Post. Other areas of the main cantonment have historic value and
distinguishing character, such as the red brick housing on Main Post (1400 Area) to the north of the
Parade Ground, industrial facilities along the railroad (1300 Area), and the old Warehouses (700 and 800
Areas) along the railroad tracks between F arrest and Baldwin roads. Many of the original Anny facilities
to the east of the new WBAMC (with building numbers in the 7000 and 7100 series between Sternberg
and Beaumont streets) have historic value and are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. The appearance
and visual quality of this area is unique due to the small scale of the street pattern and
well-established landscape, providing a strong sense of community. The scale, materials, and context of
these special areas provide interpretive opportunities, settings and design typologies that relate to the
region, history, and mission of Fort Bliss. Much of the development on Fort Bliss conforms to
recommended architectural treatment for the different visual districts. Landscaping and ornamental detail
(of building form and materials) is most obvious in the ACS and RES districts where community
functions and pedestrian activities are concentrated. The TOM and TRH districts have a utilitarian
image, reflecting the mission activities in these areas. Special architectural treatment has been developed
for the new Sergeant Majors Academy on Biggs AAF, providing a modem image for the BCS district.
Similarly, the WBAMC district is dominated by the hospital facilities and its striking setting on the
Franklin Mountains foothills.
Urban areas surrounding the Main Cantonment Area are a mixture of residential, commercial and
industrial uses. To the south and west, one and two-story homes on small lots (between about four and
eight per acre) are interspersed with neighborhood commercial shops along arterial roadways. Many of
the homes, built of frame-and-stucco construction, have simple forms with flat roofs. Incremental growth
is reflected in additions to the main structure and out-buildings on many lots. Red-tiled roofs are
common on larger buildings in the middle and distant viewing areas, providing interest and individuality
to the cityscape. U.S. Highway 54 forms a major visual barrier between the Main Post and adjacent
neighborhoods because of its elevated grade. Commercial strip development to the east is dominated
by signage and parking lots, and airport-associated industrial parks. The latter are usually fairly new with
cohesive building types.

4.1-45

°'

~

f-

Biggs
Army Airfield

I

+:-

[)

Fred Wilson Rd.

~ --=-__..,1<'U"-

~I

VISUAL DISTRICTS

~

1111111111

~

=i1111111111rr

ACS Administrative &
Community Support
RES

Residential

TRH

Troop Housing

TOM Training, Operations
and Maintenance
BCS Biggs Community Support
WFB William F. Beaumont Army
Medical Center
HISTORICAL AREA

Airwav Blvd.

___

,....._

lmnrnH!il

0

Source: U.S. Army, n.d (a)

112

1 Mile

1 Kilometer

1/2

0

Area Shown

SCALE

FBMMFEIS

123.nc 5.19.99

Figure 4.1-15. Visual Districts on the Main Cantonment.
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The City of El Paso has several designated historic districts that provide pockets of strong visual and
cultural identity for the community. The architectural style of many in these districts is characterized by
Spanish colonial materials and fonn. The city has also designated portions of Fort Bliss, including the
Old Post along Sheridan and Pershing Drives and Horse Cavalry area, as historic areas (see
Figure 4.1-13), and the old section of WBAMC. Austin Terrace (also known as Government Hills) is the
closest historic district to the main cantonment, located less than half a mile south of the Old Post historic
area on the Main Post.
The city's 1988 Plan (El Paso, 1988) includes general goals for improving the appearance of the city
through creation of scenic corridors, sign control, landscaping, and litter control. Zoning ordinances
address signage and landscaping standards, and Scenic Corridors with restrictive signage standards have
been established to lessen visual intrusion from signs and billboards. Airport Drive and Fred Wilson
Road from Robert E. Lee to Railroad Drive, located to the north and east of the Main Post, is the closest
scenic corridor to the main cantonment.
4.1.3.2

Fort Bliss Training Complex and Surrounding Areas

The natural context of the Fort Bliss Training Complex and surrounding areas is semi-arid to arid
Chihuahuan Desert, characterized by vistas framed by distant mountain ranges or escarpments, dominated
by the overlying blue sky. Variations in elevation and precipitation result in a range of vegetative regimes
with indistinct boundaries. These create a patchwork of varying textures and patterns in the middle and
distant landscape, caused by bunched or continuous grassy vegetation and areas of scattered shrubby
vegetation. Broad valley floors and alluvial slopes are bisected by steep-sided but relatively shallow
intermittent streams that provide visually interesting forms in the foreground, but that are less noticeable
at a distance. Mixed hues of reddish brown, and gray-colored soils, rocks, and woody vegetation, are the
d01ninant colors of the ground plane. In some areas, clumped or grassy vegetation introduce a range of
pale: sage and dark gray. Low angle light at sunset and sunrise augments the color of the sky and
landscape and increases the visibility of sculpted forms. However, in general, the natural landscape does
not have outstanding features of visual interest such as dramatic landforms with high relief or highly
contrasting variations in color or texture.
The cultural landscape is defined by both the natural setting and human modifications. Throughout the
area, man-made features are evidence of current and past uses and events. These include (but are not
limited to) roadways (both paved and unpaved), fences, wooden corrals, isolated homesteads, powerlines,
watering tanks, windmills, pipelines, antennae and satellite dishes. Most of these are noticeable in the
foreground, but are either not perceptible, or only defined by subtle lines or forms in the middle and
distant landscape. While visual resource management (VRM) objectives are generally aimed at
minimizing the intrusion of manmade alterations on the landscape, these features can add interest and
interpretative opportunities. In so far as the cultural landscape documents the activities of its builders and
users over time, it can be endowed with meaning and importance.
In the training areas, the Organ Mountains on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas have outstanding

scenic quality due to dramatic forms of precipitous mountains. The remaining areas on Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas are mostly comprised of hummocky mesquite dunes. From vantage points,
this terrain forms a homogenous pattern of dark shrubs against a sandy ground plane. When passing
through the mesquite dunes, visibility is restricted to the foreground because of obstruction by the
sunrounding clumpy dunes. Some areas have been disturbed by off-road tracked vehicle operations that
have flattened the dunes and created denuded sandy areas. These intrusions are visible in the foreground,
but do not alter the overall middle and distant vistas. The Dofia Ana Range Camp is visible when
traveling along some roadways, but specific qualities of its built environment are not discernible, and it
also tends to be unobtrusive in the overall landscape. Other constructed or mobile military structures and
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equipment are smaller in scale and therefore less visible to public viewers using roadways. Man-made
modifications tend to be most visible to persons on foot or horseback due to closer viewing distances.
However, relatively few people have this vantage point.
McGregor Range is visually typical of Chihuahuan Desert landscape described above. Withdrawn public
land on McGregor Range has been categorized under the BLM' s VRM classification system. The
purpose of this system is to provide an inventory of visual resources and to provide management
objectives according to the visual quality and sensitivity of an area. BLM lands are classified as VRM
Classes I, II, III, IV, and unclassified (from the most valued and sensitive to alteration, to the least).
Areas along U.S. Highway 54 and New Mexico Highway 506 are Class III, where changes in the basic
elements of the landscape may be evident but should remain subordinate. Culp Canyon WSA is rated as
Class II to preserve the character of the natural landscape. The remainder of McGregor Range is rated as
Class IV where the level of change to characteristic landscape can be high. This classification is applied
to areas where visual sensitivity is lower due to lower viewer numbers in areas away from public access
roadways. Evidence of man-made features is similar to Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. Historic
and current uses for livestock operations are evident in supporting infrastructure. In the immediate
vicinity of watering areas and stock corrals, vegetation is limited.
The South Training Areas in El Paso county are comprised of mesquite dunes similar to Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas. Portions of the South Training Areas have also been disturbed and
flattened by off-road tracked vehicle operations, leaving denuded patches that are highly noticeable in the
foreground, but do not alter the overall middle and distant visual character. Northeast of the South
Training Areas, the Hueco Mountains foothills rise from the desert floor providing moderate visual
interest in the distance. The lower slopes have relatively little, mostly low-growing vegetation. The new
Loop 375 highway corridor is defined by chain link fences.
Adjacent BLM and USFS land has been classified according to their visual quality and sensitivity. An
8,947-acre portion of the Organ Mountains to the west of Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, is
designated as a scenic ACEC within the proposed Organ Mountains NCA and is managed as a VRM
Class I area (where management actions should not alter the natural landscape). Views from most
locations in the ACEC onto Fort Bliss are obstructed by intervening terrain of the Organ Peaks. Most of
the proposed NCA is VRM Class II, including the WSAs, the Organ and Franklin mountains, and most
mountain ranges and hills throughout the region. The Sacramento Escarpment ACEC, located north of
McGregor Range, is also managed as VRM Class I. Distant views of the northwest comer of McGregor
Range may be visible from some viewing locations in this ACEC. Areas to the west of U.S. Highway 54,
and east of McGregor Range that include portions of Otero Mesa, generally have lower visual resource
values due to lack of distinguishing landscape features, low number of viewers, and existing
infrastructure.
The BLM has completed preliminary work on evaluating Otero Mesa as part of a rural historic landscape,
potentially eligible to the NRHP. Other historic landscapes may also be present on Fort Bliss. Therefore,
in addition to adherence to the VRM classifications, landscapes on McGregor Range must be managed to
preserve their eligibility to the NRHP. As such, proposed modifications would be evaluated in respect to
visual intrusion on historic landscapes.
The USFS uses visual quality objective (VQO) categories to manage visual resources. Areas are
classified as Preservation (with the highest visual value and most sensitive to man-made changes, similar
to VRM Class I), Retention, Partial Retention, Modification, and Maximum Modification (with
diminishing visual value and sensitivity to visible alterations). Adjacent land in Lincoln National Forest,
the Sacramento district is primarily classified as Modification Areas due to alterations (such as roads,
signage, and evidence of productive uses), and relatively low visual quality. There are some areas
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classified as Retention, mostly in mountainous terrain, where changes within the natural landscape should
not be evident.
In general, when viewed from locations beyond the installation boundary, isolated facilities and
equipment in the middle and far distance within training areas are visually subordinate to the natural
landscape. Viewing locations on the east side of the Organ Mountains of Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas are not open to the public. Areas of higher elevation in the Sacramento Mountains and its
foothills have distant views onto McGregor Range, including expansive vistas of grasslands on Otero
Mesa, that appear relatively uninterrupted by man-made structures, except for a few roadways, stock
corrals, and water improvements.
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4.2

MAIN CANTONMENT AREA INFRASTRUCTURE

Infrastructure within the Main Cantonment Area is composed of the following systems: transportation,
utili~y, energy, and communications. The ROI for the transportation system is El Paso County, Texas, and
Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico.
The ROI for assessing utilicy systems is made up of the service areas of each utilicy purveyor servicing the
facilities operated by Fort Bliss in Texas and New Mexico. The ROI will include El Paso Councy in Texas,
and Dofia Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico; the cities of El Paso, Texas, and Alamogordo and Las
Cruces, New Mexico; and the service areas of the EPEC, El Paso Gas Company (EPGC), and other utilicy
service areas.

4.2.1

Ground Transportation

This section discusses the existing ground transportation in the ROI. The current highway systems, roads,
and railways will be described.

4.2.1.1

Roadways

The evaluation of roadway conditions is based on capacicy estimates (Transportation Research Board,
1994 ). The capacicy of a roadway depends on the number of lanes, lateral obstructions, percentage of trucks
in the traffic stream, intersection control, and other physical factors depending on the cype of roadway.
Traffic volume is cypically reported as Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT), which is the total number of
vehicles per day, averaged over an entire year. The AADT may be measured directly with continuous count
equipment, but locations with such equipment are limited. The AADT may also be estimated by taking
short traffic counts called Average Daily Traffic (ADT), with portable equipment (usually for two
consecutive days) and adjusting the counts with factors derived from the AADTs to account for daily and
seasonal variations.
The AADT factors for estimating the percent of daily traffic that occurs during the peak hour are called
K-factors. Further, capacicy analysis for highways with four or more lanes is conducted for direction during
the peak hour. Therefore, continuous count locations are used to estimate peak hour directional distributions
factors, called D-factors. Applying K- and D-factors to an AADT value establishes the peak hour volume
(phv) that is used in determining the capacicy of a particular roadway.
A comparison of a roadway's AADT to its capacicy is expressed in terms of level of service (LOS). The
LOS scale ranges from A to F, where A is the best (free-flow conditions) and F is the worst (stop-and-go
conditions). LOSs A, B, and C are considered good operating conditions while LOS D is considered below
average, and LOSs E and F are considered unacceptable. Volume (AADT)-to-capacicy ratios as they relate
to LOS values are shown in Table 4.2-1.
The: two major interstates that provide access to El Paso and Fort Bliss are Interstate 10 (I-10) and I-25 as
shown in Figures 3.2-1 and 4.2-1.
The major east-west access is I-10, which runs through downtown
El Paso and passes just south of the Main Cantonment Area. I-10 is the most heavily traveled roadway in
El Paso. 1-25 provides the major northern access and is available by following I-10 approximately 44 miles
northwest to Las Cruces, New Mexico. U.S. Highway 54 (Patriot Freeway), a major non-Interstate freeway,
also provides northern access to Alamogordo, New Mexico. Montana Avenue (U.S. 62/180) provides
access east to mid-Texas. The geographic constraints of the international boundary with Mexico, the
Franklin Mountains, and Fort Bliss cause I-10 and other cross-town routes to carry most of the traffic. Due
to the geography of the region, major traffic corridors leading into the cicy characterize
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T a ble 4 2 -1. R oa d way L eves ofS erv1ce
LOS

Description

Free flow with users unaffected by presence of other users of
roadway
Stable flow, but presence of the users in traffic stream becomes
B
noticeable
Stable flow, but operation of single users becomes affected by
c interactions
with others in traffic stream
High density, but stable flow: speed and freedom of movement
D
are severely restricted: poor level of comfort and convenience
Unstable flow: operating conditions at capacity with reduced
speeds, maneuvering difficulty, and extremely poor levels of
E
comfort and convenience
Forced breakdown flow with traffic demand exceeding
F
capacity: unstable stop-and-go traffic
Source: Transportation Research Board, 1994.
A

Criteria (Volume/Capacity)
Two-lane
Signali=ed
Freeways
Highways
Intersections
0.32

0.50

0.15

0.50

0.65

0.27

0.75

0.85

0.43

0.90

0.95

0.64

1.00

1.00

1.00

>1.00

>l.00

>1.00

El Paso's road system. The four major transportation corridors (Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and
Central City) all come together within the vicinity of the Main Cantonment Area and the EPIA. Another
important traffic corridor is Loop 375, which connects the northeast and eastern portions of the city and
helps to reduce traffic congestion. Loop 375 crosses the Fort Bliss installation between Montana Avenue
and U.S. Highway 54. Overpasses have been constructed to allow military vehicles and equipment to
pass under the roadway avoiding interference with military operations. West of U.S. Highway 54,
Loop 375 becomes Woodrow Bean Trans Mountain Drive, which connects to I-10 northwest of El Paso,
and has the advantage of few cross streets allowing traffic to be carried at high speeds. Trans Mountain
Drive passes through the Castner Range just west of U.S. Highway 54. Figure 4.2-1 depicts the area's
regional roadway network, including roads and highways on the Fort Bliss installation.
The Main Cantonment Area of Fort Bliss is surrounded on two sides by major arterial city streets. The
north boundary is Fred Wilson Road and the east boundary is Airport Road. Patriot Freeway
(U.S. Highway 54) fonns the west boundary. Other major roadways in the area of the installation are
Railroad Drive and BU-54 (Dyer Street) as shown on Figure 4.2-2.
The road network on the Fort Bliss main cantonment consists of two- and four-lane asphaltic concrete
paved surfaces, mostly with curb and gutter. The primary roadways provide motor access to all areas
of the installation and are capable of handling all types of highway vehicles. Minor delays and congestion
occur during the morning and afternoon peak travel periods. The primary roads include Jeb Stuart,
Ricker, and Forrest roads, and portions of Marshall, Sheridan, Haan, and Robert E. Lee roads. Secondary
roads include Pershing, Pleasanton, Chaffee, Carter, Carrington, and Sanitary Fill roads, and Ellerthorpe
Avenue. Portions of Sheridan, Haan, and Robert E. Lee roads also serve as secondary roads.
Access to the main cantonment is provided by seven gates (Figure 4.2-3). There are two gates on the east
boundary providing access to Airport Road. These gates are located at Forrest, and Robert E. Lee roads.
The gate at Robert E. Lee Road is directly across from the EPIA. The southern gate is located at
Jeb Stewart Road. Gates at Marshall and Chaffee roads provide access to Fred Wilson Road on the north.
The western boundary has two gates, one at Forrest Road that provides access to the Patriot Freeway and
the Pershing Gate located in the southwest. There is one gate on Biggs AAF and three gates on
WBAMC. Traffic counts at each of the gates are not available.
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Figure 4.2-1. Fort Bliss Regional Roadway Network.
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Figure 4.2-2. Fort Bliss Main Cantonment Area Road Network.
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Vehicles exiting the Main Cantomnent Area for the training areas must either cross Fred Wilson Road at
Chaffee, or Airport Road at Haan Road. The majority of the tracked vehicles and truck convoys cross at
the Chaffee/Fred Wilson crossing.
Table 4.2-2 presents the results of capacity analyses on selected roadway segments in the study area
around Fort Bliss. The traffic numbers represent the AADTs from which the peak vehicles per hour (vph)
terms were derived. The comparison of the vph terms to the capacity figures resulted in the volume-tocapacity numbers, which in tum were used to select the applicable LOS from Table 4.2-1. The capacity
terms were derived by using the following assumptions:
•

2,300 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) for freeways and interstates; and

•

900 vphpl for signalized arterials, with the exception of Montana Avenue, which assumed 1,100
vphpl.

Table 4.2-2. Capacity Analysis of Area Roadways, 1996
Roadway
U.S. Highway 54 (Patriot Freeway) North of Forrest Rd.
Loop 375 at Montana Ave.
Loop 375 at Dver St.
Loop 375 at U.S. Highway 54
Trans Mountain Dr. West of U.S. Highway 54
U.S. 62/180 (Montana Ave.) at Hawkins Rd.
U.S. 62/180 (Montana Ave.) East of Yarbrough Rd.
Fred Wilson Rd. at Jeb Stuart Rd.
Airport Rd. at Haan Rd.
Airport Rd. South of Airway Rd.
BU-54 (Dyer St.) North of U.S. Highway 54
Railroad Dr. North of Fred Wilson Rd.
Railroad Dr. South of Loop 375

Traffic

VPH

Capacity

VIC*

57,000
6,580
12,718
18,547
9,100
43,903
25,237
31,636
36,499
14,504
26,550
29,777
7,008

3,090
350
690
1,000
490
2,750
1,580
1,980
2,290
910
1,730
1,940
450

4,140
6,210
8,280
4,140
4.140
2,970
1,980
2430
2,430
1,620
2,430
2,430
1,620

0.75
0.06
0.08
0.24
0.12
0.93
0.80
0.82
0.94
0.56
0.71
0.80
0.28

LOS

c
A
A
A
A
D

c
c
D
B

--

--

--

--

---

c
c
A

*yIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio.

Source: El Paso, 1996a.

Additionally, K- and D-factors were developed using the 1994 Highway Performance Monitoring System
data collected by the Texas Department of Transportation and the City of El Paso, for roadways in the
El Paso area. Capacity flow rates were reduced by 10 percent to account for trucks in the traffic stream
and other physical factors affecting capacity. All roadways in the study area operate at LOS Dor better.
Several highway construction projects have been identified that would improve several of the roadways in
the study area. Funds have been allocated for an additional lane in each direction on U.S. Highway 54
from Yandell Drive to Van Buren Avenue (near the Fort Bliss entrance). There is a proposal for an Inner
Loop that will connect Yarbrough Drive to Lee Trevino in east El Paso, with Fred Wilson Road at the
airport/Fred Wilson intersection. The loop will be located east and north of the EPIA, passing between
EPIA and Biggs AAF. Fred Wilson Road was scheduled for repaving in FY 98 (El Paso, 1993 ).
During 1996, there were also plans within the ASMP and El Paso Metropolitan Transportation Plan Inner
Loop to construct a deploying tactical vehicle overpass and access road that would span Fred Wilson
Road and the adjacent railroad tracks. Currently, units going out to the field for training must cross
Fred Wilson Road and, therefore, disrupt traffic flow. Another project planned for Fort Bliss was the
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realignment and widening of Marshall Road from Pike to Forrest roads. Parking areas, curbs, and gutters
would be provided on the west side. The final width would be four lanes. This section was opened to
traffic in March 1998.

4.2.1.2

Railways

Two commercial carriers, the UP/SP, and the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe (BNSF) railroads,
provide rail service to El Paso. The UP/SP is the most important to operations at Fort Bliss because it
provides direct service from El Paso to the post and acts as a common carrier for the installation. The
UP/SP has three lines in the El Paso area: the northeast trackage parallels U.S. Highway 54; the west
trackage parallels 1-1 O; and the southeast trackage also parallels 1-10. To support its operations, the
UP /SP operates and maintains 11 yards in the El Paso area. The yards that are of particular importance to
Fort Bliss are the Davis, Alfalfa, and Stanton rail yards. All three yards have storage and handling
facilities to service hundreds of railcars. The Davis yard, however, is the only one suitable for loading
and outloading during military deployments. A disadvantage of this site is its location in the downtown
area, which is congested. To support installation activities, the Strategic Rail Corridor Network
(STRACNET) can be accessed through the main UP/SP track running west to Tucson, Arizona and
northeast to Alamogordo, New Mexico. Access from Fort Bliss to these STRACNET lines is coordinated
through UP/SP.
The Fort Bliss rail network consists of approximately 15 miles of track that is located mainly in the
western portion of the post. The rail system is used primarily for shipping and receiving tactical vehicles,
ammunition, and other material. Government-owned railroad tracks serve the vehicle staging areas on the
Main Cantonment Area and Biggs AAF. These tracks connect to the rail facilities owned by the UP/SP at
the western and southeastern post boundaries. The spur line that serves the ASP is also owned by UP/SP.
This section is primarily used to store built trains prior to being delivered to the UP/SP main line
(U.S. Army, 1996g).

-

Under the Anny Forces Command Rail Maintenance Program, the post rail system was recently repaired
and upgraded. The project alleviated deficiencies in the existing system through the replacement of rails,
switches, crossties, and grade crossings, and the realignment of problem turnout locations. Other
improvements included the realignment of four sharp curve tracks; primary tracks were upgraded to
115--pound rails and all secondary tracks were upgraded to 80- and 90-pound rails.
Construction of a new rail deployment facility is being planned (U.S. Army, 1998a). This facility will
support the deployment of strategic mobility forces, and will consist of rail loading spurs with loading
ramps, rail storage spurs, turnouts, switches, and other support facilities.

4.2.2

Utilities

This infrastructure resource includes the facilities and utilities used for potable water pumping, treatment,
storage, and distribution; wastewater collection and treatment; solid waste collection, recycling and
disposal; and energy generation and distribution, including electrical, natural gas and propane, and
communication systems.

4.2.2.1

Water Supply

Potable water is currently provided to the Main Cantonment Area including Logan Heights, Biggs AAF,
and WBAMC from two different sources. Fort Bliss operates two well fields that withdraw water from
the Hueco Bolson. The 18 groundwater wells (15 in Texas and 3 in New Mexico) have a 24-hour
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pumping capability of 13.0 million gallons per day (mgd). The City of El Paso has various
interconnections with the Fort Bliss potable water system. The city can guarantee the post 4.24 mgd.
Potable water storage totals 11.788 million gallons (mg) within the Main Cantonment Area. Potable
water in storage is: 3.24 mg at the main cantonment; 4.10 mg at WBAMC; 1.21 mg at Logan Heights;
1.10 mg at Biggs AAF; and 2.09 mg at the well fields. In addition to normal water levels, the Main
Cantonment Area also requires a reliable flow of water to fight fires. Assuming 4-hour fire durations, the
Main Cantonment Area fire-fighting water requirements are 2.10 mg.
Fort Bliss has an established water conservation policy (Appendix K) that limits irrigation during the
months of May to September, to the hours of 0500 to 0900 and 1830 to 2200. Lawns can be watered
only twice a week for a maximum of 45 minutes. The policy specifies other restrictions during the rest of
the year and provides guidance on car washes and grass height.
The city revised its rate structure for potable water purchases. This change increased the cost of water by
approximately $0.15 per 1,000 gallons. To reduce its potable water costs, Fort Bliss switched to its well
fields for its major source of water. In FY 96, the post consumed 5.049 mgd, for personal, municipal, and
industrial uses. Approximately 0.430 mgd was purchased from the city, while the rest came from the
post's two well fields. Additional information regarding water supply and demand affecting Fort Bliss is
presented in Section 4.7.5.1 of the Water Resources Section.
4.2.2.2

Wastewater Treatment

Wastewater generated at Fort Bliss flows through five connections to the City of El Paso's sewer system.
This wastewater flows approximately 3 miles to the City of El Paso's Delta Street wastewater treatment
plant. The existing contract between the city and Fort Bliss allows for an average of 3.0 mgd to be
discharged to the city's system. In FY 96 the Main Cantonment Area generated approximately 2.976 mgd
of wastewater.
Storm Water. Storm water runoff from the Main Cantonment Area of Fort Bliss flows through a series
of storm drainage channels, pipes, and storm water pump stations to various storm water retention ponds.
Storm water that enters these ponds is contained and typically leaves only by evaporation or infiltration.
No outfalls have been identified at the Main Cantonment Area of Fort Bliss.
Much of the storm water from the Main Cantonment Area flows to storm drainage channels along
Jeb Stuart Road and Chaffee Road/J A venue into the main storm water retention pond located north of
Fred Wilson Road and east of the UP/SP Railroad. This area has been claimed as a jurisdictional wetland
by USACE (see Section 4.8.2). The capacity of this main pond is 2,250 acre feet (at) and is adequate to
store runoff generated by a 100-year storm (U.S. Army, 1985). Storm water overflow from Landfill
Road, the officers' housing on Sheridan Road, and off-post areas is also collected in a large retention
basin northwest of Pershing Street Gate and west of the Officers Club. If spillway levels are ever
reached, storm water from this basin would flow into a lined, open drainageway down the escarpment,
south to the Rio Grande.
At Biggs AAF, storm water is collected and discharged to a pair of retention basins northwest of the field.
There is also a single 8-inch storm drain that ends at a set of dry wells near the southwest end of the
primary runway.
Fort Bliss has submitted a notice of intent to obtain coverage under the Multi-Sector General Permit
(MSGP) and was previously included in the Army's Group Permit Application.
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According to the November 16, 1990, Federal Register and 40 CFR 122, only industrial activities which
have the potential to discharge stonn water to Waters of the U.S., are required to be pennitted under the
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. All industrial activities on Fort
Bliss are covered under the NPDES multi-sector general pennit. All stonn water discharges will be
sampled periodically.

4.2.2.3

Solid Waste Land Disposal

Domestic solid waste (Texas Waste Classification Type I) generated on Fort Bliss is collected and
disposed of by private contractor at an existing 106-acre landfill, located 3 miles north of the intersection
of Fred Wilson and Chaffee roads. The landfill has cells that handle Type I waste (refuse) and Type IV
waste (construction and demolition wastes). It is estimated that the Type I cells have a remaining
capacity of 429,367 cubic yards and approximately 13 years of useable life. The Type IV cells have a
remaining capacity of 53,583, cubic yards and a useable life of 6 months to 2 years.
Current solid waste reports (Lenhart, 1998) indicate that in 1996 Fort Bliss generated 13,160 tons/year of
I wastes, of which 2,210 tons/year were recycled, and 10,950 tons/year (40 tons/day) are disposed.
Type IV wastes vary considerably with demolition activities, but the average disposal rate is about 25 to
150 tons/day. The Type IV wastes are delivered to the landfill by construction contractors and Fort Bliss
employees who have permission to use the installation's landfill. As of July 1, 1997, there were 33,436
cubic yards left in Type I cells and 131,931 cubic yards left in Type IV cells. The landfill contractor only
picks up refuse. All other Type I and IV wastes are delivered by shops, units, or contractors. Truck
scales were installed at the landfill in March 1997. Prior to that date, tonnage amounts were estimated
from volumetric estimates based on truck capacity. Comparison of the solid waste reports prior to March
1997 with the more recent reports indicate that the volumetric estimates were inaccurate and are not
reliable. However, it appears that Type I waste disposal in 1996 was about 40 tons/day. The rate for
Typ1e IV waste disposal in 1996 probably was about 60 tons per day. This is less than the current rate
because of increased demolition in 1997 that was used to calculate the current estimate of 75 tons/day.
The landfill contains household refuse, post solid wastes, bulky items, grass and tree trimmings from
familly housing, refuse from litter cans, construction debris, classified waste (dry), dead animals, asbestos,
and empty oil cans.
Typt~

The Municipal Solid Waste Landfill (MSWLF) is located in the Hueco Bolson, 4 miles east of the
Franklin Mountains. Water issues related to the landfill are discussed in Section 4.7.5.2. Soils at and
adjacent to the MSWLF are nearly level to gently sloping, have a fine sandy loam subsoil, and are
moderately deep over caliche.
A new on-post 233-acre landfill adjacent to the north side of the existing landfill is being considered.
Included with the landfill will be a 70-foot truck scale. The landfill expansion will consist of 113 acres
for Type IV waste and 121 acres for Type I waste. The Type IV waste area will have a lifespan of
22 years, based on 75 tons/day of routine construction waste and 84 tons/day of special project waste.
The Type I waste area will have a lifespan of 64 years, assuming 45 tons/day of waste are generated.
The recycling program at Fort Bliss has been in existence since 1987 and includes a broad range of
materials. In 1996, 2,210 tons (6 tons per day) of solid waste was recycled resulting in a gross income of
$163,300.

4.2.3

Energy

Electrical power is provided to the Main Cantonment Area, Logan Heights, and Biggs AAF by EPEC.
The EPEC has a net installed generating capacity of approximately 1,500 megawatts (MW). This
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includes the Newman, Rio Grande, and Copper power stations in the El Paso area, and entitlements from
Palo Verde in Arizona and Four Comers, New Mexico. In 1990, the total system peak load was
1,098 MW, and in 1996 it increased to 1,387 MW. Energy sales rose from 7,003,653 thousand to
8,632,466 thousand kilowatt-hours (kWh) in 1996 (EPEC, 1997).
Fort Bliss has a contract with EPEC for service through 2002 with two option years. The EPEC operates
a 115-kV transmission loop system in the region that provides service to Fort Bliss, the City of El Paso,
and the surrounding area. The system can feed Fort Bliss from two directions and has a loading
capability of approximately 150 megavolt-amperes (MVA). This system connects to the 50-MVA EPEC
substation near the intersection of Jeb Stuart and Chaffee roads. The post has its main regulator station on
the southeast comer and has 10 outgoing feeders that supply power to the Main Cantonment Area.
4.2.4

Communications

Existing communication conditions that connect the Main Cantonment Area including Biggs AAF with
the ranges and training areas are presented in this section. Communications are discussed in relation to
the telephone system, cellular telephones, the microwave system, fiber optics systems, the radio system,
and television.
Fort Bliss is served by a contract-operated commercial telephone system. The central exchange has more
than 350 city connections and 78 FTS2000 Integrated Switch Digital Network (ISDN) trunk lines.
Fort Bliss is also currently using the Defense Switched Network (DSN) as a communication link with
other U.S. military lines. There are 96 trunk lines. The DSN bypasses and operates separately from
commercial telephone networks. The DSN gives a higher degree of security to communications than
commercial systems and is reserved exclusively for intragovemmental service.
Fort Bliss also has secure telephones that are accomplished using secure telephone lines. Presently, there
are 12 systems on the installation that require only a single commercial service line to operate, as opposed
to the dual line Automatic Secure Voice Communications system that is no longer in use. System
maintenance is conducted by the private operator working under contract with the military.
The Fort Bliss Telecommunications Center (TCC) is located in Building 56A. The majority of official
organizational message communications, up to and including Secret, are conducted from this building. An
Automatic Digital Network (AUTODIN) capability is supported via a Worldwide Area Network (WAN)
using the Desktop Interface Network to the AUTODIN Host (DINAH). DINAH diskettes containing
organizational messages are hand carried to the TCC and transmitted virtually anywhere in the world. A
government-owned and contractor-operated switchboard is located at the installation to handle telephone
traffic. All operators are employed by the contractor, but work under the direction of the Fort Bliss
Telecommunications authority.
The installation currently has cellular telephones leased from a private contractor. The systems are
completely portable and have a range of approximately 60 miles, but are limited by the location of the
antenna station in the southern Franklin Mountains.
Microwave and fiber optic systems have been established at Fort Bliss that allow communication within
the entire installation. The radio systems on the installation include amplitude modulation (AM), very
high frequency (VHF), and trunking radios. System users range from military units with emergency nets
with the Military Police and fire department, to aircraft and their ground controls. A Military Affiliate
Radio System station is also in operation on the post. This station is used as the net for communications
and mobilization exercises. To ensure that frequencies for all these systems are properly assigned and
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utilized according to federal law, Anny regulations, and post orders, two frequency managers are
assigned to the installation.
There are four television networks on the post. Two are closed circuit systems. One is located at the Air
Defense School and the other at the Sergeants Major Academy on Biggs AAF. Commercial cable
television is available to housing occupants, and WBAMC has its own television network.
Fort Bliss operates a number of electromagnetic (EM) radiation emitters and systems with potential to
adversely affect radio telescopes operating in allocated radio astronomy frequencies within the region.
Electromagnetic radiation, or emission, refers to microwave radiation in the frequency range from 10 to
300,000 megahertz (MHz). This radiation normally is from antennas associated with television,
frequency modulation (FM), and radar transmitters, and industrial or commercial microwave sources
(U.S. Army, 1998£).
EM emissions can affect very large array (VLA) and very long baseline array (VLBA) radio telescopes in
the allocated radio astronomy bands. The National Radio Astronomy Observatory (NRAO) operates two
radio telescope facilities from its Socorro, New Mexico, Array Operations Center. One is a VLA
consisting of 27 25-meter diameter radio antennas distributed over a 36-kilometer diameter area on the
Plains of Agustin in south-central New Mexico. The other is a transcontinental VLBA of ten 25-meter
diameter antennas, three of which are in the Fort Bliss area; at Fort Davis, Texas; Pie Town, New
Mexico; and Los Alamos, New Mexico (Mertely, 1998). All of the antennas are equipped with low noise
receivers and are designed to detect the extremely weak signals from cosmic radio sources.
Consequently, radio frequency interference can affect the research conducted by the NRAO.
The VLA is about 170 miles north of Fort Bliss. However, the low mountains between Fort Bliss and the
VLA do not attenuate EM signals sufficiently to decrease even weak signals at ground level fully below
the harmful power density thresholds established by the International Telecommunications Union (ITU)
for successful radio astronomy observations (Mertely, 1988). The Fort Bliss frequency coordinator works
with the Army regional frequency coordinator at WSMR to ensure frequencies being used at Fort Bliss
are known to other users and potential effects of radio frequency interference is minimized.
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4.3

TRAINING AREA INFRASTRUCTURE

Infrastructure within the training area complex is composed of the following systems: transportation,
utilities, and energy. The ROI for these systems on the installation training complex is the South Training
Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range.
4.3.1

South Training Areas

Infrastructure for the South Training Areas is discussed in this section. The infrastructure addressed
includes ground transportation, utilities, and energy.
4.3.1.1

Ground Transportation

The South Training Areas are located to the northeast of the Fort Bliss main cantonment and are bordered
on the north by the New Mexico state line. TA 1 is located adjacent to the Main Cantonment Area, the
EPIA, and Biggs AAF. U.S. Highway 54 and the adjacent UP/SP rail line run along the northwest
boundary. The southern most boundary of TA 1 is U.S. Highway 62/180 (Montana Avenue). TA 2
adjoins TA 1 on the east. TA 2 does not border any major roadways, but comes very close to Montana
A venue just east of Loop 375. Figure 4.3-1 illustrates the road network and authorized pipeline crossing
points in the South Training Areas.
4.3.l.2

Utilities

Utilities in the South Training Areas include potable water supply, wastewater treatment, storm water,
and llandfills.
Water Supply. Located east of the Main Cantonment Area is the Site Monitor location. This facility
receives its potable water from a well that was drilled in 1990. The facility has a chlorination system and
30,000-gallon storage tank.
Wastewater Treatment. Wastewater generated at four Site Monitor buildings is collected in septic tanks
that flow to drain fields or dry wells. Wastewater flows are estimated at 2,160 gpd and no problems have
been reported with system operation.
Storm Water. The Site Monitor is located almost 10 miles east of the Main Post in a relatively flat area
with many sand dunes, with the general slope to the west. Based on studies conducted in 1982, the
facility is located in Basin 7A and 7B (U.S. Army, 1982a). Basin 7A includes most of the compound and
slopes to the northwest. The existing drainage pattern consists of sheet flow that is directed to outlets cut
through the perimeter fence, which release storm water to the dune area. Basin 7B covers the southwest
comer of the compound and gently slopes to the west. The existing drainage pattern consists of sheet
flow and small swales directing storm water to the dune area west of the compound. Ten- and 25-year
stonn water events were evaluated and the facilities at the Site Monitor were determined to be adequate
(U.S. Army, 1982a).
Landfills. Solid waste generated at the Site Monitor facility is placed in dumpsters and picked up by the
private contractor that services the Main Cantonment Area. The solid waste is then disposed of in the
landfill located 3 miles north of the intersection of Fred Wilson and Chaffee roads.
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4.3.1.3

Energy

Energy resources for the South Training Areas described in this section include electricity, natural gas,
and liquid petroleum gas (LPG).
Electricity. Electrical power is supplied by EPEC through a metering station. Peak demand measured
for the site was 268 kW.
Natural Gas. There is no natural gas service at this location.
Liquid Petroleum Gas. LPG is delivered to the facility and stored in four 1,000-gallon tanks, one
800-gallon tank, and one 500-gallon tank. A distribution system provides service to various buildings
within the facility.
4.3.2

Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas

Infrastructure for the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas is discussed in this section.
transportation, utilities, and energy are also discussed.
4.3.2.1

Ground

Ground Transportation

The major roadway providing access to the Dona Ana Range Camp is War Highway 11, which runs along
the Organ Mountains on the eastern boundary of the range. This highway provides access to
U.S. Highway 70 and WSMR to the north. Operations on the range require War Highway 11 to be closed
occasionally for safety reasons. The road-closing schedule is posted for the public to alleviate
unnecessary delays. Figure 4.3-2 illustrates the road network and authorized vehicle crossings on Dona
Ana Range-North Training Areas.
4.3.2.2

Utilities

The infrastructure resources for the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas include potable water supply,
wastewater treatment, storm water, and landfills.
Water Supply. Potable water for the Dona Ana Range Camp is provided from two wells with the total
capability of 0.437 mgd (based on 16 hours of pumping). Each well has a reservoir, a booster pump, and
a chlorinator. The wells are located on the east and west sides of the cantonment area and integrated with
the camp's distribution network. The range camp has one water storage facility with a total storage
capacity of 150,000 gallons.
Potable water for Orogrande Range Camp and WSMR is provided from one well in the Fort Bliss
Soledad Well Field (SGI wells) (Mathis, 1998). The capacity of the well is rated at 1.0 mgd. The water
is piped to WSMR, chlorinated, and delivered to the Orogrande Range Camp through a 20-mile pipeline
with the help of two booster pumps. The camp has two storage tanks with a total capacity of 0.2 mg.
Wastewater Treatment. Wastewater generated at the Dona Ana Range Camp is collected and
discharged into one cell of a two-cell lagoon. Each cell in the lagoon has a surface area of 3. 75 acres and
can support a population of 1,500. Wastewater from the Orogrande Range Camp flows by gravity to a
one-cell lagoon located on land leased from WSMR, with a surface area of 4.74 acres. This lagoon can
support a population of 948.
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Storm Water. The Dofia Ana Range Camp is located approximately 23 miles north of the Main Post in a
gently sloping area at the southeast foothills of the Organ Mountains. The camp and the entire range are
within one watershed that empties into the Tularosa Basin on the east and southeast sides of the Organ
Mountains. Stonn water consists of sheet flow, most of which is channelized into a graded ditch that runs
along the south loop of the access road. Drainage from the ditch and sheet flows south of the access road
and to the southeast towards a dry lake. Ten- and 25-year stonn water events were evaluated and the
facilities at the range camp were determined to be adequate (U.S. Army, 1985).
The Orogrande Range Camp is located approximately 4.5 miles off U.S. Highway 54 in a relatively flat
area with a gentle slope to the northwest. An analysis of the storm water drainage system in 1983
indicated that arroyos and graded ditches had adequate capacity to carry 10-year storm flows; however,
four culverts within the camp were insufficiently sized for 10-year storms (U.S. Anny, 1984).
Landfills. Solid waste generated at the range camp is placed in dumpsters and picked up by the private
contractor that services the Main Cantonment Area. Solid waste is then disposed of at the Type I landfill.
4.3.2.3

Energy

Energy resources described for the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas include electricity, natural
gas, and LPG.

-

Electricity. The EPEC provides electricity to Dofia Ana Range Camp from a 14.4/24.9-kV transmission
line that enters the southwest comer of the camp and connects to the existing EPEC substation. The
substation has two transfonners rated at 750 kilovolt amperes (kVA) that provide service to the camp and
Range 40. Facilities on Ranges 49, 51, 52, and 54 (Figure 3.3-6) obtain electrical power from WSMR
Feeder No. 3.
Electrical power to Orogrande Range Camp is provided by either EPEC or WSMR. The EPEC has a
115-kV transmission line that runs along the east side of the camp that connects to a 10-MVA substation.
The distribution line from WSMR connects with the camp's system near the southwest comer.
Natural Gas. There is no natural gas service available at either Dofia Ana or Orogrande range camps.
Liquid Petroleum Gas. There are eight LPG storage tanks with an estimated storage capacity of
24,204 gallons at Dofia Ana Range Camp. It is estimated that these tanks can provide a 30-day supply
for approximately 3, 120 persons. At Orogrande Range Camp, there are three LPG storage tanks with a
total volume of 21,000 gallons. It is estimated that these tanks can provide a 30-day supply for an
approximate population of 2,680 persons.
4.3.3

McGregor Range

Infrastructure for the McGregor Range is discussed in this section. Information is presented regarding
ground transportation, utilities, and energy.
4.3.3.1

Ground Transportation

U.S. Highway 54, a two-lane highway that connects El Paso, Texas, with Alamogordo, New Mexico, is
the major highway that runs along the UP/SP rail line on the western border of McGregor Range. The
major road on McGregor Range is New Mexico Highway 506, which travels in an east-west direction and
crosses the range in the northern area (Figure 4.3-3). This road provides access to McGregor Range
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on the west at U.S. Highway 54, and travels east where it intersects with County Road F052, and
continues northeast until it exits the range. New Mexico Highway 506 is a gravel road that is maintained
by Otero County, and primarily serves as access to the communities of Timberon and Pinon, New
Mexiico, but also serves Dell City, Texas. The AADT volume on New Mexico Highway 506 was less
than 30 vehicles per day in 1995. Operations on the range require New Mexico Highway 506 and
U.S. Highway 54 be closed occasionally for safety reasons. The road-closing schedule is provided to
Otero County and is available to the public to alleviate unnecessary delays. Figure 4.3-3 illustrates the
McGregor Range road network; there are 1,002 miles of roads throughout McGregor Range training
areas. There are three guard stations on New Mexico Highway 506 that are used to close the road when
necessary; one is located at the intersection with U.S. Highway 54; the second is at the intersection with
F052; and the third is on the east end of the range at County Road EO 1. There is a fourth guard station
on F052 at the boundary of the range south of the intersection with New Mexico Highway 506. Other
Otero County roads that are in the northeast area of the range or to the east of the range include F034,
F035, F037, F050, F051, and F067. There are numerous other roads in this vicinity and on the range
that are not maintained by Otero County or the BLM. These are primarily dirt roads that provide access
to much of the BLM land in the area. The Army maintains the road network on McGregor Range. ORV
maneuver is allowed only in TA 8. Figure 4.3-3 also shows authorized points for crossing U.S. Highway
54 and the pipeline in TA 8 that traverses the training area.

4.3.3 . 2

Utilities

The infrastructure resource for the McGregor Range includes mission support facilities and utilities for
potable water, wastewater treatment, storm water, and landfills.

-

"""

-

Water Supply. No perennial streams exist on McGregor Range. Stream and spring flow have been
captured in the Sacramento Mountains to the north and diverted to McGregor Range by ranchers since the
late 1800s. In the early 1900s, pipelines began to replace the existing ditches. At the present time, two
water delivery systems consisting of three main lines are in place. One line crosses the northwest quarter
of McGregor Range to supply the community of Oro Grande with potable water. The other two, in a
series of branches, deliver water to livestock and wildlife on the southern slopes of the Sacramento
Mountains and that part of the Otero Mesa that lies in McGregor Range (BLM, 1985). The latter system
normally delivers 75 gallons per minute (gpm) (about 120 acre feet per year [afy]) (U.S. Anny, 1998g).
In addition, numerous earthen dams collect runoff in channels of the larger arroyos in the grazing areas.
Surface water on McGregor Range is too unreliable for development as a military or public water supply.
Grow1dwater resources in McGregor Range have not been developed extensively. A groundwater study
was completed to detennine if a supply of 100 gpm of potable water could be developed for the
McGregor Range Camp (Rapp, 1958). In general, groundwater was too saline for human consumption,
and the Am1y found it more economical to import El Paso city water to McGregor Range.
A 12-·inch, 19.5-mile steel line with a capacity of 2,115 gpm (3.046 mgd), supplies water to McGregor
Range Camp from a city booster station (U.S. Army, 1997a). A gravity-fed, looped distribution system,
consisting of two elevated storage tanks, each of 250,000-gallon capacity, and several thousand feet of
water line serve the range camp. The water is chlorinated as it enters the distribution system at the range
camp. Water consumption at McGregor Range Camp, including that at Meyer Range, for FY 96 was
31, 761,000 gallons (97 af), which included water used on two road construction projects that year.
Consumption for the previous year (without road construction) was 25, 116,000 gallons (77 af).
A composite 6-inch, 8-inch, and 10-inch AC line from McGregor Range Camp provides water to Meyer
Range. The line is capable of handling a flow of 705 gpm or 1.02 mgd (U.S. Army, 1997a). The Meyer
Rang~~ system consists of one storage tank; 3,120 feet of 8-inch line; 150 feet of 6-inch line; 790 feet of
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4-inch line; 900 feet of 2-inch line; and service lines. The elevated steel storage tank provides for an onsite gravity system. This facility was built in 1966 and has a 25,000-gallon capacity. It is connected to
the distribution system by an 8-inch AC line. An altitude valve on the incoming 6-inch line to the tank
prevents the tank from overflowing, necessitated by a 63-foot drop in hydraulic pressure (head) between
the range camp and Meyer Range (U.S. Army, 1985).
Davis Dome is serviced by a 4-inch line from the main 8-inch line. When pressures in the main system
are not sufficient to properly serve Davis Dome, a small 30-gpm capacity booster pump station is utilized
(U.S. Army, 1985).
A small 2,000-gallon steel water tank is used to supply water to the personnel stationed at the ASP west
of McGregor Range Camp. The tank is free-standing and is not connected to the existing water system
(U.S. Anny, 1985). A small water distribution network serves the nearby radio controlled aerial target
(RCAT) launching facility. Water is brought to the area by truck from McGregor Range Camp and
pumped into a 10,000-gallon storage tank. This tank serves a fire hydrant and the repair shop. The
pumphouse contains a 7.5 horsepower pump that is rated at 300 gpm against 60 feet of head. The
distribution network consists of a 6-inch diameter pipe feeding the fire hydrant and a valved 2-inch
diameter service line for the repair shop. The tank was relocated from the range camp and installed in
1959. The water is chlorinated before delivery (U.S. Army, 1985).
Capacity of the supply system is limited by pumping capability of the existing booster pump. Total
available flow to McGregor Range Camp is limited to 0.81 mgd. The flow to Meyer Range is limited by
the 6-inch line to 1.02 mgd.
Wastewater Treatment. The sanitary sewer system at McGregor Range Camp consists of a gravity
system that flows approximately one-half mile to the southwest of the camp and empties into a single-cell
lagoon with a surface area of 10.23 acres. The daily biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) load for the
lagoon is 409.2 pounds per day, using a loading rate of 40 pounds per day per acre (Landis, 1997)
At Meyer Range, 6 miles southeast of McGregor Range Camp, a gravity flow system feeds into a lift
station that pumps wastewater about one-half mile to a two-cell lagoon series with a surface of 1.68 acres
each. The BOD load for the lagoons is 134.4 pounds per day, using a loading rate of 40 pounds per day
per acre (Landis, 1997)
The sewage treatment system at the SHORAD range consists of a 100,000-gallon evaporation pond. The
pond is seldom used and does not overflow (Landis, 1998).
Storm Water. Storm water from the McGregor Range Camp and Meyer Range, located 25 miles
northeast of the Main Post, drains to the south and west either to small playa lakes within the basin or to
larger playa lakes east of Newman, Texas. Storm water drainage within McGregor Range Camp consists
of sheet flow to the west and southwest, eventually flowing into an ephemeral lake 1 mile southwest of
the camp. Analysis of the storm drainage system indicated that the large ephemeral lake has adequate
volume to contain a 10-year discharge. There may be a small amount of nuisance ponding within the
range camp and at Meyer Range. Twenty-five-year storm water events were evaluated and the facilities
at the Range Camp and Meyer Range were determined to be adequate (U.S. Army, 1985).
Landfills. Solid waste generated at the range camp is placed in dumpsters and picked up by the private
contractor that services the Main Cantonment Area.
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4.3.3.3

Energy

Energy resources discussed for the McGregor Range include electricity, natural gas, and LPG.
Electricity. Electrical power is provided by EPEC via a 39.8/69 kV transmission line that extends to the
existing EPEC substation. The substation is equipped with a 7,500 kVA oil-cooled transfonner.
Natural Gas. McGregor Range Camp receives natural gas from the Gas Company of New Mexico, who
purchases the gas from the EPGC. A 2-inch, high-pressure natural gas pipeline extends 14.15 miles from
an intrastate pipeline to meet the requirements of McGregor Range Camp. A 1-inch distribution system
provides gas to buildings at the range camp. There is no natural gas service to Meyer Range.
Liquid Petroleum Gas. Meyer Range is dependent on LPG for heating. There are two 2,000-gallon
tanks that serve the bivouac area and a 500-gallon tank for the range area.
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4.4

AIRSPACE USE AND MANAGEMENT

The ROI (Figure 4.4-1) considered for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan PEIS is the airspace that is
affected by aviation activities at the Biggs AAF and the military training activities on McGregor Range
and the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Airspace, when describing its use for aviation purposes, is defined, managed, and utilized in a manner that
best serves the competing needs of commercial aviation, general aviation, and defense-related activities.
The FAA, which is responsible for the overall management of airspace, has established four airspace
designations that are designed to protect aircraft while operating to or from an airport, transiting enroute
between airports, or operating within "special use" areas identified for military purposes. These airspace
designations are controlled airspace, uncontrolled airspace, special use airspace, and other airspace. Rules
of flight and air traffic control (ATC) procedures have been established that govern how aircraft must
operate within each type of designated airspace.
All aircraft operate under either instrument flight rules (IFRs) or visual flight rules (VFRs). Instrument
weather conditions require the use of IFRs that entail specific aircraft operating requirements and
adherence to ATC-assigned routes and altitudes. In visual weather conditions, aircraft may operate under
VFRs in which pilots must observe and maneuver to avoid other aircraft. Pilots may fly along any
desired route of flight without any ATC clearance when operating under VFRs.
The type and dimension of individual airspace areas within a given region and their spatial and procedural
relationships to one another are contingent upon the different aviation activities conducted in that region.
When any significant change is planned, such as new or revised defense-related activities within an
airspace area or a change in the complexity or density of aircraft movements, the FAA reassesses the
airspace configuration to determine if such changes could adversely affect ( 1) ATC systems and/or
facilities; (2) movement of other air traffic in the area; or (3) airspace already designated and used for
othe:r purposes such as Restricted Areas or Military Training Routes (MTRs).
Biggs AAF mission activities occur within the airspace terminal area under the control of the FAAoperated El Paso Approach Control facility at the EPIA. The lateral boundaries of the El Paso Approach
Control terminal area, which excludes any airspace beyond the United States-Mexico border, are
approximately 25 nautical miles (nm) to the west of EPIA, 35 nm to the east and southeast of the EPIA,
and 17 nm to the north of the EPIA. The Approach Control Area encompasses altitudes from the surface
to 17,000 feet above mean sea level (msl). The Approach Control Area contains elements of controlled
airspace, uncontrolled airspace, special use Restricted Area airspace, and MTRs.
The McGregor Range and the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are contained within Restricted
Area airspace located north of El Paso in New Mexico. Restricted Areas are established around locations
where hazardous activities such as artillery, missile firings, bombing, and gunnery are conducted. Access
to this airspace is limited to only those aircraft participating in these activities when the airspace is active.
When the FAA designates the area for joint use, these areas may be used by nonparticipating aircraft with
penmission of the controlling agency or using agency as appropriate.
4.4 . 1

Airports

The El Paso Approach Control Area boundaries encompass four public-use civil airports, one military
airport (Biggs AAF), and one private-use civil airport (the Cielo Dorado Estates Airport). The four
public-use civil airports are the EPIA, the West Texas Airport, the Dofia Ana County Airport, and the
Fabens Airport. Biggs AAF and EPIA are contiguous to each other with the Biggs Runway 03/21

4.4-1

""''

--·
""'

Alamogordo
Alamogordo - White Sands
Regional Airport

•

--

R-51078

~\

-"""

5
~

<f

~

---

-TEXA

Fort Bliss Boundary
El Paso Approach Control Boundary

10

Airport/Airfield
VORTAC

'

Non-directional Beacon
11111111111111

Restricted Airspace
SCALE

Class E Airspace
O

Federal Airways
-

10

20 Miles

~l""""'l~~iiiiiiiil~~~~--~iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii~

Military Training Routes
Class C Airspace 80 Ceiling
52 Floor

0

10

20 Kilometers

Figure 4.4-1. Airspace Region of Influence.
4.4-2

.....
.
...
.
...

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

located approximately 1.4 run north of EPIA' s Runway 04/22. Both Biggs AAF and EPIA have Air
Traffic Control Towers (ATCT) for the control of arriving and departing aircraft at each facility. El Paso
Approach Control provides terminal area ATC radar services to Biggs AAF, EPIA, and the West Texas
Airport. The West Texas Airport has no ATCT, but the airpo1t is served by a published instrument
approach procedure. The Doiia Ana County and Cielo Dorado Estates airports are VFR-only airports for
which there are no ATC services.
The Timberon Airport, a small, private-use VFR-only civil airport lies within the northeastern boundary
of R·5103B. However, R-5103B excludes the airspace below 1,500 feet agl in the vicinity of the airport
to protect the airport from the Restricted Area military activities.
Although Biggs AAF and the EPIA are contiguous, each has distinct airspace and A TC operating
parameters and procedures. Simultaneous operations typically occur at both airports. However, their
proximity to one another, and the relationship of their runway configurations, can require air traffic
considerations, particularly during peak traffic periods or instrument weather conditions in which
landings and takeoffs at both facilities may be coordinated and controlled as a single airport. Biggs AAF
ATCT is open 10 hours on weekdays and closed on Saturday and Sunday, except when extended hours
are requested. When the ATCT is closed, aircraft arriving to or departing from Biggs AAF receive air
traffic advisories and departure clearances from El Paso Approach Control.
In CY 96, 44,811 aircraft operations (defined as one takeoff and one landing) were conducted at Biggs

AAF (U.S. Army, 1996h) as shown in Table 4.4-1. Biggs AAF ATCT staff estimate that 25 percent of
these operations (11,200) were touch-and-go (TGO) practice takeoffs and landings (Sepulveda, 1997). In
CY 96, there were 134,601 aircraft operations at the EPIA, including 69,701 commercial air carrier and
air cargo operations; 59,650 general aviation operations; and 5,250 military aircraft operations (EPIA, 1996).

Table 4.4-1. Annual Aircraft Operations and Touch-and-Go's at Biggs Army Airfield,
Calendar Year 96
Aircraft Category

Operations

Dav
Military
35,130
7,440
Civil
Total
42,570
Source: U.S. Army, 1996h.

4.4.2

TGOs
Nif!hf
1,849
392
2,241

Dav
8,783
1,860
10,643

Nif!hf
462
98
560

Controlled/Uncontrolled Airspace

Controlled airspace is airspace within which ATC services are provided to IFR and VFR flights in
accordance with procedures established for the type of controlled airspace. The controlled airspace
structure within the ROI consists of: Class C airspace established around Biggs AAF and EPIA in
conjunction with approach control and A TCT services for IFR operations; Class D airspace around Biggs
AAF and EPIA in conjunction with ATCT services for landings, takeoffs, and instrument procedures at
each respective airport; and, Class E airspace around Biggs AAF and the EPIA for aircraft transitioning
between the airports and the enroute airspace environment. Because ATCT services are not available at
the West Texas Airport, Class E airspace has been established to accommodate instrument operations at
the airport and aircraft transitioning between the airport and the enroute airspace system.
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The ROI also contains segments of seven low-altitude airways, which are also designated as Class E
airspace. All other airspace within the ROI, including the McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas, is uncontrolled airspace.
4.4.3

Restricted Airspace

The Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are located in Restricted Area R-5107A, approximately 5 nm
north of the New Mexico-Texas border and west of U.S. Highway 54. The lateral boundaries of this
Restricted Area extend approximately 13 nm to the north and south. The east/west boundaries are
approximately 13.5 nm wide at the southern boundary and 23 nm wide at the northern boundary.
Altitudes in R-5107A extend from the surface to unlimited, but have a 2,000-foot agl restriction over the
part of the Organ Mountains that contains potential raptor nesting habitat. Flight information publications
stipulate that this Restricted Area is active 24 hours a day, 7 days per week. The number of air operations
conducted at the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas in CY 96 is delineated in Table 4.4-2.
.. A re as Ai r 0 1perations, 1996
- A na R an2e-N orthT ramm2
T a ble 4 4-2 Dona
Area
Monroe DZ
Stewart DZ
Tularosa DZ
Dona Ana Range Camp
TAs 3 through 7
Firing Ranges 40, 45, 47, 48, and 49
Desperation DZ
Total Sorties

Sorties
1
7
16
2
346
26
2
400

Percent o(Total (avvroximate)
-

-

1.0
92.0
6.0
1.0
100.0

---

--

-

--

Note:

An aircraft sortie is one takeoff and landing. Ibis table shows the sorties through Fort Bliss airspace
rather than takeoffs and landings from facilities on the ground. See Figures 3.3-5 and 3.3-6 for
locations of areas.
Source: U.S. Army, 199611.

The McGregor Range is located under Restricted Areas R-5103A, B, C, and D. The lateral boundaries of
these Restricted Areas extend northward approximately 45 nm from the New Mexico-Texas border to
approximately 8 nm south of Alamogordo, New Mexico, and eastward within a radius of 25 nm of
U.S. Highway 54. The altitudes for R-5103A extend from the surface to, but not including 18,000 feet
msl; for R-5103B from the surface to 12,500 feet msl; for R-5103C from 12,500 feet msl to unlimited;
and R-5103D from 18,000 feet msl to unlimited. The published hours of operation for R-5103A/B/C/D
are from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday through Friday (National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration [NOAA], 1996). Changes to these restricted area hours of operation can occur and such
changes are disseminated through the nationwide Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) system that pilots are
expected to review prior to flight in the vicinity of restricted or other defense-related airspace. The
number of air operations conducted at the McGregor Range in CY 96 is delineated in Table 4.4-3.
4.4.4

Military Training Routes

Defined as air routes of varying lengths, widths, and altitudes, MTRs are used for low altitude flight
tactics and navigation at speeds greater than 250 knots. Segments of nine MTRs originate, terminate, or
transit the McGregor Range restricted airspace, as shown on Figure 4.4-1. In FY 96, there was an average
of 0.5 daily flight operations on MTR IR-134 (King, 1997). Aircraft nonnally use IR-134 during daylight
hours. MTRs IR-102, IR-115, IR-116, IR-131, and IR-132 are limited to use for Air-launched Cruise
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.

T a bl e 4 4-3 MG
c re2or R an2e A"Ir 0 'Perations, 1996
Area

Sorties

McGregor Helipad
North McGregor I RS I 03 B & C
South McGregor I RS I 03 A & D
Orogrande
SHORAD
Ranger DZ
IFC-23
Wilde Benton Landing Zone
McGregor Range Class C Bombing Range (Bombing Circle)

32I
283
3S
6
29
S3
23
I .IS I

Total Sorties

1,906

s

An aircraft sortie is one takeoff and landing associated with the flight of an aircraft.
Tills table shows the sorties through Fort Bliss airspace and includes sorties with >5
scheduled missions. Unscheduled missions such as medical evacuation. VIP transport.
or other missions that include <5 aircraft are not included.
Source: U.S. Anny. 1996h.

Note:

Missile (ALCM) missions and no ALCM missions were conducted on these routes in 1996. MTRs
IR-192, IR-194, and IR-195 are new routes on which there was no activity in 1996. The USAF has
proposed that the MTRs originally established for ALCM tests be consolidated and converted to lowlevel training routes. This proposal includes changes in aircraft operations along IR-102 and indirectly
alters operations in IRs 134/195 and 192/194. The proposed changes occur outside of Fort Bliss airspace
and are not depicted on Figure 4.4-1. Use by the USAF and GAF of the tactical target complex on
McGregor Range would not require any modifications to existing airspace. The training would use the
airspace modifications proposed for the ALCM tests, if approved by the FAA. Figure 4.4-1 illustrates the
entrance and exit points of training routes for the Fort Bliss Training Complex including the USAF
tactical target complex. Table 4.4-4 summarizes the altitude and route widths for those segments of the
MTRs located within the McGregor Range area.
. h"m t h e R e21on
. o f I n fl uence
I dary T ramm2 R outes wit
T a ble 44-4. MT
MTR

Altitude Ranf!e

IR-102
IR-11S
IR-I I6
IR-·13I
IR-·132

SOO'
SOO'
SOO'
SOO'
SOO'

agl-10.000' msl
agl- I2.000' msl
agl- I2.000' msl
agl- I2.000' msl
agl- I2 000' msl

IR-·134

IOO' agl-I2.SOO' msl

IR.. I92
IR.. I94
IR.. 19s

IOO' agl-I2.SOO' msl
100' agl-I2.SOO' msl
100' agl-I2.SOO' msl

Route Width Rnnf!e

7-10 nm
lOnm
lOnm
lOnm
IO nm
Varied as defined by
geographical coordinates
10-20 nm
7-24nm
Varied as defined by
geographical coordinates

Operatinf! Hours

Daylight hours by NOT AM
Daylight hours by NOTAM
Daylight hours by NOTAM
Daylight hours byNOTAM
Daylight hours by NOT AM
Sunrise-I I :00 p.m.
Sunrise-I I :00 p.m.
Sunrise-I I :00 p.m.
Sunrise-I I :00 p.m.

Source: DoD. 1997.
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4.5

EARTH RESOURCES

The ROI for geology is, with the exception of seismicity, restricted to lands owned and controlled by the
Anny at Fort Bliss. The ROI for seismicity includes south-central New Mexico, west Texas, and northern
Mexico because earthquakes that occur beyond the boundary of Fort Bliss could, if sufficiently powerful,
affect facilities and activities on the installation.
4.5.1

Physiography

Fort Bliss lies within the Basin and Range physiographic province (Figure 4.5-1). Extension of the crust
throughout the province during the past 30 million years has produced characteristic short, linear
mountain ranges separated by intervening valleys (Stewart, 1978). Superimposed along the eastern side
of the Basin and Range is a peculiar physiographic feature that extends from west Texas and northern
Mexico northward through central New Mexico. This feature, the Rio Grande Rift Valley, extends
northward into the Southern Rocky Mountains physiographic province of southern Colorado and northern
New Mexico. From Albuquerque northward, the Rio Grande Rift Valley is a relatively distinct,
contiinuous physiographic feature containing numerous basins. South of Albuquerque, the rift broadens
and encompasses several valleys and small, linear mountain ranges. At about the latitude of
El Paso, Texas, the Rio Grande Rift Valley turns abruptly to the southeast.
Much of Fort Bliss lies within the Tularosa Basin. The basin is about 100 miles long and 60 miles wide,
and is one of the largest valleys in the Rio Grande rift. The Tularosa Basin merges with the
Hueco Bolson (valley) at and south of El Paso, Texas. The Hueco Bolson is about 16 miles wide and
extends into west Texas and Mexico. From south to north along the east side of Fort Bliss are the
Hueco Mountains, Otero Mesa, and Sacramento Mountains. The Hueco Mountains form the western
edge of the Diablo Plateau, which extends far into southeast New Mexico and Texas. Otero Mesa is
continuous with the Diablo Plateau. Approximately 163,000 of the 1.2 million acres of Otero Mesa
(USAF, 1998) and 17 ,000 acres of the Sacramento Mountains foothills are located within the Fort Bliss
Training Complex. The Sacramento Mountains rise steeply from Otero Mesa and the Tularosa Basin
north of Fort Bliss. Along the southwest side of Fort Bliss are the Franklin Mountains. Several miles
north of the Franklin Mountains are the narrow, steep-sided Organ Mountains. The Organ Mountains are
continuous northward with the San Andres Mountains and, together, fonn an unbroken 100-mile-long
mountain range. A short distance north of the central part of Fort Bliss are the Jarilla Mountains, a small,
circular cluster of hills rising from the Tularosa Basin.
4.5.2

Stratigraphy

The stratigraphy of the ROI is shown in Figures 4.5-2a and 2b. The geologic history of the area is
summarized below.
The oldest rocks near Fort Bliss are exposed in the Organ and Franklin mountains. These mostly granite,
schist, and gneiss rocks are the deep crustal roots of ranges that extended across much of western
North America more than 1.3 billion years ago (Seager, 1981). During the next several hundred million
years, these mountains were eroded by glaciers, rivers, and storms into a remarkably flat surface close to
sea level.
Beginning about 550 million years ago, a sea lying west of the Fort Bliss region began advancing
eastward across the eroded plain. Later, the seas retreated westward in response to gentle uplift of the
crust and the carbonate deposits left by prior seas were partially or completely eroded before the seas
again advanced across the region.
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Figure 4.5-1. Physiographic Provinces and Late Cenozoic Extension Faults
and Major Strike-slip Faults in Western North America.
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The character of sedimentation changed over time from carbonates to silts and clays. These deposits are
repre:sented today by black, nonfossiliferous shale that contains abundant pyrite (Seager, 1981 ). Middle
and Late Mississippian rocks preserve a record of deep basins in which black, calcareous muds
accumulated. These basins were eventually filled in, the region was uplifted, and the sea retreated
southward to about the location of El Paso, Texas. From El Paso southward, deposition was continuous
from Mississippian to Pennsylvanian time (Harbour, 1972). The cyclical nature of carbonate deposits
during the Pennsylvanian time may reflect changes in sea level that have been correlated with glaciations
elsewhere in the world (Seager, 1981 ). These relatively stable marine conditions were interrupted on
occasion by influxes of coarse sand and pebbles eroded from the broad Pedernal Uplift 100 miles east of
the Fort Bliss area. As the Pedernal Uplift grew in elevation, a large oval-shaped basin (the Orogrande
Basin) developed along the uplift's west side.
In the southern part of the Fort Bliss area, the shoreline between the coarse debris flowing in from the

north and the marine waters of the Orogrande Basin, advanced and retreated many times, depositing
gyps.iferous sand and silt and carbonate muds (the Yeso and San Andres Formations). The rock record in
the Fort Bliss area, from Late Permian to Early Jurassic time, is missing. Sediments were either not
deposited during this time span or, if deposited, were eroded away prior to deposition in Cretaceous time.
Early Cretaceous sands (such as the Dakota Sandstones) are overlain by mudstone and shale (the Mancos
Shale). The abundance of sands and silts in the Late Cretaceous seas were early indicators of major and
widespread uplifts that occurred throughout the region. This period of mountain building, referred to as
the Laramide Orogeny, lasted for some 50 million years (Late Cretaceous time to Early Tertiary time).
Large masses of molten rock were injected into the subsurface, and some are exposed today in the Organ,
Jarilla, and Hueco mountains. Coarse debris eroded from the Laramide uplifts is preserved in various
Early Tertiary rocks (i.e., the Love Ranch Formation). Beginning at the end of Cretaceous time, perhaps
80 million years ago, and continuing intermittently into the present, the Laramide Orogeny affected much
of the Rocky Mountain region from Wyoming south to New Mexico (Kluth and Coney, 1981; Seager and
Mack, 1986). Large blocks of the crust were uplifted, exposing Precambrian rocks that had been eroded
flat in Precambrian time. These crustal blocks trended largely northward and were flanked by steep faults
and folds. In the El Paso area, however, some of the Laramide uplifts trend northwestward, paralleling
the trend of the Cordilleran orogenic belt. The Cordilleran belt extends southward from Alaska, through
western Canada and the western United States. Near Las Vegas, Nevada, the belt abruptly changes to a
southeasterly direction and continues through southern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico (Drewes,
1978). The belt continues into west Texas near El Paso and then southeastward through Mexico. Some
of the major faults in the Franklin and Organ mountains developed during this time and may be related to
compressional stresses that developed at the intersection of the Laramide and Cordilleran belts (Seager,
1981 ). Many other Laramide structures, however, are hidden beneath younger rocks in present-day
vaUeys and are known only through geophysical surveys and drilling. Many of these buried Laramide
structures have been further obscured by younger deformation associated with the development of the
basin and range and the Rio Grande Rift.
Middle Tertiary time marks the beginning of extensive igneous activity in south-central New Mexico and
west Texas. In the Organ Mountains, rhyolitic eruptions from the Organ caldera are more than
10,000 feet thick (Seager, 1981). Intrusive igneous rocks were emplaced in early Tertiary time in the
Organ, Hueco, Jarilla, and Sacramento mountains. This phase of igneous activity was followed by the
deposition of conglomerate, sandstone, caliche, shale, and gypsum (the Santa Fe Formation). During
Oligocene time, the Rio Grande Rift began to develop and by about 17 million years ago, the broader
basiin and range began to develop. The present-day mountains in the Fort Bliss region began develol'ing
about 10 million years ago.
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The Tularosa Basin and Hueco Bolson contain thick deposits of Cenozoic debris eroded from the adjacent
mountains (Collins and Raney, 1991 ). Basaltic lava flows were extruded throughout the Fort Bliss area,
with remnants preserved north of the Jarilla Mountains and east of the Organ Mountains. During the
Pleistocene, a lake (Lake Otero) occupied the present-day White Sands National Monument. As this lake
evaporated, the broad areas of gypsum-bearing sediments in today's Tularosa Basin were deposited.
4.5.3

Structure

Several major tectonic episodes have punctuated the geologic history of south-central New Mexico and
adjacent parts of Texas and Mexico. Precambrian-age mountains developed throughout broad parts of the
western United States, presumably in response to stresses caused by the horizontal motion and collision
of enormous crustal plates (plate tectonics). Then, in late Paleozoic time, the crust in New Mexico was
fragmented into large basins and uplifted as the Ancestral Rocky Mountains developed. During Late
Cretaceous and Early Tertiary time the Laramide Orogeny compressed and folded the crust throughout
New Mexico, producing broad basins and mountains.
Beginning about 30 million years ago (Oligocene time) the crust in south-central New Mexico and west
Texas was pulled apart as the Rio Grande Rift began to develop (see Figure 4.5-1). Most extension
occurred from 30 to 18 million years ago, and again from 10 million years ago to the present (Adams and
Keller, 1994). Rift basins produced during the older period of extension trend northeast and were
accompanied by eruptions and intrusions of alkali igneous rocks. Rift basins formed during the younger
period of extension are oriented more northerly and were (and still are) accompanied by eruptions of
basalt. The Tularosa Basin and the Hueco Bolson developed during this second period of rifting.
In New Mexico, the north-trending belt of faults coincides with the Rio Grande Rift. Figure 4.5-1 shows

the location of Late Cenozoic faults in the vicinity of Fort Bliss. Most faults are along the west sides of
the Tularosa Basin and the Hueco Bolson. The youngest fault displacements that rupture the surface
probably occurred 1,000 years ago along the north-trending Organ Mountains fault; this may be the
youngest fault in New Mexico (Gile, 1987, 1994). A single-event surface rupture of almost 10 feet is
reported (Collins and Raney, 1991) to have occurred in Pleistocene time along the east side of the
Franklin Mountains. The dip of this fault ranges from vertical to 60 degrees east (Lovejoy and Hawley,
1978).
4.5.4

--

--

-

-

Seismicity

Between the years 1849 and 1975, New Mexico had about 1,100 earthquakes that were felt or measured
(Northrop, 1976). Of these, 76 percent were in the Rio Grande Rift, and 96 percent of those were
restricted to a 75-mile-long segment between Socorro and Albuquerque. Only a few earthquakes were
recorded in south-central New Mexico during this 127-year interval, and none had an instrumentally
recorded Richter magnitude that exceeded 4 (post-1962). Based on subjective observations of the
intensity of shaking and the areal extent of perceptibility, an earthquake with a magnitude of 6.5 probably
occurred near Socorro in 1906 and another, of magnitude 6, occurred near Valentine, Texas,
(approximately 150 miles southeast of El Paso) in 1931(Northrop,1976; Davis et al., 1989).
The 1931 Valentine earthquake is the largest known earthquake in Texas and it caused severe damage in
the epicentral region (Davis et al., 1989). Smaller earthquakes have struck the El Paso-Juarez area in
1889, 1923, 1931, 1936, 1937, 1969, and 1972. The 1923 earthquake was felt throughout a large region,
but the strongest shaking was in El Paso and Juarez (Davis et al., 1989). The 1937, 1969, and 1972
earthquakes were felt more strongly on the east side of El Paso than the west side. According to some,
earthquakes in the west Texas region are related to a zone of crustal weakness, referred to as the Texas
Lineament, that extends at least as far west as southern Nevada (Muehlberger, 1980; Drewes, 1978).
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According to Sandford et al. (1972), an earthquake of magnitude 6 can be expected every 100 years in the
Rio Grande Rift, particularly in that part of the rift from Socorro to Albuquerque. This estimate is based
largely on the region's earthquake record, which now extends back about 150 years. However, the
historic pattern of earthquakes in the western United States is episodic; areas can apparently remain
inactive for tens to thousands of years and then, for no apparent reason, suddenly be struck by swanns of
earthquakes, only to return just as suddenly to a period of quiescence (Smith, 1978). Gile (1994)
recognizes an episodic pattern of displacement along the Organ Mountains fault. This fault ruptured
about 1,000 years ago and has an estimated rupture-recurrence interval of 4,000 to more than 5,000 years
(Gile, 1994; Machette, 1987). If this fault is continuous northward with the fault along the east base of
the San Andres Mountains and southward with the fault along the east base of the Franklin Mountains,
then it exceeds 100 miles in length. A rupture along the entire length of this fault could exceed a
magnitude of 6 and cause widespread and severe damage to man-made structures in west Texas and
south-central New Mexico. Gravity sliding of large rock masses from the steeper parts of the Franklin
and Organ mountains could also occur, as may have happened in the past (Lovejoy and Hawley, 1978).

4.5.S

Mineral and Energy Resources

Figure 4.5-3 shows the location of mining districts, quarries, geothermal areas, and exploration holes for
oil and gas in the Fort Bliss area. Table 4.5-1 lists and briefly describes the mining districts in the area.
Mineral and energy resources will be discussed in relation to metallic minerals, industrial minerals and
materials, geothermal resources, oil and gas resources, and uranium resources.

4.5.5.1

Metallic Minerals

Five mining districts in the Fort Bliss area have produced metallic minerals (see #s 1, 3, 10, 13, and 18 on
Figure 4.5-3 and Table 4.5-1). None of these districts are currently active (Hatton et al., 1995). The
Orogrande district in the Jarilla Mountains (#1) and the Organ district in the Organ Mountains (#10) have
been the largest producers in the area, producing chiefly copper, gold, lead, silver, zinc, and iron. The
value of production at each district was less than $10 million (Mardirosian, 1977). Small amounts of
metallic minerals have also been produced from the Black Mountain district (#13-gold), the
Gre1~n Crawford district (#18-copper), and the North Franklin Mountains district (#3-iron), all of which
are in the Organ and San Andres mountains.
The mountainous areas in and near Fort Bliss have the potential for the discovery of additional small
deposits of metallic minerals at and near the surface. Subsurface deposits could be considerably larger,
but much more expensive to extract.

4.5.5.2

Industrial Minerals and Materials

Industrial minerals and materials are currently produced from numerous quarries in the Fort Bliss area
(see: Figure 4.5-3). The materials produced are mostly sand, gravel, and limestone. Except for #4 on
Figure 4.5-3, none of these quarries are within established or recognized mining districts and are shown
on Figure 4.5-3 as "active quarries." Large amounts of sand, gravel, and building stone are available
throughout the Tularosa Basin and Hueco Bolson, as is limestone from Paleozoic rocks in neighboring
mountains and mesas.
Mining districts that have produced industrial minerals and materials are chiefly in the Franklin, Organ,
and San Andres mountains (see Figure 4.5-3). Materials produced include limestone, clay, and shale for
cement; building stone; flourspar; and barite. The value of the materials produced has been less than
$1 million at each district. Only the Vado quarries (#4) are currently active (Hatton et al., 1995). Small
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Figure 4.5-3. Mineral and Energy Resources in the Fort Bliss Area, Texas and New Mexico.
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Table 451
- Minin2 D1str1cts m the
Mining District
(see FiJ<ure 4.5-3)

1

Orogrande
(Jarilla)

2

Brickland

3

North Franklin
Mtns. (Copiapo)

5
6
7

East Vado
(active)
Mesquite
Bishop Cap
White Spar

8

Tortugas

9

Ruby (also called
Hayner)

4

,_

10

I

Golden Lily

11

12

Organ

i

Tennessee

~

13

Black Mountain

14

Bear Canyon

15

Stevens

16

Lake Lucero

17

San Andres

18

Green Crawford

v·.
1cmity of Fort Bliss

Description

Replacement and skarn deposits of copper, lead, gold, silver, and iron in
Pennsylvanian carbonate rocks adjacent to Tertiary intrusive rocks. Also placer
deposits. Production estimated between $1 and 10 million.
Limestone, clay, and shale from Cretaceous rocks for cement. Production less than
$1 million.
Iron from replacement deposits in limestone along shear zones. Lead and fluorspar
from veins in dolomite. Gypsum from limestone beds. Production less than
$1 million.
Building stone. Production less than $1 million.
Clay from Pennsylvanian(?) shale. Production less than $1 million.
Fluorspar from veins in limestone. Production less than $1 million.
Barite from veins in limestone. Production less than $1 million.
Fluorspar from veins and faults in limestone and shale. Production less than
$1 million.
Fluorspar from veins in limestone and shale. Production less than $1 million.
Replacement deposits of copper, gold, lead, silver, and zinc in Paleozoic carbonate
rocks near Tertiary intrusive rocks. Production estimated between $1 and $10 million.
Fluorspar from veins in Precambrian granite. Production less than $1 million.
Fluorspar from contact zone between Precambrian granite and dikes. Production less
than $1 million.
Gold from irregular replacement deposits in dolomite. Production less than
$1 million.
Barite and lead from replacement deposits in limestone. Production less than
$1 million.
Fluorspar and barite from replacement deposits in limestone. Production less than
$1 million.
Sodium compounds and borax from brines in Lake Lucero and surface deposits in
nearby alkali flats. Production less than $1 million.
Barite and lead from irregular replacement deposits in limestone. Production less than
$1 million.
Copper veins in limestone. Production less than $1 million.

Source: Mardirosian. 1977 and Garner et al., 1987.

amounts of sodium compounds and borax have been produced from a district near White Sands
Monument (#16 on Figure 4.5-3)

4.5.5.3

Energy Resources

Geothermal, oil and gas, and uranium resources are discussed in this section.
Geothermal. Geothermal resources of commercial proportion (generally hotter than 194 °F and capable
of generating commercial amounts of electricity) are most prevalent in areas of crustal instability, high
heat-flow, and young igneous rocks (Muffler et al., 1978). In contrast, low-temperature geothermal
resources (less than 194°F) occur widely, apparently originating from deep groundwater circulation in
regions with normal or higher-than-normal geothermal gradients.
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The Rio Grande Rift is characterized by crustal instability, moderate to high heat-flow (from 1.5 to more
than 2.5 heat-flow units), and warm to hot subsurface waters. The Anny is investigating the potential of
the geothennal area to supply electricity for operations at Fort Bliss near Davis Dome, where
temperatures up to 192.4°F have been recorded (also refer to Section 4.7.12). Water temperatures within
the 25-mile-long geothermal area range from 176° to 230°F (Henry and Gluck, 1981). Temperatures as
high as 134°F have been reported from well depths of only 450 feet (Woodruff et al., 1982). The
concentration of dissolved solids ranges from 1,100 to 12,500 milligrams per liter (mg/I). The source of
the dissolved solids is presumably the evaporite deposits in the basin fill or Paleozoic rocks or both
(Henry and Gluck, 1981). Other parts of Fort Bliss have potential for low- to moderate-temperature
geothennal waters that could be used locally for space heating.
Oil and Gas. Most investigators considered the organic remains, typically contained in sedimentary
rocks such as shale and limestone, to be the chief source rocks for the world's hydrocarbons. This
organic debris is generally more abundant and accumulates more rapidly in near-shore marine
environments where life flourishes, although some nonmarine environments may also contain significant
accumulations of organic debris. Where such accumulations of organic debris are heated during deep
burial, a series of poorly understood chemical and physical reactions can transform part of the organic
material into petroleum (a process called maturation). The word petroleum applies to gaseous, liquid, and
solid materials, and includes crude oil and natural gas.
Continued compaction from the weight of overlying sedimentary layers can expel the gaseous and fluid
portions of the petroleum, which then migrate towards areas of lower pressure. The distance that oil and
gas can migrate is a matter of considerable debate among geologists. Some believe fluid migration of
several hundred to even thousands of miles is possible, whereas others believe that oil and gas migrate
very little from the point at which they are generated. If the transmissivity of the rocks is sufficient, and
favorable reservoir rocks and traps exist, pools of oil and gas can accumulate.
The favorability of an area to contain commercial quantities of oil and gas depends on many factors.
Important factors include: the presence and volume of source rock, the degree of maturation of the source
rocks, the availability of reservoir rocks, and the availability of stratigraphic or structural features to trap
the migrating oil and gas. The severity of post-entrapment tectonic, igneous, and geothermal activity
which, if too intense, can vaporize the petroleum or allow it to escape to the atmosphere or hydrosphere
along faults and fractures and by fresh-water flushing.
The Tularosa Basin contains numerous Paleozoic source and reservoir rocks (King and Harder, 1985).
Through 1980, numerous oil and gas exploration wells had been drilled in the Fort Bliss area (see
Figure 4.5-3), but all were dry (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS], 1981). Foster (1978) lists the wells that
had oil and gas shows. The most successful test wells were drilled in 1974 at the northern end of the
Tularosa Basin near Three Rivers, where noncommercial volumes of natural gas were recovered from
Pennsylvanian and Permian strata (King and Harder, 1985). Most oil and gas shows from the Tularosa
Basin have been from Pennsylvanian and Permian rocks and a few from Mesozoic rocks (Foster, 1978).
Testing of pre-Pennsylvanian rocks has been limited and generally unsuccessful. According to the
appraisal by King and Harder (1985), the Tularosa Basin contains abundant source rocks, reservoir rocks,
and hydrocarbon traps (stratigraphic pinchouts, unconformities, and structural traps).
The results of exploration drilling on the Otero Mesa-Diablo Plateau have been disappointing
(Black, 1975; King and Harder, 1985). Silurian and Permian rocks account for most of the shows.
Black (1975) suggests that the Lower Paleozoic rocks of the Orogrande Basin are adequate source rocks
and that fault and stratigraphic traps along the flanks of the Late Paleozoic Pademal uplift are favorable
targets. Otherwise, the Otero Mesa-Diablo Plateau is not considered by King and Harder (1985) as a
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particularly favorable area for hydrocarbons because of a relatively small volume of source rocks, few
traps, Late Tertiary uplift and erosion, and fresh-water flushing.
In addition to the less-than-promising results of drilling to date in the Tularosa Basin, the overall geologic
history of south-central New Mexico and west Texas is not particularly favorable for the preservation of
moderate to large accumulations of oil and gas (Thompson, 1976). Late Cenozoic crustal extension and
high heat-flow during development of the basin and range and the Rio Grande Rift probably destroyed
any moderate- to large-size reservoirs that had survived Early- to Middle-Tertiary igneous activity in the
region (reservoirs with more than 10 million barrels of recoverable oil or 60 billion cubic feet of
recoverable gas). If oil and gas resources exist in this region, they are likely to be very small (less than 10
million barrels ofrecoverable oil or 60 billion cubic feet ofrecoverable gas). A well drilled recently east
of McGregor Range has been determined to be a commercial gas well. This indicates that commercially
viable gas resources may exist in the Pennsylvanian rocks on McGregor Range (Jentgen, 1998). This
discovery off McGregor Range has prompted oil companies to express interest to the BLM regarding
future exploration on McGregor Range (Sanders, 1998), however, there has been no formal request for
exploration on McGregor Range.

Uranium. The Grants mineral belt in northwest New Mexico is the nation's largest producer of uranium
(U.S. Department of Energy [USDOE], 1980). Although uranium can occur in a variety of geologic
environments, sandstone of Jurassic age has been the most prolific source (Chenoweth, 1976). Jurassic
rocks do not occur in south-central New Mexico and west Texas.
Uranium minerals have been reported from several areas at and near Fort Bliss. The potential to develop
commercial quantities of uranium at these sites, or elsewhere in the region, is relatively low.
4.5.6

Soils

Due to the different scales of activity (i.e., programmatic, site-wide, and project-specific) and impacts on
soil resources, there are several ROis for soils in the Fort Bliss area. For programmatic and site-wide
activities, the ROI focuses on lands within the boundaries of Fort Bliss including the Main Cantonment
Area, the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range. In addition, the ROI includes
areas outside the boundaries of Fort Bliss that have the potential to be impacted by wind and water
erosion caused by activities on Fort Bliss. For project-specific activities, the ROI will be the project area
and an area around the facility that may be impacted by erosion.
Nearly all of the 1.12 million acres of Fort Bliss is included in three, second- and third-order surveys
conducted and published by the NRCS. The survey areas include Otero (U.S. Department of Agriculture
[USDA], 1981) and Dofia Ana (USDA, 1980) county areas in New Mexico, and El Paso County, Texas
(USDA, 1971). Surveys were mapped to the series, association, or complex levels. An effort is currently
underway to resurvey the entire Fort Bliss area in New Mexico and Texas. The purpose of the new
survey is to update and refine the current surveys, and to map soils that were not previously surveyed to
the series level at a scale of 1:24,000.
The majority of soils in the Fort Bliss area are classified as either aridisols or entisols, although a few
mollisols are also found in the area. Aridisols are soils with well-developed pedogenic horizons, which
developed under conditions of low moisture, and have very little water leaching through the profile
(Donahue et aL 1977). Consequently, some of these soils have lime-cemented hardpans (caliche).
Entisols, young soils with little or no development of soil horizons, are located in areas where the soil is
actively eroding (slopes) or receiving new deposits of soil materials (alluvial fans, flood plains, and eolian
sand dunes). A few mollisols occur in the mountains of the Fort Bliss area. These soils are distinguished
by a deep, dark-colored surface horizon, rich in organic matter and saturated with bases.
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Soils in the Fort Bliss area generally consist of sandy, silty, and gravely loams, and fine sands and silts.
The soils are alkaline and calcareous, having developed from the weathering of gypsum, sandstone,
limestone, igneous, and metamorphic rocks. Windblown sediments from exposed lakebeds occur widely.
Wind is an important soil forming agent in the Fort Bliss area. Windblown sand is common, with the
greatest accumulations in the basins, often forming dunes.
The soils of the Fort Bliss area can be separated into two general categories based upon the following
physiographic positions: valleys and basin floors; and mountains, mountain foot slopes, and escarpments.
Soils in valleys and basins are shallow to deep, nearly level to very steep, well-drained to excessively
drained soils that formed in alluvium, alluvium modified by wind, and eolian material (USDA, 1971,
1980, 1981 ). Most of the basin floors are covered by coppice dunes (eolian deposits trapped by mesquite
thickets) and eolian sheet deposits. These soils are found mainly in the Tularosa Basin and Hueco
Bolson. Major soil units in this category include Bluepoint, Caliza-Bluepoint-Yturbide, Pajarito-OnitePintura, Pintura-Wink, Berino-Dofia Ana, Mimbres-Stellar, Nickel-Upton, Tome-Mimbres, PhilderAnnesa-Reyab, Nickel-Tencee, Bluepoint-Onite-Wink, and Pintura-Dofia Ana, Hueco-Wink, and TumeyBerino. These soil units are combinations of soil associations and series that are described in greater
detail in Tables 4.5-2 and 4.5-4. Table 4.5-3 summarizes miscellaneous landfonn types found in soil
associations. Figures 4.5-4, 4.5-5, and 4.5-6 show the distribution of soil associations on the Main
Cantonment Area and South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and
McGregor Range, respectively. Soils in valleys and basins are used mainly for grazing, wildlife habitat,
and watershed. Military uses include ground troop training, wheeled and tracked vehicle maneuvering,
and missile launching.
Land surfaces on mountains, mountain foot slopes, and escarpments are either rock outcrops or shallow to
deep, well-drained, and nearly level to extremely steep soils that formed in alluvium and colluvium,
mostly derived from limestone (USDA, 1971, 1980, 1981). These soils are found mainly in the
Sacramento, Hueco, and Organ mountains, and on Otero Mesa. Major soil units in this category include:
Rock outcrop-Torriorthents, Deama-Tortugas-Rock outcrop, Ector-Rock outcrop, Delnorte-Canutio, and
Lozier Rock outcrop. See Tables 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 for a description of the distribution of soil series within
associations, and more details about the soil series that make up the above general soil units. These soils
are used mainly for grazing, wildlife habitat, and watershed. Military uses are limited in the mountainous
areas because of steep slopes and rough terrain, although limited vehicle traffic, ground-troop training,
and missile launching does occur on these soils.
Wind and water erosion are currently the most significant processes affecting soils in the Fort Bliss area.
Soils unprotected by vegetation are susceptible to erosion from wind and water runoff. Gullying is the
most prevalent form of erosion, but sheet and rill erosion from water, and wind erosion are processes that
can also significantly affect soil movement.
Erodibility of soils varies considerably across the Fort Bliss area. Figure 4.5-7 shows the erodibility of
soils as well as the location of steep slopes in the Fort Bliss area. In general, soil erodibility is a function
of soil type, slope, and vegetative cover. Sandy soils are extremely wind erodible (USDA, 1981 ). Loamy
sands are highly erodible and capable of supporting a protective vegetative cover. Soils with large
amounts of clay are moderately erodible when undisturbed; however, when these soils are substantially
disturbed, they become highly erodible and a possible source of particulate matter less than
10 micrometers in diameter (PM 10) emissions. Loamy soils with less than 35 percent clay are slightly
erodible, and stony or gravelly soils and rock outcrops are not generally subject to erosion.
The majority of the steep rocky hills and mountains in the Fort Bliss area have only slight erosion
potential, although during periods of severe thunderstonn activity, large volumes of runoff can build up
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Soil Series

Agustin
Aladdin
Arizo
Argids
Armesa
Berino
Bluepoint
Brewster
Bucklebar
Cacique
Cale
Caliza
Canutio
Casito
Cave
Coxwell
Crowflats
Deama
Delnorte
DofiaAna
Ector
Espy
Harrisburg
Holloman

Description

Deep, pale-brown, gravelly soils at the base of limestone and igneous mountains and on alluvial
fans, generally near gravelly arroyos.
Deep, well drained soils that formed in mixed alluvium along mountain fronts and on fans and
terraces. Slopes are from 2-10 percent.
Deep, excessively drained soils formed in mixed alluvium on valley floors or wide arroyos.
Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Shallow to deep, well drained soils on hills and dry mountains. Slopes are 15-80 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in medium textured alluvium and eolian sediment that are high
in carbonate. They are on old alluvial fans and terraces. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in medium textured upland alluvium and eolian deposits. They are
on nearly level to undulating sandy plains and side slopes of pediments. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Deep, somewhat excessively drained soils formed in coarse textured eolian deposits. They are
on coppice dunes on sandy uplands. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Very shallow, stony soils on igneous mountains generally developed over granite rock. They are
friable, noncalcareous, and mildly alkaline. Slopes are usually greater than 20 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in alluvium modified by wind on fans and coalescent fan
piedmonts. Slopes are 1-5 percent.
Moderately deep, well drained soils formed in alluvium on level basin floors. Slopes are 0-3 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in highly calcareous fine and medium textured sediment derived
from weathered limestone. They are on broad dissected upland valleys. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in gravelly alluvium on fans or river deposits of Pleistocene
age. Slopes are 15-40 percent.
Deep, very gravelly soils formed in recently deposited gravelly, loamy sediments having high
lime content, in and near the active parts of arroyos and alluvial fans. Slope is 1-8 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in very gravelly sediments on fans and terraces. Slopes are
1-8 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in gravelly alluvium in old valley fill. Slopes are 1-5 percent.
Moderately deep, well drained soils formed in gravelly alluvium overweathered granitic
bedrock. They are on ridges along mountain toe slopes. Slopes are 5-15 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in calcareous mixed alluvium. They are on basin floors. Slope
is 0-2 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in residuum from limestone bedrock. They are on steep
limestone hills. Slopes are 0-50 percent.
Shallow or very shallow to hard caliche. Very gravelly soils formed over outwash material of
sand and gravel. They occur on foot slopes and outwash plains of igneous and limestone
mountains. Slopes are 1-8 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in medium and coarse textured eolian material and alluvium.
They are on toe slopes of pediments and sandy uplands. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in material weathered from limestone bedrock. They are on
sides of steep limestone hills and mesas and plateaus dissected by narrow drainage ways. Slopes
are 20-50 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in mixed alluvium. They are over indurated caliche on
alluvial fans and terraces. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Moderately deep, well drained soils that formed in residuum of sandstone and eolian material
from sandstone and from sandstone, volcanic ash, and shale. They are on desert mesas. Slopes
are 1-10 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils over gypsum that formed in gypsiferous sediment of eolian and
alluvial origin. They are on nearly level to gently sloping uplands. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
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Table 4.5-2. Description of Soil Series that Occur within the Fort Bliss Area (Continued)
Soil Series

Hueco
Jerag
Kerrick
Lozier
Mimbres
Nickel
No lam
Onite
Pajarito
Pena
Pinaleno
Philder
Pintura
Reagan
Reakor
Reeves
Reyab
Shanta
Variant
Simona
Stellar
Tencee

Tumey
Upton

4.5-14

Description

Sandy. noncalcareous. and mildly or moderately alkaline soils that formed over outwash
sediments from nearby mountains. Hueco soils are underlain by an indurated caliche layer at a
depth of20 to 40 inches. Slopes are 0.5-1.5 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in medium textured eolian and alluvial sediment. They are
over indurated caliche. They are on broad slightly concave uplands. Slopes are 0-3 percent.
Moderately deep. well drained soils that formed in mixed alluvium. They are over indurated
caliche. They are in upland valleys. Slopes are 0-2 percent.
Shallow. well drained soils formed in material weathered from limestone. They are on hillsides.
ridgetops. benches. and escarpment caps. Slopes are 0-50 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in silty calcareous alluvial sediment weathered from limestone.
They are on broad flood plains on the lower parts of long. gently sloping alluvial fans
terminating on valley floors. Slopes are 0-3 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in very gravelly alluvium mainly from limestone. They are on
middle and uooer parts of side slopes of pediments and on alluvial fans. Slopes are 1-30 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in very gravelly alluvium on the sides of strongly dissected
terraces and ridges. Slopes are 3-15 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in mixed alluvium. They are on broad alluvial fans. Slopes are
0-5 percent.
Deep, loamy soils that formed on alluvial fans or old terraces. They are calcareous and
moderately alkaline. Slopes are 0-3 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in mixed alluvium. They are in broad, dissected upland valleys.
Slopes are 0-10 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in alluvium on fans, fan piedmonts, and terraces. Slopes are
1-10 percent.
Shallow. well drained soils formed in alluvium influenced by eolian sediment. They are over
indurated caliche and are found on upland fans on pediments. Slopes are 0-15 percent.
Deep, somewhat excessively drained soils formed in coarse textured eolian material. They are
on coppice dunes on uplands with 0-5 percent slopes. The dunes have slopes of 20 percent to
more than 80 percent.
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Deep, well drained soils formed in alluvium on fans and basin floors. Slopes are 1-3 percent.
Deep, well drained soils formed in mixed alluvium weathered from limestone bedrock. They are
found on uplands. Slopes are 1-5 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in medium textured calcareous and gypsiferous alluvium. They
are on broad valley floors and alluvial toe slopes. Slopes are 0-2 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in alluvium weathered mainly from limestone. They are on
alluvial bottoms, terraces. and fans on broad uplands. Slopes are 0-5 percent.
Deep. well drained soils formed in mixed alluvium. They are on drainage ways of dissected
terraces and valley bottoms. Slopes are 0-2 percent.
Gravelly. loamy soils that formed in outwash material and are calcareous and moderately
alkaline. They have a layer of indurated caliche within a depth of 20 inches.
Deep. well drained soils formed in sediments derived from igneous rock on basin floors and on
toe slopes of fans. Slopes are 0-3 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed in gravelly calcareous alluvium. They are over indurated
caliche, mainly on side slopes of pediments and the upper parts of older alluvial fans at the base
oflimestone hills and escarpments. Slopes are 0-10 percent.
Moderately deep to weakly cemented caliche formed over outwash material from the nearby
mountains. They are calcareous and moderately alkaline Slopes are 0-2 percent.
Shallow, well drained soils formed on piedmont slopes and ridges in gravelly alluvium derived
from limestone. Slopes are 3-15 percent.
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Soil Series

Deep. well drained soils formed in calcareous eolian sediment. They are on upland pediments.
Slopes are 0-3 percent.
Deep. excessively drained soils formed in alluvium along side and on terminal fans of arroyos
and old river deposits. Slopes are 1-5 percent.

Wink
Yturbide
Lithic
Argiborolls
Lithic
Argiustolls
Lithic
Torriorthents
Rock
Outcrop
Typic
Argiborolls
Typic
Argiustolls
Typic
Calciorthids
Typic
Camborthids

Moderately deep cobbly loams. Slopes are 16-18 percent.
Shallow loams to shallow gravelly loams. Slopes are 0-80 percent.
Shallow gravelly to very gravelly loams. Slopes are 0-80 percent.
Slopes are 0-80 percent.
Moderately deep cobbly loams. Slopes are 16-80 percent.
Moderately deep gravelly to very gravelly loams. Slopes are 16-80 percent.
Very deep gravelly loams. Slopes are 0-10 percent.
Moderately deep very gravelly to extremely gravelly loams. Slopes are 16-80 percent.

Sources: USDA. 1971. 1980. 1981.
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Description

Land Type

Badlands

Heavy, plastic clay stratified with layers of calcareous very fine sandy loam. Also includes
caliche ridgetops and gravelly sand overlying clay. Slopes are convex and range from 540 percent.

Dune land

Active sand dunes formed by noncalcareous fine sand.

Igneous rock
land
Limestone rock
land

Exposed, stratified igneous rocks, mostly granite. andesite. syenite. and rhyolite. Slopes range
from 30 percent to almost vertical escarpments several hundred feet thick.
Exposed, stratified limestone bedrock. Slopes range from 30 percent to almost vertical
escarpments.

Rock outcrop

Rough extensions and escarpments, ledges. ridges, and cliffs. Slopes are 15-90 percent.

Sources: USDA. 1971.1980,1981.
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Association

AGB -Agustin. undulating
AM -- Aladdin-Coxwell
AMC - Armesa very fine sandy loam
BJ - Berino-Bucklebar

Series

65 percent Agustin. 35 percent Simona. Paiarito. Delnorte, Wink
35 percent Aladdin, 30 percent Coxwell, 25 percent Rock outcrop
20 to 90 percent Armesa, 10 to 20 percent Philder. Reyab. Lozier.
Rock outcrop
35 percent Berino. 25 percent Bucklebar, 25 percent Dofia Ana,
15 percent Pintura, Paiarito. Onite
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Table 4.5-4. Series Composition of Soil Associations within the Fort Bliss Area (Continued)
Association

BK- Berino-Dofia Ana
BIL- Berino-Pintura complex
BOA - Bluepoint-Onite-Wink
BP - Bluepoint-Caliza-Yturbide complex
DCB - Delnorte-Canutio. undulating
DCD - Delnorte-Canutia. hilly
DRF - Deama-Rock outcrop complex
DTB - Dona Ana-Berino
ECF - Ector-Rock outcrop
ESB - Espy-Shanta Variant
HPB - Holloman-Reeves, nearly level
HW - Hueco-Wink
IN - Igneous rock land-Brewster
JEC - Jerag-Philder, gently rolling
LOB- Lozier-Rock outcrop complex
LOD- Lozier-Rock outcrop
MO - Mimbres silty clay loam
MTA - Mimbres-Tome, nearly level
NTD - Nickel-Tencee
NU - Nickel-Upton
PAA - Pajarito, level
PCB - Penta-Cale-Kerrick
PEC - Philder veiy fine sandy loam
PFB - Philder-Armesa, undulating
PGB - Pintura-Dofia Ana complex
PHB - Pintura-Tome-Dofia Ana complex
PN - Pinaleno-Nolam

4.5-16

Series

50 percent Berino, 30 percent Dofia Ana, 20 percent Reagan, Stellar,
Bucklebar, Cacique, Simona
50 percent Berino, 25 percent Pintura, 25 percent Dofia Ana,
Buckelbar, Onite, Pajarito
35 percent Bluepoint, 25 percent Onite, 20 percent Wink, 20 percent
Pintura, Berino, Holloman
25 percent Bluepoint, 25 percent Caliza, 20 percent Yturbide,
30 percent Arizo, Canutio, Tencee, Nickel
75 percent Delnorte, 25 percent Canutio, and small amounts of
Bluepoint and Badlands
55 percent Delnorte, 18 percent Canutia, 27 percent Bluepoint,
Agustin, Paiarito
70 percent Deama, 15 percent Rock outcrop, 15 percent Ector, Pena,
Kerrick, Cale
40 percent Dofia Ana. 35 percent Berino, 25 percent Pintura,
Bluepoint, Onite, Wink. Nickel
60 percent Ector, 25 percent Rock outcrop, 15 percent Deama,
Lozier
55 percent Espy, 20 percent Shanta Variant, 25 percent Lozier
60 percent Holloman, 30 percent Reeves. 10 percent Tome, Crowflat
42 percent Hueco, 3 8 percent Wink, 20 percent Turney, Berino,
Duneland, Limestone rock land
50 to 75 percent Igneous rock land, 15 to 50 percent Brewster
40 percent Jerag, 40 percent Philder, 20 percent Reyba, Shanta
Variant. Lozier, Tencee,
75 percent Lozier, 15 percent Rock outcrop, 10 percent Tencee,
Reakor
60 percent Lozier, 25 percent Rock outcrop, 15 percent Tencee,
Nickel
80 percent Mimbres silty clay loam, 20 percent Reagan, Stellar,
Berino, Bucklebar, Dofia Ana
45 percent Mimbres, 40 percent Tome, 15 percent Nickel, Reyab
50 percent Nickel, 35 percent Tencee, 15 percent Lozier, Tome,
Reakor
50 percent Nickel. 25 percent Upton, 25 percent Tencee, Cave,
Simona
75 percent Pajarito, 25 percent Agustin, Simona, Bluepoint, Turney,
Wink, Mimbres
35 percent Penta, 30 percent Cale, 15 percent Kerrick, 20 percent
Ector, Deama
85 percent Philder, 15 percent Reyba, Tencee, Armesa
45 percent Philder, 40 percent Armesa, 15 percent Reyab, Tome,
Tencee, Lozier
45 percent Pintura, 35 percent Dofia Ana, 20 percent Berino, Onite,
Bluepoint, Mimbres, Holloman
30 percent Pintura, 25 percent Tome, 20 percent Dofia Ana,
25 percent Holloman, Wink, Berino
45 percent Pinaleno, 35 percent Nolam 20 percent Casito, Terino
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RAB -- Reaker-Tome-Tencee

--·

RF A -- Reyab-Armesa

-

RL - Rock outcrop-Lozier

-

-

-

-
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RG- Rock outcrop-Argids
RH - Rock outcrop-Argids, cool

ROG -- Rock outcrop
RRF - Rock outcrop-Lozier complex
TBB - Tumev-Berino, undulating
TDB - Tome silt loam
TE - Tencee-Upton
TF - Terino-Casito

Series
35 percent Reaker, 30 percent Tome, 20 percent Tencee, 15 percent
Lozier
60 percent Reyab, 30 percent Armesa, 5 percent Philder, Lozier,
Rock outcrop
40 percent Rock outcrop, 30 percent Argids, 20 percent Argids,
cool, 10 percent alluvium and alluvial soils
45 percent Rock outcrop, 35 percent Argids, cool, 20 percent
colluvial and alluvial soils
45 percent Rock outcrop, 30 percent Lozier, 25 percent Sandstone,
Shell and small Igneous dikes
80 percent Rock outcrop, 20 percent Lozier, Tencee
50 percent Rock outcrop, 35 percent Lozier, 15 percent Reakor,
Tome, Tencee
75 percent Tumey, 20 percent Berino, 5 percent Pajarito, Hueco
85 percent Tome, 15 percent Crowflats, Tencee, Nickel
35 percent Tencee, 20 percent Upton, 45 percent Nickel, Cave,
Simona
40 percent Terino, 30 percent Casito, 10 percent hard surface soils

Sources: USDA, 1971, 1980, 1981.

rapidly, causing flash floods that can produce large gullies (BLM, l 988b ). Soils covered by grasses such
as those on Otero Mesa have relatively low amounts of erosion, unless they are disturbed, while areas that
are predominantly shrub lands (Creosotebush and mesquite) have higher rates of erosion due to the large
amounts of exposed soil between shrubs.
Currently, there are several areas where accelerated erosion is a problem on Fort Bliss. Soils in the
coppice-dunes area of the Tularosa Basin are subject to wind erosion. The acceleration of these erodible
dunes is caused by a breakdown of surface crusts on the soils between dunes, caused in part by the
maneuvering of tracked vehicles (Marston, 1984). Most of the soil movement in this area is localized
from dune to dune, but on windy days blowing dust particles rise to the atmosphere (BLM, 1988b). This
process could significantly lower air quality. On training areas in the Tularosa Basin, roads have been
constructed in such a manner that they have become channels for rainwater runoff. This has caused a
considerable amount of erosion (BLM, l 988b). A similar problem has occurred on roads leading up to
Otero Mesa (USAF, 1998). Other activities can deplete the vegetative cover and expose the soil surface
to erosion. This is occurring in localized areas on Fort Bliss. Grazing by livestock has reduced the
vegetative cover and exposed the soil surface to erosion in localized areas on Otero Mesa. Examples of
these areas are livestock holding areas, watering points, and mineral licks.
Qualitative observations during the BLM's field season indicated that near water facilities, the soil is
compacted by livestock over areas as large as 10 acres. On clay soils, the reduction could be 15 to
30 percent. There is no effect on sandy or gravelly soils. Because of the reduced infiltration, soil
moisture is reduced in the vicinity of water supplies, and the survival potential of seeds may be reduced
slightly. In areas away from water the effects of grazing generally relate to the breaking of soil crusts by
trampling (BLM, 1990a).
Soil contamination is not a major problem in the Fort Bliss area, although the potential for releases of
reportable soil contaminants does exist. See Section 4.12 (Hazardous Material and Items of Special
Concern) for details concerning soil contamination.
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Source: USDA, 1996.
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Figure 4.5-4. Distribution of Soil Associations on the Main Cantonment,
Castner Range, and South Training Areas.
4.5-18

Soil association or complex:

D
D
D
D
b::J

AM - Aladdin-Coxwell

Lr.:]

OP - Onite-Pajarito

BJ - Berino-Bucklebar

D

PGB - Pintura-Dona Ana

Fort Bli ss Boundary
PHB - Pintura-Tome-Dona Ana

BL - Berino-Pintura

PN - Pinaleno - Nolam

BO - Bluepoint loamy sand

RG - Ro ck outcrop-argids

Source: USDA, 1996
Where soil s overlap into Otero County, Otero
County so il c lassification s are used

Road

BOA - Bluepoint-Onite-Wink

-

RH - Rock outcrop-argids, cool

BP - Bluepoint-Caliza -Yturab ide

-

RL - Ro c k outcrop-Lozier

D

DTB - Dona Ana -Serino

~ RRF - Rock outcrop-Lozier

-

LOD - Lozier-rock outcrop

-

mJ
llIIIIIIII

Highway

BK - Serino-Dona An a

SH - Simona - Harrisburg
SCALE

MTA - Mimbres -Tome

-

TDB - Tome silt loam

MO - Mimbres silty c lay

LJ

TE - Te ncee-Upton

NU - Nickel-Upton

~ TF - Ter ino-Casito

2.5

O

5 Miles

~--=--~~~~~~~~~~
~----

0

2.5

5 Kilometers

FBMMFEIS

Figure 4.5-5. Distribution of Soil Associations in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
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Figure 4.5-6. Distribution of Soil Associations on McGregor Range.
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Figure 4.5-7. Steep Slopes and Erodible Soils within Fort Bliss.
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4.6

AIR QUALITY

This section presents the current air quality conditions in the vicinity of Fort Bliss, and compares it to the
relative federal and state air quality standards. In addition, a 1996 air emissions inventory is presented, to
represent current air emissions from Fort Bliss.
The ROI for air quality is Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico, and El Paso County, Texas. Air
quality in a given location can be described by the concentration of individual pollutants in the atmosphere,
and is generally expressed in units of parts per million (ppm) or micrograms per cubic meter (µg!m\ Air
quality is detennined by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere; the size and
topography of the air basin; and the prevailing meteorological conditions. Meteorological conditions have a
significant impact on the pollutant concentrations, because they control the dispersion or mixing of pollutants
in the atmosphere through the influences of wind speed, wind direction, atmospheric stability and other
meteorological variables. Summer thunderstonns can produce dust storms that carry large quantities of
particulate matter (PM 10) high into the atmosphere.

4.6.1

Applicable Regulations and Standards

Federal, Texas, and New Mexico regulations and standards affect the Main Cantonment Area within
Texas and the Fort Bliss Training Complex within the appropriate state.

4.6.1.1

Federal Air Quality Standards

The significance of a pollutant in a region or geographical area is determined by comparing the
concentration in the atmosphere to federal and state ambient air quality standards for the pollutant. Under
the authority of the CAA, the EPA has established nationwide air quality standards to protect public
health and welfare, with an adequate margin of safety. These federal standards, known as the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), were developed for six "criteria" pollutants: ozone (03),
nitrogen dioxide (N0 2), carbon monoxide (CO), PM 10. and particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in
diameter (PM 25 ), sulfur dioxide (S0 2 ), and lead (Pb). The standards are defined in terms of concentration
(e.g., ppm) determined over various periods of time (averaging periods). Short-term standards (I-hour,
8-hour, or 24-hour periods) were established for pollutants with acute health effects, while long-term
standards (annual periods) were established for pollutants with chronic health effects. These standards
are shown in Table 4.6-1.
Two of these standards have been newly promulgated by EPA in 1997: a new 8-hour 0 3 standard (which will
eventually replace the historic I-hour standard); and a new standard for PM2.5, which was not regulated until
this year. EPA has stated that both of these new standards will be implemented over an extended period In
the case of the 0 3 standard, the I -hour standard will continue to apply to areas not attaining it for an "interim
period" (expected to be several years). For the new PM2.5 standard, there will be a 3-year period during
which air-monitoring data will be acquired to determine present ambient levels of PM2.5, since no previous
monitoring has been conducted for this pollutant. Designation of areas as attainment or nonattainment of the
PM:u standard is not scheduled until the 2002 to 2005 timeframe.
In 21 semi-arid to arid region like Fort Bliss, a new particulate PM2.5 standard could be a cause of concern,
pariticularly when there is essentially no ambient monitoring data available at present to determine current
compliance status. However, fine particles (measured by PM2.s) are generally produced by combustion
processes (e.g., boilers, internal combustion engines), while coarse particles (measured by PM10) result
from windblown dust on deserts and fields or road dust kicked up from motor vehicles. Considering the
relatively small size and number of combustion sources at Fort Bliss, it is not expected that their emissions
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Table 4.6-1. Ambient Air Quality Standards
Air Pollutant
Carbon Monoxide
(CO)
Nitrogen Dioxide (N0 2 )
Sulfur Dioxide (S0 2)
Particulate
Matter (PM 10)
Particulate(a) Matter
(PM2s)
Total Suspended
Particulates (TSP)
Ozone (03) Cbl
Lead (Pb) and Lead
Compounds

Averaging
Time
8-hour
I-hour
AAM
24-hour
AAM
24-hour
3-hour
AAM
24-hr
AAM
24-hour
AGM
30-day
7-day
24-hour
I-hour
8-hour
Calendar
Quarter

Federal NAAQS
Prima1y
Secondary
9ppm
35ppm
0.053 ppm
0.053 ppm
0.03 ppm
0.14 ppm
0.5 DDm
50 µg/m 3
50 µg/m 3
3
150 ug/m
150 µg/m 3
3
15 µg/m
15 µg/m 3
3
65 ug/m
65 ug/m3
-

-

-

-

0.12 ppm
0.08 DDm
1.5 µg/m 3

-

0.12 ppm
1.5 µg/m3

New Mexico AAQS
Prima1y
Secondmy
8.7ppm
13.1 ppm
0.05 ppm
0.053 ppm
0.10 ppm
0.02ppm
0.10 ppm
0.5 ppm
3
50 µg/m
150 µg/m 3
60 µg/m 3
90 µg/m 3
110 µg/m 3
3
150 U!!/m
0.12 ppm
0.12 ppm
1.5
µg/m3
1.5 µg/m 3

TexasAAQS
Primal)'
Secondary
9ppm
35 ppm
0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm
0.03 ppm
0.14 ppm
0.5 ppm
3
3
50 µg/m
50 µg/m
150 µg/m 3 150 ug/m 3
-

-

-

-

-

-

0.12 ppm
-

0.12 ppm
-

1.5 µg/m3

1.5 µg/m3

-

Notes:
The 8-hour 0 3 standard was promulgated in 1997. and will eventually replace the 1-hour standard.
However, the 1-hour 0 3 standard will continue to apply to areas not attaining it for an interim period.
b The PM25 standard (particulate matter with a 2.5 µm diameter) was promulgated in 1997. and will be implemented over an
extended time frame. Areas will not be designated as in attainment or nonattainment of the PM2.5 standard until the 2002-2005
timeframe.
NAAQS =National Ambient Air Quality Standards: AAQS = Ambient Air Quality Standards: AAM = Annual Arithmetic
Mean;
AGM = Annual Geometric Mean; PPM = parts per million; µg/m 3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
Sources: New Mexico Environment Department (NMED), 1994: Ball. 1997: 1NRCC, 1997a.
a

-

---

will contribute significantly to exceedances of the PM25 standard. However, the El Paso, Texas-Juarez,
Mexico, metropolitan area may have difficulty meeting the new standard when it is fully implemented.
4.6.1.2

State Air Quality Standards

Under the CAA, state and local agencies may establish air quality standards and regulations of their own,
provided these are at least as stringent as the federal requirements. Activities on the Fort Bliss Military
Reservation are measured against air quality standards in New Mexico and Texas. The State of New Mexico
revised its ambient air quality standards AAQS in November 1995. According to the preamble of the new
regulation, the New Mexico AAQS are not intended to provide a sharp dividing line between air of
satisfactory quality and air of unsatisfactory quality. They are, however, numbers that represent objectives
that will preserve the State's air resources. The State of Texas has adopted the NAAQS as their state
standards. Table 4.6-1 shows the national and state ambient air quality standards that apply with respect to
the Fort Bliss Military Reservation (Ball, 1997; TNRCC, 1997a).
4.6.1.3

Attainment Areas

EPA has classified all areas of the United States as meeting the NAAQS (in attainment) or not meeting
the NAAQS (in nonattainment) for each individual criteria pollutant. Under the CAA, state and local
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agencies may establish air quality standards and regulations of their own, provided they are at least as
stringent as Federal requirements. The CAA Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 established a framework to
achieve attainment and maintenance of the health-protective NAAQS. Title I sets provisions for the
attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS.
4.6.l.4

State Implementation Plans

Individual states are required to establish a State Implementation Plan (SIP), which is approved by EPA.
A SJP is a document designed to provide a plan for maintaining existing air quality in attainment areas,
and programmatically eliminating or reducing the severity and number of NAAQS violations in
nonattainment areas, with an underlying goal to bring state air quality conditions into (and maintain)
compliance with the NAAQS.
The principal method of maintaining or improving ambient air quality is by controlling emissions from
sources: the SIP establishes regulations to control stationary emission sources; EPA establishes
regulations to control mobile sources, which are installed by vehicle manufacturers. In attainment areas,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations apply; in nonattaimnent areas, New Source
Review regulations apply.
A complex web of control regulations can apply to large stationary emission sources, including Best
Available Control Technology (BACT), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), and Maximum Achievable Control Technology
(MACT). Based on the type of source, the emission levels of criteria pollutants, and the location, one or
more of these control requirements may be applicable.
The PSD regulations provide special protection from air quality impacts for certain areas, primarily
Natiional Parks and Wilderness Areas, that have been designated as "Class I" areas. Mandatory PSD
Class I areas established under the CAAA of 1977 for the States of New Mexico and Texas are listed
under 40 CFR 81.421 and 81.429, respectively. These are areas where visibility has been determined to
be an important issue by the EPA Administrator, in consultation with the Secretary of the Interior. The
nearest PSD Class I area to the Fort Bliss Military Reservation is Guadalupe Mountains National Park,
which is 45 miles to the southeast. Other PSD Class I areas in the region include Big Bend National Park,
Carlsbad Caverns National Park, the White Mountain wilderness area, and the Bosque del Apache
wilderness area. However, these PSD Class I areas are not expected to be impacted by the proposed
action.
4.6. l.5

Conformity Rule

Under the General Conformity Rule of the CAA, Section 176(c), activities must not: (a) cause or
contribute to any new violation, (b) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or (c)
delay timely attainment of any standard, interim emission reductions, or milestones in conformity to a
SIP's purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number of NAAQS violations or achieving
attainment of the NAAQS.
Fort Bliss has entered into an Agreed Final Judgment (Appendix J) with the State of Texas as a result of
an air quality enforcement action involving asbestos management, dust control, gasoline truck
inspections, and oxygenated fuels.
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4.6.2

Current Attainment Status

Fort Bliss covers portions of south-central New Mexico (Dofia Ana and Otero counties) and western
Texas (El Paso County). A review of the attainment status for New Mexico indicated that the counties of
Otero and Dofia Ana are designated as attaimnent for all criteria pollutants, with the exception of a
portion of Dofia Ana County that is classified as a marginal nonattaimnent area for 0 3. This area, whose
eastern border is the New Mexico-Texas border, is located west of the Fort Bliss Military Reservation and
therefore not covered by the military reservation. As discussed above, this attaimnent status is based on
the historic 1-hour 0 3 standard rather than the new 8-hour standard, because the historic standard will
continue to apply to nonattaimnent areas. In addition, there will be no attaimnent/nonattainment
designations for PM 2.5 until the 2002 to 2205 timeframe.

~
~

In general, the locations of activities that generate PM 10 are well spread out over the Fort Bliss Training

Complex. Therefore, PM 10 emissions are dispersed throughout the training areas. The natural dispersion
of the emissions generally reduce the ambient air concentrations to low levels by the time they reach the
installation boundaries. While there are no monitoring stations on the installation boundaries, Table 4.6-2
presents PM 10 data from city of El Paso monitoring stations to the south and east of the training complex.
El Paso County, Texas, is classified as serious nonattaimnent for 0 3 and attaimnent for the other criteria
pollutants, with the exception of the City of El Paso, which is designated as moderate nonattaimnent for
CO andPM10.
The evaluation of El Paso air quality issues is governed by special provisions of the CAA for international
border areas. In addition, El Paso has received a federal waiver from nitrogen oxides (NOx) control
requirements based on photochemical dispersion modeling showing that, but for NOx emissions
emanating from Mexico, the area would be in attaimnent of the 0 3 standard. The continuation of this
waiver is conditioned upon results of future modeling. Based upon these future modeling results, the
federal waiver could either remain in effect for El Paso, or NOx controls could possibly be imposed in the
El Paso area on one or both sides of the border (Beyer, 1998).
The area or ROI affected by a project's emission sources will vary depending upon the pollutant type.
For inert pollutants (all pollutants other than 03 and its precursors, such as N02, the ROI is generally limited
to an area extending a few miles downwind from the source. 0 3 is a secondary pollutant formed in the
atmosphere by photochemical reactions of previously emitted pollutants, or precursors. 0 3 precursors are
mainly volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the form of hydrocarbons, and NOx. The ROI for 0 3 may
extend much farther downwind than for inert pollutants. Consequently, nonattaimnent areas around large
metropolitan areas will often be larger for 0 3 than for other pollutants.
The New Mexico Air Quality Bureau does not monitor ambient air pollutant concentrations on the Fort
Bliss Military Reservation. Routine air quality monitoring occurs at several stations located west and
north of the military reservation. Monitoring data for 1993 through 1995 from these areas are presented
in Table 4.6-2 and indicate generally good air quality. PM 10 is the only criteria pollutant that exceeded
the federal standard, mainly during extremely high wind conditions.
The Texas Office of Air Quality has several monitoring sites in El Paso County, the majority of which are
located within or near the El Paso city limits. The data from the city monitoring sites are not of the air
quality over the Fort Bliss Military Reservation and therefore have not been considered for this
evaluation, with the exception of S0 2, which is only measured within the city of El Paso. On the eastern
side of the city of El Paso, three monitoring stations located south and east of the military reservation
provide data on air quality in that area. The only pollutant that exceeded the federal standards is 0 3, which
is expected due to its designation as a serious 03 nonattaimnent area.
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Table 4.6-2. Air Quality Momtorm2 Data for South-central New Mexico
Pollutant/Monitoring
Station

Averaging
Time/
Measurement

CO (ppm)
Las Cruces Armory
Las Cruces University

Maximum Concentration by Year
1993

1994

1995

8-hour

3.8
8.9

3.5
5.1

3.4
4.5

Las Cruces Armory
Las Cruces University
03 (ppm)
La Union
Sunland Park
Las Cruces University
PM.10 (µg/m5)
Las Cruces, Env. Dept.
Las Cruces, Roadrunner Blvd.
Las Cruces, Holman Rd.
Anthony
Sunland Park
Sunland Park (continuous)
La Luz

I-hour

8.4
12.2

6.6
8.3

6.2
6.9

0.100
0.137
0.079

0.111
0.137
0.080

Las Cruces, Env. Dept.
Las Cruces, Roadrunner Blvd.
Las Cruces, Holman Rd.
.Anthony
Sunland Park
Sunland Park (continuous)
La Luz
N02 (ppm)
Las Cruces, Holman Rd.
sci2 (ppm)
La Union
Sunland Park

24-hour

I-hour

0.125
0.140
0.054

AAM

21

22

-

·-

37
32
-

41
35
53

-

-

24
21
21
40
41
47
14

99
103
-

53
154
106
491
-

71
79
40
142
165
309
23

-

-

53
-

AAM

La Union
Sunland Park

0.005

AAM

0.002
0.010

0.001
0.007

0.002
0.007

24-hour

0.020
0.100

0.006
0.057

0.006
0.040

0.035
0.025
3-hour
0.080
La Union
0.181
0.380
Sunland Park
0. I90
(µg/m 3)
QAM
0.13
0.040
0.045
Sunland Park Racetrack
0.11
0.04I
0.046
Sunland Park
Notes: ppm = part per million by volume; µg/m = micrograms per cubic meter; AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean:
QAM = Quarterly Arithmetic Mean.
Source: NMED, 1994.

Pi;

0

Monitoring data for 1993 through 1995 from these stations are presented in Table 4.6-3 (NMED, 1994;
Ball, 1997; TNRCC, 1997a).
4.6·.3

Climate

The climate in the Fort Bliss area is described in Section 4.0.
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Table 4.6-3. Air Quality Monitorin2 Data for El Paso, Texas
Pollutant/Monitoring
Station
CO(ppm)
Chamizal
El Paso East
Chamizal
El Paso East

Averaging Time/
Measurement

'''"

Maximum Concentration b ' Year

1993

1994

8-hour

10.7
8.7

7.6
7.2

7.6
7.8

I-hour

23.3
I2.3

13.7
9.9

I5.3
I 1.4

1995

03 (ppm)
Chamizal
El Paso East

PM10 (µg/m 3 )
Ivanhoe
Chamizal
Ivanhoe
Chamizal

S0 2 (ppm)
El Paso Downtown

O.I I I
0.094

I-hour

AAM

21.9
23.2

24-hour

7I
100

O.I20
0.153

20.9
21.8
66
I43

O.I26
0.134

26.2
-

105
84

AAM

0.008

0.007

0.007

24-hour

0.038

0.036

0.029

3-hour

O.I63

0.159

0.111

0

Notes: ppm = part per million by volume: µg/m = rmcrograms per cubic meter: AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean.
Source: TNRCC. 1997a.
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Existing Air Quality Emissions

The Fort Bliss Army installation encompasses portions of Texas and New Mexico, with the Main
Cantonment Area and several of the training areas in Texas, and several ranges in New Mexico, the
largest of which are the McGregor Range and the Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
To develop the air emissions inventory and conduct subsequent analyses, the Fort Bliss Military
Reservation was divided into two sections, by state. This is a logical division, although the two parts of
Fort Bliss are adjoining, because Texas and New Mexico have different attainment status for some of the
criteria pollutants, and there are differences in their air quality regulations.

-

--

The emissions inventory is therefore presented separately for Fort Bliss, Texas, and Fort Bliss, New
Mexico.
4.6.4.1

Current Emissions: Fort Bliss, Texas

An emissions inventory for 1996 was conducted for Fort Bliss, Texas (U.S. Army, 1997e), which is
summarized in Table 4.6-4. These sources can be divided into several groups:
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-

4.6-6

-

Air Def1

Table 4.6-4. U.S. A
I

FIN

.j:>.

°"
I

-..J

I

!
EPN

!
Plant ID

Artillerv
. /Fort Bliss 1996 Emission I
Facility Name

I

Uod
.Annual En1issions (in tons per yea1)

•

I

voe

PMIO

NO,

co

SOX

TSP

GS-15
DEGRI
DEGR2
DEGR3
DEGR4
DEGR5
GENR-D
ICE-001
ICE-002
T-5885-1
T-5885-2
T-5885-3
GP-5885-4
GP-5885-5
GP-5885-6
GP-5885-3
GP-5885-2
GP-5885-1
GENR-G
NG-UNITS-I
NG-UNITS-2
FBOOST02
FBOOST03
FBOOST04
GS-19

GS-15
DEGRl
DEGR2
DEGR3
DEGR4
DEGR5
GENR-D
ICE-001
ICE-002
T-5885-1
T-5885-2
T-5885-3
GP-5885-4
GP-5885-5
GP-5885-6
GP-5885-3
GP-5885-2
GP-5885-1
GENR-G
NG-UNITS-1
NG-UNITS-2
FBOOST02
FBOOST03
FBOOST04
GS-19

B-4101
B-2418
B-2423
DG-2431
B-2467
B-2471
GENR-D
B-2515
B-2537
T-5885-1
T-5885-2
T-5885-3
GP-5885-4
GP-5885-5
GP-5885-6
GP-5885-3
GP-5885-2
GP-5885-1
GENR-G
NG-UNITS-1
NG-UNITS-2
B-11024
B-11019
B-11020
B-1610

Army Reserves
Degreaser Zone 1
Degreaser Zone 2
Degreaser Zone 3
Degreaser Zone 4
Degreaser Zone 5
Diesel Emergency Generators
Dynocalibrator (Bldg #2515)
Dynocalibrator (Bldg #2537)
Elec Peak Shaving Plant-Fuel Storage Tanks
Elec Peak Shaving Plant-Fuel Storage Tanks
Elec Peak Shaving Plant-Fuel Storage Tanks
Electric Peak Shaving Plant Generator #63416
Electric Peak Shaving Plant Generator #63419
Electric Peak Shaving Plant Generator #63423
Electric Peak Shaving Plant Generator #63436
Electric Peak Shaving Plant Generator #63438
Electric Peak Shaving Plant Generator #63418
Emergency Generators (Gasoline)
Ext Comb-NG<0.3 MMBTU/hr Postwide
Ext Comb-NG<lO MMBTU/hr Postwide
FBOOST02
FBOOST03
FBOOST04
Fuel Dispensing (Bldg #610)

0.00
0.61
0.00
0.61
0.61
0.61
0.16
0.49
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.02
O.Dl
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.15
0.66
0.99
0.03
0.01
0.01
6.09

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.43
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
O.Dl
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
0.00
1.01
2.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.00
6.00
1.21
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.26
0.35
0.25
0.22
0.17
0.22
0.08
8.52
19.15
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.44
1.30
0.26
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.11
0.15
0.11
0.09
0.08
0.01
3.05
3.62
2.56
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.13
0.40
0.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.37
0.05
0.12
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.43
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.01
0.00
1.01
2.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

GS-22

GS-22

GS-22

Fuel Dispensing (Bldg #11284)

0.72

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

GS-20

GS-20

B-199

Fuel Dispensing (Bldg #199)

1.21

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

GS-21

GS-21

GS-21

Fuel Dispensing (Bldg #2996)

0.56

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

GS-10

GS-10

B-2940

GS-10

0.13

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Plant Id

GS-11
GS-12
GS-14
GS-16
GS-18
GS-2
GS-3
GS-7
GS-8
GS-9
INCINI
INTMOBLRTE
AF-1
PM0004
PM0005
FBOOSTOl
GENR-PORTD
GENR-PORTG
MSWLF-01
LANDFILLRD
SOLV-USE
FBOOSTOl
EOSTER-1
LAB-1
01302
01303
01304

GS-11
GS-12
GS-14
GS-16
GS-18
GS-2
GS-3
GS-7
GS-8
GS-9
IN CINI
INTMOBLRTE
AF-1
PM0004
PM0005
ST-1
GENR-PORTD
GENR-PORTG
MSWLF-01
LANDFILLRD
SOLV-USE
ST-1
EOSTER-1
LAB-1
01302
01303
01304

B-2970
B-2990
B-3006
B-11182
B-11515
B-1047
B-1326
B-2634
B-2673
B-2921
B-56
INTMOBLRTE
B-11385
2518
2529
11108
GENR-PORTD
GENR-PORTD
LANDFILL
SLFRD
SOLV-USE
11018
EOSTER-1
B-7777
B-7145-1
B-7776
B-7145-2

Facility Name

voe

GS-11
GS-12
GS-14
GS-16
GS-18
GS-2
GS-3
GS-7
GS-8
GS-9
Incinerator
Interior Mobilization Route
Oasis Aviation Fuel Farm
Paint Booth #1 (Bldg #2518)
Paint Booth #2 (Bldg #2529)
Paint Booth #3 (Bldg #11108)
Portable Diesel/JP-8 Generators
Portable Gasoline Generators/engines
Sanitary Landfill
Sanitary Landfill Road
Solvent Usage - Postwide
Storage Tank - Gasoline
WBAMC - Surgical Sterilizer
WBAMC Biology Research (B-7777)
WBAMC Boiler Plant (01302)
WBAMC Boiler Plant (01303)
WBAMC Boiler Plant (01304)

0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
O.Dl
0.61
0.00
0.94
0.00
0.01
0.00
1.23
0.98
3.20
0.08
1.17
0.13
0.34
0.00
6.20
1.59
0.00
0.50
0.00
0.18
0.01

1996 total Emissions (in tons)

31.03

Annual Emissions (in tons per year)
co
PM10
NOx
SOX
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
9.85
0.00
O.Dl
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
14.41
3.11
1.03
0.96
2.66
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.81
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.43
0.43
0.10
1.12
0.03
0.33
0.08
0.00

TSP
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
21.89
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.03
0.00
0.00
15.63
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.43
0.03

18.18

57.67

43.04
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•

Combustion sources

Portable gasoline/diesel/JP-8-fired generators, diesel emergency
generators, electric peak shaving plant generators, natural gas-fired
boilers, and an incinerator.

•

Solvent Degreasers

A number of degreasers are used for maintenance and repair in motor
pools and other facilities.

•

Miscellaneous Sources

Fuel storage tanks, an aviation fuel farm, fuel dispensing facilities,
sanitary landfill, miscellaneous post-wide solvent use, and a biological
research facility.

•

Surface Coating

Surface coating operations occur in several paint spray booths. Emissions
have been reduced by the use oflow voe paints.

•

Fugitive Dust Emissions

These result from the sanitary landfill road and the Interior Mobilization
Route. Emissions from the landfill road are kept to a minimum by a strictly
enforced 10 mph speed limit.

4.6.4.2

Current Emissions: Fort Bliss, New Mexico

Fort Bliss, New Mexico, is not considered to be a major source of air emissions source by the Air Quality
Bureau of the State of New Mexico, because it is primarily comprised of multiple minor individual
emission sources that are included on the Air Quality Bureau's List of Insignificant Activities.
Consequently, an updated emissions inventory was not conducted for the facility. However, the Army is
committed to proactive environmental management, and will minimize air emissions at their facilities
whenever feasible.

4.6A.3

Current Status of Air Quality Permits for Fort Bliss

Fort Bliss, Texas, has been able to retire its existing air quality pennits with the State of Texas Office of
Air Quality by the use of standard exemptions and proactive management. An example of this approach
is the use of low-VOC paints in all of the paint booths. However, at some point the paint booths may be
subject to the NESHAPS for aerospace manufacturing and rework facilities, because they work on Army
helkopters.
The Air Quality Bureau of New Mexico considers Fort Bliss, New Mexico, a minor source of emissions.
Consequently, it is not currently required to have any air quality pennits for the operations. However, due
to new environmental regulatory requirements imposed by the CAAA, Fort Bliss will apply for a Title V
air permit in the future.
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4.7

WATER RESOURCES

The water resource ROI for Fort Bliss encompasses three interrelated geographic areas: the upper
Hueco Balson, the lower Tularosa Basin, and the western Salt Basin (Figure 4.0-1). The El Paso area
(including the Main Cantonment Area) lies mostly within the upper Hueco Balson, but also depends on
water from the Mesilla Balson and the Rio Grande. Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, relies on the Hueco Balson
and the Rio Grande for its water. These areas, together with the Rio Grande in southern New Mexico and
at El Paso, comprise the ROI for the Fort Bliss, El Paso, and Ciudad Juarez areas from the standpoint of
wate:r resources.
The population of the El Paso service area is projected to more than double from 554,500 in 1990 to
1,342,500 in 2040. Corresponding annual water demand would increase from 124,200 af to 294, 700 af
(El Paso County, 1992). Ciudad Juarez, with an estimated population of 1,286, 734, is estimated to have a
proportionally larger water demand compared to the El Paso service area. Fort Bliss, with a 1996
population of 29,200 and a water demand of 5,654 af (Mathis, 1997), is expected to remain fairly steady.
Fort Bliss has its own well field, and in 1996, it bought less than 10 percent of its potable water from
El Paso. However, the Fort Bliss wells and many of the El Paso and Ciudad Juarez wells pump from the
same aquifer. Water issues that impact El Paso and Ciudad Juarez can also impact Fort Bliss.
4.7.1

Upper Hueco Bolson

The Upper Hueco Balson is that part of the Hueco Balson that is north of the Rio Grande. It extends
north from El Paso County, Texas, to parts of Dofia Ana and Otero counties in south central New
Mexico. The bolson is bounded on the east by the Hueco Mountains and Otero Mesa, and on the west by
the Franklin and Organ mountains (see Figure 4.0-1). A gentle topographic rise, 5 to 10 miles north of
the New Mexico-Texas state line, separates the basin from the geologically similar Tularosa Basin to the
north (Orr and White, 1985). The topographic divide, however, is not the groundwater divide (Knowles
and Kennedy, 1956), and the New Mexico State Engineer put the north boundary of the
Hueco Groundwater Basin about 20 miles north of the state line. This designation affects only the
southwest comer of the Tularosa Basin; the Hueco Groundwater Basin, as defined, does not extend
eastward onto the McGregor Range. Geologically, however the Hueco Balson in New Mexico extends
eastward to the Hueco Mountains and Otero Mesa. This administrative rather than physical demarcation
resulted from applications for groundwater withdrawals by the City of El Paso north of the New MexicoTexas state line (Chudnoff, 1997). Anny facilities in the Upper Hueco Balson include: the
McGregor Range Camp, the Doiia Ana Range Camp, and related military facilities.
4.7.l.1

Surface Water

The mountain slopes and foothill areas around the margins of the bolson are characterized by small
ephemeral streams (arroyos) which, during periods of heavy or prolonged storms, discharge onto the
bolson floor, where the runoff infiltrates or is lost to evapotranspiration. No well-defined natural drainage
channels, except the Rio Grande, are present on the bolson floor in Texas or New Mexico. Surface water
that originates in the upper Hueco Balson is not considered an adequate or dependable source of supply.
4.7.1.2

Groundwater

Water-bearing Units. The Hueco Balson is a basin formed by faulting and is characterized by a series
of subparallel step faults that form a deep structural bedrock trough on the west side of the basin. Many
of the faults extend to the surface, where they offset basin-fill deposits. The upper Hueco Balson contains
Tertiary and Quaternary basin-fill sedimentary deposits that extend northward into the Tularosa Basin and
southward into the lower Hueco Balson. Basin-fill deposits are bounded by less permeable carbonate

4.7-1

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

rocks of the Hueco Mountains and Otero Mesa escarpment to the east; by less penneable igneous,
metamorphic, and sedimentary rocks of the Organ and Franklin mountains to the west; and are underlain
by less permeable consolidated rocks. Data from geophysical surveys and deep test wells indicate that
basin-fill deposits in the trough are as much as 8,000 feet thick (Orr and Risser, 1992). Eastward from the
trough, near the front of the Hueco Mountains and the Otero Mesa escarpment, the thickness of the basinfill deposits taper to near zero.
Lithologic and geophysical logs of wells in the vicinity of the New Mexico-Texas state line indicate the
presence of extensive sand, gravel, and clay deposits extending south from the Tularosa Basin into the
Hueco Bolson (Rapp, 1958). These deposits appear to be more than 500 feet thick in places and probably
are underlain by fine-grained lake deposits. A USGS investigation in the south-central part of the
Tularosa Basin concluded that geologic strata encountered north of the New Mexico-Texas state line
represent a northward extension of the Hueco Bolson (Orr and Meyers, 1986). Stream and wind deposits
east of U.S. Highway 54 in the McGregor Range may be less than 200 feet thick and probably consist of
fine-grained sand, silt, and clay. Throughout most of the west side of the Hueco Bolson, the percentage
of clay increases with depth (Orr and Risser, 1992). The maximum sand and gravel thickness at the front
of the Franklin and Organ mountains apparently tapers toward the east, as grain size decreases and the
percentage of clay increases to the east and with depth.
Occurrence of Groundwater. Water enters the groundwater flow system in the basin-fill deposits
mostly as mountain-front recharge from stonn runoff in alluvial fan areas adjacent to the Organ and
Franklin mountains. Recharge on the east side of the basin is less significant, as surface water from the
Hueco Mountains drains primarily to the east, and because of the fine-grained nature of the basin-fill
deposits near the Hueco Mountains. Subsurface recharge also occurs as underflow from the
Tularosa Basin along the northern boundary of the Hueco Bolson and from the Mesilla Bolson through
Fillmore Pass between the Franklin and Organ mountains (Orr and Risser, 1992). Flow modeling by the
USGS indicates that 3.1 percent of the precipitation falling on adjacent mountain drainage areas reaches
the saturated zone. Their investigation estimated an annual recharge rate of 4,500 afy to the
Hueco Bolson from the Organ and Franklin mountains. Underflows of 3,800 afy from the Tularosa Basin
and 260 afy through Fillmore Pass were indicated (Orr and Risser, 1992). Based on these results, annual
recharge to the upper Hueco Bolson is approximately 8,560 afy.
It is estimated that about 17 .6 million af of sediments on the west side of the Hueco Bolson in

New Mexico are saturated with fresh water (Knowles and Kennedy, 1956). Herrick (1960) estimated a
specific yield of 15 percent for water-bearing deposits in the Post Headquarters area of the WSMR.
Assuming a specific yield of 15 percent, about 2.6 million af of fresh water may be in storage in the
New Mexico part of the upper Hueco Bolson. However, the thickness of the fresh-water zone in
New Mexico decreases from west to east (Orr and Risser, 1992). A line representing the eastern limit of
fresh water containing less than 1,000 mg/l of total dissolved solids (TDS) extends from near Newman at
the southwest comer of McGregor Range north through the length of the basin and into the
Tularosa Basin (Figure 4.7-1). Rapp (1958) noted that the quality of groundwater greatly improves to the
southwest of McGregor Range toward the Franklin Mountains. The sediments penetrated by a deep
El Paso test well, 3 miles south of the New Mexico-Texas state line indicate the presence of an extensive
aquifer; however, these sediments may contain large amounts of saline water. The thickness of this
aquifer probably ranges from less than 180 feet to more than 500 feet (Orr and Meyers, 1986).
Movement of groundwater in the upper Hueco Bolson generally is southward toward El Paso and the
Rio Grande Valley. Unusual subsurface conditions exist at Davis Dome near McGregor Range Camp,
where the groundwater contains more than 2,000 mg/l TDS and is heated geothennally (see following
discussion in Groundwater Development).
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Figure 4.7-1. Eastern Extent of Fresh Water in the Upper Hueco Bolson.
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Evapotranspiration is not a significant component of the groundwater flow system in the northern part of
the Hueco Bolson, because the depth to groundwater is generally deeper than 200 feet.
Aquifer Characteristics. Coarse-grained alluvial aquifers near the mountain fronts are characterized by
relatively high values of hydraulic conductivity. Fine-grained alluvial deposits are characterized by
relatively low hydraulic conductivity. Large ratios of horizontal to vertical hydraulic conductivity are due
to discontinuous, thinly bedded clay units throughout most of the basin-fill deposits. Aquifer-test results
in wells in the upper Hueco Bolson indicate that the small ratio of vertical to horizontal hydraulic
conductivity results in delayed drainage of water from overlying deposits and that, in the long-term, the
storage coefficient should approach the specific yield of an unconfined aquifer (Orr and Risser, 1992).

Hydraulic conductivity estimates were derived from aquifer tests in wells in the western half of the
Hueco Bolson. Most of these wells penetrate only the upper 1,000 feet or less of basin-fill deposits.
Based upon these aquifer-test data, hydraulic conductivity estimates for basin-fill deposits range from less
than 1 to more than 200 feet per day. Transmissivities of 5,000 to 22,000 square feet per day have been
reported from aquifer tests on the western side of the Hueco Bolson in Texas. Hydraulic conductivity
estimates from these wells range from 15 to 43 feet per day. Hydraulic conductivity for two wells
completed in alluvial-fan deposits of Soledad Canyon is estimated at 50 to 60 feet per day, and in the
WSMR Post Headquarters area, estimates range from 1 to 210 feet per day (Orr and Risser, 1992).
Groundwater Development. Groundwater resources in the upper Hueco Bolson outside of the El Paso
area have not been developed extensively. Currently the largest producer of groundwater on the
New Mexico side of the state line is Chaparral Water Company. Historically the military has operated a
small capacity well intermittently at the old Hueco Camp on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas,
two wells at the Dona Ana Range Camp, and a small well field on alluvial fans adjacent to the WSMR.
However, as a general statement, areas of the upper Hueco aquifer that underlie military properties in
New Mexico remain substantially undeveloped.

A groundwater study was completed for the USA CE (Rapp, 1958) to determine if a supply of 100 gpm of
potable water could be developed for the McGregor Range Camp. Except for isolated areas, groundwater
was too saline for human consumption, and the Army found it more economical to import El Paso city
water to McGregor Range.
Fort Bliss currently is conducting an exploration program for geothermal resources at Davis Dome, 1 mile
east of McGregor Range Camp. Geothermal water at temperatures ranging from 180° to 185°F is present
at depths of 400 to 600 feet (Luna, 1997). The maximum recorded temperature was 192.4°F at a depth of
2,258 feet (Mathis, 1998). Fort Bliss engineering personnel indicated that the site could produce 3 MW
of electric power that could be used to power a desalination plant producing 7 mgd of drinking water from
the saline aquifer at a significantly lower cost than Fort Bliss now pays for water. Two desalination
methods of choice currently under investigation are an experimental Aerojel process being developed by
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and vacuum flash distillation (Luna, 1997). This source would
be used to augment or replace water currently pumped by Fort Bliss from the Hueco Bolson in Texas.
4.7.2

Lower Tularosa Basin

The Tularosa Basin encompasses approximately 6,500 square miles in south central New Mexico and
includes parts of Dona Ana, Sierra, Otero, and Lincoln counties. Alamogordo is the principal center of
population. Military bases in the area are HAFB, WSMR, and in the southern part of the basin, the
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and the McGregor Range of Fort Bliss. The area also includes
White Sands National Monument, managed by the NPS, and large tracts of federal lands managed by the
BLM. Only the lower part, roughly the southern third, of the basin is within the Fort Bliss ROI (see
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Figure 4.0-1 ). The lower Tularosa Basin is bounded on the east by the Sacramento Mountains and
Otero Mesa, and on the west by the Organ and San Andres mountains. On the south, the basin is
contiguous with the geologically similar upper Hueco Bolson.
4.7.2.1

Surface Water

The Tularosa Basin is characterized by small ephemeral streams and arroyos which, during periods of
heavy or prolonged stonns, discharge to the central part of the basin, where the water is contained in
shallow ephemeral lakes (playas).
Several playas have become permanent features, including
Lake Lucero in the lower basin. Many of the surface water drainages that originate in the mountains are
perennial in their upper reaches and support wetlands and aquatic wildlife (Figure 4.7-2). A total of 1,228
dry washes with distinct streambeds and sides comprising 1,874 miles were mapped on McGregor Range
while 142 dry washes comprising 545 miles were mapped on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Eleven intermittently flooded lakes with distinct ordinary high-water marks totaling 127 acres and 79
artificial water resources (802 acres) including sewage lagoons, storm-water retention basins, and cattle
tanks were mapped on McGregor Range (U.S. Army, 1998h). A total of 17 dry lakes comprising
216 acres and 26 water resources (sewage treatment ponds, stonn retention basins, and cattle tanks)
totaHng 6 acres were mapped on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas (U.S. Anny, 1998h). Most are
classified by the Army (1998h) as Waters of the U.S. Additional discussion of probable Waters of the
U.S. is provided in Section 4.8.2, Wetlands and Arroyo-Riparian Drainages. Historically, surface water
has been captured and developed, primarily for livestock, in the perennial reaches of these streams.
Under normal conditions, the mountain drainages are not tributary to larger streams. No significant
volume of surface water is discharged from the basin.
4. 7.2.2

Groundwater

Water-bearing Units. The Tularosa Basin was fonned as a structural trough during a period of Middle
to Late Cenozoic faulting. The faulting exposed Precambrian through Tertiary-age igneous and
sedimentary rocks along the scarps bounding the basin. These same rocks underlie Cenozoic fill deposits
in the central area of the basin. Some of the Paleozoic and Mesozoic rocks are known to yield small
quantities of water to wells in adjacent areas but are not considered to be major aquifers. Deposition of
alluvial fill accompanied the faulting in the Tularosa Basin. Fill deposits include sand, gravel, and clay in
alluvial fans along basin margins and extensive lake, alluvial, and evaporite deposits within the interior
basin. Large quantities of saline water occur within most of the Tularosa Basin sediments (Orr and
Meyers, 1986). Two primary sources of groundwater in the lower Tularosa Basin are: (a) the central basin
aquifer, which consists of alluvial, wind, and lake deposits; and (b) alluvial aquifers at the mouths of
major canyons on the valley perimeter.

The central basin aquifer is characterized by lake deposits with lesser amounts of alluvial and wind
deposits. While large quantities of water are available in this unit, the quality of the water is poor and
generally unsuitable for public consumption without treatment. Evaporate deposits in the central basin
may contain large amounts of very saline water.
The alluvial aquifers consist of coarse to fine-grained sediments in a series of coalescing alluvial fans
along the margins of the basin. These fans were formed from detritus derived from source areas in the
bordering mountains. The sizes of the fans vary, depending on the size of their respective drainage areas.
The fan deposits occur in the subsurface as thin veneers overlying bedrock and as thicker units basinward,
where they intertongue with central basin deposits (Orr and Meyers, 1986).
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The thickness of alluvial fan deposits ranges from less than 100 feet on the higher step-faulted blocks
adjacent to the Sacramento escarpment to about 4,000 feet in the San Andres Canyon area northwest of
the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Surficially, these deposits are characterized by very coarse,
poorly sorted sediments adjacent to the mountain front and by well-sorted, increasingly fine-grained
sediments basinward. Abrupt lithologic changes occur at the surface in places where lenticular beds of
gravel and sand grade horizontally to silt and clay (Orr and Meyers, 1986).
Occurrence of Groundwater. Water enters the groundwater flow system in the lower Tularosa Basin
principally as mountain-front recharge from stonn runoff in alluvial fan areas adjacent to the mountains.
Models used by the USGS in the Franklin and Organ mountains indicate 3.1 percent of the precipitation
falling in the Organ Mountain drainage areas reaches the saturated zone (Orr and Risser, 1992).
Surface drainage areas in the Organ Mountains that contribute water to the lower Tularosa Basin were
estimated in this investigation at 225 square miles (Figure 4. 7-2). If the average annual precipitation over
that area is 12 inches and actual recharge to the basin-fill deposits is 3.1 percent of the precipitation on
mountain drainage areas, mountain-front recharge to the western Tularosa Basin is about 4,460 afy.
Surface drainage areas on the south flank of the Sacramento Mountains are slightly smaller; however, the
total drainage is assumed to be similar due to higher elevations and exposed rock surface. Calculations
suggest 4,500 afy ofrecharge in the northern area of the McGregor Range (U.S. Army, 1998g).
Potentiometric surfaces in wells on the east margin of the Tularosa Basin reveal the presence of
groundwater ridges in proximity to the mouths of major canyons. Such ridges in the water table indicate
recharge to the aquifer by infiltration of surface flow.
Alluvial fan sediments west of the
Sacramento Mountains, from the mouth of Grapevine Canyon to beyond the northern boundary of
McGregor Range, were found to be saturated with fresh water in a zone about 3-miles wide and from
0- to about 1,400-feet thick. The USGS estimated 1.4 to 2.1 million af of fresh water is in storage in the
area from Grapevine Canyon to Escondido Canyon (about 3 miles south of Alamogordo) (Orr and
Meyers, 1986). An additional 3.6 to 5.4 million af of slightly saline water may be in storage in the same
area. Movement of groundwater is westerly, toward the center of the basin, at a gradient of 10 to 50 feet
per mile. The investigation did not extend southeast of Grapevine Canyon, and it is not known how far
similar hydrologic conditions may extend in that direction.
It is estimated that about 51 million af of sediments on the west side of the lower basin, from

Soledad Canyon in the south to the Post Headquarters area of WSMR in the north, are saturated with
fresh water (Wilson and Myers, 1981; and Kelly and Hearne, 1976). Herrick (1960) estimated a specific
yield of 15 percent for water-bearing deposits in the Post Headquarters area. Assuming a specific yield of
15 percent, about 2.6 million af of fresh water may be in storage on the west side of the lower basin.
Movement of groundwater is generally to the east, toward the center of the basin.
Evapotranspiration in the Tularosa Basin is not a significant component of the groundwater flow system
because the depth of groundwater generally is more than 200 feet below the surface.
Aquifer Characteristics. The estimated fresh-water hydraulic conductivities of alluvial fan deposits and
basin-fill deposits in the lower Tularosa Basin range from 1 to more than 300 feet per day. However,
because of the higher viscosity of saline water, the saline-water hydraulic conductivity is less than that of
similar fresh-water aquifers. Water levels in these deposits respond to short-term pumping stress as if
under leaky-confined conditions probably because the interbedded clays restrict the vertical flow of water.
Under long-term stress, the storage coefficient in alluvial deposits should approach the specific yield,
which has been estimated at 15 to 20 percent. Saturated sand units comprise roughly 3 to 26 percent of
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the basin-fill sediments. The hydraulic conductivities of such sand units may be about 1 foot per day, and
the units probably respond to stress as leaky confined aquifers (Orr and Meyers, 1986).
Groundwater Development. Well fields supply water for the Dofia Ana Range Camp and the
WSMR Post Headquarters area, and at Alamogordo, about 15 miles north of McGregor Range.
Groundwater development in the Tularosa Basin area of McGregor Range, except for a few livestock
wells, has not been extensive primarily because of the salinity of the water. A groundwater testing
program was undertaken for the USAF MX Missile program 2 to 6 miles west of Grapevine Canyon (Orr,
1997). Three wells were drilled to depths of about 900 feet in August and September 1985. A fourth well
is believed to have been abandoned during drilling. Electrical and geophysical logs were run in the wells;
however, the wells were abandoned without testing because of unfavorable yields or poor water quality.
No published information is known to have resulted from this activity, and attempts to obtain copies or
interpretations of the geophysical logs have been unsuccessful.
4.7.3

Western Salt Basin

Roughly, the northeast quarter of McGregor Range, including the southern slopes and the
Sacramento Mountains foothills and the western part of the Otero Mesa, is within the Salt Basin, which is
listed as an undeclared groundwater basin by the New Mexico State Engineer. At the west side of
Otero Mesa a 500- to 1,000-foot escarpment separates the mesa from the floor of the Hueco Bolson and
Tularosa Basin (see Figure 4.0-1). The escarpment extends north from the Hueco Mountains to the
Sacramento Mountains. The basin is bounded on the east by the Guadalupe Mountains and extends from
Otero County, New Mexico, south into Texas. Elevations in the McGregor Range part of the basin are
from about 4, 700 feet above msl on Otero Mesa to 7,500 feet in the Sacramento Mountains. The
Salt Basin contains no population centers or other Army facilities; however, the BLM, the USFS, and the
Those areas include Lincoln National Forest,
NPS manage large tracts of federal lands.
Guadalupe National Park, and Carlsbad Caverns National Park.
4.7.3.1

--

--

------

Surface Water

The Salt Basin watershed in the ROI includes the western part of the Otero Mesa and the southern slopes
of the Sacramento Mountains foothills. Similar to the Tularosa Basin, the Salt Basin is characterized by
small ephemeral streams that discharge toward the central areas of the basin (see Figure 4.7-2). Virtually
all stream channels in the Sacramento Mountains and Otero Mesa on McGregor Range are classified as
probable Waters of the U.S. by the USACE (U.S. Army, 1998h). Under natural conditions, small playas
would develop in low-lying areas during periods of high runoff; however, earthen dams now capture most
of the available water for livestock. The principle difference between this and the Tularosa Basin is the
higher elevation of the Salt Basin, particularly in the Sacramento Mountains, which results in higher
runoff for the Salt Basin. A few streams are perennial in their upper reaches outside the boundary of the
McGregor Range. However the Sacramento River, prior to the installation of upstream diversions,
probably was perennial for at least part of its course through McGregor Range. Three such diversions
capture water for use on the McGregor Range and the adjoining community of Oro Grande. The diverted
water is transported, via three pipelines; one crosses the northwest quarter of McGregor Range to
Oro Grande, and the other two supply water to numerous storage tanks and water troughs across
Otero Mesa (Figure 4.7-3a). Figure 4.7-3b shows the earthen impoundments on McGregor Range. The
Army holds water right number 01657 for the diversions. A change in the beneficial use from "livestock
and domestic purposes" to "the preservation of fish and wildlife" was granted in 1963 by the New Mexico
State Engineers Office (NMSEO). The right entitles the Army to divert 60,000 gpd of surface water flow
from the Sacramento River and 50,000 gpd from Carrisa Springs (U.S. Army, 1998g).
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Storage Tank Names
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Langsford Tank
Fish Tank
Cox Tank
Camp Windy Tank
Sand Tank
Unnamed
Rim Tank
Powell Tank
West Tank
Culp Canyon Tank
Gresik Tank
Railroad Storage Tank
Unnamed Tank
Lower Sombrero Tank
Lee Tank
Silver Tank
Sheep Tank
Saddle Tank
Corn Tank
Cressgarden Tank
El Paso Tank
Rutherford Tank
Wingfield Tank
506 Tank
Prather Tank
West Gyp Tank
East Gyp Tank
Mary Toy Tank
Mesa Horse Camp Tank
Mare Pasture Tank
West Rim Tanks
Shiloh Tank
Double Tanks
Middle Tank
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Figure 4.7-3a. Water Pipelines, Storage Tanks, and Watering Troughs on McGregor Range.
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Earthen lmpoundment
1 Tony Tank
2 Sacramento City Tank
3 Fish Tank
4 Unnamed Tank
5 Johnson Grass Tank
6 Sand Tank
7 Escondido Tank
8 Boone Tank
9 Unnamed Tank
10 No Good Tank
11 Lower Juniper Reservoir
12 Upper Juniper Reservoir
13 Gordvine Tank
14 Alegrita Tank
15 Rim Tank
16 Powell Tank
17 Summer Tank No. 2
18 Culp Canyon Tank
19 Mainline Tank
20 Munson Tank
21 Aldaz Tank
22 Gresik Tank

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Tanner Tank
Lee Tank
Corn Tank
Camp Windy Tank
Jim Tank
Unnamed Tank
Big Culp Tank
Little Culp Tank
West Poe Tank
Middle Poe Tank
Rutherford Tank No. 2
El Paso Tank
Cressgarden Tank
Summer Tank No. 2
Parker Ranch Tanks
Parker Tank
Dagger Tank
Rutherford Tank
Van Winkle Tank
Gravel Tanks
Road Tanks

5

5

-

10 Miles

10 Kilometers

Cb103
102

44 Wright Tank
45 Lee Tank
46 Wilde Tank
47 CCC Tank
48 Broke Tanks
49 Double Tank
50 Bottom Tanks
51 Godfrey Tank
52 Foy Tank
53 McGregor Tank North
54 Shipment Tank
55 Green Tank
56 Toy Tanks
57 Gyp Tanks
58 Payne Tanks
59 Unnamed Tank
60 Mesa Horse Camp Tank
61 Little Tank
62 West Tanks
63 North Tank
64 Little Crockett Tank

65 Middle Tank
66 Hay Meadow Tank
67 BigTank
68 Cockleburr Tank
69 Antelope Tank
70 End of Line Tank
71 Martin Tank
72 Little Mack Tank
73 Sulphur Tank
74 Road Tank
75 Mack Tanks
76 Corner Tanks
77 Corner Tanks
78 Tripod Tank
79 Roberts Tank
80 Broyle Tank
81 Tinney Tank
82 Green Tank
83 Wet Weather Tank
84 Wet Weather Tank
85 Campbell Tank
86 Owl Tank

87 Foster Ranch Tank
88 Childs Tank
89 Castner Tank
90 Grey Tank
91 Chaparral Tank
92 Flat Tank
93 Charley Tank
94 Hackberry Tank
95 Grey Tank
96 Escondido Tank
97 Red House Tank
98 New Tank
99 Coyote Tank
100 Unnamed Tank
101 Lake Tanks
102 Big Cement Tank
103 Little Cement Tank
104 Fisher Tank
105 Mountain Tank
106 Wallbridge Tanks
McGregor Range Boundary
······· Water Pipeline
FBMMFEIS

Figure 4.7-3b. Water Pipelines and Earthen Impoundments on McGregor Range.
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The McGregor pipeline system (exclusive of the Oro Grande system) is a large gravity-fed water network
that is operated and maintained by the BLM for wildlife and livestock. The system has been in existence
since the early 1900s and has been modified, expanded, and relocated extensively since then, mostly in
piecemeal fashion. The three intakes (sources) for the system are in the Sacramento Mountains, north of
McGregor Range. Two lines feed Rim Tank, an open reservoir with a capacity of 2 mg, on the north
boundary of McGregor Range. The system is designed to gravity flow from this reservoir, or bypass it
(or a combination of both), into the McGregor pipeline-a 65-mile trunk and branching system that feeds
several branches and lines in the Sacramento Mountains foothills and the western part of Otero Mesa
(BLM, 1985). A smaller system, the El Paso line, runs through El Paso Canyon to the east boundary of
McGregor Range in the north part of Otero Mesa. The total flow of both lines is about 76 gpm (about
110 afy) (Christensen, 1998).
4.7.3.2

Groundwater

Water-bearing Units. Middle Cenozoic block faulting in the Otero Mesa area exposed Paleozoic and
Mesozoic carbonate rocks, but did not produce the downfaulted blocks and alluvial fill that are
characteristic of the Tularosa Basin. The carbonate rocks are known to yield small quantities of saline
water (the source of the basin name), but are not considered major aquifers.
Coarse- to fine-grained sediments form a series of coalescing alluvial fans along the north margin of the
Salt Basin. The fans contain detritus derived from source areas in the bordering Sacramento Mountains.
Their sizes vary according to the sizes of their respective drainage areas (Orr and Meyers, 1986).
In general, groundwater developed from the Paleozoic and Mesozoic formations in the basin is brackish
to saline. However, fresh-water bearing sediments on the east side of the Tularosa Basin near
Grapevine Canyon (see Section 4.7.2.2) probably extend into the alluvial areas south of the
Sacramento Mountains (McClean 1970). The thickness of fan deposits saturated with fresh water
(containing less than 1,000 mg/l TDS) is estimated to range from 0 to as much as 1,400 feet. Saturated
sediments include poorly sorted boulders, sand, and silt near fan apexes, and silt and clay near the base of
the fans (Orr and Meyers, 1986).

Occurrence of Groundwater. Recharge to the basin-fill deposits on the east side of the Tularosa Basin
occurs as storm-water runoff to alluvial fans adjacent to the Sacramento Mountains (see Section 4.7.2.2).
An unknown but possibly significant amount of recharge also may occur to the southeast in similar areas
in the Salt Basin. Additional work needs to be done in that area to determine the possible presence of a
fresh-water aquifer and the size of its likely recharge. The brackish to saline groundwater in the
carbonate rocks of Otero Mesa flows easterly toward the center of the Salt Basin (Orr and Meyers, 1986).
Development of Groundwater. Groundwater resources are not extensively developed in the Salt Basin,
and no significant use of groundwater occurs in the basin within McGregor Range. A few small-capacity
stock and domestic wells have been completed on Otero Mesa, but none are known to be in operation.
The possibility of a fresh-water aquifer in the alluvium south of the Sacramento Mountains represents a
potential resource for non domestic use in that area of McGregor Range.
4.7.4

Fort Bliss, EI Paso, and Ciudad Juarez Area

Most of metropolitan El Paso lies in the Hueco Bolson between the Hueco and the Franklin Mountains
and in the Rio Grande Valley south of the Franklin Mountains (see Figure 4.0-1). The extreme western
part of the area is in the lower (southern) Mesilla Bolson, a large intermontane basin west of the Franklin
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and Organ mountains. South of El Paso across the Rio Grande, Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, has a
metropolitan population in excess of 1 million.
Water for the El Paso area is supplied by surface water from the Rio Grande and by groundwater from the
lower Hueco and lower Mesilla bolsons, including Rio Grande alluvium along the river. Currently,
surface water is used for irrigation, and most groundwater is used for public supply.
4.7.4.1

Surface Water-the Rio Grande

Water from the Rio Grande is part of a U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) irrigation project that
regulates and administers the flow of the Rio Grande below Elephant Butte Reservoir in New Mexico.
The reservoir stores and releases water for power generation. Caballo Reservoir, downstream of Elephant
Butte Reservoir, regulates releases to meet downstream demands through the January to October
irrigation season. Five diversion dams on the river divert flows to the Elephant Butte Irrigation District,
New Mexico; the El Paso County Water Improvement District #1 (EPCWID), Texas; and to Mexico
(Cushing, 1996).
The Rio Grande Compact Commission apportions water from the river among Colorado, New Mexico,
and Texas by interstate agreement. The compact provides for normal releases of 790,000 afy to the
irrigation districts, including 60,000 afy to Mexico. In a nonnal water year the EPCWID allotment is
43 percent of the available U.S. project water, or about 310,000 afy (El Paso County, 1992). Return flows
and other water entering the system below Caballo Reservoir increase the amount delivered to the
EPCWID in a normal year to about 360,000 afy. In years when Rio Grande flows are below nonnal, less
than full allotments are released, and the deliveries are decreased proportionately. Provisions of the
contract allow Colorado and New Mexico to incur debits in their deliveries to Texas and to cancel
accrued debits when reservoir spills occur during years of high flow (Cushing, 1996). Currently, almost
all of the agricultural production in El Paso County occurs within the irrigated area of the EPCWID and
areas contiguous to the district that irrigate with groundwater. The EPCWID has an area of 76, 114 acres,
and the contiguous areas irrigated by pumping on an additional 8,600 acres (USBR, 1973).
El Paso is an EPCWID customer. Municipal and industrial supplies are obtained through water rights
owned, leased, and assigned through the USBR and through purchased rights. Municipal and industrial
waters are diverted at river plants in El Paso and Zaragosa, Texas, during the irrigation season.
Diversions, which represent approximately 43 percent of El Paso's total municipal and industrial supply
(Cushing, 1996), amounted to 46,166 af in 1996 (Sperka, 1997).
The quality of the Rio Grande water, which generally is of the sodium sulfate type, varies greatly during
the year because of return flows of irrigation water between Caballo Dam and El Paso. Concentrations of
sulfates and TDS increase during the irrigation season until, near the end of the season, the water quality
reaches a point where it no longer meets federal drinking water standards after treatment. The quality
remains below standards until the following irrigation season. Shortly after irrigation releases begin in
late winter, water quality improves sufficiently to be utilized by the treatment plants (EPWU, 1995).
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Surface water is preferred over groundwater for irrigation because of its lower cost and, in the Hueco
Bolson, the superior quality of the river water. However, during years of inadequate surface-water
supply, shallow wells in the Rio Grande alluvium are pumped to augment the diversions. In 1985,
99 percent of the water used for irrigation was diverted from the Rio Grande. In that year almost
164,000 af, 57 percent of water used for all purposes in El Paso County, was used for irrigation (Texas
Water Development Board [TWDB], 1988).
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4.7.4.2

Groundwater

Hueco Bolson. The Hueco Bolson is an intennontane basin, incised by the Rio Grande Valley. That part
of the basin north of the Rio Grande is referred to as the upper Hueco Bolson. The geography and
geohydrology of the area are described in Section 4. 7.1. The Rio Grande Valley in the Hueco Bolson is
known as the lower valley and is separated from the bolson floor by an abrupt drop of 200 to 300 feet.
The bolson floor in that area is known locally as the mesa, although on some maps it is referred to as
La Noria Mesa.

The bedrock that underlies the bolson deposits and makes up the surrounding mountains is relatively
impermeable and will not supply large quantities of water to wells. Caliche occurs nearly everywhere
beneath the surface of the bolson and is relatively effective as a barrier to infiltration of rainfall. The
caliche beds are partially or completely missing beneath depressions in the bolson, however, and recharge
to the underlying aquifer takes place when water collects in the depressions during periods of heavy
rainfall (Knowles and Kennedy, 1956).
The principal area of recharge to the bolson is along the eastern edge of the Franklin and Organ
mountains, where runoff from the mountains infiltrates into the coarse gravel of alluvial fans. USGS
modeling efforts in the area indicate natural recharge from infiltration of 5,600 afy (Meyer, 1976). Most
of the Rio Grande channel through the El Paso metropolitan area has been lined since 1968, virtually
eliminating infiltration to the aquifer from the river in that area. Since 1985 the Fred Harvey water
reclamation plant has recharged the basin artificially through injection of effluent into the aquifer. In
1996. 3,669 af of effluent was injected (Sperka, 1997).
Most of the fresh water in the aquifer lies along the eastern front of the Franklin Mountains (EPWU,
1995). An isopach map of the major fresh-water deposit in the basin shows the thickest part of the aquifer
underlying Fort Bliss and northeast El Paso (Figure 4.7-4). Eastward the fresh water thins until, east of
the "zero" isopach, only brackish water is present. Small pockets of fresh water, too small to be shown on
the figure, occur along the front of the Hueco Mountains and serve as a water supply for commercial and
residential users. Fresh water in the aquifer is generally of the sodium bicarbonate type (EPWU, 1995).
USGS models show that discharge from the bolson occurs by pumpage from wells and naturally as
groundwater seeps into the Rio Grande alluvium (Alvarez and Buckner, 1980).
Groundwater withdrawals by the City of El Paso from the Hueco Bolson in 1950 totaled 12,550 af
(White, 1983). In 1996 municipal pumpage from the basin was 56, 702 af (Sperka, 1997). Groundwater
withdrawals from the Hueco Bolson by military wells in Texas during the late 1980s were slightly more
than 5,000 afy (Orr and White, 1985). In 1996, Fort Bliss wells pumped 5,172 af of groundwater
(Mathis, 1997). Water at the Main Post, WBAMC, Logan Heights, and Biggs AAF is supplied from the
on-post well fields. The City of El Paso supplies water to McGregor Range and the North Hills Housing
Area (U.S. Anny, 1985). The major source of water to Fort Bliss and related military facilities is
groundwater from the Hueco Bolson that is pumped from the Main Post, Tobin, and Biggs well fields.
Within the last 2 years, the Utilities Division at Fort Bliss has been removing the post from the El Paso
water system (Mathis, 1997).
Groundwater withdrawals from the Hueco Bolson by Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, were about 15,000 afy, in
the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s, but in the early 1970s water use began to increase sharply to the
extent that withdrawals in 1984 amounted to 66,000 afy (Orr and White, 1985). Present pumpage from
the Hueco Bolson by Ciudad Juarez probably exceeds 100,000 afy.
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Figure 4.7-4. Thickness of Sediments Containing Fresh Water in Feet, Hueco Bolson, El Paso.
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The water in the Hueco Bolson aquifer underlying La Noria Mesa is unconfined, and is generally of good
quality. Water levels in the aquifer have been affected by extensive withdrawals that have caused major
water-level declines. Two large cones of depression, one in the lower valley and one on the mesa, have
formed around centers of large withdrawals of groundwater (Figure 4.7-5). Depth to water ranges from
more than 350 feet near pumping centers to less than 100 feet elsewhere. The decline of water levels
from 1903 to 1994 in the El Paso area ranged from less than 10 to 150 feet (Figure 4.7-6). The lowering
of water levels in the bolson deposits has permitted the infiltration of salt water into the fresh-water zones
in those areas. Dissolved-solids concentrations in the early 1980s ranged from less than 500 to more than
1,500 mg/l. A water-quality survey indicated an average dissolved-solids concentration of 642 mg/l in
samples from wells in the United States and 736 mg/l from wells in Ciudad Juarez (White, 1983).
The Mesilla Bolson and Rio Grande Alluvium. A large intennontane basin, occupying the Rio Grande
Valley west of the Franklin and Organ mountains in southern New Mexico and western Texas, and
extending south into Mexico, is known as the Mesilla Bolson (Figure 4.7-7). The Rio Grande runs along
the east side of the basin in New Mexico, and exits the basin in Texas at the south end of the
Franklin Mountains. The low land along the river is known as the Mesilla Valley.
The aquifer in the Mesilla Bolson has been subdivided into four fresh-water zones (Nickerson, 1989).
The Rio Grande alluvium, or shallow zone, up to 80 feet thick, consists of poorly sorted re-worked river
deposits of sand, clay, and gravel. The upper intermediate zone, about 170 feet thick, is hydrologically
connected to the shallow zone and consists of sand, clay, and gravel lenses. The lower intermediate zone,
250 feet thick, contains fewer clay lenses than the upper intermediate zone. The deep zone, about
400 feet thick, is separated from the lower intermediate zone by a 10- to 40-foot thick clay layer and
consists of uniform, fine-grained sand with small lenses of clay. This zone contains the best quality
water. A limestone conglomerate containing brackish water underlies the deep zone.
The aquifer in the Texas part of the basin is estimated to contain 500,000 af of stored water. The city
operates a large well field at Canutillo, where water is pumped for municipal, industrial and irrigation
supply from bolson (basin-fill) deposits and from the Rio Grande alluvium. Pumpage from municipal
wells in the Mesilla Bolson was 26,015 af in 1996 (Sperka, 1997). Recharge to the aquifers in the lower
Mesilla Valley was estimated at 18,000 afy (Leggat et al., 1962). The Rio Grande continuously recharges
groundwater in the Mesilla Valley, unlike that in the Hueco Bolson, during the irrigation season. The
quality of the groundwater is nearly twice as good as that of the Hueco Bolson (Cushing, 1996) and,
unlike that in the Hueco Bolson, generally is superior to the quality of surface water (Cushing, 1997).
Recharge also occurs by infiltration of rainfall and runoff, and by leakage from the canals and excess
irrigation water on the heavily cultivated flood plain. However, recharge from the Rio Grande is
increasing, probably in response to a lowering of water levels in the aquifer due to pumping. Leakage
from the Rio Grande to the alluvium increased from 15,000 af in 1968 to 30,000 af in 1983 (Land and
Armstrong, 1985).
The Rio Grande alluvium consists of stream-channel and flood-plain deposits composed of poorly sorted
clay, silt, sand, and gravel that are derived from upstream areas and from erosion and redeposition of
underlying bolson deposits. The alluvium reaches a maximum thickness of about 80 feet. Groundwater
in the river alluvium is hydraulically connected to the shallower groundwater zones of the bolson
deposits. The river alluvium groundwater is an important source for supplemental irrigation when the
surface-water flow in the Rio Grande is insufficient to meet the needs of the valley farmers.
Groundwater in the alluvium is under water-table conditions and is generally only a few feet below land
surface except in areas where the water level has declined due to direct pumpage from the alluvium or due
to downward leakage into underlying heavily pumped aquifers. The alluvium has been drained
completely in parts of downtown El Paso and Ciudad Juarez (Ashworth, 1990).
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Water in the Rio Grande alluvium generally ranges from slightly to moderately saline (1,000 to
10,000 mg/I TDS). The freshest water occurs near the river where the alluvium is being recharged.
Poorer quality water occurs in areas where irrigation brings leached minerals into the groundwater.
Downward leakage of poor quality water from the alluvium has caused problems in areas where the
underlying bolson aquifers are being heavily pumped (Ashworth, 1990).
4.7.5
4.7.5.1

Water Issues
Water Supply and Demand

The EPWU is the largest water user on the U.S. side of the international boundary in the El Paso area.
Historical data show that production, especially from the Hueco Bolson, has increased at an accelerated
rate (Figure 4.7-8). In recent years the share of surface water from the Rio Grande has increased,
resulting in a decline in pumpage from the Hueco Bolson. The following table (Table 4.7-1) shows
amounts and percentages of supply for 1993 and 1996.
IA mounts ~or El P aso w ater UT.
tI 1t1es
T ab1471
e
. Sources an dRecent w ater-suppty

-

1996**

1993*
Source

Hueco Bolson

Mesilla Bolson

% of Total

Aquifer

Demand (aj)

Valley
Mesa
Total
Shallow
Intermediate
Deep
Total

7,950

6.7

49,412
818
8,201
6,458
15.477
72,840

41.7
48.4
0.7
6.9
5.4
13.1
61.5

45,663
118,504

Groundwater
Surface Water
(Rio Grande)
Total Demand

57,363

Demand

Demand (aj)

% of Total

Demand

56,702

44.0

26,015
82,717

20.2
64.2

38.5

46,166

35.8

100.0

128,883

100.0

*Source: EPWU, 1995.
**Source: Sperka, 1997.

The rate of pumping from the Hueco Bolson exceeds the rate of recharge, which means that the aquifer is
in an overdraft condition, and is experiencing accelerated rates of water-level decline (Cushing, 1996).
The largest declines have occurred adjacent to municipal well fields. Rates of water-level decline in the
metro El Paso area range from less than 0.5 feet per year in the east to more than 5 feet per year near
pumpage centers (White, 1983). Historically, from 1903 through 1989, declines of as much as 150 feet
have occurred in the downtown areas of El Paso and Ciudad Juarez. Declines of more than 50 feet
occurred in the same general area during the 10-year period before 1989 (Ashworth, 1990).
In a special report on the water resources of the El Paso area (USBR, 1973), future regional water supply

and demand were projected under two scenarios. Under a current-trends scenario, with no increased
surface-water supply, it was estimated that the Hueco Bolson will be practically exhausted by 2013.
(USBR, 1973). Under a scenario with 120,000 afy transferred from agricultural to municipal and
industrial use, the life of the Hueco Bolson could be extended to 2034. However, no mechanism was
detailed for obtaining the rights to the 120,000 afy of surface water.
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In 1980, the City of El Paso filed applications with the New Mexico State Engineer for 266 well pennits

in the Mesilla Bolson (246,000 afy) and 21 well permits in the Hueco Bolson (10,000 afy). Fort Bliss
filed for 36 permits in the Hueco Bolson in New Mexico. The New Mexico State Engineer denied all the
pennits. El Paso pursued obtaining the pennits through litigation with the state, and settlement was
reached through an agreement dated March 6, 1991. Because of New Mexico statutes governing the
appropriation of water for use within and outside the state, groundwater derived from New Mexico
sources is considered an uncertain source of supply within Texas. However, for the purposes of that
study it was assumed that with the Joint Settlement Commission formed as a result of the settlement,
groundwater pumped in New Mexico will become available by the year 2000 (El Paso County, 1992).
Thus the upper Hueco Bolson, the Mesilla Valley, and lower Tularosa Basin have been considered a
primary source of new water supply.
In 1989, El Paso and the EPCWID signed a MOU to work together on a long-range Water Resource
Management Plan. Boyle Engineering Corp. was hired to prepare the plan and concluded that the
Hueco Bolson would be exhausted of recoverable fresh water by 2025, causing a massive water-supply
shortage to the area (EPWU, 1995). As a result, conservation efforts at Fort Bliss and El Paso have
aggressively addressed the forecast shortage through the creation of a 50-year plan for development of
alternative water supplies (U.S. Anny, 1997a). The strategy for meeting the projected El Paso area water
demand of 294, 700 afy by 2040 includes the implementation of an aggressive water conservation
program, increased reuse of treated wastewater, and the acquisition of additional Rio Grande Project
water (El Paso County, 1992). In addition, El Paso, the EPCWID, and the New Mexico/Texas Water
Commission (formerly Joint Settlement Commission) are pursuing implementation of a joint conveyance
facility to transport Rio Grande water from Caballo Dam to the American Dam. The facility would make
higher quality surface water available on a year-round basis (EPWU, 1995).

El Paso is planning a water treatment plant near Anthony, Texas, to supply water to Ciudad Juarez,
southern New Mexico, and El Paso County. The plant would allow El Paso to treat and transport surface
water to northeast El Paso, where it could be injected into the Hueco Bolson. The EPWU also is planning
a pilot plant to obtain information for the final design of a desalination plant to use the large amount of
brackish groundwater available in the Hueco Bolson. It is estimated that 10 mgd of fresh water could be
provided by such a plant in its first stage (EPWU, 1995).
An additional estimated 70,000 afy can be developed through construction of new wells in Texas on
nonmilitary lands and an additional 60,000 afy through development of groundwater that underlies
military lands in Texas by spacing wells at half-mile intervals in areas of high transmissivity (Cushing,
1996). Production at the Canutillo well field in the Mesilla Bolson can be expanded to 50,000 afy by new
well construction. The Mesilla aquifers, unlike the Hueco Bolson aquifer, are recharged continuously by
the Rio Grande during the irrigation season. Although the Hueco Bolson continues to be the primary
source of supply, utilization of groundwater from the Mesilla Bolson and surface water from the
Rio Grande is increasing (Cushing, 1996).
Ten recharge wells were drilled about 3 miles west of the Fred Harvey water reclamation plant to
recharge the aquifer in the Hueco Bolson with effluent from the plant. All effluent from the plant was
injected from 1985 to 1992, at which time the plant began selling water to the EPEC and the
Painted Dunes Golf Course. In 1993, 1,241.5 mg(3,810 af) were injected into the aquifer, 689.6 mg
(2, 116 af) were sold to the electric company, and 127.3 mg(391 af) were sold to the golf course (EPWU,
1995). Since 1979, the Haskell Street waste-water treatment plant has sold effluent to the Asacarte Golf
Course for irrigation. In 1993, 331.2 mg (1,016 af) were sold to the golf course, and the remaining
effluent, 8,394 mg (25,761 af) was discharged to the Rio Grande (EPWU, 1995).
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Other possibilities of securing additional water for El Paso, if pertinent statutory, political, and other
impediments could be overcome are (Cushing, 1996):

-

1. Approximately 42 percent of the flows delivered to the diversion dams are lost to evaporation and
seepage via unlined conveyances. Most of the losses could be salvaged with pipelines and lined
canals.
2. There is no reservoir "carry-over" storage of Rio Grande water to the following year; hence, any
unused annual allotment at the end of the season is reapportioned to Texas and New Mexico users the
following year. EPCWID has not used all of its allotment in the last 15 years, and each year it
attempts to receive credit through a carry-over plan. Unused Texas allotment water or water spilled
from upstream reservoirs could be stored for later use. Underground storage through injection wells
is suggested.
3. In drought years, contingency plans could be put into effect where fanners are paid to "go on
vacation" while municipal and industrial supply uses the reduced surface water allotments.
Water demand at Fort Bliss is projected to remain essentially constant at around 5,654 afy or decrease
with aggressive conservation measures. Historically, the EPWU has supplied potable water to El Paso
area military facilities. In 1995, the Fort Bliss Directorate of Public Works and Logistics reactivated the
Post and Biggs AAF well fields, and now draws potable water directly from the Hueco Bolson aquifer
beneath the main cantonment (Figure 4.7-9). Fort Bliss also draws water from Tobin and Site Monitor
well fields. Other wells in the area are El Paso municipal wells in the Airport, Mesa-Nevins, and
Cielo Vista well fields; and private wells at Carlsbad and Red Arrow (mobile home) Parks, and Evergreen
Cemetery. In 1996, Fort Bliss purchased 481 af of water from El Paso and produced 5,173 af from
military well fields, for a total of 5,654 af. This amounts to a per capita usage of 202 gpd, based on the
on-post population and multipliers applied to off-post workers and military personnel, visitors, and
retirees that use post facilities. This per capita usage cannot be compared with any figures generated by
the City of El Paso as there is very little comparison in the way the city calculates the population base.
These amounts include irrigation water for two 18-hole golf courses on the post. Water levels in the
Fort Bliss wells have been declining about 1 foot per year in recent years and can undergo nearly 100 feet
of additional decline before the wells will require deepening (Mathis, 1997).

--

-

-

--

--

It is projected that by 2000, the implementation of water conservation measures would substantially
decrease water demand and per capita consumption at Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1997a). Fort Bliss plans to
reduce the installation's impact to the aquifer through increased conservation. Fort Bliss has a relatively
high per capita water consumption rate, which is due in part to the flat billing rate within housing units,
irrigation of parade fields and golf courses with potable water, and other military uses. Reducing these
factors, together with the small stable population, lends well to water conservation measures. Fort Bliss
already has a residential water conservation policy in effect that limits outdoor watering during the
summer (Costello, 1997).

4.7.5.2

Water Quality

There are these water quality considerations at Fort Bliss; intrusion of saline water, the municipal solid
waste landfill, and the Old Mesa Well Field.

Intrusion of Saline Water Increasing dissolved solids concentrations in fresh-water zones of both the
Hueco and Mesilla bolsons are attributed mainly to downward leakage of brackish water from shallow
zones and possible upconing of brackish water from below due to pumpage. Water analyses from wells
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Figure 4.7-9. Well Fields in and near the Fort Bliss Main Cantonment Area.
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completed in the Hueco Bolson show an average annual increase in dissolved solids of about 10 mg/l
since the 1950s and 1960s in Texas, and about 30 mg/l since the 1970s in Ciudad Juarez. In parts of
downtown El Paso and Ciudad Juarez, the dissolved solids concentration in groundwater has increased at
rates of 40 to 60 mg/l per year during these periods. Concentrations of dissolved solids have increased
also in groundwater produced from the intermediate zone of the Mesilla Bolson, at an average rate of
about 9 mg/l per year (White, 1983).
In 1993, 20 city wells in the Lower Valley, Town, and Water Plant well fields produced water that
exceeded the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for TDS or chloride and were shut down. Many of
those wells were being recharged with treated surface water in 1994 to extend their lives. Chloride
concentrations are increasing at the Eastwood well field and the East Airport well field (adjacent to
Fort Bliss wells), where water from as many as 11 wells exceeds the 300 mg/l limit. Blending of water in
the Montana reservoir has been satisfactory, but it is a temporary solution (EPWU, 1995). By 1997, the
water from four wells in the East Airport well field was too saline to be blended, and the wells were not
being used (Sperka, 1998). The water from seven high-salinity wells was being blended successfully.
The maximum field capacity of 34.38 mgd had decreased to 24.26 mgd because of salinity, and without
blending, only 13 .14 mgd could be produced. Projections for the East Airport well field indicate that by
2005, maximum field capacity will decrease to 17.05 mgd with blending and 8.24 mgd without blending
(Orr and Risser, 1992), and by 2015 the respective quantities will be 12.48 mgd and 6.37 mgd (Sperka,
1998).
Recent analyses of water from the Fort Bliss well fields indicate a range of 300 to 500 mg/l TDS (Mathis,
1997). Evaluation of water quality data from 1992 to 1995 did not show any problems with the Fort Bliss
water supply. All constituents were below regulated MCLs. Maximum concentrations of arsenic at
Biggs AAF, Site Monitor, and Main Base wells are 0.0062, 0.0056, and 0.0032 mg/l, respectively. If the
MCL remains at 0.05 mg/l no treatment will be necessary, but if the MCL is reduced to less than
0.0032 mg/l, as proposed, treatment will be required at all three water systems (U.S. Army, 1996i).
Future declines of water levels in the Hueco Bolson can be expected to result in increasing salinity in the
Fort Bliss area.
Fort Bliss Municipal Solid Waste Landfill. Domestic solid waste generated on Fort Bliss is collected
and disposed of by a private contractor at a 106-acre landfill 3 miles north of the intersection of
Fred Wilson Avenue and Chaffee Road (see Section 4.2.2.3). Investigations by the USGS (Abeyta, 1995)
examined hydrogeologic conditions in the area and potential contamination of the local aquifer due to the
landfill. The investigation determined a 200-year travel time for leachate to reach the aquifer, in the event
of a leak through the engineered barrier system. No evidence was found to indicate that the landfill is
causing any water-quality deterioration of the aquifer in that part of the Hueco Bolson.
Old Mesa Well Field. In the early 1900s, the Old Mesa well field, a high-density municipal well field,
was located on parts of the main cantonment and Biggs AAF and on city land. The general area is
bounded on the west by Railroad Drive, on the east by Airport Road, and centered on Fred Wilson Drive
(see Figure 4.7-9). Before abandonment of the field in 1926, a private company, predating EPWU, drilled
100 to 200 small-diameter wells. The firm subsequently went out of business, and most of the wells were
left uncapped (Cushing, 1997). A USGS investigation (White, 1983) located nine of the Old Mesa wells,
four of which had shallow groundwater seeping into them. The investigation concluded that a
"substantial amount" of inferior-quality groundwater with high TDS and nitrate concentrations is being
recharged into the Hueco Bolson aquifer through the abandoned wells. The seepage is believed to
originate from urban runoff and possibly by deep percolation of lawn irrigation water. Fort Bliss is aware
of the situation, and is planning an investigative survey to determine the nature and extent of any
contamination and to locate and cap abandoned wells in accordance with state and federal regulations
(Cushing, 1997).
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4.7.5.3

Land Subsidence

The decline in water levels has resulted in some land subsidence due to the dewatering of clay beds in
some areas (Land and Annstrong, 1985). Releveling of benchmarks in the metropolitan area has shown
land-surface subsidence of about 0.2 feet. Local areas of subsidence indicated by surface fractures and
cracks in buildings, coincide with areas that historically were swamps along the Rio Grande. Subsidence
is not expected to increase dramatically, nor is it expected to be a problem at Fort Bliss in the foreseeable
future.
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4.8

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Existing biological resources are discussed in this section. The ROI for biological resources encompasses
Fort Bliss and the surrounding area including the Organ Mountains, Sacramento Mountains, Hueco
Mountains, Otero Mesa, and Tularosa Basin.
Due to its large size (1.12 million acres) and varied topography (see Figure 4.0-1), Fort Bliss exhibits a
high degree of biodiversity. The vegetation mirrors this diversity in that plant communities on post range
from the Chihuahuan Desert plant communities in the Tularosa Basin to Rocky Mountain conifer forests
in the Organ Mountains (U.S. Army, 1996j, 1997t). Of the approximately 4,000 plant species in New
Mexico, an estimated 1,000 species are on Fort Bliss with over 800 species in the Organ Mountains alone
(Corral, 1997; U.S. Army, 1997g). There are several endemic plant species in the Organ (four species)
and Hueco, (one species) mountains of Fort Bliss. Most of the known populations of these plant species
in the Organ Mountains and the entire population in the Hueco Mountains occur on Fort Bliss (U.S.
Army, 1994b).
Wildlife species diversity is also high where, for example, of the State of New Mexico's 123 species of
amphibians and reptiles, 47 species occur and 19 species have the potential to occur on Fort Bliss
(U.S. Army, 1997h; Degenhardt et al., 1996). There are an estimated 509 species of birds recorded in
New Mexico and 334 species (68 percent) have been recorded on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1996k, 1997i).
Studies on Fort Bliss have demonstrated that arroyo-riparian drainage areas are used more extensively by
wildlife than adjacent upland areas (Kozma and Mathews 1997; U.S. Army 1997j). Over 3,000 miles of
these arroyos have been mapped on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 1998h) and given that over 75 percent
(830,000 acres) of Fort Bliss has not been grazed for decades, many of these arroyos as well as upland
areas are likely in good to excellent condition in terms of providing wildlife habitat.
From a regional perspective, Fort Bliss supports some of the most important examples of southwestern
ecosystem types such as black grama grasslands on McGregor Range and relatively undisturbed Rocky
Mountain forests and woodlands in the Organ Mountains. The Organ Mountains are an exceptionally
important area in terms of quality and diversity in the southwest. Numerous endemic and sensitive
species occur in these mountains, and they support Rocky Mountain forests and woodlands that have been
left relatively undisturbed for the last 50 years with some higher elevation areas probably undisturbed
since the 1880s. Other areas such as WSMR, Carlsbad Caverns National Park, Big Bend National Park,
and various preserves and national parks in Arizona also support important examples of southwestern
ecosystem types. However, these areas do not support the same type and mix of ecosystems as Fort Bliss,
which indicates that some of the ecosystems on Fort Bliss are important from a regional perspective (U.S.
Army, 1997t). The following sections provide details regarding the biological resources on Fort Bliss
with additional information provided in Appendix F.

4.8.1

Vegetation

The major plant community types in the area of Fort Bliss are desert grasslands, Chihuahuan Desert
scrub, and plains mesa sandscrub. Types that occur in the mountains in the area are juniper savanna,
conifer and mixed woodlands, and montane conifer forests (Dick-Peddie, 1993). The vegetation of Fort
Bliss was characterized and mapped (U.S. Army, 1996j, 1997t) and this section is based on those reports.
The vegetation on Fort Bliss is diverse, ranging from Chihuahuan Desert scrub in the Tularosa Basin to
Rocky Mountain conifer forests in the Organ Mountains (Figures 4.8-1, 4.8-2, and 4.8-3). Within the
basin, alluvial fans and piedmonts support desert shrub and grassland plant communities. Desert shrub
plant communities dominate the Tularosa Basin floor, and Otero Mesa generally supports desert grassland
plant communities. The upper Sacramento Mountains foothills generally support a wooded plant
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community dominated by open and closed stands of pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and juniper (Juniperus
monosperma, and J deppeana). This woodland type also occurs in the Organ Mountains as well as oak
woodlands and Rocky Mountain montane conifer forest.
The plant communities and other areas on the main cantonment, the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range were mapped using satellite imagery (U.S. Anny,
1996j). Thirty-four mapping units including some property now adjacent to the installation, total
1,113,403 acres (Table 4.8-1). Of this total, more than 67,000 acres (6 percent of the total installation
area) consists of rock, barren soil, military cantonment, military facilities, and roads (mapping units 32,
33, 34). Military roads by themselves constitute almost 45,000 acres (4 percent) of total land cover on the
installation and exceed the cover percentage of some plant community types on Fort Bliss. The 34
mapping units were lumped into 11 categories (Table 4.8-2) and mapped (Figures 4.8-1 through 4.8-3).
The various types of shrubland total 708,375 acres (63.6 percent) while there are 327,391 acres of
grasslands (29.4 percent) and 10,205 acres of woodland (0.9 percent) (Table 4.8-2).
As indicated above, about 64 percent or 708,375 acres of land on Fort Bliss are desert shrublands, mostly
in the Tularosa Basin (Table 4.8-2). About 415,800 acres of the shrublands (37 percent of Fort Bliss) are
covered with mesquite-dominated plant communities most of which are coppice dunes. Creosote
dominated plant communities cover over 201,000 acres or 18 percent of the total land. Shrub-dominated
plant communities have replaced grassland plant communities (including black grama grasslands) over
large areas in southern New Mexico in the last century (Buffington and Herbel, 1965). For example, over
86,000 acres of a 144,500-acre study area on the Jornada Experimental Range were grasslands with no
shrubs in 1858; no such habitat remained by 1963. During the same time period, mesquite-dominated
habitat increased from 6,266 acres in 185 8 to 66, 151 acres in 1963 and creosote-dominated areas
increased from 640 acres to about 12,000 acres during the same period. Mesquite-dominated areas have
continued to expand even after livestock have been removed from the range for many years. Long-term
studies in permanent enclosures at the Jornada Experiment Station from 1935 to 1980 showed that black
grama grass had totally disappeared by 1980, even in areas where it was the dominant species in 1935; the
greatest decline in black grama took place between 1950 and 1955 during a severe drought. These fonner
black grama grasslands are now mesquite-dominated areas (Hennessy et al., 1983). It is believed that the
fonnation of mesquite coppice dunes is related to cattle grazing and drought. Under heavy livestock
grazing and/or drought, grass cover was reduced. In addition, cattle feed on mesquite seeds and the
dispersal of these seeds is of "great importance in the spread of mesquite to adjacent areas" (Buffington
and Herbel,. 1965). Openings created by the reduction in grass cover were occupied by mesquite and the
establishme:nt of this species altered the site and extensive soil movement occurred, forming coppice
dunes. In addition, soil moisture conditions and competition were such that black grama could not
become re-·~stablished (Hennessy et al., 1983).
It is likely that much of the mesquite- and creosote-dominated areas on Fort Bliss were once grasslands

and this conversion from grassland to shrublands is considered a step in the desertification process
(Schlesinge:r et al., 1990). Long-term studies carried out at the Jornada Experimental Range have shown
that the conversion to shrublands has resulted in a reduction in plant species diversity (Huenneke, 1995).
Grasslands had 2.5 times more plant species than mesquite and 1.7 times more plant species than the
creosote type. Net primary productivity did not differ significantly between the grassland and shrubland
types (Huenneke, 1995).
Once established, coppice dunes persist. The return to grasslands, even in areas where livestock have
been excluded for many years, is highly unlikely (Gardner, 1951; Buffington and Herbel, 1965; Hennessy
et al., 1983). Chemical treatment has proven successful in reducing mesquite growth over the short-term
(about 3 yt~ars). Satellite imagery data over a several-year period was used to track photo-synthetic
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Plant Community
(Mapping Units)

Number of
Acres
(%of Total)

Description
Shrub/ands

Basin desert shrublands
(coppice dunes) (1)

Plains/coppice dunes
sandscrub (2)
Plains sandscrub (3)
Basin desert shrubland
(4)
Basin/lowland desert
shrubland (5)

Lower piedmont desert
shrubland - creosotebush
and tarbush (6)
Lower piedmont desert
shrubland - creosotebush
and honey mesquite (7)
Upper piedmont desert
shrub land-creosotebush
and bush muhly (8)
Foothill desert shrubland
- white thorn acacia (9)

Foothill desert shrubland
- mimosa/sideoats grama

6,370
(0.6)

Consists of large coppice dunes in the Tularosa Basin. Honey mesquite
(Prosopis glandulosa) is the dominant shrub with four-winged saltbush
(Atriplex canescens) common in some areas. Sparse undergrowth; mesa
dropseed (Sporobolusflexuosus) common in some areas.
Sandsage (Artemisiafilifolia) common with some mesquite and Mesa
dropseed. Occurs at north and south end of coppice dune fields.
Sandsage/mesa dropseed common plants. Located on sandy areas mostly
in Tularosa Basin with small amounts on Otero Mesa.
Dominated by honey mesquite and alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides) in
broad clay depressions at northern edge of coooice dunes.
Bottomland tarbush (Flourensia cernua) dominant with tobosagrass
(Hilaria mutica) and burrograss (Scleropogon brevifolius) also common.
Occurs on silty alluvial fan toe slopes and bottomlands on northern Otero
Mesa and in the basin below mesa.
Dominated by creosotebush (Larrea tridentata) and bush muhly
(Muhlenbergia porteri); tarbush is common in some areas. Occurs in
heavy depositional soils of the lower toe slopes and the basin bottom.
Creosotebush and honey mesquite are dominant. Occurs on gravely or
silty soils on eastern piedmont of the Organ Mountains.

64,159
(5.8)

Dominated by creosotebush and bush muhly. Occurs on gravely soil of the
upper piedmont and Sacramento Mountains foothills.

42.130
(3.8)

Dominated by viscid acacia (Acacia noevernicosa); other species are
sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula). black grama (B. eriopoda). and
ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens). Occurs on shallow gravely soils of
foothills, mesa escarpments, and uooer piedmont.
Dominated by mimosa (Mimosa aculeaticarpa) and sideoats grama.
Occurs on gravely slopes in canyons on the east side of the Organ
Mountains.
Ocotillo and mariola (Parthenium incanum) are common plant species.
Occurs on the rocky foothills of the Sacramento, Organ. and Franklin
mountains.
Dominated by lechugilla (Agave lechuguilla) and sideoats grama. Occurs
on all aspects of the Hueco Mountains and unnamed hills.

323.968
(29.1)

38,016
(3.4)
46.291
(4.2)
7.517
(0.7)
40.484
(3.6)

90.203
(8.1)

2.370
(0.2)

(10)

Foothill desert shrubland
- ocotillo - mariola ( 11)

9.936
(0.9)

Foothill desert shrubland
- Lechugilla/sideoats
grama (12)
Montane shrubland mountain mahogany ( 13)

13.817
(1.2)

Montane shrubland Gambel's oak (14)

22,397
(2.0)
717
(0.1)

Mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus), curlyleafmuhly. and New
Mexico needlegrass are dominant. Occurs predominantly on rocky south
facing slopes at mid-elevation in the Organ and Sacramento mountains.
Gambel' s oak (Quercus gambelii) and whortleleaf snowberry
(Symphoricarpos oreophilus) are dominant. Occurs in dense stands on
north facing slopes at mid- to high-elevation in the Organ Mountains.
Grasslands

Sandy plains desert
1grassland (15)
Basin/lowland desert
grassland-tobosa-grass
and alkali sacaton (16)

4.8-6

7,969
(0.7)
39.120
(3.5)

Dominated by mesa dropseed and soaptree yucca (Yucca elata). Occurs
mostly south of McGregor Range Camp on sandy sites.
Dominated by tobosagrass and alkali sacaton and occurs in heavy
depositional soils on flats, bottomlands, and swales. Usually associated
with drainages on Otero Mesa, and Sacramento and Organ mountains.
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Table 4.8-1. Number of Acres and Description of34 Mapping Units at Fort Bliss
(Continued)
Plant Community
(Mapping Units)
Basin/lowland desert
grassland-burrograss
(17)
Upper piedmont desert
grassland ( 18)
Foothills piedmont
desert grassland (19)
Foothills grassland (20)

Number of
Acres
(%of Total)
3,173
(0.3)
7,512
(0.7)
32,627
(2.9)
57,543
(5.2)

Mesa grassland - blue
grama/alkali sacaton (21)

7,475
(0.7)

Mesa grassland - black
and blue grama/soaptree
yucca (22)
Mesa grassland - black
and blue grama/banana
1yucca (23)
Mesa/foothills grassland
(24)

84,994
(7.6)

Foothills grassland sideoats grama, curlyleaf
muhly (25)

54,972
(4.9)

Foothills grassland sideoats grama/sotol (26)

5,102
(0.5)

Piedmont grassland
(disturbed) (27)

3,729
(0.3)

5,713
(0.5)
17,462
(1.6)

Description
Monotypic growth ofburrograss. Occurs in drainage's on Otero Mesa
and broad alluvial depressions in the basin.
Codominants are black grama, Torrey'sjointfir (Ephedra torreyana), and
honey mesquite in the gravely upper piedmont of the Organ Mountains.
Black and sideoats grama dominant with soaptree yucca and creosotebush.
Occurs on gravely footslopes and piedmont of the Sacramento, Hueco,
and, Franklin mountains.
Dominated by sideoats grama, sacahuista (Nolina microcmpa), and
curlyleaf muhly (Muhlenbergia setifolia). Occurs on gravely or rocky
slopes near Otero Mesa escarpment and canyon walls of the escarpment.
Blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis) and alkali sacaton common along with
soaptree yucca and purple threeawn (Aristida purpurea). Occurs on siltyclay soils near the Sacramento Mountains foothills.
Dominated by blue and black grama plus soaptree yucca and banana
yucca (Yucca baccata). Covers extensive areas on fine silty soil on Otero
Mesa and low Tablelands beneath the mesa.
Black and blue grama plus banana yucca are dominant. Occurs on
shallow soils on southern Otero Mesa.
New Mexico needlegrass (Stipa neomexicana), sideoats grama, black
grama, banana yucca common. Occurs on rocky ridges of slopes of the
southern Otero Mesa.
Sideoats grama, curleyleaf muhly, skeletonleaf goldeneye ( Viguiera
stenoloba), ocotillo, and common sotol (Dasylirion wheeleri) are
common. Occurs on Otero Mesa escarpment and rocky slopes of the
Sacramento and Hueco mountains.
Dominated by sideoats grama, common sotol, and hairy grama
(Bouteloua hirsuta). This type found on low to mid elevation slopes in
canyons of the Organ Mountains.
Streambed bristlegrass (Setaria leucopila) and Arizona cottontop
(Digitaria californica) are common species. Occur in areas disturbed by
exploded ordnance on the piedmont east and west of Rattlesnake Ridge in
the Organ Mountains.
Woodlands

Montane riparian (28)

395
(0.03)

Woodland - oneseed
uuniper (29)

2,886
(0.3)

Woodland - pinyon pine
(30)

6,553
(0.6)

Composed of forested and shrub dominated riparian plant communities;
coyote willow (Salix exigua), box elder (Acer negundo), and velvet ash
(Fraxinus velutina) are common species. Occurs in mountain valley
drainages in the Organ Mountains.
Oneseedjuniper, curlyleafmuhly, and hairy grama are dominant. Occurs
on rocky, gravely slopes at moderately high elevation in the Sacramento
and Organ mountains.
Pinyon pine, alligator juniper, sideoats grama, sandpaper oak (Quercus
pungens), and gray oak (Quercus grisea) are dominant. Occurs on rocky,
well developed soils on high elevation slopes of the Sacramento and
Organ mountains.
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Table 4.8-1. Number of Acres and Description of34 Mapping Units at Fort Bliss
(Continued)
Plant Community
(Mapping Units)

Conifer forest ( 31)

Number of
Acres
(%of Total)
371
(0.03)

Description

Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), Douglas fir (Psuedotsuga men=iesii),
Gambel's oak, and mountain muhly (Mulenbergia montana) are common
species. Occurs on the upper elevation of the Organ Mountains generally
on steep slopes.

-

Militmy Lands And Roads

Barren military land
(32)
Military facilities (33)

3,612
(0.3)
18,826
(1.7)
44,994
(4.0)

Roads (34)
Total

Rock, barren soil. military cantonment, surface impact areas.

-

Military facilities.
Roads.

-

1,ll3,403

-

Source: U.S. Army. 1996j.
Note: Mapping units renumbered from those presented in the source document.

Table 4.8-2. Summary of Desert Shrubland, Grassland, and Woodland Plant Communities and
Disturbed Ground on Fort Bliss
General Plant Community Type

Mesquite coppice dunes and sandscrub
Creosotebush and tarbush shrublands
Foothill desert shrublands
Montane shrublands
Total shrub/ands

Mapping Units "
Shrub/ands
1, 2, 3,4

5, 6, 7, 8
9, 10, 11, 12
13, 14

Acres a
Number

415,792
201,216
68,253
23,114
708,375

Percent

37.30
18.10
6.10
2.10
63.6

Grasslands

Basin grasslands
Mesa grasslands
Foothill grasslands

15, 16, 17
21,22,23,24

50,262
115,644

18, 19, 20, 25, 26, 27

161.485
327,391

10.40
14.50
29.40

395
9,439

0.04
0.80

371

0.03
0.9

Total grasslands

Montane riparian
Pinyon/juniper woodlands
Conifer forest

Woodlands
28

29,30
31

Total woodlands

10,205

4.50

Disturbed Ground

Roads, facilities and barren areas

32,33,34

Total
From Table 4.8-1.
Source: U.S. Army. 1996j.
Note: Mapping units renumbered from those presented in the source document.
a
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67.432

6.10

1,113,403

100.00
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activity of the mesquite canopy. No ground transects were sampled. The satellite data indicated that
during the first 3 years of treatment, an increase in grass growth was noted. After 3 years, mesquite began
to recover and a reduction in grass growth resulted (Eve and Peters, 1995).
Grassland plant communities cover about 327,400 acres, which accounts for over 29 percent of the land
on Fort Bliss (Table 4.8-2). Within Fort Bliss, Otero Mesa covers about 161,400 acres (U.S. Anny,
1996j) and most of this area is covered by grassland plant communities. The remainder of the grassland
plant communities occur in the Tularosa Basin and in the foothills of the Organ Mountains.
Woodland plant communities cover about 10,200 acres or about 1 percent of Fort Bliss (Table 4.8-2);
these plant community types are in the Organ Mountains and Sacramento Mountains foothills. Pinyon
pine-juniper woodlands occur in both mountain ranges. The montane riparian and montane conifer forest
occur only in the Organ Mountains. In addition, montane shrublands dominated by mountain mahogany
occur in both mountain ranges, while montane shrublands dominated by Gambel' s oak occur in the Organ
Mountains only (U.S. Anny, 1996j).
The South Training Areas are located in Texas, and Chihuahuan Desert shrublands dominate this area.
Figure 4.8-1 shows a triangular area of roads, facilities and barren areas in the southwest comer of the
South Training Areas along U.S. Highway 54. This triangular area is actually native plant communities
dominated by mesquite coppice dunes. Basin desert shrublands dominated by honey mesquite coppice
dunes and sandscrub are common here; four-winged saltbush is also evident in this type and mesa
dropseed is in the sparse understory. In some areas, sandsage is common along with mesquite. Basin and
mesa grasslands occur in the north central portion of these training areas. The mesquite dunes give way
to the creosotebush plant community on the east side of the South Training Areas (Figure 4.8-1 ). Bush
muhly and tarbush are common in some areas. Creosotebush gives way to foothills desert shrublands
dominated by lechugilla and creosotebush on the shallow rocky slopes of the Hueco Mountains.
Grasslands are supported on the alluvial deposits of these mountains and sideoats grama and black grama
are common (U.S. Army, 1996j).
On the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas the dominant plant community type in the eastern twothirds is mesquite coppice dunes (Figure 4.8-2). The dunes give way to creosotebush-dominated areas
that grade into foothill desert shrublands and grasslands on the Organ Mountains piedmont. The
dominant shrubs in the foothill desert shrublands are creosotebush and mimosa, while black, sideoats, and
hairy grama are common in the grassland plant communities. In the Organ Mountains, steep elevation
gradients and diverse geological substrate combine to support the highest vegetation diversity on Fort
Bliss. The mountains support Rocky Mountain conifer forests and woodlands and montane shrublands.
Canyons support diverse woodland and grassland riparian plant communities (U.S. Army, 1996j).
On McGregor Range, coppice dunes and sandscrub plant communities dominate the western one-fifth of
the range; honey mesquite is the dominant plant in some areas and sandsage is dominant in others (Figure
4.8-3). These types give way to creosotebush-dominated plant communities where tarbush and lowland
grasslands are associated with loamy soils in the drainages. The Hueco Mountains are in the southeast
portion of McGregor Range, and lechugilla, creosotebush, and mariola communities dominate the shallow
soils on the steep slopes, while desert grasslands dominated by sideoats grama and black grama occupy
the gentler slopes. The eastern part of McGregor Range is dominated by the Otero Mesa. Otero Mesa
extends southeast away from McGregor Range (see Figure 4.5-3) and covers about 1,202,000 acres
(USAF, 1998). Approximately 161,400 acres or 13 .4 percent of Otero Mesa occurs on McGregor Range
(U.S. Anny, 1996j). Vegetation on Otero Mesa is predominately basin and mesa grasslands dominated
by black and blue grama with tobosagrass and burrograss in the broad drainages. New Mexico
needlegrass and various shrubs can be found on rocky ridges. The Sacramento Mountain piedmont is
west of the Sacramento Mountains and east of the Tularosa Basin and includes part of the Otero Mesa
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escarpment. Soils are shallow and rocky on the escarpment where vegetation is a mixture of shrublands
and grasslands (mostly sideoats grama and curlyleaf muhly). Creosotebush and mariola plant
communities occur on the coarse rocky soil of the upper piedmont giving way to almost pure stands of
creosotebush further down on the piedmont. The Sacramento Mountains foothills are at the north end of
McGregor Range and vegetation is predominately pinyon pine/juniper woodlands and montane
shrublands (mountain mahogany) in the upper slopes of the foothills; these types give way to creosote and
tarbush along other foothill desert shrublands at lower elevations (U.S. Anny, l 996j).
The Natural Heritage Program on behalf of the Anny identified plant communities on Fort Bliss that are
thought to be approaching presettlement conditions. These include black grama/blue grama grasslands,
sand sage, mesa dropseed, and tobosagrass swale communities (U.S. Army, l 997k). Some of these areas
have been excluded from grazing for almost 90 years while others are currently grazed. One such area is
a 123,500-acre black grama-blue grama grassland tract on and below southern Otero Mesa. The area is
characterized by high grass cover with a low incidence of shrubs and weedy species and a general
absence of exposed and eroded soil. The black grama grasslands in this area are particularly important
because they had been much reduced starting in the 19th century, as indicated above. Three high-quality
sand sagebrush communities are also found on Fort Bliss. These communities are on the east side of the
Jarilla Mountains in the central Tularosa Basin, on the Sacramento Mountains foothills, and on the
northern Otero Mesa. The nearest known sand sagebrush plant community of the type found on northern
Otero Mesa of similar high quality is 150 miles north on WSMR. Mesa dropseed grasslands occur on
isolated patches within the mesquite coppice dune fields. One of the largest grasslands of this type (1,230
acres) is located along the New Mexico-Texas border near Newman, and another dropseed grassland is
northeast of Orogrande in the Tularosa Basin. These areas may be remnants of much larger grasslands
that covered the Tularosa Basin before intensive livestock grazing and the encroachment of mesquite.
Tobosagrass swales occur in drainages on and below the Otero Mesa escarpment. These high-quality
vegetation types plus the Organ Mountains comprise about 15 percent of Fort Bliss, while about
45 percent of Fort Bliss is built-up areas, grazed lands, or training areas. The remaining 40 percent are
mostly rocky shrublands or grasslands that are used infrequently by the military (U.S. Army, 1997k).
Exotic plant species have become established on some areas on Fort Bliss. African rue has become
established on Otero Mesa. It invades disturbed sites and once successfully established, it can spread and
outcompete the native grasses. Russian thistle is another species that becomes established on disturbed
ground and this species can be found throughout Fort Bliss. Salt cedar has become established at some
stock tanks and at other widely scattered locations on Fort Bliss. Another potential problem plant is malta
thistle, which is currently known to grow along U.S. Highway 54 and may occur along other roadways on
Fort Bliss. Another exotic species of concern is Johnson grass, which occurs in some drainages on Fort
Bliss. Fort Bliss has initiated a 2-year study to map the distribution and abundance of some of the exotic
plant species. From this information, a strategy will be developed to control any exotic plants that Fort
Bliss deemed necessary to maintain the biological diversity on post or for other appropriate reasons.
4.8.2

Wetlands and Arroyo-riparian Drainages

Wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages have been studied on Fort Bliss (more detailed information
appears in Appendix F). The USACE Waterways Experiment Station is currently mapping and
characterizing all wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. (referred to as arroyo-riparian drainages or
washes), on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1998h). To qualify as a USACE jurisdictional wetland, it must have
hydric soil, have evidence of saturation to the surface sometime during the growing season, and contain
wetland plant species (U.S. Army, 1987). Waters of the U.S. includes "water such as intrastate lakes,
rivers, streams (including intennittent streams)" (33 CFR 328.3[a][3]).
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Probable Waters of the U.S. have been mapped on McGregor Range, Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas and South Training Areas (Figure 4.8-4), and are being mapped on the remainder of Fort Bliss
(Castner Range) (U.S. Anny, 1998h). The exact boundary of the Waters of the U.S. will be delineated for
site-specific projects and a final determination by the USACE district engineer is needed before their
delineation is confinned. A total of 1,228 dry washes with distinct streambeds and sides comprising
1,874 miles were mapped on the South Training Areas and McGregor Range while 142 dry washes
comprising 545 miles were mapped on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Eleven intermittently
flooded lakes with distinct ordinary high water marks totaling 127 acres and 79 artificial water resources
(802 acres) including sewage lagoons, storm-water retention basins, and cattle tanks were mapped on the
South Training Areas and McGregor Range. A total of 17 dry lakes comprising 216 acres and 26 water
resources (sewage treatment ponds, stonn retention basins, and cattle tanks) totaling 6 acres were mapped
on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas (U.S. Army, 1998h).
The vast majority of arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss do not qualify as USACE jurisdictional
wetlands but, as indicted above, thousands of miles of these waterways are probable Waters of the U.S.
In addition to the wetlands mapped on the ranges, a storm water retention pond on the main cantonment
has been identified as a jurisdictional wetland by USA CE.
Perennial riparian corridors of the western U.S. have been studied extensively and the density and
diversity of flora and fauna in many of these areas determined. However, the flora and fauna of arroyoriparian drainages on Fort Bliss and elsewhere have not been fully studied (Cockman, 1996; Kozma,
1995). Cockman (1996) and U.S. Anny (199la) studied ephemeral drainages on McGregor Range and
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and determined that ephemeral drainages had the following
characteristics in relation to upland areas:
•

Shrub, tree, and forb cover are higher on the main channel than the surrounding area;

•

Species richness of shrubs, trees, grasses, and forbs are higher in the main channel than all other
locations;

•

Heights of shrubs along the main channel are nearly twice that of shrubs in the uplands;

•

Obligate species such as desert willow tended to be taller than nondrainage species; and

•

Obligate species at one elevation may occur outside of the drainage at another elevation. For
example, Apache plume is obligate in the submesa drainages but occurs outside the drainages in the
foothills. Species such as little and big-leaf sumac are not obligate species in the foothill and
submesa drainages because they occur in many locations outside the drainages (Cockman et al.,
1996). Little-leaf sumac occurs frequently in drainages in the Tularosa Basin, but it also occurs in
deep sandy soils not obviously associated with drainages.

Montane riparian plant communities cover 395 acres in the Organ Mountains and include forested and
shrub-dominated types. Forested riparian areas dominated by box elder and velvet ash occur in Fillmore
and Soledad canyons and forested riparian type dominated by netleaf hackberry (Ce/tis reticulata) and
river walnut (Jug/ans microcarpa) occur in Long Canyon. Shrub-dominated montane riparian plant
communities include a coyote willow dominated type along the perennial streams in Rucker Canyon and
a black cherry (Prunus serotina) and mountain leaftail (Pericome caudata) type on rock-covered slopes in
North Canyon (U.S. Army, 1994b).
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Figure 4.8-4. Probable Waters of the U.S. in the Fort Bliss Area.
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4.8.3

Wildlife

Information regarding amphibians and reptiles, avifauna, and mammals is presented in this section. More
detailed infonnation is presented in Appendix F.
4.8.3.1

Amphibians and Reptiles

Surveys for amphibians and reptiles were conducted on Otero Mesa and in the Tularosa Basin on the
McGregor Range in 1996 and 1997 (Figure 4.8-5). Based on these surveys and other infonnation,
8 species of amphibians and 39 species of reptiles have been observed on Fort Bliss; an additional 19
species of amphibians and reptiles have the potential to occur (U.S. Army; 19961; l 997h, k) (see
Table F-1 in Appendix F). Seven of the amphibian species are toads and the eighth species is the barred
tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum mavortium) which is found in stock tanks on the Otero Mesa and
in the Tularosa Basin. The box turtle (Terrapene ornata) is the only species of turtle observed on Fort
Bliss and is most common in the grassland plant communities on the Otero Mesa although it has been
regularly observed in the desert shrubland communities in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Anny, 19961, m;
1997h, k).
The most diverse group of reptiles are the lizards: 20 species have been recorded from Fort Bliss
including 6 species ofwhiptails (see Table F-1 in Appendix F) (U.S. Army, 1997h). The largest number
of lizard species occur in the grassland habitat (17 species) followed by the desert shrublands (13),
Sacramento Mountains foothills (10), and Organ Mountains (6) (U.S. Army, 1997h). Some species such
as the western marbled whiptail (Cnemidophorus marmoratus) and Texas homed lizard (Phrynosoma
cornutum) are found in essentially all areas on Fort Bliss while others such as the leopard lizard
(Gambelia wisli:::enii) have been reported only from the desert shrubland habitat and the lined tree lizard
( Urosaurus ornatus) only in the wooded habitat of the Sacramento Mountains foothills and Organ
Mountains (U.S. Army, l 997h). Common species encountered on Otero Mesa were the northern earless
lizard (Holbrookia maculata), Southern prairie lizard (Sceloporus undulatus), and striped whiptail
(Cnemidophorus inornatus) and common species in the desert shrublands in the Tularosa Basin were the
striped whiptail, side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), and marbled whiptail (see Table F-2 in
Appendix F) (U.S. Army, 1997k; 1996lm).
Eighteen species of snakes have been recorded from Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1997h; 19961) (see Table F-1
in Appendix F). The largest number of species occur in the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa ( 13 species)
followed by the desert shrubland and Sacramento Mountains foothills ( 11) and the Organ Mountains (6).
Species such as the western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox) and bull snake (Pituophis
catenifersayi) are common and widespread throughout Fort Bliss. Other species such as the Mojave
(C. scutulatus) and prairie (C. viridis) rattlesnakes have been reported only from the grassland habitat on
Otero Mesa and the Texas long-nosed snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei) was observed only in the Sacramento
Mountains foothills (U.S. Army, 1997k) and the desert shrubland habitat of the Tularosa Basin
(U.S. Army, 1996m).
4.8.3.2

Avifauna

A total of 334 species of birds have been recorded from Fort Bliss (see Table F-3 in Appendix F). Eighty
species occur throughout the year, 129 species are seen only during migration, 42 species are spring and
summer residents, and the remaining species occur principally during the winter. Thirty-two species are
common, 89 fairly common, 72 uncommon, and 141 rare to very rare (see Table F-3 in Appendix F).
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In recent years, detailed studies of the bird life in various habitats on Fort Bliss were conducted and some

of these studies are still in progress. These studies have centered on determining existing conditions and
have concentrated on documenting breeding bird communities in various habitats, the occurrence of
neotropical migrants, and the status of sensitive species. This section summarizes the results of the
breeding bird, neotropical migrant, and raptor studies while sensitive species are addressed in
Section 4.8.4. This section emphasizes bird life on the McGregor Range and the Sacramento Mountains
foothills and the Organ Mountains on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas because that is where most
of the current research has been focused and where the majority of the more diverse bird habitat is located
on Fort Bliss. It is assumed that the bird life on Castner Range is similar to that found in habitats of the
Organ Mountains. Bird species composition and diversity in the desert habitat on Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas is similar to that reported below for McGregor Range. Bird life in the built-up
cantonment area is typical for such areas and species such as the house sparrow (Passer domesticus),
great-tailed grackle (Quiscalus mexicanus), house finch (Cmpodacus mexicanus), and Rock Dove
(Columba livia) are common. The El Paso Oxidation Ponds occur near the cantomnent area and many of
the 101 species of diving birds, wading birds, waterfowl, shorebirds, gulls, and terns observed on Fort
Bliss have been observed at these ponds. These bird species also have been observed on playa lakes and
stock tanks on the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range.
Tularosa Basin
Breeding Birds. In 1996 and 1997, 24 sites were sampled for breeding birds in the Tularosa Basin in
desert shrub habitats dominated by sandsage, mesquite, creosote, and whitethorn (U.S. Anny, l 996n) (see
Table F-4 in Appendix F and Figure 4.8-6). The black-throated sparrow (Amphispi=a bilineata) was by
far the most common species recorded in all four habitats in 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Army, 1996n, 1997i).
The western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), Scott's oriole (Icterus parisorum), and ash-throated
flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens) were other common species.
Breeding bird studies at eight sample locations in arroyo and upland habitats in the Chihuahuan Desert
(Figure 4.8-6) showed the black-throated sparrow, northern mockingbird, verdin (Auriparus jlaviceps),
brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and ash-throated flycatcher
were the most common species. For 4 out of 5 years of this study, more species were detected in arroyos
than uplands (U.S. Anny, 19960, 1997j; Kozma, 1995; Kozma and Mathews, 1997). A total of 1,214
nests of 32 species were detected from 1993 through 1997 (U.S. Anny, l 997j). The number of nests
observed ranged from a low of 156 in 1996 to a high of 438 in 1997. The number of nests observed in
1997 was about 2.0 to 2.8 times greater than the previous 4 years; this increase may have been due to
greater than average precipitation during the 1996 rainy season and during the spring of 1997 (U.S. Army,
1997j). Nest density was about twice as high in arroyo habitats than the adjacent uplands. Banana yucca,
javelina bush (Microrhamnus ericoides), and little-leaf sumac were most frequently used for nesting even
though these shrubs were among the lowest in density (Kozma and Mathews, 1997).
Breeding bird surveys conducted along eight transects at four arroyo/upland sites in the Chihuahuan
Desert below the Otero Mesa escarpment in 1997 (Figure 4.8-6) resulted in 40 species of birds
comprising 689 individuals being recorded (USAF, 1997a, b) (see Table F-5 in Appendix F). Seventeen
percent more species and 29 percent more individuals were recorded in the arroyos than the uplands and
the black-throated sparrow accounted for 25 percent of the birds recorded, followed by the northern
mockingbird (8 percent), and the ash-throated flycatcher (7 percent). Species such as the black-throated
sparrow and Scott's oriole were more common in the uplands while species such as the mourning dove,
ash-throated flycatcher, western kingbird, and northern mockingbird were more abundant in the arroyos
(see Table F-5 in Appendix F).
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Neotropical Migrants. Many bird species that breed in North America, winter in Central and South
America (called neotropical migrants), and many of these species started to decline in the early 1980s
(Robbins et al., 1993). Forest fragmentation on the breeding grounds, the elimination of wintering habitat
in the tropics, and the loss of important stop-over habitat are likely major reasons for these declines
(Flath er and Saure, 1996; Sheery and Holmes, 1996; Moore et al., 1993 ).
In the West, over 60 percent of the neotropical migrants use riparian areas for stop-over habitat during
migration or for breeding (Krueper, 1993); most of the riparian areas that have been studied are mesic
sites dominated by species such as willow (Salix) and cottonwoods (Populus). Fort Bliss contains few
mesic riparian areas except for in the Organ Mountains. The arroyo-riparian drainages over the rest of
Fort Bliss seem to have a similar attraction to neotropical migrants (Kozma, 1995; Kozma and Mathews,
1997; U.S. Anny, 19960). During a 5-year mist netting study, 290 neotropical migrants (comprising 24
species) were captured in arroyos, while 52 neotropical migrants (comprising 14 species) were captured
in adjacent upland habitat. Neotropical migrants captured all 5 years included the Virginia's (Vermivora
virginiae), orange-crowned (Vermivora celata), and Wilson's (Wilsonia pusilla) warblers; these species
were much more common in arroyos than the adjacent uplands.

Studies of nesting and migratory birds at Fort Bliss demonstrate that arroyo-riparian drainages are used by
more species more consistently than adjacent upland sites. As indicated in Section 4.8.2, approximately
2,475 miles and 532 miles of arroyos with well-developed channels and sides occur on South Training
Areas/McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, respectively. Many of these arroyoriparian drainages, as well as similar areas on other parts of Fort Bliss such as on Castner Range likely
provide habitat that is more consistently used than adjacent non-arroyo habitat by nesting birds and
neotropical migrants moving through the Chihuahuan Desert on Fort Bliss. These studies occurred
primarily in arroyo-riparian drainages in the foothill desert shrublands on McGregor Range. The use of
arroyo-riparian drainages by nesting and neotropical migrant birds in other plant community types on Fort
Bliss has not been characterized, so the relationship between arroyo-riparian drainages and bird use
documented in the foothill desert shrublands may not apply for all areas on post.
Raptors. Data collected at 24 breeding bird sample locations in 1996 showed that the Swainson's hawk
(Buteo swainsonii) and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura) were the most common raptors observed in the
desert shrublands during spring and summer of 1996 (see Table F-6 in Appendix F) (U.S. Anny, 1996n).
Surveys along the Otero Mesa escarpment in 1997 revealed that a breeding pair of falcons consisting of a
prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) and a possible prairie/peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) hybrid were
nesting near Rough Canyon (USAF, 1997c, d). In 1997, numerous stick nests and a number of golden
eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) were also observed but nesting was not confirmed. However, raptor surveys
conducted in 1998 along additional sections of the escarpment and Hueco Mountains, resulted in the
observation of an active golden eagle nest on the Otero Mesa escarpment just north of Pendejo Wash and
a golden eagle, but no nest, along the Hueco Mountain escarpment (U.S. Army, 1998i). The red-railed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), and
barn owl (Tyto alba) nested in the area of the escarpment in 1997 (USAF, 1997e, f). During the raptor
surveys, an unconfirmed sighting of an immature aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis) was reported in the
desert shrubland habitat south of Martin Canyon on 23 May, 1997 (USAF, 1997d); it was not seen in this
area during subsequent surveys in June 1997 (USAF, 1997b) and is assumed to have left the area. Data
from wintering bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) surveys during the winters of 1994 to 1995 and
1995 to 1996 in the desert shrubland habitat showed that the golden eagle and red-tailed hawk were the
most common wintering species (U.S. Army, 1995f; 1996p) (see Table F-7 in Appendix F).
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Otero Mesa
Breeding Birds. In 1996 and 1997, eight sites were sampled for breeding birds in the black grama
grasslands and the mesa grasslands (dominated by blue grama grass), and additional four sites were
sampled in the black grama grasslands of the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army, 1996n, 1997m). As in the
desert shrublands habitats, there was a substantial increase in the number of birds recorded in the
grassland habitats in 1997; approximately twice as many birds were detected in 1997 than 1996
(Table F-8 in Appendix F). In 1996, the homed lark (Eremophila alpestris) was the most common
species recorded in the mesa grasslands; the eastern meadowlark (Sturnella magna)was most abundant in
the mesa grasslands in 1997, and the black grama grasslands both years. Other common breeding bird
species were black-throated sparrow, mourning dove, northern mockingbird, common nighthawk
(Chordeiles minor), Scott's oriole, and ash-throated flycatcher.
Breeding bird surveys along eight transects in the grassland habitat of Otero Mesa in 1997 (Figure 4.8-6)
resulted in the observation of 45 species comprising 720 individuals (USAF, 1997a, b) (see Table F-8 in
Appendix F). For the combined transects, 45 percent more species and 34 percent more birds were
observed in the grassland swales than adjacent uplands. The eastern meadowlark was the most abundant
species (17 percent of the total) followed by the northern mockingbird (13 percent), mourning dove
(13 percent), and black-throated sparrow (10 percent). The eastern meadowlark, northern mockingbird,
mourning dove, and cactus wren ( Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus) were more abundant in the swales
while the black-throated sparrow, homed lark, and lark sparrow were more abundant in the adjacent
uplands (see Table F-9 in Appendix F).

--

---

--

-

Raptors. The turkey vulture was the most common species of raptor observed at 12 breeding bird
sampling sites (see Table F-6 in Appendix F) (U.S. Army, 1996n). Additional species observed on Otero
Mesa during the spring and summer were the golden eagle, merlin (Falco columbarius), burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia), and great homed owl. Two active red-tailed hawk nests were observed (USAF,
1997e, f). The ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) has been observed on the Mesa in the winter and spring
(U.S. Army, 1994c). During surveys for wintering bald eagles, the red-tailed hawk was the most common
raptor observed (U.S. Army, 1995f; 1996p) (see Table F-7 in Appendix F). The golden eagle and
American kestrel were also fairly common wintering species.
Hueco Mountains
Breeding Birds. Reconnaissance surveys for breeding birds were conducted in the Hueco Mountains on
McGregor range in June 1997 (U.S. Army, 1997m) (Figure 4.8-6). Six routes totaling about 28 miles
were traversed along arroyos and in uplands within an approximately 6, 700-acre area. A total of 40
species comprising 737 individuals were recorded during six surveys on June 10 and 12, 1997 (see
Table F-10 in Appendix F). Almost 200 black-throated sparrows were recorded (27 percent of total) and
this was the most common species encountered. Other common species were the northern mockingbird
(10 percent), cactus wren (7 percent), canyon towhee (Pipilo fuscus) (6 percent), house finch (6 percent),
and mourning dove (6 percent). Scaled (Callipepla squamata) and Gambel's (Callipepla gambelii) quail
were fairly common and were most frequently associated with the larger arroyo-riparian drainages
(U.S. Army, 1997m).
Sacramento Mountains
Breeding Birds. The Sacramento Mountains foothills occur within Fart Bliss, and breeding birds were
sampled in the pinyon pine/juniper woods. In 1996 and 1997, six locations were sampled (Figure 4.8-6).
The most common breeding birds recorded were the northern mockingbird, bushtit (Psaltriparus
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minimus), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), and black-chinned sparrow (Spi::.ella atrogularis)
(U.S. Army, 1996n, 1997i) (see Table F-11 in Appendix F).
Raptors. Data from the six breeding bird sampling locations in the pinyon pine-juniper habitat indicated
the turkey vulture was by far the most c01mnon species of raptor observed. The red-tailed hawk was
observed occasionally while the golden eagle and sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) were seen once
(see Table F-6 in Appendix F) (U.S. Army, 1996n). The bald eagle winters in small numbers in the
foothills (see Table F-7 in Appendix F). The only known roost site in the vicinity of Fort Bliss is located
approximately 4 miles outside the installation boundary, in the Lincoln National Forest (U.S. Army,
l 996p ). During surveys for this species in two winters, the golden eagle was the most common species
observed. The red-tailed hawk was also commonly observed especially during the winter of 1995 to
1996:; the American kestrel was also a fairly common wintering species (see Table F-7 in Appendix F)
(U.S. Army, 1995g; 1996p). The great homed owl and western screech owl (Otus kennicottii) were
detected during spotted owl (Strix occidentalis) surveys during the winter of 1995 to 1996; no spotted
owls were observed (U.S. Army, 1996q).
Organ Mountains
Breeding Birds. Breeding bird surveys were carried out in the Organ Mountains in 1991 and 1992
(U.S. Army, 1994b). A total of 53 species were recorded from 6 habitat types (see Table F-12 in
Appendix F). Common species in the oak/juniper habitat were the mourning dove, house finch, bushtit,
Bewick's wren, (Thryomanes bewickii) and canyon wren (Catherpes mexicanus). The gray vireo (Vireo
vicinior), a State of New Mexico threatened species, was also observed in this habitat type (see
Section 4.8.4) (U.S. Army, 1994b).
The montane shrubland habitat is dominated by mountain mahogany and the canyon wren was the most
common species encountered (U.S. Army, 1994b) (see Table F-12. in Appendix F). Other c01mnon
species were the house finch, rock wren (Salpinctes obsoletus), and rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila
ruficeps). The riparian forest habitat is dominated by velvet ash, gray oak, box elder, and narrow-leaf
cottonwood. Plumbeous vireo (Vireo plumbeus), black-headed grosbeak (Pheucticus melanocephalus),
western wood-pewee (Contopus sordidulus), black-chinned sparrow, and black-chinned hummingbird
(Archilochus alexandri) were the most common species recorded in this habitat. Within the mesic
shrubland habitat (box elder and aspen are dominant), Virginia's warbler was the most common species
noted followed by the bushtit, house finch, canyon wren, and spotted towhee.
The 1nixed conifer forest is dominated by Douglas fir and ponderosa pine, and spotted towhee, Virginia's
warbler, and Cassin's vireo were the most common species. Within the ponderosa pine forest, the house
fmch, and bushtit were common. Other common species were the canyon wren, spotted towhee,
Bewick's wren, western wood-pewee, rock wren, and plumbeous vireo.
Raptors. A survey of all potential peregrine falcon habitat in the Organ Mountains in 1980 resulted in
the identification of four prairie falcon and three golden eagle eyries (U.S. Army, l 980a). Other raptor
species observed included the American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii).
All these species plus the turkey vulture and sharp-shinned hawk were observed during breeding bird
surveys in 1991and1992 (U.S. Army, 1994b). In 1991, territorial great-homed owls and western screech
owls were recorded in the Organ Mountains; the turkey vulture, red-tailed, hawk, golden eagle, and
prairie falcon were also observed (U.S. Anny, 199lb).
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4.8.3.3

Mammals

A total of 58 species of mammals are known to occur and an additional 20 species have the potential to
occur on Fort Bliss including 17 species of bats (see Table F-13 in Appendix F) (does not include
domesticated species such as dogs, cats, cattle or horses). A maternity colony of pallid bats (Anh·o=ous
pallidus) currently resides at the Orogrande Range Camp and two maternity colonies of the fringed
myotis (Myotis thysanodes) were observed in 1979 in the Sacramento Mountains foothills (Howell, 1997;
Smartt, 1980). Surveys for bats along the Otero Mesa escarpment and nearby stock tanks (Figure 4.8-7)
indicated that bats roost in small scattered groups; no large roost sites were observed. Western
pipistrelles (Pipish'ellus hesperus), Myotis sp., and free-tailed bats (Tadarida sp.) were observed
emerging from the escarpment and at some stock tanks (USAF, 1997g, h).
Fort Bliss conducted rodent surveys at 24 sampling sites in 12 habitat types on McGregor Range in 1997
and 1998 (U.S. Army, 19971) (Figure 4.8-5). The largest number of rodents were captured in the swale
and the acacia scrub habitat and the lowest number was in the mesquite dunes. Capture rates ranged from
48 to 75 percent in swale and acacia scrub habitats and 5 to 17 percent in mesquite coppice dunes. The
largest number of species were in the sandy arroyo scrub (14) and Chilopsis arroyo (14) and the smallest
number (7) was in the mesquite dunes (U.S. Army, 19971). In 1997, the most abundant species were the
silky pocket mouse (Perognathus jlavus) and Merriam's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami) (see
Table F-14 in Appendix F). The silky pocket mouse was most common in the grassland habitats while
Merriam's kangaroo rat was more common in the desert shrub and arroyo habitats. Other common
species were the deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), hispid cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus), whitefooted mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), cactus mouse (Peromyscus eremicus), western harvest mouse
(Reithrodontomys megalotis), and Ord's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys ordii). The deer and cactus mice were
most common in the acacia scrub habitat while the white-footed mouse, hispid cotton rat, and western
harvest mouse were most common in the swale.
Other rodents observed were the Texas antelope squirrel (Ammospermophilus interpres), rock squirrel
(Spermophilus variegatus), Botta's pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), and yellow-faced pocket gopher
(Cratogeomys castanops}. In addition, the porcupine (Erethi=on dorsatum), coyote (Canis lah·ans),
badger (Taxidea taxus), and bobcat (Lynx rufus) were observed (U.S. Army, 19971).
Jorgensen and Demarais (U.S. Army, 1996m) studied rodents in arroyos and associated adjacent upland
habitats in the Chihuahuan Desert for 2 years on the McGregor Range and found the relative abundance
was greater in the arroyos than the adjacent uplands. The white-footed mouse, deer mouse, western
harvest mouse, white-throated woodrat (Neotoma albigula), hispid cotton rat, rock pocket mouse
(Chaetodipus intermedius), and desert pocket mouse (C. penicillatus) were more common in the arroyos
than the adjacent habitats. Merriam's kangaroo rat, and the desert plains pocket mouse (Perognathus
jlavescens) were more abundant in the uplands. The relative abundance of rodents was over six times
greater in the lower elevation arroyos than the adjacent habitats (U.S. Army, 1996m). Small mammal
trapping took place at 27 sampling locations on TA 9 on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and
21 species were recorded (U.S. Army, 1992). The banner-tailed kangaroo rat (Dipodomys spectabilis),
Merriam's kangaroo rat, plains pocket mouse, silky pocket mouse, and spotted ground squirrel
(Spermophilis spilosoma) showed a strong preference for grasslands and uplands. The white-throated
woodrat, cactus mouse, white-footed mouse, and hispid cotton rat were more common in arroyos
(U.S. Army, 1992).
The desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii) and black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), are common
on post. Smartt (1980) found these species to be more common in the desert shrubland habitat than the
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Figure 4.8-7. Tanks and Sections of the Otero Mesa Escarpment Surveyed
for Bat Fauna in 1997 and 1998.
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grassland habitat on Otero Mesa. The density of these two species in the desert shrublands of the
Tularosa Basin ranged from 22 in 1995 to 13 per square mile in 1994 (U.S. Anny, 1996r).
The coyote, kit fox ( Vulpes macrotis ), badger, and bobcat are predators in the desert shrubland and
grassland habitats. The kit fox on Fort Bliss is morphologically indistinguishable from its close relative
the swift fox ( Vulpes velox); Fort Bliss is within the area where the ranges of these two species overlap
(U.S. Anny, 1996r). The mountain lion (Puma concolor) was observed in the Sacramento Mountains
foothills and along the Otero Mesa escarpment in 1979 (Smartt, 1980) and in Rough Canyon along the
Otero Mesa escarpment in 1996 (U.S. Anny, 1997n).
The mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) occurs throughout Fort Bliss and is most common in the
mountainous portions including the foothills of the Sacramento and Organ mountains. The number of
mule deer in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on McGregor Range ranged from 587 in 1984 to 206 in
1995 (see Table F-15 in Appendix F) (NMDGF, 1997). During this time period, there has been a general
decline in the mule deer population. In addition, the number of deer observed north of the New Mexico
Highway 506 was substantially greater than the number observed south of this route (see Table F-15 in
Appendix F). Data from aerial surveys of the Hueco Mountains in Texas from 1985 through 1990
indicate that the number of mule deer ranged from 1.2 to 6.1 per 1,000 acres except for 1986 when there
were an estimated 23.l per 1,000 acres (Cantu, 1990).
The pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra americana) occurs mostly in the grassland communities of the
Otero Mesa and adjoining grasslands below the mesa, with occasional use of the desert shrubland habitat
in the Tularosa Basin. An estimated 500 to 700 pronghorn inhabit the Otero Mesa of Fort Bliss. The oryx
(Oryx ga=ella) is common in the desert shrubland communities and was observed in the area of Mack
Tanks in the Tularosa Basin while sign was common at New Tank in the Hueco Mountains (U.S. Anny,
1997m; USAF, 1997f). Oryx have become common in Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas in desert
shrubland communities and in the Tularosa Basin portions of McGregor Range. Javelina (Dicotyles
tajacu) are widely dispersed but uncommon in the Tularosa Basin and on Fort Bliss and have been
observed infrequently in many locations. Javelina observations include one animal in an arroyo about
3 miles east of Hay Meadow Tank and sign about 1 mile east of Martin Canyon (USAF, 1997e, f).
4.8.4
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Sensitive Species

Various species of flora and fauna known to occur, or having the potential to occur, on Fort Bliss are
listed as threatened, endangered, or species of concern by the USFWS and the states of New Mexico and
Texas (sensitive species) (Table 4.8-3). In addition, the diverse habitats on Fort Bliss have the potential
to support species that have not been confirmed as occurring on post. The following sections present
brief summaries of sensitive species known to occur or having the potential to occur on Fort Bliss.

--

In addition, federally listed threatened and endangered species will be addressed in greater detail in a

biological assessment that will be prepared separately from this PEIS. The draft biological assessment is
currently scheduled to be completed during 1999.
4.8.4.1

Plants

Sneed pincushion cactus. The Sneed pincushion cactus (Coryphantha sneedii var. sneedii) is a
federal endangered species and is also considered endangered in New Mexico and Texas. This species is
known only from limestone substrates in the Franklin Mountains in El Paso County, Texas, and Dona
Ana County, New Mexico (U.S. Anny, 1980b). Prior to the recent surveys, one population of this species
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Species
PLANTS
Sneed pincushion cactus
(Corvphantha sneedii var. sneedii)
Alamo beardtongue (Penstemon
alamosensis)
Organ Mountains evening
primrose (Oenothera 01xanensis)
Organ Mountains figwort
(Scrophularia laevis)
Standley whitlowgrass (Draba
standlevi)
Grama grass cactus (Toumeya
papyracantha)
Night blooming cereus
(Peniocereus gre.z.zii)
Hueco Mountains rock daisy
(Perityle huecoensis)
Nodding cliff daisy (Perityle
cernua)
Sand prickly pear ( Opuntia
arenaria)
Organ Mountains pincushion
cactus (Coryphantha or~anensis)
Crested coral-root (Hexalectris
spicata)
INVERTEBRATES b

Federal

Status a
New Mexico

Texas

E

E

E

SC

RS

-

SC

RS

-

SC

RS

-

SC

RS

-

SC

-

-

SC

E

SC

-

-

SC

RS

-

SC

E

-

-

E

-

-

E

-

SC

-

-

SC

-

-

SC

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

SC

-

T

Widespread throughout post

-

-

T

Species occur on McGregor Range;
subspecies not recorded on post

Limestone Hills, Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas
Hueco Mountains, South Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Otero Mesa, McGregor Range
Desert shrublands, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Hueco Mountains, South Training Areas

-

Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Low Potential to occur on Fort Bliss

Franklin Mountain talussnail
(Sonorella metcalfi)
Anthony blister beetle (Lytta
mirifica)
Los Olmos tiger beetle (Cicindela
nevadica)
Boulder woodlandsnail
(Ashmunella anriculata)
Maple Canyon woodlandsnail
(Ashmunella todseni)
Organ Mountains woodlandsnail
(Ashmunella 01xane11sis)
Beasley's woodlandsnail
(Ashmunella beaslevi)
REPTILES
Texas homed lizard (Ph1y11osoma
cornutum)
Mountain short-homed lizard
(Ph1y11osoma douglasii
hernande=ii)

Location on Fort Bliss

Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Rock talus slopes in the Franklin
Mountains and possible in the Organ
Mountains, Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas
Not known to occur on Fort Bliss, but
habitat occurs in sand dunes.
Not known to occur on Fort Bliss. Could
occur in areas of limestone soil
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Organ Mountains, Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
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·1 to 0 ccur on F ort BrISS (C ontmued)
T a ble 4 8 3 Sensit1ve s1pec1es K DOWD t o or H avm2 t h e p otentia
Species

Federal

Status a
New Mexico
T

Texas

Location on Fort Bliss

Mottled rock rattlesnake ( Crotalus
lepidus lepidus)

-

Texas lyre snake (Trim01phodon
biscutatus vilkinsoni)
BIRDS
Interior least tern
(Sterna antillarum atha/assos)

-

-

T

E

E

E

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus
anatum)
Northern aplomado falcon (Falco
femoralis septentrionalis)
Southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax trailii extimus)
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus)
Piping plover (Charadrius
melodus)

E

T

E

E

E

E

E

E

-

T

T

T

T

E

-

Mexican spotted owl (Strix
occidentalis lucida)

T

-

T

Mountain plover (Charadrius
montanus)
Black tern (Chlidonias niger)

PT

-

-

SC

-

-

White-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi)

SC

-

T

Northern goshawk (Accipiter

SC

-

T

Winters in foothills of Sacramento
Mountains, McGregor Range
Rare migrant on McGregor Range;
observed once in 1987 at sewage lagoon
on Fort Bliss
Very rare on Fort Bliss. Not known to
breed on site, best potential habitat in
Organ mountains, Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas
Has the potential to occur in grassland
habitat on Otero Mesa
Regular migrant through McGregor
Range at perennial water sources
Potential regular migrant through Fort
Bliss; observed at sewage lagoons and on
cantonment on McGregor Range
Uncommon migrant on Fort Bliss

-

-

T

Uncommon migrant on Fort Bliss

SC

-

-

Western burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia)

SC

-

-

Costa's hummingbird (Calypte
costae)
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus)
Baird's sparrow (Ammodramus
bairdii)
Varied bunting (Passerina
versicolor)
Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii)

-

T

-

SC

-

-

-

Species documented from the Organ
Mountains; subspecies not recorded on
post
Castner Range in Texas

Not known to occur on Fort Bliss. Could
occur as very rare migrant at sewage
lagoon on Fort Bliss
Occasional migrants observed on post
One unconfirmed sighting, best potential
habitat on Otero Mesa, McGregor Range
Occasional migrant on McGregor Range

-

----

--

-

-

-

~entilis)

Zone-tailed hawk (Buteo
albonotatus)
Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis)

SC

T

--

-

T

-

Wintering and migrant species; mostly on
Otero Mesa, McGregor Range
Occurs throughout Fort Bliss except the
mountain areas. Occurs in all desert
shrubland and grassland vegetative
communities on Fort Bliss
Uncommon migrant in arroyo-riparian
habitat on Fort Bliss
Winter and breeding bird from Otero
Mesa and Tularosa Basin
Migrates through and winters in dense
grasslands
Very rare on Fort Bliss

-

T

-

Occasional on Fort Bliss

-

---
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T a bl e 4 8 3 S ens1"five S•pec1es K DOWD t o or H avmg th e P o t en f ia It 0 0 ccur on F or t Bl"ISS (C on f mue d)
Status"
Location on Fort Bliss
Species
Federal New Mexico
Texas
T
Nests in the Organ Mountains, Dona Ana
Gray vireo (Vireo vicinior)
Range-North Training Areas
MAMMALS

Small-footed myotis (Myotis
ciliolabrum)
Long-eared myotis (Myotis eyotis)
Eastern small-footed bat (Myotis
leibii)
Occult little brown bat (Myotis
lucifz1£US occultus)
Fringed myotis (Myotis
thysanodes)
Cave myotis (Myotis velifera)

SC

-

-

Distribution unknown

SC
SC

-

-

Distribution unknown

-

-

Distribution unknown

SC

-

-

Distribution unknown

SC

-

-

Reported from the Sacramento Mountains
foothills, McGregor Range
Distribution unknown

Long-legged myotis (Myotis
vol ans)
Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis)

SC

-

-

Distribution unknown

SC

-

-

Spotted bat (Euderma maculatum)

SC

T

T

Distribution unknown
Distribution unknown

Townsend's pale big-eared bat
(Plecotus townsendii pallescens)
Big free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops
macrotis)
Greater western mastiff bat
(Eumops perotis cal?fornicus)
Gray-footed chipmunk (Tamias
canipes)

SC

-

-

Distribution unknown

SC

-

-

Distribution unknown

SC

-

-

Distribution unknown
Occurs in woodland and forest habitats in
the Sacramento Mountains foothills on
McGregor Range
Occurs in Organ Mountains, Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas

Organ Mountain Colorado
chipmunk (Eutamias
quadrivittatus australis)
Arizona black-tailt!d prairie dog
(Cynomys ludovicianus
ari=onensis)
Desert bighorn sheep
(Ovis canadensis mexicana)

SC

SC

T

-

SC

T

-

SC

-

-

Occurs on Otero Mesa . McGregor Range

-

E

-

Does not occur on Fort Bliss. Previously
existed in Organ Mountains on Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas

• RS = rare and sensitive species; SC = federal species of concern; C
candidate species; E
PT = proposed threatened; T = threatened species; - = not listed.
b No federal or state status but are globally imperiled (U.S. Army, 1994b ).
Source: NMDGF, 1996; Sivinski and Lightfoot, 1995; TPWD. 1996; U.S. Army, 1998c.

endangered species;

was known to exist on rocky limestone habitats on Fort Bliss. This population is currently protected from
military operations by steep terrain and/or environmental restrictions regarding access. Surveys for this
species conducted in 1997 revealed two additional populations on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas (U.S. Almy, 1998j). Surveys for this species were conducted in the Hueco Mountains in seemingly
good habitat and none were observed (U.S. Almy, 1991c).
Alamo beardtongue. The alamo beardtongue (Penstemon alamosensis) is a federal species of special
concern and a rare and sensitive species in New Mexico. This species is known from the Sacramento and
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San Andres mountains, and was discovered in the Hueco Mountains on Fort Bliss in 1981 (U.S. Army,
1991 c). Surveys in 1991 revealed that this species was growing on rocky canyon bottoms and on cliffs
in two canyons in the Hueco Mountains; a total of 105 plants were observed (U.S. Anny, 199lc).
A follow-up survey was conducted in 1997 to determine the current status of the species. A total of ten
canyons in the Hueco Mountains were inspected, and populations were found only in the two canyons
where this species was observed in 1991 (U.S. Army, 1998j).
Organ Mountains evening primrose. The Organ Mountains evening primrose ( Oenothera organensis)
is a federal species of special concern and a State of New Mexico rare and sensitive species. This species
is known only from the Organ Mountains (U.S. Army, 1994b). This plant is found only in streambeds or
adjacent hillside seeps where surface water is present for at least part of the growing season. This
primrose typically grows in open, sunny areas in riparian woods dominated by mountain mahogany, box
elder, and willow (U.S. Army, 1994b).
A total of 28 monitoring plots have been established in six canyons to monitor population size, density,
and reproductive status. In addition, the effects of the 1994 fire on this species are being evaluated in
relation to a control population. Preliminary results indicate the number of stems and seed capsules per
plant are similar in both populations (U.S. Army, 1996t) and that fire has had no significant impact on the
reproductive success of this species (U.S. Army, 1998k). The greatest current threat to this species on
Fort Bliss is from trespass cattle and associated grazing and trampling effects.
Organ Mountains figwort. The Organ Mountains figwort (Scrophularia laevis) is a species of special
federal concern and a State of New Mexico rare and sensitive species. This species occurs only in the
Organ Mountains and grows at higher elevations in dark organic soil in canyon bottoms in the oak
woodland plant community. This species may be palatable to livestock and if the area were opened to
grazing, it could be negatively impacted (U.S. Army, 1994b).
Populations of the Organ Mountains figwort are being monitored at 10 locations for population size,
density, height, and reproductive status. In addition, the impacts of the 1994 fire are being analyzed.
Preliminary results indicate that the plants in the bum site had higher number of flowers, buds, and seed
capsules per plant than plants in unburned sites. In addition, the mean number of plants in the bum site
was similar to unburned sites (U.S. Army, 1996s, t). Fire frequently promotes flowering in herbaceous
plants although the reasons for this are not clear. In addition, it is concluded that the reduction of canopy
cover from the fire has not had a detrimental effect on the Organ Mountains figwort at least in the short
term (U.S. Army, 1998k).
Standley whitlowgrass. Standley whitlowgrass (Draba standleyi) is a federal species of special concern
and a State of New Mexico rare and sensitive species. This species is known from isolated locations in
Arizona, Texas, and Mexico, as well as the Organ Mountains on Fort Bliss. It grows at elevation 6,000 to
9,400 feet in the mixed conifer zone on cliffs and large boulders typically in mesic sites on north-facing
shaded locations. There are no apparent threats to this species: it survived a low intensity bum in the
Chiricahua Mountains in Arizona (U.S. Anny, 1994b). Monitoring locations have been established and
the. data from these locations are currently being analyzed (U.S. Army, 1996r).
Grama-grass cactus. The grama-grass cactus (Toumeya papyracantha) is a federal species of special
concern and is not listed by the State of New Mexico. Prior to 1995, it was considered endangered by the
state but is now listed as L4, which indicates that the species was once listed but is no longer because it is
more common than originally thought. Prior to 1992, there were only two records for this species from
Fort Bliss; both were in the grasslands on Otero Mesa on McGregor Range. Surveys in 1993 and 1994
showed that this species was much more abundant in the grassland habitat on McGregor Range, and this
species is considered common on Otero Mesa (Corral, 1997).
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Night blooming cereus. The night blooming cereus (Peniocereus greggii) is a federal species of special
concern and an endangered species in New Mexico. This species occurs in the Chihuahuan Desert
shrubland and is known to occur on Fort Bliss. Seven of these plants were located during a survey on the
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas (U.S. Army, 1990). No additional populations of this species
were observed during 1997 surveys on McGregor Range in a 5,000-acre area in the Tularosa Basin below
the Otero Mesa escarpment. A survey of a 15 .6-square-mile area of potential habitat on the Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas also failed to identify any additional populations (U.S. Army, 1998j). Five
of the seven plants from the original population were located (U.S. Army, 1998j).
Hueco Mountains rock daisy. The Hueco Mountains rock daisy (Perityle huecoensis) is a federal
species of special concern. This species was first collected in 1977. Surveys in the Hueco Mountains in
1991 revealed the presence of three populations of this species on Fort Bliss in the State of Texas. It
occurs on north facing slopes or on slopes protected from direct sunlight in relatively mesic canyons in
these mountains (U.S. Anny, 1991c). A 1997 follow-up survey conducted in ten canyons in the Hueco
Mountains resulted in the observation of this species only in the areas where it was previously recorded
(U.S. Army, 1998j).
Nodding cliff daisy. Nodding cliff daisy (Perityle cernua) is a species of special federal concern and a
State of New Mexico rare and sensitive species. This species is found only in the Organ Mountains and
all but one small population occur on Fort Bliss. It grows on shaded cliffs at elevations 5,412 to 7,806
feet and most of the populations are inaccessible to humans and grazing livestock so there is little
potential threat to the species at this time (U.S. Army, 1994b).
Sand· prickly pear. The sand prickly pear ( Opuntia arenaria) is a federal species of special concern and
a State of New Mexico endangered species. This cactus typically stands less than 1 foot high, but can
forn1 clumps up to 5 feet in diameter. The sand prickly pear grows in sandy dunes, flood plains, and
foothills in the Rio Grande corridor between Las Cruces, New Mexico, and El Paso, Texas (USFWS,
1997). In 1988, a small population of sand prickly pear was discovered 0.8 mile from the western
boundary of the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas on BLM land. It was found in the mesquite
coppice dune plant community with sparse grass cover. In December 1996, a 2-day survey for this
species in potential habitat on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas took place in mesquite coppice
dune plant community in proximity to the known population on BLM land. No populations of the sand
prickly pear were found on Fort Bliss, although there appears to be suitable habitat for this species on Fort
Bliss. In addition, extensive ongoing vegetation surveys have taken place at numerous locations on Fort
Bliss and the species has never been recorded. The mesquite coppice dunes surveyed on Fort Bliss had
more grass cover than similar habitat on BLM land which may detract from the suitability of this habitat
for the sand prickly pear (U.S. Army, 1998j). Also, most known populations in the United States are in
mesquite sand dunes in the vicinity of the Rio Grande, well away from Fort Bliss. Therefore, the
possibility of this species occurring on Fort Bliss is very low.
Organ Mountains pincushion cactus. The Organ Mountains pincushion cactus (Coryphantha
organensis) is a State of New Mexico endangered species. This species is known only from the Organ
Mountains in Soledad Canyon and points north (U.S. Army, 1994b). This species is found growing
among rocks at elevations of 5,707 to 8,495 feet in the pinyon pine-juniper and mixed conifer plant
communities. Plants are found most frequently in mesic micro habitats with strong light and often are
seen on the north side of boulders. Plants of this species are scattered throughout rugged terrain and the
major portion of its range is inaccessible to humans thereby minimizing the potential for collection. It is
believed that fire would damage only a small number of individuals (U.S. Army, 1994b).
Twenty-six monitoring plots were established for the Organ Mountains pincushion cactus and data
collected at these plots show that clumps of this species range from a few square centimeters to

4.8-27

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

425 square centimeters and that there are I to 80 stems per cluster (U.S. Army, 1996t). Data from cacti in
burned and unburned plots indicate there are no differences in important parameters such as number of
stems, average plant size, and mean number of reproductive stems per plant. Some cacti were scorched
by the fire and were alive. However, delayed mortality in small cactus from 1 to 3 years after a fire has
been reported, so continued monitoring of these plants is required (U.S. Army, 19970).
Crested coral-root. Crested coral-root (Hexalectris spicata) is a State of New Mexico endangered
species and is widespread but rare in New Mexico. On Fort Bliss, it is found only in the Organ
Mountains. It grows in shaded organic soil in the oak woodland plant community. The removal of the
tree canopy would probably result in the elimination of this species (U.S. Army, 1994b).
4.8.4.2

Invertebrates

Franklin Mountain talussnail. The Franklin Mountain talussnail (Sonorella metcalfi) is a federal
species of special concern and is not listed by the states of New Mexico or Texas. This species is known
to occur in the Franklin Mountains and has the potential to occur in the Organ Mountains on Fort Bliss. It
occurs in rock talus slopes in the Franklin Mountains.
Anthony blister beetle. The Anthony blister beetle (Lytta mirifica) is a federal species of special
concern and is not listed by the states of New Mexico or Texas. This species has not been observed on
Fort Bliss but has the potential to occur. It occurs in New Mexico including Dofia Ana County, but the
USFWS is not aware of any sighting of this species in New Mexico since 1963 (BISON-M, 1997a). The
Anthony blister beetle occurs on flowers and foilage of various plant species including obligate plant
species in sand dunes and agricultural plants (BISON-M, 1997a). Potential habitat would include sandy
areas along arroyos, as well as mesquite coppice dunes.
Los Olmos tiger beetle. The Los Olmos tiger beetle (Cincindela nevadica) is a federal species of
concern and is not listed by the states of New Mexico or Texas. This species has not been recorded from
Fort Bliss. The population trend of this species is unknown and it is listed as a possible species for New
Mexico (BISON-M, 1997b). The Los Olmos tiger beetle occurs in limestone soils often down slope from
limestone rubble. It has the potential to occur in areas oflimestone soil on Fort Bliss.
Woodlandsnails. The boulder woodlandsnail (Ashmunella auriculata), Maple Canyon woodlandsnail
(A. todseni), Organ Mountains woodlandsnail (A. organensis) and Beasley's woodlandsnail (A. beasleyi)
are found in the Organ Mountains on Fort Bliss and have no federal or state government status. However,
they are critically imperiled or imperiled globally because of "extreme rarity, narrow endemism, and
vulnerability to extinction" (U.S. Army, 1994b). These large land snails range from 11 to 15 millimeters
in diameter and can be distinguished from each other by shell characteristics (U.S. Army, 1994b). The
woodlandsnails are found in a variety of canyons in the Organ Mountains at elevations ranging from
5,297 to 7,400 feet.
The woodlandsnails occur in rock-covered slopes. Rocks provide a relative cool and moist environment
necessary for the snails' survival. During periods of hot and or cold conditions, the snails will move
deeper into the soil among the rocks for protection. During warm rains they may be found near the
surface feeding on leaf litter. Recent surveys have verified that populations observed in the 1960s
continue to persist (U.S. Army, 1994b). Continued monitoring of the woodlandsnails in the Organ
Mountains has resulted in the identification of additional populations. In addition, Beasley's
woodlandsnail was a recently discovered new species in the Organ Mountains
(U.S. Army, 19970; 19981). This new species is known from only one talus slope in the Organ
Mountains. Extensive surveys of other talus slopes in the Organ Mountain failed to discover other
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populations of this species. Therefore, it is likely this species has a highly restricted range in the Organ
Mountain.
4.8.4.3

Reptiles

Texas horned lizard. The Texas homed lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum) is a federal species of special
concern and is threatened in Texas. This species is common and widespread on Fort Bliss and is found in
grassland and desert shrublands habitat throughout the area of the post (U.S. Army, 1997k).
Mountain short-horned lizard. The mountain short-homed lizard (Phrynosoma douglasii hernande::ii)
is a threatened species in Texas and is not listed by the Federal Government or the State of New Mexico.
The short-horned lizard is the most widespread of the homed lizards and it occurs throughout the western
two thirds of New Mexico. It is found in a wide variety of habitats from semi-arid shrublands through
sh011:grass prairie into pinyon pine-juniper and conifer forests. It is most common in open ponderosa pine
and pinyon pine-juniper woodlands (Degenhardt et al., 1996). According to Degenhardt et al., ( 1996),
P.d. Hernande:ii is the only subspecies that occurs in New Mexico.

The short-homed lizard has been captured in the grasslands of Otero Mesa (U.S. Army, 1997k) but not in
the Chihuahuan Desert shrublands in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army, 19961, m). This species also is
likely in the pinyon pine-juniper woodlands and montane shrublands in the Sacramento Mountains
foothills and the Organ Mountains, as well as the conifer forest in the Organ Mountains.
Mottled rock rattlesnake. The mottled rock rattlesnake (Crotalus lepidus lepidus) is a State of New
Mexico threatened species; it is not listed by the Federal Government or the State of Texas. It is typically
found in rocky canyons or hillsides and in New Mexico is known only from the Guadalupe Mountains in
Eddy County and extreme eastern Otero County (Degenhardt et al., 1996). The mottled rock rattlesnake
has not been documented from Fort Bliss, although it has been recorded from the Organ Mountains near
the post. Potential habitat occurs in the Hueco and Organ mountains, as well as the Otero Mesa
escarpment.
Texas lyre snake. The Texas lyre snake (Trimorphodon biscutatus vikinsoni) is a threatened species in
Texas and is not listed by the Federal Government or the State of New Mexico. This species occurs in a
wide variety of habitats from desert shrublands and grasslands to montane woodlands and forests.
Natural rock outcrops with deep fissures provide good habitat for this secretive species. In New Mexico,
this species occupies the southern desert and foothills ranging north along the Rio Grande to Truth or
Consequences (Degenhardt et al., 1996).

The Texas lyre snake has been observed in rocky Chihuahuan Desert of the Franklin Mountains north of
El Paso, Texas (Degenhardt et al., 1996). It has not been recorded during amphibian and reptile studies on
Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1997h, k, m). However, this species has been observed on Castner Range in Texas.
4.8.4.4

Birds

Interior least tern. The interior least tern (Sterna antillarum athalassos) was listed as an endangered
species in 1985 (USFWS, 1990) and is also endangered in New Mexico and Texas. The California
(S. A. brownii) and eastern subspecies (S. A. antillarum) occur along the coasts of the U.S. and the interior
least tern occurs principally along the Missouri and Mississippi river systems in the United States
although some nest along the Rio Grande drainage in the western U.S. (Whitman, 1988). Historically, the
interior least tern was abundant along the Missouri and Mississippi river systems; the estimated
population in 1990 was 5,000 birds, which is much reduced from historic population levels (USFWS,
1990).
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Whitman (1988) summarized the biology of the interior least tern, and factors that have led to the
reduction of this species include habitat destruction caused by urbanization; construction of locks, dams,
dikes, levees, and storage reservoirs; altered flow patterns in rivers resulting in the disappearance of
sandbar nesting habitat; increased predation in disturbed habitats; human disturbance; and water
pollution. The interior least tern has been eliminated from the Mississippi River and its tributaries north
of the Missouri River junction due to habitat destruction (USFWS, 1990). In other areas where nesting
habitat still exists along the river, predation can be the major cause in chick mortality (Kirsch, 1996).
Before human development, the interior least tern nested on sandbars along low gradient portions of
major rivers such as the Mississippi and the Missouri. With the disappearance of this habitat, this species
now also nests on manmade areas such as dikes, dredge material islands, sand pit mines, construction fill
sites, and on roofs of buildings (Gore and Kinnison, 1991; Whitman, 1988). Kirsch (1996) studied
nesting least terns on sandbar and sandpit sites along the lower Platte River in Nebraska and determined
that the proportion of terns using each habitat was similar to the proportion of bare sand in each habitat.
In addition, productivity did not differ between the natural sandbars and the sandpit areas. However,
Kirsch ( 1996) detennined that the estimated productivity during the four-year study was insufficient to
support the local population and that high chick mortality was the reason why. Smith and Renken (1991)
studied nesting interior least terns along the Mississippi River where this species nests on sandbars.
There was no difference between used and unused sandbars except that most terns nested on sandbars that
were continuously exposed for at least 100 days during the breeding season.
In New Mexico, the interior least tern nests at Bitter Lake National Wildlife Refuge on the Pecos River
Drainage in Chaves County (Whitman, 1988). In the 1960s, the breeding tern population was about 60;
this number declined to only three nesting pairs per year from 1987 through 1990. There has been a slight
increase of four to seven pairs per year from 1991 through 1995. Productivity has been poor during the
last ten years (NMDGF, 1997). The interior least tern has not been observed on Fort Bliss. If it did
occur, it would likely be only be during migration.

Peregrine falcon. The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) is a federal, and State of Texas
endangered species; it is threatened in New Mexico. Nesting peregrine falcons have been monitored
extensively in New Mexico from 1979 through 1996 and less extensive monitoring data are available
from 1960 to 1979 (Johnson, 1996). Long-term data indicate that adult pairs of peregrine falcons
occupied about 85 percent of known territories in the early 1960s; this number decreased to below
40 percent beginning in the late 1960s. The number of adult pairs at known territories fluctuated around
40 percent until about 1985. Since 1985, the number of adult pairs on territory has steadily increased and
has averaged 70 percent from 1992 through 1996. The increase in number of adult pairs occupying
territories since 1985 is the result of increased productivity in the early 1980s. However, productivity has
decreased 29 percent in the last 10 years and if this trend continues the peregrine falcon population in
New Mexico may start to decrease.
The peregrine falcon has not been recorded as a breeding species at Fort Bliss although an unconfinned
peregrine/prairie falcon hybrid and a prairie falcon made a nesting attempt on the Otero Mesa escarpment
in 1997 (USAF, 1997c, d). A survey for potential peregrine falcon nesting habitat was conducted during
the fall of 1979. It was determined that the large cliffs, intermittent stream flow, and the mosaic of
conifer forest and mountain shrub habitat that occurred in some of the canyons of the Organ Mountains
represented the best potential habitat for this species on Fort Bliss. This survey also included the
Sacramento Mountains foothills on Fort Bliss and it was detennined that the potential habitat in this area
was inferior to the Organ Mountains because of the lack of perennial water and the much drier nature of
this area (U.S. Army, 1980a).
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Ten canyons were intensively surveyed for peregrine falcons in the Organ Mountains in 1980. No
peregrine falcons were observed during this study although four prairie falcon and three golden eagle nest
sites were found. It is believed that the relatively high density of prairie falcons and golden eagles may
preclude the use of these mountains for nesting peregrine falcons (U.S. Anny, l 980a). A 6.2-mile section
of cliffs in the Sacramento Mountains foothills was also searched for peregrine falcons and none were
found. One prairie falcon nest site was found just north of the Fort Bliss boundary (U.S. Army, 1980a).
A second survey for the peregrine falcon was conducted in the Organ Mountains between March 29 and
April 13, 1996. One nonbreeding peregrine falcon was observed but no breeding pairs. Turkey vultures,
golden eagles, red-tailed hawks, cooper hawks, and prairie falcons were commonly observed (U.S. Anny,
1997p). The peregrine falcon is occasionally observed on Fort Bliss and it is assumed to be a migrant
species on post. El Paso sewage ponds are likely locations for migrating falcons and they have been
observed there in the past.
Northern aplomado falcon. The northern aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis septentrionalis) is a federal
and states of New Mexico and Texas endangered species. It once inhabited the grasslands of southern
Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona; historic records show that it was c01mnon until about 1940 (Hector,
1987). Historic records from New Mexico show that this species occupied open yucca grasslands in
southern New Mexico (Ligon, 1961) which includes the grasslands of Otero Mesa on Fort Bliss. The
reasons for this species' decline are unclear. Habitat loss (e.g., grassland habitat converted to shrubland
due to livestock grazing) and pesticide contamination likely contributed to this decline (Hector, 1987).
The USFWS is currently releasing aplomado falcons into the wild in south Texas in an attempt to reestablish a breeding population in the United States. The first nesting pair of aplomado falcons was
recorded in Cameron County, Texas, in 1995, which represents the first nesting aplomado falcons in
Texas in the last 54 years. The nesting pairs were observed in 1996 (Mora et al., 1997).
Sporadic observations of the northern aplomado falcon have been reported since 1991 in areas near Fort
Bliss. An unconfirmed sighting of this species on Fort Bliss occurred in May 1997 when an immature
bird was observed in the desert shrubland-grassland habitat in the Tularosa Basin (USAF, 1997d). In
1992, breeding populations were discovered south of the border in grassland habitat in the State of
Chihuahua, Mexico. The nearest population to the United States is about 125 miles south of the New
Mexico border (Montoya et al., 1997). Given the recent sighting of this species near Fort Bliss and the
existence of potential grassland habitat on Otero Mesa, surveys for this species were conducted in 1994
and 1996 on Fort Bliss (U.S. Anny, 1994c, 1997p). In 1994, 495 miles of survey routes were traversed
over 23 days from 2 February through 21 April. No northern aplomado falcons were observed although
13 other species of raptors were noted and the location of 30 nest structures were mapped (U.S. Army,
1994c). Based on these surveys, potential habitat for the northern aplomado falcon was mapped on Otero
Mesa and part of the Tularosa Basin below the mesa. Potential excellent habitat consists of areas with an
interspersion of open grassland and tall yucca and shrubs such as mesquite and Mormon tea. As the cover
of shrubs increases, the suitability of the habitat for northern aplomado falcon decreases. The best
potential habitat occurs in the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa and in a portion of the Tularosa Basin.
In 1996, the northern aplomado falcon survey was expanded to include habitat evaluation and avian prey
base studies on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1997p). Results of this study were compared to similar habitat and
prey base assessments conducted at occupied aplomado falcon territories in Chihuahua, Mexico (Montoya
et al., 1997). Late February/March/April 1996 surveys for the northern aplomado falcon took place along
six routes in marginal potential habitat in the Tularosa Basin and along six routes in marginal-to-good and
good-to-excellent habitat on Otero Mesa; surveys followed the USFWS draft protocol (USFWS, 1996).
No northern aplomado falcons were observed during these surveys (U.S. Army, 1997p).
Habitat and prey-base study results for Fort Bliss showed some similarities and differences when
compared to equivalent studies in Chihuahua, Mexico. The grasslands on Otero Mesa with its scattered
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yuccas and shrubs resemble the open habitat considered necessary to support a breeding population of
northern aplomado falcons. Scattered woody plants provide the necessary perch and nesting sites for this
species and the density of woody species on more than one-half the sites sampled on some portions of
Otero Mesa is similar to that found in occupied territories in Mexico. The eight sites sampled in the
Tularosa Basin had shrub densities much higher than on Otero Mesa or in Mexico. The northern
aplomado falcon does not construct its own nest but uses abandoned nests built by hawks and ravens.
Adequate potential nest sites were observed during the northern aplomado falcon survey on Otero Mesa
in 1996. It is believed, therefore, that the number of woody species and potential nest sites would be
adequate to support northern aplomado falcons on Otero Mesa (U.S. Army, 1997p). The Otero Mesa-1
habitat group consists of seven locations on Otero Mesa that were most similar to data from Mexico, and
the Otero Mesa-2 habitat group represents eight locations that were somewhat less similar to data from
Mexico (Table 4.8-4). Comparison of percent grass cover and biomass of potential prey species showed
that both were much less on Otero Mesa than in Mexico (Table 4.8-4). Mean basal grass cover in two
areas on Otero Mesa that provide the best potential northern aplomado falcon habitat ranged from 16.0 to
20.1 percent; cover at occupied territories in Mexico averaged 46.3 percent (see Table 4.8-4) (U.S. Army,
1997p; Montoya et al., 1997). Although such factors as differences in precipitation patterns and soil type
may contribute to the observed differences between Otero Mesa and Mexico, it is believed that livestock
grazing has had a greater impact on the grasslands on Otero Mesa than in Mexico. The number of birds
detected at sampling locations on Otero Mesa and in Mexico during the breeding season were similar but
the bird biomass in Mexico was substantially greater than on Otero Mesa (see Table 4.8.4). Higher
densities of meadowlarks in Mexico account for this difference and meadowlarks were the most common
prey item in the diet of northern aplomado falcons in Mexico (Montoya et al., 1997). These results
indicate that the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa may have a reduced capacity to support northern
aplomado falcons compared to occupied territories in Mexico and that the principal reason for this may be
livestock grazing. However, further study is necessary (U.S. Army, 1997p). Fort Bliss is currently
monitoring wintering and migrating birds on Fort Bliss to compare with similar studies in aplomado
falcon habitat in Mexico. In addition in 1996, BLM with WSMR and NMSU initiated a 5-year study to
examine habitat characteristics of the aplomado falcon in Mexico.

Table 4.8-4. Mean Percent of Grass Basal Cover and Mean Number of Birds and
Bird Biomass per Site at Two Locations on Otero Mesa and at
0 ccup1e
. d A.pl oma d o T erri"tor1es
. m
. M ex1co
.
Habitat
Group

Number of
Transects

Average Percent
Grass Basal Cover

Otero Mesa - 1

7

Otero Mesa - 2
Mexico

-

-

--

-

--

--

Potential Avian Prey

20.1(±2.11)"

Average Number
of Birds
13.0 (± 5.4)

Average Biomass of Birds
(f!rams ver site)
507.8 (± 230.7)

8

16.0 (± 2.42)

14.8 (± 5.5)

594.9 (± 222.5)

10

46.3 (± 13.0)

12.1(±4.2)

816.8 (± 188.7)

Numbers in parenthesis are standard deviations.
Source: U.S. Anny, 1997p, 19960: Montoya, 1995: Montoya et al., 1997.

a

Southwestern willow flycatcher. The southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a
federal and State of New Mexico endangered species. This flycatcher is a neotropical migrant that breeds
in the southwestern United States and winters in Central and South America. The southwestern willow
flycatcher breeds only in dense riparian vegetation near surface water or saturated soil in linear or
irregularly shaped stands with patches of dense vegetation interspersed with small openings (Sferra et al.,
1997; Sogge et al., 1997).
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The southwestern willow flycatcher populations have experienced significant declines, and breeding
populations are known from only about 75 locations and there are an estimated 300 to 500 pairs in
existence (Sogge et al., 1997). The principal factors resulting in these declines are the extensive loss,
modification, and fragmentation of riparian breeding habitat and brood parasitism by brown-headed
cowbirds (Sogge et al., 1997). There are likely less then 200 breeding pairs of southwestern willow
flycatchers in New Mexico based on recent surveys (Williams, 1997).
The willow flycatcher has been recorded occasionally on McGregor Range. Willow flycatchers were
heard singing in an arroyo on McGregor Range in early June 1996. These birds were apparently migrants
because they did not stay in the area (U.S. Army, l 997i). This species has also been recorded in arroyos
during breeding bird surveys in 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Army, l 996n; l 997j). These birds are also assumed
to be migrants. The subspecies of willow flycatchers observed on McGregor Range was not detennined,
so it is not known if these observations represent the endangered southwestern willow flycatcher.
Appropriate nesting habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher does not exist on Fort Bliss. There are
stands of willows at some stock tanks, but these stands are likely too small to support nesting
southwestern willow flycatchers. For example, a stand of willows exists at Mack Tanks in the Tularosa
Basin. This tank typically holds water all year and the stand of willows covers about 0.4 acre (USAF,
1997e), which is assumed too small to support nesting willow flycatchers. Willow flycatcher surveys
were conducted in some riparian areas in the Organ Mountains and it was not recorded; the habitat in the
Organ Mountains is not considered suitable southwestern willow flycatcher habitat (U.S. Anny, 1997q).
Therefore, it is assumed that the willow flycatcher does not breed on Fort Bliss and birds observed on
post were migrants.
Bald eagle. The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a federal and state threatened species. The bald
eagle winters along lakes and rivers in large numbers (Spencer, 1976; Steenhof et al., 1980) and uses
terrestrial habitat well away from aquatic habitat (Fischer et al., 1984; Grubb and Kennedy, 1982; and
Grubb et al., 1989). A small population (5 to 30 individuals) of bald eagles winters in the Sacramento
Mountains and one of the known roost sites is about 4 miles from the northern border of Fort Bliss
(U.S. Army, l 995f). Given that bald eagles are known to travel up to about 22 miles from roost sites to
feeding sites (Grubb et al., 1989), the northern portion of Fort Bliss is within the range of eagles roosting
in the Sacramento Mountains.
Surveys for wintering bald eagles in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on Fort Bliss were conducted
during the winters of 1994 to 1995 and 1995 to 1996 (U.S. Army, 1995g; 1996p). Two observation
routes were surveyed in the wooded habitat of the foothills, one in the desert shrubland habitat, and one in
the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa. During the winters of 1994 to 1995 and 1995 to 1996, bald eagles
were observed 28 and 16 times respectively on Fort Bliss (U.S. Anny, 1995g, 1996p). Based on plumage
characteristics, it was estimated that a minimum of five different eagles were in the study area during the
winter of 1994 to 1995. During both winters, most bald eagles were observed at the extreme northern
boundary of the McGregor Range where high ridges and hills provide favorable perch sites and updrafts.
Vegetation in this area is mainly grassland with varying amounts of shrubs (mountain mahogany and oak)
and trees (pinyon pine and juniper) providing favorable foraging conditions (U.S. Army, 1995g). Only
one bald eagle was observed over the grasslands of Otero Mesa. Most birds were in flight when first
observed. In seven cases, bald and golden eagles were observed together; in three of these, golden eagles
initiated aggressive interactions with bald eagles. There were no observations of eagles feeding or
hunting. Food sources on Fort Bliss may include deer carrion and rabbits.
Piping plover. The piping plover (Charadrius melodus) is an endangered species in the Great Lakes
region and threatened elsewhere in the United States. This species is considered endangered in New
Mexico. The piping plover has experienced range-wide declines (Haig and Oring, 1985) and the principal
factors are habitat deterioration (Haig and Oring, 1985), human disturbance (Flemming et al., 1988), and
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predation (Gaines and Ryan, 1988). The piping plover nests on beaches along the Atlantic coast and
Great Lakes and along lakes and rivers in the Great Plains in Canada and the United States (Haig and
Oring, 1985). The piping plover breeds in the Great Plains, and New Mexico is south of its breeding
range. This species is a very rare migrant in New Mexico, having been observed six times (NMDGF,
1996).
The piping plover was observed once on Fort Bliss at sewage lagoons in 1987 (U.S. Anny, 1997r) and is
therefore considered a very rare migrant on Fort Bliss.
Mexican spotted owl. The Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) is a federal threatened
species, is not listed by New Mexico, and is considered a threatened species in Texas. Its range includes
southern New Mexico where it occurs in suitable habitat in isolated mountain ranges (U.S. Anny, 1996q).
During the breeding season, the Mexican spotted owl inhabits mountain forests and canyons and the most
commonly used habitat types for nesting and roosting are mixed conifer (Douglas fir, white fir [Abies
con color], southwestern white pine [Pin us strobiformis], and ponderosa pine) while pine and pinyon pinejuniper forests are used to a lesser degree (Skaggs and Raitt, 1988; Ganey and Balda, 1989; and Zwank
et al., 1995). The Sacramento Mountains just to the north of Fort Bliss contains a breeding population of
Mexican spotted owls and the closest known breeding pair is 10 miles from the Fort Bliss boundary
(U.S. Army, 1996q).
The Mexican spotted owl has been observed in the past on or near Fort Bliss on two occasions. In
June 1979 an adult spotted owl and young were photographed in the Organ Mountains on BLM land near
the Fort Bliss boundary (New Mexico Ornithological Society, 1979 as cited in U.S. Army, 199lb); this
represents the only known sighting of the spotted owl in the Organ Mountains (U.S. Army, 199lb). More
recently, two spotted owls were observed on McGregor Range during the winter of 1989 to 1990 (U.S.
Army, l 996q). Given that mixed conifer plant communities occur in the Organ Mountains and the
spotted owl has been observed on Fort Bliss, a survey for this species was conducted on 5 square miles of
land in the Organ Mountains in the spring and summer of 1991 (U.S. Army, 199lb). Three complete
surveys of the area using nocturnal call counts were conducted. The spotted owl was neither heard nor
observed during these surveys. Three daytime call surveys in the area of the 1979 sighting also failed to
detect spotted owls. Searches for roost sites in the historic location also took place and no sign of spotted
owl activity was observed. Some of the potential spotted owl habitat in the Organ Mountains experienced
severe damage during a 1994 fire.
Since spotted owls had been observed on McGregor Range during the winter, surveys for this species
were conducted in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on the McGregor Range from December 12, 1995,
to February 21, 1996, and the Organ Mountains in March 1996. No spotted owls were heard or observed
during these surveys (U.S. Army, 1996q). No mixed conifer habitat and only a few isolated ponderosa
pine occur in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on McGregor Range. Studies elsewhere in New
Mexico showed that the Mexican spotted owl rarely roosts and does not rest in pinyon pine-juniper
habitat (Seamans and Gutierrez, 1995; Zwank et al., 1995). Based on the habitat in the foothills on Fort
Bliss and the ecology of the spotted owl, it seems likely that the southern Sacramento Mountains are only
used by spotted owls on an occasional basis during the winter or dispersal (U.S. Army, 1996q).
Skaggs (U.S. Army, 199lb) estimated that about 10 square miles of the Organ Mountains contain
potential spotted owl habitat and within this area, suitable habitat is highly fragmented. Most of this
habitat is outside Fort Bliss boundaries. Recent fires may have reduced the amount of available habitat.
Based on work in the Sacramento Mountains (Skaggs and Raitt, 1988), it is estimated that the Organ
Mountains could support a maximum of two or three spotted owl territories (U.S. Army, 199lb). The
spotted owl may occasionally occur in the Organ Mountains given the existence of suitable habitat.
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However, its occurrence will likely be sporadic given the small amount of potential habitat and the high
potential for local extinction (U.S. Anny, 1991b).
Mountain plover. The mountain plover (Charadrius montanus) is a federal proposed species and has
declined by 63 percent since 1966 (Knopf, 1994). This species is generally considered an associate of the
short grass prairie dominated by blue grama and buffalo grass (Buchloe dactyloides) (Knopf and Miller,
1994) although it is known to nest in Utah in habitat dominated by low growing shrubs such as sagebrush
(Artemesia sp.) and rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus sp.) (Day, 1994). Various observers have noted that the
mountain plover nests and forages in areas of disturbed ground such as occur at prairie-dog towns and
areas heavily grazed by livestock (Knopf and Miller, 1994; Miller and Knopf, 1993; Sager, 1996). One
mountain plover was observed at Mesa Horse Camp on Otero Mesa on April 4, 1999. This bird was not
observed during subsequent observations and was assumed to be a migrating bird (Locke, 1999). The
bulk of the mountain plover population winters in the central valley of California and seems to have
adapted to the conversion of much of the native habitat to agricultural fields in that area. The survival
rate of mountain plovers on their wintering ground is high, so it appears that the declines noted for this
species are attributable to factors on the breeding grounds (Knopf and Rupert, 1995).
In a recent statewide survey, the mountain plover was observed at 35 sites in 11 counties during the
breeding season in New Mexico. This species was observed in a variety of habitats, but bare ground was
a common feature at all the sites and livestock grazing had created most of the bare ground. The bulk of
the observations were in the northeast part of the state and none were from Otero County although there
are two historic records of this species from Otero County (Sager, 1996). Based on its habitat
requirements, Otero Mesa on Fort Bliss provides the best potential habitat for this species especially in
the overgrazed areas around stock tanks and troughs. The mountain plover was not recorded during field
surveys for this species in a 5,000-acre proposed tactical target complex site in the grassland habitat on
Otero Mesa and in grassland habitat in a second proposed tactical target complex site in the Tularosa
Basin (USAF, 1997e, f). This species was also not recorded during surveys of other potential habitat in a
13,000-acre section of Otero Mesa such as along roads at heavily grazed stock tanks or prairie-dog
(Cynomys ludovicianus ari=onensis) towns (USAF, 1997e; f; U.S. Anny, 1998j). One mountain plover
was observed at Mesa Horse Camp on April 4, 1999. This bird was not seen during subsequent
observations and was assumed to be a migratory bird (Locke, 1999).

Black tern. The black tern (Chlidonias niger) is a federal species of special concern and is not listed by
the states of New Mexico or Texas. This species breeds in wetlands greater then 12 acres in size in the
central and western United States. Breeding bird studies have shown that this species is declining
rangewide at 8.1 percent per year; these declines include the populations in the central and western United
States (Finch, 1992).
The black tern has been observed on Fort Bliss during migration at playas lakes, ponds, and man-made
water resources in the Tularosa Basin and on Otero Mesa. This species is likely a regularly occurring
migrant on Fort Bliss (U.S. Anny, 1997r).
White-faced ibis. The white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi) is a federal species of special concern and is not
listed by the State of New Mexico. This species nests in colonies in large fresh water marshes from
California east to Idaho and Wyoming. The current population is thought to be stable but warrants
protection because there are a limited number of breeding colonies and their disappearing wetlands
habitat could be exposed to fluctuating water levels and pesticide poisoning (Finch, 1992).
The white-faced ibis has been observed on Fort Bliss during spring and fall migrations at sewage ponds.
It could also occur during migration at playa lakes, stock tanks, and other water sources elsewhere on Fort

Bliss (U.S. Army, l 997r).

4.8-35

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Northern goshawk. The northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) is a federal species of special concern and
is not listed by New Mexico or Texas. This species is a rare migrant through Fort Bliss. In the west, this
species nests in mature conifer forests such as those dominated by Douglas fir and ponderosa pine (Call,
1978; Moore and Henny, 1983). The only potential nesting habitat for this species occurs in the Organ
Mountains on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. The northern goshawk has not been recorded
from the Organ Mountains during raptor and breeding bird surveys, and is assumed not to nest on Fort
Bliss (U.S. Army, 1980a; 1991b; 1994b; 1997q).
Zone-tailed hawk. The zone-tailed hawk (Buteo albonotatus) is a threatened species in Texas and is not
listed by the Federal Government or the State of New Mexico. This species occurs in southeastern
Arizona, central New Mexico, and south-central Texas. This species has a preference for mountainous
steep canyons and other areas of steep topography. It nests in riparian forests and woodlands, as well as
montane conifer forests and to a lesser extent, in oak woods and on cliffs (Matteson and Riely, 1981).
The zone-tailed hawk forages widely over open habitat such as desert shrublands and grasslands and open
pinyon pine-juniper woods, woodlands along rivers, and in canyons. Fort Bliss is within the breeding
range of this species; it has nested in the Guadalupe and Capital mountains, along the Gila River valley
and as far north as Los Alamos (Palmer, 1988). This species does not nest on Fort Bliss, but migrant
zone-tailed hawks have been observed on rare occasions over the Otero Mesa escarpment and the
Sacramento Mountains foothills.
Ferruginous hawk. The ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) is a federal species of special concern and is
not listed by the states of New Mexico or Texas. It breeds from the Canadian provinces south to Arizona
and Oklahoma and nests on trees, bushes, large rocks, and hillsides. It is a grassland species and typically
feeds on prairie dogs and ground squirrels (Finch, 1992). Observations on Fort Bliss confirm this because
all but one ferruginous hawk observed during wintering bald eagle surveys were associated with the
grassland habitat of Otero Mesa (U.S. Army, 1995f; 1996p). This hawk's decline in some areas is due to
its intolerance to human disturbance and loss of habitat due to cultivation (White and Thurow, 1985;
Houston and Bechard, 1984; Schmutz, 1984).
The ferruginous hawk has been observed on Fort Bliss during the fall, winter, and spring. Demarais et al.
(U.S. Army, 1996u) observed this species at prairie-dog towns on Otero Mesa three times in March 1996
while Tafanelli and Montoya (U.S. Army, 1994c), Tafanelli and Meyer (U.S. Anny, 1995f), and Tafanelli
et al. (U.S. Army, 1996p) recorded this species on Otero Mesa during the winters of 1993 to 1994 through
1995 to 1996. During the winter of 1994 to 1995, this species was observed 21 times during 9
observations from early December to late February. Only two ferruginous hawks were observed during
18 surveys for wintering bald eagles during the winter of 1995 to 1996 (U.S. Army, 1995f; 1996p).
Surveys for the ferruginous hawk were also conducted from late February to early March, and again in
April 1997. Surveys took place on McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas (U.S.
Army, 1998j). Seven ferruginous hawk observations were made during the late February to early March
survey, and no observation occurred in April. All observations took place on McGregor Range (U.S.
Army, 1998j). These observations indicate that the ferruginous hawk winters at and migrates through
Fort Bliss. This species is not known to nest on Fort Bliss and was not observed during intensive
breeding-bird surveys during 1996 and 1997 (U.S. Army, 1996n; 1997i) or ferruginous hawk surveys in
April 1997 (U.S. Anny, l 998j).
Western Burrowing owl. The western burrowing owl is a federal species of concern and is not a State of
New Mexico or Texas listed species. This species nests in desert grasslands such as occur on Otero Mesa
and in desert shrublands as occur in Tularosa Basin. It also nests in prairie, mesquite coppice dune/sand
scrubs, sagebrush, and pinyon/juniper habitat as well as disturbed areas such as prairie-dog towns, road
cuts, airports, and other developed areas. Declines in this species are attributed to the loss of burrow nest
sites resulting from the eradication of colonial burrowing rodents, particularly prairie dogs (Finch, 1992).
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The burrowing owl nests on Otero Mesa where it was observed at 20 of the active and inactive prairie-dog
towns observed on Otero Mesa by Demarais et al. (U.S. Army, 1996u). Burrowing owls were observed at
9 of 16 towns during the 1997 black-tailed prairie-dog surveys; young owls were observed at most of
these towns. Field studies in 1997 showed that there were 18 to 22 pairs at 11 of 16 prairie-dog towns
inspected on Otero Mesa on McGregor Range (U.S. Army, 1997s). All military facilities on McGregor
Range were inspected in 1997, and 11 pairs of burrowing owls were observed nesting in concrete conduit
boxes at radar tracking sites just east of McGregor Range Camp. Elsewhere in the Tularosa Basin,
burrowing owls may occur occasionally in mesquite dunes habitat and along eroded arroyos. The extent
of use of these habitat types in the desert shrublands habitat in the Tularosa Basin has not been
determined (U.S. Army, 1997s). In 1997, one burrowing owl was repeatedly observed along a road in the
Tularosa Basin between Shorad and Mack Tanks; it was living in some kangaroo rat holes (USAF,
1997£).
Costa's hummingbird. Costa's hummingbird (Calypte costae) is a threatened species in New Mexico; it
is not listed by the Federal Government or the State of Texas. This species occurs in arid habitats in the
southwestern U.S. and northwestern Mexico. It typically occurs in the extreme southwest of New
Mexico. In New Mexico, it is considered a wann season migrant and occasional breeder, particularly in
Guadalupe Canyon (NMDGF, 1996). This species has been observed in the Organ Mountains and is a
nonbreeding migrant (U.S. Army, 1997t).
Loggerhead shrike. The loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) is a federal species of concern that
breeds throughout much of New Mexico including the Fort Bliss area. This species has declined over
much of its range and is considered a threatened species in Canada and numerous states (Robert and
Laporte, 1991 ). Breeding bird data from 1966 through 1995 show that this species has steadily declined
throughout that period (Sauer et al., 1997). The reasons for the decline of this species in northern states
are not clear. Robert and Laporte (1991) and Brooks and Temple (1990) have observed good nesting
habitat in Canada and Minnesota that is currently not being used by this species. Brooks and Temple
(1990) conclude that alteration of the shrikes' winter habitat in the Gulf Coast states may be partially
responsible for the decline in this species.
The loggerhead shrike populations north of New Mexico migrate south to New Mexico, Texas, and
Arizona to winter (Root, 1988). Loggerhead shrike presence on Fort Bliss consists of wintering and
resident birds. This species is fairly common in the desert habitat on Fort Bliss during the breeding
season; 53 were recorded from 12 breeding bird sampling locations in the grasslands on Otero Mesa and
50 from 24 sampling locations in 4 desert shrubland habitats in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army, 1996n).
The loggerhead shrike has also been recorded during breeding bird surveys in 1993 and 1994 in arroyoriparian and upland habitats (Kozma, 1995). These results indicate that the loggerhead shrike is fairly
common on Fort Bliss although there is no historic data to determine long-term trends. The long-term
trend for the period 1968 through 1996 for the breeding bird survey in New Mexico shows a decline
throughout the period similar to that observed on a national scale (Sauer et al., 1997).
Baird's sparrow. Baird's sparrow (Ammodramus bairdii) is a threatened species in Canada and
population declines in the United States have been documented; it is a federal species of special concern
and a threatened species in New Mexico (NMDGF, 1996). This species was once one of the most
abundant nesting species in the northern prairie states and Canada and has declined in abundance by about
90 percent with cultivation and conversion of much of its mixed-grass prairie nesting habitat (DeSmet and
Conrad, 1989). This species winters and migrates through New Mexico and the declines on the nesting
grounds are evident in New Mexico. It was once relatively numerous and widespread in New Mexico but
in recent years is very rarely reported (NMDGF, 1996).
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Baird's sparrow was observed on McGregor Range during migration and it is believed to winter on the
post (Smartt, 1980; U.S. Anny, 1997t). Surveys for this species were conducted at 28 sites on McGregor
Range from late February to early April 1997 (U.S. Anny, 1997t). It was observed 27 times and was
most frequent in swales on Otero Mesa. It was observed in the winter and an influx was noted in April
coinciding with spring migration. Preferred habitat on McGregor Range were swales on Otero Mesa with
dense tall growth of tobosagrass along with black and blue grama grassland and low shrub density.
Baird's sparrows were not observed along swales that had been heavily grazed or had dense growth of tall
grass such as dropseed (Sporobolus sp.) (U.S. Anny, 1997t).
Varied bunting. The varied bunting (Passerina versicolor) is a State of New Mexico threatened species
and is primarily a Mexican species; it does occur in southern New Mexico in Hidalgo and Eddy counties
and has been found breeding in Dofia Ana County and has been observed in Otero County (NMDGF,
1996). This species is very rare on Fort Bliss and is not known to nest on post.
The varied bunting nests in dense vegetation in arid canyons and the loss of such habitat is the principal
threat to this species in New Mexico. Cowbird parasitism may also be a threat to this species (NMDGF,
1996).
Bell's vireo. Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii) is a State of New Mexico threatened species. In New Mexico,
this species summers primarily in the Gila Valley, Guadalupe Canyon, and the lower Rio Grande and
Pecos valleys (NMDGF, 1996). It nests in dense riparian vegetation and winters in western and central
Mexico.
Bell's vireo has shown a steady decline based on breeding bird survey results from 1966 through 1996
(Sauer et al., 1997). It has suffered significant declines especially in the lower Colorado River Valley and
central and coastal California (Rosenberg et al., 1991; Franzreb, 1987 as cited in NMDGF, 1996). Loss
and fragmentation of the dense riparian shrub-nesting habitat from various human activities and brownheaded cowbird parasitism appear to be the principal reasons for the decline of this species. Bell's vireo
is occasional on Fort Bliss and is not known to nest on the post. Two singing males established territories
on McGregor Range in 1995 but no nests were found. One bird was observed in the acacia habitat on
McGregor Range in July 1997 (U.S. Anny, 1997i). Breeding bird surveys in various habitats in and near
the Organ Mountains in 1991 and 1992 failed to detect this species.
Gray vireo. The gray vireo (Vireo vicinior) is a State of New Mexico threatened species and nests in arid
juniper woodlands on foothills and mesas usually in habitat with well-developed grass cover (NMDGF,
1996). This neotropical migrant winters in northwest Mexico. Data from the breeding-bird survey
indicate that this species has steadily increased in abundance from 1969 through 1995 (Sauer et al., 1997).
The gray vireo was heard singing and was observed during breeding bird surveys in the South and
Soledad canyons of the Organ Mountains on 27 and 28 May 1992 (U.S. Anny, 1994b). One or two males
were singing in oak habitat in South Canyon while up to four individuals were heard in oak-juniper
habitat in Soledad Canyon. The gray vireo was recorded as a breeding species during 1996 surveys in the
Organ Mountains (U.S. Anny, 1997q). Potential habitat for this species also occurs in the Sacramento
Mountains foothills. However, this species was not recorded from six intensively surveyed locations
within the pinyon-juniper woods in the foothills in 1996 or 1997 (U.S. Army, 1996n; 1997i).
4.8.4.5

Mammals

Bats. Twelve species of bats that may occur on Fort Bliss are federal species of special concern including
the small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum), long-eared myotis (M eyotis), eastern small-footed bat
(M leibii), occult little brown bat (M lucifugus occultus), fringed myotis, cave myotis (M velifera), long-
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legged myotis (M volans), Yuma myotis (M yumanensis), spotted bat (Euderma maculatum),
Townsend's pale big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii pallescens), big free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops
macrotis), and greater western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus). The spotted bat is also
considered threatened by the states of Texas and New Mexico. There have been few surveys for bats on
Fort Bliss so the status of these species of special concern is not known. Two maternity colonies of
several hundred fringed myotis were observed in abandoned buildings in the Sacramento Mountains
foothills in 1979 by Smartt (1980); the current status of these colonies is not known. Surveys for bats
along the Otero Mesa took place during the late spring and summer of 1997 (see Section 4.8.3). No large
roost sites were observed along the Otero Mesa and sensitive species that can be heard such as the spotted
bat were not recorded. Myotis sp. were recorded and could have represented sensitive species but species
detenninations were not made (USAF, 1997g, h).
Gray-footed chipmunk. The gray-footed chipmunk (Tamias canipes) is a federal species of special
concern and is not listed by the State of New Mexico. This species occurs in the woodland and forested
habitats in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on McGregor Range. It has also been collected from the
Otero Mesa and may be a resident of the canyons in the Otero Mesa escarpment (U.S. Army, 1997s).
Organ Mountain Colorado chipmunk.
The Organ Mountain Colorado chipmunk (Eutamias
quadrivittatus australis) is a federal species of special concern and a State of New Mexico threatened
species. Based on morphological features, the Organ Mountain chipmunk was detennined to be a new
subspecies in 1980 (Patterson, 1980). The Colorado chipmunk (E. quadrivittatus) likely colonized the
Organ Mountains during the last glacial period and due to small population size, total isolation, and the
influence of the Chihuahua Desert climate, the rapid evolution of this subspecies occurred
(Patterson, 1980). The Colorado chipmunk differs from other species in being smaller and more brown in
color (Patterson, 1980).
This subspecies is known only from the Organ Mountains (Sullivan, 1996). Ninety-nine chipmunks were
detected along transects sampled in 1996 in six habitat types in the Organ Mountains; chipmunks were
detected most frequently in montane shrub (23 percent), oak woodlands (34 percent), and mixed conifer
forest (12 percent) (U.S. Army, 1997q). Chipmunks were found in rocky areas with mean percent rock
ranging from 34 to 49 percent. Vegetation canopy coverage was low, ranging from 9 to 24 percent.
Chipmunks were found more often in habitat burned during the 1994 fire than in unburned plots. The
Organ Mountain chipmunk may be selecting burned areas because fire opened up the canopy, creating
preferred habitat for this species (U.S. Army, l 997q).
Arizona black-tailed orairie dog. The Arizona black-tailed prame dog (Cynomys ludovicianus
ari=onensis) is a federal species of concern but is not listed by the states of New Mexico or Texas. This
species is a unique resource on Otero Mesa and it provides habitat for sensitive species such as the
burrowing owl, ferruginous hawk, and other wildlife.
A combination of survey techniques were used to study black-tailed prairie dogs on Otero Mesa including
surveys on foot and vehicle, extended observations in some prairie dog towns, counts of burrows, and
vegetation analysis (U.S. Army, 1996u). A total of 10 active and 12 inactive prairie dog towns were
observed on Otero Mesa on Fort Bliss. Prairie dog density was low (less than 4 per acre); there was an
estimated 399 black-tailed prairie dogs in 10 towns in 1996. In 1997, black-tailed prairie dog surveys
were conducted on Otero Mesa and 16 towns were observed; 12 were active. The number of prairie dogs
recorded in 1997 was 482, which is a 17 percent increase over 1996. Overall, there appeared to be
population increases in all towns in 1997 compared to 1996. However, prairie dog densities on Otero
Mesa are an order of magnitude less then densities reported elsewhere. The reasons for the low
populations on the Otero Mesa are not clear (U.S. Army, 1998j). Sensitive species observed at the prairie
dog towns on Otero Mesa were the burrowing owl and ferruginous hawk.
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Desert bighorn sheep. The desert bighorn sheep ( Ovis canadensis mexicana) is not listed by the Federal
Government or the State of Texas; it is an endangered species in New Mexico. Historically, up to 16
areas in New Mexico may have been inhabited by the desert bighorn sheep; this species currently
occupies seven areas, including one captive population and three recently reintroduced populations
(NMDGF, 1996). This species previously existed in the Organ Mountains and these mountains are still
considered potential habitat for the desert bighorn sheep.
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4.9

CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.9.1

Definition of the Resource

The ROI for cultural resources consists of all areas within the boundaries of Fort Bliss including the Main
Cantonment Area, Castner Range, South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and
McGregor Range.
Cultural resources on Fort Bliss are composed of Native American or Euroamerican districts, landscapes,
sites, buildings, structures, artifacts, and other evidence of human use. These resources can be grouped
into three major categories: archaeological resources, architectural and landscape resources, and
traditional cultural properties (TCPs ).

Native American and Euroamerican archaeological resources are locations where human activity
measurably altered the earth or left deposits of physical remains (e.g., stone tools, projectile points,
bottles). In this discussion, Native American archaeological resources pre-date the beginning of written
records. In the El Paso area, they range from isolated stone tools to pueblo sites. Euroamerican resources
are defined as those formed after the beginning of written records. Euroamerican archaeological resources
on Fort Bliss include campsites, roads, fences, trails, dumps, and a variety of other features.
Architectural and cultural landscape resources include standing buildings, dams, canals, bridges,
designed landscapes, rural landscapes, and other structures or landscapes of historic, aesthetic, or
scientific significance. The structures are generally 50 years of age or older, although military buildings
and structures from the Cold War era (1946 to 1989), for example, can be considered significant
architectural resources if they were of exceptional importance to the nation's military history. In the
McGregor Range area, architectural resources can include World War II and Cold War-era military
facilities, buildings, and structures.
A cultural landscape is a geographic area that includes related cultural and natural resource features and
the spatial relationships among those features. Historic cultural landscapes are generally 50 years or older
and can include military installations with associated operations areas, as well as ranching landscapes,
farming landscapes, industrial landscapes, and traditional landscapes. Historic vernacular landscapes are
those modified by human activity to reflect certain traditions, customs, or values in the everyday lives of
people. Ethnographic or traditional landscapes contain a variety of natural and cultural resources that an
associated people define as heritage resources (e.g., contemporary settlements, religious sites, or
geological structures).
Cultural landscapes often form layers representing changes in land use over time. A historic military
landscape, for example, could overlay an earlier historic ranching landscape which, in tum, could overlay
a traditional landscape; each forming a layer of history on the land. More recent historic landscape layers
often affect or interact with earlier layers, sometimes using the same resources (e.g., water or rock), or
features constructed during earlier periods (e.g., fences or buildings). All layers of the landscape can be
historically important. Their importance depends on the historical context within which they were
constructed and on the integrity retained by the individual landscape layer.
TCPs are considered cultural resources when they are associated with cultural practices and beliefs of a
living community, are rooted in its history, and are important in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community. In the Fort Bliss area, these are usually associated with modem Native
American groups. Native American TCPs may include archaeological sites, locations of significant
events, sacred areas, sources of raw materials, and traditional hunting or gathering areas. Native
Americans may consider these properties essential for the preservation of their culture.
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Two Native American tribes who live near Fort Bliss today have been identified as having traditional
lands within the ROI. These tribes are the Mescalero Apache and the Tigua. The anny has initiated
consultation with the Tigua and Mescalero Apache. One purpose of the consultation is for the Tigua and
Mescalero Apache to identify traditional cultural resources on Fort Bliss facilities. A project to survey
sacred sites is included in the ICRMP. The project includes ethnographic research. Two other modern
tribes, the Comanche and Kiowa, have been identified as possible occasional visitors to the area.
Under federal law, impacts to cultural resources may be considered by agencies to be adverse if the
resources have been determined to be significant. Significant resources are generally those that are
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under the established criteria in 36 CPR 60.4 (Parks, Forests, and
Public Property-National Register of Historic Places Criteria For Evaluation) or that are important to
Native American or other traditional groups as outlined in the AIRFRA, NAGPRA, and EO 13007. A
cultural resource that has been determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP is called a historic property.
A historic property must usually be more than 50 years old, although exceptions can occur. For example,
more recent cultural resources on a military base may be considered significant if they are of exceptional
importance in understanding the Cold War.
To be considered eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, Native American and Euroamerican archaeological
resources, architectural resources, landscapes, and TCPs must meet one or more of the criteria outlined in
36 CPR 60.4. Significant resources are those:
a.

that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history; or

b. that are associated with lives of persons significant in our past; or
c. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or
d. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
To be listed on or determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, a cultural resource must meet at least one
of the above criteria and must also possess integrity. Integrity is defined as the authenticity of a
resource's historic identity as evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the
resource's historic or prehistoric occupation or use. The NRHP recognizes seven aspects or qualities that,
in various combinations, define integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. Integrity of location means that the cultural resource has not been moved. Integrity of
design, materials, and workmanship means that the resource's original building materials, plan, shape,
and design elements remain intact. Integrity of setting means that the surrounding landscape remains
largely as it was during the resource's period of significance. Integrity of feeling and association means
that the resource retains a link to an earlier time and place and is able to evoke that era.
Cultural resources are first identified through field surveys and inventories. These surveys and
inventories provide a description of the resource and recommendations as to its eligibility to the NRHP.
The managing agencies, in this case the Army, Fort Bliss, and the BLM, review these recommendations
and make an assessment of the resource's eligibility. These determinations are reviewed by the SHPO,
who can either concur or not concur with the determinations. Disagreements are resolved by the final
decision maker, the keeper of the National Register, who at the federal level, is the NPS. The NHPA and
36 CPR Part 60.4 provide detailed guidance on this process.
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4.9.1.1

Archeological Significance Standards

As part of its continuing cultural resource management efforts, Fort Bliss has issued Significance
Standards for Prehistoric Archaeological Sites at Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1996v). Similar standards are
not available for other property types. This document provides a basis for more consistent evaluation of
NRHP eligibility based on explicit local research domains and data needs. The document also presents a
process for scoring the ability of a prehistoric resource to contribute to the research domains, although the
scoring system is not complete for all the domains. The seven research domains for Native American
(prehistoric) cultural resources are:
•

Chronometrics. Chronometric data, such as radiocarbon dates, are used to determine the age of sites
and to understand changes in settlement, subsistence, and other aspects of prehistoric human
behavior.

•

Geoarchaeology. Geoarchaeology at Fort Bliss involves five processes (aeolian, alluvial fan, arid
lacustrine, slope formation, and soils) that affect how people used the enviromnent and how
archaeological sites are fanned.

•

Paleoclimate. This research domain is concerned with how the enviromnent m southern New
Mexico and West Texas has changed through time.

•

Technology. The technology research domain is concerned with how prehistoric tools were made,
used, and discarded.

•

Settlement Systems. The study of settlement systems is concerned with where people lived and how
mobile they were.

•

Subsistence. This domain is concerned with how people obtained and processed plants and animals
for food.

•

Cultural Interaction. This domain asks how prehistoric people in the Fort Bliss area interacted with
people in neighboring areas.

4.9.1.2

TCPs and Native American Consultation

TCPs are traditional cultural resources that are associated with cultural practices and beliefs rooted in the
history of a community, and important to maintaining the continuity of that community's traditional
beliefs and practices (Parker and King, 1992; Parker, 1993). Legislatively, TCPs were recognized in the
1992 amendments to the NHPA. These amendments themselves grew out of passage of the AIRF A and
theNAGPRA.
Evaluation of a TCP's significance uses the standard NRHP evaluation criteria, with several key
conditions. These are that the property: (1) must have been important to maintaining traditions for at least
50 years; (2) must be described and its significance documented; and (3) must have a boundary (Parker
and King, 1992; Parker, 1993). It is important to note that some traditional cultural resources may not
fulfill the criteria for significance under 36 CFR 60.4, but may still be of significance to Native American
groups.
Consultation with interested tribal groups is required as part of any action that might affect TCPs. The
April 29, 1994, Memorandum on Government-to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal
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Governments issued by the President requires the development of effective day-to-day working
relationships with sovereign tribal governments. The memorandum stipulates that:
•

The head of each executive department and agency shall be responsible for ensuring that the
department or agency operates within a government-to-government relationship with federally
recognized tribal governments.

•

Each executive department and agency shall consult, to the greatest extent practicable and to the
extent permitted by law, with tribal governments prior to taking actions that affect federally
recognized tribal governments. All such consultations are to be open and candid, so that all interested
parties may evaluate for themselves the potential impact of relevant proposals.

•

Each executive department and agency shall assess the impact of Federal Government plans, projects,
programs, and activities on tribal trust resources and assure that tribal government rights and concerns
are considered during their development of such plans, projects and activities.

•

Each executive department and agency shall take appropriate steps to remove any procedural
impediments to working directly and effectively with tribal governments on activities that affect the
trust property and/or government rights of the tribes.

Several laws and regulations address the requirement of federal agencies to notify or consult with Native
American groups, or otherwise consider their interests when planning and implementing federal
undertakings. Legal mandates requiring consideration of Native American interests include:
•

NHPA of 1966. The NHPA requires agencies to consult with Native American tribes if a proposed
federal action may affect properties to which they attach religious and cultural significance.

•

AIRFA of 1978. AIRF A sets the policy of the United States to "protect and preserve for Native
Americans their inherent right of freedom to believe, express, and exercise the traditional religions of
the American Indian ... including but not limited to access to sites, use and possession of sacred
objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremonies and traditional rites."

--

--

--

--

-·

-

•

ARPA of 1979. ARPA requires issuance of a permit to conduct archaeological excavation or
collection on federal land. ARPA states, "If a permit issued under this section may result in harm to,
or destruction of, any religious or cultural site, as determined by the Federal land manager, before
issuing such permit, the Federal land manager shall notify any Indian tribe which may consider the
site as having religious or cultural importance."

--

•

NAGPRA of 1990. Among other things, NAGPRA requires federal agencies to consult with tribes
concerning the discovery and disposition of Native American human remains and certain types of
cultural items on federal land.

•

EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites. EO 13007, issued on May 24, 1996, requires that in managing
federal lands, agencies must accommodate access and ceremonial use of sacred sites and must avoid
adversely affecting the physical integrity of these sites.

-

4.9.1.3

Rural Historic Landscapes

Like other cultural resources, historic landscapes are evaluated for significance using NRHP criteria. On
McGregor Range, rural historic landscapes and historic military landscapes are potentially present.
A rural historic landscape is a type of property that may qualify for listing on the NRHP as a historic site
or district. It is defined as a geographical area that historically has been used by people, or shaped or
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modified by human activity, occupancy, or intervention; and that possesses a significant concentration,
linkage, or continuity of areas of land use, vegetation, building and structures, roads and waterways, and
natural features (McClelland and Keller, 1995).
Rural landscapes are not usually professionally designed. Rather they are the result of activities
associated with agriculture, industry, transportation, migration, or conservation of resources. A rural area
may contain one or more rural historic landscapes, as well as other historically significant properties.
Rural historic landscapes are identified through the tangible evidence they provide of the activities of the
people who used and shaped the land to serve their needs. The physical evidence for rural historical
processes includes circulation networks (e.g., stock trails, roads, railroads), boundary demarcations (e.g.,
fences, irrigation ditches, roads), vegetation related to land use (e.g., introduced vegetation), buildings,
structures and objects, clusters (e.g., groups of buildings, fences, or other features), archaeological sites,
and small-scale elements (e.g., cattle gates, abandoned machinery) (McClelland and Keller, 1995).
Vegetation and land use history are important characteristics in evaluating the integrity of agricultural
landscapes. Introducing new vegetation, for example, may affect integrity of design in a rural property if
there is a shift in land use from cattle grazing to extensive irrigation and planting of fruit trees. Other
changes that may reduce the integrity of a landscape include widening and resurfacing roads; changes in
land use and management; introduction of nonhistoric land uses like recreational areas, landfills, or
utilities; deterioration and abandonment of historic buildings; replacement or alteration of bridges and
barns; and the loss of fences and other boundary markers.
A historic military landscape reflects the cultural traditions and history of military activity in an area as it
is: (1) expressed in the relationships among the buildings, structures, and grounds of an installation; (2)
significantly associated with historically important persons or events; (3) an important indicator of the
broad patterns of history; or (4) represents a significant example of design or construction. To be eligible
for listing in the National Register, it must have sufficient integrity to convey its significance (Loechl et
al., n.d.).
Military landscapes are identified by the evidence they provide of: (1) military mission in the siting and
layout of installations and facilities; (2) military cultural values in the ranking hierarchy of building
placement and landscape design; (3) a high degree of similarity of structure design within and among
installations; (4) restricted access; and (5) clearly defined borders (Loechl et al., n.d. ). These landscapes
undergo regular change as the military mission changes.
Land use history and setting are used to evaluate the integrity of a military landscape. Integrity can be
negatively affected by the relocation of buildings or roads; changes in landscape design; and the loss of
important topographic features, vegetation, spatial relationships, original materials, or workmanship.

4.9.2

Existing Management Plans and Agreements

In 1982, Fort Bliss became the first DoD installation to develop an installation-specific HPP (U.S. Army,
1982b); it is still operating under this plan. However, a draft ICRMP for Fort Bliss, which updates the
HPP, has been reviewed by the ACHP and by the New Mexico and Texas SHPOs (see Alternative 1 of
this PEIS [Section 3.3.5.2]).
Fort Bliss has developed a SOP that provides for consistent, day-to-day management of the various
undertakings that may affect cultural resources on the installation, Standard Operating Procedure for
Curation of Archeological, Associated Records, and Historic Photographic Collections, Ft. Bliss, TX
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(U.S. Anny, 1996w). This SOP has been independently reviewed and accepted by the ACHP and the
SHPOs.
Fort Bliss shares use of portions of McGregor Range with two other agencies: the USFS-Lincoln National
Forest, and the BLM. The co-use lands shared with the USFS are in the Sacramento Mountains foothills
on the northern part of McGregor Range. A 1974 MOU between Fort Bliss and the USFS specifies that
the USFS is responsible for administering all archaeological and paleontological activities on the co-use lands.
A 1990 MOU with the BLM regarding the McGregor Range withdrawal specifies that the proponent of an
undertaking, whether the BLM or Fort Bliss, is responsible for pennitting and oversight of cultural
resource investigations performed as part of compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. The MOU
further stipulates that both the BLM and Fort Bliss will consult on undertakings involving cultural
resources on McGregor Range; they will share information on completed projects, and that the agencies
will annually coordinate future projects.
4.9.2.1

Facilities

The Fort Bliss Curatorial Facility meets all standards as outlined in 36 CFR 79, Curation of FederallyOwned and Administered Archaeological Collections. The facility contains a fully functional artifact
processing laboratory; a separate room for researchers and contractors; a cold collection room that
contains project and site information, maps, photographs, and building plans; and a main collection room
that houses artifacts, botanical samples, and NAGPRA-regulated objects and remains. The facility also
has provisions for accepting materials through Deeds of Gift and through short-tenn loan agreements as
required by 36 CFR 79. The SOP for the collection, available upon request, details the scope of the
collections as well as procedures for ensuring its preservation and conservation as required by 36 CFR 79.
The SOP also provides a guide to the accessioning and cataloging procedures for the collections (U.S.
Army, 1996w).
4.9.3

Cultural Background

Cultural resource baseline conditions for this PEIS were assessed usmg the results of previous
investigations.
4.9.3.1

Native American History

The Fort Bliss area lies within the cultural region known as the Jornada Mogollon (Lehmer, 1948). The
prehistoric cultural chronology of the region and of the Tularosa Basin has been previously outlined by a
number of authors, most recently by Abbott et al. (U.S. Army, 1996v), which is used as a basis for this
discussion. The chronology can be divided into three broad periods: Paleoindian (11,000 to 8,000 years
ago), Archaic (8,000 to 1,700 years ago), and Formative (1,700 to 500 years ago).
Overall, Native American archaeological resources of southern New Mexico and west Texas are diverse,
with many small, general purpose sites; plant-processing sites; rock middens; pueblos; specialized lithic
procurement sites; and rock art sites. Prehistoric human burials, which are of particular concern to modern
Native Americans and are considered under NAGPRA, also occur.
Paleoindian. The Paleoindian period (11,000 to 8,000 years ago) was characterized by small bands of
highly mobile hunter-gatherers who followed herds of large animals such as bison and possibly
mammoth. The oldest cultural complex of this period, Clovis, occurred at a time of rich but declining
resources. The beginning of a drying climate reduced and then eliminated many lakes, and some large
game animals became extinct. Based on controversial data from the site of Pendejo Cave on Otero Mesa,
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a few archeologists have claimed that human use of the area may have occurred as early as 35,000 years
ago (U.S. Army, 1996v).
Paleoindian materials and those of the late Paleoindian period especially, have been found in the region
around Fort Bliss and El Paso (Krone, 1975; Quimby and Brook, 1967). Sites of this period are rare and
usually identified based solely on distinctive, highly crafted, fluted projectile points, and other tools, often
made of high-quality stone. The Fort Bliss cultural resource database lists only 56 sites as having a
Paleoindian component.
Archaic. The Archaic period began 8,000 years ago and continued to about 1, 700 years ago. This period
may correspond to the transition from a grassland environment to a drier, desert shrub environment. Use
of the area by Native Americans during the Archaic period revolved around semi-pennanent camps from
which groups traveled into the desert, setting up short-term camps to exploit plants and animals (Whalen,
1986). Archaic period sites lack ceramics and therefore commonly consist of chipped stone and
groundstone tools and debris. The large number of groundstone artifacts at Archaic sites suggests a
growing reliance on plant resources and less use of game throughout this period. In the late Archaic
period, there is evidence from the Fresnal rock shelter near Alamogordo of domesticated com and beans
from 2,000 and 3,000 years ago (Tagg, 1996).
Definite Archaic sites with diagnostic tools are relatively uncommon on Fort Bliss. The Fort Bliss
cultural resource database contains approximately 300 sites with an Archaic component. However, many
of the undated sites consisting only of nondiagnostic stone artifacts may date from this period. A recent
survey on Otero Mesa identified 19 percent of the sites as Archaic (USAF, 1997i). Another 32 percent
were undated Native American sites, which may or may not be assignable to the Archaic period.
Formative. The Formative period, lasting from about 1,700 years ago to AD 1500, can be divided into
the Mesilla, Dofia Ana, and El Paso phases. The Fort Bliss cultural resource database identifies 704 sites
as Mesilla phase, nearly 150 sites as Dofia Ana phase, and almost 900 sites as El Paso phase.
The Mesilla phase represents mobile, perhaps seasonal, use of the Tularosa Basin. Mesilla phase
inhabitants practiced agriculture, lived in small huts, and used undecorated ceramics. The Dofia Ana
phase was a brief transitional period when decorated pottery was first used in the Fort Bliss area. The
El Paso phase is marked by more permanent, substantial structures (pueblos), agriculture, and locallyproduced undecorated ceramics (Whalen, 1981). Over time, and especially during the late Fonnative
period, there was considerable and increasing interaction, such as trade, with Native American groups in
northern New Mexico, western Arizona, Texas, and northern Mexico. Evidence from sites dating to the
end of the Formative period suggest yet another transition, a general return to a mix of hunting, gathering,
and agriculture by smaller groups.
Since the late 1600s, four Native American groups have lived in or near the area now included within the
ROI. These were the Manso, the Suma, the Tigua, and the Mescalero Apache. Later, the Comanche and
the Kiowa also traveled through and used the area.
While early accounts are confusing, at least two Native American groups occupied the region at the time
of first Spanish contact. These were the Manso and the Suma. The Manso were present in the area
around what are today El Paso and Las Cruces. They lived in huts made of branches and practiced a mix
of farming and hunting. The Manso quickly joined the Tigua (see below) at missions set up by the
Spanish at El Paso. Later, smallpox epidemics and inter-marriage with the Tigua effectively ended
Manso culture.
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The Suma are thought to have been related to the Jumano, who occupied lands further south along the Rio
Grande and outside the ROI (Hickerson, 1994). They were hunter-gatherers and farmers. Their fields
were along the Rio Grande or near arroyos where runoff provided sufficient moisture for growing crops
(Newcomb, 1993). Weakened by Spanish slave raids, drought, and Apache raids, the Suma gradually
disappeared.
Between 1680 and 1682, the Tigua Indians were brought to the El Paso area from pueblos in northern
New Mexico by Spanish fleeing the Pueblo Revolt. Eight hundred Tigua were settled near the Mission
Nuestra Senora de Guadalupe del Paso del Norte. Several years later, the Tigua were moved a short
distance to Mission Corpus Christi de la Ysleta del Sur. The conditions of these settlements prompted at
least two abortive uprisings in 1681 and 1684 (Gerald, 1974). The reconquest of the Pueblos ended in
1692 and soon there were Spanish settlements along the Rio Grande north of El Paso. A royal land grant
in 1751 set aside lands for the Tigua Indians in what is now the El Paso area. The Tigua at Mission
Y sleta were moved again after flooding of the Rio Grande damaged the buildings (Hauser, 1979). A later
fire damaged the mission but it was rebuilt and exists today on the Tigua Reservation. The Tigua
practiced agriculture along the Rio Grande, but also hunted and gathered in the nearby Hueco Mountains
(Gerald, 1974).
The other Native American group present in the region in the 1600s was the Mescalero Apache. The
Mescalero lived in the area east of the Rio Grande, from the Sacramento Mountains south into northern
Mexico, and east onto the southern Plains. Unlike the sedentary Suma, Jumano and Tigua, the Mescalero
Apache practiced a semi-nomadic life, moving from the mountains to the basins and plains in seasons
when edible wild plants and game became available. Early Spanish contact generated a long-lived
animosity between the two groups, and Apache raids on Spanish settlements were frequent. Finally, in
1810 a treaty was signed that promised the Mescalero a sizable portion of land (Thomas, 1974 ). The
peace held until the Texas Revolution, when the Mescalero sided with the rebel Texans.
As a condition of joining the United States, all lands remained Texan; no lands were taken over by the
Federal Government. Thus, any lands set aside for tribes fell under Texas, rather than U.S. jurisdiction.
Texas, despite the help the Apache had provided during the rebellion, viewed the Mescalero as a potential
problem and refused to set aside land for them. This attitude, the rapid population increase from settlers
and military, and establishment of military roads and forts heightened tension among the Mescalero
(Opler, 1983). After the Mexican-American war and the Gadsden Purchase when the U.S. acquired New
Mexico and Arizona, the remainder of the Mescalero's traditional lands came under U.S. jurisdiction.
Again, the rapid influx of settlers and miners and the establishment of roads and forts soon brought the
Mescalero into conflict with the Americans as well. After several years of hostilities, a reservation for the
Mescalero was established in the Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico. Title of the lands comprising the
reservation was not formally transferred to the Mescalero until 1922 (Opler, 1983).
The Comanche occupied the area briefly beginning in early 1700; by the mid-1800s they had displaced
the Apache and controlled the territory south of the Arkansas River to the Rio Grande settlements
(Hofman et al., 1989). The Kiowa made only sporadic forays into the El Paso region during the same
time the Comanche were dominant (Hofman et al., 1989).
4.9.3.2

Euroamerican History

The Fort Bliss region has experienced more than 450 years of Euroamerican settlement and use, including
ranching, mining, oil and gas exploration, and military activities. This era is represented on Fort Bliss by
both archaeological and architectural resources, beginning with the establishment of the Salt Trail by
Spanish explorers in the mid-1th century, and extending to 20th century Cold War military architecture.
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Spanish Exploration and Settlement. The region that is now New Mexico and West Texas was first
visited by Europeans in 1528. Spanish expansion into the northern reaches of New Spain was motivated
by mining, ranching, conscription of labor, and missionary activity (Griffen, 1983 ). The first permanent
Spanish settlements in New Mexico date to 1598. Spanish explorers established the Salt Trail through the
Tularosa Basin in 164 7 as a salt supply route connecting Lake Lucero (now on WSMR) with the Camino
Real at El Paso (Bentley, 1991 ). The Spanish discovered salt deposits within the Tularosa Basin in 1691
and shipped large quantities of salt to the silver mines in Mexico (Bentley, 1991 ). After Mexican
independence, the Mexican government encouraged extensive use of the trail and salt beds (U.S. Army,
1997d), and the resource was used well into the 191h century. The Salt Trail is now historical site
LA97672 on Fort Bliss.
The Spanish also established a military presence in the Tularosa Basin in 1653 in response to Mescalero
raids on Pecos Pueblo and the pueblos of the Tompiros (in what is now New Mexico) from range camps
in the Sacramento Mountains (Schroeder, 1973). In 1682, a mission and presidio were established at
El Paso del Norte. Repeated Apache raiding during the next century eventually resulted in a concerted
effort by the Spanish military to fortify its northern frontier.
Mexico achieved independence from Spain in 1821, and El Paso area settlements were incorporated into
the State of Chihuahua. However, no physical evidence of Mexican or Spanish use of grant lands for
ranching has been identified on the installation (U.S. Army, 1997d).
Anglo-American Settlement. When the Texas Revolution began in 1835, Texas claimed all Mexican
lands east and north of the Rio Grande, including the Fort Bliss area. These lands became part of the
United States in 1848 when the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo fixed the boundary between the United
States and Mexico at the Rio Grande.
In addition to the mission area, several small communities became part of the town of El Paso. These
included Franklin, a settlement on property granted to the Ascarate family, Magoffinsville, and a
settlement around Hart's Mill. Magoffinsville and Hart's Mill were two early locations of Fort Bliss.
The El Paso area also served as an important stop on the Butterfield Overland Mail Route, established in
1857 as the first large-scale continental mail service (U.S. Army, 1997d). A 10-mile segment of the
Butterfield route is historical site FBH150 on Fort Bliss.

Railroads. The SP Railroad reached El Paso from New Mexico in 1881 (U.S. Army, 1997d). Planning
for a railroad line from El Paso, north through the Tularosa Basin, to White Oaks began in 1881, but the
first 10 miles of track were not laid until 1888. Construction to Alamogordo was completed in 1898, and
homesteaders immediately filed claims on 4,000 acres of public domain land (U.S. Army, l 997d).
A number of small communities, stations, and sidings grew up in association with the railway through the
basin. These include locations that are now historical sites within Fort Bliss: Newman Section Camp
(FBH089), Escondida (FBHl 78), Paxton Siding (FBHI 79), Desert station and siding (FBH188),
Alvarado (FBH 189), and Elwood (FBH286). Turquoise (FBH141) was a large station and siding that
later became the primary shipping point on the line for local ranchers.
Mining. Euroamerican mining may have begun in the Organ Mountains during the Spanish period. By
the 1840s, silver mining achieved local importance and extensive mining took place in the mountains
around the Tularosa Basin. The Refugio Silver Mine (1841), the Santa Susana Mine (1853), and the Las
Cruces Mine (1854) are thought to have been located within what is now Fort Bliss. During the 1880s,
new mining districts formed in the Organ Mountains and hundreds of claims were filed. The Soledad
Mine (1883) and the Soledad 2 Mine (1886) were located in the Soledad Canyon area of Fort Bliss.
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The Organ Mountain mines experienced renewed growth during the Great Depression of the 1930s. In
the Fort Bliss area, these included magnesite mines in South Canyon and Target Range Canyon and a
barite mine in Devil's Canyon.
Mining booms also took place in the J arilla Mountains beginning in 1905. The town of Oro Grande grew
to a population of between 2,000 and 2,500 by 1907 (Freeman, 1977). Oro Grande provided area
ranchers, including those on what is now Fort Bliss, with medical care and schools and served as a supply
station (U.S. Army, 1997d). Within Fort Bliss boundaries, 10 historical mining sites have been recorded
in the Organ, Hueco, and Franklin mountains.
Ranching. Ranchers began moving into the southern Tularosa Basin during the late 1860s and early
1870s (Sanders, 1992). Although the basin was covered with thick grasses, the lack of surface water
seriously affected land use. A series of wet years before 1885 resulted in ranchers overstocking area
ranges. When conditions returned to normal, water became a problem. Ranchers turned their focus to
developing the water resources, including building stock tanks, drilling wells, and piping water from the
Sacramento River and Dog Canyon. Deep-well drilling and the use of windmills were important in the
southern basin beginning in the 1880s (Sanders, 1992).
One of the earliest Anglo-American ranches in the area was the San Augustin Ranch, established in 1866
on the north slope of the Organ Mountains (Marshall, 1998). By 1879, this ranch supported 10,000 sheep
and several herds of cattle (U.S. Anny, 1997d).
In 1886, Oliver M. Lee established a ranch (Lee Well) at the base of the Sacramento Mountains west of
Dog Canyon. Lee fonned the Sacramento Cattle Company, in partnership with several other local
ranchers, and immediately began working on local water systems. In 1889, owners of the Sacramento
Cattle Company began to sell off their holdings and dissolved the company. Lee continued to work some
properties and to expand his control of area water. In 1893, Lee established a ranch in Dog Canyon
where he expanded the existing ditches and built several reservoirs. The following year, Lee and his
partners began an 11-mile ditch to bring water from the Sacramento River onto the Tularosa Basin floor.
Lee continued to expand his ranching operations, with minor setbacks, throughout the late 1890s and
early 1900s. He sold a large parcel of land to the El Paso and Northeastern Railroad for the townsite of
Alamogordo. In 1905, he sold his ditch and reservoir rights to the Southwest Smelting and Refining
Company, which needed the water for its mining operation in the Jarilla Mountains. The company built a
pipeline, still in use today, along Lee's ditches to the town of Oro Grande. By 1916, Lee had an elaborate
system extending from the Sacramento Mountains to Oro Grande and across Otero Mesa. He and two
partners formed the Sacramento Valley Irrigation Company to encourage farmers to settle the basin. The
company attempted to develop the community of Sacramento City (FBH203), an historical site on Fort
Bliss, urging investors to buy town lots and tum the basin into farmland. Although the town had a few
residents, it never attracted enough to survive, and the promised water pipeline was not built (U.S. Army,
1997d). Lee eventually owned or controlled 300,000 acres of Otero County (U.S. Army, 1997d). He
died in 1941, but his sons continued to operate ranches in the area until the land was acquired by the
military (U.S. Army, 1997d).
Historical ranching sites within Fort Bliss include tanks, wells, reservoirs, camps, homesteads, ranches,
and a school. Many of Lee's holdings (pipelines, camps, ranches, reservoirs, tanks, and wells) have been
identified as historical sites on Fort Bliss. These sites are components of a rural historic landscape
potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The BLM recently completed a rural historic National
Register evaluation for a landscape based upon Oliver Lee's historic sphere of influence (Hart, 1997).
The potential boundary of the historic landscape encompasses McGregor Range on Fort Bliss.
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Oil and Gas Exploration. Oil exploration ventures began in the area in 1919, following the discovery of
Pennsylvanian-series fossils in the Sacramento Mountains and Tularosa Basin, and thick porous sands
beneath the basin (U.S. Army, 1997d). Thousands of oil and gas claims were filed and a number of
exploration companies were formed. However, the area did not become as rich an oil field as expected,
and some individuals lost large sums of money on speculation.
Nearly 50 historical sites on Fort Bliss are known to represent the exploration activities of this era. They
include drilling sites and numerous camps and trash scatters associated with the search for oil
(U.S. Army, l 997d).
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U.S. Military. Military activities in the El Paso area by the U.S. Government began in 1846. The
succeeding 150 years of military presence can be divided into several phases.
1846 to 1899. The Anny first entered the area in 1846 after defeating the Mexican Anny at the Battle of
Brazito in the Mesilla Valley. American military expeditions regularly crossed the area following the
acquisition of the region by the United States in 1848.
The Army began active exploration of the Tularosa Basin and Otero Mesa in 1849 (Sanders, 1992).
Troops were first stationed in the El Paso area near what is now San Jacinto Plaza in downtown El Paso
(U.S. Army, 1993b). The post closed in 1851 and was reopened in 1854 when a pennanent post, Fort
Bliss, was established at the settlement of Magoffinsville. From 1849 to 1861, the post guarded the pass
and local residents from Indian attack (U.S. Anny, l 993b ). Following Texas' secession from the Union
in 1861, the fort served briefly as an outpost of the Confederate States Army. It was reclaimed by the
Army in 1865. Encroachment by the Rio Grande forced the relocation of the fort to nearby Concordia
Ranch (U.S. Anny, 1993b).
The fort was again closed in 1876, this time as an economic measure (U.S. Army, 1993b). A new post
was built near Hart's Mill in 1880. In 1891, construction was begun on another new fort east of El Paso
on LOOO acres provided by the city on La Noria Mesa, within present-day Fort Bliss. The new post was
laid out using standard frontier post design with officers' quarters along the parade ground, and barracks,
a mess hall, and a hospital opposite (U.S. Army, 1996x). Some of the buildings from this period are still
present within the Fort Bliss cantonment. These include a hospital, quartermaster buildings, and officers'
quarters.
1900 to 1919. Fort Bliss remained a minor post throughout the Spanish-American War era and later fell
into disrepair. This changed with the Mexican Revolution in 1910, when the fort became a major horse
cavalry post (U.S. Army, 1993c).
At the beginning of the Mexican Revolution, the U.S. Government increased troop commitments along
the border, including at Fort Bliss. In 1913, more than 5,000 Mexican soldiers who had surrendered were
held there (U.S. Anny, 1993c). The fort served as a range camp and supply point for patrol operations
that culminated in Brigadier General John J. Pershing's Punitive Expedition of 1916 to 1917 following an
incursion of Mexican forces into New Mexico. In 1916, President Wilson assigned 112,000 National
Guardsmen to border stations, including El Paso. By the end of the summer, more than 40,000 soldiers
were stationed at Fort Bliss, making it temporarily one of the largest military installations in the United
States (Metz, 1981; U.S. Army, 1993b). The Punitive Expedition was a turning point in American
military history: airplanes were used for the first time in a field operation; trucks became an important
transport mode; and new logistical systems were tested (U.S. Army, 1993b, c).
During World War I, Fort Bliss served as an enlistment post and mobilization point, and several training
schools were established (U.S. Army, 1993c). Locally, the garrison saw action when Pancho Villa's
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4.10

NOISE

Noise is any unwanted sound that interferes with nonnal activities or otherwise diminishes the quality of the
enviromnent. It may be intermittent or continuous, steady or impulsive, stationary or transient. Therefore, the
ROI for noise includes the installation, the area itmnediately surrounding Biggs AAF, as identified by the Lc1n
65 noise contour, as well as those areas associated with military training airspace and land areas used by the
military services for other activities that could result in the exposure of specific land areas to elevated noise
levels (Noise Zones II and III). These ROI criteria for noise are independent from receptor sensitivity or the
ownership or control of land and/or property rights, because such variables are subject to change in the future.
The physical characteristics of noise, or sound, include its intensity, frequency, and duration. Because noise
events have a range of characteristics, and the human ear does not respond to sounds of varying frequency and
intensity in a linear fashion, various "weighting" factors are applied to noise measurements to produce
measured values that correspond to hwnan response. The most commonly used weighting scales are the "A"
and "C" scales.
The nonnal hwnan ear can usually detect sounds that range in frequency from about 20 hertz (Hz) to
20,000 Hz. However, all sounds throughout this range are not heard equally well. Therefore, some sound
meters are calibrated to emphasize frequencies in the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz range. The human ear is most
sensitive to these frequencies, and sounds measured with these instrwnents are tenned "A-weighted." The
"A-weighted" scale is nonnally used to describe noise arising from transportation and human activities.
Values of A-weighted noise are shown in terms of A-weighted decibels (dBA).
In contrast, when describing large amplitude impulsive sounds such as explosions and weapons noise, the
actual total amount of acoustic energy created by the event is an important consideration. Sounds of this
nature are normally measured on the "C-weighted" scale, which gives nearly equal emphasis to all frequencies.
Mid-range frequencies approximate the actual (unweighted) sound level, while the very low and very high
frequency bands are significantly affected by "C-weighting." Values of C-weighted noise are shown in terms
of C-weighted decibels (dBC).

The noise metrics (measurements) used to assess noise are the maximwn sound level (Lmax), the sound
exposure level (SEL), the Day-Night Average Sound Level (ADNL [A-weighted]/CDNL [C-weighted]), and
the Onset Rate-Adjusted Monthly Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldmnr). Each of these metrics represents a
"tier" for quantifying the noise environment. Further discussion of these metrics is presented in Appendix G,
Noise Analysis.
The sound levels calculated for aircraft operations around Biggs AAF are all ADNL. Sound levels calculated
for aviation activities in the special use airspace associated with the McGregor Range and the Doi'ia Ana
Range-North Training Areas are all Ldnmr. The noise levels associated with artillery firing and the detonation
of high explosives are all in terms of CDNL. Lc1n metrics are the preferred noise metrics of the HUD, the
U.S. Dt,"Partment of Transportation (DOT), the FAA, the EPA, and the Veteran's Administration (American
National Standards Institute [ANSI], 1980, 1988; EPA, 1974; FICUN, 1980; Federal lnteragency Committee
on Noise [PICON], 1992).
Ambient background noise is not considered in the noise calculations that are presented below. In the case of
A-weighted noise, there are several reasons for this. First, ambient background noise, even in wilderness
areas, varies widely, depending on location and other conditions. For example, studies conducted in an open
pine forest in the Sierra National Forest in California have measured up to a 10 dBA variance in sound levels
simply due to an it1crease in wind velocity (Harrison, 1973). Therefore, assigning a value to background noise
would be arbitrary. Secondly, and probably most important, is that it is reasonable to assume that ambient
background noise in the project's ROI would have little or no effect on the calculated ADNL. Since noise
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levels are calculated logarithmically, louder sounds dominate the calculations, and overall, aircraft noise would
be expected to be the dominant noise source characterizing the acoustic conditions in the region. In the case of
C-weighted noise, thunder would probably be the only naturally occurring exposure to this noise, and it would
be impossible to predict or estimate values for such events.
To assess noise effects, the Army has defined three noise zones to be considered in land use planning.
These zones are described by the noise levels to which they are exposed, and, based on sociological
considerations, compatible land uses are recommended. These zones are summarized in Table 4.10-1. In
general, within Zone I, where very few people will be bothered by noise levels, unrestricted land use is
indicated. In Zone II, as outdoor noise levels increase, and more people become annoyed at the noise,
restrictions or qualifications are placed on certain land uses, specifically regarding residential
development. In Zone III, as noise levels escalate, fewer and fewer compatible land uses are indicated.

.

-

T a ble 4 10-1 L an d Use Pl anmn2 G m d ermes
0

Noise Zone

Population High~v
Annoyed

Transportation ADNL

Noise Limits
Impulsive CDNL

I

<15%

<65 dBA

<62 dBC

<87 dBP

II

15-39%

65-75 dBA

62-70 dBC

87-104 dBP

III

>39%

>75 dBA

>70 dBC

>104 dBP

Notes: ADNL = A-weighted Day-Night Average Noise Level; CDNL
dBP = Peak unweighted sound pressure level.
Source: U.S. Army. 1994e.

=

Small Arms dBP

C-weighted Day-Night Average Noise Level;

Separate values are provided for A-weighted and C-weighted noise levels. Since these types of noise are
measured on different scales, it is not appropriate to sum the noise levels. Therefore, each is measured
and considered separately, applying its distinctive criteria for assessment.
At Fort Bliss, the Main Cantonment Area is subjected to noise from urban development. Additionally, Army
and USAF aircraft conduct aviation activities at Biggs AAF and within regional military training airspace
associated with training ranges. Noise also results from detonation of high explosives, and use of artillery and
other ordnance on training ranges.
·

4.10.1 Current Noise Levels
The current noise levels for the Main Cantonment Area, Biggs AAF, military training areas, and impulsive
noise on the ranges are discussed in this section.

4.10.1.1 Main Cantonment Area
Vehicular traffic is the primary urban noise source in El Paso. For Fort Bliss, which is surrounded by a
network of major roadways, vehicular traffic creates elevated ambient noise levels. These higher noise levels
are more noticeable at the perimeter boundaries of the installation than further inside the post. In addition to
separation from the source of noise, structures on the post also attenuate noise, resulting in varied noise
exposure throughout the installation. For example, a noise pollution study conducted by the Army's
Environmental Hygiene Agency documented that the noise levels for 50 percent of the samples collected in the
Van Hom housing area were greater than 64 dBA at one location, and greater than 40 dBA at another. The
study concluded that "Fort Bliss residential areas generally meet the EPA long-range goal of outdoor ambient
noise levels (Lc1n) not exceeding 55 dB" (U.S. Army, 1976). This situation remains valid today. When traffic
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noise from Airport Road is considered, at a quarter mile away from the center of the roadway, noise levels are
below 55 ADNL (DOT, 1982). Since the section of road considered is the most heavily used of all the
perimeter highways, all others have less potential for noise impacts.
The same 1976 study also examined the potential for noise impacts resulting from helicopter medical
evacuation (MEDEVAC) flights to and from the helipad at WBAMC. Flight paths avoid populated areas as
much as possible, and with a minimum flight altitude of 1,000 feet agl, the study found that no military or
civilian residences were located within the 65 ADNL contour (U.S. Anny, 1976).

4.10.1.2 Biggs AAF
Noise exposure around Biggs AAF is created by military aviation activities. Calculations of noise
exposure associated with operations at Biggs AAF are based on the ADNL metric. In 1996, more than
44,800 operations were conducted (U.S. Army, 1996h). Considering all types of flight activities, a
scenario representing a "typical busy day's operations" was developed. Operations considered included
takeoffs, landings, and closed patterns around the airfield. Specific aircraft modeled were representative
of crnrent activities at Biggs AAF (Sepulveda, 1997). The operations considered in the scenario are
shown in Table 4.10-2. Noise calculations consider the :frequency of flight operations, runway utilization,
and the flight tracks and flight profiles flown by each aircraft.

T a bl e 4 10-2. D ally
·1 0 1pera f 10ns a t B"I{!{!S A rmy Ai r fi1eId
Operations

Aviation Cate~orv
Military Fixed-wing
Military Rotarv-wing
General Aviation/Other
Total Operations
Note.
Source:

1

Dav
31.50
77.67
33.14
142.31

Ni~ht

Total
33.16
81.76
33.51
148.43

1.66
4.09
0.37
6.12

\.

Daily operat10ns are based on averages of annual operations. therefore. numbers do not round.
U.S. Anny. 1996h.

These levels and types of activity are then combined with information on climatology, maintenance activities,
and aircraft flight parameters, and processed through the USAF's BASEOPS/NOISEMAP computer models to
calculate ADNL (USAF, 1990a, b ). Once noise levels are calculated, they are plotted on a background map to
depict noise Zone II (Ldn 65 to 75) and Zone III (>Ldn 75). Noise contours associated with current activities at
Biggs AAF are shown in Figure 4.10-1. The land area associated with each zone is shown in Table 4.10-3.

.

T a ble 410-3. Soun d L eveIE xposure

Note.
Source:

Noise Zone

Sound Level

Acres of Land 1

II

ADNL 65-75

2.153.7

III

>ADNL 75

706.5

I.

Land areas exposed to md1cated sound levels. Total area exposed to Ldn 65 or greater IS 2.860.2 acres.
NOISEMAP (USAF, 1990b).

Current noise contours were developed only for activities at Biggs AAF for this document to portray Biggs
AAF's contribution to aviation-related noise in the area. Flight operations at EPIA were not included in the
modeling. Refer to Figure 4.1-5 for a depiction of the noise associated with combined operations at these two
airfields. Biggs AAF operations in 1996 were modeled and the contours are based on use of the full facilities
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of the airfield. During some previous studies assessing aircraft noise at Biggs AAF, major maintenance was
being perfonned on the airfield's main runway, resulting in a displaced threshold. This modification to flight
operations would have the result of shifting the outer boundaries of the noise contours reflecting the reduced
length of runway available for use. The interrelation of noise with human activity is discussed in detail in
Section 4.1.1.3, Land Use Compatibility.
4.10.1.3 Military Training Airspace
Aviation activities associated with Fort Bliss operations occur primarily over the areas designated as
McGregor Range and Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. These operations involve Army and USAF
rotary- and fixed-wing aircraft. These areas correspond to restricted airspace designated R-5103B/C,
R-5103A/D, and R-5107A, respectively. USAF fixed-wing fighter aircraft, operating primarily out of HAFB,
also perform training in R-5103B; using the air-to-ground bombing range in the northern portion of McGregor
Range:. Around airports, flight activities follow well-defined patterns. In military training airspace, however,
flight activities are more apt to be intentionally random and dispersed, reflecting typical combat maneuvers.
As a result of these random flight paths, sound levels in this type of airspace have been found to be unifonnly
distributed throughout the airspace. Therefore, sound levels in these regions consider not only the speeds,
altitudes, and engine power settings of aircraft, but the overall size of the airspace and the time spent in the
airspace as well. Although some aircraft may adhere to specific tracks on a specific mission (e.g., a C-130 at a
DZ or a helicopter flying an NOE training mission), over time, aircraft flight routes approach random
distributions throughout the airspace.
Using the USAF's MOA/Range NOISEMAP (MRNMAP), which is specifically designed to consider
these unique aspects of flight within these areas, the uniform distributed sound level in terms of Ldmnr was
calculated for each airspace element (Lucas and Calamia, 1994). These values under current operations
are shown in Table 4.10-4.
Table 4.10-4. Uniformly Distributed Noise Levels in Restricted Areas
un d er c urrent 0 'Perations
Airspace

Current Noise Level (in Ldnmr)

R-5103B/C (northern McGregor Range)

43

R-5103ND (southern McGregor Range)

40

R-5103 (Combined)

44

R-5107A (Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas)

49

Source: Aircraft Operations (U.S. Army, 1996h); Noise Levels (Lucas and Calamia, 1994).

To further assess the noise levels occurring throughout the military training airspace, 21 representative
ground locations were selected for specific analysis. These specific ground locations represent potential
noise receptors in the area, as well as locations where cumulative or concentrated military flight training
may occur. These locations are illustrated in Figure 4.10-2. Table 4.10-5 identifies the specific noise
levels experienced at that point.
4.10.1.4 Impulsive Noise on Ranges
Artillery fired on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and impacting in the Organ Mountains, is the
prime source of impulsive noise generated by Fort Bliss activities. In 1994, the Army Center for Health
Promotion and Preventive Medicine performed an environmental noise consultation and provided terrain-
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Figure 4.10-2. Location of Noise Receptors.
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47

13

39

3
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35
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11
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Source: Lucas and Calamia. 1994.

corrected noise contours for this area. The study modeled operations involving high explosives with the
potential to significantly contribute to unacceptable levels of impulsive noise. The calculated CDNL values,
from which Zone II and Zone III noise contours were developed, are shown in Figure 4.10-3 (U.S. Anny,
1994f). As shown, no noise levels that would contribute to incompatible land uses extend beyond the
installation boundaries.
Since the land area within the installation boundaries is designated as a firing impact area, elevated noise
levels would be expected, and such levels are not incompatible with this type of land use. Similarly,
impulsive noise also occurs on several areas of McGregor Range, such as at ordnance firing points and
the small arms ranges, but has not been modeled to determine the extent of noise zones. However, this
noise is sporadic, and relatively localized to specific areas of the range. Since the range area is designated
for ordnance firing and impact, elevated noise levels are expected and are fully compatible with this type
of land use.

4.10.2 Noise Complaints
The installation point of contact for noise complaints is the Fort Bliss Public Affairs Office (PAO). The
PAO has received noise complaints from the general public for several years. Complaints received were
not well-documented until December 1994. Complaints in 1994 and 1995 concerned low-flying military
aircraft and tank gunnery. Three similar complaints were received in 1994 and six complaints were
received in 1996. Complaints received during exercises (Roving Sands, Border Star) or events (Amigo
Airshow) that were specific to the exercise or event, were referred to the organizers for documentation
and resolution.
During 1997, 30 noise complaints were received during Roving Sands 97. Of the 30, 25 were received on
April 22, 1997, when the SR-71 Blackbird reconnaissance aircraft broke the sound barrier. The other five
were received from areas near HAFB, New Mexico, north of Fort Bliss. Although there are no records of
noise complaints for previous Roving Sands exercises, the number of complaints is typical for this
exercise.
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Figure 4.10-3. Noise Contours on Dona Ana Firing Range Area.
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4.11 SAFETY
Safety issues addressed in this section include ground, flight, and explosive safety considerations. The
ROI on safety includes the Main Cantonment Area of Fort Bliss; Biggs AAF; McGregor, Meyer, and
Castner ranges; Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas; and the South Training Areas. Fire safety is
generally included as part of ground safety, but is also considered in other categories as well. Ground
safety concerns activities associated with ongoing operations and maintenance, as well as those activities
that would be associated with demolition and construction. Ground safety also considers potential
hazards associated with delivery of ordnance on weapons ranges. Aircraft flight safety will be discussed
from the stand point of the risk of aircraft mishaps, and will address rotary- and fixed-wing aircraft
activities. Explosive safety considerations involve the use, storage, processing, and handling of ordnance
used in support of the Fort Bliss mission.
4.11.l Ground Safety
This section discusses ground safety at Fort Bliss, Biggs AAF, Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas,
McGregor Range, and the Castner Range.
4.11.1.l Fort Bliss
All day-to-day operations and maintenance activities are perfonned by trained, qualified personnel, and
are conducted in accordance with applicable equipment technical directives, approved occupational safety
and health standards, and sound maintenance practices. The handling, processing, storage, and disposal
of hazardous by-products resulting from demolition, construction, operations, or maintenance are
accomplished in accordance with all federal and state requirements applicable to that substance.
Fire suppression on Fort Bliss is the responsibility of the Fort Bliss Fire Department. This Army Fire
Department is staffed by trained firefighters, and is equipped and capable of responding to fires that may
occur within the Main Cantonment Area. In the majority of cases, those Fort Bliss facilities that require
them are equipped with automatic fire suppression and remote annunciator capabilities. As a result of
mission changes and ArmY realignments, the use of some facilities has changed. In some cases, these
changes have resulted in additional facilities requiring automatic suppression capability (sprinklers) that
are not presently so equipped. However, all new requirements are programmed for installation and are
funded under military construction programs. The Fire Department has one less pumper than authorized,
and is currently using an inadequate substitute unit.
The Fort Bliss Fire Department is party to a Mutual Support Agreement (MSA) with the City of El Paso.
If required, augmented support for fire suppression would be available from that source (Kem, 1997).
Biggs AAF is located immediately adjacent to the Fort Bliss main post. Day-to-day operations and
maintenance activities performed at Biggs AAF are generally similar to those described for Fort Bliss in
the preceding section. Only limited maintenance capability is provided by the facility. Detailed safety
processes and procedures for ramp access, aircraft movement, and fueling and defueling are in place.
Two parking areas are designated for loading and unloading of hazardous cargo, which includes
munitions (USAADACENFB Regulation 95-1 ).
To minimize the results of a potential accident involving aircraft operating from Biggs AAF, CZs, APZs,
and safety zones have been established around the airfield. These zones are shown in Figure 4.1-4.
Within clear and safety zones, construction is either prohibited (CZs) or limited in terms of placement and
height (safety zones). Areas around the airfield where experience has shown most aircraft accidents occur
are designated as APZs.
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Beyond the CZ is APZ I, an area that has a significant potential for accidents. Land uses in this zone are
usually limited to light industrial, manufacturing, transportation, communications, utilities, wholesale
trade, open space, and agricultural uses. Uses that concentrate people in small areas are not considered
acceptable practice in this zone.
Beyond APZ I is APZ II. APZ II includes land uses considered compatible with APZ I, as well as lowdensity residential, service, and retail trade. However, uses that concentrate high densities of people in
small areas are not considered appropriate. Potential land use incompatibilities are discussed in
Section 4.1.
The Fort Bliss Fire Department is located on Biggs AAF. For day-to-day operations, the Fire Department
is fully equipped to handle crash response. All facilities and equipment associated with airfield
operations meet requirements. No safety waivers exist (Kem, 1997).
During mobilization operations, when increased numbers of aircraft are operating from Biggs AAF, levels
of crash response equipment and personnel are increased by augmentation from other military agencies.
For example, during the Roving Sands 97 exercise, two additional crash trucks and 12 firefighters were
provided by the USAF·to satisfy added requirements (Kem, 1997).
Fire and crash response at EPIA is provided by the City of El Paso. Therefore, under the MSA discussed
above, added response capability would be available from that source, if required.
4.11.1.2 Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas

A good deal of the land encompassed by the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor
Range, must provide safety buffers for the expenditure of ordnance. These safety zones include areas
where or.dnance, or fragments of ordnance, are expected to impact. As a result of years of use, Fort Bliss
impact areas have been categorized for management purposes as either permanent or temporary.
Permanent impact areas are considered to have a high probability of unexploded ordnance. These areas
are not available for training operations. However, this is not the case with the remainder of each impact
area, which includes SDZs that have been designated as temporary impact areas. During firing
operations, these areas would include the firing points, the safety zone on the ground under the path of the
projectile, and the impact and potential fragmentation area around the target. When active firing is taking
place, these areas are closed to any other activities for safety purposes. Therefore, when not being used
for firing, these areas are available for other training activities.
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas are used for small arms, heavy and light automatic weapons,
mortars, artillery, rockets, armor, mechanized infantry, and aerial gunnery. Impact areas are on the ranges
themselves, or in the Organ Mountains. All activity on the Fort Bliss ranges is governed by detailed
safety standards documented in SOPs. For each weapon or weapon system used, SDZs are projected onto
the ground around the firing area, under the projectile's flight path, and around the impact area. These
zones account for the flight, impact, fragmentation pattern, and possible ricochet of the projectile after it
impacts the ground, as well as any debris patterns that would be associated with the projectile or its target.
SDZs are unique to each specific type of ordnance, and vary in size and shape depending on the weapon
used. Additional specific data on SDZs are contained in the TADC (U.S. Anny, 1998a). Graphic
depictions ofMLRS and tank cannon SDZs are shown on Figure 3.6-2.
Prior to launch or firing, these areas are subjected to an aerial sweep to ensure that they are clear of any
unauthorized personnel and equipment. Once cleared, access points are monitored to ensure no personnel
inadvertently enter the hazardous area. Access is barred until the range is declared safe (U.S. Army, l 996f).
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SOPs also provide detailed guidance for the safe conduct of the firing. Potential malfunctions (e.g.,
misfires, hangfires, etc.) are considered, and safety procedures are prescribed to ensure a safe recovery
and disposition of the malfunctioning munition.
Fourteen ranges support delivery of a wide range of ordnance. Ordnance used, and the total amount of
each type expended on these ranges in 1996 are smmnarized in Table 4.11-1.

-.

.. A reas
- A na R an2e--Nort hT ramm2
T a bl e 4111 0 r dnance E xpen d'Jture on D ona
Ordnance

Amount

Ordnance

Amount

5.56mm

95.406

7.62mm

227.257

9mm

2.708

.50 Cal

115,101

240

20mm

1,440

12 Gauge Shotgun
40mm

13,414

M203

2,370

MK19

5,290

TOW

38

Ml200

10

M2

4.930

Ml98

3,928

M249

900

M60

13,050

STONER

600

AT-4

2,549

155mm

602

STLS

8

120mm

10

M270

159

M28

25

M26

162

M27

41

Claymore Mine

9

2.75mm

19

M3

10

Mark 107

8

Note: mm= millimeter, Cal =Caliber.
Source: U.S. Anny. 1996z.

4.11.1.3 McGregor Range
McGregor Range supports delivery of a wide variety of ground-to-ground, ground-to-air, and air-toground ordnance. This range is the major range supporting air defense weapons systems. Graphic
depictions of Patriot SDZs are shown on Figure 3.6-1. As with the Dona Ana Range-North Training
Areas, detailed SOPs prescribe safety procedures governing all range activities in the McGregor Range
Complex. The various ranges supported by the McGregor Range Camp are involved in ground-based
activity, and the ordnance they support are shown in Table 4.11-2.
The Orogrande Range and the SHORAD are part of the McGregor Range Complex. The Orogrande
Range is used primarily by the TEXCOM's ADA Test Directorate for weapons system testing. The range
can support use of Chaparral, Stinger, and Avenger missiles, 81mm mortars (illumination only), and laser
operations. Weapons supported by the SHORAD Range include Stinger, Avenger, and Chaparral
missiles; and 25mm, 7.62mm, and .50 Cal ammunition (U.S. Army 1996±).
The Meyer Range Complex is located approximately 6 miles southeast of the McGregor Range Camp.
The range suppo11s small arms; hand grenades; M-60 machine guns; Claymore mines; and M249, M203,
AT-4, and M79 grenade launchers (U.S. Army 1996±).
Table 4.11-3 summarizes ordnance expended on the McGregor ground ranges in 1996.
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T a bl e 4.11 -2 Acf IVI'f1es C on d ucted on R anges s up po rte db1y t h e MG
c regor R ange c amp
Range Designation

Ordnance Supported

TAC 0. TAC 1. TAC 7. TAC 12. TAC 18, TAC 24 Patriot Missile
Hawk Sites 1 through 8

Hawk

Field Firing Sites A. C. E. G

Hawk,MLRS
Stinger, Chaparral. Avenger. Roland, M60 •. 50 Cal. 81mm
mortar (illumination only)
81mm mortar (illumination only). M3. M60, .50 Cal, M16
2.75-inch rockets, 7.62mm, 40mm. 20mm, light assault weapon
(LAW). 8lmm mortar. 4.2-inch mortar (mortars used for
illumination only)
AT ACMS Missile
Explosive ordnance disposal (EOD), Demolition training
(Maximum net explosive weight 5.000 pounds)

FAW Site 10
FAW Site 4
Aerial Gunnery Range, Cane Cholla
ATACMS
Demolition Site 2
Note:
Source:

--

Demohtion Site 2 is not on Meyer Range 23.
U.S. Anny 1996f.

. .

T a bl e 411 -3 0 r d nance E xpendd
e on MG
c regor G roun dRanges
Ordnance
TAC Sites

ATACMS
Roland
Avenger
Chaparral
Stinger
Hawk
MLRS
BAT
STLS
ADATS
Patriot
.50 Cal
5.56mm
7.62mm
9mm
25mm
M3P
M249
40mm
M203
Pellets
NBC
Grenades
M60
M64
M67
BGM71E

4.11-4

--

Hawk Sites

Ran£e
Field Firing Sites FAW Sites

4
2
90
315

ATA CMS
6

SHORAD

Meyer

--

13
2
63

34
130
453
35
14

78
48

4,200

59,190

38

58,060

620.170
34.049
53.431

7,410
4,000
7,100
250
430
3350
21
83
300
10
100
9

-
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T a bl e 411 -3. 0 r d nance E xpen d ed on MG
c re2or G roun dRan2es (C ontmued)
Ordnance

Ran~e

TAC Sites

MK19
12 Gauge
AR15

Hawk Sites

Field Firing Sites

FAW Sites

ATA CMS

SHORAD

Meyer
425
300
200

Note: BAT = Brilliant anti-tank; ADATS = Air defense anti-tank system; NBC = Nuclear. Biological. Chemical; and
STLS = Stinger Latmch System.
Source: U.S. Army, 1996z.

There is one fire truck stationed at the McGregor Range Camp. However, this truck is limited in response
to the cantonment area of the range camp and a 5-mile radius around that area (Kem, 1997). As with the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, troops using the range have the primary responsibility for fire
response (U.S. Army, 1996£). If required, augmented response support would be provided by the Fort
Bliss Fire Department The Anny and the BLM respond to fires in the grazing units on McGregor Range.
Should fires become extensive, the USACASB Fire Management Plan provides for coordination between
all responding agencies, and affected training would be suspended until safe conditions return.
4.11.1.4 Castner Range
The Castner Range is no longer used as an active training area. However, effects from previous use are
discussed in Section 4.11.3.
4.11.2 Flight Safety
The military services define four categories of aircraft mishaps: Classes A, B, C, and High Accident
Potential (HAP). Class A mishaps result in a loss of life, permanent total disability, a total cost in excess
of $1 million, destruction of an aircraft, or damage to an aircraft beyond economical repair. Classes B
and C mishaps and HAPs are less serious, resulting in lower costs, and cause less serious injuries. This
PEIS focuses on Class A mishaps because of their potentially catastrophic results.
While it is impossible to predict the precise location of an aircraft accident, in considering potential
impact to persons and private property, several factors are relevant: the ROI and immediate surrounding
areas have relatively low population densities; pilots of aircraft are instructed to avoid direct overflight of
population centers at very low altitudes; and the limited amount of time the aircraft is over any specific
geographic area limits the probability that impact of a disabled aircraft in a populated area would occur.
Other effects of an aircraft crash include the potential for fire and environmental contamination. Weather and
surface conditions (topography, vegetation, etc.) will detennine the extent of fire. When an aircraft crashes, it
may release hydrocarbons. Those petroleum, oils and lubricants (POLs) not consumed in a fire could
contaminate soil and water, depending on the physical characteristics of the area where the crash occurred.

-

F-16 aircraft carry a small quantity of hydrazine in a sealed canister that is designed to withstand crash
impact damage. Hydrazine is a highly volatile toxic propellant. It is carried on the F-16 as part of the
power unit system. When used for this purpose, hydrazine is completely consumed, and poses no safety
hazard. In a crash that is severe enough to rupture the canister, it is likely that fire will be involved. In
this case, the hydrazine will bum and be completely decomposed. In the event that the hydrazine should
be released, but not consumed by fire, impacts on soils and groundwater are possible.
Based on historical data of mishaps at all U.S. installations worldwide, and under all conditions of flight,
the military services calculate Class A mishap rates per 100,000 flying hours for each type of aircraft in
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the inventory. Combat losses due to enemy action are excluded from these statistics. Based on scheduled
use of airspace regions, the annual amount of flight time for each aircraft using the airspace can be
estimated. The Class A mishap rate per 100,000 flying hours can be used to compute a statistical
projection of anticipated time between Class A mishaps in each applicable element of airspace. These
data are only statistically predictive. Class A mishaps result from many factors, not simply the amount of
flying time of the aircraft.
4.11.2.1 Biggs AAF
Overall, aircraft spend very little flight time at the airport. Nevertheless, operations in the airport
environment create flight risks, since critical phases of flight occur here. As discussed, to minimize risks
associated with these operations, CZs and safety zones have been established around Biggs AAF. All
flight operations at Biggs AAF are conducted under positive control provided by control tower personnel.
When Biggs' tower is closed, control reverts to the tower at EPIA. Furthermore, detailed operating
procedures are documented to guide aviation activities around the airfield (USAADACENFB
Regulation 95-1 ). There have been no aircraft accidents at Biggs AAF in the last 5 years (Pino, 1997). In
1996, more than 44,800 airborne operations were conducted at Biggs AAF (U.S. Army 1996h).
There are several rotary-wing alternate landing areas within the Fort Bliss cantonment area. These are
fully described in local regulations, and hazards to flight existing in the immediate vicinity of the landing
areas are clearly delineated (USAADACENFB Regulation 95-1 ).
Fort Bliss aviation activities also occur in portions of restricted airspace located north of the Main
Cantonment Area. This includes R-5103, which extends over McGregor Range, and portions of
R-5107 A, which extend over the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
4.11.2.2 Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
Helicopter operations occur throughout the Dona Ana Range--North Training Areas. There are several
landing areas, and terrain flying areas that support low-altitude flight operations. Detailed safety
procedures govern the use of these facilities (U.S. Army, 1996±), and hazards to flight associated with the
use of these areas are detailed (USAADACENFB Regulation 95-1 ).

--

---

--

--

In 1996, 384 aviation operations occurred in the Dona Ana Range--North Training Areas airspace that

were directly associated with Fort Bliss operations. Table 4.11-4 summarizes statistically calculated
risks of Class A mishaps associated with the use of this airspace by the primary aircraft involved.
Shown are the specific aircraft, the Class A mishap rate per 100,000 flying hours associated with that
aircraft, the time spent in the airspace, and the statistically calculated estimated interval between Class A
mishaps that could be expected with that level of flight activity.
During the last 4 years, there has been one aircraft accident on the Dona Ana Range-North Training
Areas. In 1995, an A-10 aircraft crashed just east of the War Highway.
4.11.2.3 McGregor Range
Rotary-wing operations occur throughout the McGregor Range area. There are several landing areas and
terrain flying areas that support low-altitude flight operations. Detailed safety procedures govern the use
of these facilities (U.S. Army, 1996±), and hazards to flight associated with the use of these areas are
detailed (USAADACENFB Regulation 95-1 ).
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T a bl e 4 11 -4. P ro_iec
. t ed Class A M"1sh aps-D ona
- A na R an2e
Aircraft
A-10
C-12
C-130
C-135
C-141
E-2
F-14
F-16
F-117
T-33
T-38
H-1
H-47
H-53
H-58
H-60
H-64

Class A Mishap Rate per
100, 000 Flyinf{ Hours
2.56
0.00
0.99
0.69
0.32
1.09
5.76
4.57
1.69

NIA
1.60
3.43
2.94
6.79
0.51
0.47
2.89

Flight Hours per Year
2
5
11
16
5
1
25
61
15
10
3
52
28
63
353
23
17

Projected Time Between Class A
Mishaps (in Years)
19,531.2

NIA
9,182.7
9,058.0
62,500.0
91.743.1
694.4
358.7
3.944.8

NIA
20,833.3
560.7
1.214.8
233.8
555.5
9,250.7
2.035.4

Note:
NIA= Not available/not applicable.
Sour,ce: U.S. Anny, 1996aa.

In 1996, 842 aviation operations occurred in the McGregor Range airspace that were directly associated
with Fort Bliss operations. Additionally, an unscored, air-to-ground bombing range (bomb circle), that is
used by the USAF for training originating from HAFB is located in the northern portion of the McGregor
Range.. In 1997, 1, 151 aircraft delivered training ordnance on that target.

Table 4.11-5 summarizes risks of Class A mishaps associated with use of this airspace by the primary
aircraft involved with Fort Bliss operations over McGregor Range. Shown are the specific aircraft, the
Class A mishap rate per 100,000 flying hours associated with that aircraft, the time spent in the airspace,
and the estimated interval between Class A mishaps that could be expected with that level of flight
activity. When airspace use by all fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft using McGregor Range is considered,
there is little overall risk associated with aviation activities on McGregor Range. For all aircraft involved,
the minimum statistically estimated time between Class A mishaps is more than 95 years. This involved
F -16 aircraft flying 23 5 sorties. If this level of flight activity is considered to remain constant, it equates
to one chance in 22,466 of an accident, or a risk probability of 0.00004. All other aircraft using the
airspace have significantly lower risk.
During the last 5 years, one incident where two helicopters collided in mid-air occurred on McGregor
Range. Both aircraft were destroyed (Pino, 1997).
4.11.3 Explosive Safety
4.11.3.1 Main Cantonment Area
All explosives stored on Fort Bliss are stored in fully licensed and approved storage areas and facilities. All
quantity-distance criteria are satisfied. No explosive safety waivers are currently in effect (Tressler, 1997).
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T a ble 4 11 5 P ro.1ec
. t ed Cl ass A M"1s h aps-MG
c re2or R an2e

A-6

Class A Mishap Rate per 100,000
F/yin>! Hours
3.33

A-10

5

Projected Time Between Class A
Mishaps (in Years)
6,006.0

2.56

11

3,551.l

C-130

0.99

257

393.0

C-135

0.69

9

16,103.1

C-141

0.32

60

5,208.3

E-2

1.09

13

7,057.2

F-4
F-14

5.80

172

5.76

100.2
445.2

F-15

2.62

39
4

9.542.0

F-16
F-18

4.57
2.07

229
9

95.6
5,367.7

Aircraft

Flight Hours per Year

T-33

NIA

10

T-38

1.60

411

152.1

H-1

3.43

58

502.7

H-47

2.94

98

347.1

NIA

H-53

6.79

73

201.7

H-58

0.51

79

2,482.0

H-60

0.47

59

3,606.2

H-64

2.89

1

34,602.1

--

---

-

--

Sources: U.S. Anny, 1996aa: USAF, 1998.

Fort Bliss is in the process of applying for a compatibility waiver from TRADOC. If approved, this waiver
would allow for the comingling and adjacent storage of some explosives. Although this waiver would allow
for this mixed storage, no quantity-distance criteria would be compromised. All inhabited facilities would
remain outside of any separation safety zones (Tressler, 1997).

4.11.3.2 Biggs AAF
As indicated in Section 4.11.1, Biggs AAF has two approved "Hot Pads" that support trans-shipment of
hazardous cargo. These locations satisfy all requirements for the temporary processing of explosive
material. No explosive safety waivers are in effect (Pino, 1997).

4.11.3.3 South Training Areas
The South Training Areas contain no explosive storage facilities. This area has been widely used for ORV
training, and while no archive search report has been done for these areas, the training experience makes the
probability of explosive ordnance hazards low.

4.11.3.4 Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas
During use of the ranges, temporary storage for ordnance is available at the range camp. The unit using the
range is responsible for ordnance safety and security during transport, storage, and use. During training,
SOPs provide detailed guidance to ensure safe operations. The major impact area for ordnance used on the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas is the Organ Mountains. The potential for ordnance or explosive
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hazards is high in these areas. The Anny completed an archive search report for ordnance and explosive
usage on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas in April 1999 (U.S. Anny, 1999).
The following locations on the Dona Ana Range Complex is possible represent some of the areas with the
highest potential for ordnance or explosive debris contamination. Historical documentation indicates that
almost the entire present Dona Ana Range Complex has been used for ordnance-related activities. Many
areas, especially those ranges to the west of War Highway 11, have received multiple uses from various
weapons systems. Besides the intense use of specific locations, the overall range has been subjected to
possible contamination from AAA activities.
T As 3 through 7
All impact areas within the former AAA range fans may contain unexploded ordnance contamination. All
weapons fired on the ranges, other than smaller caliber weapons, were high dud producers. A surface
clearance of the former AAA range impact areas was accomplished prior to the establishment of the training
areas, however, the sweep did not include any magnetometer or subsurface work. Climatic changes and
shifting sands over the years may have resulted in the uncovering of ordnance contamination, as evidenced
by the fact that duds and spent rounds are routinely discovered on the maneuver areas.
McNew Surplus Area
90mm guns positioned near U.S. Highway 54 were fired toward two impact areas-one to the north and one
to the west. Both impact areas extended onto land declared surplus in 1946. A bomb and shell disposal
team conducted a surface sweep of the impact areas, but again, no magnetometer or subsurface work was
accomplished. The certificate of clearance for the land did not contain a guarantee of absolute clearance,
due the: density of the brush and drifting sand conditions.
Old Coe Lake
It was documented on several occasions that live bombs were dropped from aircraft onto unspecified areas
of the Fort Bliss AAA Range. It is possible that the Old Coe Lake, often a dry lakebed, may have been used
as a bomb target. The lakebed is readily identifiable from the air and during the 1940s was far from
organized activity on the range. Aerial photos of the vicinity in 1944 depict numerous circular pattern scars
in and around the lakebed. These scars may be impact craters from aerial bombing operations.

Dona Ana Dry Lake
It was documented on several occasions that live bombs were dropped from aircraft onto specific areas of
the Fort Bliss AAA Range. In 1954, 32 500-pound bombs were dropped from a B-26 bomber onto to Dona
Ana Dry Lake-an intermittent lake south of the Dona Ana Base Camp. This area may have been bombed
on other occasions as well.
Organ Mountains Impact Area
This area, defined as all land west of War Highway 11 and north of the Dona Ana Base Camp, has served as
an impact area since its acquisition. There is no evidence that the impact area has ever been cleared of
ordnance contamination, other than select areas leading to the MPRC and established firing portions and
ranges along the highway. The entire impact area has been utilized for the firing of high dud-producing
ammunition ranging from 20mm and 40rnm air defense artillery; 75mm, 90mm and 120mm AAA; 105, 155
and 8-inch howitzers; LAW, AT-4, 2.74-inch and 3.5-inch rockets; and 60mm, 80mm, and 4.2-inch mortars.
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Various missiles, including Redeye, Dragon, TOW, aerial TOW, and Shillelagh, as well as 40mm grenadelaunched ammunition have also been fired into the impact area.

4.11.3.5 McGregor Range
Ordnance and explosives are stored on McGregor Range in approved and licensed storage facilities. No
explosive safety waivers are in effect (Tressler, 1997).
During training, use of ordnance on the range is guided by SOPs that provide detailed direction on the
handling of explosives and explosive safety (U.S. Army, 1996f). When feasible, after an exercise, the area
used is groomed to ensure proper disposal and disposition of all ordnance, including that which is
considered an ordnance or explosive hazard. Impact areas are not sanitized on a regular basis. Therefore,
ordnance or explosive hazards may be encountered in those areas. Detailed instructions in SOPs provide
designating and marking of ordnance or explosive hazards if it is encountered. When necessary, EOD
specialists are available to render the ordnance safe. It is either destroyed in-place, or removed for
demolition on an EOD range (U.S. Anny l 996f).
During 1996, an archive search report of potential ordnance and explosive hazards was prepared, addressing
McGregor Range (U.S. Army, 1996bb).
The following locations on McGregor Range represent some of the areas with the highest potential for
ordnance or explosive debris contamination. Review of historical documents indicates that almost all
sections of McGregor Range have been used for ordnance-related activities. Many areas have received
multiple uses from various weapons systems. Besides the intense use of specific locations, the overall range
has been subjected to possible ordnance and explosive hazards from the high- and medium-altitude missiles.
The report describes areas with potential ordnance and explosive hazards from both historical and current
activities. Discussed are AAA ranges, and missile debris firing areas, MLRS areas, and missile debris areas.
These range areas have been in constant use as impact areas for years, and they will continue to serve this
purpose. Access to these areas is not pennitted due to the potential hazard of unexploded ordnance.

-

--

--

--

AAA Ranges. All impact areas within the AAA range fans may contain duds. All weapons fired on the
ranges, other than the smaller caliber weapons, were high dud producers. Ordnance debris found in 1980
indicated that much debris was found outside the fan areas.

Missile and Rocket Firing Areas. The range fans and subsequent impact areas of the following locations
should be considered as possible remaining ordnance areas.
FAW 4 & Appropriate Fans. The 20mm, 25mm, and 40mm ammunition fired on the range have been
known in the past to be dud producers. Also, 8 lmm mortars were used on the range; these mortars were
illuminating, not High Explosive (HE), but may still pose a hazard.
FAW 10 & Appropriate Fans. The 20mm, 25mm, and 40mm ammunition fired on the range have been
known in the past to be dud producers. It has been documented that High Explosive Incendiary (HEI)
20mm Vulcan rounds were fired here. The 81mm mortar was present at this range as well.
Cane Cholla. This range may be very contaminated, depending on whether or not HE ammunition was
fired. The 20mm, 25mm, and 40mm ammunition fired on the range have been known in the past to be dud
producers. The 40mm ammunition included grenade-launched rounds. Illuminating 4.2-inch and 8 lmm
mortars were also used on this range and may pose a hazard. The 2. 75-inch Folding-fin aerial rockets
(FF ARs), AT-4s and LAW rockets fired on the range may pose the greatest threat.
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SHORAD and TEXCOM Ranges. These ranges are kept relatively clean of surface debris because both
are laser-certified. Human health and safety concerns are prime considerations when a range or target area
is certified for laser use. This is due to the potential for eye damage from exposure to the laser beam.
Therefore, target areas are cleared of any foreign or natural reflective surfaces before being certified for laser
use. However, duds from the 40mm Sergeant York may still be present in the areas. At SHORAD, 2.75-inch
HYDRA rockets, TOW missiles, and 25mm ammunition Dynamics Division Air Defense (DIVAD) gun test
and various forms of the Gun Low-altitude Air Defense System (GLAADS) ammunition were fired. These
may all be high dud producers. The 8lmm illuminating mortars were also present at TEXCOM.
Field Firing Site A and Related Fans. Vulcan Army Training and Evaluation Program (ARTEP) firings
of 20mm rounds took place on this range.
Duster and Small Arms Air Defense (SAAD) Range. Both 20mm and 40mm ammunition were fired on
these ranges. Duds may be present.
MLRS Areas. Interviews with personnel familiar with the site indicate that HE submunitions may have
been used in these areas, in addition to the inert metal rod submunitions.
Missile Debris. Documents from 1980 indicate that a considerable amount of missile debris was present in
the northernmost part of the range, both within and beyond the established safety and scatter limits. Besides
the high explosives in the missiles, many other potentially hazardous components and compounds are
present in the units. These include rocket motors, their subsystems, and various fluids.
Meyer Range Complex
Range 4. This range has always functioned as a live fragmentation grenade course. Although supervision
of the range was strict, the nature of the ammunition warrants a closer look.
Ranges 14, 15, and 16. These ranges, at one time or another, have functioned as U.S./Foreign Weapons
Ranges. LAW rockets, AT-4s, Claymore mines, and 40mm grenade-launched ammunition have been used
on th~: ranges, not to mention various undocumented foreign weapons. The 1996 SOP for the range
indicated that no HE is allowed on Range 16. However, past SOPs did not have this restriction and HE
ammunition was previously used on all these ranges.
Range 22. The NBC/Chemical, Biological, Radiological (CBR) range warrants some scrutiny due to the
nature of the range.
4.11.3.6 Castner Range
Although Castner Range is officially inactive, incidents involving ordnance remaining on the range have
continued over the years.
Ordnance and explosive hazards are present on the ground surface and possible in the subsurface soil of
Castner Range. While the potential for these items is greatest on the desert floor and low foothills, these
items have also been found in the steeper canyons. Undetonated ordnance poses a safety hazard because of
the continuing potential for detonation and the decreasing stability of the explosive compounds and
initiating mechanisms after firing and exposure to the weather. People trespassing on Castner Range are at
an increased risk because of the potential for stepping on, or unknowingly handling an explosive ordnance
item. Some ordnance and explosive hazards may be detonated without direct physical contact. While it is a
safety concern, ordnance and explosive hazards generally pose less of a threat to the enviromnent because
the explosive materials are most often contained within the device.
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Brush fires have occurred naturally on the range in the last few years and demonstrate another fonn of
ordnance and explosive hazards. Emergency response personnel responding to brush fires in the summer of
1994 reported explosions within some areas of active burning. These were attributed to the detonation of
ordnance as a result of the heat of the fires. Fire fighting crews were unable to directly extinguish fires
where ordnance was present.
Exploded ordnance debris is less hazardous then unexploded ordnance, but there is a potential that
incomplete detonation may result in exposed explosive compounds or initiating mechanisms. A further
safety hazard is created by fragmented, jagged metal pieces that may be present on, and below the ground
surface at Castner Range. The environmental hazard resulting from exploded ordnance is low, as the
explosive compounds are normally consumed during detonation and are not widely available to
environmental media such as the soil or surface water runoff.
"The Archives Search Report, Fort Bliss Castner Range" was prepared in 1994 (U.S. Anny, 1994g). The
first ordnance surface removal was conducted on 480 acres of land that appeared to pose the greatest risk to
the public, as determined by the Archive Search Report and site reconnaissance work. These areas were
known impact areas and ordnance disposal sites. Hazards included a variety of live and inert ordnance and
ordnance fragments. An additional parcel of land (58 acres), known as the Castner Recreation Area, was
also surveyed because local interest for acquisition of the parcel and use by the public was high. The
Castner Recreation Area was found not to contain ordnance and the area is now in the process of being
leased for nonmilitary use. This first phase of Castner Range cleanup required funding of $1.15 million.

A second phase of work began in June 1996, as a result of a second block of congressional funding of
$1.0 million. A work plan was prepared and field work began in November 1996. The work plan divides
the range into eleven investigation zones based on terrain features, probable hazards, and ease of access to
the public. These zones were then evaluated and ranked in terms of the likelihood of ordnance occurrence
and potential for contact with the public. The number of acres to be surveyed in each zone was then
determined based on the results of previous work and zone accessibility. The surface sampling began in
November 1996 and is expected to conclude in the Spring of 1997. The sampling action is accomplished by
visually inspecting a predetermined amount of surveyed grids measuring 100 by 100 feet. These grids are
located in areas that have high public access potential and have not been previously cleared in prior years'
work. This survey effort is performed using trained personnel walking abreast in a line, spaced
approximately 5 feet apart, visually inspecting the ground for ordnance items. This visual sweep-line
methodology is identical to that used in the survey of the 538 acres in the first phase effort, and is a standard
procedure. Items suspected of being ordnance or ordnance fragments are identified and removed, or if the
ordnance is found to have a potential to detonate, it is destroyed in place by means of a controlled explosive
charge. All scrap metal, including inert ordnance fragments, is inspected, collected, and moved to collection
points for later tum-in for metal recycling. The cost of the ordnance survey is high because of the expertise
and extensive safety precautions required.
At the completion of the field sampling effort, all data and information collected to date will be used to
generate a report entitled, "Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis" (EE/CA). The EE/CA will document
the. extent of ordnance throughout the range, present clean-up alternatives based on future land use, the
amount of risk reduction to the public afforded by each clean-up alternative, and the estimated costs.
A third phase of work subsequent to the EE/CA will require funding from congressional or other sources.
Fort Bliss is actively pursuing funding in addition to a recently appropriated $1.0 million, to ensure
continued progress.
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4.12

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND ITEMS OF SPECIAL CONCERN

This section provides a description of the hazardous materials, items of concern, and related management
programs at Fort Bliss. The ROI for hazardous materials and environmental media management programs
includes the Main Cantonment Area, including Biggs AAF, and the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
4.12.1 Hazardous Materials
4.12.1.1 Hazardous Chemicals

Training exercises and installation maintenance require the use of many types of hazardous chemicals.
Fort Bliss stores and uses hazardous chemicals, including a variety of flammable and combustible liquids.
Types of hazardous chemicals used by the installation include acids, corrosives, caustics, glycols,
compressed gases, aerosols, batteries, hydraulic fluids, solvents, paints, cleaning agents, pesticides,
herbicides, lubricants, fire retardants, photographic chemicals, alcohols, insecticides, sealants, and
ordnance.
Fort Bliss prepares a yearly chemical storage report in accordance with the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act Section 312. The report identifies the hazardous chemicals stored on Fort
Bliss in excess of 10,000 pounds and generally includes the chemical name, physical state of the
chemical, associated hazards, type of storage container, amount stored, and storage locations. Twenty
chemicals were identified in the 1996 report, to include: aqueous film-forming foam, ethylene glycol,
hydraulic fluid, lube oil, oil-based paints, phosphorus, propane, thinner, diesel fuel, gasoline, JP-8,
chlorine gas, methanol-based cleaner, sulfuric acid electrolite, latex paints, chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs),
diphacione, isophorone diisocyanate, vinyl acetate, and S02•
In addition to the EPCRA Section 312 chemical storage report, Fort Bliss also prepares a yearly
Section 313 chemical use data package. The data package is used to determine if Fort Bliss is required to
submit Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) Form R Reports under EPCRA Section 313. Form R Reports
must be submitted for each TRI chemical that is processed, manufactured, or otherwise used in excess of
the reporting threshold quantity. The chemicals on Fort Bliss are categorized as "otherwise used" and the
reporting threshold is 10,000 pounds per TRI chemical. In 1996, 13 Fort Bliss TRI chemicals exceeded
the 10,000-pound threshold: 1,2,4-trimethyl benzene, benzene, chlorine gas, cumene, ethylbenzene,
ethylene glycol, methanol, toluene, xylene, hexane, tert-butyl alcohol, naphtalene, methyl tert-butyl ether,
and methyl ethyl ketone. Sufficient quantities of these chemicals fell under EPCRA activity exemptions
listed in 40 CFR 372.38. As a result, Fort Bliss had no TRI chemicals to report in the 1996 reporting
year.
4.12.1.2 Hazardous Waste

The use of some hazardous chemicals on Fort Bliss results in the generation of hazardous waste. The
transportation, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes are regulated by the DOT, the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), EPA, the TNRCC, and the NMED. Hazardous waste
generated at the Fort Bliss cantonment area, Castner Range, and South Training Areas is regulated by the
TNRCC and hazardous waste generated at the McGregor and Orogrande ranges, and the Doiia Ana
Range-North Training Areas, in New Mexico is regulated by the NMED. Fort Bliss is categorized as a
large quantity generator and produces an average of more than 1,000 kilograms of hazardous waste each
month in both Texas and New Mexico locations. Commonly generated hazardous wastes may include
used POL products, waste paint, solvents, used batteries, fuel filters, and explosive ordnance destruction
wastes. In general, these wastes are generated from aircraft, vehicle, and ground support equipment
maintenance, infrastructure maintenance, and training exercises (U.S. Army, 1997u).
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The Fort Bliss hazardous waste program includes an Installation Ha=ardous Waste Management Plan and
SOPs for the disposal of hazardous waste and POL products, waste accumulation points (WAPs), and
"less-than-90-day" storage areas. These documents provide information on training; hazardous waste
management roles and responsibilities; hazardous waste identification, accumulation, transportation,
storage, and disposal; and spill control, consistent with federal and state regulations. In addition, a
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) has been developed for the
USAADACENFB, WBAMC, Biggs AAF, and the Fort Bliss Range Command to prevent discharges of
oil and other hazardous chemicals into or upon navigable waters.
Initially, hazardous waste is managed by a generator (i.e., unit leader or manager, shop supervisor or
foremen, or motor pool officer) who has received training in Hazard Communication and
Hazardous Waste Site Operations. The waste is accumulated as it is generated in designated WAPs.
Each WAP is designated, labeled, operated, and inspected in accordance with the SOP. Up to 55 gallons
of a single hazardous waste stream or 1 quart of acutely hazardous waste may be accumulated in a WAP.
There are approximately 60 WAPs at Fort Bliss, of which, approximately seven are located on the
Dona Ana Range--North Training Areas, two on the Orogrande Range, and six on the McGregor Range.
Once a WAP container becomes 80 percent full, appropriate DOT labels are affixed; it is inspected by the
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO), and transported within 72 hours to a designated
hazardous waste storage location. It is Fort Bliss policy that all waste be transported using on-site roads.
On-site transportation does not require travel on public highways, therefore, manifests and placards are
not required. Drivers are certified in accordance with DoD requirements (U.S. Army, 1996cc; McKeman,
1997).
There are nine "less-than-90-day" (no permit required) hazardous waste storage locations, one on each
range and six within the cantonment area, and a newly upgraded Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act Part B permitted hazardous waste storage location at Biggs AAF, Building 11614, for storing solid
and liquid hazardous wastes for up to 1 year (McKeman, 1997). The facility at Building 11614 is
permitted by the TNRCC for storage of RCRA hazardous waste as well as non-RCRA wastes classified
by the TNRCC as Class 1. The TNRCC Class 1 waste is defined as any industrial solid waste or mixture
of industrial solid wastes which, because of its concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, is
toxic; corrosive; flammable; a strong sensitizer or irritant; a generator of sudden pressure by
decomposition, heat, or other means; or may pose a substantial present or potential danger to human
health or the environment when improperly processed, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise
managed.
A RCRA Part B Permit, Hazardous Waste 50296, was issued to Fort Bliss in January 1991 and is valid
until January 2001. The facility includes seven permitted units that are divided into two areas: (1) the
processing area, which includes a metal building (Unit 1) with a storage capacity of 8,800 gallons, a
concrete pad (Unit 2) with a storage capacity of 31,900 gallons with no free-liquids, and a canopy facility
(Units 3A and 3B) with a storage capacity of 16,720 gallons with no free liquids; and (2) the conforming
storage area, which includes three modular buildings (Units 4, 5, and 6) for storing liquid wastes with a
storage capacity of 19,800 gallons, and a concrete pad (Unit 7) with a storage capacity of 47,520 gallons
with no free liquids. General information, facility siting, facility management, waste analysis,
engineering reports, geology reports, closure and post-closure plans, financial assurance releases from
solid waste units and corrective action, air quality, fees, and confidential information requirements for the
RCRA Part B Permit and applicable modifications have been completed in compliance with
TNRCC regulations (U.S. Anny, 1994h).

-

-

----

---

-

--

Fort Bliss submits an Annual Waste Summary to the TNRCC in January of each year, detailing the
management of each hazardous waste and Class 1 waste generated on site during the previous calendar
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year. A site activity report and a waste minimization report are also submitted to the TNRCC in
accordance with the installation's hazardous waste pennit. In addition, a Biennial Report is submitted to
the TNRCC and EPA prior to March 1 in every even-numbered year and covers the activities for the
previous odd-numbered years, per 40 CFR 262.41. This report details information on the hazardous
wastes generated, including the DOT hazard class, EPA hazardous waste identification number, quantity
of waste, the EPA Identification (ID) Number of each treatment, storage, and disposal facility the waste
was sent to, and a description of the Fort Bliss waste minimization program. The amounts of hazardous
waste generated by Fort Bliss operations in 1996 are provided in Table 4.12-1.

Table 4.12-1. Fort Bliss Hazardous Waste Generation Rates, 1996
Site

Ranges: McGregor, Orogrande, and Dofia
Ana Range-North Training Areas
McGregor Open Detonation (OD)
Treatment Unit
Main Cantonment Area
Total

-

Number of Number of Pounds
Pounds
Shipped Off-site for
Disposal
Recvcled
New Mexico Locations

Number of
Pounds Treated
on Site

Total
Pounds
Generated

3,003

10,241

0

13.244

0

0

69

69

Texas Locations
38,781
129,145
41, 784
139,386

0
69

167,926
/18,170

Off-specification or stockpiled ordnance may also be classified as hazardous waste under the provisions
of RCRA. At Fort Bliss, ordnance is expended in a variety of small arms, grenades, mortars, howitzers,
artillery, rockets, and missiles during training exercises and testing activities. Currently, ordnance and
explosive hazards are either detonated in-place with explosives or removed for disposal.
The NMED issued RCRA Part B Permit NM4213720101-0l to the USAADACENFB in June 1995. The
permit authorizes treatment of hazardous waste munitions by open detonation at the OD Treatment Unit
until June 2005. The OD Treatment Unit is a man-made excavation approximately 500 by 200 feet by
20-feet deep, used for the destruction of explosives or munitions by detonation from a disposal discharge
and comprises two pits. It is located on an active portion of the McGregor Range within the impact area
for ballistic aerial targets, large-caliber munitions, and guided rockets. Operations at the OD Treatment
Unit are only conducted when the McGregor Range is inactive.
The OD Treatment Unit has been in use since 1965 to thermally treat pyrotechnics, explosives, and
propellants produced from demilitarization of existing stockpiles and off-specification material. The
EOD team conducts explosive treatment at the unit approximately three to four times per year, or
generally, every quarter. Up to 2,500 pounds of explosives are currently permitted for treatment per
quarter. Only 69pounds were treated in calendar year 1996 as shown in Table4.12-l (U.S. Army,
1997v).

-

As part of the permit requirements, Fort Bliss submits a Biennial Report to the NMED that details the
hazardous waste management activities for the OD Treatment Unit. The permit also requires semi-annual
reporting of soil sampling in and around the OD Treatment Unit. The OD Treatment Unit has been
sampled four times since the permit was issued. The sampling and analysis plan is provided in
Attachment J of the permit. Samples are collected at the following locations at a depth of between
6 inches and 1 foot: one sample from the bottom of each of the two OD pits, three samples from the sides
of each pit, four samples around the perimeter of each pit to evaluate the effect of kickout, and three
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background samples from an area of the site that has not been impacted by operations. Samples are
collected from the following locations at a depth of surface to 6 inches, and 6 inches to 1 foot: eight
random samples from the bottom of the treatment unit (flat excavated area surrounding the pits) and eight
samples from the perimeter outside the treatment unit. In addition, samples are taken at 5-foot intervals
from a 50-foot boring placed approximately in the middle of the treatment unit. The samples are analyzed
for explosives, inorganics (including nitrate-nitrite constituents), metals, PCBs, and dioxins/furans.
Metals and nitrate-nitrite concentrations are compared to established background levels and the
explosives results are compared directly to the laboratory reporting limits. The results for the four
compliance sampling events were not found to significantly differ from those of the initial unit
characterization. However, the presence of Trinitrotrimethylenetriamine (RDX) and high-melting
explosive or octogen (HMX), and the conditions at the outer station (001), will be investigated further
during the next compliance sampling event.

--

A permit modification request for a revised sampling scope to reduce the level of sampling has been
prepared and submitted to the NMED for review and consideration, due to the relative consistency in
conditions at the OD Treatment Unit with ongoing activities. The compliance sampling scope and
schedule will be revised as appropriate in accordance with NMED recommendations.

-

--

4.12.2 Items of Special Concern
4.12.2.1 Medical and Biohazardous Waste

....

Medical wastes include wastes generated by hospitals, clinics, physicians' offices, dental offices,
veterinary facilities, and other medical laboratories and research facilities. Biohazardous waste can
typically include human blood and blood products, cultures and stocks of infectious agents and associated
biologicals, isolation wastes, contaminated and unused sharps, animal carcasses, contaminated bedding
material, and pathological wastes.
Radioisotopes used for medical purposes are discussed in
Section 4.12.2-2.

--

Fort Bliss generates approximately 13,000 pounds of medical and biohazardous waste per month at the
Dental Clinic, two Blood Banks, the Veterinary Clinic, the Troop Clinic, and WBAMC. Large-scale
training exercises, such as Roving Sands, may add several thousand pounds of waste per month during
the exercise. Waste is collected and stored at the generating locations. These wastes are picked up by a
licensed medical waste contractor about every other day, and removed from the post. The waste is
shipped to Dacona, Colorado, for disposal by Browning-Ferris Industries, Inc. (BFI) in their permitted
facility (Sims, 1997).

....

4.12.2.2 Low-level Radioactive Waste

Various Fort Bliss commands and WBAMC generate small amounts oflow-level radioactive waste. The
William Beaumont Nuclear Medicine group has been granted a U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(NRC) broadscope license for conducting research projects. These projects, in addition to use of
radioisotopes for medical purposes, generate low-level waste. Fort Bliss commands also generate
low-level radioactive waste such as unusable compasses, dials, targeting devices, gauges, and rocket
sights. These wastes include tritium, radium, and promethium. Other radioactive materials, such as
chemical warfare alarms and monitors are shipped back to the Anniston Army Depot for proper
management and are not considered Fort Bliss wastes.
Radiological waste generated by WBAMC is managed by the hospital Radiation Protection Officer. All
other low-level waste is managed by the Director of Health Services Radiation Protection Officer.
Low-level waste is segregated at a turn-in point and is stored within a double-fenced, locked area on the
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Main Cantonment Area. The waste is stored in 55-gallon drums. Fort Bliss generated approximately
three 5 5-gallon drums of low-level radioactive waste from 1995 through 1996.

-

The Director of Health Services Radiation Protection Officer coordinates all radiological waste shipments
with the Army Material Command, who in tum coordinates with the Barnwell, South Carolina, low-level
waste disposal contractor. The disposal contractor completes the proper manifests and labels for the
shipment and transports the waste from Fort Bliss to Barnwell, South Carolina.
4.12.2.3 Radon

Radon is found in high concentrations in rocks containing uranium, granite, shale, phosphate, and
pitchblade. In outside air, radon is diluted to insignificant concentrations. If radon is present in soils
surrounding a building, it could potentially enter the building through small openings and accumulate in
enclosed areas such as basements.
The Fort Bliss radon monitoring program was discontinued in 1995 at the direction of the Director of
Health Services, Preventive Medicine Department. The program was canceled based on the geological
location of the Fort Bliss community, and the results of more than 500 completed radon tests, which
showed radon not to be a public health threat. All analytical results for radon were below the regulatory
threshold (Shahriyar, 1998).
4.12.2.4 Asbestos

Asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) are those materials that contain greater than 1 percent asbestos.
Friable, finely divided, and powdered wastes containing greater than 1 percent asbestos are defined as
wastes and are subject to regulation. A "friable" waste is one which can be reduced to a powder or dust
under hand pressure when dry. Nonfriable, asbestos-containing wastes, such as floor tiles, are considered
nonhazardous, regardless of their asbestos content, and are not subject to regulation.
Approximately 80 percent of all buildings on Fort Bliss contain some form of asbestos. Many of the
buildings at Fort Bliss were built or renovated between 1940 and 1975, when the use of asbestos was
common in the industry. The majority of the asbestos was in the form of pipe insulation, most of which
has been removed and replaced with nonhazardous material. Several other types of ACMs, such as floor
tiles, cement siding, and wall/ceiling coverings remain in place throughout Fort Bliss facilities. So long
as these ACMs remain nonfriable, they are not a health risk.

-

To date, asbestos has been confirmed in approximately 800 buildings on post. Surveys are presently
being conducted in buildings that have been identified for renovation or demolition. Asbestos abatement
is done before renovation or demolition (Felix, 1997).
Fort Bliss has a Draft Asbestos Management Plan for the identification and removal of friable asbestos.
Asbestos-containing waste materials resulting from demolition projects are disposed of in the Fort Bliss
Municipal Solid Waste Landfill. The landfill permit from the Texas Department of Health allows
disposal of ACM in the landfill. The material is disposed of at the bottom of the working cell and is
covered by 1 foot of dirt or 3 feet of solid waste. The Fort Bliss DOE has an Asbestos Program Manager
(APM) who is the primary contact for all asbestos-related projects at Fort Bliss. The APM has distributed
a Command Policy Letter to all personnel regarding command responsibilities, personnel responsibilities,
and procedures for accomplishing asbestos-related projects.
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4.12.2.5 Lead-based Paint

For a number of years, the Federal Government has been working to reduce the health risk from
lead-based paint in residences and other buildings where children are present. The use of lead-based
paints for residential and consumer use was banned by the federal government in 1978. The EPA and
HUD are in the process of developing a rule to implement the Residential Lead-Based Paint Ha=ard
Reduction Act of 1992 (Federal Register, Vol. 63, No. 106, June 3, 1998, pages 3030- 30355, "Proposed
Rule, Identification of Dangerous Levels of Lead" seeking to promulgate vegetations consistent with
Section 403 of the Toxic Substances Control Act, as amended by the Residential Lead-Based Paint
Reduction Act of 1992). This rule specifically targets housing constructed before 1978.
As a means to control and minimize public exposure to lead, Fort Bliss has developed a draft Lead
Ha=ard Management Plan that follows the provisions of the Texas Environmental Lead Reduction Rules.
A Lead-based Paint Management Team is also in place at Fort Bliss that includes representatives from
Family Housing, Preventive Medicine, the PAO, and the Staff Judge Advocate.
Many of the houses and facilities at Fort Bliss were constructed before 1978 and are likely to contain
lead-based paints. A risk-based assessment has been completed on all family housing. A project for
encapsulating or abatement of lead-contaminated surfaces on the exterior porches of family housing units
has been implemented, and 100 houses have been completed.
Lead waste generated from the building demolition is characterized to determine if it is a hazardous
waste. To date, all lead wastes have been determined to be nonhazardous and were disposed of in the
Fort Bliss landfill. If the lead wastes were found to be hazardous, they would be stored in a less-than90-day facility or the on-post permitted hazardous waste storage facility to await treatment or disposal at a
permitted off-post facility (Felix, 1997). The on-post hazardous waste storage facility has a pennit from
the TNRCC. The permit was granted subject to the TNRCC rules.
4.12.2.6 Pesticides

It is DoD policy to reduce the use of pesticides and Fort Bliss has developed a Pest Management Plan,
approved in December 1997, to meet this policy. The plan describes the installation's pest management
requirements; outlines the resources necessary for surveillance and control of pests; and describes
administrative, safety, and environmental requirements.
The Preventive Maintenance Section, Land Management Section, Underwood Golf Course, and
Veterinary Clinic are responsible for pesticide and herbicide storage and/or application. Pesticides and
herbicides are stored in their original containers at the following designated areas within the Fort Bliss
cantonment area: the pesticide mixing/storage facility, Building 2509; the Underwood Golf Course; and
the Veterinary Clinic. The containers are segregated by type and are positioned so the labels are visible.
Consumer pesticide and herbicide products are stored and sold at the Commissary, PX Garden Shop,
Family Housing Self-help Center, and the Self-service Supply Center. Consumer-purchased pesticides
and pesticide containers are disposed as household hazardous waste through the Fort Bliss semi-annual
household hazardous waste collection days, and excess or canceled pesticide containers managed by Fort
Bliss are disposed by the DRMO. A sample inventory, from the Pest Management Plan, of the types and
amounts of pesticides/herbicides maintained on Fort Bliss is provided in Table 4.12-2.
The Preventive Medicine Section conducts surveys throughout the year to determine what pests are
present. This information is provided to the Preventive Maintenance Section to obtain the required
pesticides for application. In accordance with EPA and DoD requirements, the program utilizes four
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. "d e Samp Ie I nventory
T a bl e 4 12 -2 F ort Bl"ISS P estic1
Rodenticides
0.5 lb. block
5 lb. cans

Anticoagulant
Rat and Mice Bait

Insecticides
5 lb. ( 1 unit)
60 lb. (6 units)
252 packs (22 units)
224 oz. (14 units)
I,560 oz. ( 130 units)
15 lb.
13 gal. ( 13 units)
3 lb. (3 units)
220 gal. (44 units)
31 lb. (31 units)
2 units
87.5 fl. oz. (70 units)
5 gal.
1,152 packs (48 units)
5 gal. ( 5 units)
510 oz. (15 units)
374 oz. (11 units)

Apache Fly Bait
Carbaryl (Sevin)
Combat Bait
Dipel Dust
d-Phenothrin
Dursban
Dursban-4E
Fi cam
Malathion
Penna-Dust
Roach Motels
Safrotrin
Sevimol
Temp-20%
Torpedo TC
ULD-BlOO
ULD-B300

Herbicides
8,250 lb.
16 gal.
400 lb.
167 lb.
1.900 lb.
1.026 lb.
250 lb.
224 lb. (28 gal.)
200 lb.

A tr ex
Chipco 26019
CU2S04
Dalapon
Hyvar
Krovar
Pramitol
Roundup
Tordon

Miscellaneous
Bird Repellent (liquid)
Bird Repellent Roost-No-More
Mildew Control
MSMA

2 gal. (2 units)
199.5 oz. (19 units)
304 fl. oz. (19 units)
29 gal.

Note: lb. = polllld: oz.= Ollllce: l. =liter: gal. =gallon: fl. =fluid.
Source: U.S. Army, 1997w.

-

Certified Pest Controllers, five in-house DoD-Certified applicators, and the Underwood Golf Course
employs one DoD-certified pest applicator. The primary application of pesticides on Fort Bliss is for the
control of roaches, ants, and spiders. From January through August of CY 97, approximately 170
applications were provided to control these pests. The pesticides most commonly used for pest control
and their approximate use amounts for 1997 include: Diazinon (201 ounces), Dursban (971 ounces),
Ficam (23 ounces), Tempo 2 (8369 milliliters), Tempo 20 (3666 grams), Safrotrin (6 ounces), and Sevin
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(10.51 pounds) (Jimenez, 1998). In addition, the Preventive Maintenance Section Roads and Grounds
crew applies required herbicides such as Hyvar (Table 4.12-2). Pesticides and herbicides are only
transported in assigned vehicles with lockable storage compartments and each vehicle is equipped with
spill-control equipment.
Pesticide and herbicide management is tracked by the organizations that apply, store, or sell pesticides
and herbicides to include the Preventive Maintenance Section, Land Management Section, Underwood
Golf Course, Veterinary Clinic, and Self-help Center. The data tracked by these organizations includes
the name of the target pest, type of operation, total units treated, unit, site, name of the pesticide/herbicide
applied, amount, final concentration, and hours spent. This information is provided to the Preventive
Maintenance Section on a monthly basis and is then recorded on Form 1532; monthly data is summarized
and sent to Command Headquarters, TRADOC, Entomology in Fort Monroe, Virginia, at the end of each
calendar year (McKeman, 1997; U.S. Army, 1997w). Data are converted from units of application
(gallons, etc.) to "pounds of active ingredients" (PAl) applied. Preventive Maintenance personnel have
been trained in the use of a DoD database that automatically calculates the PAL

4.12.2.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls
Due to the complex language associated with PCB management, the following definitions from
40 CFR 761.3 are included for reference:
•

PCB and PCBs mean any chemical substance that is limited to the biphenyl molecule that has been
chlorinated to varying degrees or any combination of substances that contains such substance.

•

PCB Article means any manufactured article, other than a PCB Container, that contains PCBs and
whose surface(s) has been in direct contact with PCBs. "PCB Article" includes capacitors,
transformers, electric motors, pumps, and pipes.

•

PCB Article Container means any package, can, bottle, bag, barrel, drum, tank, or other device used
to contain PCB Articles or PCB Equipment, and whose surface(s) has not been in direct contact with
PCBs.

•

PCB Container means any package, can, bottle, bag, barrel, drum, tank, or other device that contains
PCBs or PCB Articles and whose surface(s) has been in direct contact with PCBs.

•

PCB-contaminated Electrical Equipment means any electrical equipment, including but not limited to
transformers, capacitors, circuit breakers, reclosers, voltage regulators, switches (including
sectionalizers and motor starters), electromagnets, and cable, that contain 50 ppm or greater PCB, but
less than 500 ppm PCB. Oil-filled electrical equipment other than circuit breakers, reclosers, and
cable whose PCB concentration is unknown must be assumed to be PCB-contaminated Electrical
Equipment.

•

PCB Equipment means any manufactured item, other than a PCB Container or a PCB Article
Container, which contains a PCB Article or other PCB Equipment, and includes microwave ovens,
electronic equipment, and fluorescent light ballasts and fixtures.

•

PCB Item is defined as any PCB Article, PCB Article Container, PCB Container, or PCB Equipment,
that deliberately or unintentionally contains or has a part of any PCB or PCBs.

•

PCB Transformer means any transformer that contains 500 ppm PCB or greater.
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•

PCB waste(s) means those PCBs and PCB Items that are subject to the disposal requirements of
40 CFR 761.60.

The Fort Bliss PCB management program is comprised of a PCB Management Plan, updated SOPs, and a
new PCB Compliance Tracking System database which includes:
•
•

An inventory of all tested electrical and hydraulic equipment with data plate infonnation;
An updated inventory of new electrical equipment; and

•

Tracking of "out of service" electrical equipment from "cradle-to-grave."

Fort Bliss has completed three PCB survey, testing, and labeling projects since 1990. The identified PCB
transformers, capacitors, and other PCB items have been removed from service and disposed of properly
through DRMO-Fort Bliss. There are approximately 300 PCB-contaminated transfonners (equal to or
greater than 50 ppm and less than 500 ppm of PCBs) in service. There are no regulatory requirements to
replace these transfonners.
In FY 98, TRADOC approved a $343,000 Bold Grant to replace these transformers with non-PCB
transformers and dispose of them properly. Some of the advantages of this project are:

•
•
•
•

Elimination of the risk due to leaks from the old transformers;
Elimination of PCB spills;
Elimination of the cost of disposal of contaminated soil; and
Elimination of the potential for human exposure to PCBs.

In 1996, the DOE completed another project for testing hydraulic equipment, tactical vehicles, etc., for
possible PCB contamination. The primary objective of this project was to comply with Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA) regulations by surveying and testing for PCB content and labeling in accordance
with 40 CFR 761. Phase I of the project identified a preliminary list of 436 facilities as candidate sites for
PCB-contaminated equipment. Investigation of the 436 facilities in Phase II resulted in an inventory of
2,223 pieces of equipment that could be contaminated with PCBs. The majority of this equipment was
eliminated from further consideration based on equipment management practices, schedules, date of
manufacture, and communications with the EPA during the second and third phases of work.

Phase II activities involved initial field screening and confirmatory sampling of 107 pieces of equipment.
All pieces tested negative for PCBs. Phase III, the final phase of work, resulted in the sampling and
testing of 38 pieces of hydraulic equipment. All 38 samples were negative for PCBs. All 145 pieces of
equipment sampled in Phases II and III were labeled with a blue, EPA-approved "non-PCB" label.
In January 1998, the DOE completed the construction of a PCB storage building at Biggs AAF.
Fort Bliss is currently in compliance with all federal and state regulations regarding PCBs (Shahriyar,
1998; U.S. Army, 1997x).
Waste PCBs and PCB items are managed through the DRMO and sent to a designated off-site facility for
disposal in accordance with TSCA regulations. PCB wastes are stored at a TSCA facility, separate from
the RCRA Part B facility, before disposal. The PCB waste generation and disposal rates for CY 96 are
provided in Table 4.12-3 (U.S. Army, 1997y).
4.12.2.8 Petroleum Storage Tanks
The Underground Storage Tanks (UST) regulations are the responsibility of the EPA and are regulated
within RCRA as amended by the Ha::ardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The states
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Table 4.12-3. Fort Bliss Polychlorinated Biphenyls Waste Generation and Disposal Rates for
Calendar Year 96
Type

Total Number
Stored

Weight (lb.)
o(PCBs

Total Number
Disposed

Weight (lb.)
o(PCBs

Transformers

14

2.515

14

2.515

Capacitors

14

1,288

14

1.288

240

1,383

240

1,383

Oil Switches

2

252

2

252

PCB Article Containers (metal drums)

7

1.998

7

1,998

PCB Containers (polyurethane drums)

2

27

2

27

Light Ballasts

Source: U.S. Army. 1997y.

of Texas and New Mexico have adopted their own regulations and have been delegated the federal UST
program. The Uniform Fire Code and National Fire Protection Association requirements that address
USTs and Above Ground Storage Tanks (ASTs) may be enforced by state Fire Marshals.
Fort Bliss has completed a four-phase project to upgrade their existing USTs to meet federal and state
requirements and reduce their total number of USTs to less than 150. By 1996, Fort Bliss had identified
approximately 366 historical petroleum storage tanks. Records indicate that 136 USTs and 48 ASTs are
currently in use for storing diesel fuel, leaded and unleaded gasoline, used oil, antifreeze, JP-8 jet fuel,
and heating oil. These tanks range in size from 300 to 250,000 gallons. Of the 136 USTs and 48 ASTs,
3 USTs are located on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas; 4 USTs and 1 AST are located on the
Orogrande Range; and 10 USTs and 1 AST are located on the McGregor Range. The remainder of the
366 tanks have been removed or remediated in place (Lenhart, 1997).

---

-

---

---

Fort Bliss had identified 33 sites that formerly had leaking petroleum storage tanks; of which, three were
ASTs. The sites were reported to the TNRCC and NMED, as appropriate, and remedial actions were
performed in consultation with the respective agency. The TNRCC has assigned leaking petroleum
storage tank numbers to 26 of the sites. The NMED does not assign leaking petroleum storage tank
(LPST) numbers; therefore, the site at Building B-81 72 on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas,
does not have an LPST number. Six other sites are under investigation and will go directly to closure
requests without assigning LPST numbers at the request of the TNRCC. A list of the sites is provided in
Table 4.12-4. The table includes the TNRCC LPST identification number, tank location, type of tank,
and the remediation status (TNRCC, 1997b; Lenhart, 1997).
4.12.3 Related Management Programs
4.12.3.1 Installation Restoration Program
The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) is the DoD program designed to identify, characterize, and
remediate the environmental contamination on military installations. The program was implemented in
response to the Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
requirements to remediate sites that posed a health threat. Section 211 of the Superfund Amendments
Reauthori=ation Act (SARA) amended CERCLA and established the Defense Environmental Restoration
Program (DERP) that ensures that DoD agencies have the right to conduct their environmental restoration
programs.

-·-
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T a bl e 4 12 -4. L ea ki n2 P etro eum stora •e T an ks·Ites
LPST ID

Location

Tank Type

Remediation Status

TNRCC 092568
TNRCC 092812

Fort Bliss, Building 11106

UST

hritial directives issued.

Fort Bliss, Building 199

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 092865

Fort Bliss, Building 1742

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 097287

Fort Bliss, Building 1063

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 098508

Fort Bliss, Building 675

AST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 099908

Fort Bliss, Building 11024

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 10063 7

Fort Bliss, Building 2491

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 100638

Fort Bliss, Building 2469

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 100639

Fort Bliss, Building 5899

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 109907

Fort Bliss, Building 2549

UST

hritial directives issued.

TNRCC 109908
TNRCC 109909

Fort Bliss, Building 11041
Fort Bliss, Building 5898

UST

hritial directives issued.

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 109912

Fort Bliss, Building 5

UST

Phase 2 in progress.

TNRCC 109913

Fort Bliss, Building 1378

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 109915

Fort Bliss, Building 3689

UST

TNRCC 109916

Fort Bliss, Building 11198

UST

Initial directives issued.
hritial directives issued.

TNRCC 109924

Fort Bliss, Building 675

UST

Initial directives issued.

TNRCC 111014

Biggs Field Tank Farm
Fort Bliss, Building 11626

UST

Initial directives not yet issued.

UST

Initial directives not yet issued.

TNRCC 111847
TNRCC 111848

Fort Bliss, Building 2945

UST

Initial directives not yet issued.

TNRCC 111852

Fort Bliss, Building 56

UST

Initial directives not yet issued.

TNRCC 111854
TNRCC 112035

Fort Bliss, Building 2921
Fort Bliss, Building 2033

UST

Initial directives not yet issued.

AST

hritial directives not yet issued.

TNRCC 112175

Fort Bliss, Building 4115

UST

hritial directives not yet issued.

TNRCC 112176

Fort Bliss, Building 1326
Fort Bliss, Building 1780

UST

Not Assigned

UST

Initial directives not yet issued.
Investigation, direct to closure request.

Not Assigned

Fort Bliss, Building 2965

UST

Investigation, direct to closure request.

Not Assigned

AST
UST

Investigation, direct to closure request.

Not Assigned

Fort Bliss, Building 2972
Fort Bliss, Building 7145

Investigation, direct to closure request.

Not Assigned

Fort Bliss, Building 11283

UST

Investigation, direct to closure request.

Not Assigned
Not Assigned

Fort Bliss, Building 11603

UST
UST

Investigation, direct to closure request.
Investigation, direct to closure request.

Dofia Ana Range, Building B-8172

Source: TNRCC, 1997b: Lenhart, 1997.

-

Historically, the materials that have been identified during DoD IRP activities have resulted from fuel
management and spills, fire protection training, landfills, pesticide application, and industrial operations
associated with vehicle operations and maintenance.
The NMED subpart X permit HSWA module listed 11 Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) that
required RCRA Facility Investigations (RFis). RFls have been completed for the following nine sites and
are awaiting review by the NMED Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau: FTBL-021 McGregor
Range Oxidation Pond SWMU 19; FTBL-022 Orogrande Oxidation Pond SWMU 25B; FTBL-023 Dona
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Ana Oxidation Pond SWMU 27B; FTBL-051Meyer Range Oxidation Pond SWMU 76; FTBL-013
McGregor Range Rubble Pit/Landfill SWMU 18; FTBL-015 McGregor Range Open Detonation Area
SWMU 20; FTBL-014 Orogrande Range Rubble Pit/Landfill SWMU 25; FTBL-027; Dona Ana Range
Rubble Pit/Landfill SWMU 27; and FTBL-011 Dona Ana Range Sanitary Landfill SWMU 29. RFis for
the following two sites were completed in 1990 and reviewed by the NMED: FTBL-045 Waste Drwn
Storage Area (McGregor) SWMU 22, and FTBL-032 McGregor Former Fire Training Area SWMU 21.
Field work to address data gaps identified byNMED was completed in October 1998.
The Fort Bliss IRP began in 1983 in response to an installation assessment. The primary contaminant of
concern at Fort Bliss is POL. No off-post contamination has occurred and the post is not on the
National Priorities List (NPL). A cooperative working relationship has been established between
regulatory agencies and the IRP program managers. Citizens have participated in public meetings held
before and during major restoration projects.
By 1996, a total of 75 IRP sites have been identified and entered into the Defense Site Environmental
Restoration Tracking System (DSERTS). Forty-eight of these sites are SWMUs. In summary, 29 sites do
not require further action; closure is underway on 7 sites; remedial design is anticipated for 16 sites; and
23 sites require site investigations, including the 11 sites investigated for the subpart X permit HSWA
module (Blough, 1997, 1999).
4.12.3.2 Pollution Prevention

The HSWA of 1984 requires RCRA large-quantity generators to certify that a program is in place to
reduce the amount and toxicity of hazardous waste. RCRA permits for treatment, storage, or disposal of
hazardous waste must also contain this certification. As a RCRA large quantity generator and permitted
storage and treatment facility, Fort Bliss has made this certification.
Regulations under TNRCC also require the development of a Source Reduction/Waste Minimization Plan
by facilities that either generate large quantities of hazardous waste or release toxic chemicals. Army
policy, set forth in AR 200-1, is to reduce the quantity or volume and toxicity of hazardous wastes
generated by Army operations and activities wherever economically practicable or environmentally
necessary. To meet these requirements, Fort Bliss developed a hazardous substance minimization
(HAZMIN) plan. The HAZMIN plan, dated January 1996, only addresses the source reduction and waste
minimization aspects of pollution prevention. In addition, Fort Bliss will adopt the IPPP being developed
by the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence to address other pollution prevention and waste
minimization issues. These issues include water and air pollution, PCB management, reduction of ozone
depleting substances, UST and POL management, energy conservation, EPCRA requirements, pesticide
management, and solid waste management. The IPPP is scheduled for completion and implementation in
July 1998.
In 1995, Fort Bliss was selected by TRADOC as one of six pilot installations for the implementation of

the Hazardous Substance Management System (HSMS). The HSMS is the DoD-wide automated system
for the "cradle-to-grave" tracking of hazardous materials purchased and used on post and of the hazardous
wastes generated and disposed of as a result of using the hazardous materials. By February 3, 1998,
Fort Bliss had achieved HSMS initial operational capability and limited hazardous material pharmacy
(HazMart) operations had begun. The HazMart is composed of 11 pre-engineered hazardous material
storage units, one 30-foot by 60-foot double-chambered cinder-block structure for the segregated storage
of combustible and flammable products, and an administrative modular unit. The HazMart serves as the
centralized location on post for the physical management or the requisitioning, receipt, storage, issue,
usage, and eventual coordination for the disposal of hazardous material and hazardous waste.

--

--

--

--

-

-
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Fort Bliss has a central recycling center and one drop-off point that has containers for cardboard, paper,
glass, and plastics. Mandatory workplace recycling was implemented in November 1996 and a household
recycling pickup program is underway. The recycling center currently recycles about 200 tons of material
a month. Fort Bliss also has recycling programs for used antifreeze, wet lead acid batteries, used tires,
used oil, scrap metal, aluminum cans, and solvents. A fluorescent tube-crushing operation is also being
implemented to save valuable space at the landfill and to control the disposal of mercuric compounds
contained in the tubes.
EO 13101, "Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling and Federal Acquisition"
(September 14, 1998), encourages the Federal Government to take a leadership role in the use ofrecycled
products and recycling technology. EPA and DoD are implementing guidance for EO 13101.

-
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4.13

SOCIOECONOMICS

Socioeconomic resources include: population, economic development (employment and earnings),
housing, education (public schools), law enforcement, fire protection, public finance, governmental
structure, medical facilities, and quality of life. The ROI is defined as the geographical area within which
the principal direct and secondary socioeconomic effects of actions associated with activities at Fort Bliss
are likely to occur and where most consequences for local jurisdictions are expected. The ROI is
resource-specific (employment, law enforcement, housing, etc.) and, thus, the geographic extent may vary
from one socioeconomic resource to another.
Two major factors were important in determining the ROI used in the socioeconomic analysis. The first
was the residential distribution pattern of current civilian personnel employed at Fort Bliss. This
residential distribution is an aid in detennining where the greatest effects would occur, because it reflects
the revealed residential preferences of those currently employed at the installation. It also defines the area
within which a high proportion of payroll expenditures (of both civilian and military personnel) can be
expected to occur. Similar infonnation is not available on the location of active duty personnel and their
dependents who reside off the post. However, experience from other military installations suggests
strongly that the geographical area containing the vast majority of military personnel is less extensive
than that of the civilian personnel.
The second factor in determining the extent of the socioeconomic effects is the degree of linkage among
the economies of the various communities in the region. This linkage, based on trade among sectors
within the region, determines the nature and magnitude of multiplier effects of actions at the installation.
Utilizing data obtained from the Civilian Personnel Office (CPO) at Fort Bliss, it is possible to determine
the place of residence of civilian personnel assigned to the post by ZIP Code area.
The database utilized for this task contained a total of 2,804 records, of which 2,631 were applicable to
the task of identifying, at the aggregate level, the residential distribution of civilian personnel working at
Fort Bliss. This distribution by ZIP Code area is presented in Table 4.13-1. Forty-eight ZIP Code areas
in the State of Texas contain at least one civilian employee, as well as 16 areas in the State of New
Mexico. Of the total number of entries, over 96 percent reported residence addresses in the State of
Texas, with the remaining reporting a place of residence in neighboring New Mexico. Of the total 64 ZIP
Code areas, only five (all located in El Paso County, Texas) contain in excess of 5 percent of the total
number of personnel contained in the database. These five areas contain 61 percent of the total personnel.
An additional 11 ZIP Code areas (10 in Texas and 1 in New Mexico) contain between 1 and 5 percent of
the total civilian personnel. These latter areas contain, in aggregate, 33.2 percent of the entries contained
in the database. Thus, 16 ZIP Code areas contain over 93 percent of the civilian personnel employed at
Fort Bliss.
All of these ZIP Code areas are within approximately 15 miles of the Main Post. It is estimated that
2,528 (96.1 percent) of the civilian personnel reside within El Paso County, Texas; another 82
(3.1 percent) reside in Dofia Ana County, New Mexico; and an additional 6 persons (0.2 percent) reside in
Otero County, New Mexico. The three-county area contains 99.4 percent of the civilian personnel.
The economic impact that Fort Bliss has on surrounding communities includes, in addition to the
influence of personnel directly associated with the installation, the effects of military retirees and their
dependents, and the benefits they derive from the Federal Government. To a large extent, these retirees
locate close to large military installations, such as Fort Bliss, to avail themselves of the services located
there. This is especially the case where the installation in question houses a major medical facility, such
as the WBAMC at Fort Bliss.
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Table 4.13-1. ZIP Code Area Distribution of Civilian Personnel in
Texas and New Mexico
Location

El Paso County, Texas

Other Areas of Texas

4.13-2

ZIP Code
Area
79821
79835
79836
79838
79849
79901
79902
79903
79904
79905
79906
79907
79908
79909
79912
79913
79914
79915
79916
79917
79920
79922
79923
79924
79925
79926
79927
79929
79930
79931
79932
79934
79935
79936
79937
79938
79939
79940
79941
79993
79996
75090
76017
76905
77034
78239

Number of
Civilian
Personnel
2
8
8
1
5
4
43
59
205
60
49
118
12
1
134
1
7
79
10
2
4
14
3
754
204
1
43
1
110
7
18
109
124
308
4
11
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Percent
of Total

Cumulative
Percent

0.08%
0.30%
0.30%
0.04%
0.19%
0.15%
1.63%
2.24%
7.79%
2.28%
1.86%
4.48%
0.46%
0.04%
5.09%
0.04%
0.27%
3.00%
0.38%
0.08%
0.15%
0.53%
0.11%
28.66%
7.75%
0.04%
1.63%
0.04%
4.18%
0.27%
0.68%
4.14%
4.71%
11. 71 %
0.15%
0.42%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%

0.38%
0.68%
0.72%
0.91%
1.06%
2.70%
4.94%
12.73%
15.01%
16.88%
21.36%
21.82%
21.85%
26.95%
26.99%
27.25%
30.25%
30.63%
30.71%
30.86%
31.39%
31.51%
60.17%
67.92%
67.96%
69.59%
69.63%
73.81%
74.08%
74.76%
78.91%
83.62%
95.32%
95.48%
95.90%
95.93%
95.97%
96.01%
96.05%
96.09%
96.12%
96.16%
96.20%
96.24%
96.28%
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Table 4.13-1. ZIP Code Area Distribution of Civilian Personnel in
Texas and New Mexico (Continued)
ZIP Code
Area

Location
Other Areas of Texas (Continued)

Dofia Ana County. New Mexico

Otero County. New Mexico

78745
79790
88001
88002
88005
88008
88011
88012
88021
88310
88311
88337
88352
88024
88029
88047
88052
88063

Total

Number of
Civilian
Personnel
1
1
8
2
6
7
4
1
54
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
2,631

Percent
of Total

Cumulative
Percent

0.04%
0.04%
0.30%
0.08%
0.23%
0.27%
0.15%
0.04%
2.05%
0.11%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.04%
0.15%
100.00%

96.31%
96.35%
96.66%
96.73%
96.96%
97.23%
97.38%
97.42%
99.47%
99.58%
99.62%
99.66%
99.70%
99.73%
99.77%
99.81%
99.85%
100.00%

The Directorate of Resource Management at Fort Bliss reports, on a consistent basis, payments made to
military retirees and annuitants within the area falling within 100 miles of the post. This area includes the
following counties in Texas: El Paso, Brewster, Culberson, Hudspeth, Jeff Davis (part), Presidio, and
Terrell. It also includes the following counties in neighboring New Mexico: Dofia Ana, Grant, Hidalgo,
Lincoln, Luna, Otero, and Sierra. Of those retirees resident within this area, the largest proportion
(68.7 percent) are Army retirees, with the USAF contributing an additional 22.5 percent. Within the part
of this area contained in Texas, the proportion of Army retirees rises to 82.7 percent, yet comprises only
35.3 percent of the total in the New Mexico portion of the area. The majority (50.3 percent) of the
retirees in the New Mexico part are USAF retirees, which is probably related to the presence of HAFB in
Otero County, New Mexico (Table 4.13-2).

. .

..

T a ble 4 13 -2 D'IS t rJ'b U ti on ofUS Depar t men t 0 fD etiense Rf
e 1rees b y serv1ce an dA rea
Service
Army

Navy
Marine Corps
Air Force
Total

Economic Impact Area
68.7%
6.7%
2.1%
22.5%
100.0%

Texas Part
82.7%
4.4%
2.0%
10.9%
100.0%

New Mexico Part
35.3%
12.0%
2.4%
50.3%
100.0%

Source: DoD. 1993.

The major real property assets of Fort Bliss are located in three conterminous counties: El Paso County,
Texas; and Dofia Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico. The main post and Biggs AAF are located in
El Paso County, the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are in Dofia Ana County, and McGregor
Range is in Otero County.
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The ROI for each of the resource areas is based on (1) the place of residence (and implied patterns of
purchases) of civilian employees of Fort Bliss, (2) the location of military retirees, (3) the location of
facilities and real property associated with the post, and (4) the location of major settlements and
concentrations of economic activity. The ROI for each of the resource areas utilized in this study is
defined as follows:
•

The three-county region comprised of El Paso County, Texas, and Dofia Ana and Otero counties in
New Mexico for demographics, economic development, and housing;

•

El Paso ISD and Ysleta ISD (both in El Paso County, Texas) for education (public schools);

•

Fort Bliss Law Enforcement Battalion, City of El Paso Police Department, and El Paso County
Sheriffs Department for law enforcement;

•

Fort Bliss Fire Department and City of El Paso Fire Department for fire protection;

•

The City of El Paso and County of El Paso for public finance and government structure;

•

The WBAMC at Fort Bliss and El Paso County for medical facilities; and

•

Fort Bliss and the three counties of El Paso, Dofia Ana, and Otero for quality of life.

4.13.1

--

--

Demographics

The ROI for population is the three-county area comprised of the counties of El Paso, Texas, and
Dofia Ana and Otero, New Mexico. The largest communities within this geographical area are the cities
of El Paso, Texas; Las Cruces, New Mexico; and Alamogordo, New Mexico.
Although not included in the ROI, it is important to mention the strong cultural and economic links that
exist between El Paso County, Texas, and Ciudad Juarez, located in Mexico, immediately adjacent across
the Rio Grande, the fourth largest city in Mexico and largest city in the State of Chihuahua. The
combined population of this international metroplex stood at 1,309,109 in 1990, with the largest
contribution of 798,499 made by Ciudad Juarez and the remaining 591,610 residing in El Paso County,
Texas. The population of the metroplex grew to 1,582,387 by 1995, at an average annual rate of
2.6 percent over 1990 to 1995. The population of Ciudad Juarez over this time period grew at an average
annual rate of 2.8 percent, while that of El Paso County grew at 2.4 percent.
4.13.1.1

-

Fort Bliss

As of the end of FY 96, active duty personnel present on post numbered 11,530. This number showed a
marked decline (of 25.9 percent) from the previous year (15,562 personnel) and a decline of 41.3 percent
from the number present in FY 91 (19,648 persons). Over the period FY 90 through FY 96, the number
of active duty personnel on post has declined at an average annual rate of 8.8 percent per year. The
number of active duty family members living on the post has fallen only moderately over the same time
period, from 9,079 in FY 90 to 8,069 in FY 96. This small decline is attributable to the Army policy of
maintaining high occupancy rates for military family housing. By comparison, the number of active duty
military family members residing off the post has declined from 15,316 to 8,3 71 over the same time
period, at an average annual rate of decline of 9.6 percent. Between FY 90 and FY 96, the total number
of military personnel and dependents assigned to Fort Bliss fell from 44,399 persons to 27,970 persons,
exhibiting an average annual decline of 7.4 percent, as shown in Table 4.13-3 and Figure 4.13-1.

-

-

-

-

--

4.13-4

--

t< ort nnss rersonne1 1Acnve vut v anct LIVIIIanJ anct ve penaents, t<lscaI Year ~u to t<1sca1 Year
Active
Total
Active
Active Duty
Military
Total
Civilian
Duty
Civilian
Population
Milita1y
On Post
Duty
Family
Militmy &
Retiree
Personnel
Personnel
Family
Supported
Personnel A-fembers
Retirees
Employment
Family
FamiZv
FamiZv
Members
(On Post)
(Including
(On Post) (On Post)
Members
Members
Members*
(Off Post)
Retirees)
20,004
9,079
15,316
15,052
7,664
84,437
17,244
27,668
109,345
24.986
1 ame 'l.I.J-.J.

FY

1990

~b

Total
Population
Supported
(Excluding
Retirees)
69,307

1991

19,648

9,781

16,630

15,034

24.984

86,077

7.797

17,543

27,445

111,417

71,399

1992

19,788

9,678

16,606

15,072

24.666

85,810

7,765

17,471

27,553

111,046

71,308

1993

19,431

8,951

14,667

15,241

27.421

85, 71 I

7,608

17.118

27,039

110,437

67, 775

1994

17,149

9,026

14,615

23,552

35,324

99,666

7,579

17,053

24,728

124,298

65,422

1995

15,562

8,522

10,582

24,492

36,738

95,896

7,524

16,929

23,086

120,349

59,119

1996

11,530

8,069

8,371

14.299

21,900

64,169

7,140

16,065

18,670

87,374

51,175

*Average family size for El Paso County in 1990 of 3.25 persons is assumed.
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Figure 4.13-1. Fort Bliss Population, Fiscal Year 1990 to Fiscal Year 1996.
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The estimated total population supported by Fort Bliss (defined as the number of active duty military
personnel and civilian employees, and each of their respective dependents) has ranged from a high of
71,399 persons in FY 91, to a low in FY 96 of 51,175, a reduction of 28.3 percent over a 5-year period, as
shown in Figure 4.13-1. This population was estimated to number 69,307 in FY 90, which represents
8. 9 percent of the total population contained in the three-county ROI, and 11. 7 percent of the El Paso
County population. By FY 95, this Fort Bliss population contingent had fallen to 59,119, which
comprised 6.7 percent and 8.9 percent, respectively, of the population of the ROI and El Paso County.
4.13.1.2

Counties and Communities

Historic and Current. The population in the ROI, i.e., the three-county region (comprised of El Paso
County, Texas, and Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico) increased over the period 1970 to 1995
from 470,161 persons to 880,883 persons, at an average annual rate of 2.54 percent. The highest growth
rate occurred in the 1970s (at an average annual rate of 2.82 percent), followed by the 1990s (at
2.49 percent), and the 1980s (at 2.29 percent), as shown in Table 4.13-4. This growth, in all time periods,
exceeded that of both the states of New Mexico and Texas, as well as the nation.

Of the three counties, the most rapid growth was experienced in Dofia Ana County, New Mexico, where
the average annual rate of change registered 3.35 percent over the period 1970 to 1995. The population
more than doubled from 69,773 in 1970 to 158,849 in 1995. The population of El Paso County, Texas,
grew at an average annual rate of 2.51 percent over the 25-year period, with the population increasing
from 359,291 in 1970 to 667,007 in 1995. The least rapid growth occurred in Otero County, New
Mexico, where the number of residents increased from 41,097 in 1970 to 55,027 in 1995 (at an average
annual rate of 1.17 percent) as shown in Table 4.13-4.
Of the total population in El Paso County, Texas, in 1990, the overwhelming proportion (87.1 percent) is
contained within the City of El Paso. Five other incorporated places (Anthony, Clint Town, Horizon
City, Socorro Town, and Vinton Village) contain an additional 5.1 percent of the total county population,
leaving 7. 8 percent of the population residing in unincorporated areas. In the case of Dofia Ana County,
New Mexico, almost half (45.8 percent) of the total county population reside in unincorporated portions
of the county. The largest incorporated community (the City of Las Cruces) contained 45.9 percent of the
In Otero County,
county population, with other incorporated places contributing 8.3 percent.
New Mexico, over half (53. l percent) of the county population reside in the City of Alamogordo. An
additional 6.3 percent of the county population reside in other smaller incorporated communities, with the
remaining 40.6 percent of the population residing in unincorporated sections of the county. Each of the
counties contains only one sizable community: City of El Paso in El Paso County; City of Las Cruces in
Dofia Ana County; and City of Alamogordo in Otero County.
Population Projections. Population projections for the years 2000, 2005, 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025, and
2030 are presented in Table 4.13-5 for the states of New Mexico and Texas; each of the three counties in
the ROI; and the cities of Alamogordo, El Paso, and Las Cruces. The population of El Paso County is
anticipated to increase well above the rate projected for the State of Texas. The average annual growth
rate is projected to decline from 2.50 percent during the period 2000 to 2010, to 2.35 percent between
2010 and 2020, and to 2.22 percent over the period 2020 to 2030. Growth for the City of El Paso is
projected to be less than that for the county, declining over each of the three time periods from
1.93 percent, to 1.87 percent, to 1.72 percent, on average, per year.

The projected population growth rate for the State of New Mexico is anticipated to average 1.68 percent
per year over the period 2000 to 2010, and 1.6 percent over the periods 2010 to 2020 and 2020 to 2030.
The rates of change for both Dofia Ana and Otero counties are below those projected for the state.
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Population

00

Geographical Area

1970

1980

203,302,020

226,542,204

State of New Mexico

1,017,055

Doiia Ana County
Otero County

United States

State of Texas
El Paso County
Three-county ROI

Average Annual Percentage Growth Rate

1990

1995

1970--1980

1980--1990

1990--1995

1970--1995

248,718,291

262,755,270

1.09%

0.94%

1.10%

1.03%

1,303,302

1,515,069

1,685,401

2.51%

1.52%

2.15%

2.04%

69,773

96,340

135,510

158,849

3.28%

3.47%

3.23%

3.35%

41,097

44,665

51,928

55,027

0.84%

1.52%

1.17%

1.17%

11,198,655

14,225,513

16,986,335

18,723,991

2.42%

1.79%

1.97%

2.08%

359,291

479,899

591,610

667,007

2.94%

2.11%

2.43%

2.51%

470,161

620,904

779,048

880,883

2.82%

2.29%

2.49%

2.54%
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 1993a.
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Table 4.13-5. P
2000

1

20,344,813

El Paso County 2
City of El Paso 2
New Mexico 4
Doiia Ana County

4

City of Las Cruces

3

Otero County 4
City of Alamogordo
Three-county ROI

·

2000 to 2030
Rate of Change

Year

Geographic Area
Texas

lation P

3

2005

2010

2015

a ==
=
....
"'r:n
n·
M 3:
=
-·~
<
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2025

2020

22,163,397 24,128,848 26,303,267 28,684,923

2000--2010 2010--2020 2020--2030

2030

31,230,913

33,912,478

1.72%

1.74%

1.69%

0 =
=
a=
!:ii

tD

~
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778,674

883,232

996,771

1,119,881

1,257,975

1,408,823

1,566,848

2.50%

2.35%

2.22%

661,095

727,424

800,407

878,124

963,386

1,049,209

1,142,678

1.93%

1.87%

1.72%

1,851,916

2,017,558

2,188,443

2,368,643

2,563,681

2,774,779

3,003,259

1.68%

1.60%

1.60%

173,677

188,566

203,412

218,368

234,424

251,660

270,163

1.59%

1.43%

1.43%

Et
;-

79,624

86,450

93,256

100,113

107,474

115,376

123,859

1.59%

1.43%

1.43%

=
....

56,740

59,473

62,683

66,232

69,982

73,944

78,131

1.00%

1.11%

1.11%

30,153

31,606

33,312

35,198

37,190

39,296

41,521

1.00%

1.11%

1.11%

1,009,091

1,131,271

1,262,866

1,404,481

1,562,381

1,734,427

1,915,142

2.27%

2.15%

2.06%
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Scenario 1.0. Source: Texas A&M University et al.. 1996.
Medium growth scenario. Source: Texas A&M University et al.. 1996.
3
· Assumes community has constant (1990) share of county population.
4
· Projections past 2015 assume continuation of2010-2015 growth rate.
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4.13.2

Economic Development

The ROI for economic development is comprised of the three-county area of El Paso, Texas, and
Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico. Together, these counties supported 387,641 jobs in 1994,
having increased from 195,275 jobs in 1970. The region experienced an average annual growth rate of
3.49 percent in the 1970s, 2.61 percent in the 1980s, and 2.15 percent in the 1990s. Employment at
Fort Bliss declined over the period FY 90 to FY 96, from 27,668 (20,004 active duty military and 7,664
civilian personnel) to 18,670 (11,530 active duty and 7,140 civilian personnel).
Employment

4.13.2.1

Fort Bliss. As of the end of FY 96, active duty personnel present on post numbered 11,530. This
number showed a marked decline (of 25.9 percent) from the previous year (15,562 personnel) and a
decline of 41.3 percent from the number present in FY 91 (19,648 persons). Over the period FY 90
through FY 96, the number of active duty personnel on post has declined by an average of 8. 7 percent per
year. Over the same time period, the number of civilian personnel on the post has declined from 7,664 to
7,140 (at an average annual rate of 1.2 percent). Total employment (active duty military and civilian) on
the post remained relatively stable over the period FY 90 through FY 93, at over 27,000 personnel.
However, over the next 3 years, the number of personnel fell to 18,670; a decline of almost 25 percent, as
shown in Table 4.13-3. It is estimated that in FY 90, total employment at Fort Bliss (active duty military
and civilian personnel) numbered 27,668. This comprised 7.8 percent of the total full- and part-time
employment in the three-county ROI. It contributed 10.2 percent of the employment in El Paso County.
By FY 94, these shares had declined to 7.0 percent for the ROI and 9.1 for El Paso County.
Counties: Historic and Current. Total full- and part-time employment in the three-county ROI rose
from 195,565 jobs in 1970 to 394,509 jobs in 1995. This increase exhibited the following average annual
rates of change: 3 .6 percent in the 1970s; 2.5 percent in the 1980s; and 2.1 percent in the 1990s, as shown
in Table 4.13-6. The preponderance of this employment is concentrated in El Paso County, Texas, which
contributed 76.3 percent of the total regional employment in 1970; 77.4 percent in 1980; 76.3 percent in
1990; and 75.9 percent in 1995, as shown in Table 4.13-7.

Table 4.13-6. Three-county Region oflnfluence:· Full- and Part-time Employment by
T ypean d I n d ustry, 1970 1980 1990,an d 1995

'

Three-county ROI
Total full- and part-time employment
By Type:

Wage and salary employment
Proprietors' employment
Farm proprietors' employment
Nonfarm proprietors' employment

Year

'

Avera~e

Annual Percenta~e Chan~e

1970
1980
1990
1995 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995
195,565 277,615 355,152 394,509
2.49%
2.12%
3.57%
176,788 245,667 305,561 340,273
18,777 31,948 49,591 54,236
2,051
1,545
1,776
2,140
17,232 30,172 47,540 52,096

3.34%
5.46%
1.40%
5.76%

2.21%
4.50%
1.45%
4.65%

2.18%
1.81%
0.85%
1.85%

4,780
4,600
4,129
4.490
190,785 273,015 351,023 390,019
124,827 191,739 261,021 296,364

-0.38%
3.65%
4.39%

-1.07%
2.55%
3.13%

1.69%
2.13%
2.57%

By Industly:

Farm employment
Nonfarm employment
Private employment
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Table 4.13-6. Three-county Region oflnfluence: Full- and Part-time Employment by
T ypean d I n d us t:ry, 1970 1980 1990, an d 1995 (C ontmued)

'

Three-county ROI
Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation and public utilities
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate
Services
Government and government
enterprises:
Federal, civilian
Military
State and local
Military as Percent of Total

'

Year

Avera£e Annual Percentaf?e Chanf?e

1970

1980

1990

1995

823
287
8,795
26,290
10,638
7,850
28,881
10,234
31,029

L950
723
13,388
40,146
13,630
11,247
43,627
19,129
47,899

3,670
864
16,116
47,102
15,259
14,698
60,195
21,481
81,636

5,093
822
21,035
51,653
17,774
15,558
67,829
21,616
94,984

9.01%
9.68%
4.29%
4.32%
2.51%
3.66%
4.21%
6.45%
4.44%

6.53%
1.80%
1.87%
1.61%
1.14%
2.71%
3.27%
1.17%
5.48%

6.77%
-0.99%
5.47%
1.86%
3.10%
1.14%
2.42%
0.13%
3.08%

65,958

81,276

90,002

93,655

2.11%

1.03%

0.80%

16,862
27,524
21,572
14.07%

15,630
28,876
36,770
10.40%

16,580
24,215
49,207
6.82%

14,652
19,897
59,106
5.04%

-0.76%
0.48%
5.48%
NA

0.59%
-1.74%
2.96%
NA

-2.44%
-3.85%
3.73%
NA

1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995

Note: NA= Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996a.
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Table 4.13-7. El Paso County, Texas: Full- and Part-time Employment by
T ypean d I n d us t ry, 1970 1980 1990, an d 1995

'

El Paso county, Texas
Tota/full- and part-time emplovment
Wage and salary employment
Bv Twe:
Proprietors' employment
Farm proprietors' employment
By Industry:
Nonfarm proprietors' emjJlovment
Farm employment
Nonfarm employment
Private employment
Ag. serv., forestrv, fishing, and other
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation and public utilities
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate
Services
Government and government
enterprises:
Federal, civilian
Military
State and local
Military as Percent of Total

Year

Avera£e Annual Percenta£e Chan£e

1970
149,255

1980
1990
1995 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995
214,839 270,799 299,508
3.71%
2.34%
2.04%

135,444

190,737 234,519 261,538

13,811
434
13,377
1,937
147,318
102,391
353
172
7,205
23,895
8,881
7,385
22,883
8,300
23,317

3.48%

2.09%

2.20%

37,970
493

5.73%
0.16%

4.17%
0.16%

0.91%
1.93%

23,661
35,832 37,477
1,151
1,028
1,101
213,688 269,771 298,407
157,499 208,519 234,325
748
1,516
2,077
679
693
603
10,332 12,258 15,054
36,422 41,783 47,621
11,641
12,079 14,485
10,133
13,289 13,803
34,936 46,539 51,995
15,813
17,075 16,696
36,795 61,252 71,991

5.87%
-5.07%
3.79%
4.40%
7.80%
14.72%
3.67%
4.31%
2.74%
3.21%
4.32%
6.66%
4.67%

4.24%
-1.12%
2.36%
2.85%
7.32%
0.20%
1.72%
1.38%
0.37%
2.75%
2.91%
0.77%
5.57%

0.90%
1.38%
2.04%
2.36%
6.50%
-2.74%
4.19%
2.65%
3.70%
0.76%
2.24%
-0.45%
2.61%

64,082

2.26%

0.87%

0.91%

8,659
13,810
41,613
4.61%

-0.38%
0.29%
5.57%
NA

1.07%
-1.99%
2.69%
NA

-1.85%
-4.61%
3.97%
NA

24,102
441

44,927

56,189

8,879
20,773
15,275
13.92%

8,547
21,378
26,264
9.95%

Note: NA = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996a.
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36,280
448

9,508
17,487
34,257
6.46%
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Employment in the counties located in New Mexico also grew at considerable rates. In Dona Ana
County, full- and part-time employment increased at an average annual rate of 3.9 percent in the 1970s;
3.9 percent in the 1980s; and 2.8 percent in the 1990s, as shown in Table 4.13-8. In the case of Otero
County, the respective rates were much lower: 1.8 percent in the 1970s; 1.2 percent in the 1980s; and
1.5 percent in the 1990s, as shown in Table 4.13-9. By way of comparison, corresponding growth rates
for the nation were 2.3 percent in the 1970s; 2.0 percent in the 1980s; and 1.3 percent in the 1990s. For
the State of Texas, the respective rates were 4.1 percent, 2.2 percent, and 2.4 percent; while for the State
of New Mexico they were 4.2 percent, 2.6 percent, and 3.2 percent, as shown in Tables 4.13-10, 4.13-11,
and 4.13-12, respectively.

Table 4.13-8. Dona Ana County, New Mexico: Full- and Part-time Employment by
T ypean d I n d us t ry, 1970 1980 1990 ,and 1995

'

Dona Ana County
New Mexico

Year

'

Average Annual Percentage Change

1970
27,087

1980
39, 758

1990
58,419

1995 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995
67,126
3.91%
3.92%
2.82%

23,599

34,294

48,656

55,420

3.81%

3.56%

2.64%

3,488

5,464

9,763

11,706

4.59%

5.98%

3.70%

824

936

1,159

U95

1.28%

2.16%

0.61%

2,664

4,528

8,604

10,511

5.45%

6.63%

4.09%

2.458

2,937

2,548

2,798

1.80%

-1.41%

1.89%

Nonfarm employment

24,629

36,821

55,871

64,328

4.10%

4.26%

2.86%

Private employment

14,218

23,329

37,828

45,071

5.08%

4.95%

3.57%

436

1,106

1,992

2,774

9.76%

6.06%

6.85%

64

27

129

172

-8.27%

16.93%

5.92%

Total full- and part-time employment
By Type:
Wage and salary employment
Proprietors' employment
Farm proprietors' employment
Nonfarm proprietors' employment

By lndust1y:
Farm employment

Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other
Mining
Construction

1,169

2,282

2,988

4.440

6.92%

2.73%

8.24%

Manufacturing

1,229

2,695

3,982

2,943

8.17%

3.98%

-5.87%

Transportation and public utilities

1,287

1,315

2,014

2,249

0.22%

4.36%

2.23%

340

934

1,105

1,443

10.63%

1.70%

5.48%

Retail trade

4,005

5,500

9,846

11,638

3.22%

6.00%

3.40%

Finance, insurance, and real estate

1.420

2,280

3,382

3,722

4.85%

4.02%

1.93%

Wholesale trade

Services
Government and government
enterprises:
Federal, civilian
Military

4,268

7,190

12,390

15,690

5.35%

5.59%

4.84%

10,411

13,492

18,043

19,257

2.63%

2.95%

1.31%

4,932

4,342

4,744

3,761

-1.27%

0.89%

-4.54%

557

565

805

742

0.14%

3.60%

-1.62%

12,494

14,754

5.72%

3.82%

3.38%

1.38%

1.11%

NA

NA

NA

State and local

4,922

Military as Percent of Total

2.06%

8,585
1.42%

Note: NA = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996a.
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Table 4.13-9. Otero County, New Mexico: Full- and Part-time Employment by
T ype and Industry, 1970 ' 1980 1990, and 1995
Otero County, New Mexico

Year

'

Average Annual Percentage Change
1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995
1.82%
1.20%
1.45%

1970
19,223

1980
23,018

1990
25,934

1995
27,875

17,745

20,636

0.82%

0.82%

2,382

23,315
4,560

1.52%

1,478

22.386
3,548

4.89%

4.06%

5.15%

287

399

444

452

3.35%

1.07%

0.36%

1,191

1,983

3,104

4,108

5.23%

4.58%

5.76%

385

512

553

591

2.89%

0.77%

1.34%

18,838
8,218

22,506

25,381

27,284

1.79%

1.21%

1.46%

10,911

14,674

16,968

2.87%

3.01%

2.95%

34

96

162

5.37%

8.36%

51

17

242
47

10.94%

42

-10.40%

9.47%

2.28%

421

774

1,541

6.28%

1.18%

12.11%

1,166

1,029

870
1,337

1,089

-1.24%

2.65%

-4.02%

Transportation and public utilities

470

674

1,166

1,040

3.67%

5.63%

-2.26%

Wholesale trade

125

180

304

312

3.71%

5.38%

0.52%

1,993

3,191

3,810

4,196

4.82%

1.79%

1.95%

Total full- and part-time employment
By Type:

Wage and salary employment
Proprietors' employment
Farm proprietors' employment
Nonfarm proprietors' employment
By Industry:

Farm employment
Nonfarm employment
Private employment
Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing

Retail trade

514

1.036

1,024

1,198

7.26%

-0.12%

3.19%

3,444

3,914

5,959

7,303

1.29%

4.29%

4.15%

10,620

11,595

10,707

10.316

0.88%

-0.79%

-0.74%

3,051

2,741

2,328

2,232

-1.07%

-1.62%

-0.84%
-2.03%

Finance, insurance, and real estate
Services
Government and government
enterprises:
Federal, civilian

5,923

5,345

1.13%

-1.56%

2,456
1,921
32.22% 30.12% 22.84%

2,739

3.40%
NA

2.49%

2.21%

NA

NA

6,194

Military
State and local
Military as Percent of Total

1,375

6,933

19.17%

Note: NA = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 1996a.

The industrial sector contributing most to total employment in 1995 in the ROI was services, with a share
of 24.1 percent; followed by the retail trade, which contributed 17 .2 percent; state and local government
with 15.0 percent; and manufacturing with 13.1 percent, as shown in Table 4.13-13. El Paso County
dominated the regional employment; the aforementioned four sectors also contributed the greatest shares
to total employment in the county, although in slightly different order. The major difference in the sector
profile of Dofia Ana County was the contribution made by the construction sector (6.6 percent), while the
military sector contributed 19.2 percent in Otero County. This latter contribution is attributable to the
presence of HAFB.
The dependence that the regional economy has on military activities can be described by comparing the
level of military employment against total full- and part-time employment. For the three-county ROI, the
share of total employment contributed by the military has fallen significantly over the period from 1970 to
1995. In 1970 the share stood at 14.1 percent, however, it declined to 10.4 percent by 1980, 6.8 percent
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Table 4.13-10. United Stat
United States

Full

d Part-time E

"

tbvT
.,
"

d Industrv.
" , 1970. 1980. 1990. and 1995

Year

Avera£e Annual Percentage Chan£e
1970-1980
1980-1990
1990-1995
2.29%
2.03%
1.31%

1970
91,308.400

1980
114,471,900

1990
139,891,300

1995
149,290,100

Wage and salary employment

78,797,000

97,922,000

117 ,131,000

124,853,000

2.20%

1.81%

1.29%

Proprietors' employment

12,511,400

16,549,900

22,760,300

24,437,100

2.84%

3.24%

1.43%

Farm proprietors' employment

2,717,000

2,495,000

2,227,000

2,117,000

-0.85%

-1.13%

-1.01%

Nonfarm proprietors' employment

9,794,400

14,054,900

20,533,300

22,320,100

3.68%

3.86%

1.68%

Total full- and part-time employment
By Type:

By Indust1y:
Farm employment

""l

5·

!.
3,961,000

3,798,000

3,147,000

2,984,000

-0.42%

-1.86%

-1.06%

Nonfarm employment

87,347,400

110,673,900

136, 744,300

146,306,100

2.40%

2.14%

1.36%

Private employment

71,274,400

91,887,900

115,486,300

124,696,100

2.57%

2.31%

1.55%

Ag. serv., forestry, fishing. and other

525,300

909,000

1,452,400

1,821,900

5.64%

4.80%

4.64%

Mining

743,900

1,277,600

1,042,900

922,000

5.56%

-2.01%

-2.43%

4,398,800

5,654,200

7,264,000

7,649,600

2.54%

2.54%

1.04%

19,687,300

20,780,900

19,634,600

19,225,900

0.54%

-0.57%

-0.42%

.,'"'d

0
fJCi
.,

-=-·a:
;:;·

Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation and public utilities

4,865,500

5,672,100

6,560,600

7,079,700

1.55%

1.47%

1.53%

Wholesale trade

4,172,700

5,741,700

6,651,900

6,953,500

3.24%

1.48%

0.89%

13,698,800

17,883,900

22,840,700

25,181,300

2.70%

2.48%

1.97%

6, 156,100

8,977,200

11,376,300

11,088,600

3.84%

2.40%

-0.51%

Services

17,026,000

24,991,300

38,662,900

44,773,600

3.91%

4.46%

2.98%

Government and government enterprises:

16,073,000

18,786,000

21,258,000

21,610,000

1.57%

1.24%

0.33%

Federal, civilian

2,902,000

3,022,000

3,263,000

2,976,000

0.41%

0.77%

-1.82%

Military

3,232,000

2,501,000

2,750,000

2,234,000

-2.53%

0.95%

-4.07%

State and local

9,939,000

13,263,000

15,245,000

16,400,000

2.93%

1.40%

1.47%

NA

NA

NA

Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate

Military as Percent of Total
Note: NA = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. l 996a.
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Table 4.13-11. S

wI

"""

fT

State of Texas

Full

dP

E
Avera~e Annual Percentage Change
1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995
4.09%
2.19%
2.36%

Year
1995
10,511,661

1970
5,046,401

1980
7,531,887

1990
9,353,646

4,235,253

6.361,618

7,501,571

8,546,603

4.15%

1.66%

2.64%

Proprietors' employment

811,148

1,170,269

1,852,075

1,965,058

3.73%

4.70%

1.19%

Farm proprietors' employment

196,953

199,232

193,559

206,505

0.12%

-0.29%

1.30%

Nonfarm proprietors' employment

614,195

971,037

1,658,516

1,758,553

4.69%

5.50%

1.18%

290,593

276,155

244,906

256,461

-0.51%

-1.19%

0.93%

Nonfarm employment

4,755,808

7,255,732

9,108,740

10,255,200

4.31%

2.30%

2.40%

~

"!j

Ill

.,

Private employment

3,847,702

6,096,755

7,667,969

8,650,404

4.71%

2.32%

2.44%

34,092

58,860

99,861

129,408

5.61%

5.43%

5.32%

Mining

139,728

312,956

290,869

267,338

8.40%

-0.73%

-1.67%

Construction

297,059

528,627

497,670

605,760

5.93%

-0.60%

4.01%

-== -·==

Manufacturing

755,974

1,068,000

1,021,724

1,082,102

3.52%

-0.44%

1.15%

0

Transportation and public utilities

275,733

398,859

478,128

545,762

3.76%

1.83%

2.68%

Wholesale trade

277,969

436,614

0.67%

1.85%

789,554

1,198,155

511,604
1,782,815

4.62%

Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate

466,759
1,524,624

4.26%

2.44%

3.18%

326,941

602,231

785,641

766,852

6.30%

2.69%

-0.48%

Total full- and part-time employment
By Type:

Wage and salary employment

"!j
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By Ind11st1y:

Farm employment

Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other
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Services

950,652

1,492,453

2,502,693

2,958,763

4.61%

5.31%

3.40%

rn

Government and government enterprises:

908,106

1,158,977

1,440,771

l,604,796

2.47%

2.20%

2.18%

;:ti

162,460

203,163
187,506

188,226

1,050,102

1.98%
0.02%
2.70%

-

804,862

173.334
1,243,236

0.28%
-2.06%
4.56%

-1.52%

230,469
515,177

167,016
187,099

4.57%

2.48%

2.00%

1.65%

NA

Federal, civilian
Military
State and local
Military as Percent of Total

s-

"'Ci
-

=
Ill

5!

""
=

-1.56%
3.43%

NA

Q.

NA

Note: NA = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996a.
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Table 4.13-12. State of New Mexico: Full- and Part-time Employment by Type and Industry, 1970,
1980,1990,and1995
State ofNew Mexico

-

-

Total.full- and part-time employment
By Tvve:
Wage and salarv employment
Proprietors' employment
Farm proprietors' employment
Nonfarm proprietors' employment
By Industry:
Farm employment
Nonfarm employment
Private employment
Ag. Serv., forestry, fishing, and other
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation and public utilities
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate
Services
Government and government
enterprises:
Federal, civilian
Military
State and local
Military as Percent of Total

Year
Avera$!e Annual Percenta$!e Chan$!e
1970
1990
1980
1995 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-1995
4.15%
2.55%
3.23%
398,990 598,966 770,505 903,412

339,598 513,563 633,161 744,202
59.392 85,403 137,344 159.210
12,716 13,400 13,598 13,304
46,676 72,003 123,746 145,906

4.22%
3.70%
0.53%
4.43%

2.12%
4.87%
0.15%
5.56%

3.28%
3.00%
-0.44%
3.35%

20.122 22,191
19,764 20,465
378,868 576,775 750,741 882,947
266,316 431,245 574,752 694,321
2,682
8,407 12,203
4.358
18,956 31,152 20,452 21,539
20,097 38,873 40,836 59,763
21,940 35,962 48.101 52,058
21,625 30,726 33,693 36,269
12,414 22,733 27,622 31,468
64,785 98,075 134,224 163,452
23,881 38,501 51,035 53,915
79,936 130,865 210.382 263,654

0.98%
4.29%
4.94%
4.97%
5.09%
6.82%
5.07%
3.58%
6.24%
4.23%
4.89%
5.05%

-1.15%
2.67%
2.91%
6.79%
-4.12%
0.49%
2.95%
0.93%
1.97%
3.19%
2.86%
4.86%

0.70%
3.30%
3.85%
7.74%
1.04%
7.91%
1.59%
1.48%
2.64%
4.02%
1.10%
4.62%

112.552 145,530 175,989 188,626

2.60%

1.92%

1.40%

0.94%
-0.42%
4.14%
NA

0.51%
0.44%
2.65%
NA

-0.45%
-1.04%
2.28%
NA

27,507
22,723
62,322
5.70%

30,219 31,797 31,089
21,794 22.776 21,616
93,517 121,416 135,921
3.64%
2.96%
2.39%

Note; A = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996a.
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T a ble 413 13 E mp ovment b1y sec t or (1995)
Sector

-

United
States

Texas

Farm employment
2.00%
2.44%
Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other 1.22% 1.23%
Mining
0.62%
2.54%
Construction
5.12%
5.76%
Manufacturing
12.88% 10.29%
Transportation and public utilities
4.74%
5.19%
Wholesale trade
4.66%
4.87%
Retail trade
16.87% 16.96%
Finance, insurance, and real estate
7.43%
7.30%
Services
29.99% 28.15%
Federal, civilian
1.99%
1.79%
Military
1.50%
1.65%
State and local
10.99% 11.83%

New Mexico

2.27%
1.35%
2.38%
6.62%
5.76%
4.01%
3.48%
18.09%
5.97%
29.18%
3.44%
2.39%
15.05%

ThreeCounty
ROI
1.14%
1.29%
0.21%
5.33%
13.09%
4.51%
3.94%
17.19%
5.48%
24.08%
3.71%
5.04%
14.98%

El Paso
County

Dona Ana
County

Otero
County

0.37%
0.69%
0.20%
5.03%
15.90%
4.84%
4.61%
17.36%
5.57%
24.04%
2.89%
4.61%
13.89%

4.17%
4.13%
0.26%
6.61%
4.38%
3.35%
2.15%
17.34%
5.54%
23.37%
5.60%
1.11%
21.98%

2.12%
0.87%
0.17%
5.53%
3.91%
3.73%
1.12%
15.05%
4.30%
26.20%
8.01%
19.17%
9.83%
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by 1990, and 5.0 percent by 1995. The vast majority of the military presence accounted for here is both
the Anny at Fort Bliss in El Paso County, Texas, and the USAF at HAFB in Otero County, New Mexico.
The decline in the share of employment contributed by the military is attributable to two main trends:
down-sizing of the military; and increasing economic diversification, as shown in Figure 4.13-2.
For the State of Texas, the contribution made by military employment to total employment was
4.6 percent in 1970, 2.5 percent in 1980, 2.0 percent in 1990, and 1.7 percent in 1995. The corresponding
shares for the State of New Mexico were 5.7 percent in 1970, 3.6 percent in 1980, 3.0 percent in 1990,
and 2.4 percent in 1995. For the nation as a whole, military employment contributed 3.5 percent of total
employment in 1970, 2.2 percent in 1980, 2.0 percent in 1990, and 1.5 percent in 1995.
Employment Projections. Over the period 2000 through 2015, total employment in the three-county
ROI is anticipated to increase from 450,384 jobs to 564,410 jobs. This represents an average annual
increase of 1.3 percent. This rate of increase exceeds slightly, that projected for the State of Texas. The
highest rate of change is expected to occur in Dofia Ana County (annual average of 1.6 percent) and the
lowest in Otero County (0.9 percent per year). The average annual rate of change for the State of New
Mexico is expected to reach 1.4 percent.
4.13.2.2

Earnings

Fort Bliss. Over the period FY 91 through FY 96, Fort Bliss expenditures have exceeded one billion
dollars annually. Table 4.13-14 presents expenditures for nine major categories for each year, FY 90
through FY 96. The categories are: military payroll, civilian payroll, local purchases and contracts,
nonlocal purchases and contracts, utilities, military construction, retired military pensions, non-U.S.
expenditures, and student impact aid to local school districts.
The consistently largest proportion of total expenditures has been military payrolls, which has fluctuated
from a high of 44.6 percent ($608,583,148) in FY 94 to a low of 29.9 percent ($350,040,274) in FY 96.
The second largest contribution to total expenditures is made by pension payments to retired military
personnel and annuitants. This has varied between 18.6 percent and 26.4 percent over the 6-year time
period. The third largest category of expenditures is for civilian payroll, which has varied between
10.9 percent and 15.8 percent. Other significant expenditure categories are local purchases and contracts
that have ranged between 7.0 percent and 11.0 percent, and nonlocal purchases and contracts that have
ranged between 7.8 percent and 13.3 percent. The proportion of total expenditures contributed by this
latter category has consistently decreased annually between FY 90 and FY 95.
When payroll and expenditure figures are adjusted for the effects of inflation (expressed in 1996 constant
year dollars), total expenditures were lower in 1996 ($1,171,799,197) than in any year since 1991. Local
purchases and contracts were higher in 1996 ($128,465,805) than in any year except 1994 (over the
period 1990 to 1996). Nonlocal purchases and contracts were at their lowest level in 1996, as were
military payroll payments.
Fort Bliss is the single largest employer in the ROI and, thus, exerts a substantial direct influence on the
local economy. The installation also contributes significantly to regional employment in an indirect
manner through the goods and services that are purchased locally, and induces employment through the
payroll expenditures of both military and civilian personnel located at Fort Bliss. The indirect and
induced employment is referred to as secondary employment and is the result of the "multiplier effect."
Some of the expenditures made in the local economy do not result in increased secondary because of the
"leakage effect," whereby a certain proportion of goods and services consumed in the region are provided
by firms and organizations located outside the region where the secondary employment effect will be
experienced.
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Table 4.13-15 presents secondary employment levels in the three-county ROI associated with operations
at Fort Bliss. Secondary employment has ranged from a high of 10,208 jobs in 1994, to a low of 7,230
jobs in 1990. After reaching a high point in 1994, the value has declined and stood at 8,267 in 1996. The
majority (55 percent) of this secondary employment ( 4,546 jobs in 1996) is concentrated in the services
sector of the economy; followed by retail trade (l,491 jobs and 18 percent); and construction,
maintenance and repair (658 jobs and 8 percent).

Table 4.13-15. Secondary Employment in the Region oflnfluence,
bIY Sec t or, F.1scal Y ear 90 t 0 F'1scal Y ear 96
Industrial Sector
Agriculture and Mining

-

FY90

FY91

FY92

FY93

FY94

FY95

FY96

138

144

155

171

192

165

138

Construction, Maintenance & Repair

262

206

244

368

506

629

Manufacturing

375

388

415

463

533

474

658
408

Transportation & Utilities

287

298

317

347

395

357

300

342

352

377

404

452

389

346

1,488

1,553

1,665

1,842

2,073

1,785

1,491

394

421

463

524

453

Services

377
3,961

4,187

4.301

4,585

5,533

5,064

380
4,546

Total

7,230

7,522

7,895

8,643

10,208

9,316

8,267

Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate

Industrial Sector

Percent Contribution
FY91
FY92
FY90

FY94

FY95

FY96

1.98%

1.88%

1.77%

1.67%

4.96%

6.75%

7.96%

FY93

Agriculture and Mining

1.91%

1.91%

1.96%

Construction, Maintenance & Repair

3.62%

2.74%

3.09%

4.26%

Manufacturing

5.19%

5.16%

5.26%

5.36%

5.22%

5.09%

4.94%

3.83%

3.63%

Transportation & Utilities

3.97%

3.96%

4.02%

4.01%

3.87%

Wholesale Trade

4.73%

4.68%

4.78%

4.67%

4.43%

4.18%

4.19%

20.58%

20.65%

21.09%

21.31%

20.31%

19.16%

18.04%

5.21%

5.24%

5.33%

5.36%

5.13%

4.86%

4.60%

54.79% 55.66% 54.48%
100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

53.05%

54.20%

54.36%

54.99%

Retail Trade
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate
Services

Total

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Counties: Historic and Current. Total nonfarm earnings paid to workers in the three-county ROI have
increased from $1,172,288,000 in 1970 to $3,312,537,000 in 1980, $6,697,071,000 in 1990 and
$8,798,891,000 in 1995, as shown in Table 4.13-16. The greatest contributions to the nonfarm earnings
in 1995 were made by the following industrial sectors: services (22.5 percent); manufacturing
(14.0 percent); and retail trade (11.5 percent). Earnings of military employees accounted for 6.0 percent
of the nonfarm wages and salaries in 1995. The contribution to nonfarm regional earnings made by all
military employees in the three-county ROI has decreased from 14.0 percent in 1970 to 6.0 percent in
1995, as shown in Table 4.13-17. Over this same time period, other sectors have increased their share:
state and local government earnings has risen from 11.7 percent in 1970 to 17.0 in 1995; services have
increased from 12.9 percent to 22.5 percent; and manufacturing from 13.9 percent to 14.0 percent.
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T a bl e 413
. o f I n fl uence E arnmgs
. -16 R eg1on
Three-county ROI
1970
Wage and salary disbursements

c

ID

$000) 1970 1980 1990 ,an d 1995
'
'
'
1995
1980
1990

$L042.412

$2,824,818

$5,518,812

$7.142,141

Other labor income

$43,293

$229,880

$593,066

$789,939

Proprietors' income

$108,073

$281.335

$699,897

$954,758

$21,490

$23.496
$3,312,537
$2,255,650

$114,704

$87,947

$1,172,288
$714,118

$6,697,071

$8,798,891

$4,588,077

$6.136.248

Farm earnings
Nonfarm earnings
Private earnings

$3,517

$13,144

$39,744

$57,295

$1.353
$61,417

$24,215

$5,813

$7,255

$183,654

$282,091

$434,068

$163,278

$514,932

$1,026,177

$L229,043

Transportation and public utilities

$92,700

Wholesale trade

$64,533

$300,200
$190,861

$466.372
$358,764

$635,054
$464,115

$133,006

$391,528

$737,874

$1,008,660

$43,223

$136,906

$226,971

$324.484

Services

$151,091

$500,210

$1,444,271

$1,976,274

Government and government enterprises:

Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing

Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate

$458,170

$L056,887

$2,108,994

$2,662,643

Federal, civilian

$156.432

$298,770

$552,919

$638,968

Military

$164,546

$338.338

$525,666

$528,167

State and local

$137,192

$419,779

$1,030,409

$L495,508

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996b.
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. ofl n fl uence E arnmgs-p ercent c ontn.b utwn,
. -17 R egwn
1970 1980 1990, an d 1995
'
'
Three-county ROI
1970
1995
1980
1990
100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

60.92%

68.09%

0.30%

0.40%

68.51%
0.59%

69.74%
0.65%

Mining

0.12%

0.73%

0.09%

0.08%

Construction

5.24%

5.54%

4.21%

4.93%

13.93%

15.54%

15.32%

13.97%

7.91%

9.06%

6.96%

7.22%

Nonfarm earnings
Private earnings
Ag. serv., forestry, fishing, and other

Manufacturing
Transportation and public utilities
Wholesale trade
Retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate

5.50%

5.76%

5.36%

5.27%

11.35%

11.82%

11.02%

11.46%

3.69%

4.13%

3.39%

3.69%

Services

12.89%

15.10%

21.57%

22.46%

Government and government enterprises:

39.08%

31.91%

31.49%

30.26%

Federal, civilian

13.34%

9.02%

8.26%

7.26%

Military

14.04%

10.21%

7.85%

6.00%

State and local

11.70%

12.67%

15.39%

17.00%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1996b.
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4.13.3

Housing

This section addresses both military and civilian housing resources. The ROI is the three-county region
previously defined. For military housing, the description distinguishes between on- and off-post housing
units and, for the on-post housing, between family and unaccompanied housing (barracks).
4.13.3.1

Fort Bliss

Fort Bliss provides housing for active duty personnel permanently assigned to the installation (both with
and without dependents) and personnel on TDY at the Fort.
Military Family Housing. Based on an inventory of military family housing under the control of
Fort Bliss as of February 1997, there are a total of 3,311 military family housing units. The housing is
located in five areas of the post: Main Post, WBAMC, Logan Heights, Biggs AAF, and an area of "801"
leased housing to the north of the post. The geographical distribution and selected characteristics of the
family housing are presented in Table 4.13-18.
The largest share (39 percent) of the family housing (1,285 units) are located on the Main Post, and of
these, 22 percent are assigned to officer personnel and the remaining 78 percent are assigned to enlisted
personnel. The large majority (90 percent) of total officer housing units are located here. The greatest
proportion (73 percent) of the units on the Main Post have three bedrooms.

.

.
'I H ousm2 b'Y L ocaf ion an dGra d e A ss12nmen
T a bl e 413 -18 MTt
t
11 arv F amuv
Housing Area
Main Post

WBAMC
BiggsAAF
Logan Heights
Leased (801)
Total

Officer Personnel
General
Field
Company
Grade
Grade
&Fla~
4
139
213
27
12
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
166
225

Enlisted Personnel
Junior
Senior
E3 and
Below
NCO
NCO
529
400
0
32
0
0
255
545
0
0
855
0
300
0
0
1,961
400
555

Total Units
1,285
71
800
855
300
3,311

In 1996, the WBAMC had a total of 71 units co-located with it to the west of the Main Post, of which
55 percent are assigned to officer personnel and the remaining assigned to junior NCO personnel. Of the
total units, 55 percent have three bedrooms and 38 percent have four bedrooms

Biggs AAF, located adjacent and to the east of the Main Post, contains 800 family housing units, all of
which are assigned to enlisted personnel and their families. The majority (68 percent) of the units are
occupied by junior NCO personnel, with the remaining 32 percent occupied by senior NCO personnel.
The largest share of the units (48 percent) have two bedrooms and all are Wherry housing, constructed in
the 1950s for the USAF at a time when Biggs AAF was an USAF installation.
To the west of the Main Post is an extensive housing area (containing both family and unaccompanied
housing) known as Logan Heights. The area contains 855 family housing units, all of which are assigned
to junior NCO personnel. The large majority of the units (74 percent) have three bedrooms while an
additional 22 percent are two-bedroom units.
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Located approximately 5 miles north of the Main Post is an area containing 300 family housing units that
are leased on a long-term basis by the DA. These units were constructed under the "80 l" program
whereby lease payments are guaranteed to the lessor. All the units are assigned to senior NCO personnel
and their families.
Unaccompanied Housing. There are a total of 261 buildings designed to house unaccompanied
personnel assigned on a permanent or temporary basis to Fort Bliss. Large numbers of personnel come to
Fort Bliss for short periods of time to participate in field exercises such as Roving Sands, which are held
annually. Of the buildings utilized to accommodate these permanent and TDY personnel, just under half
(123) are located at the three range camps (McGregor and Orogrande camps on McGregor Range, and the
Dofia Ana Range Camp). At McGregor Range Camp there are 21 buildings designed to accommodate
personnel taking part in exercises at the range. In aggregate, these buildings can accommodate 708
persons (152 in open bay configurations and the remaining in single and double occupancy rooms).
There are 30 buildings at the Orogrande Camp, also located on McGregor Range. These buildings can
accommodate 480 persons (all but 6 in open bay configurations). The number of personnel able to be
accommodated in the camp buildings as stated above assumes 90 square feet per person and two persons
per room where feasible. Under mobilization conditions, the capacity of the buildings could increase as
the square footage per person decreases. Assuming 54 square feet per person, the capacity of the
buildings at McGregor Range Camp rises from 708 persons (under normal conditions) to 1,232 (an
increase of 74 percent). If the area allowance declines further to 40 square feet per person, the capacity
rises to 1,604 persons (an increase of 127 percent over normal conditions). The Orogrande Camp
capacity would rise, under identical space parameters, to 789 persons and 1,076 persons, respectively.
The Dofia Ana Range Camp contains 72 buildings that can accommodate 580 persons, all in open bay
configurations under normal space parameter conditions.
The greatest capacity (assuming 90 square feet per person and two persons per room), however, is in the
cantonment area where the buildings can accommodate 9,410 persons housed in rooms, and an additional
1,973 persons in open bay configurations. Of the 1,973 persons acc01mnodated in an open bay
configuration, 1,924 would occupy buildings at Logan Heights. This compares to 1,768 persons that can
be accommodated in rooms and 1,206 in open bay configurations at the camps. The cantonment area is
defmed here as the Main Post, Biggs AAF, and Logan Heights.
All of the buildings located at Logan Heights and the three range camps are classed as substandard and
not able to be upgraded in a cost-effective manner. Additionally, many of them have an open bay
configuration. This contrasts to the buildings located on the Main Post and at Biggs AAF that contain
individual rooms, many with their own bath and which meet housing standards.
Under mobilization conditions, the capacity of the buildings could increase as the square footage per
person (for those housed in rooms) decreases. Assuming 54 square feet per person, the capacity of the
buildings rises from 11, 178 persons (under normal conditions) to 20,623 persons (an increase of
84.5 percent). If the area allowance declines further to 40 square feet per person, the capacity rises to
27,821, or almost two and a half times the capacity under normal conditions. This added capacity is
dependent, however, on the configuration of the rooms and their ability to accommodate an increase in
the number of occupants. The typical barrack room currently has a size of 180 square feet and can
accommodate two persons. However, under recent Army space regulations, policy is to have a single
person per room. New barracks are under construction and will accommodate a single person per room.
The space per person will be 220 square feet for those personnel in ranks ES and above and 110 square
feet for those in ranks E4 and below.
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The most recent barracks construction project is the replacement of five substandard barracks located on
the Main Post (buildings 2906, 2907, 2908, 2909, and 2443 with a total of 312 rooms) with a building
designed to house 672 persons on a one-person-per-room basis. Future long-range plans call for the
demolition of all barracks in the Logan Heights area, utilization of the area for additional military family
housing, and the consolidation of personnel on the Main Post.

Transient Housing Facilities. There are a number of facilities on Fort Bliss designed to accommodate
TDY personnel. These personnel included individuals attending the U.S. Anny Sergeant Major Academy
and the ADA School. They are comprised of the following: distinguished visitor quarters (4 facilities
with a total of 12 rooms); visitor quarters (19 facilities with 710 rooms); and bachelor quarters (7 facilities
with 32 rooms assigned to permanent party members). The monthly occupancy rate for these
accommodations averaged 62 percent, ranging from a high of 81 percent in August to 41 percent in
December.

-

-

In addition, the Fort Bliss Inn is a 154-room hotel that helps accommodate personnel and their families
who are undergoing a permanent change of station (PCS) in and out of the installation. During the large
exercises conducted at the ranges, such as Roving Sands, the vast majority of TDY personnel are housed
in the range camps. Only about 100 rooms are set aside on the main cantonment for transient use during
these exercises.

4.13.3.2

Counties and Communities: Historic and Current

The number of housing units in the three-county ROI increased from 133,140 in 1970 to 199,869 in 1980,
and 259,798 in 1990, at an average annual rate of 3.4 percent over the 20-year period. The most rapid
growth rate took place in Dofia Ana County, New Mexico, where the 20-year rate was almost 4.7 percent
annually. El Paso County, Texas, exhibited a 20-year growth rate of 3.1 percent and Otero County,
New Mexico, experienced an annual rate of 3.3 percent, as shown in Table 4.13-19.

Table 4.13-19. Housin2 Units by County and Re2ion oflnfluence, 1970, 1980, and 1990
Total Housing Units

-

-

Doi'ia Ana County, NM
Otero County, NM
El Paso, TX
Total Three-county ROI

1970
19,818
12,098
101,224
133,140

Change (%per yem)

1980
1990
1970-r-1980 1980-1990 1970-1990
33,944
49,148
5.53%
3.77%
4.65%
17,961
23, 177
4.03%
2.58%
3.30%
147,964 187,473
3.87%
3.13%
2.39%
199,869 259,798
4.15%
2.66%
3.40%

% Owner
Occupied
1980
1990
64.1
64.6
60.9
62.3
59.4
58.7
NA
NA

Note: NA = Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 1993b.

As of 1990, the large proportion (63.8 percent) of the housing stock was comprised of single family units
as shown in Table 4.13-20. Multiple family units comprised 24.0 percent of the total units, with mobile
homes contributing 11.1 percent. A small number ( 1.2 percent of the total units) are not categorized by
housing type. There are a number of differences in terms of composition of the housing stock across the
counties. The two smaller counties in New Mexico have a far higher proportion of mobile homes (over
25 percent in each case) than in El Paso County, Texas, which has only 5.6 percent. The proportion of
multiple family units, especially the number of structures containing ten or more units, is significantly
higher in El Paso County where such units comprise 14.8 percent of the entire housing stock, than in the
other two counties (1.2 percent in Otero County and 7.3 percent in Dofia Ana County). The proportion of
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T a bl e 413 -20 H OUSIIl2: U DI"ts b'Y T ype,
Dona Ana County,
Total Housing Units
Single Family Units
Detached
Attached
Percent
Multiple Family Units
2 Units
3 or 4 Units
5-9 Units
10 or more Units
Percent
Mobile Home or Trailer
Percent
Other
Occupied Housing Units
Owner-occupied
Renter-occupied
Percent
Median Value
Median Contract Rent

NM

49,148
27.753
25,709
2.044
56.47%
8,645
1,680
2.170
1.224
3,571
17.59%
12.403
25.24%
347
45,029
29.084
15,945
35.41%
$67.300
$290

. ofl n fl uence
c oun 1es, an dRegmn

Otero County,
NM

23,177
14.942
13.922
1.020
64.47%
2.090
495
665
507
423
9.02%
5,971
25.76%
174
18.155
11.313
6,842
37.69%
$58,000
$291

El Paso County,
TX
187,473
122.965
112.278
10.687
65,59%
51.513
4.970
7,556
11.327
27.660
27.485%
10.465
5.58%
2,530
178.366
104,624
73.742
41.34%
$57.300
$301

Three-county
ROI
259,798
165.660
151,909
13.751
63.76%
62.248
7,145
10.391
13.058
31,654
23.96%
28.839
11.10%
3.051
241,550
145.021
96.529
39.96%
NA
NA

Note: NA= Not Applicable.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 1993b.

occupied housing units occupied by renters is higher in El Paso County (41.3 percent) than in either Doiia
Ana County (35.4 percent) or Otero County (37.7 percent). The median value of owner-occupied units is
highest in Doiia Ana County ($67,300), followed by Otero County ($58,000) and El Paso County
($57,300).

-

---

---

....

---
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Selected housing characteristics for the communities (both incorporated and unincorporated) within the
three counties are presented in Table 4.13-21.
Housing Construction. An indication of the level of housing construction activity is provided by
information concerning the number of permits issued for the construction of housing units on an annual
basis. Between 1980 and 1994, the number of housing units authorized by building permits has averaged
4,368 in the three-county ROI, as shown in Table 4.13-22. The large proportion of these permits
(73.2 percent) has been for single family dwelling units. The housing construction industry is highly
cyclical, which is exhibited by the variability in construction levels. Over the 24-year period, the number
of units constructed annually in the three-county ROI has ranged from a high of 8,081 (in 1983) to a low
of 2,594 (in 1989). Of the units constructed, the proportion that are multiple family units also exhibits
great variability; between about 35 percent and 50 percent were multiple family units in the years 1982
through 1986. For all other years, with the exception of 1994, the proportion has been below 20 percent,
as shown in Figure 4.13-3.
Housing Projections. The total number of housing units is expected to increase as the population grows.
Under the assumption that the relationship that existed in 1990 between number of residents and number
of housing units remains constant, the number of housing units in the three-county ROI could grow to
335,066 units by 2000; 417,615 units by 2010; 514,893 units by 2020; and 629,370 units by 2030 as
shown in Table 4.13-23.
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Owner- Percent Renter- Percent
Total Occupiea
Housing Units in Structure
Total
occupied Owner- occupied RenterHousing Housing
Housing occupied Housing occupied
Population
Units
Units
Units
Units
Units
Units
2-4
5-9
JO+
1
Dona Ana County, New Mexico
5,160
1,381
69.63
1,304
908
30.37
792
55
68
2
396
251
2,962
1,020
684
78.89
183
21.11
5
0
0
867
1,202
382
164
289
81.87
18.13
353
64
11
0
0
297
1,136
498
282
69.46
40
23
406
30.54
124
7
62,126
25,676 23,797 13,382
866 3,492
56.23 10,415
43.77 15,104 3,169
787
1,975
19
516
70.98
29.02
676
69
727
211
1
1,398
8,179
1,959
1,850
12
75.57
452
24.43
1,106
71
0
334
125
4,520
647
0.16
134
47
636
1
635
99.84
2,616
724
22
683
29
0
702
3.13
680
96.87
0
Otero County, New Mexico
7,907
6,681
63.74
27,596
11,974 10,482
861
249
3,801
36.26
337
240
1,409
619
19.09
428
80.91
2
0
529
101
0
781
158
64.75
697
636
244
86
35.25
18
11
21
5,891
1,410
1,375
13
0.95
185
1,362
99.05
978
186
44
1,625
667
22.26
454
77.74
376
5
4
584
130
0
1,159
337
301
0
300
95
31.67
205
68.33
10
0
782
45
52
2,615
1,162
976
700
71.72
276
28.28
12
El Paso County, Texas
3,328
658
444
597
74.37
153
25.63
508
15
4
27
1,217
972
79.87
245
20.13
4,442
1,304
575
34
33
9
1,035
308
225
76.53
23.47
252
294
69
13
7
1
515,342
168,625 160,545 92,507
57.62 68,038
42.38 111,273 11,309 11,177 27,432
5,599
1,499
1,425
979
68.70
446
31.30
930
64
26
130
2,009
0
13,915
2,807
2,702
21
0.78
2,681
99.22
757
4

Table 4.13-21. Pooul ··
Community

Anthony CDP
Chaparral CDP
Dofia Ana CDP
Hatch Village
Las Cruces City
Mesilla Town
Sunland Park
University Park CDP
White Sands CDP
Alamogordo City
Boles Acres CDP
Cloudcroft Village
HAFBCDP
La Luz CDP
Mescalero CDP
Tularosa Village

:i::.

VJ
I

N

Vl

Anthony Town
Canutillo CDP
Clint Town
El Paso City
Fabens CDP
Fort Bliss CDP
Homestead Meadows
CDP
Horizon City
San Elizario CDP
Socorro Town

4,978
2,308
4,385
22,995

dH

1,312

1,205

1,111

92.20

94

7.80

516

17

2

911
1,069
5,449

874
1,004
5,239

692
830
4,181

79.18
82.67
79.81

182
174
1,058

20.82
17.33
20.19

840
651
3,385

34
19
202

18
2
43

4

1990

Mobile Median
&
Home
Trailer Value
464 $40,000
764 $55,300
207 $50,300
131 $42,700
3,045 $68.300
22 $92,500
770 $35,300
7
$0
12 $130,000

Median
Contract
Rent
$189
$221
$202
$186
$301
$265
$190
$320
$427
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2,620
377
34
17
282
26
271

$58,200
$87,500
$65,400
$60,000
$57,700
$27,500
$41,500

$296
$260
$259
$390
$259
$179
$204

104
653
35
7,434
349
37

$43,500
$37,900
$55,500
$58,500
$31,900
$46,900

$226
$189
$193
$303
$167
$350

773

$37,800

$277

10
8
1 396
29 1,790

$68,900
$32,600
$38,800

$434
$173
$213
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Owner- Percent Renter- Percent
Total Occupied
Total
occupied Owner- occupied RenterHousing Housing
Population
Housing occupied Housing occupied
Units
Units
Units
Units
Units
Units
El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
1,276
313
286
12.94
249
87.06
37
605
208
184
150
81.52
34
18.48
2,381
525
87.62
554
65
12.38
460

N

O'I

Community

Sparks CDP
Vinton Village
Westway CDP

l~~u

lLontmueO)

Housing Units in Structure
1

201
72
396

2-4

5-9

1
2
10

0
0
6

Mobile Median
Home
&
JO+ Trailer Value

$22,900
$45,000
$32,300

110
134
142

1
0
0

Median
Contract
Rent

$144
$235
$183

Note: CDP is Census Designated Place, an unincorporated community.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1993c.
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H OUSID!J Units Authorized bv Buildin!! P
Dona Ana County, NM
Otero County, NM
Percent
Percent
Single
Single
Single
Single
Total
Family
Total
Family
Family
Family
Units
Units
Units
Units
722
99
553
76.6
91
91.9
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
719
512
71.2
105
99
94.3
67.8
1,319
295
927
70.3
200
1, 711
1,003
398
264
66.3
58.6
1,152
774
67.2
250
230
92.0
996
823
82.6
306
255
83.3
1,055
246
802
76.0
167
67.9
880
722
82.0
97
88
90.7
813
631
77.6
75
71
94.7
553
433
78.3
52
52
100.0
685
484
70.7
57
57
100.0
875
710
81.l
113
113
100.0
1,008
905
89.8
132
132
100.0
84.7
1105
936
138
138
100.0

Table 4.13-22. New P ·

Year

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
Annual
Average

971

730

169

76.2

140

89.2

.,""=

.. c

dR

.

fin fl

El Paso County, TX
Percent
Single
Single
Family
Total
Family
Units
Units
2,297
3,148
73.0
1,099
2,301
47.8
1,937
4,071
47.6
2,861
44.2
6,467
2,046
3,734
54.8
2,272
57.3
3,966
2,935
57.6
5,096
2,176
92.2
2,361
94.1
1,654
1.557
1,598
1,706
93.7
2,097
1,837
87.6
1,592
85.1
1,870
2,174
81.8
2,657
2,193
2,578
85.1
2,323
3,797
61.2

2,060

3,167

0
flCi "".j
., 0

1980 to 1994

= .,

Three-county ROI
Percent
Single
Single
Total
Family
Family
Units
Units
2,941
3,969
74.10
NA
NA
NA
2,548
52.05
4,895
3,988
49.35
8,081
3,313
5,843
56.70
3,276
5,368
61.03
4,013
6,398
62.72
3,145
3,662
85.88
2,631
2,367
89.97
2,300
2,594
88.67
2,322
2,702
85.94
2,133
2,612
81.66
2,997
3,645
82.22
3,718
3,230
86.87
3,397
5,040
67.40

70.9

2,998

4,368
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73.20

Note: NA= Not Available.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1993b.
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Figure 4.13-3. Housing Construction Trends within the Region of Influence.
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. o fl n fl uence, 2000 to 2030
T a bl e 413
. -23 H ousm2 u.
mt p ro]ections,
c ount1es an dRe21on
2000

2005

Population

778,674

883,232

Total Housing Units

246,751

279,884

315,863

161.844
67,807

183.576
76,912

13,769

15,618

Single Family
Multiple Family
Mobile Homes

2010
2015
El Paso County
1,119,881
996,771

2020

2025

2030

1,257,975

1.408,823

1,566,848

354,875

398,635

446,436

496,512

207,174

232,762

261,465

86,799

97,520

109,545

292,818
122,681

325,662
136,442

17,625

19,802

22,244

24,911

27,705

218,368

234,424

251,660

270,163

Dona Ana County
Population

188,566

203,412

62,991

68,391

73,775

79,200

85,023

91,274

97,985

48,013

173,677

Total Housing Units
Single Family

35,571

38,620

41,661

44,724

51,543

55,332

Multiple Family

11,080

12,030

12,977

14,956

16,055

17,236

Mobile Homes

15,899

17,262

18,621

13,931
19,990

21.460

23,038

24,731

Population

56,740

59,473

62,683

66,232

69,982

73,944

78,131

Total Housing Units

25,325

26,545

27,977

29,561

31,235

33,003

Otero County

16,327

17.113

18,037

19,058

20,137

21,277

34,872
22,482

Multiple Family

2,284

2,394

2,524

2,666

2,817

2,977

3,145

Mobile Homes

6,524

6,838

7,207

7.615

8,046

8.502

8.983

1,009,091

1,131,271

Three-county ROI
1,262,866
1,404,481

1,562,381

1.734,427

1,915,142

335,066

374,819

417,615

463,636

514,893

570,714

629,370

Single Family

Population

Total Housing Units

213,742

239,309

266,872

296,545

329,614

365,638

403,477

Multiple Family

Single Family

81,172

91,336

36,191

39,717

114,117
47,407

127,318

Mobile Homes

102,300
43,453

141,713
56,450

156,823
61,420

4.13.4

51,750

-
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Public Schools

There are four school districts in El Paso, where the majority of Fort Bliss military and civilian personnel
reside. These are the El Paso ISD, Ysleta ISD, Soccoro ISD, and Clint ISD. The school districts most
likely to be affected by actions at Fort Bliss are the El Paso ISD and the Ysleta ISD. School districts
serving Fort Bliss employees in New Mexico include the Las Cruces and Gadsden school districts. Each
is addressed in detail below.
4.13.4.1

--

El Paso ISD

-·-

-

The El Paso ISD serves students residing in the City of El Paso, including school-age dependents of
military personnel residing on post. The district has a total of 80 schools: 13 high schools, 13 middle
schools, and 54 elementary schools. Of these schools, the following (all elementary schools) are located
on Fort Bliss: Bliss (on the Main Post ), Milam (on Biggs AAF), and Logan (in the Logan Heights
military family housing area). Although the schools are physically located on the installation, their
catchment areas extend off the post and include civilian areas. A lease has been negotiated between the
School District and the Army for a site in the Logan Heights area that will accommodate a new high
school.
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Over the period 1990/91 through 1996/97 school years, enrollments have remained virtually unchanged at
approximately 64, 700 students, on average, while the number of certified teachers has increased from
3,850 to 4,108. The student-teacher ratio has declined over this period from 16.73 to 15.72, as shown in
Table 4.13-24. Enrollment is projected to increase at less than half of one percentage point per year over
the next 5 years.

.

T a ble 4 13-24. Sch 00I D"1st r1c
. t E nro II men t an d Sta ftimg, 1990/91 to 1996/97 Sc h 00I Years
School
Year

-

-

Enrollment

1990/91

64,426

El Paso/SD
Certified
Teachers
3,850

48.612

Ysleta /SD
Certified
Teachers
3.082
2,979

16.32

48.656

2.918

16.67

16.14

47.841

3.008

15.90

2.994

15.90

46.913
46.336

2.957

15.67
15.67

15.72

47,172

2.957

15.95

StudentTeacher Ratio
16.73

1991/92

64.950

4,023

1992/93

64.658

3.961

1993/94

4.025

1994/95
1995/96

64.966
65,194

4,066

16.03

64.715

4.070

1996/97

64.568

4,108

16.14

Enrollment
49,095

StudentTeacher Ratio
15.93
16.32

Source: El Paso. 1997a. b.

The El Paso ISD accommodates a significant number of school-age dependents of military personnel
assigned to Fort Bliss, residing both on and off post. As of school year 1994/95, the school district
accommodated a total of 2,551 military children located on federal property (including 271 children with
disabilities) and 4, 134 military children not located on federal property (including 218 children with
disabilities), for a total of 6,685 students. This number of military students has fallen from a value of
9,022 for school year 1988/89, as shown in Table 4.13-25.

Table 4.13-25. Federally Connected Students: Impact Aid
Fiscal Year 90 to Fiscal Year 96

-

FY
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

El PasoISD
$2.200,388
$2,274,084
$2,430,912
$4.620,840
$2,763,470
$2,763,470
$2,300,004

Ysleta !SD
$136,000
$141,060
$166,008
$162,480
$141,250
$141,250
$165,076

Total
$2,336,388
$2,415,144
$2,596,920
$4,783,320
$2,904,720
$2,904,720
$2,465,080

Source: El Paso. 1997a. b.

In addition to the elementary schools located on the post, a number of other schools accommodate sizable

--

numbers of students whose parents are active duty military personnel not residing in military family
housing. Following, are schools where 20 percent or more of the enrolled students have one or more
active duty military parents: Austin and Andress high schools; Bassett, Charles, and Ross middle
schools; and Hughey, Nixon, and Travis elementary schools.
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4.13.4.2

Ysleta ISD

The Ysleta ISD serves students residing in the City of El Paso, including school-age dependents of
military personnel residing off post. The district has the following number and type of schools:
7 conventional high schools, 9 special campuses, 11 middle schools, and 32 elementary schools
(El Paso, 1998).
Over the period 1990/91 through 1996/97 school years, enrollments have declined slightly from 49,095 to
47,172, while the number of certified teachers has decreased from 3,082 to 2,957. The student-teacher
ratio has remained virtually unchanged at 15.9 over this period, as shown in Table 4.13-24.
The Ysleta ISD accommodates a number of school-age dependents of military personnel assigned to
Fort Bliss, all of whom reside off post. As of school year 1993/94, the school district accommodated 868
students of military parents. This number declined annually, however, and registered 313 in the 1996/97
school year. The largest concentrations of military-connected students attend the following schools:
Parkland High School (43 students), Eastwood High School (33 students), Parkland Middle School
(27 students), Desertaire Elementary School (26 students), Tierra Del Sol Elementary School (22
students), and Pebble Hills Elementary School (21 students), as shown in Table 4.13-24.
4.13.4.3

Socorro ISD

The Socorro ISD is located in the eastern and southeastern portion of El Paso County. The school district
had a 1996/97 student membership of 21,23 5. The district has 13 elementary schools, four middle
schools, three high schools, and one alternate school.
4.13.4.4

--

--

--....
---

Clint ISD

The Clint ISD consists of 10 schools serving almost 7,000 students.
Of the civilian personnel working at Fort Bliss, just over 3 percent (82 persons) report their residence in
New Mexico; of these, the majority (54 persons) reside in the communities of Anthony and Chaparral,
just north of the El Paso County line. The remaining 28 persons reside in Las Cruces. School districts in
the State of New Mexico, which could experience effects associated with activities at Fort Bliss, are
Gadsden ISD (serving the communities of Anthony and Chaparral) and Las Cruces ISD.
4.13.4.5

--

Las Cruces ISD

The Las Cruces ISD is the second largest school district (after Albuquerque) in the State of New Mexico.
It has a student membership of over 22,000 and overall student-teacher ratio of 16.3 (below the state
average of 16.9). The student membership is predominantly Hispanic (60.6 percent) (see Table 4.13-26).

--

4.13-26. Selected New Mexico School Districts
School District

Student
Membership

Las Cruces ISD

22,169

Gadsden ISD

12,519

State of New Mexico

4.13-30

330,522

Ethnic Composition of Student Membership (percent)
Native
Anglo
Hispanic
Black
Asian
American
34.3
60.6
1.7
2.3
1.1
6.9
92.5
0.1
0.4
0.1
38.6
47.5
10.5
2.4
1.0

Student-Teacher
Ratio
16.3
17.2
16.9

-

-
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4.13.4.6

Gadsden ISD

The Gadsden ISD has a student membership of over 12,519 (fifth largest in the state) and overall studentteacher ratio of 17.2 (above the state average of 16.9) (see Table 4.13-26). The student membership is
overwhelmingly Hispanic (92.5 percent). The individual schools within the school district that could be
affected by actions at Fort Bliss include the following: Anthony Elementary School (760 students),
La Union Elementary School (510 students), Chaparral Elementary School (832 students), Gadsden
Middle School (1,300 students), Chaparral Middle School (450 students), Anthony Texas Junior/Senior
High School (289 students), and Gadsden High School (2,200 students).
4.13.5

Law Enforcement

From the point of view of law enforcement at Fort Bliss, there are two types of jurisdiction: areas of
exclusive or concurrent federal jurisdiction to enforce civilian law, and areas of proprietary jurisdiction.
Proprietary jurisdiction refers to use of the land and differs from exclusive or concurrent federal
jurisdiction, which deals with law enforcement authority on the land.
Fort Bliss has exclusive federal jurisdiction within the Main Cantonment Area, South Training Areas,
TA 2, and throughout Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas. In these areas the military police of the
Provost Marshal's Office have complete police powers, including those of apprehension and detention.
The military police do not, however, have the authority to incarcerate civilians apprehended in these
areas. If the offense for which a person is apprehended is deemed serious enough to warrant immediate
incarceration, appropriate civilian law enforcement agencies are contacted and the case is transferred to
them for further processing.
Fort Bliss has exclusive use of certain geographical areas, for military purposes, but does not have
exclusive or concurrent federal jurisdiction to enforce civilian law in these areas. These areas of
proprietary jurisdiction include: (1) a portion of Logan Heights, which is government-owned, but within
which the El Paso Policy Department retains normal police jurisdiction; (2) TA 2, which is governmentowned (portions of which were, until recently, leased from the State of Texas); and (3) McGregor Range,
which is government-owned, but within which New Mexico State Police and New Mexico county
authorities retain normal police jurisdiction.
In these above-mentioned areas, although civilian law enforcement agencies retain primary jurisdiction to

apprehend, cite, investigate, and prosecute violations of civilian law, Fort Bliss, as the entity having
exclusive authority to control the use of the land, has a primary interest in discipline, law and order, and
public safety. Fort Bliss has the inherent authority to ensure that health, safety, and security are protected
in these areas of the installation. Fort Bliss authorities necessarily exercise proprietary jurisdiction by
monitoring and controlling access and activity within these areas and ensuring that persons and property
are protected, military operations are not interfered with, unsafe conditions are prevented or corrected,
and the environment is protected from unwarranted damage.
The areas over which Fort Bliss has proprietary jurisdiction are patrolled by the military police, who will
respond to reports of disorder, crime, or other danger. The military law enforcement personnel will take
actions to maintain discipline and law and order, to protect persons and property, and to assist the public
in the same manner as in exclusive or concurrent federal jurisdictional areas. After taking reasonable
action to protect persons and property and to maintain discipline and order, and after persons have been
identified and detained and preliminary investigation has been conducted to determine what has
happened, if there has been a violation of local, state, or federal law which should be prosecuted in a
civilian court, military police will detain suspects, protect the crime scene, notify the appropriate civilian
law enforcement agency, and then assist the civilian authorities in their conduct of their investigation
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(if so requested). The military also has jurisdiction to prosecute military personnel who commit violations
of the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) in these or any other areas.
The law enforcement entities addressed include the Fort Bliss Law Enforcement BN; City of El Paso
Police Department, El Paso County, Texas; as well as Dona Ana County and Otero County, New Mexico,
Sheriffs Office.
4.13.5.1

Fort Bliss

The Fort Bliss Law Enforcement BN has law enforcement responsibility for the entire extent of the
federal installation encompassing 1.12 million acres. Fort Bliss is responsible for enforcing laws
pertaining to military activities, public safety, and security on the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range. Operations are housed at the facility located on the
Main Post, and the number of personnel totaled 365 in FY 97. This complement of personnel is
comprised of 350 sworn officers, 13 administrative personnel, and 2 support personnel. The BN is
currently equipped with 29 marked patrol cars, 3 unmarked cars, and 2 vans. The number of personnel is
estimated to be 20 percent short of the number needed. However, an acceptable LOS is provided, given
current staffing levels. No plans exist to upgrade facilities, although approval has been received for the
addition of 15 new police-packaged patrol vehicles needed to maintain the required fleet level. There are
three military police officers stationed at McGregor Range on a permanent basis. All housing areas and
WBAMC located off the Main Post are patrolled by military police. The area of leased military family
housing located about 5 miles north of the Main Post is patrolled in association with the City of El Paso
Police Department, the latter of whom have jurisdiction.
No formal mutual aid agreements with civilian agencies exist. However, K-9 and Task Force support is
provided in accordance with applicable regulations. The post has a single detention center able to
accommodate 2 persons for a maximum of 72 hours. The post does not operate a centralized dispatch
system and law enforcement patrols are dispatched from the Military Police desk, which is staffed
24 hours a day.
The BLM is responsible for enforcement of the federal laws that pertain to the use, management, and
development of withdrawn public land on McGregor Range. Law enforcement personnel may exercise
their enforcement authority over nonmilitary activities within the range to the extent that such activities
are consistent with BLM's 1989 Proposed Resource Management Plan (1989a). The BLM will exercise
its enforcement authority over military personnel on the range in coordination with the Fort Bliss Provost
Marshal's Office. After BLM takes enforcement action on the range, it notifies the Fort Bliss Provost
Marshal's Office. In addition, BLM notifies the Fort Bliss Provost Marshal's Office if persons are found
on McGregor Range with Fort Bliss authorizations, but not conducting authorized activities. Similarly,
Fort Bliss notifies the BLM if persons not on a military mission are found causing resource damage.
The Fort Bliss Law enforcement BN interaction with the U.S. Border Patrol is limited to calling upon the
latter entity when illegal immigrants are apprehended. The Border Patrol currently maintains a station in
Alamogordo and a checkpoint on U.S. Highway 54 between New Mexico Highway 506 and Oro Grande.
The Border Patrol has plans to relocate the checkpoint to the Highway 54/506 intersection, which will
assist both in their mission and help reduce trespassing on Fort Bliss.
4.13.5.2

Sheriff's Departments

The El Paso County Sheriffs Department has jurisdiction within the limits of the County of El Paso and
covers an area of 1, 150 square miles. The department operates out of four facilities (Central, Detention
Facility, Task Force facility, and Upper Valley facility) and has a staff (as of 1997) of 806, comprised of
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234 deputies, 411 jailors, and 161 civilians. The staff has grown from 659 personnel in 1995. Sworn
officers receive basic, intennediate, and advanced training in the areas of law enforcement, corrections,
management, computers, and defensive driving. Training is accomplished at the Region VIII Training
Facility in El Paso. The department is equipped with 72 marked cars, 62 umnarked cars, 8 vans, and 11
motorcycles. The Sheriffs Department operates the El Paso County Detention Facility (with a capacity
for 1,024 imnates), and the County Juvenile Detention Center (with a capacity for 64 juveniles). An
Annex to the County Detention Facility was completed in September of 1997 with a capacity for 879
imnates. There is a centralized dispatch system.
Law enforcement personnel operating in Otero County include 23 personnel from the Sheriff's
Department and 13 state police.
The Dofia Ana County Sheriffs Department includes approximately 100 officers and a number of sheriff
reservists.
4.13.5.3

-

-

City Police Departments

The City of El Paso Police Department has jurisdiction within the limits of the City of El Paso and covers
an area of 248 square miles. The department operates out of six facilities (Headquarters [HQ], North,
Westside, Central, Valley, and Pebble Hills) and has a staff (as of 1997) of 1,451, comprised of 1,191
sworn officers and 260 administrative and support personnel. The staff has grown from 1,329 personnel
in 1995. Sworn officers initially complete a 19-week training course at the police academy and an
additional 40 hours of mandatory training bi-annually to maintain state certification. The department is
equipped with 290 marked cars, 288 umnarked cars, 19 vans, 35 motorcycles, and 6 aircraft (3 helicopters
and 3 fixed-wing). Detention centers used by the department are the El Paso County Jail, operated by the
Sheriff's Office (with a capacity for 1,024 inmates), and the County Juvenile Detention Center (with a
capacity for 64 juveniles). There is a centralized dispatch system.
The City of Las Cruces Police Department has 144 uniformed officers and 7 volunteers.
The Alamogordo community is served by a Department of Public Safety, which incorporates fire
protection, law enforcement, and emergency medical services into one function. The City of Alamogordo
currently has 73 officers who are cross-trained to handle both police and firefighting duties.
4.13.6

-

Fire Protection

Fire protection provided by the following organizations is addressed: Fort Bliss Fire Department and the
City of El Paso Fire Department.
4.13.6.1

Fort Bliss

The Fort Bliss Fire Department is responsible for all cantomnent areas and within 5 miles of the Main
Post in the training areas. The USACASB is responsible for fires caused by military operations on the
remainder of Fort Bliss. Operations are housed in four facilities: Fire Station No. 1 is housed in
Building 54 on the Main Post, Station No. 2 is housed in Building 9539 at the McGregor Range Field
Camp, Station No. 3 is located at Building 7311 close to the WBAMC, and Station No. 4 is housed in
Building 11211 on the flight line at Biggs AAF. The number of personnel totaled 71 in FY 96 and were
comprised of 53 civil service fire fighters, 8 Emergency Medical Technicians (EMTs) and 10
administrative personnel. There is a hazardous materials response team. The department is currently
equipped with the following machinery: four active and one reserve engine (equipped with four structural
pumpers having a capacity of 1,000 gpm and one with a capacity of 1,250 gpm), one supply tanker, three
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command vehicles, five small pumper vehicles, one 105-foot aerial ladder truck, two P-19 crash vehicles,
one light rescue truck, one air support vehicle with cascade breathing system, two 4x4 support vehicles,
one brush-fire truck, and one hazardous materials response vehicle. The Fire Department has a fonnal
mutual aid agreement with the City of El Paso Fire Department, however, use of the agreement is rare.
The department operates a 24-hour dispatch center.
With the revision of AR 420-90, Fire and Emergency Services, dated September 10, 1997, all fires must
now be reported into the DoD Fire Information Reporting System (DFIRS). This requires microcomputer
automation of all DoD Fires and No-loss Reports (Fires, hazardous material Aerospace, Deaths, and
Injuries). The system allows reporting of wildland fires and all activity used to mitigate. The Fort Bliss
Fire Department is currently using DFIRS by accomplishing the reports on file diskettes and mailing
them. By the end of CY 98, Fort Bliss will be able to electronically transmit all DFIRS information. The
information submitted becomes the property and control of the Naval Safety Center, 375 "A" Street,
ATTN: Code 44, Norfolk, Virginia 23511-4399, on behalf of all agencies under the DoD.
Fire reports are only generated when the Fort Bliss Fire Department actually responds to a fire. For
example, a report of a fire that does not extend outside a weapons impact area would not generate a fire
report because the fire department does not normally respond to such fires.
4.13.6.2

El Paso City Fire Department

The City of El Paso fire department provides fire protection services to an area coincident with the city
limits (248 square miles) and operates out of 27 fire stations plus a shop and Training Academy. In 1997,
total personnel numbered 664, of which 562 were uniformed firefighters. Of the personnel, 358 are
certified as EMTs and 6 as paramedics. The department possesses a wide range of equipment including
the following: 39 pumpers, 8 ladder trucks, 8 rescue trucks, 3 quints (pumper/ladder trucks), 3 aircraft
firefighting vehicles, and 4 hazardous materials trucks/trailers. The department maintains fonnal mutual
aid agreements with Fort Bliss and El Paso County. No fire protection service is provided to areas
outside the city under paid contract. Dispatching is accomplished through a 911 system.
4.13.7

Public Finance

--
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--

--

--

--·

The ROI for public finance comprises the following: El Paso County, and the City of El Paso.
4.13.7.1

El Paso County, Texas

Services provided by the county are funded principally through the county's general fund, which is the
source of 67.4 percent of all revenues, with additional support from special revenue funds. The most
important special revenue funds are grants (mainly intergovernmental transfers), road and bridge, and
tourist- and convention-related funds. In FY 96, revenues from all government fund types totaled
$105,444,178. The principal revenue sources were taxes (61.3 percent of total revenues), charges for
services (19.6 percent), and intergovernmental transfers (10.9 percent), as shown in Table 4.13-27.

--

Expenditures in FY 96 totaled $110,402,500, with the major expenditure categories comprised of the
following: public safety (30.2 percent of total annual expenditures), administration of justice
(16.7 percent), general government (14.5 percent), and capital outlays (10.1 percent). The combined fund
balance stood at $53,900,357 as of September 30, 1996, or 48.8 percent of operating expenditures (see
Table 4.13-27).
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Table 4.13-27. El Paso County, Texas: Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Year 96
Revenue Source

Amount

Percent of
Total
Revenues

Taxes
Licenses & Permits
Intergovernmental

$64,589.220
$192,746
$11,523.024

61.25%
0.18%
10.93%

Charges for Services
Fines & Forfeitures
Interest
Miscellaneous

$20,714,370
$1.989,003
$3,857,383
$2,578.432

19.64%
1.89%
3.66%
2.45%

$105,444,178

100.00%

Total Revenues

Fund Balance as of
September 30, 1996

$53,900.357

Expenditure Category
Current:
General Government
Administration of
Justice
Public Safety
Health & Welfare
Community Services
Resource Development
Culture & Recreation
Public Works
Capital Outlays
Debt Service:
Principal
Interest
Total Expenditures

Amount

Percent of
Total
Expenditures

$15.971.834
$18.441.168

14.47%
16.70%

$33,351,814
$9.133,983
$1.624,482
$1.809,643
$2,203,349
$2,948,350
$11.180,265

30.21%
8.27%
1.47%
1.64%
2.00%
2.67%
10.13%

$5,927,671
$7,809,941

5.37%
7.07%

$110,402,500

100.00%

Source: El Paso County, 1996.

4.13.7.2

City of El Paso

Services provided by the city are funded principally through the county's general fund, which is the
source of 76.1 percent of all revenues, with additional support from special revenue funds, the most
important of which are enterprise funds (airport and mass transit). In FY 96, revenues from all
government fund types totaled $270,580,107. The principal revenue sources were taxes (51.8 percent of
total revenues) and intergovernmental transfers (11.0 percent), as shown in Table 4.13-28.
Expenditures in FY 96 totaled $288,557,056, with the major expenditure categories comprised of the
following: public safety (37.4 percent of total annual expenditures), and public works (13.6 percent). The
combined fund balance stood at $137,136,665 as of August 31, 1996, or 4 7.5 percent of operating
expenditures, as shown in Table 4.13-28.

4.13.8

Governmental Structure

For El Paso County and the City of El Paso, descriptions are provided of the governmental system and
personnel levels of major departments.

4.13.8.1

El Paso County, Texas

The governmental system comprises a Commissioners' Court, which is, in tum, comprised of four County
Commissioners and a single County Judge, all of whom are publicly elected officials. The County Judge
is elected at large and serves a 4-year term, while County Commissioners are elected from each of four
precincts and serve a 2-year term. Elections are staggered with three positions available at one election
and two positions at the following election.
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Table 4.13-28. City of El Paso, Texas: Revenues and Expenditures, Fiscal Year 96
Percent of
Percent of
Revenue Source
Amount
Total
Expenditure Category
Amount
Total
Revenue
Expenditures
Taxes
$140,127,605
51.79% Current:
11.03% General Government
Intergovernmental
$29,846,290
$18,001,146
6.24%
$1,361,466
Licenses
0.50% Public Safety
$107,928,757
37.40%
Rents, Interest, Other
$19,282,452
7.13% Public Works
$39,086,341
13.55%
Franchise Fees
$13,480,331
4.98% Public Health & Welfare
$7,609,531
2.64%
Charges for Services
$20,371,155
$10,103,301
3.50%
7.53% Parks & Recreation
Bridge Revenues
$9,920,409
3.67% Intergovernmental Services
$658,551
0.23%
Sanitation
$22,979,534
8.49% Library
$4,812,272
1.67%
Municipal Court
$8,898,481
$6,567,162
3.29% Non-Departmental
2.28%
$4,312,384
1.59% Cultural Enhancements
Culture & Recreation
$8,099,497
2.81%
$26,663,748
Community Service Projects
9.24%
Total Revenues
$270,580,107 100.00% Capital Outlay:
General Government
$3,674,479
1.27%
Public Safety
$820,081
0.28%
Public Works
$21,108,946
7.32%
Public Health & Welfare
0.00%
$7,418
Parks & Recreation
$62,454
0.02%
Non-Departmental
$17,911
0.01%
Cultural Enhancements
$599,048
0.21%
Community Service Projects
$3,708,061
1.29%
Debt Service:
Principal
$15,120,000
5.24%
Interest
$13,857,029
4.80%
Paying Agent Fees
$51,323
0.02%
Fund Balance (as of
August 31, 1996)
$137,136,665
Total Expenditures
$288,557,056
100.00%
Source: El Paso, 1996b.

The county employed 2,025 employees in 1996, having increased from 1,897 in 1990. The large majority
of these employees assist in the court system administered by the county. Of the various departments of
county government, the following employ the largest number of personnel: sheriff (593 persons), adult
and juvenile probation (436 persons), district attorney (94 persons), and road and bridge (70 persons).
The county has a real extent of 1,054 square miles.
4.13.8.2

--

---·

-

--

City of El Paso

The City of El Paso has a mayor and city council form of government. The mayor is elected at large and
each of the eight council members are elected by district. Elections are held every odd-numbered year for
mayor and all council members. The city was incoiporated in 1873 and covers an area of 24 7 square
miles.
The city employed a total of 5,847 employees in 1996, of which 5,151 were of a full-time permanent
status. Of the various departments of city government, the following employ the largest number of
personnel: police (1,310 persons), water utilities (687 persons), fire (646 persons), mass transit
(565 persons), and parks and recreation (362 persons).
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4.13.9

Medical Facilities

Medical facilities at Fort Bliss and El Paso County are addressed below.
4.13.9.1

Fort Bliss

Located just west of the Main Post, WBAMC is one of eight U.S. Army Medical Centers. WBAMC is
also a Federal Medical Center and one of two trauma centers in El Paso County, an Anny Regional
Command, a DoD Regional Lead Agent for the introduction and implementation of TRICARE
(a healthcare system for active duty personnel), and a Federal Regional Facilitator. Currently, the hospital
has a bed capacity for over 200 patients, but has the capability to expand to accommodate 550 patients
when necessary. The largest teaching facility within a 350-mile radius, WBAMC offers a broad range of
programs in almost all medical disciplines. There are approximately 110 physicians training throughout
the hospital and an equal number of nursing personnel in training. There are over 1,850 professional staff
members and over 400 volunteers. A full-service facility, WBAMC provides both inpatient and
outpatient care. On average, almost 2,500 outpatient visits occur daily and over 35,000 lab tests are
accomplished. Emergency ambulance service to all eligible beneficiaries on a 24-hour, 7-day-per-week
basis is provided to military installations in the area and all eligible beneficiaries located within a
6-minute response zone. The healthcare needs of more than 400,000 beneficiaries throughout the states
of Arizona, California (Southern), Nevada, New Mexico, and Texas (Western), is the responsibility of the
WBAMC.
In addition to the WBAMC proper, health care is provided at the Consolidated Troop Medical Clinic

(CTMC), located in building 2496, Dental Clinics, and Veterinary Activity on Fort Bliss, and a health
clinic at WSMR.
4.13.9.2

El Paso County

Health care is provided by six major general medical and surgical hospitals in the El Paso area. The
hospitals are as follows (listed in terms of the number of beds regularly maintained for use): Sierra
Medical Center, Providence Memorial Hospital, Columbia Medical Center-East, R.E. Tomason General
Hospital, Columbia Medical Center-West, and Southwestern General Hospital. Collectively, these
hospitals have 1,627 beds set up and staffed for use. The overall occupancy rate in 1995 was 59 percent.
The Sierra Medical Center, a for-profit facility, has 365 beds set up and staffed for use. In 1995, the
hospital admitted 11,580 patients for inpatient service and had an average of 159 patients receiving care
each day, giving an average occupancy rate of 44 percent. The number of outpatient visits totaled 89, 784
in 1995. The hospital employed 1,111 FTE employees and had a payroll of $35.4 million. Total annual
expenditures (including payroll) were $112.5 million.
The Providence Memorial Hospital, a not-for-profit facility, has 349 beds set up and staffed for use. In
1995, the hospital admitted 13,078 patients for inpatient service and had an average of 254 patients
receiving care each day, giving an average occupancy rate of 73 percent. The number of outpatient visits
totaled 105,267 in 1995. The hospital employed 1,548 FTE employees and had a payroll of
$45.2 million. Total annual expenditures (including payroll) were $128.3 million.
The Columbia Medical Center-East, a for-profit facility, has 328 beds set up and staffed for use. In
1995, the hospital admitted 11,669 patients for inpatient service and had an average of 194 patients
receiving care each day, giving an average occupancy rate of 59 percent. The number of outpatient visits
totaled 93,965 in 1995. The hospital employed 1,214 FTE employees and had a payroll of $33.5 million.
Total annual expenditures (including payroll) were $99.2 million.
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The R.E. Tomason General Hospital, a public facility, has 299 beds set up and staffed for use. In 1995,
the hospital admitted 14,619 patients for inpatient service and had an average of 213 patients receiving
care each day, giving an average occupancy rate of 71 percent. The number of outpatient visits totaled
289,536 in 1995. The hospital employed 1,360 FTE employees and had a payroll of $39.2 million. Total
annual expenditures (including payroll) were $103 million.
The Columbia Medical Center-West, a for-profit facility, has 184 beds set up and staffed for use. In
1995, the hospital admitted 7,592 patients for inpatient service and had an average of 121 patients
receiving care each day, giving an average occupancy rate of 66 percent. The number of outpatient visits
totaled 62,536 in 1995. The hospital employed 852 FTE employees and had a payroll of $27 million.
Total annual expenditures (including payroll) were $85.9 million.
The Southwestern General Hospital, a for-profit facility, has 102 beds set up and staffed for use. In 1995,
the hospital admitted 2, 113 patients for inpatient service and had an average of 22 patients receiving care
each day, giving an average occupancy rate of 22 percent. The number of outpatient visits totaled 15, 773
in 1995. The hospital employed 182 FTE employees and had a payroll of $5.6 million. Total annual
expenditures (including payroll) were $13.l million.
4.13.10

Quality of Life

It is possible to characterize the quality of life experienced by residents of geographical areas such as

counties in terms of quantitative indicators. The indicators chosen describe conditions in the following
quality of life areas: crime, health and healthcare, educational attainment, income and poverty, and
unemployment.
4.13.10.1 Fort Bliss

--

----

.....

--

As is the case with most major military installations, Fort Bliss provides a wide array of facilities and
offers many services to active duty members and their dependents who reside both on and off post. In
many respects, the Main Post operates as a community unto itself.
A wide range of specialized medical services are provided at WBAMC. Complete dental services are
offered through five clinics (three located on Fort Bliss, ·one at WBAMC, and one at WSMR). The
Family and Recreation Division maintains three well-equipped physical fitness centers (one located on
the Main Post, one on Biggs AAF, and one at Logan Heights housing area), and a year-round indoor
swimming pool. There are 2 18-hole golf courses and a 52-lane bowling center. The Youth Plex
provides year-round activities that include youth sports and instructional classes. There is an on post
movie theater, and an arts and craft center. The Main Post also houses a commissary, PX (with
mini-mall), banking and credit union offices, child care center, three elementary schools, library, chapel,
post office, and personnel clubs (officer and Centennial Club).
4.13.10.2 Counties And Communities

A number of such indicators are presented in Table 4.13-29 for the nation, the states of Texas and New
Mexico, and the three counties of the ROI. The number of serious crimes per 100,000 resident population
is less than the respective state averages in Otero and Dofia Ana counties, New Mexico. El Paso County
exhibits a rate well in excess of the nation and the State of Texas.
Death rates (from natural causes) are lower in each of the three counties than the nation and states of
Texas and New Mexico. However, the death rate for infants in Otero County is higher than for the nation
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Table 4.13-29. Qualitv
of Life Indicat
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Serious Crimes per 100,000 Population
Deaths per 1,000 Population
Infant Deaths: Age 1 Yr. or Less per 1,000 Live Births
Active Non-federal Physicians per 100,000 Population
Community Hospital Beds per 100,000 Population

United States

New Mexico

Texas

5,928

7,029

7,821

Dona Ana
County, New
Mexico
6.487

Otero County,
New Mexico
5,200

El Paso
County, Texas
8,937

8.9

7.0

7.4

5.5

5.7

5.3

10.0

10.0

9.0

9.8

13.3

8.2

214

183

173

126

92

134

366

257

338

171
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Median Family Income

$35,225

$27,623

$31,553
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$14.420

$11,246

$12,904

$9,374

$10,053

$9,150

Median Household Money Income

$30,056

$24,087

$27,016

$21,859

$22,624

$22,644

Percent of Families With Annual Incomes< $15,000

24.3%

31.2%

27.6%

35.7%

28.3%

32.8%

Percent of Families With Incomes Below Poverty Level

10.0%

16.5%

14.1%

20.7%

13.7%

22.4%

Percent of Single Parent (Female) Families

31.1%

40.9%

35.4%

45.8%

44.2%
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Percent of the Civilian Labor Force Unemployed
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, 1993a.
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and State of New Mexico. Indicators of healthcare are almost unifonnly lower for each of the counties
than for the nation and states. With the exception of Otero County, the proportion of persons 25 years of
age and older who graduated high school is lower than the national and state levels, and both Otero and
El Paso counties lag the nation and states in the proportion of persons with a bachelor's degree.
Indicators for money income (family, per capita, and household) are consistently lower for the counties
than the national and respective state levels. Both Dona Ana and El Paso counties have large proportions
of their families with annual incomes below the poverty level. All three counties have a high percentage
of families with female heads of household (no spouse present) and high unemployment rates.
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4.14

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations requires that Fort Bliss make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income
populations. For the PEIS, census data were used to estimate the number of persons in minority
populations and low-income populations living in areas that could potentially be affected by the project
and alternatives. This information, which is included below, describes an aspect of the baseline
conditions for the project area.
EO 13045, Protection of Children From Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks requires that each
federal agency identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately
affect children, and address such risks in their policies, programs, activities and standards. Further, for
regulatory sections subject to the EO, agencies must now conduct an evaluation of environmental heath
and safety effects on children and include an explanation of why the planned regulation is preferable to
other potentially effective and reasonably feasible alternatives considered by the agency. Neither the
proposed action nor alternatives would have the potential to cause environmental health risks or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children.
For resource areas identifying potentially adverse impacts in Chapter 4, an analysis was done to identify
whether there would be disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority populations and
low-income populations.
In addition, an environmental justice outreach program is being conducted as part of the EIS process. The
purpose of this program is to expand participation of potentially affected populations in the EIS process
and to identify public concerns. Appendix H contains material that was used in the environmental justice
outreach program, including the mailing list, and a letter and fact sheet provided to all recipients in
English and Spanish.
The ROI for environmental justice is a three-county area consisting of El Paso County, Texas and
Dona Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico. For purposes of this analysis, minority populations and
low-income populations were defined as follows:

Minority populations-Persons of Hispanic origin of any race; plus Blacks; American Indians, Eskimos,
and Aleuts; and Asian or Pacific Islanders (without double-counting persons of Hispanic origin who are
also contained in the latter groups).

·-

Low-income populations-Persons living below the poverty level, which is $12,674 for a family of four
in 1989, as reported in the 1990 census.
Estimates of these two populations were then developed using data from the 1990 Census of Population
and Housing, which estimates each of the separate categories contained in these definitions.
In 1990, the ROI contained 779,048 persons, of whom 538,423 persons (or 69.1 percent) were minorities
and 198,378 persons (or 25.5 percent) were living below the poverty level.

-

El Paso County contained 591,610 persons, of whom 439,598 persons (or 74.3 percent) were minorities
and 155,298 (or 26.3 percent) were living below the poverty level. Persons of Hispanic origin comprised
411,619 persons (or 69.6 percent) of the total population. A total of 22, 110 persons (or 3.7 percent) of the
population is Black; 6,485 persons (or 1.1 percent) Asian or Pacific Islander; and 2,590 persons (or
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0.4 percent) American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut. For each county, some persons in the latter categories
are also included in the subtotal for persons of Hispanic origin. To avoid double-counting these persons,
they are added in only once when the minority population total is calculated.
Doiia Ana County contained a population of 135,510, of which 80,234 (or 59.2 percent) were minorities
and 34,676 (or 25.6 percent) were living below the poverty level. A total of 76,448 persons (or 56.4
percent) were of Hispanic origin. In addition, 2,172 persons (or 1.6 percent) are Black; 1,164 persons (or
0.9 percent) are Asian or Pacific Islander; and 1,009 persons (or 0.7 percent) of the population are
American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut.
Otero County contained 51, 928 persons of which 18,5 91 persons (or 3 5. 8 percent) were minorities and
8,404 persons (or 16.2 percent) were living below the poverty level. Persons of Hispanic origin
comprised 12,380 persons (or 23.8 percent). Blacks comprised 5.3 percent of the population (or 2,755
persons); and Asian or Pacific Islanders comprised 966 persons (or 1.9 percent). In addition, American
Indians, Eskimos, or Aleuts comprised 2,984 persons (or 5. 7 percent) of the population. The Mescalero
Apache Reservation is located in northeastern Otero County, New Mexico, with small, unpopulated
portions also located in Lincoln County, New Mexico. Approximately 2,664 persons lived on the
reservation in 1990, of which 97.0 percent were minority and 48.4 percent were living below the poverty
level.
There are 131 census tracts in the three-county ROI, including 95 in El Paso County, 23 in Doiia Ana
County, and 13 in Otero County. Table 4.14-1 presents data on minority populations and low-income
populations in the ROI for each of the 131 census tracts. Figures 4.14-1 a and b show the counties and
census tracts. For the analysis of baseline conditions, individual census tracts are assumed to contain
disproportionately high percentages of minority populations if either of two criteria are met: ( 1) if the
percentage of persons in minority populations in the census tract exceeds the average for the general
population in the ROI, which is 69.1 percent; or (2) if the minority population exceeds 50.0 percent,
indicating that in that census tract, minorities constitute a majority of the persons who could potentially be
affected by the project. Individual census tracts are assumed to contain disproportionately high
percentages of low-income persons if the percentage of persons living below the poverty level in the
census tract exceeds the ROI average, which is 25.5 percent for the three counties.
Figures 4. l 4-2a and b show disproportionately high low-income and minority census tracts in the ROI.
Minorities comprise more than 50 percent of the total population in 93 out of 131 census tracts in the
ROI, or 71.0 percent of all census tracts. The minority population percentage exceeds the ROI average of
69 .1 percent in 68 of the 131 census tracts, or 51. 9 percent of the time. The percentage of the population
living below the poverty level exceeds the ROI total of 25.5 percent in 60 of the 131 census tracts, or
45.8 percent of the time.
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Table 4.14-1. Minority and Low-income Populations by Census Tract
Geographical
Area
ROie

Percent Lowb
income
25.5

Disproportionate/;'

NA

El Paso County

NA

74.3

-

26.3

-

Dona Ana County

NA

59.2

-

25.6

-

Otero County

NA

16.2

-

000102

El Paso
El Paso

35.8
Census Tracts in Texas
44.9
y
59.9

000104

El Paso

50.9

000106

El Paso

44.4

000101

-

Disproportionately

Percent
Minority
69.1

County

000107

El Paso

59.7

000108
000201

El Paso

49.8

El Paso

Hi~h"

-

y

27.5
5.7

y

12.8
19.3
28.4
15.1
39.1
32.7

000203

El Paso

55.7

000204

El Paso

55.3

000301

El Paso

75.1

y
y
y
y

El Paso

81.6

El Paso

33.4

000402

El Paso

77.5

0005

El Paso

48.1

0006

El Paso

84.5

0007

El Paso

45.2

y

40.5

y

4.2

y

32.2

y

7.7

y
y

35.8

y

25.2

y

27.0

El Paso

81.7
83.8

0010
001104

El Paso

89.0

El Paso

49.4

001105

El Paso

62.4

001106

El Paso

41.7

8.9

001107

El Paso

33.5

3.0

001108

El Paso

38.9

7.3

001109

El Paso

28.9

5.1

0012

El Paso

76.2

001301

El Paso

33.0

8.2

001398
0014

El Paso

33.9

6.2

El Paso

79.6

y

0015
0016

El Paso

50.6
89.2

0017
0018

El Paso

33.1

El Paso

86.0
98.8

0019

El Paso

98.6

y
y
y
y
y

99.1

y

El Paso

y
y

6.4

El Paso

0020

y

14.7

0008
0009

El Paso

y

14.0

62.1

000401

-

10.1

y

000302

Hi~h"

y

24.4
12.8

y

30.0

37.0

y

y

y

14.8

63.6

y
y
y

69.2

y

72.9

y

51.6
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Table 4.14-1. Minority and Low-income Populations by Census Tract (Continued)

0021

El Paso

0022

El Paso

87.7

y

43.1
25.1

County

Disproportionately
High"
y

Percent Lowb
income
77.2

Percent
Minority
97.4

Census Tract

0023
0024

El Paso

89.3

El Paso

87.8

0025

El Paso

83.5

y
y
y

0026

El Paso

96.8

0027

El Paso

93.6

0028

El Paso

98.9

0029

El Paso

98.5

0030
0031

El Paso
El Paso

0032

Disproportionately
0
High
y

y

32.1

y

25.7

y

y

40.8
33.7

97.9
96.8

y
y
y
y
y

y
y
y

El Paso

97.3

y

42.0

0033

·EI Paso

84.0

003401

El Paso

81.3

20.1

003403

El Paso

60.8

y
y
y

59.3
77.6
50.9
37.1
27.7

y
y
y
y
y

7.3

003404

El Paso

47.6

0035

El Paso

91.3

y

36.4

y

0036

El Paso

95.5

43.4

003701

El Paso

95.5

y
y

y
y

003702
003801 .

El Paso

95.l

El Paso

003802

El Paso

95.8
93.4

4.3

30.7

y
y
y

31.2

y
y
y
y

40.7

30.8
30.3

y
y
y
y
y
y

003901

El Paso

93.0

003902

El Paso

96.9

003903
004001

El Paso

97.8

El Paso

96.2

004002

El Paso

96.0

y

33.9

y

y
y

35.3

y

30.4

37.4
54.1
24.1

004103
004104

El Paso
El Paso

90.1

004105

El Paso

96.0

004106

El Paso

94.4

004107

El Paso

84.4

004201
004202

El Paso
El Paso

95.6
95.0

004303

El Paso

57.5

004305

El Paso

58.2

y
y
y
y
y
y
y

57.0

y

16.5
11.2
20.5

004306

El Paso

93.2

004307

El Paso

52.6

004308

El Paso

79.4

004309

El Paso

63.6

y
y
y

65.3

y

004310

4.14-4

El Paso

---

-

--

--

-

-

25.1
29.2

y
y

22.9
33.0
20.5
7.6
8.4
4.7
7.4

y

-

-
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Table 4.14-1. Minority and Low-income Populations by Census Tract (Continued)

004311

El Paso

Percent
Minority
58.0

0101

El Paso

48.0

010202

El Paso

49.1

010203

El Paso

80.2

010204

El Paso

45.7

Census Tract

010205

County

El Paso

81.6

010303

El Paso

56.7

010304

El Paso

59.8

010305
010306

El Paso

72.2

El Paso

65.7

010307

El Paso

73.4

010308

El Paso

72.5

010309

El Paso

68.0

010310
010401

El Paso

90.5
97.8

El Paso

Disproportionately
High"
y

15.2

y

22.2
18.9

y
y

34.4

y
y
y

7.7

y
y
y
y
y

010402

El Paso

96.3

010403

El Paso

98.0

010404

El Paso

90.3
89.9

y

El Paso

Disproportionately
0
High

13.2

y
y
y

0105

Percent Lowb
income
8.5

y

11.4
10.9
12.7
21.2
30.8

y

30.6

y
y
y

39.9
46.7
44.0
26.0

y
y
y

47.4

y

45.5

Census Tracts in New Mexico

000101

42.5

000102

DofiaAna
DofiaAna

43.9

0002

DofiaAna

55.3

0003

DofiaAna

43.9

12.5
11.7

y

25.2
19.2

y
y

40.5

y
y
y

33.7

y

000401

DofiaAna

92.9

000402

DoiiaAna

65.9

0005

DofiaAna

65.5

0006

Dofia Ana

73.9

0007

DofiaAna

58.1

0008

DofiaAna

35.6

17.7

0009

DofiaAna

47.0

39.6

y

0010

DofiaAna

43.3

29.3

y

001101

DofiaAna

54.4

001102

DofiaAna

57.7

001201
001202

DofiaAna

42.1

DofiaAna

25.8

0013

DofiaAna

53.0

0014
0015

DofiaAna
DofiaAna

74.8

y
y

0016

DofiaAna

88.6

DofiaAna

85.5

33.9

y
y

23.9

19.4
13.8
15.8
11.6

y
y

39.4

0017

23.9

y
y

20.l
43.8

y

10.3
24.5
40.7

y
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Table 4.14-1. Minority and Low-income Populations by Census Tract (Continued)
Census Tract

County

Percent
Minority
80.8

Disproportionately
High"
y

Percent Lowb
income
35.6

0018

DofiaAna

0019

DofiaAna
Otero
Otero

33.9

000301

Otero

29.2

12.4

000302

Otero

23.5

6.4

000401

Otero

29.3

12.2

000402

Otero

35.0

11.7

0005

Otero

36.0

16.2

0001
0002

79.4
35.5

4.0

y

45.8

000601

Otero

32.2

7.0

Otero

17.1

13.5

000603

Otero

25.8

9.7

0007

Otero

42.9

Otero
Otero

97.0
28.7

y

15.2

000602

0008
0009

Disproportionately
High a
y

48.2
22.2

4.14-6

--

-y

Notes:
A census tract is deemed to have a disproportionately high percentage of persons in minority populations and/or low-income
populations ifthe census tract percentage is higher than the percentage in the ROI or ifthe minority percentage is greater than
50. percent.
b Low-income is measured by identifying the number of persons below poverty level ($12.764 for a family of four in 1989. as
reported in the 1990 Census of Population and Housing).
c The ROI is comprised of three counties: El Paso County. Texas. and Dofia Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. 1992a and 1992b.
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5.0

ENVIRONMENT AL CONSEQUENCES AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

This chapter presents the environmental consequences and cumulative effects of implementing each of
the four alternatives, including No Action, described in Chapter 3. Discussions ofresources are based on
the environmental setting specific to the described resource (Chapter 4) as they are potentially impacted.
The impact definitions for each resource (beneficial, no impact, adverse, or significantly adverse) are
presented in Appendix A. The discussion of environmental consequences follows the order of
presentation of the 13 resources described in Chapter 4. Therefore, Chapter 3 has described the proposed
action and alternatives, Chapter 4 has described the environmental setting into which the action is being
proposed, and Chapter 5 now describes the environmental consequences of implementing each of the
alternatives. Additionally, cumulative effects are analyzed and presented by the 13 resources for
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 in Chapter 5. The section below describes the cumulative impacts analysis
process.
The federal CEQ defines a cumulative impact as:
The incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but
collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 1508. 7
Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act- Cumulative Impact).
Cumulative environmental impacts are most likely to arise when a relationship exists between a proposed
action or alternative and other actions expected to occur in a similar location, time period, and/or
involving similar actions. Projects in proximity to the proposed action or alternative would be expected
to have more potential for a relationship that could result in potential cumulative impacts than those more
geographically separated. These projects can be proposed by various agencies (federal, state, or local) or
persons.
The ROI defined for the Army activities in this PEIS by resource area represents the geographic area
established for the cumulative effect analysis. Projects considered for the potential of creating cumulative
impacts are described, followed by an impact analysis per resource. In each case, the assessment focuses
on addressing two fundamental questions: (1) Does a relationship exist such that the impacts from the
proposed action or alternative might affect or be affected by the impacts of the other actions? And (2) if
such a relationship exists, does this assessment reveal any potentially significant impacts not identified
when the proposed action or alternative is considered alone?
For the purposes of this PEIS, two types of activities have been identified that, in combination with the
proposed action, have the potential for contributing to cumulative impacts. They are:

-

•

Ongoing or projected military activities in the ROI, including WSMR and HAFB; and

•

Nonmilitary activities and plans that also affect areas or resources affected by the proposed action or
alternative, including resource management and planning by the BLM; USFS; states of New Mexico
and Texas; Dona Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas.

These activities are described in detail in Appendix B, and are summarized as follows.
Military activities at WSMR are centered on mission support of research, development, test, and
evaluation of Army missile and rocket systems. WSMR is adjacent to the Dona Ana Range-North
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Training Areas of Fort Bliss. Training, testing, and environmental resource management activities of
each installation can affect resources and ecosystems that transcend installation boundaries.
Military activities at HAFB with potential to affect Fort Bliss include:
•

Expansion of GAF operations, to include bed-down of additional 30 PA-200 Tornado aircraft;

•

Establishment of a new air-to-ground tactical target complex on McGregor Range; and

•

Deactivation of the 435th Fighter Squadron at HAFB, which would reduce flight operations over
McGregor Range.

For the purpose of environmental analysis in this PEIS, expansion of GAF/USAF activities at HAFB and
development of a new air-to-ground target complex on McGregor Range is being considered as part of the
No Action Alternative (existing environment). The publication of the ROD for the expansion of GAF
operations at HAFB in May 1998 selected for implementation the Otero Mesa site on McGregor Range as
the new tactical target complex. Therefore, to account for its potential environmental effects, the target
complex is currently considered part of the existing environment on Fort Bliss and is analyzed as a
cumulative impact under the No Action Alternative because selection of the Otero Mesa target complex
adds to the current mission of Fort Bliss.
The BLM (a Bureau of the DOI), Las Cruces Field Office encompasses the portions of Fort Bliss in New
Mexico. Two RMPs have been issued that describe BLM activities with potential to affect portions of
Fort Bliss, or be affected by Fort Bliss activities. The USFS (an agency of the USDA) manages lands
adjacent to the northeastern boundary of McGregor Range including grazing, minerals, water, soils, fuel
wood gathering, hunting, and recreation. USFS actions that could affect Fort Bliss are included in the
forest management plan for the Lincoln National Forest (USFS, 1986).
The states of New Mexico and Texas administer certain lands and highways in the ROI. New Mexico is
evaluating plans to widen portions of U.S. Highway 54 near Fort Bliss. Texas has no current plans that
could contribute to cumulative effects.
Dofia Ana and Otero counties, New Mexico, and El Paso County, Texas are in the ROI for this PEIS. In
the New Mexico counties, community and private developments could contribute to cumulative effects.
Growth in El Paso and Dofia Ana counties could cumulatively affect regional groundwater supplies and
regional air quality. Growth in Dona Ana County (particularly the Chaparral area) is encroaching on
Fort Bliss installation boundaries, leading to a variety of possible land use-related incompatibilities.
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5.1

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative describes the current mission assigned to Fort Bliss, certain planned
developments, and maintenance activities of the installation. Mission activities, projects, and programs
for which NEPA documentation was previously prepared are also addressed in the No Action Alternative.
A detailed description of the No Action Alternative is presented in Section 3.2. A brief description of the
impact analysis structure using four broad categories of activities or projects at Fort Bliss is presented below.
•

-

Mission Activities. Mission activities take place at both the Main Cantonment Area and the
Fort Bliss Training Complex. Mission activities conducted within the Main Cantonment Area include
command and control; classroom instruction; doctrine or equipment test design; and medical, and
logistical, and engineer support activities. Mission activities conducted on the training complex
include training to maintain the operational readiness of active duty, reserve, and National Guard
units. Training includes:
Periodic FTXs;
JTXs;
Training and Annual Service Practices of U.S. and Allied ADA units; and
Testing support for TEXCOM, U.S. Army Missile Command (MICOM) and the WSMR Office
of Test Development.

The USAF is expanding GAF operations at HAFB, New Mexico, through the beddown of an additional
30 PA-200 Tornado aircraft at the base. The action includes construction of various facilities at HAFB
and the establishment of a new air-to-ground tactical target complex. Through the ROD for the EIS, the
USAF selected a McGregor Range Otero Mesa site for the tactical target complex. The mission to
provide air-to-ground support to U.S. and GAF units is considered a cumulative impact within the No
Action Alternative. The Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan PEIS was developed in parallel with the EIS
for the expansion of GAF operations and development of the tactical target complex. Construction of the
tactical target complex would add to the Fort Bliss mission. Therefore, the EIS prepared for this USAF
action is included by reference in this Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan PEIS.
•

Facility Construction and Demolition. The No Action Alternative includes 26 projects for new
construction/existing facility renovation or rehabilitation, and related infrastructure improvements.
This program is described in Section 3.2.

The example of a CIS component of the RPMP is the P3 CIS that supports the ASMP designation of
Fort Bliss as one of the Army's 15 continental U.S. P3s (U.S. Army, 1996d).
The Fort Bliss Long-range Family Housing Plan (U.S. Army, n.d. (b)) consists of a number of sequential
projects developed around the concepts of new construction on previously undisturbed sites, and
demolition of old existing units and replacement with new housing.
Mobilization requirements include upgrades in the troop housing and maintenance areas at Dofia Ana,
Orogrande, McGregor, and Meyer Range camps. These vary in magnitude, dependent upon the stage of
mobilization being implemented. With some maintenance and small, specific facility-related expansion
projects, the post's transportation, water, wastewater, electrical, heating, cooling, and fuel systems would
be considered adequate for mobilization requirements.
Facility demolition is a part of the Anny's Facility Layaway Program to reduce infrastructure and bring
operations and maintenance costs for each installation in line with the facilities required to meet their
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assigned missions.
The Main Cantonment Area, Logan Heights, WBAMC, Biggs AAF, and
McGregor Range all contain facilities scheduled either for layaway awaiting demolition or for layaway
holding for future use.
•

Environmental Resource Management. Fort Bliss has an active resource management program that
includes integrated training area management, as well as natural resources and cultural resources
management. These programs include the following actions under the No Action Alternative:
Integrated Training Area Management. The standard Army mechanism for dealing with soil and
vegetation impacts is through ITAM;
Natural Resource Management. Continue operations without implementing the INRMP; and
Cultural Resource Management. Continue operations without implementing the ICRMP.

•

-

--

Real Estate Actions. Real estate actions that are ongoing at Fort Bliss include ROW, leases, and
disposition of excess property.

5.1.1

Land Use

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing 1980s-era LRC of the RPMP as updated periodically would
be the continuing planning guidances. Within the Main Cantonment Area, land uses would change in
accordance with that era's plan, and relationships between functions, including safety conditions for
hazardous and explosive materials and airfield operations, would remain the same. Existing incompatible
adjacent land uses and activities (identified in the LRC of the RPMP, [U.S. Army, 1997a]) would persist
(see Sections 4.1.1.1 and 4.1.1.2).
5.1.1.1

Main Cantonment Area Including Biggs AAF

In general, the relationship between activities and future development on the main cantonment and
adjacent areas would be little changed, and would be generally compatible with surrounding land use and
zoning. Exceptions to this are indicated in the following sections. The impacts to land use on the Main
Cantonment Area, including Biggs AAF, resulting from the No Action Alternative are discussed below in
relation to the four project categories.

Mission Activities. Little change in projected mission or mission support activity would occur, and
personnel levels would be fairly stable. Therefore, only relatively minor changes may affect the
suitability of land uses.
Relocation of the main ASP on Biggs AAF to McGregor Range would result in safer conditions,
benefiting all uses on the Main Post and Biggs AAF, and public roadways in the vicinity. Aircraft
operations at Biggs AAF would remain the same, resulting in no increase in noise in the cantonment area.
Noise from surge operations over a 72-hour deployment period at Biggs AAF would expand the area
exposed to Lc1n 65 dB and greater, including some residences in the Aero Vista family housing area. Even
though this level of noise exposure is generally considered incompatible with residential use, these
conditions would be temporary.
During mobilization, WBAMC could be used to capacity, resulting in increased local traffic in residential
areas immediately to the south and west of the hospital where the entrance/exit feeds directly from/into
residential streets. Congestion and safety of pedestrians (particularly of children) may be a concern
during these periods.
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Surges in force strength during mobilization and deployment would temporarily increase traffic and use
of facilities, and intensify levels of activity in the Main Cantomnent Area and at Biggs AAF. This may
result in short-tenn use of training areas on the Main Post and Biggs AAF for temporary billeting,
conversion of some functions for additional troop housing, increased mission and mission support
functions, increased activity at WBAMC, and increased traffic on post and in the surrounding area. Land
uses on post with the greatest sensitivity to these changes are family housing and community support
functions. Family housing is generally segregated from mission activities by location and by perimeter
walls, reducing potential exposure of residential areas. Community facilities on post are designed to meet
the demands of peacetime military population and, therefore, may be overcrowded and temporarily
inadequate for community demands during mobilization.
Traffic may increase on the main municipal roadways around the post during mobilization. More
frequent convoys of troops and equipment between the Main Cantonment Area and the Fort Bliss
Training Complex may slow traffic on roadways (particularly U.S. Highway 54) on occasion. Although
inconvenient, these conditions would not significantly affect land use. Local neighborhood commercial
uses in El Paso may benefit slightly from increased sales.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Several construction projects that were already programmed are
either completed, ongoing, or scheduled to have begun during the period between FY 95 to 98. Many
facilities would support existing facility improvements such as airfield maintenance, vehicle maintenance,
troop housing, and medical and community support facilities. These facilities would benefit regular
operations, and generally benefit land use supporting the Fort Bliss mission.

Several projects for the airfield will maintain and improve airfield infrastructure, runways, and loading
(ramp) areas. Efficiency and safety of operations will also be improved. Family housing replacement
projects will meet the need for upgraded housing through FY 14. Location of these projects in existing
family housing areas is compatible with surrounding on-post and off-post uses. Housing replacement of
1,952 units would result in improved housing standards and benefit residential use. Under this
alternative, the replacement program would occur in areas considered under the 1989 planning guidance.
Deficiencies identified in the revised LRC of the RPMP (U.S. Anny, 1997a) would continue. This would
result in less suitable conditions for most land uses on post, and could indirectly affect surrounding land
uses, due to general decline in appearance and less efficient circulation.
Demolition actions under the No Action Alternative would have no direct or permanent impact to land
use. During demolition, adjacent areas (particularly housing areas) may experience temporary
incompatible increases in noise from the operation of equipment.
Removal of older facilities usually reduces the inventory of substandard structures. In most cases,
demolition on post is predicated on redevelopment plans, either for replacement housing or more suitable
facilities or uses that will benefit land uses on post. However, because some sites would not be
redeveloped under this alternative, improvements to land use may not follow. For example, no
replacement facilities are planned for the barracks being demolished on Logan Heights, and resulting
open space may result in underutilized community resources in this area and a possible shortage of troop
housing in other locations on post.
Several facilities scheduled for demolition have historic value (see Section 3.2.4). These buildings are
located in five areas: the 300, 400, 1400, 2100, and 7100 blocks. The demolition plan also includes other
buildings that have potential historic value. Review actions required under the NHPA could delay timely
redevelopment. Alternatively, preservation of buildings could restrict future site uses. Resulting
fragmentation of land uses may result in some inefficiency or additional expense for site development.
Additional maintenance may be required for historic properties to prevent deterioration and associated
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effects on site image. This would conflict with RPMP goals that recognize the importance of an
attractively built environment on morale and productivity as well as improving functional efficiency
(U.S. Anny, 1997a). Further consideration of potential impacts to the historic properties is presented in
Section 5.1.9.
Removal of 2, 770 family housing units reduces the inventory of substandard military family housing by
818 units. This creates an opportunity to reclassify the use of the land upon which family housing will
not be reconstructed. Under the No Action Alternative, the land use classification would remain the same
as in the 1989 land use plan as amended in the early 1990s. The deviation between existing and planned
uses would increase.
Environmental Resource Management. Management of the natural and cultural resources would
continue using current Anny mechanisms for planning and siting of mission activities and facilities on a
case-by-case basis.
The current land use patterns and their effects upon natural and cultural resource management would
continue, such as land use fragmentation that has resulted in the Main Cantonment Area from
clustering/enclaving of tenant organizations over time and provides functional benefits of proximity.
However, this process has resulted in incompatible adjacent uses (see Section 4.1.1.1) and impediments to
developing integrated infrastructure. These conditions would persist under the No Action Alternative.
For example, implementation of the Land Use Plan (U.S. Anny, 1997a) (Figure 3.2-2) would result in no
consolidated supply/storage function on the Main Post.

--

-

-

The NHP A will continue to require review of significant historic buildings prior to demolition ot
renovation. Because of the expense involved, several historic buildings on post have not been removed or
reused. Funding for maintenance and security of unused facilities with potential historic significance is
inadequate to prevent deterioration and vandalism. As a result, areas are not being redeveloped to best
support the Fort Bliss mission. Adjacent land uses are affected by the appearance of dilapidated
structures. Demolition of historic structures by neglect remains an issue connected to
layaway/abandonment-adverse effect.
Construction projects involving soil disturbance and building modifications will continue to be
individually reviewed for compliance with historic preservation regulations, adding time and cost to site
development. Although this can result in delays and postponement of suitable redevelopment, direct
impacts to land use from resource management procedures are minimal. Use of cultural resources for
recreation, education, scientific research, and visual enhancement would continue to be inconsistent due
to the lack of coordinated land use and cultural resource planning.
Real Estate Actions. Existing leases, permits, licenses, and ROWs would continue through their
contracted periods. No corrective action is currently indicated for any ongoing real estate contracts.
Because no change in land use or major construction would be implemented under the No Action
Alternative, it is anticipated that contracts would be renewed as needed without modification. No land
use impacts are anticipated.
Expansion of the National Cemetery to the west of its existing site would use land that is currently
designated as Open Space, and would be compatible with adjacent community areas, residential, and
industrial uses which would be compatible with current planning. Construction of a high school in the
Logan Heights area on land leased to El Paso ISD would be compatible with existing land uses for
residential, recreational, and community services. Additional traffic may be incompatible with pedestrian
traffic within the neighborhood and cause congestion at local intersections during peak hours.
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5.1.1.2

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Under the No Action Alternative, land use on the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas, and McGregor Range is categorized within the RPMP as Category VI-Training/Ranges. No
further delineation of land use has been specified for these areas. The terrain, historical use, and natural
and cultural resource management objectives dictate land use planning on these ranges and training areas
on a case-by-case basis when new activities are considered. The impacts to land use on the Fort Bliss
Training Complex resulting from the No Action Alternative are discussed below in relation to the four
project categories.
Mission Activities. Little change in the type or frequency of mission activities would occur on most of
the Fort Bliss Training Complex. Therefore, existing land use would be relatively unaffected. However,
land use planning for these activities would remain fragmented under the current general land use
designation (Training/Ranges-Category VI).
Use of the new tactical target complex on Otero Mesa will reduce availability of the area south of New
Mexico Highway 506 by up to 60 hours each week, mostly on weekdays. The USAF will be developing
procedures with the BLM to minimize disruption to grazing operations (see Section 4.1.2.1 ). The area is
used for scheduled permitted hunts (that would continue) and infrequently for other recreational activities.
Most casual recreation and hunting occurs on weekends and therefore will be relatively unaffected by this
new use.

-

Drifting of smoke from smoke-generating missions can cause unsafe conditions for drivers under certain
wind conditions and when the source location is close to a roadway. Similarly, dust from tracked vehicle
maneuvers has been identified as a concern for adjacent off-post residential areas in northeast El Paso.
Downwind hazard areas are defined as the area beyond the impact point that may be affected by a riotcontrol chemical agent or by smoke due to downwind drift caused by wind direction and speed. Due to
range control procedures, it is considered unlikely that these sources could affect off-post uses (see
Section 5.1.6.2).
Military and nonmilitary use of Culp Canyon WSA would not change. Specifically, grazing, public
recreation, and wilderness management would be unaffected.

-

Under sustained mobilization, up to 8,000 additional troops could be housed at the range camps, and
additional individual and unit training activities would occur at the ranges. Some facility upgrades in
range camps would benefit use in these built-up areas. Training will mostly increase in the South
Training Areas, in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and in the south part of McGregor Range.
Increased military use of these areas would not affect grazing or opportunities for public recreation in the
north part of McGregor Range. ORV maneuvers in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and
South Training Areas would continue at the level required by the mobilization training. Dust could
continue to be a concern for adjacent residential areas.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Construction of the first phase of a new ASP on the
McGregor Range is sited away from built-up areas in the range camp, and has good highway access.
Relocation of this function from the Main Cantomnent Area will improve safety conditions for adjacent
land uses in a congested urban area. Currently, the quantity-distance zone for the existing ammunition
storage area on Biggs AAF extends over portions of U.S. Highway 54 in El Paso. This situation will be
eliminated when the new facility becomes operational.
Recent improvements to the Site 10 Road on McGregor Range improved access for military users and
range maintenance. Roadway improvements are intended to prevent soil erosion and improve access for
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fire fighting. Therefore, suitability of land for specific uses is preserved by facilitating land and resource
management.
The demolition program under the No Action Alternative included no demolition projects within the
range complex, therefore, no impacts to land use would result.
Environmental Resource Management. Training impacts will continue to be monitored. Goals of this
program are to efficiently allocate land resources for realistic training with the environmental damage.
Continuation of this program may enhance natural resources and productivity of some areas, but may not
optimize use of the land and ecosystem management.
Extensive cultural resources on the range complex provide opportunities for scientific research and
limited recreational use. Multiple use would continue to be restricted in specially designated areas that
have been excluded from all use (Red zones) and limited use (Green zones) on the South Training Areas,
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and south McGregor Range in order to preserve potential
cultural resources.
Real Estate Actions. The real estate actions on the range that are included under the No Action
Alternative occur on the South Training Areas and Castner Range.
South Training Areas. The land exchange with the State of Texas and City of El Paso allowed the
construction of Loop 3 75. Loop 375 bisects TA 1B that is used for off-road tracked vehicles operations.
Concrete-lined underpasses allow these operations to continue with a minimum of dust generation, which
would have been incompatible with safe use of the roadway. Fort Bliss gained ownership of over
15,000 acres of land in the South Training Areas that had previously been leased, allowing it to control
use and management of these areas in the future.

-....

--

--

-

-

Castner Range. A program for cleanup of Castner Range will continue, as funding is available. The
Army has not made any decisions regarding future use or disposition of Castner Range, although surface
cleanup of contamination would be adequate for recreational uses provided no ground-disturbing action
occurs. This would be compatible with proposed uses in the Franklin Mountain State Park Master Plan
(TPWD, 1993). Commercial and industrial use would be suitable along U.S. Highway 54, but would
require additional subsurface cleanup.
5.1.1.3

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Main Cantonment Area. New construction on the main cantonment would follow the IDG and RPMP.
Site and facility design would address the relationship of new buildings to existing context, architectural
treatment, and buffering of potentially incompatible uses. Visual Districts in the IDG represent
generalized land use areas. Because they do not always coincide with specific locations, appropriate
guidelines would need to be selected for each project. The NHPA would require review for demolition of
significant historic properties. However, the IDG does not include provisions for demolition, and
therefore facilities over 50 years old outside the designated historic districts, or any facility within or
adjacent to historic districts (that contribute to historic context) could be removed, resulting in changes to
visual context that could adversely affect historic resources on the installation. Under the existing
case-by-case review process for construction and renovation projects, design decisions may not consider
preservation of historic context comprehensively. This could result in physical modifications that change
the visual context for historic districts or individual structures, resulting in adverse impacts to historic
resources. Similarly, modifications to the historic fabric could diminish the contribution of historic
themes that are identified as important to visual quality of the post in the IDG.
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Fort Bliss Training Complex. The South Training Areas and Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
are comprised of mesquite dunes that are unclassified using the VRM classes. Portions of both parts of
this training complex have been disturbed by off-road tracked vehicle operations that are visible in the
foreground but do not alter the overall middle and distant visual character. Most of McGregor Range has
been classified as VRM Class IV and III due to the undistinctive visual attributes and low sensitivity.
Construction and activities from continuing military activities such as road maintenance on the training
complex would be subordinate to the middle and distant natural landscape and not conflict with
management objectives for Class IV and III resources. The visual quality of Culp Canyon WSA (VRM
Class II) would be unaltered.
As necessary, ongoing or future specific proposals could incorporate methods that minimize the extent of
visual modifications. Some visual changes to the foreground would need to be evaluated when specific
project actions are known. However, unless extensive land disturbance or very large, new facilities or
equipment are involved, visual changes are likely to be consistent with the level of the VRM
recommended modifications. The existing classifications consider the area's primary purpose for military
activities and the relatively low number of public visitors who see the area.
Relatively minor changes in physical appearance or mission activities throughout the installation could
occur under the No Action Alternative. However, adverse impact to visual resources also could result
depending upon the specific projects and the IDG application in conjunction with the RPMP.
5.1.1.4

-

-

Cumulative Impacts

Actions and future conditions in the ROI that may occur independently of the activities on Fort Bliss
could contribute to cumulative impacts when combined with activity on Fort Bliss. These could affect
land use on Fort Bliss or surrounding areas. The following actions are considered in relation to land use
resources:
•

Continued growth and expansion of urban and suburban areas;

•

Development at the EPIA, including additional industrial and commercial facilities, new roadways,
and possible new or expanded runways;

•

Designation of the Organ Mountains NCA;

•

Proposed changes in grazing standards on federal lands;

•

Future activities on WSMR; and

•

Expanded operations at HAFB or by other USAF units.

Main Cantonment Area. Development of peripheral suburbs in the City of El Paso is not anticipated to
affect land uses in the main cantonment. Similarly, actions in the RPMP would not affect the City or
County of El Paso land use plans. Recent issues of contamination in new subdivisions bordering Castner
Range would not be affected by actions in the RPMP and are being addressed under the FUDS program.
Industrial and airfield development on EPIA could adversely affect residential use on Biggs AAF if noise
exposure levels increase above Ldn 65 dB in the housing area and at Ben Milam Elementary School.
Additional truck traffic on a proposed Yarborough Road extension from Montana Boulevard to
Airport Road, through the airport, could also affect this residential area. This extension would require
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development of city-owned land along the boundary between Biggs AAF and the EPIA that is currently
used by Fort Bliss under a perpetual easement. If this easement was vacated, access to the east side of
Biggs AAF and the South Training Areas could be affected. The existing land use plan designations will
perpetuate functional incompatibilities on the installation and adversely affect traffic flow, the
development of the built and natural environments, and living conditions on Fort Bliss.
Fort Bliss Training Complex. Overall, regional actions discussed in Appendix B (Cumulative Impacts
Analysis Background) would not significantly affect or be affected by land uses on Fort Bliss training
ranges, with the exception of the location of the proposed USAF tactical target complex on either of the
two alternative sites on McGregor Range. The USAF selected the option for the target complex straddled
across TAs 17 and 21 (grazing units 9 and 13) on Otero Mesa. The alternate option site evaluated by the
USAF was in TA 31 in the Tularosa Basin.
When the target complex is constructed, it is expected to be used more than the existing Class C Bombing
Range in TA 11, which would consequently experience a decrease in training use. The proposed tactical
target complex would increase training use substantially in TAs 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23 (grazing
units 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15) from very low or low to high. With the exception ofTAs 17 and 21,
all of the increase would be in associated SDZs. This proposal would introduce mission facilities and a
surface impact area as new uses in TAs 17 and 21. The tactical target complex on Otero Mesa is
consistent with the current installation land use designation of Training/Ranges (Category VI). However,
the Otero Mesa site would alter the area for grazing and public access, as currently defined, by 2 percent.
This represents a potential loss of 450 AUMs on McGregor Range. Access to most of the area south of
New Mexico Highway 506 would be restricted during training periods at the target complex. Measures to
be implemented in accordance with the 1998 MOU between the USAF and BLM are aimed at minimizing
inconvenience for grazing operations caused by reduced access to these areas. Missile firings would need
to be coordinated with the use of the tactical target complex. Overall, deconfliction of military missions
may result in extending the hours of use for military activities, including maintenance and training area
management, and decreasing the time that areas are available for other purposes. This could adversely
affect grazing activities and public use and access.

-

--

--

....

-

-

Aesthetically, construction of a tactical target complex on Otero Mesa would entail clearing of vegetation
around new targets and construction, and placing facilities and equipment in the 2-by-4 miles impact area.
The impact area would be fenced. Improvements would be made to about 15 miles of existing unpaved
roadway. These changes in the landscape may be visible in the middle and distant landscape, but would
be similar to man-made modifications and natural variations in the landscape. Overall, they would not be
noticeable or detract from overall visual quality. The extent of proposed modifications would conform to
VRM Class IV objectives of the affected area. Modifications would be similar in the Tularosa Basin site
location, but would be less visible from distant viewing locations on the north and east side of the
proposed sites.
Designation of the proposed Organ Mountains NCA could indirectly affect military activities on the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. As the boundaries are currently defined, use of upper elevations
of the Organ Mountains within Fort Bliss as a safety buffer for impact areas, also provides a beneficial
protective function for the conservation area with its sensitive biological, cultural, and scenic resources.
Future additional use of the conservation area for hiking could increase the potential for public trespass
into potentially unsafe areas on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Much of this area would
require extensive assessment and clearing of ordnance and explosive hazards before it would be suitable
for public access.
Portions of BLM lands to the south and west of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and north of
McGregor Range are identified as available for disposal in the White Sands RMP (BLM, 1986a). No
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plans are currently being considered for land transfers or sales in these areas. If changed economic
conditions precipitate future exchanges and land development bordering Fort Bliss, planning compatible
development may require coordination between county governments, future owners, the BLM, and Fort Bliss.
The USFS and BLM are currently examining the extent of impacts of implementing new grazing
standards on ranchers in the region (Hannon, 1997). Overall slight reductions in grazing could have
minor impacts to the region. However, the effect of changes in grazing standards on livestock uses are
still under study. It is likely that new standards will result in reduced grazing allocations in some grazing
allotments. It is also likely that the new standards will be less restrictive than current allocations in some units.
Continued residential growth of El Paso County, Chaparral, and Lords Ranch communities will heighten
incompatibility between some ongoing military activities that produce dust, noise, or have safety concerns
that affect suitability of adjacent uses. For example, recreational use of the Organ Mountains is likely to
increase due to population growth in Dofia Ana County and El Paso, and increased accessibility resulting
from new roadways on public lands on the west side of the mountains. This is likely to result in
additional trespass and inadvertent entry of hikers into restricted areas that are unsafe due to ordnance and
explosive hazards.

-

Several man-made and natural factors may modify the visible landscape in the future, including growth of
new suburbs and natural fire. The visual character of new development would be directed by plans,
policies, and regulations adopted by local jurisdictions. While these modifications are not necessarily
degrading, as the rural landscape changes, viewer expectations of the natural landscape may also change.
The effect of cumulative modifications is transformation of the natural landscape over time and reduced
sensitivity of viewers to man-made features in the landscape. In addition to man-made changes, natural fires
play a major role in the evolution of the natural landscape and can periodically cause major visible changes.

5.1.2

Main Cantonment Area Infrastructure

This section discusses the impacts of the No Action Alternative to infrastructure on the Main Cantonment
Area. Impacts are presented relating to ground transportation, utilities, energy, and communications.

5.1.2.1

-

-

Ground Transportation

The impacts to ground transportation as a result of implementing the No Action Alternative are discussed
in this section. The discussion presents the impacts to the roadway network only, since, under this
alternative, there are no changes to the railway system. These impacts could result from two of the four
activity categories.

Mission Activities. The traffic generated on the roadways within the ROI as a result of activities
associated with this alternative would not be adversely affected. The City of El Paso has developed a
Long-range Plan (El Paso, 1993) that projects the effects on traffic through the year 2015. The increase
in the number of vehicle trips is directly related to the increase in population, and the City of El Paso
estimates that the number of trips would increase by approximately 3 percent per year for the short term
and gradually increase to approximately 6 percent per year by 2016. This background growth rate would
accommodate any increase in traffic due to the activities associated with this alternative.
Under sustained mobilization, additional troops would be on site, which would result in additional slowmoving convoys of troops on U.S. Highway 54 between the Main Cantonment Area and the range camps.
This additional traffic would impede local commuters in El Paso and between Alamogordo and El Paso.
In addition, increased amounts of munitions would be transported between Biggs AAF and the new ASP
on McGregor Range. Compliance with DOT regulations would minimize risks to roadway and land users.
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Real Estate Actions. A recent land exchange with the State of Texas and City of El Paso allowed for the
construction of Loop 375 in the South Training Areas. This new roadway benefits local traffic flow on
regional highways and improves access to and development potential of urban fringe areas in eastern
El Paso near the Main Cantonment Area.
5.1.2.2

Utilities

The impacts to utilities under the No Action Alternative are presented for the four activity categories. When
appropriate, the discussions are separated into water supply wastewater treatment and solid waste disposal.
Mission Activities. As identified in Table 3.2-1, Peacetime Authori=ed Strength, 840 additional
personnel (military and civilian) would be located at the installation by FY 02. From FY 02 to FY 16, the
number of personnel assigned to the installation is expected to remain constant. Table 3.2-3, Mobili=ation
A uthori=ed Strength, identifies the potential force support and regional conflict troop strength of 8,440
that would be temporarily stationed and deployed from Fort Bliss. Based on the assumptions presented in
Section 3.2.2, this force would equate to 703 full-time personnel plus the 7,780 sustaining base personnel,
or 8,483 personnel that would be stationed in the Main Cantonment Area.
Water Supply. Potable water consumption is directly related to the number of personnel at Fort Bliss
and the activities projected to occur. Assuming the historical personal consumption of 202 gpd per
individual assigned, potable water requirements in peacetime conditions are anticipated to remain
constant or decrease slightly, for a maximum of 5.03 mgd by FY 02. These requirements are anticipated
to decrease slightly by FY 16 to 4. 7 mgd, as a result of water conserving fixtures and designs installed as
a part of new construction on the installation. Potable water requirements during mobilization could
reach 1.91 mgd, in addition to the 5.24 mgd defined above. The installation requirement under
mobilization conditions could reach 7.14 mgd.
The installation's current supply capacity is 13 mgd of potable water from existing groundwater wells.
This capacity is well above the 7.14 mgd under mobilization conditions, and will be adequate to meet
projected requirements on the installation for the foreseeable future.
Municipal water will continue to be available to customers, including Fort Bliss, although the possibility
of short supplies in the future could increase costs (see Section 5 .1. 7).
Wastewater Treatment. Wastewater generated by the additional personnel and activities associated
with the No Action Alternative during peacetime would increase the average daily flow by 0.08 mgd to
3.06 mgd. With full mobilization, additional wastewater generated would equal 0.85 mgd. By FY 02, the
City of El Paso's Delta Street wastewater treatment plant is expected to have adequate capacity to process
this additional flow.

-

--

--....

-

-

-

Solid Waste Disposal. Solid waste (Class I) generated by the 840 additional personnel during peacetime
activities associated with the No Action Alternative would increase the average daily flow by 1.67 tons
per day to 37.7 tons per day. With full mobilization, an additional 16.8 tons per day of solid waste would
be generated.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Table 3.2-6 identifies a number of projects, which would not
directly affect utility consumption. The demolition program identified in Table 3.2-7 will lead to a slight
reduction in utility consumption. As housing units are constructed to replace those demolished, utility
consumption will decrease as a result of using energy efficient construction techniques; appliances that
conserve water and energy; and modem communication systems. The demolition program will affect the
waste disposal capacity for construction debris (Type IV), and is discussed below.
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Environmental Resource Management. The resource management programs currently executed by
Fort Bliss do not have a direct effect on the infrastructure servicing the Main Cantonment Area. If
additional corridors are required as a result of new upgrades to utility systems, then resource programs for
natural and cultural resources may affect the placement of utility systems, and dictate construction and
revegetation requirements.
Real Estate Actions. Acquisition ofROWs, leases, and land exchanges do not have a direct effect on the
infrastructure supporting the Main Cantonment Area. Growth and the increase in utility requirements
associated with the development of properties disposed of by Fort Bliss are included in the projections for
future growth developed by local utility companies.
5.1.2.3

Energy

Electrical requirements from the additional personnel associated with this alternative during peacetime are
estimated to increase the average daily consumption by 7,254,200 kWh (4.57 percent) to
165,985,160 kWh. With full mobilization, electrical requirements would increase by 74,141,420 kWh
( 44. 7 percent).
Natural gas requirements from the additional personnel associated with this alternative during peacetime
are estimated to increase the average daily consumption by 34,307 million cubic feet (met) to
785,022 mcf. With full mobilization, natural gas requirements would increase by 348,857 mcf.
Propane consumption under the No Action Alternative during peacetime would not change, since propane
is primarily used at range camps and other satellite facilities.
5.1.2.4

Communications

Communication conditions are not expected to change noticeably under the No Action Alternative during
peacetime, with the possible exception of the DSN, which already is overloaded during peak loads. The
anticipated increase in personnel in 2002 will result in more difficult access at peak load times if the
system is not expanded. Full mobilization would impose additional stresses on the system and also on the
already limited space constraints at the Fort Bliss Telecommunications Center.
5.1.2.5

Cumulative Impacts

The City of El Paso Traffic Engineering Department estimates that the number of vehicle trips in the ROI
would increase by approximately 3 percent per year for at least the next 5 years through FY 01 (Valdez,
1997). The increase is then expected to gradually grow to approximately 6 percent per year by FY 16.
According to the El Paso Urban Transportation Study Area Long-range Transportation Plan Year 2015
(El Paso, 1993 ), there will be a significant increase in the level of congestion for the overall road network
in El Paso by FY 15. The freeway network is a specific area of concern. The freeways and expressways
carry a large proportion of the traffic, and it is expected that they will be operating at near capacity by the
year 2015. Interstate 10 will continue to be the most heavily traveled roadway in the area, and many of
the traffic problems that are predicted by the year 2015, are located on or adjacent to Interstate 10. The
Recommended Highway Plan (El Paso, 1993) developed by the City of El Paso is based on the results of
two traffic models tested for the year 2015. The plan proposes the construction of a northeast bypass
route from Loop 375 to the New Mexico state line at FM 3255. This route would then connect to New
Mexico State Highway 404 and continue through the Franklin Mountains. The studies performed for the
Long-range Plan (El Paso, 1993) also indicate that congestion will occur on the bypass where it passes
through Fort Bliss between Railroad Drive and Loop 3 75.
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5.1.3

Fort Bliss Training Complex Infrastructure

Impacts to the training complex infrastructure resulting from implementation of the No Action Alternative
are presented in this section. Impacts to ground transportation and utilities are discussed as appropriate.
5.1.3.1

Ground Transportation

The impacts to training area ground transportation are presented in relation to the roadway network.
Railways would not be affected.
Road improvements on the north McGregor Range, to support FTX and JTX such as Roving Sands,
would provide increased accessibility for military and nonmilitary uses. This would benefit a variety of
activities including environmental surveys and training complex maintenance by both the Army and BLM.
Overall, the traffic generated on the range roadways as a result of activities associated with this alternative
would not be adversely affected. However, as discussed in Section 5.1.2.1, periodic increases of convoys on
U.S. Highway 54 between the Main Cantonment Area and the range camps would impede commuters.
5.1.3.2

--

-

--

--

Utilities

Mission Activities. Under the No Action Alternative, peacetime activities at the range camps will
continue at the current level. Activities would increase under mobilization conditions depending upon the
units mobilized and their pre-deployment training requirements.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Utility requirements at the range camps will continue near their
current levels for peacetime and could increase during mobilization conditions. Demolition of certain
facilities at McGregor Range is planned. However, the size, type of construction, and dimensions are not
available for determining amounts of construction debris generation and the effect on waste disposal
capacity. No other impacts to the utility systems are anticipated.
Environmental Resource Management. The resource management programs currently executed at
Fort Bliss do not have a direct effect on the infrastructure servicing the range camps. If additional
corridors are required as a result of new or upgrades to utility systems, resource programs for natural and
cultural resources may affect the placement of utility systems and dictate construction and revegetation
requirements.
Real Estate Actions. Acquisition ofROWs, leases, and land exchanges do not have a direct effect on the
infrastructure supporting the range areas.
Neither the current mission nor mobilization requirements are expected to be of sufficient size under the
No Action Alternative (see Section 3.2) to affect utility service capacity.
5.1.3.3

Energy

...,

--

-

Demands on electrical power (supplied by EPEC) and LPG at the training areas are expected to continue at the
current level. Temporary increases in demand under mobilization conditions would easily be accommodated.
5.1.3.4

Communications

Demand on the communication systems on the ranges and training areas is not expected to increase under
the No Action Alternative.
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5.1.3.5

Cumulative Impacts

There are no cumulative impacts relating to infrastructure in the training areas other than to the water
supply. The installation's regional water supply is affected by the cumulative effects of groundwater
withdrawals, mostly by EPWU and Ciudad Juarez, Mexico. Pumpage from the aquifer exceeds recharge,
which means the aquifer is in overdraft condition and is experiencing accelerated rates of water-level
decline (see Section 5.1. 7). The lowering of water levels in the aquifer has permitted the infiltration of
salt water into the fresh-water zones. It is estimated that the aquifer could be exhausted of recoverable
fresh water between 2013 and 2025, which, depending on the availability of alternate sources by then,
could result in a water-supply shortage in the area. However, municipal water will continue to be
available to customers, including Fort Bliss, even in the event of a water shortage. Since 1990, many
regional water plan initiatives have been implemented. The extent of potential shortages is dependent
upon success of initiatives implemented in meeting regional water planning objectives. No other utility is
expected to experience adverse cumulative effects.
5.1.4

Airspace Use

The potential impacts to airspace use resulting from the No Action Alternative are discussed below, in
relation to the four project categories.
5.1.4.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activities. Under the No Action Alternative, there are no planned reconfigurations or changes to
Fort Bliss special-use airspace areas, operating conditions, or ATC procedures at Biggs AAF. Only
16 fixed-wing aircraft and 13 UAVs are projected for assignment to Biggs AAF as a result of the
relocation of the MIBN (LI). Mission activities under the No Action Alternative would, therefore, have
limited impact on airspace or air traffic operations at Biggs AAF. With respect to McGregor Range, the
No Action Alternative includes McGregor Range as the location for a new USAF air-to-ground tactical
target complex to support the expansion of GAF activities at HAFB. The potential impacts of this tactical
target complex are addressed in the Cumulative Impacts discussion below.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Although runway and taxiway repairs identified under the No
Action Alternative in Table 3.2-6 may cause short-term changes to ATC landing and takeoff procedures
at Biggs AAF, none of the construction projects would have any pennanent effects on aircraft operations
or airspace management.
This alternative contains no construction projects that affect
McGregor Range/R-5103A/B/C/D and Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas/R-5107A airspace areas.
Under the No Action Alternative, facility construction and demolition would not impact airspace use.
Environmental Resource Management. The Fort Bliss enviromnental resource management programs
do not affect airports, and have limited effects on airspace-related operations and management. Flight
restrictions are in effect for a raptor habitat located in a portion of the Organ Mountains. Flights below
2,000 feet agl are prohibited in the specified area.

-

Real Estate Actions. There are no real estate actions involving ROWs, leases, and property dispositions
that would affect aircraft operations or airspace use.
5.1.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

Projected military activities, which have the potential to contribute to cumulative airspace use impacts in
the airspace ROI, are activities at HAFB and at WSMR. Activities at HAFB with the potential for
cumulative airspace use impacts within the airspace ROI are completion of the Taiwanese Air Force
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Training program at HAFB and the associated deactivation of the 435th Fighter Squadron, and the
establishment of a tactical target complex on McGregor Range. The deactivation of the 435th Fighter
Squadron results in the cessation of unit flight operations and disposal of the AT -3 8 aircraft assigned to
the squadron. The 435th flight operations included air-to-ground bombing training in the McGregor
Bombing Range R-5103B/C, and low-altitude training in MTRs IR-133 and IR-134/195, which interact
with the McGregor Range restricted area. The Environmental Assessment for The Drawdown of
AT-38 Aircraft and Deactivation of the 435 Fighter Squadron at Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico
(USAF, l 997j) states that the proposed action would result in a decrease of 943 sorties in R-5103B/C and
a decrease of 198 sorties in MTRs IR-133 and IR-134/195. The Otero Mesa site, within the McGregor
Range/Restricted Area R-5103B/C, was selected by the USAF for the tactical target complex. USAF airto-ground sorties on McGregor Range in R-5103 (B or "low") was 1,151 sorties in FY 95 and projected to
decline to 833 in FY 00 without the USAF tactical target complex. When the tactical target complex is
constructed, USAF and GAF sorties are projected to increase by 100 to 933 in FY 00 (USAF, 1998).
Although these initiatives may cause a shift and increase of activity within McGregor Range, they do not
contain the potential to change airspace operating requirements. There are no impacts to air operations.
Further, the tactical target complex does not change the McGregor Range/R-5103B/C airspace area, and
all other mission activities under the No Action Alternative are the same, the development of the tactical
target complex would have no impacts on airspace use and management.
With respect to potential airspace-related cumulative impacts of WSMR activities, the White Sands
Missile Range Range-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (U.S. Army, 1998t) identifies ongoing and
projected test programs and other missions anticipated at WSMR. The WSMR EIS provides that, relative
to the projects and new programs proposed over the next 10 years at WSMR, changes in the scope of
operations resulting from each component cannot be predicted or are not defined, and will require
separate environmental documentation. However, the broad analysis of potential cumulative impacts
conducted in the WSMR EIS did not include airspace as one of the four areas identified as areas of
specific cumulative impacts. Based upon the information contained in the WSMR EIS, proposed WSMR
activities should have no significant cumulative airspace impacts relative to the Fort Bliss Mission and
Master Plan No Action Alternative.

5.1.5

--

--

--

-

Earth Resources

The impacts resulting from the No Action Alternative to earth resources, including geologic resources and
soils, are discussed below.

5.1.5.1

---

Geology

The discussion of the potential impacts to geology are presented in terms of geologic features, mineral
and energy resources, geologic hazards, and geologic investigations, rather than the four activity
categories due to the broad nature of geologic resources.
Geologic Features. In general, future activities under the No Action Alternative would disrupt small
areas of bedrock for facility construction, ground-based maneuvers, bombing and artillery impacts, and
debris fall. These impacts, however, would be confined largely to those areas that have already been
affected by similar activities at Fort Bliss. Additional impacts to undisturbed geologic features would be
negligible.
Mineral and Energy Resources. Under the No Action Alternative, access to Fort Bliss for commercial
mineral exploration and development would continue to be closed, with the exceptions specified in the
McGregor Range RMPA (BLM, 1990a). Additional impacts to the availability of mineral and energy
resources are not to be expected.

-

-

--

--
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Geologic Hazards. The No Action Alternative would neither substantially increase nor reduce the rate or
severity of natural geologic hazards at and near Fort Bliss. Excessive groundwater pumping in many
valleys in the arid southwest has caused the surface to subside, sometimes by many feet, along fractures
that have damaged man-made structures. Groundwater use under peacetime or mobilization conditions
would be similar to current water use at Fort Bliss. Hence, surface subsidence is not expected from
implementation of the No Action Alternative.
Injection of fluids into the subsurface has been shown to induce earthquakes under certain conditions.
The Army's potential development of geothermal power at the south end of McGregor Range could
induce earthquakes upon re-injection of fluids into the geothermal reservoir. Development of this
geothermal resource may occur under the No Action Alternative. Any measurable increase in
earthquakes from this development would be expected to be minor and of small magnitude. Any damage
from induced earthquakes would likely be confined to facilities and structures at the geothermal plant,
which would be far from population centers.
Geologic Investigations. Access to Fort Bliss for geologic investigations and research would neither
increase nor decrease under the No Action Alternative. Through prior notification and approval, access to
most of the land controlled by Fort Bliss can be obtained from the Army during those times when military
activities are not being conducted.
5.1.5.2

Soils

To assess potential impacts to soil, the annual soil loss from water and wind on Fort Bliss was
calculated using the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) (Soil and Water Conservation
Society, 1995) and the Wind Erosion Equation (Fuller, 1987). Three categories of impacts in
tons/acres/year to the soil resource were used: undisturbed (no impact), moderate impact, and
maximum impact. Soil data for the equations were obtained from soil surveys conducted in the
Fort Bliss area (USDA, 1971, 1980, 1981), RUSLE software databases, and from the NRCS Map Unit
Interpretation Record (MUIR) databases. Results are reported in Table 5.1-1.
The undisturbed scenario assumes current conditions with no disturbance to vegetation or soil. The
moderate impact scenario assumes a 50 percent reduction in vegetative cover and 50 percent disturbance
to the soil surface. The maximum impact assumes 100 percent removal of vegetation and 100 percent
disturbance to the soil surface. See Appendix E for additional assumptions and examples of soil loss
calculations. Cumulative effects to vegetative cover and vegetative cover changes on Fort Bliss from
1986 to 1996 are discussed in Section 5.1.8.2. During this period, most reductions in vegetative cover in
the mapping units from all natural and man-induced sources were in the lower range of the moderate
impact category. Examples of moderately impacted areas include two-track roads, maneuvering lanes,
and areas with intermittent small craters. Examples of maximum impact areas would include areas
completely lacking vegetation, areas with multiple large craters, and staging areas. See Table 5.1-1 for
predicted soil loss from these types of potential impacts. Figures 4.5-4 through 4.5-6 present maps of the
soils listed in the table.

-

Mission Activities. Under the No Action Alternative, current impact to soils caused by missions and
field exercises will continue. Major sources of impacts will continue to be the maneuvering of tracked
and wheeled vehicles and missile firings. ORV training is presently confined to the South Training
Areas, to Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas east of War Highway 11, and only within TA 8 on
McGregor Range. However, wheeled vehicles can move off-road within controlled access FTX sites on
McGregor Range. hnpacts to soils and vegetation varied from light soil disturbance resulting from
wheeled vehicles and foot traffic within the controlled access FTX sites to devegetation and soil surface
disturbance caused by wheeled vehicles. These types of disturbances can accelerate soil erosion by wind
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Table 5.1-1. Soil Associations, Total Acreage, Acceptable Soil Loss
and Estimated Annual Soil Loss from Wind and Water for
Th ree I mpac t Scenar1os tior SOl·1SID
. th e F ort BrISS A rea
Impact Scenario3
Map
ID 1

Soil Unit Name

Total
Acres

Soil
Loss2

Undisturbed
Water

13
283
293
294
295
602
603
604

Forest Service Land-Typic
Calciorthids
Forest Service Land-Typic and
Lithic Argiborolls
Forest Service Land-Lithic
Argiustolls
Forest Service Land-Lithic
Argiustolls
Forest Service Land-Lithic
Argiustolls
Forest Service Land-Lithic
Torriorthents
Forest Service Land-Typic
Camborthids
Forest Service Land-Lithic
Torriorthents

AGB Agustin association, undulating
AM

Aladdin-Coxwell association
Armesa very fine sandy loam,
AMC
0 to 5 percent slopes

Wind

Moderate

Maximum

Water

Wind

Water

Wind

2,482

5

0.62

16.50

0.78

35.07

0.96

103.20

3

5

0.04

6.50

0.11

35.07

.00

103.20

232

5

0.06

0.60

1.50

27.12

2.10

103.20

1,027

5

0.09

16.50

2.20

35.07

6.10

103.20

804

5

0.33

16.50

8.40

35.07

11.00

103.20

1,345

5

0.45

16.50

0.55

35.07

0.70

103.20

2,927

5

2.20

16.50

4.00

35.07

4.60

103.20

10,131

5

0.73

16.50

2.47

35.07

3.80

103.20

732

5

0.06

6.40

0.19

30.02

0.65

103.20

2,149

2

0.09

13.10

0.32

25.40

1.07

76.50

13,836

5

0.11

6.40

0.51

30.02

2.70

103.20

BJ

Berino-Bucklebar association

9,215

5

0.11

36.05

0.29

66.55

0.89

161.40

BK

Berino-Dofia Ana association

7,054

5

0.10

20.53

0.32

45.86

0.99

129.60

7,633

5

0.11

23.30

0.29

57.47

0.92

154.92

52

5

0.13

35.10

0.43

66.34

1.56

150.75

12,829

5

0.06

90.62

0.18

87.90

0.59

141.22

1,732

5

0.13

46.23

0.47

60.44

2.22

125.55

56

5

0.34

131.10

0.84 116.27

2.20

160.80

882

3

0.04

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.59

0.00

1,356

5

0.16

3.20

0.56

8.64

2.05

24.67

2,219

1

0.04

0.19

0.45

8.48

5.48

49.85

2,246

5

0.35

21.36

0.71

46.88

1.55

129.39

27,579

1

0.03

0.00

0.15

0.00

1.03

0.00

438

5

0.06

0.45

20.34

1.28

77.40

BL

Berino-Pintura complex
Bluepoint loamy sand, 1 to
BO
15 percent slopes
Bluepoint-Onite-Wink
BOA
association, nearly level
Bluepoint-Caliza-Yturbide
BP
complex
BPC Bluepoint association. rolling
Delnorte-Canutio association,
DCB
undulating
Delnorte-Canutio association
DCD
hilly
Deama-Rock Outcrop complex,
DRF
20 to 50 percent slopes
Dofia Ana-Berino association,
DTB
1gently sloping
Ector-Rock Outcrop complex,
ECF
20 to 50 percent slopes
Espy-Shanta Variant
ESB
association, gently sloping
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Table 5.1-1. Soil Associations, Total Acreage, Acceptable Soil Loss
and Estimated Annual Soil Loss from Wind and Water for
Th ree I mpact Scenarms tior SOISIIlt
"I . h e F ort Bl"ISS A rea (C ontmued)
Impact Scenario 3
Map
ID 1

Soil Unit Name

Total
Acres

Soil
Loss 2

Undisturbed
Water

HPB

Holloman-Reeves association,
1.487
nearly level
Hueco-Wink association,
159
hummocky
Igneous Rockland-Brewster
3,869
association
Jerag-Philder association, gently
4,021
rolling
Limestone Rockland-Lozier
4,170
association
Lozier-Rock Outcrop complex,
4,231
0 to 5 percent slopes
Lozier-Rock Outcrop complex,
97,061
5 to 20 percent slopes

Maximum

Water

Wind

Water

Wind

5

0.09

0.79

0.30

28.53

1.14

92.88

2

0.09

32.88

0.18

54.02

0.44

129.12

1

0.01

0.00

0.14

0.00

1.86

0.00

5

0.13

3.70

0.61

25.98

2.90

92.88

1

0.09

0.00

.39

0.00

1.74

0.00

1

0.06

1.65

0.23

3.51

0.83

10.32

1

0.06

1.75

0.31

3.86

1.82

12.60

29,801

5

0.02

0.20

0.13

8.89

0.73

57.60

80,197

5

0.10

17.16

0.39

26.25

1.34

79.80

35

5

0.02

0.57

0.09

17.07

0.87

78.24

Nickel-Tencee association,
strongly sloping

68,687

5

0.14

21.34

0.64

29.68

3.03

80.04

NU

Nickel-Upton association

11,690

5

0.05

9.22

0.25

23.01

1.40

74.01

OP

Onite-Pajarito association

3,088

5

0.13

37.75

0.26

70.79

0.79

160.80

PAA Pajarito association, level

22

5

0.03

4.10

0.14

28.87

0.61

103.20

954

5

0.03

3.09

0.18

18.98

1.84

75.60

53,018

1

0.17

4.10

0.86

28.87

4.44

103.20

23,007

5

0.10

4.86

0.57

28.18

3.55

99.07

338,238

5

0.12

21.73

0.35

54.57

1.10

143.22

60,017

5

0.16

27.33

0.48

57.68

1.50

150.60

14,046

3

0.01

4.85

0.11

7.78

0.85

21.30

1,498

5

0.24

43.80

0.68

51.65

1.92

109.65

19,543

5

0.04

2.60

0.30

26.78

2.50

98.04

5,664

1

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

90,779

1

0.11

7.43

0.56

15.78

3.04

46.44

532

3

0.13

14.63

0.39

33.56

1.19

96.75

HW
IN

JEC
LM
LOB
LOD

MBA Mimbres association, level
Mimbres-Tome association,
MTA
nearly level
Mo
NTD

PCB
PEC
PFB
PGB
PHB

Mimbres silty clay loam

Pena-Cale-Kerrick association,
nearly level
Philder very fine sandy loam,
0 to 9 percent slopes
Philder-Armesa association,
undulating
Pintura-Dofia Ana complex,
0 to 5 percent slopes
Pintura-Tome-Dofia Ana
complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes

Pinaleno-Nolam association
Reakor-Tome-Tencee
RAB
association, gently sloping
Reyab-Armesa association,
RFA
gently sloping
Rock Outcrop-Lozier
RL
association
Rock Outcrop-Lozier complex,
RRF
20 to 65 percent slopes
PN

--

Wind

Moderate

SH

Simona-Harrisburg association
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Table 5.1-1. Soil Associations, Total Acreage, Acceptable Soil Loss and
Estimated Annual Soil Loss from Wind and Water for
Three Impact Scenarios for Soils in the Fort Bliss Area (Continued)

-

Impact Scenario3
Map

Soil Unit Name

!DI

Total
Acres

Soil
Loss2

Undisturbed
Water

TDB

Tome silt loam, 0 to 5 percent
slopes

Wind

Moderate

Maximum

Water

Wind

Water

10.00

0.13

31.82

0.60

103.20

Wind

38,267

5

0.23

25.20

0.76

39.42

2.64

103.20

TE

Tencee-Upton association

3.357

2

0.06

30.17

0.26

45.13

1.20

107.25

TF

Terino-Casito association

10,158

1

0.01

16.55

0.09

26.20

0.71

72.30

3,787

5

0.04

25.20

0.14

47.60

0.52

129.00

WKA Wink

1. Identification code for soils map in Chapter 4.
2· Acceptable soil loss (tons/acres/year) - the maxin1wn rate of soil erosion that will permit sustained productivity indefinitely.
Given as the t-factor in the soil survey. Acceptable soil losses for Forest Service Land soils were assumed to be 5 tons/ac/year.
Undisturbed = no disturbance to vegetation or soil. moderate impact = 50% reduction in vegetative cover and 50% disturbance
of soil surface, and maximum impact = 100% removal of vegetation and 100% disturbance of the soil surface.
J.

and water because they reduce vegetative cover, compact soils, and disrupt protective soil covers such as
plant litter and gravel layers. Tracked vehicle maneuvering has been found to disrupt soil crusts and
bisect coppice dunes on soils on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Vehicle maneuvering can
also increase wind erosion rates by a factor of ten (Marston, 1984 ). Such impacts can also supply loose
sand, thus increasing the potential for wind transport of soil.

--

--

-

Roads occupy approximately 45,000 acres (4 percent of the training complex) of the total land cover
(Table 4.8-1) on Fort Bliss, and this can create considerable potential erosion problems.
Wheeled vehicles (humvees, heavy trucks) may also cause major impacts to soils. Studies conducted to
determine wheeled vehicle impacts on plants and soil on Fort Bliss ranges showed that wheeled vehicles
increased soil bulk densities, decreased seed germination of native plants, and decreased above-ground
plant productivity (MacKay et al., 1996; USDA, 1995, 1996).
Missile impacts can lead to increased wind and water erosion. The level of soil disturbance by missile
impacts depends upon several variables (U.S. Army, 1998f). These include the angle of missile impact,
missile speed at impact, the compressibility of the soil material in the impact area, soil water, and soil
cohesiveness.
Range fires can also impact soils. Range fires can be caused during training exercises from hot missile
debris, tracer ammunition, flares, and spotting charges used to mark the location of inert ordnance. Range
fires can lead to a loss of vegetative cover, thus making soils more vulnerable to wind and water erosion.
Mission activities could lead to adverse or significant adverse environmental impacts depending on the
location of the activity with respect to sensitive areas (i.e., sensitive species, stream courses, cultural
resource areas, or facilities) and the soil association (Table 5.1-1) where the activity is taking place. Soils
identified as having the greatest potential for soil erosion in the maximum soil impact scenario are shown
by the maximum impact scenario in Table 5.1-1.

-

---

---

-
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Facility Construction and Demolition. Under the No Action Alternative, current impacts to soils
caused by construction activities would continue. Facility construction areas most susceptible to water
and wind erosion are the same as those for mission activities (Table 5.1-1 ). The greatest soil impacts
would occur during construction of new structures in previously undisturbed areas. Impacts would result
from disturbance to vegetation and soil caused by excavation and soil compaction by heavy equipment at
the construction site and on temporary access roads. Impacts could also occur from dust. Rainwater
runoff could increase due to soil compaction. This, in tum, could cause gullying, mud slides, and
flooding. Construction on previously disturbed sites would cause few additional impacts to the soil,
unless dust is not controlled or runoff from the disturbance causes erosion on adjacent undisturbed soils.
Significant adverse impacts could occur if facility construction occurs in sensitive areas having soils with
a high potential for wind and water erosion.
Impacts of demolition on soils are similar to those described for building construction with the exception
that most of these soils have been previously disturbed. Impacts include excavation, compaction by
heavy equipment, erosion caused by rainwater runoff, and dust from exposed soils. Soils at most
demolition sites receive maximum impact (no vegetation, 100 percent disturbance of soil surface) during
and after demolition activities. Therefore, without erosion control treatments, soil loss from wind and
water could be adverse or significantly adverse, depending upon the soil type.
Environmental Resource Management. Resource management activities with the greatest potential for
impacting soils are those associated with land rehabilitation (revegetation treatments, mechanical and
chemical plant control, and controlled burning), livestock grazing, and fire suppression. Revegetation
activities can involve soil tillage (ripping, disking) and drill or broadcast seeding. These activities can
leave the soil surface exposed to erosion forces until plant establishment occurs. In arid environments
such as the Fort Bliss area, plant establishment can require several years. In the meantime, soil loss from
the unprotected surface can be extensive. In addition, soil loss from wind and water erosion could also be
adverse to significantly adverse, depending upon the soil type.
Mechanical and chemical plant control can remove vegetative cover that protects the soil surface from
raindrop impact and runoff. Mechanical control can produce greater impacts to soil than chemical control
because these techniques often disturb the soil surface during vegetation removal. In comparison, when
chemical control is used, plants are killed but left standing. Following chemical or mechanical
treatments, negative impacts on soils continue until the area is stabilized through revegetation or other
methods.
Grazing impacts soils by decreasing plant cover and increasing soil compaction. More than one-third of
McGregor Range is grazed by livestock. No grazing occurs on the South Training Areas nor the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas except trespass grazing. Impacts from grazing could result in
adverse or significant adverse impacts, depending on the location of sensitive areas (i.e., sensitive species
and their habitats, cultural resources, riparian areas) and the soil type.
Controlled bums for habitat management have the potential to impact soils by removing the vegetative
cover and plant litter that protect the soil surface. In addition, fire suppression activities impact soils by
reducing the amount of vegetative cover and litter, and by creating soil disturbances during the
construction of backfires and firebreaks. Impacts on soils by the above activities could range from
minimum to maximum levels. Therefore, without the mitigation described in Chapter 6.0, soil loss from
wind and water could range from no impact to significantly adverse impacts, depending on the location of
the resource management activity and the soil type.
Other land rehabilitation and management activities such as tree harvesting (firewood sales), animal
control, construction of wildlife nests and drinkers, hay harvesting, recreational activities (hunting,
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hiking, camping), construction of interpretive trails and signs, fence construction, and grounds
maintenance (mostly on post or range camps) could potentially impact soils. The collection of plant and
animal data and surveys of threatened and endangered species should not severely impact soils.
Cultural resource activities that impact soils include surveying and evaluating potential cultural sites and
archaeological excavations. Archeological excavations are typically very localized and small in area and
are not expected to cause severe adverse impacts on soils.
Real Estate Actions. Real estate actions are not expected to impact soil resources.
5.1.5.3

Cumulative Impacts

Potential impacts to geology from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities on lands
controlled by Fort Bliss arise largely from mineral exploration and possible development. Mineral
exploration within the region near the training areas could increase the potential for exploration on areas
open for exploration on McGregor Range. No adverse impacts are expected under the No Action
Alternative.
Livestock management practices by the BLM, the USPS, and ranchers could cause additional soil loss on
parts of McGregor Range if management practices such as increased stocking rates or changes in
livestock distribution are implemented. However, with the exception of localized areas, overgrazing is
not a problem on McGregor Range. Therefore, cumulative effects associated with grazing practices will
be negligible because no changes are anticipated in management. The 5,120-acre tactical target complex
on Otero Mesa was selected by the USAF. The alternate site analyzed (USAF, 1998) is in the Tularosa
Basin. Soil erodability at both locations ranges from low to high. Soils in much of the area at both sites
would be impacted either by construction of the targets, or grooming of targets by blading and dragging
the soil surface. Soils exposed during construction and grooming would be vulnerable to erosion by
water and wind. Areas that are particularly prone to this migration are highly erodible soils on slopes at
each of the two alternative tactical target complex sites, as well as large bare soil targets that are groomed
annually. Operations and maintenance at the Otero Mesa site could cause range fires, especially from the
use of tracer ammunition, flares, and spotting charges used to mark the location of inert ordnance strikes.
Fires would consume vegetation and plant litter and expose the soil surface to the actions of erosion.
Several roads used to access the sites would need to be upgraded. This action could cause soil erosion
unless careful engineering is conducted to protect the roads and environment from flowing water. If
mitigation measures are implemented, adverse or significantly adverse impacts to soils would be minimal.
5.1.6

Air Quality

This section presents the air quality impacts of the No Action Alternative in terms of the missions,
mission support, and environmental management categories of activities. Mission activities take place
both in the Main Cantonment Area and in the training complex.
5.1.6.1

Main Cantonment Area

Mission Activities. Activities include command and control, classroom instruction, doctrine, or
equipment test design, and medical and logistical support activities.
Air quality emissions in the Main Cantonment Area will be determined by the level of activities,
including traditional stationary sources associated with operations and facility maintenance, and mobile
sources such as personal vehicles and facility-based utility and mission vehicles. Air quality impacts are
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the result of the level and configuration of facility emissions, and the proximity of the sources to the
property boundaries.
One method of projecting future levels of air emissions is to use the number of personnel expected to be
assigned to Fort Bliss (future installation strength) as a surrogate measure. Future installation strength should
be a good indicator of air emissions in the Main Cantonment Area (and the range complex) because it
provides a means of predicting future activity levels on the post, which will result in both stationary and
mobile emissions. According to the projections for Fort Bliss, future authorized strength levels through
FY 16 will be within approximately 5 percent of the existing levels (FY 96, baseline year). Consequently, air
emissions are expected to be virtually unchanged in the Main Cantonment Area through FY 16. Jn fact, air
emissions from Fort Bliss in future years may decrease as more stringent regulatory controls on stationary
and mobile sources are implemented. Jn conclusion, air quality impacts from the Main Cantonment Area
would either remain the same or decrease through FY 16.

--··

-

The only foreseeable conditions in which there could be significant increases in installation strength at
Fort Bliss would be during mobilization of Anny Reserve and National Guard units at the post. Under
full mobilization, it is projected that there could be a maximum increase of 16,220 personnel stationed at
Fort Bliss for short periods. By its nature, mobilization is only temporary, with an average annual
number of 8,483 FTE personnel being assigned to the installation. However, the result would be an
increase in emissions due to additional activities, traffic, and training operations at Fort Bliss. Aside from
higher levels of personnel and traffic in the Main Cantonment Area, much of the increased activity and
operations would be expected to occur on the range complex as part of the training and preparation for
mobilization. In addition, there would probably be increased levels of aircraft and support operations at
Biggs AAF in support of the mobilization effort.
Jn order to evaluate the potential air quality impacts of full mobilization, the impacts of a similar activity were
considered. This activity, the annual Roving Sands, is conducted annually at Fort Bliss. Many units come to
Fort Bliss to participate in the Roving Sands JTX, involving up to 20,000 personnel, which is somewhat more
than anticipated in a full mobilization. The air quality impacts of Roving Sands have been evaluated in the

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Joint Training Exercise Roving Sands
(U.S. Anny, 1994a). The conclusions reached in the Roving Sands EIS were used to provide an estimate of
the air quality impacts in the cantonment area of a full mobilization.
Jn the Roving Sands 1997 JTX, approximately 6,500 personnel were located at bivouac sites in the field, with
up to 9,500 remaining in the cantonment area of Fort Bliss. A supplemental EA was developed for Roving
Sands 1997, which concluded that the actions were not expected to result in additional air quality impacts.
Vehicle operations associated with the exercise would result in temporary degradation of the air quality, but
emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed minimum emission thresholds established under the CAA.
In addition, the EIS found that the emissions from this action would not be expected to cause or contribute to
any exceedance of the air quality standards leading to nonconformance with the EPA's Conformity Rule or
the CAA. Consequently, it is not expected that increased air emissions would cause significant air quality
impacts in the vicinity of the Main Cantonment Area, even under a full mobilization scenario.

Facility Construction and Demolition. The air quality impacts of the projects proposed in the P3 CIS
were addressed in a document entitled Draft Environmental Assessment for Army Strategic Mobility
Program Facilities at Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico (U.S. Army, 1997b). The impacts to air quality
would be minimal. Jn general, because of the nature of demolition activities, air quality impacts will be
very short-tenn and localized in extent.
Environmental Resource Management. Enviromnental resource management activities in the Main
Cantonment Area are not of the nature to significantly affect air quality.
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Real Estate Actions. Air quality impacts from these activities in the Main Cantonment Area are
expected to be insignificant.
5.1.6.2

-

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activities. Most of the air quality emissions on the range complex are from mobile sources
associated with the field exercises, including off-road operation of wheeled and tracked vehicles;
combustion of fuels in vehicles, equipment, and aircraft; smoke signaling; missile firings; and ordnance
detonation.
The basis of the air quality impact analysis of the Roving Sands JTX is provided in the Roving Sands EIS
(U.S. Army, 1994a). Vehicle and equipment use during the training exercises would generate localized
increases in CO, NOx, PM10, S02, and VOC. In addition, there are emissions from aircraft participating in
the exercise. However, the mobile sources of these pollutants are spread throughout the 2,000 square
miles of the range complex during the Roving Sands exercise.
The emission estimates provided in the Roving Sands EIS have been estimated for an assumed 10-day
period within the 2 to 4 weeks in which the Roving Sands exercise may be held. These estimates are
summarized in Table 5.1-2.

Table 5.1-2. Criteria Pollutant Emissions by Source Category from Roving Sands
E xerc1se, F ort BfISS R aneean d T ram me Area C ompex
l
Total Emissions on Fort Bliss Training Complex
Durinf!. Rovinf!. Sands Exercise (tons)

Source Category

Anny Vehicles and Equipment
Aircraft
Total Emissions

-

co

NOx

PM10

S02

voe

111.3

61.2

4.3

4.0

8.0

7.9

182.5

3.7

7.4

1.1

119.2

243.7

8.0

11.4

9.1

Note: Aircraft are estimated to spend one-quarter of their total flight time over the Fort Bliss ranges and training
areas. Consequently. 25 percent of total estimated aircraft emissions during sorties are allocated to
Fort Bliss.

--

.....

--

-

-

The air emissions from ground-based sources, such as Army vehicles and equipment, will be dispersed
throughout the range complex of more than 2,000 square miles. Emissions from aircraft will be released
at different altitudes during flights, so that emissions will be dispersed over approximately 10,000 cubic
miles of airspace. Thus, emissions will be dispersed widely and no significant long-term adverse impacts
on air quality would be expected.

-

Particulate emissions generated by tracked and wheeled vehicles over dirt roads (i.e., fugitive dust
emissions) were not included in these estimates. Fugitive dust is generated both during maneuvers on the
range complex, and when tracked or wheeled vehicles use the tank trails to move from the
Main Cantonment Area to the range complex area. Fugitive dust emissions created on the range complex
would primarily result in localized, short-term effects. Impacts at locations beyond the perimeter of Fort
Bliss are expected to be minimal.

-

According to the Roving Sands EIS, the total estimated ground-based air emissions from the other FTXs
periodically conducted on the range complex would be a maximum of 15 percent of the air emissions
from the Roving Sands exercise.

5.1-22

-

---

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

A second major field exercise on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas is the Rio Bravo combined
arms team exercise. This exercise is run by the 460th Chemical Brigade and includes the generation of
battlefield obscurant (smoke) from fog oil (unburned light mineral oil) on the ranges as part of a tactical
training program for troops. Smoke will be produced by small turbine generators mounted on vehicles
and will be limited to a maximum of 45 minutes in any one exercise. This smoke generation is likely to
result in localized short-term reductions in visibility and air quality on small parts of the range complex.
However, the smoke will not leave the range areas (U.S. Anny, 1994a); therefore, there will be no air
quality impacts beyond the Fort Bliss range perimeters.
The other foreseeable activity that could result in significantly increased activity on the Fort Bliss range
complex under the No Action scenario is full mobilization. As discussed above, full mobilization could
result in a maximum, short-tenn increase of 16,220 personnel, somewhat less than the number involved in
the annual Roving Sands JTX.
Based on the maximum number of personnel involved in a full mobilization, it is estimated that the
number of personnel and equipment using the range complex, and the resultant magnitude of air
emissions, would be very similar to that deployed during the Roving Sands JTX. Consequently, no
significant air quality impacts are expected at the ranges and training areas.
Environmental Resource Management. Environmental resource management, in general, does not
affect air quality. However, controlled bums could result in localized short-term effects.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Road grading, excavation, material hauling, placement, and
compacting of material for maintenance and improvements will occur under this alternative. The impacts
to air quality would be short-term and localized in extent. In general, because of the nature of demolition
activities, air quality impacts will be very short-term and localized.

-

Real Estate Actions. Air quality impacts from these activities are expected to be insignificant.
5.1.6.3

Cumulative Impacts

Mission activities, under in the No Action Alternative, are those currently occurring, plus the USAF's
expansion of GAF operations at HAFB, New Mexico, through the beddown of an additional 30 PA-200
Tornado aircraft at the base. The action includes the establishment of a new air-to-ground tactical target
complex on the Otero Mesa portion of McGregor Range to be used for training by USAF and GAF aircrews.
The Otero Mesa site would result in two sources of emissions: temporary emissions resulting from the
construction of the tactical target complex, and increases in emissions from aircraft using the tactical target
complex during training. Construction activities would result in temporary increases of air emissions, but
they would only occur for the duration of the construction period. Consequently, the construction-related
impact on air quality is expected to be below the significance level.
Increased emissions were estimated for aircraft flying over the McGregor Range to and from the tactical
target complex, and during training operations directly over the proposed tactical target complex
(Table 5.1-3).
Emissions of CO and NOx are much lower than estimated emissions for the Roving Sands exercises
discussed earlier. Because these aircraft emissions are released at altitudes ranging from a few hundred feet
agl to thousands of feet agl, they will be dispersed much more effectively than ground-based emission
sources. Consequently, it would be expected that the air quality impacts on McGregor Range would be
insignificant.
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Table 5.1-3. Criteria Pollutant Emissions Resulting from Proposed United States Air Force
an dGerman Ai r F orce 0 'Peratmns over MG
c ree:or R ane:e
Airspace

Annual Emissions on McGregor Range, Fort Bliss,
New Mexico (tons!vem~

co

NOx

PM10

S01

voe

7.8

14.3

1.4

0.8

1.8

Tactical Target Complex

19.4

84.4

5.7

3.0

3.1

Total Emissions

27.2

98.7

7.1

3.8

4.9

McGregor Range

Source: USAF, 1998.

Under the No Action Alternative, activities at the WSMR should not have an air quality impact at
Fort Bliss. Increasing airspace use associated with the USAF option to construct a tactical target complex
on the McGregor Range to support the GAF would increase emissions affecting air quality. However, air
quality modeling using the Multiple-Aircraft Instantaneous Line Source (MAILS) Dispersion Model
shows the impacts are insignificant. Therefore, no cumulative effects are expected.
5.1.7

Water Resources

Potential impacts to water resources are regional in nature and are related to mission activities, facility
construction, and demolition. Environmental resource management activities have the potential to have
minor effects on surface water in locations defined as Waters of the U.S. Real estate actions have no
impact on surface water.
5.1.7.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Groundwater from the underlying basin-fill deposits of the Hueco Bolson supplies most of the water used
by Fort Bliss. In 1996, Fort Bliss produced 5, 172 af of water from military well fields and purchased
481 af from El Paso, for a total of 5,653 afy. The El Paso amount includes 97 afy for McGregor Range
Camp. Water for the Dofia Ana Range Camp is obtained by wells on the west side of the Hueco Bolson
in New Mexico. Water demand under the No Action Alternative is expected to remain essentially static
at around 5,653 afy for the foreseeable future. Water levels in the Fort Bliss wells have been declining
about 1 foot per year due to groundwater withdrawals. Evaluation of water quality data from 1992 to
1995 did not show any problems with the Fort Bliss water supply. All constituents were below regulated
MCLs. Treatment for arsenic removal may be required at some of the Army well fields if the MCL for
arsenic is lowered as proposed (see Section 4.7.5.2). Future declines of water levels in the Hueco Bolson
can be expected to result in increasing salinity in the Fort Bliss area. Impacts to groundwater from the No
Action Alternative are minor but contribute to the overall regional cumulative groundwater situation.
5.1.7.2

Cumulative Impacts

The City of El Paso obtained 44 percent of its water (56, 702 af) in 1996 from the Hueco Bolson which
could be substantially depleted by 2025; the remainder comes from the Messilla Bolson, northwest of the
city, and the Rio Grande. In 1996, Fort Bliss wells pumped 5,173 af of groundwater (Mathis, 1997) or
less than 10 percent of the total withdrawals from the Hueco Bolson by the City of El Paso (see Section
5.7.4.2). As much as an additional 100,000 af of water may have been pumped from the Hueco Bolson
by neighboring Ciudad Juarez, Mexico, for a total regional pumpage of over 156,700 af from the
Hueco Bolson. While pumpage at Fort Bliss affects local water levels and water quality at the two well
fields, its effect in the metropolitan El Paso area is barely noticeable. Fort Bliss pumps (5,173 af) or
purchases (481af) 3.6 percent of the total annual pumpage from the Hueco Bolson. Decreasing or
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increasing production at the Fort Bliss well fields or at the Soledad well field on the Doiia Ana
Range-North Training Areas will have little effect on either forestalling or hastening the eventual
depletion of fresh water in the aquifer.
Water demand for direct military use for all purposes on Fort Bliss in 1996 was 5,654 af, which came
from the Army wells and City of El Paso sources in the Hueco Balson. The installation's direct use is
2.4 percent of the total water supplied (234,056 af) in the ROI, which includes other City of El Paso and
Ciudad Juarez sources. Military and civilian employees who work on Fort Bliss but reside off-post and
military retirees and the families of these groups contribute indirectly to the water demand from all
sources resulting from the presence of Fort Bliss. Indirect military use, that is water for domestic use of
the 65,700 area residents who live in the El Paso area as a result of employment and services at Fort Bliss
can be estimated based on the relative per capita residential and commercial water use. An additional
12,400 af (5.3 percent of total demand) are estimated to be used by the Fort Bliss-related residents of the
region. Fort Bliss direct and indirect usage accounts for less than 7.7 percent of the total regional
demand. Cumulative factors that affect El Paso regional water supplies also affect military supplies. As
the population and water use of El Paso continue to expand, and water supplies in the Hueco Balson
approach depletion, municipal water may become more expensive or result in indefinite deliveries to
customers.
Although direct military water use is less than 3 percent as large as municipal use in the ROI, including
Ciudad Juarez, factors that affect El Paso water supplies also affect military supplies. As the population
and water use of El Paso continue to expand, and water supplies in the Hueco Balson approach depletion,
municipal water may become more expensive or result in indefinite deliveries to customers. Contingency
plans, including the current water conservation policy, are being developed to address potential future
water shortages. Water conservation is beneficial even when water supplies are plentiful.
5.1.8

Biological Resources

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would affect biological resources through troop/vehicle
training, missile and other weapons testing, aircraft operations in airspace over Fart Bliss, and natural
resources management.
5.1.8.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activities. Most biological resources on Fort Bliss are found in the training complex. Training
and testing can result in maneuver and impact damage to biological resources from vehicle maneuvers
and weapons strikes. Damage can be caused by the movement of large tracked or wheeled vehicles over
the landscape. Vegetation can be crushed or uprooted and soils can be mixed or compacted. These types
of environmental impacts are most prominent at concentrations of activities such as command centers,
staging areas, and bivouac sites and ORV training areas. Weapons strikes damage occurs from missiles,
artillery rounds, inert bombs, or small arms rounds directly impacting flora and fauna and soil. This type
of environmental impact is localized and generally negligible. Noise from aircraft operations have the
potential to disturb wildlife. Wildfires can be started when hot missile parts or incoming rounds land on
the ground, as well as from ground vehicles used during maneuvers training. Numerous fires occur on
Fort Bliss each year but data regarding the exact number, date, location, and area burned are incomplete.
Uncontrolled fires and improper road maintenance have the potential to cause adverse impacts on
biological resources.
Under current conditions, environmental resource management is reactive in nature. A description of the
components of environmental resource management under current conditions is provided below. This
description provides the baseline comparison of the potential impacts of implementing the INRMP, which
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is part of Alternative 1. The description of the current resource management approach appears in a
separate subsection titled Environmental Resource Management at the end of Section 5.1.8.1. Many of
the components of this approach include vegetation, wildlife, and sensitive species considerations that are
inappropriate to separate into biological categories.
Vegetation. Impacts to vegetation would occur primarily as a result of continued mission activities.
Sources of impacts from mission activities would include ORV maneuvers, and weapons firing and
surface impacts on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range. The primary types
of disturbance from these mission activities would include vegetation disturbance, wildfires, and
reduced/lost vegetation productivity due to soil erosion (see Section 5.1.5.2 for discussion of soil
erosion). Vegetation impacts from continued actions including approved real estate, demolition, and
construction activities within the main cantonment and other built-up areas (e.g., missile launch areas,
McGregor Range Camp, weapon firing ranges, range control and communication areas, missile launch
areas) would be negligible since biological resources are limited in these locations.
Ground Disturbance. Vegetation disturbance would occur when tracked and wheeled vehicle maneuvers
occur off road. ORV maneuvers take place in the Chihuahuan Desert shrublands and grassland plant
communities and occur on all of the South Training Areas, in TAs 3 through 7 on the Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas, and TA 8 on McGregor Range (see Figures 3.3-4, 3.3-6, and 3.3-8). The South
Training Areas cover about 107,000 acres, and approximately 97,200 acres of this land (91 percent of the
total) is open for ORV maneuvers. Mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub comprise about 73,900 acres,
or 76 percent of the total land available for ORV maneuvers. Creosote and tarbush shrublands cover
5,700 acres (6 percent of total) and mesa grasslands 2,100 acres (2 percent) in the maneuver areas. The
remaining land open to ORV maneuvers is disturbed ground (9,900 acres or 10 percent) and other less
common plant community types. The Dona Ana-North Training Areas cover approximately 297,000
acres and the land open to ORV maneuvers is about 209,000 acres (70 percent of total). In the maneuver
areas, mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub cover about 185,500 acres (89 percent of the total). Creosote
tarbush shrublands cover the next largest area in the land open for ORV maneuvers (7,500 acres or
4 percent), while the basin and mesa grassland cover 6,100 acres (3 percent). The remaining acreage is
comprised of disturbed land (9,200 acres or 4 percent) and other minor plant communities.
McGregor Range covers about 698,00 acres, and the amount of land open to ORV maneuvers is
approximately 32,400 acres (5 percent of the total). About 26,800 acres (83 percent) of land open to
ORV maneuvers is covered by mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub plant community types. Disturbed
ground covers the next largest area in the ORV maneuver areas (4,300 acres or 13 percent) and the
remaining land is covered with minor plant community types. The level of use for ORV maneuvers is
very low to moderate on the South Training Areas, moderate to high on the Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and moderate on McGregor Range (see Tables 3.3-4 through 3.3-6). The amount of new
area directly disturbed by vehicle maneuvers will not increase substantially, since new training areas
would not be opened up under the No Action Alternative.
ORVs can significantly alter landscape and vegetation communities (Committee on Environmental and
Public Policy, 1977). Above-ground vegetation biomass and cover, and root growth are reduced by
vehicle traffic (USDA, 1996; Barton et al., 1966). Vehicle impacts have also been reported to alter soil
characteristics (e.g., infiltration, bulk density, erosion rates), reduce soil fertility, increase seed loss in the
soil, and increase plant root exposure (Marston, 1986; Wilshire, 1977). Several studies to measure
vegetation changes from natural processes, vehicle maneuvers, and other human activities have been
conducted on Fort Bliss. For example, Land Condition-trend Analysis (LCTA) for 1991 through 1993
showed that mesquite coppice dunes had the lowest plant canopy coverage of all plant communities on
McGregor Range, whether or not they were used for ORV maneuvers. However, mesquite coppice dune
plant communities used for ORV maneuver had approximately 60 to 70 percent bare ground compared to
about 50 percent bare ground in mesquite coppice dunes not used for training. Mesquite coppice dunes
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not used for ORV maneuvers had a higher percent litter coverage (about 40 percent) than areas used for
military training (20 to 30 percent) (O'Regan et al., 1995). In a study of the impacts of tracked vehicles
in the creosotebush and mesquite coppice dune plant communities on McGregor Range, percent cover of
shrubs and perennial grasses was reduced while annual grasses and herbs increased in areas used for
tracked vehicle maneuvers (U.S. Anny, 1996dd). Based on these studies, it appears that vehicle
maneuvers alter plant communities by changing plant composition from perennial to annual species and
reducing litter, but may not necessarily change overall plant cover. In addition, recovery of vegetation
would probably not occur in the approximately 314.200 acres of plant communities that would continue
to be used for ORV maneuvers under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, impacts from continued
ORV maneuvers under the No Action Alternative would probably be negligible in mesquite coppice dune
plant communities (286,200 acres) where ground cover is usually sparse, and adverse in other impacted
plant communities (28,000 acres) which originally had a greater percentage of ground cover (see
Appendix A for criteria to detennine the level of the impact).
Continued weapons firing (e.g., missile, mortar, tank, artillery, inert bombs) would disturb vegetation in
impact areas on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range. Surface impacts from
weapons firing occurs in about 13,439 acres of designated impact areas in the desert below and the lower
slopes of the Organ Mountains on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas. The majority of this area
is creosotebush/tarbush shrublands and foothill desert shrublands (7,000 acres), and basin and foothill
grasslands (6,000 acres). A small amount of montane shrublands (136 acres) and pinyon pine/juniper
woodlands (46 acres) are also in the area. The remainder is roads, facilities, and barren areas. The level
of use of this area is high, and 40 percent of this use is from surface impacts (see Table 3.3-5).
On McGregor Range, weapons strike areas are in the Chihuahuan Desert shrublands plant communities in
the Tularosa Basin in TA 32 (McGregor Launch Complex and Meyer Range), TAs 39, 30, and
31 (SHORAD and Orogrande missile ranges), and TA 11 (20-acre Class C Bombing Range) (see
Figure 3.3-6). The level of use of TA 32 is high but only 8 percent of this use is from weapons surface
impacts (see Table 3.3-8). The level of use at the SHORAD and Orogrande ranges is also high and 14 to
31 percent of this use is from weapons strikes. The level of use at the bombing range is moderate and
21 percent of this use is from surface impacts. Continued use of the weapons strike areas would not
increase over current levels and there would be a negligible increase in damage to vegetation over damage
that has already occurred. Therefore, there would be a negligible impact to vegetation, which would
result in limited removal of vegetation in desert shrubland and grassland plant communities on the
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range.
The use of 25 controlled access FTX sites for Patriot training would continue (see Figure 3.3-9). These
25 FTX sites cover 5, 132 acres with 15 large sites covering 3, 732 acres scattered in various locations on
Otero Mesa, and five large sites (1,248 acres) and five small sites (152 acres) covering 1,400 acres the
Tularosa Basin. The sites on Otero Mesa are primarily in grasslands (3,407), while the sites in the basin
are primarily in desert shrublands (1, 144 acres). The amount of land disturbed during the 1996 and 1997
Roving Sands exercises was 772 and 394 acres, respectively. Of these totals, 694 acres in 1996 and 256
acres in 1997 were disturbed in Chihuahuan Desert shrubland (mostly mesquite-coppice dunes). Most of
this disturbance took place in the training areas on the Dona Ana-North Training Areas. Seventy-eight
acres in 1996, and 138 acres in 1997 were disturbed in grasslands. Most of this was on Otero Mesa. In
addition, no grasslands were disturbed on Otero Mesa during the 1998 Roving Sands exercise. In 1996,
eight FTX sites were disturbed on Otero Mesa and the largest area of disturbance was 26 acres. In 1997,
six sites were disturbed and the largest area of disturbance was 105 acres.
Military activities at the 10 FTX sites in the Tularosa Basin occur principally in the desert shrublands
plant communities. As indicated earlier, there is little grass and herbaceous vegetation in the mesquite
coppice dune interdunal spaces, while vehicle use in the creosotebush type could result in a reduction in
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grass cover. However, ORV maneuvers do not take place at the FTX sites, so impacts to vegetation
would be localized. Therefore, operations associated with Roving Sands at the FTX sites in the
Tularosa Basin would result in little impact to vegetation. The remaining FTX sites are on Otero Mesa.
Activities at these sites during Roving Sands typically result in the flattening or elimination of the grass
cover. However, the root systems remain intact and after the completion of the exercise, the grass
typically resprouts during the summer rainy season. During some years, the recovery can be slowed
during droughts and livestock grazing can also hamper recovery.
The impacts of the Roving Sands exercise on most FTX sites in the mesa grasslands is negligible. The
percent vegetation cover at the FTX sites is not significantly different from surrounding areas as indicated
by the LANDSAT data (see Tables 5.1-6 and 5.1-8 later in this section). These tables show that the
change in vegetative cover between the two data points in 1986 and 1996 is similar in the FTX sites,
which are grazed, and other grazed portions of mesa grasslands. These data indicate that the majority of
the sites recover and, as indicated above, the rate of recovery is dictated by the amount of precipitation
after the completion of the exercise, and grazing. Some areas may be slower to recover than others and
the invasion of annual grasses and herbs has been observed at some sites. Overall, the impacts of the
Roving Sands exercises on grassland vegetation at the FTX sites are slight, given the small amount of
land that is affected (0 to 138 acres from 1996 through 1998) and the subsequent recovery of most of the
grasslands.
At present, there are an estimated 45,000 acres of land covered with roads on Fort Bliss (see Table 4.8-1).
Road maintenance activities and users of the roads have the potential to affect vegetation along existing
roads by: ( 1) widening existing roads during maintenance or from repeated driving on the road edge,
(2) creating new sections of road next to sections that are no longer passable, (3) grading roads so they
become deeper and are more susceptible to water erosion, and (4) creating gullies along roads. The
number of acres of vegetation affected by road maintenance and road users is not known, but the impacts
to vegetation from these activities is expected to continue under the No Action Alternative.
Fire. Fire resulting from ORV maneuvers, missile debris, and weapons strikes could occur in training
areas where these activities are authorized as described above. These fires occur in the Chihuahuan
Desert shrublands and grasslands plant communities in the Tularosa Basin in the South Training Areas,
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range. In addition, fires occur in the grasslands
of Otero Mesa on McGregor Range and the montane shrubland and riparian plant communities, pinyon
pine/juniper woodlands, and conifer forests in the Organ Mountains on the Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas.
The effects of fires on various vegetative communities on Fort Bliss have been studied. Grass cover was
substantially reduced during the first year after a fire. As Vogel et al. (U.S. Army, 19961) found in
shrublands plant communities in the Tularosa Basin on Fort Bliss, grass cover was reduced from about
36 percent to 6 percent. Various studies have shown that grasslands will recover from fires in 2 to 4 years
(Finberg, 1994; Bock and Bock, 1992; Martin, 1983). Black and blue grama are two of the most
abundant grass species on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1996j). Black grama can be slow to recover from fire,
especially ifthe area is grazed (Martin, 1983; Reynolds and Bohning, 1956; Wright, 1974). In Texas, fire
did not benefit blue grama and it will recover, especially if precipitation was above normal during the
preceding winter-spring period (Wright, 1974). Other studies have shown that blue grama is slow to
recover from fire (Ahlstrand, 1982; Dix, 1960; Finberg, 1994). However small prescribed bums in
Arizona did not appear to have a long-term effect on blue grama (Bock and Bock, 1992). Banana and
Torrey's yucca are common in the grasslands plant communities, and 5 years after a fire on the Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas, Torrey's and banana yucca mortality were 61 percent and 30 percent,
respectively. Some of these "dead" plants produced root sprouts (McGoldrick, 1994). Cholla ( Opuntia
imbricata) is a common woody plant species in the Otero Mesa grasslands (U.S. Army, 1997n) and fire
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kills or injures most plants less than 1.5 feet tall; mortality of tall cholla was estimated to be 27 percent
(Bunting et al., 1980; Dwyer and Pieper, 1967).
Vogel et al. (U.S. Army, 19961) studied the effects of fire in the creosote bush and tarbush shrub plant
community on McGregor Range; shrub cover was reduced from about 23 percent to 13 percent after a
fire, and showed no recovery after 2 years. Vogel et al. (U.S. Army, 19961) do not provide data on the
fire mortality of creosote bush, but other studies showed that mortality was about 97 percent and that
plants that were scorched (i.e., had their leaves burned off) usually died. There was delayed mortality in
some plants that retained green leaves. After a fire in Arizona, 37 percent of the creosote bush sprouted
and in California, only 3 percent sprouted (Brown and Minnich, 1986; and McLaughlin and Bowers,
1982). Honey mesquite is a common shrub on Fort Bliss and plants less than 1.5 years old were easily
killed by fire; 2.5-year-old plants were severely damaged, and plants over 3.5 years old were very fire
tolerant (Wright et al., 1976). Various studies have shown that the closely-related velvet mesquite
(Prosopis velutina) is also very fire tolerant (Bock and Bock, 1992; Cable, 1967; Martin, 1983). Sotol
and lechugilla are common in the desert shrublands of the Hueco Mountains and the foothills of the
Organ Mountains. A fire in the foothills of the Organ Mountains resulted in 36 percent mortality for sotol
(McGoldrick, 1994), while a 75 percent reduction in cover from a fire was noted for this species
elsewhere in New Mexico (Ahlstrand, 1982). This species sprouted from the terminal buds in lightly and
moderately burned areas and regained most of its cover after 3 years (Ahlstrand, 1982). Lechugilla did
not respond well to a fire that reduced its cover by 81 percent; there was little sign of recovery after
7 years (Ahlstrand, 1982). The effects of fire on prickly pear cactus varies with species, with Englemann
prickly pear (Opuntia engelmannii) being fairly fire resistant (Bunting et al., 1980; Cable, 1967; Reynolds
and Bohning, 1956) and brown-spined prickly pear ( 0. phaeacantha) suffering 70 percent mortality from
fire (Bunting et al., 1980). Fire-related mortality to other species of cactus is generally high; barrel cactus
(Ferocactus wisl::enii) suffered 59 to 67 percent mortality (McLaughlin and Bowers, 1982; Reynolds and
Bohning, 1956; McGoldrick, 1994), pincushion cactus (Mammillaria sp.) mortality was 74 and 96 percent
(Bunting et al., 1980; McLaughlin and Bowers, 1982), hedgehog cactus (Echinocerceus sp.) mortality
was 88 to 94 percent (Bunting et al., 1980; McLaughlin and Bowers, 1982), and bee hive cactus
(Coryphantha vivipara) mortality was 100 percent (Bunting et al., 1980).
Pinyan pine/juniper woodlands occur on Fort Bliss (U.S. Anny, 1996j) and in 1994, a fire burned through
sections of this vegetation type in the Organ Mountains. Two years after the fire, the average percent
cover and total number of plant species in 1996 was greater in the burned site (86 percent cover and
35 species) than the unburned site (49 percent cover and 29 species) (U.S. Army, 1997z). Data regarding
tree mortality from this fire is not available. All juniper less than 4 feet tall were killed during a grass fire
in New Mexico. Overall 13.5 percent of the pinyon pines and 24 percent of the junipers were killed
(Dwyer and Pieper, 1967). Elsewhere in New Mexico, redberry juniper (Juniperus pinchotii) coverage
was less on burned sites than unburned and it was estimated that it would take damaged trees 25 to
50 years to attain prebum heights (Ahlstrand, 1982). Other woody species such as mountain mahogany
and scrub oak (Quercus sp.) have been observed to reproduce through sprouts after a fire (Ahlstrand,
1982). Fire can reduce pinyon pine/juniper (especially trees less that 4 feet tall) coverage and result in
increased grass cover (Wright and Bailey, 1982).
Ponderosa pine forests occur on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1996j) and a 1994 fire in the Organ Mountains
resulted in light to moderate bums in this type. Two years after the fire, the average percent cover was
greater in the lightly burned site (89 percent) than the moderately burned site (72 percent) while the
number of plant species was greater in the moderately burned site (37 species) than the lightly burned site
(27 species) (U.S. Army, 1997z).
The average presettlement fire intervals in ponderosa and
ponderosa/mixed conifer stands in the Organ Mountains was 5.9 and 4.0 years, respectively. Since 1900,
the number of fires in the Organ Mountains and elsewhere in the southwestern United States has been
greatly reduced (Swetnam and Baisan, 1996). The advent of grazing and fire suppression measures in
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these forests has resulted in an increase in fuel loads, understory density, and stand density, which
increases the probability of stand replacement fires (Covington and Moore, 1992). Fuel loads were
sampled in 15 stands including the Lincoln National Forest and they averaged about 22 tons per acre
(Sackett and Haase, 1996). Controlled bums can reduce total fuel loading by 55 percent, and dead woody
vegetation by 64 to 80 percent (Sackett et al., 1996).
Wildfires have the potential to have a significant adverse effect on vegetation by damaging preferred
grassland plant communities especially during drought years (e.g., black grama grasslands), reducing
shrub cover in the Chihuahuan Desert shrubland plant communities, reducing pinyon pine/juniper tree
density, or resulting in stand replacement fires in the ponderosa pine and ponderosa pine/mixed conifer
forests.
In certain cases, fire can be beneficial depending on the land management strategies. For example, if a
reduction of conifers in pinyon pine/juniper woodlands or shrubs in grasslands are management
objectives, then fire could have a positive impact. However, these fire management strategies are best
implemented with prescribed bums, which can take place under at least partially controlled conditions.
Wildfires may occur under less than ideal conditions and can produce results that may have undesirable
impacts to vegetation.

Wetland and Arroyo-riparian Drainages. Wetlands occur on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas near land used for ORV maneuvers. However, these wetlands and all other wetlands on Fort Bliss
are protected from military training activity, so the No Action Alternative would have no impact on
wetlands due to ORV maneuvers and weapons surface impacts. Impacts to arroyo-riparian drainages
(Waters of the U.S.) would occur primarily as a result of continued ORV maneuvers and weapons surface
impacts. As discussed under vegetation, the primary types of disturbance from these mission activities
would include vegetation crushing and trampling, wildfires, and reduced/lost vegetation productivity due
to soil erosion (see Section 5.1.5.2 for discussion of soil erosion).

Ground Disturbance. As discussed in Section 4.8, a total of 1,228 dry washes with distinct streambeds
and sides, comprising 1,874 miles, have been mapped on McGregor Range and the South Training Areas,
and 142 washes totaling 545 miles were mapped on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas (U.S. Army,
1998h) (see Figure 4.8-4).
Most of these drainages on the South Training Areas are in the Hueco Mountains, which are off-limits to
ORV maneuver (see Figure 4.8-4). Similarly, the vast majority of arroyo-riparian drainages on the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas (523 miles, 98 percent) are in and near the Organ Mountains and
not in the ORV training areas. The remaining drainages (9.4 miles) on this part of the training complex
have been, or have the potential to be, impacted by ORV maneuvers. Only 0.8 mile or 0.03 percent of the
total number of miles of arroyo-riparian drainages on McGregor Range occur in TA 8 where ORV
maneuvers are allowed. Vegetation recovery on previously disturbed sites that continue to be used would
be unlikely, and some limited disturbance of undisturbed drainages is likely. Arroyo-riparian drainages
that are no longer in use would recover slowly. Therefore, the impacts of ORV maneuvers on arroyoriparian drainages under the No Action Alternative would be negligible because few drainages have the
potential to be affected. This is especially true on the South Training Areas and McGregor Range.
As with vegetation, the impacts of weapons strikes on arroyo-riparian drainages would be negligible
because such strikes would be in areas that have been disturbed historically and impacts of weapons
strikes would be localized and widely scattered.
Impacts to arroyo-riparian drainages may occur from the operation of the FTX sites. However, the use of
these areas would be sufficiently flexible to avoid wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages. Therefore,
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under the No Action Alternative there would be no effect to wetlands or arroyo-riparian drainages from
the operation of the existing 25 FTX sites.

Fire. There have been no studies regarding the impacts of fire to wetlands on Fort Bliss. Fire has the
potential to have moderate to high impacts on woody plant growth in wetlands such as the willow/box
elder riparian areas in the Organ Mountains or the mesquite/little-leafed sumac/willow growth that occurs
around some stock tanks in the Tularosa Basin. As indicated in the vegetation discussion, mature
mesquite plants are fire tolerant, so many of these plants would be expected to recover after a fire.
However, it will likely take a few years for these plants to attain their prebum height. Velvet mesquite
attained 48 percent of its prefire height 4 years after being burned in Arizona (Bock and Bock, 1990).
Large-leafed sumac (Rhus trilobata) sprouts vigorously after fires (Dwyer and Pieper, 1967), so it is
assumed that little-leafed sumac will also sprout after a fire. As with mesquite, it will probably take many
years for damaged sumac to attain their prebum height and density. It is expected that the grasses,
sedges, and other herbaceous species that occur at wetlands on Fort Bliss would recover much more
quickly. For example, big sacaton (Sporobolus wrightii), which forms tall, dense stands at stock tanks
and in arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss, had attained prebum percent cover and 54 percent of
prebum height 2 years after a bum (Bock and Bock, 1978). Therefore, fire has the potential to result in
significantly adverse impacts to woody vegetation at wetlands.
Fires have burned in the arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss including in the Chihuahuan Desert
shrubland and grassland plant communities on McGregor Range and elsewhere on Fort Bliss. Skeleton
goldeneye and little-and large-leaf sumacs are common shrubs in the foothill drainages (Cockman, 1996).
Skeleton goldeneye density was higher on burned than unburned sites and it reproduces through root and
crown sprouts (Ahlstrand, 1982). The dominate shrub species in the submesa drainages are desert willow,
little-and big-leaf sumac, honey mesquite, creosote bush, skeleton goldeneye, and tarbush (Cockman,
1996). Based on the infonnation presented above, many of these species, except possibly creosote bush,
would be expected to recover from a fire but would take years to attain prefire height and density. Yucca
and cholla are common woody plants and grama grass and tobosagrass are common grass species in the
ephemeral swales in the grassland plant communities on Otero Mesa. As indicated in the previous
discussion on fire, a large percent of yucca and cholla have the potential to be damaged or killed by fire.
These shrubs and other woody vegetation may recover via root sprouts but would take many years to
attain prefire height. As shown in Section 4.8, the woody plants in the arroyo-riparian drainages of
Fort Bliss are important for wildlife and the maintenance of biodiversity on Fort Bliss. Grama grass
could recover from fire within 1 to 2 years particularly if the fire occurred during periods of aboveaverage precipitation. If the fire occurred during dry periods, its recovery would take longer.
Tobosagrass can be severely harmed by fire during dry years but during wet periods, its productivity can
increase two-to-three fold if the soil is moist at the time of the bum (Wright and Bailey, 1982).
Therefore, fire has the potential to result in adverse impacts to shrubs in arroyo-riparian drainages and
ephemeral swales on Fort Bliss. The impact of fire on grass species can be negative if it occurs in dry
years and neutral to positive if it occurs in wet years.
Wildlife. Impacts to wildlife would primarily occur on the ranges and would result from ORV
maneuvers, weapons, surface impacts, noise, and fire. Impacts to wildlife from continued actions
including approved real estate, demolition, and construction activities within the cantonment and other
built-up areas (e.g., missile launch areas, McGregor Range Camp, weapon training ranges, range control
and communication areas, missile launch areas) would be negligible since ecological resources are limited
in these locations. Although electrical power lines have the potential to electrocute wildlife, particularly
raptors, few incidents have been reported .

Ground Disturbance. Direct wildlife mortality from off-road maneuvers and weapon surface impacts
would continue. See earlier discussions under the vegetation heading which describe the location of
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reported that vehicle noise caused a temporary shift in hearing sensitivity in desert kangaroo rats, with
recovery of hearing thresholds taking at least three weeks (Brattstrom and Bondello, 1983). Under the No
Action Alternative, there would likely be no adverse impacts on small mammals.
Studies of big game exposed to noise events generally suggest that responses to overflights are usually
temporary, and temporary changes would not be detrimental to populations (Lamp, 1989). However,
Weisenberger et al. (1996) suggested that the interaction of noise with other environmental factors should
be evaluated using free-ranging animals. Historic presence of big game on military installations
demonstrates that big game can exist in areas with vehicle maneuvers and low-level, military aircraft
flights; however, it is unknown whether population levels would be greater if noise events from military
events occurred at lower levels. As examples, mule deer and bighorn sheep populations continue to exist
under airspace where low-level aircraft sorties have been flown for years at such training areas as the
USAF's Nellis Range, Nevada, and Goldwater Range, Arizona. Therefore, based on site-specific
conditions, noise has the potential to have no adverse impacts on big game.

Fire. The effects of fire on invertebrate and vertebrate species have been studied on Fort Bliss and
elsewhere. Arthropods were sampled in pitfall traps before and after controlled burns in the Chihuahuan
Desert shrublands in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Anny, 19961). Comparison immediately after the burn and
up to 1 year after the burn showed that there were no differences in the average number of arthropods
captured at the burned and control sites. This indicates that, at least for the short-term, fires of similar
size and intensity may have no impact on arthropods in the Chihuahuan Desert shrubland plants
communities. Samples in burned and unburned locations in the Jemez Mountains shortly after a fire
showed a 46 to 69 percent decrease in genera and 26 to 29 percent decrease in individuals. Light traps in
burned areas showed a 75 percent decrease in arthropods shortly after a fire; 1 year later, the volume of
arthropods captured in light traps was similar in burned and unburned areas (Pippin and Nicholas, 1996).
Limited data indicated that the number of harvester ant mounds was greater in burned than unburned
areas (Fair and Henke, 1997).
The effects of fire on reptiles and amphibians has received little study (Scott, 1996). The box turtle can
suffer heavy losses from fire; 25 dead box turtles were found after an August burn in Oklahoma
(Bingham et al., 1965). Limited direct mortality from fire to snakes and lizards has been documented in
other studies (Erwin and Stasiak, 1979; Simons, 1989). Reptiles were sampled shortly after a fire on
burned and control plots in the Chihuahuan Desert shrubland habitat in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army,
19961). The Trans-Pecos striped whiptail lizard was a common species and the average number in the
burned and control plots was similar. The average number of side-blotched lizards (another common
species) in the burned plots decreased 54 percent, while the decrease in the control plots was 20 percent.
A third common species, the western marbled whiptail, decreased by about 26 percent on burned plots
after the fire, while there was a 7 percent increase in the control plots. The average number of both of
these species was similar in the burned and control plots two to three months after the fires. The average
reptile species richness was similar in the burned and the control plots. Therefore, under the fire
conditions of this study, short-term, adverse impacts on some species ofreptiles may occur.
Direct mortality to birds from fires would generally be limited to the destruction of nests with eggs or
young birds. For example, in Nebraska, one meadowlark and 38 ground nests of the ring-necked
pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) were destroyed by fire (Erwin and Stasiak, 1979). Fire could have a direct
effect on birds-of-prey if an active nest site were to be burned. The effects of fire on birds in ponderosa
pine forest varies with the intensity of the fire. Fires limited to the forest floor and understory may have
little effect on species diversity and abundance while a stand replacement fire may result in most species
being replaced (Hutto, 1995; Horton and Manning, 1988). Species that can be favored by a fire in
ponderosa forest are the chipping sparrow, lark sparrow, dark-eyed junco, western bluebird, northern
flicker, and house wren (Overturf, 1979 as cited in Hall et al., 1997). Species that can be negatively
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impacted by fire include the pigmy nuthatch, mountain chickadee, ruby-crowned kinglet, Grace's orangecrowned and Virginia's warblers, and the hennit thrush (Johnson and Wauer, 1996). Fire also alters
habitats, which can result in changes to the bird community. ln ungrazed grasslands in Arizona fire
resulted in an increase in species such as the mourning dove, lark sparrow, homed lark, chipping sparrow,
and Say's phoebe. Species that avoided these recently burned grasslands were Cassin's, grasshopper,
Botteri' s sparrows, eastern meadowlark and Montezuma quail (Aid, 1990; Bock and Bock, 1992 1990).
Species that did not respond to fire in these grasslands were scaled quail, ash-throated flycatcher, western
kingbird, northern mockingbird, canyon towhee, rufous-crowned sparrow, and brown-headed cowbird
(Aid, 1990). Some species of birds-of-prey are attracted to recently burned grasslands because prey
species are more easily observed after fire or are more abundant in new growth after a fire (Beck and
Vogel, 1972; Lehman and Allendorf, 1987).
Breeding bird surveys in the Organ Mountains in 1996 included sample points in burned and unburned
habitat. Preliminary results indicate that the number of birds detected in the unburned, medium bum and
high bum areas were similar. However, the average number of species per census plot for all habitats
combined showed that there were over twice as many species detected in the unburned plots than the
burned plots. The reduction in bird species richness was most pronounced in the xeric woods where
about 11 species were detected per plot in the unburned plots and 2 were detected per plot in the burned
habitat. The difference in bird species richness in the desert scrub/grass habitats was also pronounced
(eight species in unburned and two species in high burned habitat). The difference in bird species
richness between burned and unburned plots was much less in the arroyo/riparian, mesic woods, mixed
conifer, and montane scrub habitats (U.S. Anny, 19970). Based on these studies, fire may result in
positive, adverse, or no impacts to bird species diversity. In addition, fire can result in a short-term shift
(one to a few years) in bird species composition in grassland habitats and a long-term shift (a decade or
more) in wooded habitat where the trees have been destroyed by a fire.
Mammals have been categorized as having fire-positive or fire-negative responses to fire. Negative
response mammals include those that forage for invertebrates in the litter layer, live in dense vegetation,
or nest above ground. Mammals that occur at Fort Bliss in this group are the hispid cottonrat, pinyon
mouse, pocket mouse, antelope ground squirrel, white-throated woodrat, and western harvest mouse. Fire
positive species include those that use microhabitats with a relatively open herbaceous layer and/or nest
under ground. Included in this group are the deer mouse, white-footed mouse, cottontail rabbits, and
hispid cotton mouse (Ford and McPherson, 1966). An overall short-term increase in the number of small
mammals 1 year after a fire has been documented (Bock and Bock, 1983; Tester, 1965). In general,
predators such as the badger, bobcat, red fox, and coyote, as well as most ungulates, show increases in the
use areas after a burn (Ford and McPherson, 1966).
Direct mortality of mammals from fire has been documented. In a California study, 28 woodrats
(Neotoma fuscipes) and nine desert cottontails were found dead after a fire in the chaparral. It was
believed that most of the woodrats and rabbits living in the burned area perished in the fire (Chew et al.,
1959). Two bums in Arizona resulted in the almost complete elimination of the white-throated woodrat
and least cotton rat (Sigmodon minimus) while deer, white-footed, and grasshopper mice were unaffected
(Bock and Bock, 1978). ln Nebraska, an inspection of harvest mice nests yielded eight with dead young
and 72 of 92 where the fire had burned into the inner chamber. Species such as the deer, white-footed,
and plains pocket mice were apparently unaffected (Erwin and Stasiak, 1979).
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species and Species of Concern. The types of potential
impacts to sensitive species due to ORV maneuvers and weapons surface impacts would be similar as
those described for vegetation and wildlife. However, the probability of impacts to these resources would
be lower because the presence of these species generally is limited and most populations do not occur in
areas where ORV maneuvers and other training takes place. The one known population of night
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blooming cereus on Fort Bliss occurs on Dona Ana Firing Range 49 (U.S. Anny, 1990). It is believed
that recent road building and maintenance may have resulted in the elimination of a few individuals in the
population. The known locations of most of the remaining protected and sensitive species (e.g., sensitive
plant species populations in the Hueco and Organ mountains, bald eagle winter roosts, Mexican spotted
owl and peregrine falcon potential nest habitat) are protected and would not be affected by troop
maneuver and training exercises. Potential nesting habitat for the Mexican spotted owl and peregrine
falcon occurs in the ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forest in the northwest comer of the
Organ Mountains on Dona Ana Range (see Figure 4.8-2). Helicopter activity at the Dona Ana Firing
Range would not disturb this potential habitat because the areas used for weapons firing are 2 or more
miles from the potential habitat (see Figures 4.8-2 and 3.3-6). Helicopters in the area would be more than
2,000 feet away from the potential habitat, which was the minimum distance where no response was
elicited by spotted owls from helicopter overflights (USAF, 1997k). Therefore, helicopter flights in the
potential habitat would not affect the Mexican spotted owl if it were to nest in the Organ Mountains in the
future. Since the peregrine falcon potential habitat is the same area as the spotted owl's, it is assumed that
helicopter flights would not affect this species either. Of the 400 air operations on Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas, all but 26 went east of the potential habitat (see Table 4.4-2). Therefore, there are
no other air operations on Dona Ana Range that could affect Mexican spotted owl and peregrine falcon
potential habitat (USAF, 1997k).
As indicated in Section 4.8.4, the Mexican spotted owl is a rare winter visitor in the
Sacramento Mountains foothills. This species does not nest in this area and there is no potential nesting
habitat.
Therefore, the occasional low-level helicopter flights in the foothills of the
Sacramento Mountains would not have or would have only a negligible effect on the Mexican spotted owl
on the rare occasions this species is in the area. In addition, the McGregor Range airspace overlaps a very
small portion of the south end of the once proposed Mexican spotted owl critical habitat in the
Sacramento Mountains. This small portion of once proposed critical habitat is pinyon pine/juniper habitat
that may occasionally be used by wintering or dispersing owls as has been observed on McGregor Range.
Therefore, the infrequent air operations over this small amount of habitat would have no or negligible
effect on the Mexican spotted owl.
The continued use of FTX sites has had a negligible impact to potential habitat of either the aplomado
falcon or the mountain plover. As indicated in the vegetation section, 15 FTX sites occur on Otero Mesa
and of the 3,732 acres covered by these sites, 3,407 or 91 percent are grasslands. The remaining land is
251 acres of disturbed ground such as roads and 74 acres of shrub dominated habitat. Military activities
at these sites result in the flattening and elimination of the grass cover. The vegetation recovers after the
military personnel have left the area and precipitation and livestock grazing can affect the rate of
recovery. The military are typically present at the FTX sites for 10 to 13 days per year during the Roving
Sands exercise. All the sites are not used each year. For example, 8 sites were used in 1996 involving
78 acres. In 1997, 6 sites were used and 138 acres were affected. There were no sites used in 1998. This
use of potential habitat represents 0 to 4 percent of the land within the 15 FTX sites on Otero Mesa, which
is less than 1 percent of grasslands on the Fort Bliss portion of Otero Mesa.
As indicated in Section 4.8.4.4, recent surveys indicate that the mountain plover does not nest on
Otero Mesa on Fort Bliss, although one bird was observed during the Spring 1999 migration. However,
Otero Mesa is a historic breeding range for this species and it could occur in the area in the future. The
impact of reduced grass cover at some of the FTX sites on Otero Mesa from military activities may be
beneficial to mountain plover potential habitat because, as indicated in Section 4.8.4.4, this species is
frequently found in areas of reduced grass cover such as prairie dog towns. Military activities at the FTX
sites would preclude the mountain plover from using the occupied land. However, this impact would be
negligible because of the short duration of the exercise and the small amount of habitat in use.
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As indicated in Section 4.8.4.4, the aplomado falcon has not been observed during surveys on McGregor
Range during the last few years, although an unconfinned observation was reported below the
Otero Mesa escarpment in 1997. This indicates that this species does not nest on Otero Mesa but much of
the grasslands on Otero Mesa is considered potential aplomado habitat based on habitat analysis (see
Section 4.8.4.4). The overall effect of Roving Sands exercises on percent vegetation cover at the FTX
sites on Otero Mesa has been negligible, although there have been short-tenn reductions in grass cover in
limited areas (0 to 138 acres for Roving Sands 1996, 1997, and 1998) (see above). This short-tenn
reduction in grass cover would have a negligible effect on the breeding bird populations, which are the
principal prey items for the aplomado falcon. The worst case would be the elimination of breeding birds
from the affected areas which could affect up to 14 pairs in 1996 and 24 pairs in 1997, based on 18 pairs
per 100 acres (Raitt and Maze, 1968), and 78 acres cleared in 1996 and 138 acres cleared in 1997.
However, breeding birds would be expected to inhabit the disturbed land during recovery although there
may be a shift in species composition to species better adapted to short grass habitat. Based on breeding
bird surveys on Otero Mesa (see Table F-9 in Appendix F) and infonnation from fire and grazing studies
(see previous discussions and Section 5.18.2), bird species such as the mourning dove, lark sparrow, and
horned lark would respond favorably to a reduction in vegetation while species such as the meadowlark
may avoid these areas. Other common nesting species such as the western kingbird, northern
mockingbird, and ash-throated flycatcher would not be affected (Aid, 1990; Bock and Bock, 1992; Bock
and Bock, 1990). As indicated in Section 4.8.4.4, the meadowlark was the aplomado falcon's principal
prey species at occupied territories in Mexico. However, other species such as the northern mockingbird,
western kingbird, and mourning dove, which would likely not be affected by reduced grass cover, were
also important prey species for the aplomado falcon (Montoya et al, 1997). Therefore, the short-term
reduction in grass cover at the affected FTX sites would have a negligible impact on the aplomado falcon
potential habitat because ( 1) potential prey species would inhabit the sites during recovery, and (2) a
maximum of 4 percent of the habitat at the 15 FTX sites and less then 0.1 percent of the plant
communities on Otero Mesa on Fort Bliss would be affected. Human occupation of the FTX sites during
Roving Sands would preclude their use by the aplomado falcon. This impact would also be negligible
given the short time period (10 to 13 days) the sites are occupied by military personnel and the small
amount of potential habitat that has been affected. The one exception would be if an aplomado falcon
established a nest site at or near an FTX site. In the past, aplomado falcon surveys were conducted on
Otero Mesa before Roving Sands and none were found. If an aplomado falcon nest site were discovered,
the USFWS and the NMDGF would be notified. Measures would be taken to protect the nest site from
military activities associated with Roving Sands as well as all other military and civilian use.

-

Potential impacts of military- and naturally-caused wildfires on sensitive species is summarized in
Table 5.1-4. Based on available information, fire has the potential to have an adverse impact on plant
species such as night blooming cereus and grama grass cactus, less potential to impact species such as
Sneed pincushion cactus which grows in rocky terrain, and Alamo beard tongue which grows on cliffs.
The 1994 fire in the Organ Mountains did not have an adverse impact on sensitive plant species that were
in the burned area (Table 5.1-4). However, a stand replacement fire could affect some species due to
increased sedimentation and reduced tree cover. Fire has the potential to be a positive force for such
species as the Texas horned lizard, ferruginous hawk, mountain plover, and burrowing owl. A stand
replacing fire in the conifer forests in the Organ Mountains could have a negative impact on potential
spotted owl and peregrine falcon habitat, as well as gray vireo and Organ Mountain chipmunk habitat.
Other species such as the bald eagle, loggerhead shrike, and bats would likely not be affected by fire
(Table 5.1-4). This analysis does not include migrants such as the black tern, white-faced ibis, piping
plover, and willow flycatcher which are so infrequently observed on Fort Bliss that fires would not affect
them.
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Sneed pincushion
cactus

Alamo beardtongue
Organ Mountains
evening primrose
Organ Mountains
fig wort
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Grama grass cactus
Night blooming
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Hueco Mountains
rock daisy
Nodding cliff daisy
Organ Mountains
pincushion cactus
Crested coral-root
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Potential Fire Effects

References

Effects of fire on this species unknown. The Organ Mountains pincushion cactus grows in similar habitat and has a
growth form like Sneed pincushion cactus. The Organ Mountains pincushion cactus were surveyed after the 1994
fire in the Organ Mountains. The average number of stems. plant size, and reproductive stems were similar in burned
and unburned plots. Sneed pincushion occurs in rocky terrain with low fuel loads, which may reduce its
susceptibility to fire, as was observed for the Organ Mountains pincushion cactus.
This species grows in rocky canyon bottoms and on cliffs, which would likely limit its susceptibility to fire damage
or mortality.
Preliminary results of the Organ Mountains fire effects study indicate this species has recovered to pre burn levels.
However, a stand replacing fire could have a negative impact on this species by increasing sedimentation into its
habitat.
Preliminary results of the Organ Mountains fire effects study indicate this species is more productive in burned than
unburned plots. However, a stand replacing fire could have negative effects on this species by increasing
sedimentation or opening up its habitat.
This species grows in cliffs and large boulders in the conifer forests, which may limit its susceptibility to fire. This
species survived a low intensity bum in the Chiricahua Mountains.
Given its small size and habit of growing within clumps of grass, it would be very susceptible to being killed by fire.
Its ability to recover from fire is unknown.
Would be susceptible to fire damage and/or mortality in its desert shrub habitat. Ability to recover from fire is
unknown.
This species grows in mesic slopes and on vertical cliffs well-protected from fire and its susceptibility to fire damage
is low. Its ability to recover, if any, from fire is not known.
Species grows on shaded cliffs, so the potential for fire to effect this species is low.
This species grows in rugged rocky terrain and because of this. it is believed that fire would damage only a small
number of individuals.
This species grows in shaded organic soil in oak woodlands and the removal of the tree canopy by fire would
probably result in the local elimination of this species.
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The woodland snails occur in rocky slopes in the Organ Mountains. Fuel loads on these slopes are likely low, which
would limit these species susceptibility to fire. In addition, they live below ground much of the time, which would
also lessen the potential for fire to have a negative impact on them.

U.S. Army, 1994b

This species was more common in burned than unburned grazed and ungrazed habitat, so fire may have a positive
impact by opening up the habitat. Fires may have a negative impact on populations that hibernate< 2.5 centimeters
below ground but other population that hibernate deeper mav not be affected.
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This species occurs only as a sporadic migrant on Fort Bliss so fires would not effect it. If it were to nest in potential
habitat in the Organ Mountains. a stand replacement fire in the conifer and riparian plant communities could have a
negative effect on this species .
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BIRDS (Continued)

Northern aplomado
falcon
Bald eagle

Mexican spotted owl

Mountain plover

F erruginous hawk

Westem burrowing
owl
Loggerhead shrike
Gray vireo

This species was associated with grassland habitats in the southwestern United States where fire was a common
occurrence before fire suppression measures were implemented. Therefore, non-catastrophic fire in potential
aplomado habitat on Fort Bliss would not be expected to reduce its long-term suitability for this species.
Fire in the pinyon pine/juniper habitat used by this species in the winter could eliminate perch sites. However, given
the open nature of this habitat and the resistance of mature piny on pine/juniper to fire mortality, all perch trees
would likely not be eliminated so fire would have little impact on wintering bald eagles on Fort Bliss.
Although this species does not nest on Fort Bliss, limited potential habitat occurs in the Organ Mountains. A stand
replacement fire (first fire this century in this forest) in California spotted owl habitat adversely affected 54
territories, including 12 that were destroyed. Such a stand replacement fire in the Organ Mountains could adversely
affect this species potential habitat.
Although the mountain plover is not known to breed on Fort Bliss, fire in potential grassland habitat on Otero Mesa
may improve the habitat since this species prefers open areas such as created by prairie dogs or by over grazing.

U.S. Army,
1980a
Lehman and
Allendorf, 1987

""=

~

Knopf and Miller,
1994; Miller and
Knopf, 1993;
Sager, 1996
Fire may benefit migratory and wintering ferruginous hawks on Fort Bliss by making prey more accessible or
Lehman and
Allendorf, 1987;
resulting in greater prey density in areas of new plant growth.
U.S. Army,
1991b
Direct mortality by fire has not been documented, although young caught outside their burrow during a fire could
Lehman and
suffer mortality. Fires may benefit burrowing owls by increasing prey availability and reducing litter in its grassland Allendorf, 1987
habitat. This species has been reported to use bum areas five days after a fire.
This species is common and widespread on Fort Bliss so localized sporadic fires would probably not have a
negative impact on this species. Fires may benefit this species by making prey more accessible.
U.S. Army,
This species was recorded during the breeding season from oak and oak/juniper habitat in the Organ Mountains. A
1994b
major fire in these areas could adversely affect the habitat of this species.

MAMMALS

Bats

Gray-footed chipmunk
Organ Mountains
chipmunk

v.
I

w

l.O

Arizona black-tailed
prairie dog

Areas such as cracks and crevices in the Otero Mesa Escarpment used by bats would not be impacted by fire. Bats
that roost in the various plant communities could be negatively affected by fire. The susceptibility of bats to fire is
unknown because little data are available regarding the distribution of bats on Fort Bliss.
A fire in the wooded habitat used by this species in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on Fort Bliss could have a
negative impact due to alteration of its habitat.
The 1994 fire in the Organ Mountains appeared to have little negative effect on this species. This fire appeared to
create favorable conditions for this species by opening up habitat. However, a major stand replacement fire in the
chipmunks habitat could have a negative impact by destroying its habitat and making this species more susceptible
to predation.
Fire would likely not affect prairie dog towns due to low fuel loads. Fires may benefit this species by creating new
plant growth for them to feed on.
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Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Under the No Action Alternative, facility construction and
demolition would take place at the cantonment area and other built-up areas such as McGregor Range
Camp. These activities would result in no to negligible impacts to vegetation, wetlands and arroyoriparian drainages, wildlife, and sensitive species because of the already highly disturbed nature of these
areas and the high level of human activity.
Environmental Resource Management. Resource management practices currently in place at Fort Bliss
are reactive in nature, as described in Section 3.2.5. Under this system, resource management is geared
towards uses such as military activities, grazing, hunting, or conducting surveys and monitoring studies
for threatened or endangered species. The various components of the current management approach are
discussed below. Grazing takes place on McGregor Range and is managed by the BLM. Limited forestry
management takes place in the Lincoln National Forest at the north end of McGregor Range and is
managed by the USFS. The impacts of these management practices on biological resources are addressed
in the Section 5.1.8.2, Cumulative Impacts.
Game Harvest. Currently, hunting is allowed on portions of the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range. No hunting is allowed in the cantonment area or on
Castner Range.
Hunting pressure is established by the NMDGF and the goal of their management of the mule deer herd is
to provide opportunities to hunt antlered deer while maintaining healthy deer herd and habitat. Deer
hunting on the South Training Areas occurs under regulations of the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department.
Hunting is allowed only during times that are compatible with the Anny training and other activities and
in accordance with state law. Although deer occur in the desert shrubland plant communities in the
Tularosa Basin and the grasslands of the Otero Mesa, the largest numbers are found in the pinyon
pine/juniper woods in the Sacramento Mountains foothills. Deer hunting on the withdrawn portion of
McGregor Range is limited and consists of a special weekend hunt that takes place during the October to
December timeframe. Hunting does not occur on McGregor Range every year. For example, permits
were not issued during years of low deer density such as during 1989, 1990, and 1995 (NMDGF, 1997).
Deer hunting on the Lincoln National Forest at the north end of McGregor Range is open to hunting per
state regulations.
Pronghorn antelope are hunted in the fall. This species occurs principally on Otero Mesa although some
animals frequent the Tularosa Basin. The annual hunt occurs on the Otero Mesa and takes place over one
weekend in the fall. The NMDGF is responsible for managing this species and the management goal is to
maintain quality recreation (large bucks to hunt) by maintaining or improving herd size and
characteristics. Management goals for the pronghorn are to maintain grasslands on Otero Mesa in good to
excellent ecological conditions and maintain a pronghorn population of 700 to 750 animals
(BLM, 1990a).
Small game hunting for such species as quail and mourning dove also takes place on Fort Bliss. Although
the distribution of small game hunters is not known, most probably hunt in the South Training Areas
because of its close proximity to El Paso. Other popular small game hunting locations are around stock
tanks such as Mack Tanks on McGregor Range that hold water most of the time and can attract large
number of mourning doves as well as quail.
Overall, big and small game hunting on Fort Bliss is not expected to have an adverse impact on the
biological resources. In addition, the implementation of the No Action Alternative would have no impact
on hunting on Fort Bliss.
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Sensitive Species. Sensitive species and species of concern include endangered, threatened, and other
species identified by the Federal Government and the states of Texas and New Mexico. The occurrence
of these species on Fort Bliss is discussed in Section 4.8.4. Also included is sensitive species habitat such
as that identified for the aplomado falcon on McGregor Range. Under the No Action Alternative, survey
and monitoring studies of sensitive species will continue to take place at Fort Bliss. These surveys will
take place to provide assurances that Fort Bliss is in compliance with all applicable federal and state
regulations regarding these species. Sensitive species surveys and monitoring would have no impact on
biological resources.
Nongame Species. Up until recently, very few studies regarding nongame species, other than for
sensitive species, have been conducted on Fort Bliss. Many of the nongame species studies currently
underway such as inventories for amphibians, reptiles, and mammals and studies of nesting birds in
various habitats are being conducted to provide the necessary description of existing conditions required
to assess the environmental impacts for various projects under NEPA. Nongame species surveys and
studies would have no impact on biological resources.
Wetlands. Wetlands are limited on Fort Bliss and occur in widely scattered locations. The identification
of the location of all USA CE jurisdictional wetlands on Fort Bliss is now in progress. The protection of
wetlands has been policy at Fort Bliss for many years, and any potential impact to jurisdictional wetlands
is subject to the USACE 404 Permit process. Under the multiple-use management strategy, the
delineation of wetlands that may be affected by a proposed action is required as is the mitigation of the
loss of any jurisdictional wetlands. Wetlands protection would have no negative impact on biological
resources.

-

Revegetation and Erosion Control. Revegetation and control of erosion is one of the major elements
of the Fort Bliss enviromnental resource management program. The purpose of this element is to repair
lands damaged by military activities and to prevent the further degradation of soils, vegetation, and water
in areas being used for military activities. Fort Bliss does not currently have a fonnal revegetation and
erosion control plan. However, activities consistent with such a plan have taken place on Otero Mesa to
reduce erosion. The plan would have no negative impact on biological resources and if it were
implemented, it would likely have positive impacts due to habitat rehabilitation and protection of
degraded areas from further use.
Pest Management. The Fort Bliss Pest Management Plan, approved in December 1997, as discussed in
more detail in Section 4.12.2.6, Pesticides.
Fire Management. The USACASB has a fire suppression plan for the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
The BLM is responsible for monitoring and suppressing all nonmilitary fires on withdrawn land and
Army fee-owned land. Fort Bliss is responsible for monitoring and suppressing all fires caused by
military activities on withdrawn land and army fee-owned land. In addition, the BLM may use prescribed
bums with the approval of Fort Bliss.
Unique and Sensitive Areas (UASAs). UASAs such as playas, springs, arroyos, and grasslands and
BLM-designated areas such as ACECs are provided some protection under current conditions
(U.S. Army, 1998j). There is no potential for adverse impacts on biological resources by designating
UASAs. However, these areas have the potential to be adversely or significantly adversely impacted by
inadvertent or accidental military activities.
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5.1.8.2

Cumulative Impacts

Activities in the ROI on and around Fort Bliss that add to the cumulative effects, over time, of military
activities include construction and operation of a tactical target complex on McGregor Range, timber
harvesting, wood collecting, and recreation activities in the Sacramento Mountains including
McGregor Range, and grazing on and in the area of McGregor Range.
Vegetation. Cumulative impacts of military and nonmilitary activities on vegetation on Fort Bliss over a
IO-year period is being monitored by Fort Bliss through National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) LANDSAT Thematic Mapper Imagery. As indicated above, other potential sources of
cumulative impacts on vegetation could occur from the USAF tactical target complex and various
nonmilitary activities.
NASA LANDSAT Thematic Mapper Imagery Monitoring. Fort Bliss DOE is in the process of
developing a monitoring system to assess training, grazing, and natural impacts on natural and cultural
resources on Fort Bliss. Monitoring is a four-part process consisting of remote sensing reconnaissance,
site inspections, plot sampling, and GIS analysis. Remote sensing reconnaissance scans the entire land
base to monitor seasonal trends, detect impacts, and focus field investigations on high-priority areas.
Field investigations quantify intensity of impacts on natural and cultural resources. Distribution,
frequency, and intensity of impacts will be stored in a GIS database.
NASA LANDSAT Thematic Mapper imagery will be used to monitor the entire landscape of Fort Bliss at
high spatial resolution to capture variability in land cover on training areas. Validation will occur through
inventory and monitoring of natural and cultural resources. This capability will allow positioning of
monitoring plots to provide an accurate sample of impacts on the training landscape. Additional post
sampling analysis using plot data, monitoring data, and GIS themes will allow analysts to map the extent
and impact of training activities on a landscape scale.
This analysis reflects the process being implemented at Fort Bliss to evaluate cumulative impacts of
military training, grazing, and natural processes on training lands. To this end, Fort Bliss has acquired
historical satellite imagery from 1972 to 1997. These images will be used to establish long-term trends in
landscape change on Fort Bliss. For this PEIS, the data from 1986 and 1996 were used to illustrate the
developing process for evaluating change in natural and man-induced change (Figure 5.1-1). Change
occurred from drought ( 1994 and 1995 were particularly dry years) and fire (more frequent or larger fires
occurred during 1989 and 1994), as well as from training activity that occurred during the ten years. The
results from this analysis must be interpreted with some qualifications. The model was generated from
plot data in grassland and desert shrub communities where vegetation cover ranged from 15 percent to
53 percent of the total covered area. Extrapolation of the model to other vegetation types or to vegetation
cover outside of the range of the model cannot be evaluated for accuracy. Therefore, comparisons made
in other vegetation types or outside of the model's range should be viewed as preliminary comparisons.
The images used in the analysis represent a snapshot view of conditions for 2 days, 10 years apart, and do
not represent trends in vegetation cover. Because only two observations were used, the validity of the
trend analysis is not very high.
Precipitation and fires are important factors affecting vegetation cover. These factors can produce change
in short and long time frames, depending on their duration and intensity. Data from precipitation
monitoring indicate that during the 30 months preceding the 1986 image there was a total 33.15 inches of
precipitation on WSMR, approximately 37.60 inches at Oro Grande, and 29.00 inches at EPIA. The
regional average among these stations was approximately 33.25 inches during this period prior to July
1986. There were 16.69 inches of precipitation on WSMR, 27.55 inches at Oro Grande, and 16.69 inches
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Figure 5.1-1. LANDSAT Derived Vegetation Change on Fort Bliss, 1986 to 1996.
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at EPIA in the 30 months preceding the 1996 image. The average of these stations for the 30 months
prior to July 1996 was 20.31 inches. Fire data indicate low fire frequency prior to the 1986 image and
relatively high fire frequency prior to the 1996 image. There were significant fires in the
Organ Mountains in 1993 and 1994 and on Otero Mesa in 1993 and 1994. Natural causes were
responsible for 31 fires and 7 fires were attributed to man-made causes. These data suggest that
vegetation cover would generally decline from 1994 to 1996 as a result of below normal precipitation and
that cover would be drastically reduced in areas that were affected by fires. Results from change analysis
of cover maps suggest that there is generally less vegetative cover in 1996 in all cover types than there
was 1986 (Figure 5.1-2, and Table 5.1-5). Areas impacted by fire suffered greater losses in cover (e.g.,
conifer forests in the Organ Mountains) than relatively undisturbed areas.
These results indicate that woody vegetation at high elevations was not affected as severely by drought;
most cover loss was associated with fires in these vegetation types. The most sever drought effects were
at lower elevations in Mesquite coppice dune and sand scrub vegetation. Vegetation cover in grazed
grasslands is lower than in ungrazed grasslands for both dates (Tables 5.1-6 and 5.1-7). Vegetation cover
in Roving Sands controlled access FTX Sites is similar to vegetation cover in grazed areas (Table 5.1-8).
More data are needed to assess plant cover response to drought years and moist years in desert
environments; this would require analysis of long-term data sets that represent a series of wet and dry
years.
Tactical Target Complex. Under the No Action Alternative, 1,000 to 5,120 acres of vegetation would
be disturbed from construction and maintenance of a new tactical target complex, from potential
wildfires, inert ordnance and flare use, and from ordnance strikes (USAF, 1998). Construction of this
complex on Otero Mesa would disturb grassland plant communities.
Forestry. Timber harvesting takes place on USFS lands outside Fort Bliss and this activity directly alters
vegetation composition and structure. Current timber harvest strategies attempt to balance the need for
wood products, wildlife production, recreation, and other land uses. For example, timber harvest methods
and timing are closely evaluated and controlled to ensure that Mexican spotted owl populations and other
species requiring different ages of timber stands are maintained. Cumulative effects associated with
timber harvest on lands outside Fort Bliss would be negligible because no changes are anticipated in
current management practices.
Forest management on Fort Bliss is restricted to wooded habitat. There is an estimated 33,358 acres of
woodlands consisting of montane riparian, montane shrublands (which include small trees), and pinyon
mountains. The oneseed juniper and pinyon pine forest types (mapping units 28 and 29 on Table 4.8-1)
are the only forest types that occur in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on Fort Bliss (see Figure 4.8-3).
These types receive low levels of forest management (e.g. cutting firewood) as specified in the
Lincoln National Forest Plan (USFS, 1986). Forest management under the No Action Alternative would
have a slightly adverse impact on vegetation due to firewood removal and, generally no impacts on
wildlife and sensitive species.
Given that forestry practices on and outside Fort Bliss would have no or only negligible cumulative
impacts to vegetation as well as wildlife, this source of cumulative impacts is not considered in this
analysis.
Grazing. Livestock grazing occurs on 271,810 acres of McGregor Range, as well as on 18,038 acres on
the Lincoln National Forest at the north end of McGregor Range (see Figure 4.1-10 for location of
grazing lands on McGregor Range). Grazing on McGregor Range is administered by the BLM, while the
USFS administers grazing on the Lincoln National Forest. The majority of grazing occurs in the

5.1-44

..
)

•

..
1111111

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

I

I

1,200 ,000

~

"'~ ...J"'~

...J

"'
§
"El
"O

"'....

0

"'"'

2"'

"'
§
"El
0"'

g

"O

~

:ti0
0
ti..

~

"'c::
"'0

0
0

"'
= =
2

2

0
,,.,

§
0

~

°'
"!"
,,.,
N

0~

0~

0~

0~

~

°'
"!"
,,.,
°:' 0"""
.,.,
0~

N

N

0~
0
0

0

V)

...J
~

!-

0

!-

°' """+
""" .;.
N

0

"'00

§
u
0
;z
..c

~fl,~ ...fl,t'\

c"~t\~fl,

Vege t a t io n Ty pe

50- 100% Gain

D 25-49% Gai n

D 10-24% Gain

111 5-9% Gain

D No Change +4 % to -4%

• 5-9% Loss

DI 0-24% Loss

•25-49% Loss

• 50- 100% Loss

D T O TAL AC R ES

* Roads, Faci liti es, and Barren Areas: mapping unit incl udes vegetated areas such as di sturbed natural
vegetati on, golf courses, parade grounds, vegetation surroundi ng faci liti es such as the El Paso Water
Treatment Lagoons and McGregor, Dona Ana, and Orogrande Range Camps.

Figure 5.1-2. Changes in Percent Vegetation Cover in Ten Plant Community Types
and Disturbed Ground, 1986 to 1996.
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T a ble 51 -5 Ve2e t a f 100 C over an dD'Ynam1cs on F 0 rt BrISS, 1986 an d 1996

Mapping Unit

% Total
Vegetation
Cover'

1986

1996.

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub

34

19

Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands

48

35

Foothill Desert Shrublands

61

49

Basin Grasslands

45

29

Mesa Grasslands

41

Foothills Grasslands

58
79

31
47

Montane Riparian

72

71
79

65
75

Conifer Forest

91

Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas2

39

82
28

Montane Shrublands
Pinyon/Juniper Woodlands

I.

2
·

3

·

..

Average
Change

Mapping Unit Area Change3

%Areawith
%Areawith
No Change
Loss
Gain
-15.00%
95
5
-13.00%
90
IO
0
-12.00%
87
12
1
-16.00%
92
7
1
-I0.00%
94
6
0
-11.00%
83
15
2
-7.00%
69
29
1
-6.00%
57
36
7
-4.00%
49
12
38
-9.00%
72
24
4
-11.00%
83
13
4

Total vegetat10n cover 1s the md1cator of ecological cond1t1ons used m the modehng .
Mapping unit includes vegetated areas such as disturbed natural vegetation, vegetation surrounding facilities such as the El Paso
Water Treatment Lagoons and McGregor Range Camp.
The ranges indicated are 5-100% Loss, ±5% No Change, and 5- over 24% Gain as shown by Figure 5.1-1.
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T a ble 51 6 V eee t a f mn C over an dD'Ynam1cs ofG razedA reason F 0 rt BrISS, 1986 an d 1996

Mapping Unit

% Total
Vegetation CoO
ver1

1986

1996

Foothill Desert Shrublands

33
42
51

27
41

Basin Grasslands

41

24

Mesa Grasslands

44
55

29
45

Pinyon/Juniper Woodlands

65
70

60
66

Roads, Facilities, and Barren AreasL

41

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands

Foothills Grasslands
Montane Shrublands

L

18

..

28

Average
Change

Mapping Unit Area Change3

%Areawith
%Areawith
No Change
Loss
Gain
-15.00%
94
6
0
93
-15.00%
7
0
-I0.00%
81
17
2
-17.00%
96
4
0
-15.00%
95
5
0
-10.00%
77
20
3
-5.00%
50
42
8
-4.00%
42
48
IO
-13.00%
86
12
2

Total vegetat10n cover 1s the md1cator of ecological cond1t1ons used m the modelmg.
2
· Mapping unit includes vegetated areas such as disturbed natural vegetation, vegetation surrounding facilities such as the El Paso
Water Treatment Lagoons and McGregor Range Camp.
3
· The ranges indicated are 5-100"/o Loss, ±5% No Change, and 5- over 24% Gain as shown by Figure 5.1-1.

grassland plant communities on Otero Mesa, although some grazing occurs in the Chihuahuan Desert
shrubland plant community types of the Tularosa Basin. See Section 4.1, Land Use, for more details
regarding grazing on Fort Bliss. Grazing has the potential to have adverse impacts on vegetation from
localized overgrazing around stock tanks and in riparian areas as described below. In addition,
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T a ble 51
. -7 Ve2etat"ion

c over an dD1ynam1cs ofU n !razedAreason F ort Bl"ISS, 1986 to 1996

Mapping Unit

% Total
Vegetation
Cover 1

Average
Change

Mapping Unit Area Change3

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub

36

20

Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands

50

36

%Areawith
%Areawith
No Change
Loss
Gain
-16.00%
98
2
0
-14.00%
90
9
1

Foothill Desert Shrublands

61

49

-12.00%

90

Basin Grasslands

51

35

-16.00%

92

7

1

Mesa Grasslands

52

36

-16.00%

91

7

2

Foothills Grasslands

58

44

-14.00%

88

10

2

Montane Shrublands

74

64

-10.00%

67

25

8

Pinyon/Juniper Woodlands

75

76

1.00%

33

34

32

Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas 2

43

29

-14.00%

89

9

2

1986

1996

1
·

..

1

9

Total vegetation cover 1s the md1cator of ecological cond1t10ns used m the modelmg.
,, Mapping unit includes vegetated areas such as disturbed natural vegetation~ vegetation surrounding facilities such as the El Paso
Water Treatment Lagoons and McGregor Range Camp.
The ranges indicated are 5-100% Loss. ±5% No Change. and 5- over 24% Gain as shown by Figure 5.1-1.

Table 5.1-8. Vegetation Cover and Dynamics of Roving Sands Controlled Access Field Training
Exercise Sites on Fort Bliss, 1986 to 1996

Mapping Unit

-

-

Average
Change

Mapping Unit Area Change3

Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands

46

29

Basin Grasslands

44

28

%Area with
No Change
Loss
-16.00%
82
14
-17.00%
78
21
-16.00%
98
2

Mesa Grasslands

42

27

-15.00%

Foothills Grasslands

49

27

Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas2

39

23

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub

·-

% Total
Vegetation
Cover 1

1986

1996

35

19

%Area with
Gain
2
1
0

92

8

0

-22.00%

98

2

0

-16.00%

90

8

2

1
·
2
·

Total vegetation cover is the indicator of ecological conditions used in the modeling.
Mapping writ includes vegetated areas such as disturbed natural vegetation~ vegetation surrounding facilities such as the El Paso
Water Treatment Lagoons and McGregor Range Camp.
·' The ranges indicated are 5-100% Loss. ±5% No Change, and 5- over 24% Gain as shown by Figure 5.1-1.

trespassing cattle have been observed in the Fillmore and Soledad canyon areas of the Organ Mountains
(U.S. Army, 1998j).
Under the No Action Alternative, livestock would continue grazing the grassland plant conununities on
Otero Mesa, as well as in the desert shrublands plant communities mostly north of New Mexico Highway
506 (see Figure 4.1-10). In general, the grass cover on Otero Mesa is likely less than it would be with
reduced or no grazing. A comparison of percent grass cover on Otero Mesa to a more lightly grazed
Chihuahuan Desert grassland in Mexico showed that grass cover was 53 to 63 percent higher in Mexico
(U.S. Army, 1997p; Montoya et al., 1997). According to Meyer (U.S. Army, 1997p):
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"effects of long-term and heavy grazing occurring on the mesa (Otero Mesa) are
apparent. Overall low volume of grass cover, bunch grasses elevated on pedestals, few
grass and forb species relative to ungrazed areas, and the ubiquitousness of such species
as burrowweed (Haplopappus sp.), Russian thistle (Salsa/a iberica), and snakeweed are
evidence of overgrazing."
Other studies have shown that excluding livestock from grasslands has resulted in an increase in plant
species diversity and percent grass canopy cover. For example, grazed grasslands in Arizona had 29.2
and 63 percent cover, and after being fenced to exclude livestock for 15 years, the percent cover was 85.3
and 85.7 percent, respectively (Brady et al., 1989). Therefore, continued grazing on McGregor Range
would likely result in reduced plant species diversity, increased bare ground, and a reduction in vegetation
cover compared to similar ungrazed vegetation. This possibility was verified from the preliminary results
of the post-wide LANDSAT vegetation mapping, which showed that percent vegetation cover was greater
in ungrazed than in grazed areas (see Tables 5.1-6 and 5.1-7). In addition, the BLM (1980) found that
grass cover is less on Otero Mesa than it would be under reduced or no grazing.
The use of the controlled access FTX sites and military related fires are the principal Fort Bliss activities
that could contribute to the cumulative effects to grasslands on Otero Mesa. The number of acres of
grasslands affected by military related fires on Otero Mesa has not been determined. As discussed under
NASA LANDSAT Thematic Mapper Imagery Monitoring, a preliminary assessment of fires on Fort Bliss
indicated that 7 out of 38 fires, or 18 percent, were from military sources. As indicated in Section 5.1.8.1,
fires have the potential to have adverse impacts on vegetation including grasslands. For this analysis, it is
assumed that the number of military related fires on Otero Mesa is small compared to the number of
naturally occurring fires and the impacts of military activities on grasslands at the controlled FTX sites
are negligible because of the small amount of this community type affected and the subsequent recovery
of vegetation at most sites. As indicated in Section 5.1.8.1, the vegetative cover at the FTX sites, which
are grazed, and the surrounding grazed lands is similar. In addition, both the FTX sites and the
surrounding grasslands have shown a similar decrease in vegetative cover from 1986 to 1996 (see Tables
5.1-6 and 5.1-8). Fort Bliss military-related impacts to the grasslands on Otero Mesa represents a small
contribution to the cumulative impacts to this type in the ROI; and therefore, the cumulative impacts of no
action on the grassland on Otero Mesa would be negligible.
Wetlands and Arroyo-riparian Drainages. Sources of cumulative impacts to wetlands and arroyoriparian drainages (Waters of the U.S.) would be the construction of the USAF tactical target complex and
grazing on McGregor Range.
Tactical Target Complex. The construction of a tactical target complex on Fort Bliss would not impact
wetlands because no jurisdictional wetlands occur. The USAF selected site is on Otero Mesa. Fires from
the tactical target complex would have the potential to spread to wetlands in the vicinity. The nearest
wetland to either proposed site is at Mack Tanks about 2.5 miles from the lower site (see Figure 4.8-7 for
the location of Mack Tanks). A fire break would be constructed around the tactical target complex and
fire suppression measures would greatly minimize the potential for fires from the complex to reach this or
any other wetlands. It is therefore assumed that there would be no adverse cumulative impacts to
wetlands as a result of the construction of a tactical target complex.
The tactical target complex on McGregor Range would likely result in adverse cumulative impacts to
arroyo-riparian drainages and swales due to construction, operation, and fires. Up to 8. 7 miles of these
drainages could be affected at the proposed tactical target complex if sited on Otero Mesa and 6.1 miles in
the proposed tactical target complex if sited in the Tularosa Basin. This represents 0.35 percent and
0.25 percent, respectively, of Waters of the U.S. on McGregor Range. The importance of these areas as
wildlife habitat has been documented (see Section 4.8) and every attempt will be made to eliminate or
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mm1m1ze construction activities in these drainages. Proposed road and bombing array construction
drawings are not yet available so the number of acres of Waters of the U.S. that may be impacted is not
known. In addition, fires on and near the alternative tactical target sites would impact additional arroyoriparian drainages and swales that are not directly impacted by construction and operation. The
magnitude of the impacts of fire on arroyo-riparian drainages and swales cannot be detennined due to the
lack of historic fire data and projections of the increase in fires. However, as indicated in Section 5.1.8.1,
fire has the potential to result in adverse effects to vegetation in arroyo-riparian drainages and swales.
Grazing. Livestock grazing occurs only in wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. on lands on
Otero Mesa and north of New Mexico Highway 506. Most wetlands occur around man-made stock tanks
and in general these areas are heavily impacted by cattle. Cattle concentrate around stock tanks to obtain
water, more succulent vegetation, and shade if available. Observations indicate that the herbaceous
vegetation around the man-made stock tanks is very heavily grazed and bare ground is in evidence in
many areas. Shrubs in these areas are also heavily grazed and some stock tanks have scattered large
cottonwood trees (USAF, 1997e, f). Therefore, grazing would likely continue to have an adverse
cumulative effect on these man-made wetlands on Otero Mesa. Observations of wetlands in the desert
shrublands, montane shrublands, and pinyon pine/juniper woodlands north of New Mexico Highway 506
have not been made, so the impacts of grazing in wetlands in these areas is not known.
Many of the Waters of the U.S. in the grassland plant communities on Otero Mesa are broad swales that
are grass dominated and appear similar to the surrounding upland areas. The impacts of grazing on these
swales would be similar to that described above for vegetation. Evidence of heavy grazing in
shrub-dominated (mostly little-leaf sumac) drainages on Otero Mesa, consisting of more than 50 percent
of the annual vegetation growth removed and bare ground on banks due to livestock trampling, was
observed (USAF, 1997a, b). Continued grazing on historically used grazing units would have cumulative
adverse effects on Waters of the U.S.

-

The use of the controlled access FTX sites would have little or no effect on wetlands or other Waters of
the U.S. because the sites are not placed near wetlands and or arroyo-riparian drainages and swales that
are Waters of the U.S. Military-related fires have the potential to burn in wetlands but this potential
impact is negligible given the potential for a low number of military related fires relative to natural fires
and the low number and widely dispersed distribution of wetland on Fort Bliss. Fires have burned in
arroyo-riparian drainages and swales but the source of these fires is not currently known. Given that the
number of military fires relative to natural fires appears to be low based on available data, it is assumed
that the effects of fires on these watercourses are negligible. Overall, the direct impacts of no action on
wetlands and Waters of the U.S. are negligible compared to other activities in the ROI so the cumulative
impacts of no action on these resources are negligible
Wildlife. The construction of a tactical target complex and grazmg have the potential to result m
cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Tactical Target Complex. The estimated loss of 1,000 to 5,120 acres of natural plant communities on
McGregor Range as a result of a tactical target complex would have adverse cumulative impacts on
wildlife. Within the proposed tactical target complex site are arroyo-riparian drainages and swales that
have been shown to be important to wildlife (see Section 4.8) and as indicated above, there is a potential
for an adverse cumulative impact to these drainages. Therefore, there is the potential for adverse
cumulative impacts to wildlife due to the elimination and disturbance of regional wildlife habitat in
upland areas and arroyo-riparian habitat.
When the tactical target complex is constructed, the number of low-level aircraft sorties would increase
from about zero to 14 per day over portions of McGregor Range near the complex. Wildlife under and
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near the flight paths would have a greater potential to be startled. The increased exposure to noise may
result in lower wildlife population levels in some areas or reduced use of some areas. As an example,
fewer birds may continue to nest along the Otero Mesa escarpment and other portions of McGregor
Range because of the increased frequency of aircraft overflights. Therefore, the operation of the tactical
target complex has the potential to have adverse cumulative impacts on wildlife in the region due to noise.
Grazing. Studies have shown that grazing can affect wildlife species richness and abundance. Jones
( 1981) sampled lizards in seven lightly and seven heavily grazed desert habitats in Arizona. Except for
the Sonoran desert shrublands, all lightly grazed sites had greater lizard species richness and abundance
then heavily grazed sites.
Grazing has the potential to have cumulative impacts on birds. Studies of breeding birds in southeastern
Arizona have shown that the lark sparrow and homed lark are more common in grazed areas while the
grasshopper and Cassin's sparrows are much more common in lightly grazed or ungrazed sites (Bock and
Webb, 1984). Other species that respond positively to grazing are the common nighthawk, northern
mockingbird, and black-throated sparrow. Other species that responded negatively to grazing were the
Savannah and Henslow's sparrows (Bock et al., 1993). As indicated in Section 4.8.4.4, grazing on
Otero Mesa may be responsible for reduced populations on meadow larks compared to ungrazed
grasslands. Raptors such as the prairie falcon, American kestrel, northern harrier, various species of
Buteos, and the great homed owl have been observed to forage more frequently in open areas during the
summer. Studies of the red-tailed hawk and American kestrel showed that they tended to nest more
frequently in grazed than ungrazed locations (Kochert, 1989). In a summary of the impacts of grazing on
birds of prey, Bock et al. (1993) determined that raptors that probably respond positively to grazing
include the golden eagle and burrowing owl while the northern harrier, Swainson's hawk, and short-eared
owl may show a negative response to grazing. Studies of the Baird's sparrow on Fort Bliss have
demonstrated the importance of ungrazed grasslands to this sensitive wintering species (see Section 4.8
for more details) (U.S. Anny, 1997t) and Klute et al. (1997) determined that ungrazed grasslands
contained significantly more seeds used by wintering grassland birds then grazed fields.
Studies of small mammals in grazed and ungrazed grasslands in southeastern Arizona showed that rodents
were more abundant in ungrazed areas. The hispid pocket mouse, western harvest mouse, white-footed
mouse, grasshopper mouse, and hispid cotton rat were trapped significantly more often in ungrazed then
grazed habitats. Merriam's kangaroo rat was the only species recorded more from grazed habitats. The
silky pocket mouse and deer mouse were equally abundant in grazed and ungrazed habitats (Bock et al.,
1984). In a study on the effects of grazing on small mammals in semiarid shrub-grassland habitats in
south-central Utah, ungrazed habitats had 50 percent greater species richness and 80 percent higher
abundance than grazed sites (Rosenstock, 1996).
Therefore, grazing on McGregor Range has an adverse cumulative effect on reptile and small mammal
populations due to potential lower species richness and abundance when compared to ungrazed areas.
Continued grazing would have mixed effects on birds in that some species would benefit while
populations of other species would be reduced as a result of grazing. However, grazing would have an
overall adverse cumulative impact on birds because it could result in the reduction of important species
such as meadowlarks which are an important food source for the northern aplomado falcon (see
Section 4.8.4) and a reduction in the quality of nesting and wintering grassland habitat for species such as
the Baird's, grasshopper, and Cassin's sparrows.
The cumulative impacts of no action on wildlife are negligible because: ( 1) the military use of the FTX
sites occurs for only 10 to 13 days each year, (2) the amount of habitat disturbed at the FTX sites is small
and wildlife would use this habitat during recovery (see discussion of impacts of FTX on wildlife in
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Section 5.1.8.1 ), and (3) the number of military fires in the grasslands of Otero Mesa are likely small (see
discussion of fires in Section 5.1.8.2).
Sensitive Species. As with the other biological resources, the construction and operation of the tactical target
complex on Fort Bliss and grazing have the potential to result in cumulative impacts to sensitive species.
Tactical Target Complex. The loggerhead shrike was the only sensitive species observed during
biological surveys on the two proposed alternative tactical target complexes (USAF, 1997a, b). Surveys
were conducted at these two locations for the grama grass cactus, night blooming cereus, mountain
plover, and western burrowing owl and none were observed (USAF 1997e, f, k). Raptor surveys were
also conducted at and near the two sites and no sensitive species were recorded from the sites although a
ferruginous hawk was observed flying over the Otero Mesa escarpment about 3.5 miles southeast of the
Tularosa Basin complex site on March 28, 1997, and an unconfinned immature, aplomado falcon was
observed below the Otero Mesa escarpment on May 23, 1997, about 3 miles southeast of the Tularosa
Basin site (USAF 1997c, d).
The loss of 5,000 acres of grassland habitat on the site selected on Otero Mesa represents a loss of Texas
homed lizard and loggerhead shrike habitat, foraging habitat for wintering and migrating ferruginous
hawks, and potential aplomado falcon and mountain plover habitat.
Grazing. Grazing, as fire, can have positive, negative, or neutral effects on sensitive species. Sensitive
species that may benefit from grazing are the ferruginous hawk, mountain plover, burrowing owl,
loggerhead shrike, and black-tailed prairie dog (Bock et al., 1993; Lehman and Allendorf, 1987; Knopf
and Miller, 1994; Miller and Knopf, 1993; Saab et al., 1995; Sager, 1996). Sensitive species that may be
negatively impacted by continued grazing practices on McGregor Range are the aplomado falcon and
Baird's sparrow (U.S. Anny, 1997p, t). Species that may have no response to grazing or the response is
unknown are the grama grass cactus, Texas homed lizard, and bald eagle (Fair and Henke, 1997; Jones,
1981). Sensitive species such as the peregrine falcon, Mexican spotted owl, willow flycatcher, Bells'
vireo, and varied bunting are uncommon and irregular migrants or wintering birds on grazed lands on
McGregor Range and grazing would not affect these species. Therefore, livestock grazing on McGregor
Range may have a positive cumulative impact on some sensitive species and adverse cumulative impacts
on others such as potential aplomado falcon habitat.

-

-

Grazing by trespassing cattle in Fillmore Canyon in the Organ Mountains had a negative impact on the
Organ Mountain evening primrose, which is a sensitive plant species that grows in this canyon. In 1996,
many plants in the study plots throughout the canyon were badly damaged by cattle. Grazing from
trespass cattle was reduced in 1997, and most of the plants impacted in 1996 have recovered
(U.S. Anny, 1998k).
The No Action Alternative is not expected to result in cumulative impacts to sensitive species because, as
shown in Section 5.1.8.1, the FTX sites have a negligible impact on sensitive species and fire has the
potential to have positive, neutral, or negative impacts on sensitive species. Fire caused by military
activities appears to be less frequent than natural fires (see Section 5.1.8.2).
5.1.9

Cultural Resources

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed RPMP (including the ICRMP and other supporting
documents) would not be implemented and cultural resource management at Fort Bliss would continue to
take place on a project-by-project basis outside the framework of programmatic agreements and without
reference to the mission imperative. Fort Bliss would continue to operate under the 1982 HPP, the first
such plan developed for a specific installation. The effects of mission activities on cultural resources
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would continue to be addressed by the application of Section 106 of the NHPA in response to individual
undertakings. Under this alternative, consultation with interested Native American tribal governments as
required by federal law would also take place on a project-by-project basis. Likewise, the identification,
documentation, and evaluation of architectural resources would be completed in response to both of these
undertakings.
In preparing this PEIS, the Army is complying with AR 200-4, which encompasses compliance with
NEPA, NHPA, and associated federal regulations (36 CFR 60.4, 36 CFR 800) that require impacts to
cultural resources from federal undertakings be taken into consideration as part of the decision-making
process. NHPA requires that federal agencies consult with the SHPO and the ACHP before any actions
are taken. This process also requires that concerns of interested parties be considered.
The Section 106 NHPA review process for Fort Bliss consists of consultation with the Texas or Mexico
SHPO, as appropriate, cultural resource inventory (site identification), evaluation of each cultural
resource's eligibility for listing in the NRHP, detennination of effect to the resource from the
undertaking, and avoidance or mitigation of impacts. Fort Bliss has consulted with the Texas and New
Mexico SHPOs to develop procedures to expedite the process.
Impacts to cultural resources are typically assessed by: (1) identifying the nature and location of all
elements of the proposed action and alternatives; (2) comparing those locations with identified cultural
resources, sensitive areas, and surveyed locations; (3) determining the known or potential significance of
cultural resources that could be affected; and (4) assessing the extent and intensity of the effects.
The impact assessment process for cultural resources centers on the concept of significance. Various
federal laws and regulations provide protection to cultural resources that are significant. The NHPA
provides the greatest protection to significant cultural resources, i.e., those that are eligible for nomination
to the NRHP (see discussion of the NHPA in Section 4.9). In addition, U.S. Anny Pamphlet 200-4
provides guidance for implementation of Anny policy regarding compliance with all laws and regulations
associated with cultural resources management. A summary of NRHP eligibility for archaeological and
architectural cultural resources in the areas affected by the proposed action was presented in Section 4.9.
For this PEIS, impact analysis for cultural resources has employed guidelines and standards set forth in
the Section 106 process defined under the NHPA and cultural resource management procedures at
Fort Bliss. The Section 106 process requires identifying significant cultural resources potentially affected
by a federal action, determining the effect of that action, and implementing measures to avoid, reduce, or
otherwise mitigate those effects.
An action results in adverse effects to a cultural resource eligible for nomination to the NRHP when it

alters the resource's characteristics, including relevant features of its environment or use, in such a way
that it no longer qualifies for inclusion in the NRHP (36 CFR 800.9[b]). Potential adverse effects could
include the following:
•

Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property;

•

Isolation of the property from, or alteration of the character of, the property's setting, when that
character contributes to the property's qualification for the NRHP;

•

Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the property or
alter its setting if setting is integral to the property's significance;
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•

Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and

•

Transfer, lease, or sale of the property if this alters land use or protection for a resource.

Although all effects whether beneficial, of no effect, or adverse are evaluated, only adverse effects are
mitigated under Section 106 of the NHPA.

General Sources of Impacts. Potential impacts to NRHP-eligible archaeological and architectural
resources, traditional cultural resources; and historic landscapes on Fort Bliss can be categorized
according to the source of the impact. Potential sources of impacts that were considered for this PEIS
include:
•

Ground disturbance, including erosion, resulting from:
Military actions (e.g., construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities; vehicle maneuvers;
missile testing, targeting, and training; use of drop zones; small anns, gunnery and artillery
activities; ordnance delivery; and firefighting), and
Nonmilitary actions such as grazing and recreation;

•

Noise, vibration and visual impacts resulting from military and nonmilitary construction, operations,
or maintenance;

•

Access-related impacts resulting in increased vandalism due to improved access; and

•

Changes in land status that result in reduced legal or de facto protection for significant cultural
resources.

These potential sources of impacts to cultural resources will first be described in general under the No
Action Alternative. However, they apply to more than one alternative. Specific impacts to cultural
resources caused by the No Action Alternative are also discussed.

-

-

5.1.9.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Cultural resources may be primarily affected by mission activities on the Fort Bliss Training Complex
and by facility construction or demolition in the Main Cantonment Area.

Mission Activities. Under the No Action Alternative, little change in the type or frequency of missions
would occur on the Fort Bliss Training Complex; therefore, existing land use would be relatively
unchanged. Missile launch events are likely to be infrequent. Under sustained mobilization, up to 8,000
additional troops would be housed at the range camps, and additional individual and unit training
activities would occur at the ranges. Training would increase primarily in the South Training Areas, in
the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and in the south part of McGregor Range. Military use
would decrease the availability of these areas for recreation with its potential to affect cultural resources.
Off-road training in the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and South Training Areas would
continue at the present level.
Ground Disturbance. Any of the potentially ground-disturbing activities that occur on Fort Bliss can
also potentially impact any class of cultural resources. These activities could include: construction,
maintenance and operation of facilities, vehicle maneuvers and associated activities; missile testing,
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targeting, and training; use of drop zones; small anns, gunnery and artillery activities; ordnance delivery;
firefighting; and nonmilitary actions such as grazing and recreation. This variety of potentially grounddisturbing activities is geographically limited. For example, ordnance delivery only occurs on a target;
ORV maneuvers occur on approved terrain in specific locations on the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas, and TA 8 in the southern part of McGregor Range; and grazing is limited to
permitted areas.
Ground disturbance can affect the integrity of a cultural resource, which may then directly affect its
ability to convey significant scientific information. Because integrity comprises a key criterion for
detennining a cultural resource's eligibility for nomination to the NRHP, ground disturbance is a
particularly important source of impact. Ground disturbance can cause direct effects to cultural resources,
such as breakage or other damage to artifacts and features, or can disturb their physical integrity by
moving them from their original location. Ground disturbance can also result in indirect effects, such as
erosion caused by vehicle maneuvers, that leads to damage to a cultural resource.
Erosion is a natural and ongoing geomorphological process that can significantly alter the archaeological
record. The rate of erosion is not uniform, as it is affected by a number of interdependent variables,
including soil type, vegetation, slope and precipitation. Because of the differences in erosion rates,
cultural resources in some areas on Fort Bliss are more susceptible to erosion than others. When the
susceptibility to erosion is increased as a result of ongoing or planned activities on Fort Bliss, that is of
specific concern in analyzing impacts for each alternative. For example, some activities currently
conducted on the training complex can cause increased erosion by breaking the natural protective surface
crust or by reducing vegetation cover. These processes have been noted by archaeologists working on
Fort Bliss. For example, on the southern training areas of Fort Bliss south of McGregor Range, and the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas west of McGregor Range, tracked and wheeled vehicles were one
source of damage to the ground surface, creating ruts up to 8 inches deep in-place (Whalen, 1977; Skelton
et al., 1981).
Wind and water erosion can also cause significant mixing and movement of archaeological materials.
Because of the specific soils on Fort Bliss, the climate, and the sparse vegetation, any military activity
that reduces vegetation cover is likely to accelerate erosion. Nonmilitary activities on Fort Bliss can also
increase erosion. For example, grazing occurs in some areas on Fort Bliss and can contribute to reduced
vegetation and erosion (Trimble and Mendel, 1995). The Fort Bliss cultural resources database indicates
that hundreds of cultural resources have been affected by erosion. The erosion potential of soils at
Fort Bliss is discussed in Section 4.5.6.
Vehicle Maneuvers and Related Activities. Tracked vehicles, wheeled vehicles, foot traffic, trenches,
trash disposal pits, and bulldozed tank emplacements all have the potential to adversely affect cultural
resources through ground disturbance. Training activities such as tracked and wheeled vehicle
maneuvering, emplacement excavation, and bivouacs constitute the "single most destructive source of
adverse military impact on the prehistoric and historic resources" according to observations made during
one archaeological survey of McGregor Range (Beckes et al., 1977). The Fort Bliss cultural resource
database indicates that hundreds of prehistoric archaeological sites have observable damage from wheeled
and tracked vehicles.
Human trampling of archaeological remains, especially in sand and loose soil, was experimentally
determined to cause substantial displacement of objects (Gifford-Gonzalez et al., 1985). Besides
displacement, human trampling can damage stone tools (Pryor, 1988). Both displacement and damage
can affect cultural resources significance.
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Missile Training, Targeting, and Testing. Missile training and system testing constitutes a large part of
the activities undertaken on Fort Bliss. These activities generally involve the firing of missiles from
prepared positions at target drones or down range, sometimes onto WSMR. The impact of missile
fragments and target drone debris falling to the ground has the potential to impact all types of cultural
resources. Generally, however, the fragments are small and are unlikely to cause damage. Larger
fragments, intact missiles, or target drones do occasionally fall on archaeological sites.
One
archaeological survey of McGregor Range reported that test firing of surface-to-air missiles during the
1970s had little visible effect on cultural resources, except for the impact of heavy Nike boosters and the
required activities of missile debris retrieval personnel (Beckes et al., 1977). The chance of larger
fragments falling onto a cultural resource is small due to the infrequency of missile fragments and drone
debris of this size.
Use of Drop and Landing Zones. Several small drop and landing zones are on the Dofia Ana and McGregor
ranges. No specific observations relating to impacts to cultural resources are available for Fort Bliss.
Small Arms, Gunnery, and Artillery Use. An archaeological survey of McGregor Range reported that
the surface firing of 20mm, Vulcan, and 40mm anti-aircraft fire "badly disturbs archaeological sites
within the firing arc'' (Beckes et al., 1977).
More recently, a survey on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas reported an area used as an
artillery impact area from the 1940s through the 1970s had craters 3-to-4 feet in diameter on almost all the
sites (U.S. Army, 1995h).
Ordnance Delivery Impacts. A small area in the northern portion of McGregor Range is used as a
Class C bombing target range. The only ordnance used on this range is inert. Inert ordnance of this size
causes about 4 square feet of damage to the ground. Repeated ordnance delivery can cause considerable
ground disturbance near targets. Observations made at other ranges using nonexplosive ordnance
(Peter, 1988) indicate that the greatest amount of damage occurs within 300 feet of a target (or about
6.5 acres). Less damage occurs between 300 and 1,000 feet of a target (i.e., in an area smaller than
75 acres). Only sporadic instances of ground disturbance were observed at these ranges more than
1, 000 feet from a target.
Noise, Vibrations, and Visual Intrusions. Vibration effects to cultural resources on McGregor Range
can originate from a variety of sources, including ground sources such as construction and blasting, as
well as military overflights. McGregor Range is currently overflown by military aircraft, but overflights
are infrequent and generally at a high altitude. No supersonic flights are allowed over McGregor Range.
Archaeological resources are unlikely to experience adverse effects from aircraft overflight on McGregor
Range. No data exist that would indicate that surface artifact scatters and subsurface archaeological
deposits are affected by vibrations resulting from subsonic aircraft overflight.
However, architectural resources have been shown to be susceptible to impacts from vibrations,
depending on a number of factors (cf. King, 1987; Konon and Schuring, 1985; Nichols et al., 1971;
Richart and Woods, 1970; Siskind et al., 1980). Studies have established that subsonic noise-related
vibration damage to structures, even historic buildings, requires high decibel levels generated at close
proximity to the structure and in a low frequency range (USPS, 1992; cf. USAF, 1983, 1988; cf.
Sutherland, 1990). Aircraft must generate at least 120 dB at a distance of no more than 150 feet to
potentially result in structural damage (USAF, 1988) and, even at 130 dB, structural damage is unlikely.
Studies conducted by the USAF at a prehistoric standing adobe structural remnant in Arizona evaluated
the impact of low-level subsonic, B-52, and fighter aircraft overflights of the area. This study concluded
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that such overflights had no adverse effect (USAF, 1988). Similarly, the probability of vibration damage
to buildings from low-level subsonic airplane flights is very low (less than 0.3 percent). This probability
applies even to fragile, poorly constructed wood-frame buildings. Vibration studies at the museum
building with adobe and beam construction at White Sands National Monument indicate that "the general
continuous induced vibrations from highway traffic and jet aircraft in the normal takeoff pattern are
probably causing no detrimental structural effects to the building" (King et al., 1988), but the authors
recommend maintaining a minimum distance of 200 feet from "irreplaceable adobe-masonry structures"
and adobe artifacts within.

--

There is evidence on both sides of the issue of the effects of helicopter overflight on architectural
resources. Although noise and vibrations from helicopters can be 30 to 40 times higher than ambient
levels, as compared to a high of 60 times ambient for low-flying jet aircraft (King at al., 1988), the
duration of noise and vibration is considerably longer from helicopter overflight. Extremely close and
low overflights (50 feet) by heavy (more than 20,000 pounds) helicopters have a high probability of
damaging architectural resources (Sutherland, 1990). Howver, close approach helicopter flights of 300
feet have not been demonstrated to damage archaeological architectural structures (U.S. Army, 1988).

--

The effects of noise and visual intrusions on cultural resources may also be related to setting. Noise that
affects setting may be caused by construction and maintenance, machines, and aircraft. To be adversely
affected, the setting of a cultural resource must be an integral part of the characteristics that qualify that
resource for listing in or eligibility to the NRHP. Because of modem development, this is often not the
case for significant cultural resources. Even in rural areas, noise intrusions from vehicles and machinery
may create a noise enviromnent inconsistent with the original setting of the cultural resources. If,
however, the audible and visible aspects of the setting are fundamental to the resource's significance,
audible or visual intrusions sufficient to alter the setting can adversely affect the cultural resource. The
nature and magnitude of the impacts depend upon the characteristics of the affected cultural resource, the
amount by which the sound level exceeds baseline levels, the other types of noise sources in the vicinity
of the cultural resource, and the frequency at which people visit the resource.

-

--

-

Noise and visual impacts may be of less importance to resources whose NRHP eligibility rests primarily
on their scientific importance, such as archaeological sites. However, for cultural resources where
integrity of setting is an important significance criterion, such as traditional cultural resources and historic
landscapes, changes in setting can affect the resource's NRHP eligibility. Actions that could potentially
impact a resource's setting include: the addition of new roads, buildings, or features; removal of fences
and other features; changes in native vegetation; or changes in land use out of character with traditional
uses (e.g., recreation). One historic landscape has been identified on McGregor Range, and the potential
exists for others. There are no architectural or archaeological resources for which setting has been
defined as a characteristic essential to the resource's NRHP eligibility.
Audible intrusions could also have potentially adverse impacts to the setting of certain traditional cultural
resources. For example, traditional ceremonies and rituals by Native Americans may depend in part on
isolation, solitude, or silence. An aircraft flying overhead, even at high altitudes, could be deemed an
auditory or visual intrusion if it occurs during a ceremony or at another inappropriate time.
Native American groups with historic ties to Fort Bliss, the Mescalero Apache and the Tigua, have not
identified specific traditional cultural resources on the installation.
Access. Access to cultural resources can result in impacts to cultural resources. Vandalism often affects
the types of cultural resources (e.g., historic buildings, large pueblos, rockshelters, or rock art) most likely
to be determined eligible for listing on the NRHP, because these are typically the most visible cultural
resources. When these resources are located near roads, they become even more vulnerable to vandalism.
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In a study of vandalism on archaeological sites in Colorado (Nickens et al., 1981 ), proximity to unpaved

access roads was a predictor for rates of vandalism. Vandalism has been noted during a few
archaeological investigations on Fort Bliss. In a report on the caves and rockshelters of the southern
Hueco Mountains on Fort Bliss, Alvarez and Leach (1997) report pot-hunting (holes with associated back
dirt), modem refuse (both military and civilian), and graffiti. Architectural resources like historic
buildings and structures could be impacted by use as campsites (increasing fire danger), by recreational
target shooting, military target shootings, inadvertent use as assault training sites, graffiti, trash
accumulation, and salvage of materials from the structure. The Fort Bliss cultural resource database
indicates that more than 100 prehistoric archaeological sites have observable vandalism.
Awareness of the possibility for adverse impacts by vandalism has fostered a number of in-depth studies,
including Williams (1978), Lyneis et al. (1980), Lightfoot and Francis (1978), Reid (1979), Warren et al.
(1980), and Scott (1980). These studies indicate that increased vandalism could affect the kinds of
cultural resources most likely to be determined eligible for the NRHP such as historic buildings and
structures, large prehistoric archaeological sites, rock shelters, or rock art because they are generally more
visible than isolated artifacts in small artifact scatters.
Some of the sites, in particular Escondido Pueblo, have been seriously vandalized. Numerous pits and
trenches were noted in the 1970s (Beckes et al., 1977).
Purposely destructive actions to archaeological sites, such as "pot-hunting" (unauthorized excavations and
artifact theft), defacement, and illegal ORV use, are the most destructive adverse impacts to cultural
resources that can be linked to access.
Fire. Fire can cause major damage to various types of cultural resources, and activities that significantly
increase fire risk may have an adverse effect on the resources. Range fires on Fort Bliss can result from
weapons firing in the impact areas and SDZs and from various activities within the training areas.
Sometimes, nearly as destructive as the range fire itself, are the necessary and unavoidable fire
suppression efforts. Fires can also result from the maintenance and repair of buildings. Vandalism of
buildings might also increase fire risk.

The effects of fire on historic structures can be devastating, depending on the nature of the fire and the
structure. Impacts can range from minor smoke and water damage to total destruction.
The effect of fire on archaeological resources is generally minor. An experimental study undertaken at
the Materials and Ecological Testing Laboratory, Western Archeological and Conservation Center of the
NPS, showed that common lithic materials do not undergo significant changes even when heated in a
furnace (Bennett and Kunzman, 1986). Other studies indicate that for many common artifact materials, no
significant effects occur unless the temperature of the fire exceeds l,000°F (U.S. Army, 1989b).
Generally speaking, grass fires do not generate the temperatures or last long enough to alter most
archaeological artifacts unless they involve ground disturbance. On the other hand, the effects of fires in
forests (such as exist in portions of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range),
which can bum hotter and longer, can cause more damage, including color changes to ceramics and lithics
and spalling of lithic artifacts.
More potentially damaging can be the fire-fighting activities themselves. In particular, the bulldozing of
fire lines can cause significant damage to archaeological resources (U.S. Army, 1989b). Other firefighting activities such as the use of flame retardant chemicals have the potential to alter or destroy
archaeological residues such as charcoal, pollen, and food residues. Slurry drops by fire bombers can
harm rock art sites (Marshall, 1998).
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Recreation. Unauthorized off-road recreation in portions of Fort Bliss can lead to inadvertent
disturbance to cultural resources, particularly archaeological sites.
Grazing. Nonmilitary activities, in particular stock grazing, can also cause a significant amount of
ground disturbance, particularly in erosion-prone areas (Nielsen, 1991; Shea and Klenck, 1993). Portions
of McGregor Range are currently used for grazing by the BLM. Studies in areas similar to McGregor
Range have shown that reduction of the vegetation by grazing causes significant erosion (Trimble and
Mendel, 1995). Cattle also break the surface crust with their hooves, create trails to and from watering
points, and remove vegetation in wallows. These activities can also damage cultural resources. Artifacts
in grazed areas are more likely to be broken and displaced than in ungrazed areas because of trampling.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Under the No Action Alternative, facility construction would
consist of new construction, facility renovation or rehabilitation, and infrastructure improvements such as
roads. Programs include construction of new family housing in several areas, and mission-related
construction in the main cantonment, at Biggs AAF, and WBAMC. Facility and infrastructure
construction activities that could potentially impact cultural resources under this alternative include:
foundation or trench excavation, grading or filling; asphalt removal; heavy machinery movement; soil
compaction; and the renovation of historic buildings or facilities. New structures or additions to
structures whose designs are not compatible with existing historic buildings within the main cantonment
could also be considered an adverse effect. Any of these activities could adversely affect existing cultural
resources in areas that have not been previously cleared for renovation or construction by the Fort Bliss DOE.

Under the No Action Alternative, facility demolition would include NRHP-eligible family housing and
barracks more than 50 years old, as well as other facilities in the main cantonment, Logan Heights,
WBAMC, McGregor Range Camp, and Biggs AAF. Facility and building demolition activities that could
potentially adversely affect cultural resources under this alternative include demolition of historic
buildings or facilities; trench excavation, grading, or filling; asphalt removal; heavy machinery
movement; and soil compaction.
Alteration or Demolition of Buildings. Buildings and other structures that are listed in or eligible for
nomination to the NRHP, either individually or as contributing members to a district, can be adversely
affected by demolition or by certain types of alteration or renovation. Adverse effects can be avoided,
reduced, or eliminated through a variety of mitigation measures.
Environmental Resource Management. Activities undertaken as part of natural resource management
procedures that have the potential to impact cultural resources, relate to fire and soil management
practices. Fire management practices, unless they involve ground disturbance or use of fire retardants
from aircraft, have the potential to damage rock art sites. Potential damage to cultural resources from
natural resource management is minimized and or avoided through coordination of the two management
programs.
Real Estate Actions. According to 36 CFR 800.9, adverse effects on historic properties may include
transfer, lease, or sale of the property, except when adequate restrictions or conditions are included to
ensure preservation of the property's significant features. If the historic property is transferred from one
federal agency to another, this is not in itself an undertaking that would have adverse effects because the
resource is still managed under the NHPA. However, the transfer may lead to other undertakings or
activities that could adversely affect the resource. For example, improved access could potentially
increase the risk of vandalism. Under the No Action Alternative, existing leases, permits, licenses, and
ROWs would continue through the contracted periods. A program for cleanup of the Castner Range
would continue with the future use or disposition of the lands undecided. It is not anticipated that real
estate actions under the No Action Alternative would have an adverse effect on cultural resources.
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5.1.9.2

Cumulative Impacts

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the ROI that may occur independent of the
activities on Fort Bliss could contribute to cumulative impacts on cultural resources on Fort Bliss or in the
surrounding area. The actions considered for the analysis of cumulative effects include:
•

Ongoing and projected military activities in the ROI, including WSMR and HAFB; and

•

Nonmilitary activities and plans, including resource management and planning by the BLM, USFS,
states, and counties.

While some of these various actions could affect cultural resources in southern New Mexico and West
Texas, it is unlikely that the impacts associated with the No Action Alternative would affect or be affected
by most of them.
The development of a USAF tactical target complex for use by the GAF (USAF, 1998) could adversely
affect archaeological resources on McGregor Range. The USAF, in consultation with the ACHP, the New
Mexico SHPO, and Fort Bliss will comply with Section 106 of the NHPA regarding appropriate
mitigation for resources potentially affected by USAF actions on the range. Fort Bliss also has
established MOUs with the USFS and the BLM regarding the treatment of cultural resources on portions
of McGregor Range.

-

The establishment and use of a tactical target complex on McGregor Range could result in adverse
impacts to archaeological resources. The USAF-selected site on Otero Mesa contains 22 identified sites.
Of these, nine sites are considered eligible for listing on the NRHP or have undetermined eligibility, while
13 are considered ineligible (USAF, 1998). Depending on the specific placement of targets within the
impact area, none, some, or all of the cultural resources present could be impacted. Only inert bombs will
be used at the new target complex and potential impacts to cultural resources could be similar to those
discussed for the existing Class C McGregor bombing target. No historic architectural resources or Native
American TCPs have been identified within the Otero Mesa site (USAF, 1998).

5.1.10 Noise
The noise analysis considers A-weighted and C-weighted noise resulting from military operations,
transportation and construction activities, aviation, and the impulsive noise resulting from the use of high
explosives in ordnance. Additional specific information on noise and its assessment methods is presented
in Section 4.10 and Appendix G, (Noise Analysis).

5.1.10.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

-

For the No Action Alternative, those activities that have the potential to create noise impacts are
addressed in each of the major project-related categories identified below.

Mission Activities. On the Main Cantonment Area of Fort Bliss and at Biggs AAF, while ongoing
mission activity has the potential to create some noise, it is usually intermittent and transient with little
ongoing or long-term impact. However, if full mobilization were to occur, aviation-related noise impacts
would occur at Biggs AAF during the airlift phase of operations. Full mobilization is estimated to require
the throughput of 72 C-5A and 8 C-141 aircraft within a 72-hour period. This means that on average,
there would be 24 C-5A arrivals and departures and approximately 3 C-141 arrivals and departures per
24-hour period.
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Although this is a unique situation, and does not represent nonnal or routine operational activity at
Biggs AAF, these additive operational levels were added to normal daily average operations to assess the
impact that would be experienced during that brieftime period. Table 5.1-9 reflects the change in acres
of land exposed to Noise Zone II and III noise levels. The Noise Zone II and III contours associated with
this surge requirement are shown in Figure 5.1-3.

.-

T a ble 5 1 9. N OISe
. L eve1 E xposure un d er F u llMobT
11zat1on
Noise Zone

Sound Level

Acres of Land Exposed
Under Current
Operations

II

Lc1n 65-75

III

Lc1n > 75

Total Area Exposed to Ldn 65 or
Greater

Acres of Land Exposed
Under Surge

Change

2,153.7

7,773.0

+361%

706.5

2,110.9

+299%

2,860.2

9,883.9

+345%

Source: USAF. 1990a. b.

To further assess the changed noise levels associated with this surge in aircraft operations, selected points
along the 65 and 75 Ldn contours under normal operations were designated for specific point analysis.
Under the surge, the noise levels at these points increased from a high of 11 dBA northeast of the field to
a low of 0. 90 dBA southwest of the field (USAF, 1990a, b). However, it should be noted that even under
these surge operations, which were additive to normal operations, that all portions of the Ldn 65 contour
(Noise Zone II) remained within the installation boundaries.
Other mission activities with the potential to create noise on the ranges involve a continuation of ongoing
activities in the training areas, and continued missile firings. However, these specific activities are
sporadic, highly transient, and of relatively short duration. Therefore, aviation-created noise on the range
is considered to be the dominant noise source in that area, and no substantive changes are planned for
these activities under this alternative. Aviation-related noise on the ranges as described in Section 4.10 is
estimated to continue at present levels. Noise levels currently range from a uniformly distributed noise
level of Ldnmr 40 to Ldnmr 49 (Lucas and Calamia, 1994). Furthermore, all of these noise levels remain
within the confines of the restricted airspace. Since even a doubling of operations would only result in a
calculated increase of 3 dBA, noise on the ranges is not considered a major factor under this alternative.
Impulsive noise resulting from the use of ordnance on the ranges, and within the impact areas of the
Organ Mountains is anticipated to continue as in current conditions. The Noise Zone II and III contours
resulting from these operations are shown in Figure 4.10-3.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Construction activities under the No Action Alternative would
cause brief, localized, transient noise. Operation of heavy vehicles around the construction site would
probably be the greatest noise source. Facility demolition planned under this alternative would create
temporary, localized noise. However, no significant long-term adverse effects would be expected to
occur.
Environmental Resource Management. Under the No Action Alternative, management of resources
using ITAM practices could create temporary, localized noise in some areas. For example, the use of
motorized earth-moving equipment would create localized noise. However, no significant long-term
noise impacts would be anticipated.
Real Estate Actions. Representative real estate actions under the No Action Alternative would not create
any noise impacts.
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5.1.10.2 Cumulative Impacts

Activities conducted on Fort Bliss and its training complex, when coupled with other activities in the
region, have low noise impacts, with one exception. Since the proposed expansion of GAF activities at
HAFB has been approved, a new air-to-ground training range will be constructed on McGregor Range at
Otero Mesa. This could result in localized noise increases in the immediate vicinity of the range. In either
location, noise levels directly over the targets would reach Lc1nmr 80. However, at other locations on the range,
noise would be significantly less (USAF, 1998). Since this noise is localized on a training range, and does not
extend past the boundaries of the restricted airspace, no land use incompatibilities result. This elevated noise is
not considered to be significant. A MTR provides access to McGregor Range airspace (Figure 4.1-4).
However, it is not part of the McGregor Range restricted airspace. Furthermore, noise levels on this route are
not significantly high, ranging from Lc1nmr 50 to Lc1nmr 54.

--

Under ongoing operations, since Biggs AAF is located immediately adjacent to the EPIA, the land area
abutting both facilities is subjected to the combined noise of aviation activities conducted from both. The
combined noise contours from these cumulative operations is shown in Figure 4.1-5 (U.S. Army, 1997a).

-

-

5.1.11 Safety

The major activities associated with the No Action Alternative are discussed below.
5.1.11.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Mission Activities. The relatively stable personnel and equipage levels, and the continuation of
administrative, instructional, medical, and logistical support functions do not create any specific safety
issues or concerns. Under existing conditions there are no significant outstanding ground, fire, explosive,
or flying safety issues or shortfalls. The projections through FY 02, which indicate little change, would
not be expected to create any safety deficiencies. Although full mobilization has the potential to increase
the installation population to a maximum of 35,220 for short periods, other already-approved activities
addressed below should preclude any safety shortfalls. In developing these projects, the installationsupporting infrastructure was deemed adequate to accommodate the additional demands resulting from
each activity.
In large part, representative mission activities in the training areas and on the ranges reflect a continuation

of ongoing activities. The primary emphasis will be on maneuver, force employment, weapons livefiring, and missile firing. These activities range from selected units conducting FTXs, to major JTX (e.g.,
Roving Sands).

-

-

-

Around Biggs AAF, since almost all of the area involved in safety zones is within the installation
boundaries, there is little or no conflict in managing these appropriate land uses.
Safety considerations are involved with these mission activities due to increased human presence, use of
ordnance, live firing of missiles, and aircraft overflight. However, as discussed in Section 4.11, maneuver
and firing exercises are conducted in accordance with detailed operating procedures documented for each
range and each specific event type conducted. Responsibilities for fire detection and suppression are
clearly described. Safety zones associated with all live-firing events are evacuated prior to the event, and,
if applicable, ordnance and unexploded hazards are removed after the event. All ordnance, including
malfunctioned ordnance, is handled, stored, processed, and disposed of in accordance with approved
operating procedures. Slight changes in the levels of use of specific ranges, or in the number of missiles
fired do not necessarily increase safety risks. Scheduling prevents incompatible range-use conflicts.
While some safety risks are associated with any live-fire event, each live-fire or missile-firing event can
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be considered as a discreet event. Ground, fire, and explosive safety risks are managed by conducting the
event in accordance with established procedures. Therefore, if each event is so conducted, no single
event presents any more risk than any other.
No activities described under the No Action Alternative indicate any major changes to current levels of
aviation activity, either at Biggs AAF or in the restricted airspace associated with the training areas and
ranges. Therefore, it is assumed that rotary- and fixed-wing operations both at the airfield and on the
ranges would remain relatively stable as described in Section 4.11. As previously discussed, flight safety
risks are low, and would be expected to remain at that level.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Under the No Action Alternative, currently approved facility
construction would occur. No specific ground, fire, explosive, or flight safety issues are associated with
any of the proposed facilities.· Added crash response capability and an expansion of the fire station will
improve fire and crash response at Biggs AAF. There are no unique construction requirements associated
with any of the proposals.

Explosive safety on Fort Bliss will be enhanced by two of the ASMP activities. The new ammunition
storage facility will be fully licensed for munitions storage, and the new ammunition "hot pad" to be
constructed on Biggs AAF will enhance safety during the processing, handling, and transshipment of
munitions through the airfield.
As part of current planning, older inefficient facilities with little utility will be demolished. Of the
facilities approved for demolition, the majority are family housing units. There are no significant safety
concerns associated with this proposed demolition. During demolition, standard industrial safety
practices will be enforced.
Environmental Resource Management. Under the No Action Alternative, staff at Fort Bliss would
continue to manage resources using ITAM practices. No specific or detailed natural or cultural resource
management plans would be implemented. ITAM practices, of themselves, do not create any ground,
fire, explosive, or flight safety risks.

Some developmental or restoration tasks may either create new ground disturbances, or rehabilitate
ground that has already been disturbed. Rehabilitative measures should, to the extent practicable, attempt
to reestablish native species of vegetation. This will minimize the potential for the invasion of exotic,
weedy species of vegetation that may have the potential to create or exacerbate fire risk.
During restoration activities, it is most likely that gasoline- and diesel-powered equipment and vehicles
will be used. There is some risk associated with sparks, hot exhaust systems, and mufflers coming into
contact with vegetation during periods of high fire potential. However, avoiding areas with significant
vegetation during these periods will minimize the risk.
Performing work in areas Fort Bliss categorizes as temporary impact areas should create minimal safety
issues with missile debris or ordnance and explosive hazards. However, in areas categorized as
permanent impact areas, any human presence and activity in the area may create a safety risk. Personnel
should be aware of the potential for encountering missile debris or ordnance and explosive hazards in
these areas, and appropriate precautions should be taken before major ground disturbance occurs.
In range areas that support concentrated aviation activity, any natural resource management actions

dealing with revegetation should consider potential bird-aircraft strike risks. To the maximum extent
practicable, actions developing high-quality habitat that would attract birds should be minimized. Any
actions that would discourage birds from congregating in these areas will enhance flight safety.
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Real Estate Actions. None of the representative real estate actions associated with this alternative create
safety concerns, with the exception of the disposition of the Castner Range. The Castner Range was
historically used as a pennanent impact area, and is significantly contaminated with ordnance and
explosive hazards. Although cleanup of the range has commenced, it is not complete. Before all of the
containment land associated with the Castner Range can be excessed and disposed, surface and
subsurface ordnance and explosive hazards decontamination must be complete.
5.1.11.2 Cumulative Impacts
No activities proposed under the No Action Alternative on Fort Bliss indicate any potential for creating
cumulative safety impacts. Potential cumulative effects could arise from other military activities in the
region, or from potential activities conducted in the private sector.
Many activities conducted on the WSMR are very similar to those conducted on the Fort Bliss ranges
(i.e., ordnance testing and development, missile live firings, etc.). When conducted, these activities occur
over land and within restricted airspace that is controlled by WSMR. As with ordnance use on the
Fort Bliss ranges, ordnance use on WSMR is governed by detailed safety procedures that apply similar
criteria for developing safety and clear zones applicable to the ordnance or weapon being fired. These
safety zones ensure that no person is exposed to risk at the firing or impact point, or anywhere along the
ground/air flight track or trajectory of the weapon. Flight paths used ensure that the ordnance will always
be contained within the installation's borders. As previously discussed, each ordnance firing event is
discreet. Therefore, if each is conducted in accordance with all prescribed safety procedures, there is no
cumulative safety risk. On those rare occasions when both WSMR and the Fort Bliss ranges are involved
in the same test (e.g., live-fire of the ATACMS), coordination between the two agencies ensures that there
is no airspace or land-area conflict.
At HAFB, the termination of flight training for the Taiwanese Air Force significantly reduced the number
of T-38 aircraft sorties using McGregor Range airspace and the Class C bomb circle located in its
northern portion. This action reduces flight safety risks in the area, and reduces the numbers of training
bombs dropped on the Class C range. Overall, fire and flight safety are improved since fewer aircraft will
be using the airspace, and fewer training bombs will be dropped resulting in less exposure of vegetation to
the high heat generated by the spotting charges in the bombs. Additionally, since fewer training bombs
will be dropped, there will be less potential for malfunction, thus improving explosive safety. However, a
second activity associated with HAFB involves the USAF development of new air-to-ground training
complex on the McGregor Range on Otero Mesa. The increased use of the airspace associated with
McGregor Range will have some safety impacts. The added numbers of aircraft using the range as well
as the additional flight hours associated with the range use will increase flight risk to some small degree.
The construction and use of the range will have the potential to increase fire risk. Finally, construction,
use, and maintenance on the range performed by the USAF, coupled with maneuver and live-fire
activities in the area conducted by the Anny, indicate the potential for a safety impact resulting from
ordnance and explosive hazards. However, close coordination between all users and regular grooming of
the range will minimize this potential risk.
In the private sector, land is being developed for residential use along the western boundary of the
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. However, access is controlled to those areas of the range
associated with safety zones activated for specific ordnance use, and all safety zones are located within
range boundaries. Therefore, this encroachment does not create a safety risk to the public.
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5.1.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern
5.1.12.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
The major activities associated with the No Action Alternative are discussed in this section.
Mission Activities
Hazardous Materials. Hazardous materials include chemicals and ordnance and explosive hazards.

Hazardous Chemicals. Fort Bliss would continue to store and use hazardous chemicals during training
exercises and installation maintenance. The types and quantities of hazardous materials would remain
essentially the same as described in Section 4.12.1. The HSMS would provide an automated tracking
system that maintains an inventory of all hazardous chemicals on the installation from "cradle-to-grave."
Ordnance would continue to be expended on the ranges without significant changes in type or amount.
Ordnance and Explosive Hazards. There is some concern regarding potential contamination of seeps
and springs in the Organ Mountains and the Soledad aquifer recharge areas due to ordnance and explosive
hazards. This section discusses the potential for ordnance and explosive effects on seeps and springs in
the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and in the Soledad aquifer.
In 1996, an investigation was conducted on the Nellis Air Force Range (NAFR) near Nellis (AFB),
Nevada, to provide a snapshot in time of ( 1) the presence or absence of bombing residues at ten

-

representative bombing target complexes under presumed "worst case" conditions, (2) the extent of
bombing residues in the soils, and (3) a preliminary screening of the "worst case" data against
background and/or other conservative human-health risk-based screening criteria. Nine of the complexes
were heavily used. Munitions fired/dropped on the complexes included air-to-ground missiles, cluster
bomb units, high-explosive ammunition, general-purpose bombs, rockets, and inert ordnance
(USAF, 1996).
The data indicated that certain inorganic parameters are elevated as a result of the bombing activities.
These parameters include cadmium, chromium, copper, nickel, zinc, and cyanide and, to a lesser degree,
lead. Antimony and mercury may also be attributable to ordnance although the detectable concentrations
were generally very low. None of the parameters that are believed to be related to bombing activities
exceeded the EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) (EPA, 1995) for soils in industrial
settings except one chromium and one zinc sample.

-

Explosive compounds were detected in most samples. Trinitrotoluene (TNT) was the most commonly
detected compound, being found in 32 percent of the samples. The TNT PRG of 64 mg/kilogram was
exceeded in 4 percent of the samples.
Precipitation on the NAFR ranges from 4 to 16 inches per year, and the evaporation rate is 58 to 69 inches
per year. The depth of groundwater is estimated to be greater than 200 feet.
The impact area on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas is similar to NAFR in terms of average
annual precipitation (about 10 inches per year at Orogrande), evaporation rate ( 10 times the precipitation
rate), and the fact that the depth to groundwater is generally greater than 200 feet.
It is doubtful that any portion of the impact area would have been subject to a greater concentration of

ordnance than the NAFR target complexes. The seeps and springs are at a higher elevation than the
targets and would therefore be less likely to be hit by munitions on a frequent or regular basis.
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Based on the results of the NAFR investigation and the similarity of the Dona Ana Range-North Training
Areas, and the fact that seeps and springs are in an impact area rather than a target area, it is unlikely that
there is any significant potential for contamination of springs and seeps in the Organ Mountains and
recharge area of the Soledad aquifer due to ordnance and explosive residues and detonation products.
Hazardous Wastes. Fort Bliss would continue to generate hazardous wastes. The types and amounts of
hazardous wastes would remain essentially the same as described in Section 4.12.1. Hazardous waste
management, disposal procedures, and spill prevention and control would remain the same as described in
Section 4.12.1. The generation of hazardous wastes managed under existent procedures would not result
in adverse impacts.
Items of Special Concern. The following discussion describes items of special concern at Fort Bliss.

Medical and Bioltazardous Waste. Medical and biohazardous wastes would continue to be generated
under this alternative at approximately the same rate. Waste collection, storage, and disposal processes
would remain the same. The generation of medical and biohazardous wastes would not cause adverse
impacts.
Low-level Radioactive Waste. WBAMC and various Fort Bliss commands would continue to generate
small amounts of low-level radioactive wastes. The types and amounts of these wastes would be about
the same as described in Section 4.12.2. Management process for the radioactive wastes would remain
unchanged. The generation of low-level radioactive waste would not result in adverse impacts.
Asbestos. Asbestos abatement performed prior to facility renovation and demolition would continue to
generate asbestos waste. Asbestos waste materials would continue to be disposed of in the Fort Bliss
sanitary waste landfill. The generation of asbestos material wastes would not cause adverse impacts.
Lead-based Paint. The project for encapsulating lead-contaminated surfaces on the exterior areas of
family housing would continue. Lead wastes generated from demolition of buildings would continue to
be characterized to determine if it is a hazardous waste. The generation of lead wastes would not result in
adverse impacts.
Pesticides. The current storage and use of pesticides and associated certification and management plans
would continue. The use of hazardous pesticides would not result in adverse impacts.
Polvchlorinated Bipltenvls. The PCB management plan would continue to provide guidance for PCB
identification, sampling, removal, disposal, and record keeping. The handling of PCB-contaminated
equipment and soils would not result in adverse impact.
Petroleum Storage Tanks. Fort Bliss would continue to use both USTs and ASTs. The four-phase
system to upgrade the underground storage tanks to meet federal and state requirements would continue
to be implemented. Once the storage tank upgrades are complete, the use of the tanks should have
minimal environmental impacts.
Related Management Programs. There are two principal programs at Fort bliss relating to hazardous
materials and items of special concerns.

Installation Restoration Proeram. Current IRP activities and public interaction would continue.
Restoration of currently identified sites would continue and any new sites that are identified would be
included in the program. The contaminated wastes that are removed from IRP sites would be managed in

--·
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accordance with approved practices and procedures; therefore, they would not result in adverse impacts.
The overall impact of the program would be beneficial, since contaminated sites would be restored.

Pollution Prevention. Fort Bliss would continue to identify and implement pollution prevention
initiatives to reduce the amount and types of hazardous materials used and the amount and type of
hazardous wastes that are generated from the use of these materials. The IPPP and the HSMS will
address pollution prevention and waste minimization issues and provide an automated tracking system for
hazardous materials and chemicals. Improvements under this program result in beneficial impacts.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Currently approved facility construction would not have adverse
impacts due to construction debris. Construction would not have any impact on the use of hazardous
chemicals or the generation of hazardous wastes. Asbestos and lead wastes will be generated during
facility demolition. The removal and disposal of these wastes in accordance with approved SOPs and
regulations would not have adverse environmental impacts.
Environmental Resource Management. Resource management plans will not impact the use of
hazardous chemicals or the generation of hazardous wastes.
Real Estate Actions. Proponents of real estate transactions with parties outside the Anny conduct a
screening to determine the likelihood of contamination: if no hazardous material storage, release into the
environment or structures, or disposal took place on the subject property or the release of hazardous
materials into the environment is not considered probable; or if the existence or potential for release of
hazardous materials into the environment or structures exists. If there was a release or a potential for
release the proponent must carry out DERP investigation procedures. If there was not a release or the
potential for a release there would be no adverse impact.
5.1.12.2 Cumulative Impacts
None of the activities in the No Action Alternative on Fort Bliss have the potential to contribute to
cumulative impacts on hazardous material use or waste management processes. The establishment of a
new tactical target complex would produce a significant increase in the amount of ordnance expended on
the range. Maintenance of the complex would result in a 30 percent increase (approximately
150,000 pounds) annually in the generation of nonhazardous scrap metal. This increase is significant but
would not pose any environmental threat or create additional environmental impacts on the Fort Bliss
Training Complex.
5.1.13 Socioeconomics
5.1.13.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Implementation of changes in mission activities will, in most cases, manifest themselves in changes in
personnel levels and physical infrastructure requirements (construction and demolition of facilities).
Mission Activities
Peacetime Authorized Strength. Changes in mission activity will often have associated changes in
personnel levels at the installation. The addition of missions will nonnally increase the number of
personnel (both active-duty military and civilian) assigned to an installation, whereas the removal or
transfer of missions will have the opposite result. As outlined in Table 3.2-1 (contained in Chapter 3.0
Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives), by FY 02 it is anticipated that the peacetime
authorized strength at Fort Bliss will increase to 11,590, which is 950 above the FY 96 level of 10,640.
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The number of authorized personnel is then expected to remain virtually constant through FY 16. The
nmnber of authorized civilian positions at the installation is expected to decline by 120 from 7,520 in
FY 96 to 7,400 in FY 02 and then remain constant through FY 16.
Associated with changes in personnel levels will be changes in payroll (total wages and salaries). Such
variations will, in tum, have implications for the local economy because of changes in the quantity of
income available for personal consumption expenditures. In FY 96 the combined military and civilian
payroll (of $518.5 million) contributed 59 percent of the total payroll and expenditures (excluding
payments to military retirees) associated with Fort Bliss ($872 million) as portrayed in Table 4.13-14.
With changing mission requirements, changes in procurements as well as payrolls can be expected. In the
absence of information describing such likely changes in procurement activity associated with increased
personnel levels, estimates are made. These estimates are based on the historic relationship between
personnel levels and the value of local and nonlocal purchases and contracts, utilities, and non-U.S.
expenditures exhibited over the period FY 94 to FY 96. Projected levels of payroll and expenditures
through FY 16 are derived using their historic relationship with military and civilian personnel levels.
Payroll and expenditure levels for the following categories are derived from changes solely in military
personnel numbers: military payroll, PX local purchases, NAF local purchases, commissary local
purchases, and student impact aid. Expenditure levels for the following categories are derived from the
aggregate of military and civilian personnel levels: local procurements, military construction projects, and
utilities. Civilian payroll levels are derived solely from projected civilian personnel levels.
It is estimated that the personal consumption expenditures in the local economy by additional personnel
assigned to the installation and additional procurement of goods, services, utilities, and construction
activity will support 397 additional jobs in the local economy in FY 02. Most of these additional jobs
will be in the services sector of the economy.
Mobilization Authorized Strength. Mobilization activities at the installation could involve substantial
increases in the number of personnel assigned to Fort Bliss on a temporary basis (as described in
Table 3.2-3). The additional personnel (comprised mostly of U.S. Army Reserve and National Guard
members) associated with deployment and mobilization are categorized into three groups: Force Support
Package, Regional Conflict, and Sustaining Base. Only the last group, Sustaining Base personnel, would
remain at Fort Bliss for the duration of any conflict. Personnel of the other two groups would remain at
the installation for relatively short periods of time prior to their deployment. In the absence of specific
information regarding the duration of stay and the levels of expenditures by personnel during such times,
a number of programmatic assumptions are made to enable quantitative analysis to be accomplished. For
purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the duration of the hypothetical regional conflict would be 1 year.
It is assmned that the number of Sustaining Base personnel at the installation will increase by 7,780.
Personnel associated with both the Force Support Package (2,290) and Regional Conflict (6,150)
categories (8,440 total personnel) are assumed to remain at the installation for an average of 1 month.
Thus, the 8,440 such personnel equate to 703 full-time equivalent personnel. It is assumed that all these
additional personnel will reside in facilities located on the main cantonment or at the range camps and
will not occupy contract quarters off-post. Further, since most of these personnel will have families
and/or financial obligations at their permanent places of residence, it is assumed that only 25 percent of
their expendable income will contribute to the local economy. The addition of these personnel, even for
relatively short periods of time will also, it is assumed, have implications on the level of procurement and
other expenditure activities at the post, as is the case under peacetime conditions.
Given the assumptions outlined immediately above, it is estimated that the expenditures by the additional
military personnel assigned to the installation during deployment and mobilization will total
approximately $63 million and additional procurements estimated at $20 million associated with their
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activities will support, on an annual basis, 1,005 additional jobs in the local economy. Most of these
additional jobs will be in the services sector of the economy.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. The addition or deletion of missions and personnel at the
installation has implications for the number and adequacy of existing facilities. In the absence of detailed
cost information describing each of the facilities proposed for construction in the future, it is assumed that
construction activity in future years will replicate that occurring in FY 96. During this year, expenditure
on Fort Bliss on Military Construction Program (MCP) projects totaled more than $72 million
(see Table 4.13-14 ). It is estimated that expenditures of this magnitude in a single year would contribute
1,073 jobs to the local economy. Of these jobs, 550 would be in the construction sector of the economy
with the remaining 523 spread throughout other sectors of the local economy.
Much of the demolition of facilities at Fort Bliss, especially of military family housing units, is directly
associated with the construction of new facilities and/or the refurbishment and renovation of existing
structures. For purposes of analysis the costs associated with this demolition are included, in the
construction and renovation costs and, thus, are included in the assessment of the effects of facility
construction provided immediately above. The demolition of facilities without their replacement through
new construction will contribute additional direct and secondary jobs to the local economy.
Real Estate Actions. It is not anticipated that real estate actions such as land exchanges and land leases
will have effects in the local economy that would not otherwise be captured in activities unrelated to Fort
Bliss. For example, the proposed new El Paso ISD high school, to be located on government-owned land
in Logan Heights, is required based on general growth trends in the school district and could have been
alternatively located.
Employment related socioeconomic impacts are not considered to be significant for any of the actions
addressed in the above section.
5.1.13.2 Cumulative Impacts
Over the period 2000 through 2015, total employment in the three-county ROI is projected to increase
from 450,3 84 jobs to 564,410 jobs, at an average annual rate of 1.3 percent. This rate slightly exceeds
that projected for the State of Texas. The addition of a total of 1,227 jobs (840 direct and 397 secondary)
attributable to the projected growth in peacetime personnel with a possible additional surge of 9,488 jobs
(7,780 sustaining base plus 703 FTE from the force support and regional conflict package and 1,005
secondary) that could accompany mobilization activities would not significantly influence these regional
trends. It is estimated that activities at Fort Bliss supported 8,267 secondary jobs in the local economy in
FY 96. The additional local jobs generated by projected changes in levels of peacetime activity comprise
only 5 percent of this value. It is unlikely that population increases associated with such employment
rises will create adverse effects on community services such as public schools, police and fire protection,
health care services, and public finances.
Development of a new tactical target complex on McGregor Range, as part of proposed actions on HAFB,
would be expected to increase expenditures between $4 and $20 million (depending on the option
selected) during 1998 and 1999 and result in increased employment levels. Some of the employment
opportunities associated with these potential activities could be located in Otero County and would be
considered a beneficial impact.
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5.1.14 Environmental Justice

This section examines potential enviromnental justice effects under the No Action Alternative. The
following discussion describes the public participation program that is being conducted by the Army to
ensure awareness of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, summarizes environmental justice concerns
identified through the public participation process, and presents analysis of environmental justice effects.
A public participation program is being conducted to ensure that members of the public, and especially,
minority and low-income residents living in the project area, are aware of the EIS and have opportunities
to participate. The PEIS public participation process was expanded to include identification of
organizations representing and serving members of low-income populations and minority populations in
the project area. Letters inviting participation in the PEIS process, and describing the project alternatives
and the environmental justice EO, were sent to approximately 75 organizations and individuals in June
1997. The list of contacts is contained in Appendix H, along with copies of the letter and accompanying
fact sheet in English and Spanish that were sent to all recipients.
5.1.14.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

The following resource sections within the PEIS were reviewed to identify any resources with potentially
adverse or significant impacts. Potential impacts that could affect populations living off-post were the
focus of this analysis. If adverse impacts were identified, the duration and significance of impacts were
considered and, where appropriate, an analysis was done to determine if there was a potential for
disproportionately high human health or environmental impacts to low-income or minority populations.
•

Land Use. Family housing replacement projects would continue to meet the need for upgraded
housing on Fort Bliss. The planned removal of Van Hom housing reduces the amount of substandard
housing on the installation. Representatives of organizations representing homeless persons in the
El Paso area have expressed concerns about demolition of housing on Fort Bliss. For example, in
1996, the Army coordinated with the El Paso Coalition for the Homeless about the proposed
demolition of housing. The Army voluntarily delayed the demolition to give that organization time to
develop a plan for retaining the housing for use by homeless persons. A feasible plan was not
ultimately developed and the housing demolition went forward. For this PEIS, a homeless advocacy
group was contacted as part of the targeted environmental justice outreach process for the PEIS.
Taken together, proposed land use changes, such as those described in Land Use Sections 5.1.1, 5.2.1,
and 5.3 .1, would generally be beneficial, with some impacts to land use from other resources, such as
traffic and noise, being adverse, but not significant. Land use impacts would primarily occur on post
within the Main Cantomnent Area and within the boundaries of the range and training areas, and
would not be expected to have disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental
effects on low-income and minority populations.

•

Infrastructure. Changes in ground transportation, utilities, and related infrastructure in the
Main Cantonment Area and training areas would support proposed facility construction, projected
personnel strength levels, and training requirements. Infrastructure changes and increased use levels
would primarily affect areas on post and within the boundaries of the training ranges and training
areas. No significant adverse effects have been identified and no environmental justice effects are
expected.

•

Airspace. The No Action Alternative would have no impacts on airspace or air traffic operations and
is not expected to have any environmental justice impacts.
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•

Earth Resources. Impacts to geology and soils would not have adverse impacts on human health or
the environment that would affect populations in the project area and would have no enviromnental
justice impacts.

•

Air Quality. Under the No Action Alternative, future authorized strength levels through FY 02 would
be within approximately 5 percent of the existing levels and are projected to remain at FY 02 levels
through FY 16. Even under a full mobilization scenario, which would result in almost a doubling of
the current installation strength similar to that experienced annually for the Roving Sands JTX,
increased air emissions in the main cantomnent and range/training areas are not expected to cause
significant air quality impacts. No environmental justice impacts are expected for air quality.

•

Water Resources. Under the No Action Alternative, short-term increases in water demand could
strain the facilities and infrastructure of the range-camps and related facilities in Dofia Ana and Otero
counties. Areas reliant upon local groundwater resources may experience short-term deficit pumping
to meet increased demand. Impacts to local surface water resources associated with posting large
numbers of military personnel and equipment on the McGregor and Dofia Ana ranges could increase
sediment load, and impact surface water availability, quality, duration and use, and local land use
practices, vegetation, and wildlife, particularly if large maneuvers are not conducted in the dry
months under controlled conditions. There would, however, be no adverse impacts to human health
or the enviromnent that would directly affect nearby populations and no enviromnental justice
impacts are expected.

•

Biological Resources. Impacts to biological resources, including vegetation, wetland habitat,
wildlife, and threatened and endangered species are not expected to result in adverse impacts on
human populations in the project area or to cause any enviromnentaljustice impacts.

•

Cultural Resources. Because of their value to Native American groups, aspects of cultural resources
related to TCPs are highlighted below. The Army is contacting Native American groups regarding
the development of the ICRMP. In addition, Native American groups were contacted as part of the
enviromnental justice outreach mailing effort. Overflights may have potentially adverse impacts to
the setting of TCPs valued by Native Americans living in the project area. No significant traditional
Native American traditional resources have been identified under the restricted airspace. Noise may
affect Native American cultural properties in a variety of ways. Auditory impacts to other, presently
unidentified, Native American resources beneath the airspace are possible, but probably would be
infrequent.

•

Noise. For the No Action Alternative, noise levels at Biggs AAF resulting from full mobilization
were modeled and compared to normal aircraft operations. Under surge operations, all portions of the
Lc1n 65 contour remained within the installation boundaries and thus, persons living off the installation
would be exposed to noise levels under Lc1n 65. Aviation related noise on the ranges is expected to
continue at levels similar to the present noise levels of Lc1nmr 40 to Lc1nmr 49, and these noise levels are
expected to remain within the confmes of the restricted airspace. Impulsive noise resulting from the
use of ordnance on the ranges and within the impact areas of the Organ Mountains is anticipated to
continue at current levels. Construction activities under the No Action Alternative would cause
localized, transient noise over brief periods, some of which could affect off-post areas. No
significant, adverse noise effects would occur under the No Action Alternative, and no noise-related
enviromnental justice effects are expected.

•

Safety. Safety considerations are involved with increased human presence, use of ordnance, live
firing of missiles, and aircraft overflights. However, training and firing exercises are conducted in
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accordance with detailed operating procedures and already approved projects should preclude any
safety shortfalls associated with increases in the installation population. No significant increases in
safety risks have been identified in connection with mission activity, facility construction or
demolition, resource management, or real estate actions and no environmental justice effects are
expected.
•

Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern. Fort Bliss would continue to store and use large
quantities of hazardous materials during training exercises and installation maintenance and to expend
ordnance on the ranges. No significant environmental or health effects have been identified. No
environmental justice impacts are expected in connection with hazardous materials and hazardous
waste.

•

Socioeconomics. Although projected changes in personnel levels could change the mix of job
classifications and pay-grades of personnel assigned to Fort Bliss, absolute increases in total direct
personnel would benefit the local economy through creation of additional secondary employment, for
example in the service sector, which could provide additional employment opportunities and income
for workers in lower wage categories. The population of El Paso County, which would potentially
derive the greatest economic benefit, was 74.3 percent minority in 1990, compared to 59.2 percent in
Doiia Ana County, 35.8 percent in Otero County, and 69.1 percent in the three-county area. The
percentage of persons living below the poverty level was approximately 26.3 percent in El Paso
County, 25.6 percent in Doiia Ana County, 16.2 percent in Otero County, and 25.5 percent in the
three-county area. Socioeconomic impacts would benefit the local economy and are expected to
provide benefits to the general population including low-income and minority populations living in
the area.

EO 13045, Protection of Children From Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, requires that each
federal agency identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately
affect children, and address such risks in their policies programs, activities and standards. Neither the
proposed action nor any of the other alternatives would have the potential to cause environmental health
risks or safety risks that would disproportionately affect children.
5.1.14.2 Cumulative Impacts

There would be no disproportionately high or adverse human health and environmental impacts on
minority or low-income populations.

-
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5.2

ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1 includes the proposed implementation of the rev1s1ons in the RPMP component and
contributing plans. These revisions to the plans affect the manner in which the ongoing mission of
Fort Bliss is carried out on a daily basis. This alternative contains all the actions contained in the
No Action Alternative plus the implementation of short- and long-range plans, construction and
demolition programs, and environmental resource management plans with potential to affect the
installation environment. A detailed description of Alternative 1 is presented in Section 3.3.
Alternative 1 is briefly described below in terms of three of the four categories of activities at Fort Bliss.
Real estate actions beyond that described in the No Action Alternative are not anticipated as a part of
Alternative 1 and are, therefore, not discussed in this section.
•

Mission Activity. Mission activities as described in the No Action Alternative remain the same for
Alternative 1.

•

Facility Construction and Demolition. The CIS example that supports the revision of the RPMP is
the P3 CIS that was described under the No Action Alternative.

The revised construction projects and schedules under Alternative 1 differ from those in the No Action
Alternative by: replacing additional family housing units in Logan Heights-West; replacing family
housing in the Aero Vista Area in FY 01, instead of in FY 00 and FY 02; and by replacing fewer family
housing units in the north main cantonment during FY 10.
Facility demolition under Alternative 1 continues the previous facility reduction program and the Army
Family Housing Program described under the No Action Alternative. Alternative 1 demolition projects
and schedules differ from those in the No Action Alternative by rescheduling planned demolition of
family housing in Aero Vista from FY 00 to FY 01, and in Van Horn Park from FY 02 to FY 99, FY 00,
and FY 01.
For nonfamily housing, differences include: additional units being demolished; extension of demolition
schedule through FY 01; scheduled demolition of some facilities not being carried out and vice versa; and
the possibility of land use classifications for facilities being changed.
•

-

Environmental Resource Management. Installation programs and plans that integrate environmental
resource management with mission requirements include ITAM, which is the same as described for
the No Action Alternative. However, under Alternative 1, ITAM also interfaces with the proposed
implementation of the RPMP, INRMP, and ICRMP.

5.2.1

Land Use

Under Alternative 1, the RPMP, ICRMP, INRMP, and Chapter 3.0 of the TADC would be implemented
at Fort Bliss. These plans incorporate various management goals and actions that would affect the use of
land on the installation and surrounding areas. This section evaluates how implementation of these plans
and other planned actions would impact land use in the Main Cantonment Area and on the Fort Bliss
Training Complex.

-

5.2.1.1

Main Cantonment Area

The land use effects and impacts resulting from additional mission activities, facility construction and
demolition, and resource management actions are discussed below.
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Mission Activity. Mission activities within the Main Cantonment Area, including Biggs AAF, would not
change from those currently conducted and evaluated in the No Action Alternative. No impact to land
use would result.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Construction projects included in the military family housing
program and several P3 CIS projects would be completed for Alternative 1 within the Main Cantonment
Area. These projects generally are programmed to meet specifically defined facility requirements or to
replace inadequate facilities of the same type. Several of these projects would replace existing housing
with new units. Providing adequate facilities is essential to complying with development codes and Army
regulations, which set standards to promote functionality and to protect health and safety. Through
upgrading and replacing substandard facilities, Fort Bliss maintains the suitability of land to support
specific uses.

Like the No Action Alternative, demolition and construction of several residential housing areas are
proposed between FY 98 and FY 12. Demolition and replacement would occur in Aero Vista housing on
Biggs AAF between FY 97 and FY 02; in Logan Heights between FY 06 and FY 08; and in the 1400,
1500, and 1800 areas on the northwest side of the Main Post between FY 04 and FY 06. New housing is
also planned for the WBAMC area between FY 98 and FY 04. Slight variations in scheduling of projects
and additional housing in Logan Heights (West) over the No Action Alternative would not adversely
affect land use. These projects will improve suitability of residential land use by eliminating substandard
or inadequate housing and providing new improved housing. Demolition and construction activities may
temporarily impair adjacent residential and community uses because of the noise from operation of
equipment and additional truck traffic. Dust generation would be controlled during construction and
demolition.
In addition, two tactical equipment shops would be constructed, and portions of roadways would be
widened and realigned between FY 99 and FY 02. It is assumed that new facilities would be located in
appropriately designated land use areas. Because these projects would improve functional efficiency and
compliance with codes and regulations, suitability of defined land use areas would benefit.
The red brick homes in the 300 and 1400 areas, industrial facilities in the 1300 area, and the 2100 and
7100 areas on WBAMC, have potential historic value. Any demolition and redevelopment of these
historic areas would involve coordination under the ICRMP for Fort Bliss (see Section 5.2.1.2 and
Section 5.2.9) to ensure compliance with the NHPA.
The impacts of the ASMP projects shown in Table 3.3-7 are incorporated in this alternative by reference
(U.S. Army, 1998a). One of these, a new tactical vehicle overpass (over Fred Wilson Road) will become
the main route for traffic between Biggs AAF and the Main Post. Better traffic circulation will improve
functional efficiency on post. Surrounding industrial, airport-related, and commercial land uses along
Fred Wilson Road, Airport Road, and Butterfield Industrial Park would benefit by separation of military
from nonmilitary local traffic.

--

--

-

--

--

--

--

Implementation of the proposed land use plan would result in new development, redevelopment, and
future infrastructure improvements throughout the main cantonment. Additional construction and
demolition activities are likely to occur that are not currently identified under the proposed action.
Provided these activities follow the organizational framework of the RPMP, they would be suitably
located, and provide benefits to the land uses that they support. Disruptive noise and dust from extensive
construction activities near areas with high levels of human activity would be minimized by temporary
buffers and standard construction management practices. Additional truck traffic during construction
may affect local traffic, and adversely impair efficient functioning of adjacent areas temporarily.
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The Fort Bliss RPMP would implement land use decisions based on defined goals and a structured
planning process. In general, the plan would allocate land resources to provide functional efficiency and
the ability to optimize supporting infrastructure. Land uses would be organized to minimize conflicts
between adjacent uses. Figure 3.3-1 illustrates proposed land uses on the main cantonment.
The intention of the RPMP is to provide a planning framework that will improve land use relationships in
the main cantomnent. The plan attempts to consolidate functions, to co-locate compatible or interactive
functions, and to separate incompatible functions. Within this structure, some areas will benefit overall
from planned relationships, but sometimes special site treatment may be needed to lessen incompatible
adjacencies. An example of this is the current and planned relationship of troop housing next to either
family housing or maintenance areas. In either case, buffering (such as attractive landscape screening)
can provide separation when needed. The IDG provides a menu of solutions that are both visually
pleasing and functional and, therefore, the issues will be dealt with on a case-by-case basis in the future.
The IDG will be easier to apply if it is revised to reflect more accurately the evolution of land
organization envisioned in the RPMP.
Overall, resulting use of land in the main cantonment would meet the goals of the Master Plan and better
support the Fort Bliss mission. No appreciable impacts to surrounding areas would result if suitable
buffers are used when adjacent uses are incompatible. Separation can be achieved by open space barriers
(such as walls, benns, or landscape buffers), building orientation, street layouts, and access design. The
following paragraphs summarize the major changes in land use and resulting effects for the Main Post,
Logan Heights, WBAMC, and Biggs AAF.
Main Post. Many land uses would be consolidated on the Main Post primarily by absorption of open
space. Industrial, maintenance, and training functions would continue to be concentrated in the eastern
half of the post, with residential, community and administrative functions in the western half. Remaining
open space would be retained as necessary ponding areas for on-site drainage. In general, land use would
benefit from elimination of some existing incompatible adjacent uses, and improved functional
relationship between land uses. However, depending on the rate of absorption and intensity of land uses,
adequate infrastructure improvements would be needed to optimize land resources. The following
summarizes the major beneficial land use actions for the Main Post:
•

Unsuitable residential uses in Van Hom housing and 5200 Area exposed to high noise levels and
within APZs for EPIA, would be converted to industrial and supply/storage, and recreation uses,
respectively.

•

The Hawk training area along Marshall Road would be redeveloped for family housing.
residential use would be compatible with adjacent residential and community uses.

•

Motor pool industrial uses would be relocated from a predominantly residential area (1400 and 1500
areas) to an expanded industrial area south of Fred Wilson Road. The current area would be
converted to residential use, compatible with adjacent residential, community and administrative
areas. Demolition of existing historic properties for this redevelopment would be contingent upon
requirements under the NHPA (see Section 5.2.9).

•

Maintenance areas that are currently incompatible with adjacent community facilities and open space
at Forrest and Marshall roads would be developed for new troop housing and expanded community
facilities. This location provides good access for troops to support services. However, increased
human activity in this portion of the Main Post could result in less efficient flow of traffic and unsafe
conditions for pedestrians.

This
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•

Community facilities would be expanded in several areas, providing convenient support to adjacent
family and troop housing areas. Expanded community facilities in the 800 Area would provide a
compatible buffer with residential uses to the west, but be marginally compatible with rail-served
storage areas to the east. Renovation or redevelopment of this area may affect historic structures.
Preservation of these facilities could provide opportunities for innovative reuse of warehouses. New
community facilities between Pleasanton and Dudley Road may need to be buffered from expanded
training areas in the old GM Park to the east.

•

Additional outdoor recreation areas throughout the Main Post would generally enhance living and
working conditions. Troop housing would benefit from a new outdoor recreation area north of
Stennes Road that would provide a buffer from maintenance areas and convenient recreation facilities
for trainees.

•

Community facilities along Robert E. Lee Road that are currently considered incompatible with
surrounding training areas, would be suitably converted to training areas.

•

The 5200 Area family housing, which is currently isolated by open space and training areas, would be
converted to more suitable training area use. New adjacent community facilities may need to be
buffered from training areas.

•

A new sanitary landfill will ensure adequate capacity for solid waste disposal at Fort Bliss. Siting
considerations for a new sanitary landfill would need to provide adequate separation and
displacement from runway approaches to avoid potential conflicts between congregating birds and
airfield activities.

Some continuing and new incompatible adjacent land uses would be unavoidable. These can generally be
managed through visual buffers, noise-reducing construction materials, limiting intensity of use, or
arranging circulation. The following areas would benefit from these types of site specific actions:
•

Training areas west of Jeb Stuart Road may visually detract from qualities of predominantly
residential, administrative, and community adjacent uses.

•

Expansion of industrial use at Haan and Jeb Stuart roads adjacent to community facilities would be
compatible with large commissary buildings and loading areas to the north. However, potential
visual impacts to new community facilities to the west, and traffic circulation between these functions
would need to be considered in future site development.

•

Troop housing would be adjacent to new family housing at the intersection of Forrest and Marshall
roads, and would continue to be adjacent to the 500 Area family housing. Roadways would provide
some separation between these areas that can have incompatible patterns of use.

---'

--

--

-

Surrounding off-post areas would not generally be affected by intensification of use on the Main Post
because of physical separation provided by arterial roads and fences, and compatibility of similar adjacent
functions. An exception to this is two schools located directly south of the Main Post, where training
areas could be expanded. The use of adjacent land for education would be incompatible with intensified
training activities that could occur in the future. Use of these areas during mobilization may have
temporary adverse impacts on adjacent residential areas.
Logan Heights. Residential use of Logan Heights would intensify with both expanded troop and family
housing in existing open space. Supporting community uses would also expand to meet demands of the
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increased residential population. Some supply/storage use would remain, although this use is not
optimally located next to community facilities and off-post residential areas. Concentrated troop housing
is separated from family housing by a perimeter wall, reducing potential incompatible noise and traffic
between the two areas. Overall, intensification of the use of this area would be internally compatible.
Most proposed uses would be compatible with adjacent areas. Buffering between on-post troop housing
and industrial and off-post residential areas would be beneficial.
WBAMC. Overall, land use actions within this area would have beneficial effects on land use. Open
space and aging community facilities would be replaced by residential use. New family housing would
be compatible with similar adjacent, off-post uses. New troop housing for support staff at the medical
complex would be suitably located adjacent to the hospital, but may conflict with adjacent family housing
and should be separated with a wall or landscape buffer. New community areas would buffer troop
housing from any future off-post residential uses to the north. A small training area would be provided to
support classroom training for troops housed in this area. The medical facilities would be expanded to
encompass current administrative uses, and have no effect on land use. Conversion of the 7100 Area for
residential use may present opportunities to integrate historic preservation with redevelopment plans,
enhancing the quality of the environment for residents of this area.
Biggs AAF. Land use changes at Biggs AAF would primarily convert open space and pockets of
community and recreational areas to expand supply/storage areas along the airfield, consolidate troop
housing and community facilities, and to buffer these uses with a new administrative area. The
administrative area would be located along the airfield to directly support aviation-related and mission
functions. These changes will increase capacity for staging equipment, particularly during mobilization,
and allow for future facility development to support the Fort Bliss troop training mission.
Additional community facilities and housing replacement in the Aero Vista area would improve
residential use. Open space to the south and west of the housing area would be converted to training
areas. These would remain essentially as open areas, but new outdoor recreation areas would buffer
training activities from residential areas. The existing ASP and associated restricted zones would remain
designated for supply/storage to provide flexibility for continued or future munitions storage.
Resulting expansion and intensification of mission use of this area over the long-term would be
compatible with residential use through buffering and provisions for recreation. Surrounding airfield,
industrial, and commercial uses on EPIA would be compatible with land use changes.

-

Environmental Resource Management. Because of previous alteration of the natural environment on
the Main Cantonment Area, the INRMP would have little affect on land use management in this area.
Soil conditions, protection of habitat for threatened and endangered species, and preservation of wetlands
may constrain development of specific areas.
Preservation of historic structures can provide recreational opportunities and visually enrich the
surroundings, making a more livable environment. Implementation of the ICRMP for Fort Bliss would
indirectly affect the use of land resources on the installation. Preservation of the historic character of
areas and individual buildings within the Main Cantonment Area may limit land use options in some
locations. Use may be restricted to a similar or past use; development of adjacent land may be restricted;
and exterior modification of structures that contribute to an historic setting may be limited.
Generally, the ICRMP is intended to streamline coordination and review of actions that have little
potential to adversely affect historic resources. This would allow minor site improvements and routine
facility repairs to be accomplished efficiently, allowing buildings and infrastructure to be maintained
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adequately for designated land uses. In some cases, review and mitigation required under the ICRMP
could delay development and result in facility deficits in functional categories.
Demolition and construction of historic properties would be coordinated through the ICRMP for
Fort Bliss. Some of the old warehouses in the 800 Area would be renovated for similar supply and
storage uses, and others would be demolished and replaced with new residential units and community
facilities. These actions would need to be reviewed in accordance with the ICRMP.
5.2.1.2

Fort Bliss Training Complex

The land use efforts and impacts on Fort Bliss training areas resulting from mission activities, facility
construction and demolition, resource management, and real estate actions are presented in this section.
Mission Activity. Little change in Army mission activity is proposed for the South Training Areas,
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range under Alternative 1. Therefore, no change
in land use on the Fort Bliss training areas would result. However, the RPMP addresses land use
allocation for the Fort Bliss training areas in a general manner. Implementation of the more specific land
use designations, described in Chapter 3.0 of the TADC, would further assist military planners to guide
and analyze the environmental impact of potential military uses of the training complex. Conceptual
plans for current and future military use of the training areas have been translated into a land use planning
framework in the TADC. This process and the resultant description of current training area use are
presented in Section 3.3.3.2. Thirteen mission and training activities and uses were identified (see
Table 3.3-2) were grouped into ten training areas and land use categories (see Table 3.3-1) that reflect the
layering and mix of activities and uses that occur in the training areas. Most categories share several
similar uses, and are differentiated by additional mission activities. For example, most categories include
use for SDZs, aircraft operations, and dismounted training, but only some areas are used for FTX
activities, ORV maneuvering, for weapons firing. The overall land use zones for the training areas are
shown in Figure 3.3-2.

-

--

--

---

Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Facility construction and demolition identified in Section 3.3.4
would occur under this alternative. Additional projects currently identified would occur on McGregor
Range and are discussed below.
Construction of Phase II of the new ASP on McGregor Range would expand the ammunition storage
capacity for the installation and reduce safety concerns in urban areas (see Section 5.1.1.2, Mission
Activity).
Environmental Resource Management. Under Alternative 1, Fort Bliss would implement two
environmental resource management plans, the INRMP and the ICRMP. Each plan provides a framework
for environmental management of lands for which the Army is responsible. The intent of the plans is to
seek a balance between competing potential uses, while maintaining the primary goal of supporting the
military mission without degrading natural and cultural resources.
The INRMP also sets natural resource-based outdoor recreation for the Fort Bliss community as an
important goal. Implementation of the plan should enhance opportunities for multiple use that are
compatible with the military mission. This could result in optimization of some uses at the expense of
others. Existing programs and tools used for allocating land resources in these training areas would be
used and expanded in the INRMP. Under Alternative 1, the allocation of training land and ranges to
recreational use would be through ITAM in coordination with the INRMP, as well as all applicable
federal, state, host nation, or other local laws and regulations.
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On McGregor Range, the INRMP applies to Anny fee-owned land and managing impacts of military
missions on withdrawn public land, as specified in the MOU. The 1990 MOU between Fort Bliss and the
BLM is included in Appendix D. The BLM retains management for public access uses on withdrawn
land as enumerated in the FLPMA, PL 99-606, and the McGregor Range RMPA (BLM, 1990a). Specific
issues are identified in the INRMP that could affect land use both within the training complex and
surrounding areas. These are summarized below.
The INRMP does not propose changes in land use on Fort Bliss. However, to achieve multiple goals,
actions may be defined or prescribed that may restrict the use of some areas. Any actions recommended
for withdrawn land on McGregor Range affected by military activities would need to be coordinated with
the BLM in accordance with the RMPA. Potential effects on current land uses on Fort Bliss from
implementing the INRMP are summarized below.
Fort Bliss may limit military activity or segregate land in order to restore or protect a variety of natural
resources. This could reduce the area available for certain military uses, or redistribute where activities
occur. For example, activities on areas with unstable, erodible soil, and high slopes, or with sensitive or
critical habitat, may be unsuitable for intensive activities, construction, or grazing. Some areas may be
sustainable for use on a rotational basis, allowing for regeneration after disturbance. Management
activities may temporarily exclude specific ground disturbing uses or activities, but not pennanently
change land use.
Use of prescribed bums on Anny-owned and managed lands would be incompatible with other uses
during the time of the bum, but only temporary in duration. Bums on McGregor Range would need to be
coordinated with and approved by the BLM, where resources on with withdrawn land could be affected,
such as visual resources, grazing, or public recreation.
Fort Bliss may initiate oryx hunting on the South Training Areas, in accordance with applicable state (of
Texas) laws and regulations. This would provide new recreational opportunities to the public in these
The INRMP indicates that an
areas, and could increase the frequency of recreational use.
Organ Mountains Management Plan would be developed to manage a variety of resources including
recreational use in the Organ Mountains. Because this area is a permanent impact area and safety buffer,
ensuring public safety and flexibility for current and future military missions would tend to precluded
recreational use. Enforcement of safety and security policies may reduce trespass grazing and hiking that
currently occurs along the western slopes and canyons of the Organ Mountains.

-

There are no other specific actions proposed in the INRMP that would alter land use and availability for
specified uses.
Through the ICRMP, Fort Bliss would integrate historic preservation requirements with planning and
conducting military training, construction, repair, and real property and/or land use decisions by
implementing near- and long-term cultural resource management priorities. Current land use restrictions
would be reviewed, redefined, or refined based upon cultural assemblages and geomorphology across
Fort Bliss. The ICRMP would complement BLM management of cultural resources on McGregor Range
as specified in the RMPA. The procedures in the ICRMP would avoid or minimize conflict between
mission and conservation of cultural resources considerations in land use decisions.
5.2.1.3

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Main Cantonment Area. Potential impacts to aesthetic and visual resources on the main cantonment
would be similar to the No Action Alternative. Additional construction of family housing in
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Logan Heights (west) would fit within the surrounding off-post residential context.
scheduling of demolition projects would have no permanent impact on visual resources.

Changes m

Fort Bliss Training Complex. Potential impacts to aesthetic and visual resources would be the same as
for the No Action Alternative. Use of prescribed bums for habitat management in specific areas under the
INRMP could temporarily alter the landscape, but not in a manner dissimilar to natural fires. These
actions would be coordinated with the BLM's management objectives.
Review, under the ICRMP, of projects adjacent to historic properties may have a beneficial impact on
aesthetic compatibility.
5.2.1.4

Cumulative Impacts

Implementation of the LRC of the RPMP should, in general, be compatible with growth in surrounding
areas. Most land uses in the vicinity of the main cantonment would benefit from improved circulation
and roadway projects. Construction on the main cantonment would not visibly alter surrounding areas or
the context of historical sites in the surrounding area. Implementation of the INRMP may improve or
protect a variety of natural resources on the installation. Management actions would not have impact on
land use in combination with other activities in the region.
5.2.2
5.2.2.1

Main Cantonment Area Infrastructure
Ground Transportation

Traffic impacts described in the No Action Alternative would be improved as a result of the street
realignment and widening project scheduled for FY 01. Effects of the rail and air development
complexes that are part of the ASMP are described in the project-specific EA (U.S. Army, 1997b) and
incorporated here by reference.
5.2.2.2

Training Area Infrastructure

For Alternative 1, personnel strength will remain the same as identified for the No Action Alternative in
Tables 3.2-1 and 3.2-3. Ground transportation, utility and energy consumption, and communications are
expected to be the same as identified in Section 5.1.3. Therefore, potential impacts in the areas of transportation,
utility, energy, and communications would be the same as identified for the No Action Alternative.
5.2.3.1

Cumulative Impacts

Potential impacts to land use, aesthetic and visual resources would be the same as for the No Action
Alternative. Similarly, cumulative impacts to the Main Cantonment Area and training area infrastructure
would be the same as for the No Action Alternative.
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Utilities, Energy, and Communications

For Alternative 1, personnel strength will remain the same as identified for the No Action Alternative in
Tables 3.2-1 and 3.2-3. Utility and energy consumption and communications are expected to be the same
as identified in Sections 5.1.2.2, 5.1.2.3, and 5.1.2.4, with the exception of the sanitary landfill proposed
for development in FY 01. No change in land use results from siting the new 233-acre landfill one-half
mile northeast of the existing landfill. Therefore, potential impacts to the utility, energy, and
communication systems would be the same as identified for the No Action Alternative except for the
proposed landfill.
5.2.3

--
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5.2.4

Airspace Use

The potential impacts to airspace use, resulting from Alternative 1, are discussed below in relation to the
four activity categories.
5.2.4.1

Main Cantonment Areas and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activity. Mission activities for Alternative l are the same as those described in the No Action
Alternative. Accordingly, mission activity projects under Alternative 1 would have no impacts on
airspace use and management.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. There are no construction projects identified under this
alternative that would affect aircraft operating conditions at Biggs AAF, or that would affect the
McGregor Range/R5103B/C or Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas/R-5107A airspace areas.
Therefore, there are no construction projects under Alternative I that will impact airspace use in the ROI.
Aviation-related demolition projects under Alternative I consist of the removal of two aircraft hangars
along the Biggs AAF flight line that have been declared excess. Removal of these hangars will not affect
aircraft or airfield operations at Biggs AAF. Therefore, this alternative contains no facility demolition
projects that will impact airspace use.
Environmental Resource Management. As noted in the No Action Alternative, the Fort Bliss resource
management programs are land management programs that do not affect airport- and airspace-related
operations and management.
5.2.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

Alternative l does not introduce any aircraft or airspace operating conditions that differ from the
No Action Alternative. Therefore, the airspace-related cumulative impacts for Alternative l would be as
discussed under the No Action Alternative.
5.2.5

Earth Resources

The potential impacts to earth resources resulting from Alternative l are discussed below. The discussion
presents the impacts to geology and soils.
5.2.5.1

Geology

Impacts to geologic resources resulting from the implementation of Alternative I would be the same as
those discussed for the No Action Alternative.
5.2.5.2

Soils

The potential impacts to soils, resulting from Alternative 1, are discussed below in relation to the five
activity categories.
Mission Activity. Mission activities for Alternative l are the same as those described in the No Action
Alternative. Therefore, impacts to soils from mission activities for this alternative would be the same as
those described for the No Action Alternative.
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Facility Construction and Demolition. Facility construction projects included in this alternative are
similar to those in the No Action Alternative but differ primarily in the timing and property mix that is
projected. Impacts to soils from those projects requiring excavation or compaction would be similar to
those described in the No Action Alternative.
Demolition of structures would include more than 3,098 family and nonfamily housing structures.
Impacts to soils from the demolition of these structures would be similar to impacts described under the
No Action Alternative.
Environmental Resource Management. Natural resource management activities that could impact soils
under Alternative 1 are similar to those under the No Action Alternative. The major difference would be
that management and coordination of resource management activities would be refined through the
implementation of the INRMP. The INRMP emphasizes an ecosystem management approach. This
change in management would provide greater protection for, and more effective rehabilitation of the soil
resource. This plan combined with infonnation from a more detailed soil survey of Fort Bliss (currently
underway), would allow more precise identification of, and therefore better management of highly
erodible soils.
Activities described in the ICRMP that could adversely impact soil resources include surveys and
excavations of cultural resources. Impacts to soils under this alternative would be similar to those
described under the No Action Alternative, with the major exception being the addition of a ground
disturbance management plan.
5.2.5.3

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 1 would be the same as those described under the No Action
Alternative.
5.2.6

Air Quality

This section presents the air quality impacts of Alternative 1 at Fort Bliss.
5.2.6.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activity.
Alternative 1.

Mission activities described in the No Action Alternative remain the same for

Facility Construction and Demolition. The activities will result in short-term, localized increases in air
emissions. However, it is expected that the air quality impacts of these activities will be insignificant.
Environmental Resource Management. The Fort Bliss INRMP recommends the development and
implementation of a fire management plan to ensure proper use of prescribed burning and wildfire
control. The implementation of a prescribed burning program on Fort Bliss will result in significant
short-term increases in air emissions. However, timing the bums with proper meteorological conditions
will help to reduce the air quality impacts during prescribed burning events.
5.2.6.2

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative air quality impacts of activities at Fort Bliss that might be anticipated to occur under
Alternative 1 were evaluated. In general, the air emissions produced by activities under this alternative
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will result only in short-tenn, insignificant air quality impacts that will quickly disperse when that activity
is completed, with no known residual effects.
An additional activity under Alternative 1 that could result in cumulative air quality impacts, if or when
regional conditions exist for more than a short-tenn period or over a very localized area, is the
implementation of a fire management plan at Fort Bliss.

5.2.7
5.2.7.1

Water Resources
Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Groundwater from the underlying basin-fill deposits of the Hueco Balson supplies most of the water used
by Fort Bliss. Under Alternative 1, water demand for Fort Bliss is similar to that under the No Action
Alternative, and would be expected to remain at a fairly constant level of 5,700 afy through 2016.
Consequently, the effects of pumpage from the Anny well fields on the Hueco Balson aquifer would be
similar to those under the No Action Alternative.
5.2.7.2

Cumulative Impacts

Under Alternative 1, groundwater withdrawals, probably in excess of 150,000 afy, from the
Hueco Balson in the metropolitan El Paso and Ciudad Juarez areas, will be similar to those under the No
Action Alternative. Resultant effects on pumping levels and water quality also will be similar. Forecasts
of the depletion of fresh water in the aquifer between 2013 and 2025 would remain unchanged.
5.2.8

-

Biological Resources

In general, the same type of impacts to biological resources from implementation of the No Action

Alternative would occur if Alternative 1 were implemented, because this alternative includes all the
aspects of the No Action Alternative. In addition, the INRMP would be implemented as part of
Alternative 1. On McGregor Range, the INRMP applies to Anny fee-owned land and managing impacts
of military missions on withdrawn public land as specified in the 1990 MOU with the BLM.
The potential impacts of implementing the INRMP are summarized at the end of this section because
many of the components of this plan include vegetation, wildlife, and sensitive species considerations.
The separation of these components into biological categories would be inappropriate. In addition, the
focus of the INRMP impacts analysis is different from the other biological impacts' analysis presented in
this section. The analysis considers the potential impacts of implementing a plan that will provide
Fort Bliss guidance regarding the management of its natural resources. A key goal of the INRMP is to set
ecosystem management objectives, one of the most important being to maintain integrity of existing
ecosystems in support of sustainable training. Other objectives are detailed in Section 3.3.5. The actual
site-specific impacts resulting from the implementation of one of the components of the INRMP cannot
be determined until the specific component is activated because of site-specific projects. For example,
the fire management plan, which is one component of the INRMP, would include guidance and
recommendations regarding the various factors that would need to be considered if a prescribed burn is
proposed; there will be no site-specific impacts analysis of the flora and fauna because the plan itself will
not contain site-specific proposals to conduct prescribed burns. Once a specific proposal for a prescribed
bum has been made, site-specific impacts on the flora and fauna, based on the analysis of the
recommendations in the fire management plan, can be determined. See Section 3.3.5 for an overall
description of the INRMP.
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5.2.8.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Impacts to vegetation, wetland habitat, and wildlife would be similar to those described for the No Action
Alternative. It is anticipated that these impacts would be less due to the implementation of the INRMP.
Alternative I also includes numerous construction and demolition projects as described in Sections 3.3.3
and 3.3.4. These activities would take place in the built-up cantonment area, along with a few projects at
the McGregor Range Camp. The impacts of these activities on biological resources would be minimal
due to the previously disturbed nature of the sites.
Mission Activities
Vegetation. The impacts to vegetation from implementing Alternative I would be similar to the No
Action Alternative (see Section 5 .1.8. l) because the level of military activity on the ranges would remain
the same. The degree of these impacts may be less under Alternative I because the INRMP would be
implemented (see a following section for analysis of the impacts of implementing the INRMP). The
development and implementation of the INRMP fire management plan could reduce potential impacts to
vegetation under this alternative. For example, prescribed bums could be used to reduce the potential for
a stand replacement fire in the conifer forests in the Organ Mountains.
Wetland and Arroyo-riparian Drainages. As with the No Action Alternative, there are not expected to
be adverse impacts to wetlands from Alternative 1; although fires resulting from military activities could
impact wetlands. Arroyo-riparian drainages could be impacted to the same degree as under the No Action
Alternative. Implementation of the INRMP could result in a reduction of these impacts because these
drainages are seen as important for the maintenance of biodiversity on Fort Bliss, and the fire
management plan could result in lowering the frequency of fire in wetlands and Waters of the U.S. As
with the No Action Alternative, impacts to arroyo-riparian drainages would be adverse under this
alternative.
Wildlife. The impacts to wildlife due to the implementation of Alternative I would be similar or
somewhat less then for the No Action Alternative. The impacts to wildlife under Alternative 1 would
likely be less because the INRMP is based on the ecosystem management approach, which considers the
maintenance of biodiversity for all activities that will take place on Fort Bliss. This means that game, as
well as nongame and sensitive species of wildlife will be considered during the planning and
implementation of military activities. As with the No Action Alternative, the impacts to wildlife from
weapons strikes would be negligible; the impacts of vehicle maneuvers may be adverse; and the impacts
of noise and fire on some animal groups may be adverse.
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species, and Species of Concern. Under Alternative 1, the
impacts to sensitive species would be the same or somewhat less than the No Action Alternative. As with
the No Action Alternative, implementation of Alternative 1 would have an adverse impact on some
sensitive species, a positive impact on others, and no impact on the rest. In addition, implementation of
the INRMP may result in a reduction in the potential for negative impacts on sensitive species. For
example, if prescribed bums were used to reduce fuel loads in the Organ Mountains, the potential for a
stand replacement fire would be reduced and, therefore, the potential for such a fire to have negative
impacts on sensitive plants, potential spotted owl and peregrine falcon habitat (to the degree it exists on
Fort Bliss), as well as on the gray vireo, and Organ Mountain chipmunk, would be reduced.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Under Alternative 1, facility construction and demolition
programs would take place with a revised mix and schedule, compared to those under the No Action
Alternative (see Section 3.3.2 and 3.3.3). As with the No Action Alternative, these projects would take
place at the cantonment area. Negligible impacts to vegetation, wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages,
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wildlife, and sensitive species would occur, because of the already highly disturbed nature of these areas
and high level human activity.
Environmental Resource Management. There are 28 components to the INRMP, and all are
interrelated with some or all of the other components (Table 5.2-1) (U.S. Army, 1998c). This interrelation
or integration of components will facilitate ecosystem management and the preservation of biodiversity.
Each component is discussed in greater detail below. In general, implementation of the INRMP would
have a positive impact on biological resource areas of Fort Bliss where the Army has primary
environmental resource management responsibilities or compliance responsibilities. The ecosystem
management strategy, and increased communication and cooperation among the various users of Fort
Bliss, would enhance maintenance biological resources.
Forest Management. (Item 1 of Table 5.2-1) Under the INRMP, at least 14 components may need to be
considered for decisions and activities associated with forest management. As shown on Table 4.8-2,
woodlands cover 10,205 acres on Fort Bliss. Most of the wooded areas are covered with pinyon pine juniper plant communities (9,439 acres) with the rest being montane ripiarian woods (395 acres) and
conifer forest (371 acres). Approximately 4,360 acres of the pinyon pine - juniper woods are in the
Sacramento Mountains foothills and are managed either by the BLM or the USFS. The remaining
woodlands are in the Organ Mountains and are managed by Fort Bliss.
The Forest Management Plan for the Organ Mountains will be prepared. The plan will include mapping
and inventory of the forest stands and provide data on the fire fuel loads in the various stands. The plan
will develop a strategy to manage the fuel loads to lower the potential for a stand replacement fire from
occurring in the Organ Mountains. The forest management plan will also be used to facilitate the
protection of biodiversity in the Organ Mountains and will be closely linked to watershed, fire, sensitive
species, and nongame management plans.
Grazing Management. (Item 2 of Table 5.2-1) Under the lNRMP (U.S. Army, 1998c), at least
21 components would need to be considered regarding decisions and activities associated with the
potential for grazing on the South Training Areas and Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas of
Fort Bliss. There is currently no grazing in the South Training Areas or Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas.
Activities could include the creation, repair, and upgrading of stock tanks and the water delivery system;
maintenance and upgrading of roads; and opening areas for grazing. Alterations of the grazing
management plans, as well as other activities associated with grazing, would need to consider potential
conflicts on habitat, game, pest, and fire management plans. Under the ecosystem management approach,
a determination of the specific grazing projects being considered to effect ecosystem integrity and
biodiversity would be required. Potential impacts on grazing are indetenninable at this time.
Habitat Management. (Item 3 of Table 5.2-1) Habitat management plans will be a part of the INRMP.
Habitat management could take many forms indicating that, potentially, most other components of the
INRMP would need to be considered before specific habitat management actions take place.
Potential habitat management practices may include but not be limited to: (1) planting vegetation for
wildlife, erosion control, and land rehabilitation; (2) seed harvesting to be used in revegetation;
(3) constructing water control management structures; (4) constructing water units; (5) brush cutting;
(6) weed and noxious plant control; (7) controlled bums; and (8) construction of fences to protect
sensitive natural resources.
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Table 5.2-1. Interrelationship between Components of the Draft Natural Resources Management Plan
for Fort Bliss, Texas
Components (numbered)
Components
1 2
3
4
8
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
6
7
5
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l. Forest management
2. Grazing management
3. Habitat management
4. UASA'-Organ Mountains
5. UASA-Sensitive species habitat
6. UASA-Arroyo-riparian areas
7. UASA-Otero Mesa
8. UASA-Cliffs, caves, mines
9. UASA-Wetlands. playas, springs
10. UASA-Black grama grassland
11. UASA-Hueco Mountains
12. UASA-Culp Canyon WSA
13. UASA-Castner Range
14. UASA-Shim1ery oak/natural dunes
15. UASA-Buffer wnes
16. UASA-Steep slopes/highly erodible
soils
17. UASA-Earthen tanks
18. Game harvest management
19. Sensitive species management
20. Nongame species management
21. Transplants and stocks
22. Wetlands management
23. Water quality management
24. Soil resource management
25. Fire management
26.ITAM
27. Cantonment area management
28. Pest management
a "UASA'' = Unique and sensitive areas.
e Integration Between Components Likely Required.
Source: U.S. Army. 1998c.
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Under ecosystem management, habitat management should not compromise ecosystem integrity and
should result in the conservation of biodiversity. In addition, potential conflicts of specific habitat
management actions with military activities, forest management, grazing, fire management, sensitive
species and habitats, wetlands and Waters of the U.S., watershed process, erodible soils, and UASA areas
need to be identified and resolved.
UASAs. (Items 4 through 17 of Table 5.2-1) UASAs comprise 14 components of the INRMP as listed on
Table 5.2-1 (U.S. Army, l 998c). UASAs include the Organ Mountains; sensitive species habitat;
arroyo-riparian areas; Otero Mesa; cliffs, caves, and mines; wetlands, playas, and springs; black grama
grasslands; the Hueco Mountains, Culp Canyon WSA, Castner Range, shinnery oak, and other natural
dunes; buffer zones around UASA's; steep slopes and highly erodible soils; and earthem tanks. The
protection of these areas or resources is important in the maintenance of biodiversity on Fort Bliss and
under current conditions, the Anny has regulations in-place to protect some of these areas (U.S. Army,
l 998c ). Under the INRMP, additional special protection areas may be identified during the ongoing
baseline and monitoring studies. In addition, the implementation of the INRMP will result in greater
communication and coordination between the military units, the DOE, and other entities resulting in a
reduced probability of accidental or inadvertent negative impacts to the UASAs.
Game Harvest Management. (Item 4 on Table 5.2-1) In addition to being compatible with the Fort
Bliss military mission, hunting and the management of huntable populations will need to be compatible
with ecosystem management and the maintenance of biodiversity consistent with the INRMP. Instead of
managing for a single species, game management under the ecosystem approach will need to identify,
consider, and rectify potential conflicts with other management plans and components of the INRMP such
as forestry resources, grazing, habitat management, sensitive species and their habitats, nongame species,
wetlands, UASAs areas, watershed processes, and steep slopes and erodible soils. For example, habitat
management practices such as grazing, fire, and disking to improve game species habitat have been used
in the past without consideration of nongame species such as the Texas homed lizard (a federal species of
concern and State of Texas Sensitive Species) and other species (Fair and Henke, 1997). Such nongame
species would be considered as part of specific game management actions under the INRMP.

-

Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (Sensitive species) Management. (Item 19 on Table 5.2-1)
In general, sensitive species and their habitat are components of the INRMP that need to be considered
during the planning process for military activities on Fort Bliss, or for implementing resources
management plans for forest resources, grazing, hunting, fire, and habitat management. Sensitive species
management plans for specific species appear in Appendix C of the INRMP (U.S. Army, 1998c). The
implementation of specific actions to manage sensitive species will need to be consistent with the goals of
ecosystem management.
Nongame Species Management. (Item 20 of Table 5.2-1) Nongame species include sensitive species
(see above), as well as most of the other wildlife species that occur on Fort Bliss. Inventories for
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals have been and continue to be conducted on Fort Bliss. Results
from these studies will provide species lists along with data on distribution and relative abundance of
many nongame species on Fort Bliss. These studies have shown that the arroyo-riparian habitat on
Fort Bliss is important for neotropical migrant and nesting birds and reptiles (see Section 4.8.3). Other
important areas for nongame species are the Organ Mountains, the Otero Mesa escarpment, the
Hueco Mountains, and the Sacramento Mountains foothills. It is anticipated that additional areas
important to nongame species and the maintenance of biodiversity will be identified as a result of these
studies.

5.2-15

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Implementation of the INRMP will result in the consideration of nongame species not only for specific
military activities, but also for essentially all specific resource management activities including forest,
grazing, game, habitat, pest, and fire management.
Transplants and Stocks. (Item 21 of Table 5.2-1) Transplants and stocking are techniques that are
used to enhance existing populations or to introduce new species to an area. These techniques can be
used when native species have declined or disappeared from an area. For example, black-tailed prairie
dogs from Otero Mesa were used to restock areas where black-tailed prairie dogs had been eliminated
from their historic range. No transplants or stocking of vegetation or wildlife have occurred on Fort Bliss,
although there is the potential for the introduction of grass carp (Cteno pharyngodon) into ponds on the
golf course to control aquatic vegetation.
Wetlands Management. (Items 22 of Table 5.2-1) Under the INRMP, the protection, delineation, and
mitigation of wetlands losses is required as described under the No Action Alternative. In addition, a
more detailed analysis of the functional aspects of wetlands consistent with ecosystem analysis and the
maintenance of biodiversity would take place. This analysis may include detennining if the wetland is
important for neotropical migratory and breeding birds and other nongame species, an important use area
for game species, and/or importance of area for sensitive species.
The potential effects of all military activities on wetlands will need to be considered, as well as potential
effects of various natural resource management plans such as forest, grazing, game, habitat, and fire
management plans.
The location of Waters of the U.S. are currently being mapped on Fort Bliss; mapping has been
completed on the South Training Areas, Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range
(see Section 4.8.2). As with jurisdictional wetlands, impacts to Waters of the U.S. are subject to the
404 Pennit process. Most of the probable Waters of the U.S. are dry washes that traverse Fort Bliss and
in the past, military activities have taken place in some of these washes. Recent studies on Fort Bliss
have shown that some of these washes are important travel corridors for neotropical migrant birds and are
important to a variety of nongame as well as game species. Under the INRMP, certain proposed activities
in Waters of the U.S. would be evaluated to determine ifthe action is subject to the 404 Permit process,
but it would also undergo more detailed study to determine its importance in terms of maintaining
biodiversity. As with wetlands, the potential effects of environmental resources management activities on
Waters of the U.S. will need to be addressed before these actions can take effect.
Water Quality Management. (Item 23 of Table 5.2-1) The principal mechanism for the water quality
management is erosion control, and an erosion survey is currently under way on Fort Bliss. At present,
no specific water quality management plans exist. The primary objectives of water quality and erosion
management plans would be to: ( 1) protect, maintain, or improve the quality of soil and water resources;
(2) prevent deterioration of soil and watershed conditions where possible; and (3) prevent or minimize
damage to natural site characteristics and prevent economic losses due to floods, sedimentation, or
accelerated runoff (U.S. Anny 1998c). Other factors that may need to be considered for any watershed
project include forestry, grazing, habitat, sensitive species, nongame species, wetlands, and fire
management plans, as well as ITAM.
Soil Resources Management. (Item 24 of Table 5.2-1) AR 200-3 requires that sources of dust, runoff,
and soil erosion be controlled to prevent damage to land and water resources, as well as equipment and
facilities. In addition, cryptogamic crusts have important ecological functions and need to be considered
under soil resources management. To this end, a comprehensive soil survey is being prepared for Fort
Bliss, which will provide information on soil types and characteristics, as well as identify areas that have
erosion problems along with potential corrective measures. This information will be used to identify
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areas that are highly susceptible to erosion, activities that may have adverse impacts to soils in these
areas, mitigation measures, and alternate areas to conduct military activities. Fort Bliss currently
addresses erosion problems and prioritizes erosion sites for treatment in an informal program of
revegetation and erosion control. Various other components of the INRMP would need to be considered
depending on the specific soil resource management strategy that is being implemented.
Fire Management Plan. (Item 25 on Table 5.2-1) The Fort Bliss Fire Management Plan has not been
completed. Fort Bliss currently has a fire suppression plan that outlines fire control procedures 5 miles
and more outside the cantonment area and are under the control of Range Control. Fires within 5 miles of
the cantonment area are the responsibility of the Fort Bliss Fire Chief. The BLM is responsible for
monitoring and suppressing all nonmilitary fires on McGregor Range, while the military is responsible for
monitoring and suppressing all military-related fires on the range.
The Fort Bliss Fire Management Plan will include the above existing fire suppression plan and will also
address other fire management issues. For example, the INPMP will identify sensitive areas in terms of
the maintenance of biodiversity and, if possible, the fire management plan will provide recommendations
to lessen the impact of fires on sensitive areas. The plan will also address prescribed bums and include a
discussion of factors that need to be considered before a prescribed bum is implemented. This would
include such factors as: (1) the purpose of prescribed bums; (2) probable locations where such bums may
take place; (3) approximate size of bum; (4) recommend time of year to conduct prescribed bum;
(5) weather parameters that need to be met before a prescribed bum can take place; and other information.
Prescribed burns may take place in the Organ Mountains to reduce the fuel loads or in grasslands to
reduce shrub cover. As indicated in Section 5.1.8.1 under Vegetation, the long-term suppression of fire in
forested areas, including the Organ Mountains, has lead to the accumulation of fuel loads that could result
in a stand replacement fire. The objective of prescribed bums in these mountains would be to lower the
fuel loads to lessen the potential of future large fires. Use of prescribed bums will have to be carefully
evaluated and potential conflicts with military operations as well as all the other components of the
INRMP could occur (Table 5.2-1). For example, prescribed fires have the potential to conflict with forest
management, grazing, game harvest, and pest management. In addition, the potential effects of
prescribed bums on sensitive species and their habitat, nongame species, wetlands, water quality and
watershed processes, UASAs, WSAs, and areas of steep slopes and erodible soils will need to be
addressed.

-

-

ITAM. (Item 26 of Table 5.2-1) ITAM is a management and decision-making process that integrates
Anny training requirements with natural resource management. Fort Bliss ITAM has four components,
including: (1) monitoring land and resource condition through the LCTA; (2) soldier environmental
awareness; (3) land rehabilitation and erosion control technologies to conserve resources through land
rehabilitation and maintenance (LRAM); and (4) the integration of training requirements with the natural
resources through training requirements integration (TRI) (U.S. Army 1998c). The purpose of the LRAM
is to repair damaged land to facilitate military activities and prevent further degradation of the natural
resources. Another important function of the LRAM is to identify areas that are least susceptible to
damage from military activities. LRAM uses the Site Rehabilitation Prioritization system to identify and
prioritize degraded training areas for potential rehabilitation. The DOE will review all rehabilitation
proposals to make sure they are consistent with the ecosystem management approach and have considered
other components of the INRMP such as sensitive habitats and species.
The TRI component of ITAM is designed to site military missions and other land uses in areas capable of
supporting these uses. TRI includes rest and rotation of training lands and scheduling the use of lands
according to their carrying capacity. At present, land carrying capacity is judged subjectively based on
the observation of training impacts. In the future, carrying capacity will be judged more objectively to
support decisions concerning use of the land.
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Cantonment Area Management. (Item 27 of Table 5.2-1) The cantomnent area is highly developed and
does not contain many natural resources. The primary goal of cantonment area management is to provide
an aesthetically pleasing and pest-free environment. Another major component of cantomnent area
management is the protection of water resources. Chemical use and waste disposal need to be carefully
monitored because the cantomnent area has been subject to flooding in the past. Chemicals are used
mainly for lawn and golf course maintenance, while wastes are disposed of in a landfill on Fort Bliss.
Storm water runoff is stored in a detention pond so the contamination of groundwater and other water
resources from this runoff is not likely. In addition, Fort Bliss has a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan.
Pest Management. (Item 28 of Table 5.2-1) Fort Bliss has a Pest Management Plan, which establishes
priorities for pest management on Fort Bliss and provides guidelines for operating an effective pest
management program. Specific aspects of the program include health and enviromnental safety and pest
identification, as well as information on the transport, storage, use, and disposal of pesticides. Major
animal pests can include mice, gophers, cats, dogs, skunks, termites, mosquitoes, flies, cockroaches, and
other insects. The primary plant pests are Bennuda grass, silver nightshade, nut grass, sandbur, kochia,
and Russian thistle. Within the context of ecosystem management, pest management would consider the
potential effects on ecosystem process and biodiversity. This would include considering potential impacts
to sensitive species and their habitats, wetlands and Waters of the U.S., nongame species, game species,
and UASAs. Potential conflicts with other management plans such as forest resources, grazing, hunting,
habitat management, and fire would be identified and rectified. In addition, pest reduction or eradication
measures would take place in an environmentally sound manner such as using methods that are least
damaging to the enviromnent and/or using pest control compounds that are approved by the EPA.
Impacts Summary. Based on the foregoing analysis, the implementation of the lNRMP on Fort Bliss
will result in the following positive impacts to the biological systems on Fort Bliss:
•

Enhanced communication, coordination, and cooperation between the DOE and other Fort Bliss
entities such as USACASB, Director of Plans, Training, Mobilization, and Security (DPTMS), and
the Directorate of Public Works and Logistics (DPWL);

•

Enhanced communication and cooperation between the DOE and agencies such as the BLM, USFS,
and NMDGF, which have management responsibilities for some of the natural resources on Fort
Bliss;

•

Consideration of ecosystem process and the maintenance of biodiversity in natural resource
management, military training and testing activities, and public use of Fort Bliss for recreation
activities such as hunting;

•

Increased assurance for the protection of natural resources where possible; sensitive species, sensitive
and important habitats, UASAs, biodiversity and areas important for the maintenance of biodiversity,
and nongame wildlife species;

•

Increased assurance that all activities that take place on Fort Bliss will comply with applicable federal
and state natural resource regulations; and

•

Increased assurance that military activities will occur in the most appropriate locations from an
ecosystem function and maintenance of biodiversity perspective.
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Facility Construction and Demolition. Under Alternative 1, facility construction and demolition
programs would take place with a revised mix and schedule, compared to those under the No Action
Alternative (see Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3). As with the No Action Alternative, these projects would take
place at the cantonment area. Negligible impacts to vegetation, wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages,
wildlife, and sensitive species, would occur because of the already highly disturbed nature of these areas
and the high level of human activity.
5.2.8.2

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 1 would be similar to the No Action Alternative. The
degree of these impacts may be somewhat reduced in Alternative 1 due to the positive impacts of
implementing the INRMP.
5.2.9

Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 includes the proposed implementation of the RPMP and contributing plans, as well as all
actions contained in the No Action Alternative.
5.2.9.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Impacts to cultural resources that would result from the implementation of the proposed action are
presented in this section. Impacts are described in relation to the major activity categories.
Mission Activity. Mission activities for this alternative are the same as for the No Action Alternative.

-

Under Alternative 1 and the implementation of the ICRMP, Fort Bliss will accomplish integration of
historic preservation requirements with planning and conducting of military training, construction,
maintenance, repair, and real property and/or land use decisions by implementing short- and long-tenn
cultural resource management priorities. Implementation of Alternative 1 would also encourage more
long-range studies that would identify and evaluate cultural resources on the installation well in advance
of mission activities. The ICRMP would provide a structure in which information regarding the known
cultural resources would be maintained in a more accessible format, increasing the value of the
infonnation for planning purposes, and improving project coordination by completing the Section 106
process earlier. The 36 CFR Part 800 that implements Section 106 of the NHPA requires a formal review
process that takes a minimum of 90 days each time an action is planned that might have an adverse affect
on any buildings, archeological sites, bridges, objects, districts, landscapes, etc., that are eligible for
inclusion in the NRHP. It also requires that properties that haven't been evaluated go through the process
until they are found eligible or ineligible.
Using the ICRMP, procedures would be established to avoid or minimize conflict with mission activities,
while enhancing the preservation and conservation of cultural resources. This would be accomplished
through consistent mechanisms that would accelerate the routine process of identifying cultural resources
in areas to be impacted and mitigating those impacts. The ICRMP also establishes priorities for cultural
resource inventories and evaluations on the various ranges in order to compile the baseline information,
on McGregor Range, necessary for the effective management of the cultural resources throughout the
installation. On McGregor Range, cultural resources are managed in accordance with the RMP A for
McGregor Range.
The ICRMP sets up procedures that will allow Fort Bliss to accomplish routine actions following preapproved procedures and report them for review annually. As long as the plan is followed and the annual
report is accepted, Fort Bliss manages the program. This plan also is proactive in the sense that some
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actions such as local emergencies and construction modifications are reviewed quicker than the standard
regulations allow. Actions may be individually reviewed when the pre-approved procedures do not meet
mission requirements or are not appropriate in a particular circumstance. For the Anny and other land
and real property managing agencies with day-to-day operational control of historic properties, 36 CFR
Part 800 recognizes that project-by-project compliance for each action is not practical.
A further example of the proactive nature of the ICRMP is the archaeological management program. The
priority of this program will be its transition to a management program driven by the short- and long-tenn
goals of the Fort Bliss military mission. As military reductions and realignment compress the available
land for training within the continental United States, Fort Bliss must be able to support training of units
not only permanently assigned to the installation, but also U.S. and allied units assigned elsewhere. Its
primary goal will be to examine and manage archaeological properties in areas where training needs
require the most intensive land use and flexibility. It also includes proactive evaluation of range areas
where specific facilities are projected for construction and/or land areas are projected for expanded or
modified training capability.
The ICRMP will give Fort Bliss the opportunity to manage its cultural resources within predefined limits
and report its actions annually, without the burden and delay of prior review of each action.
Because Fort Bliss has had neither a systematic program for identification, evaluation, and treatment of
historic properties, nor public participation in its program, the ICRMP provides a reasonable schedule and
budget for the identification, evaluation, and treatment of historic properties. It also requires that
Fort Bliss make documentation available to the public and address public comment and objections.

Facility Construction and Demolition. Alternative 1 construction projects would include a changed
schedule for the replacement of family housing units in Logan Heights-West and Aero Vista, and fewer
family housing replacements in the north main cantonment than would occur under the No Action
Alternative. Other proposed construction would include utilities work and the establishment of a new
field training area on the McGregor Range. Many of the additional facility construction projects outlined
under this alternative have the potential to impact cultural resources. These potential impacts would be to
architectural resources (construction without ground breaking), archaeological resources (construction
with ground breaking), and TCPs (construction in nonbuilt-up areas). However, implementation of
Alternative 1 could have a beneficial effect on cultural resources because procedures identified in the
ICRMP and associated documents could significantly reduce the impacts to cultural resources through
increased coordination, focus, and planning.
Alternative 1 facility demolition projects would continue as described in the No Action Alternative with
some exceptions; family housing demolition in Aero Vista and Van Hom Park would be rescheduled,
additional units of nonfamily housing would be demolished, and the demolition status of some facilities
would change.
The planned demolition of some structures in the main cantonment, Logan Heights, Aero Vista, and the
WBAMC has the potential to adversely affect some historical architectural resources. For example,
64 structures are included in the William Beaumont General Hospital Historic District, which is eliglible
for inclusion in the NRHP. However, implementation of Alternative 1 could have a beneficial effect on
the architectural resources in these areas because procedures identified in the RPMP, ICRMP, and
associated documents could significantly reduce the impacts to cultural resources through increased
coordination, focus, and planning.

Environmental Resource Management. In addition to activities discussed under the No Action
Alternative, Alternative 1 would implement the RPMP, ICRMP, and INRMP. Adoption of the
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procedures outlined in the INRMP, ICRMP, and supporting documents would have a beneficial effect on
cultural resource management at Fort Bliss. It would improve guidance for resource managers, encourage
communication, improve infonnation access, accelerate investigations, reduce conflicts, increase
conservation, and generally improve the focus of the process. More specifically, implementation of the
lCRMP would provide:
•

Increased environmental training for range users;

•

Increased enforcement of cultural resource laws and regulations;

•

Improved coordination with other management activities;

•

Increased efficiency in routine, reoccurring cultural resource management activities;

•

Increased public awareness and participation in the cultural resource management program; and

•

A reduction in potential conflicts between cultural resources and mission activities resulting m
proactive management and awareness of significant cultural resources.

5.2.9.2

Cumulative Impacts

The nature of the impacts under the No Action Alternative and this alternative remain similar. However,
the implementation of the ICRMP and other management plans would have a beneficial effect in that the
cumulative effects to cultural resources should be reduced by introducing better, more consistent,
long-term management practices over the No Action Alternative.

5.2.10 Noise
This section addresses noise associated with Alternative 1. Those projects and activities included in the
programs of Alternative 1 that have the potential to create noise impacts are addressed in each of the
activity-related categories identified below.

5.2.10.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Mission Activity. On Fort Bliss and Biggs AAF, mission activities remain as described for the No
Action Alternative. As previously discussed in Section 5.1.10, the major element of these activities with
the potential to create noise impacts is at Biggs AAF during mobilization.
Mission activity on the ranges generally continues as described for the No Action Alternative. As
previously discussed, noise levels associated with these activities is random, sporadic, and transient.
Furthermore, the noise levels are not significantly high, and are totally confined within the range
boundaries.

Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Under Alternative 1, the facility construction program would be
similar to that described under the No Action Alternative. On Fort Bliss and Biggs AAF, noise associated
with construction activities would be localized, of a temporary nature, and would not be expected to
create any LcJnmr that would create disturbance to significant numbers of persons exposed to the noise. On
the ranges, construction-related noise would also be localized to the construction site, and would not
extend beyond range boundaries.
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Facility demolition planned under this alternative would be similar to that proposed for the No Action
Alternative. Noise resulting from demolition activities would be localized, temporary, and would not
create any long-term adverse impacts.
Environmental Resource Management. Some enviromnental resource management programs could
require the use of motorized earth-movement equipment that would result in localized, temporary noise in
some areas. However, no long-term noise effects would occur.
5.2.10.2 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts under this alternative would be as described under the No Action Alternative in
Section 5.1.10.2.
5.2.11 Safety
5.2.11.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Those projects and activities within the programs under Alternative 1 that have the potential to impact
safety are addressed in each of the activity-related categories identified below.
Mission Activity. Activities and the associated impacts under this alternative remain the same as under
the No Action Alternative.

There are no known conditions within the Fort Bliss cantonment area that create any extraordinary ground
safety issues.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. The construction program projects under Alternative 1 include
elements of the P3 CIS, military housing, and other projects discussed under the No Action Alternative,
as well as other maintenance, industrial, and housing facilities, range improvements, and community
infrastructure upgrades. The planned construction of additional troop and family housing units, and three
tactical maintenance shops do not involve any unique construction practices or materials.

Other range upgrades and improvements include the Multipurpose Small Arms Range and Combat Pistol
Course (MSAR/CPC), upgrade of Patriot Launch Site 1, FAW Sites 4 and 10, and development of a
multi-purpose small arms range. If developed, the MSAR/CPC would be located on the Meyer Range
complex. These ranges currently support extensive small arms training. Safety procedures developed for
these operations would remain applicable for any new activities. There are no significantly increased
risks associated with this proposal. Upgrades to other launch and firing points would enhance safe use of
these areas.
Other industrial construction involves the relocation of an ASP from the Main Post to McGregor Range.
This project, with all supporting infrastructure, will improve explosive safety on McGregor Range, and
reduce explosive safety risk in the Main Cantonment Area.
Other potential projects involve the development of a sanitary landfill and upgrades to streets. Neither of
these projects creates safety concerns, as long as the landfill project is sited far enough away from any
aviation activities to minimize the effects of the high concentrations of birds that are normally associated
with landfills.
The majority of the facilities planned for demolition under this alternative are family housing units. As
previously discussed in Section 5.1.11, there are no specific safety issues associated with facility
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demolition, other than the need to comply with federal and state requirements for the management of
items of special concern such as asbestos (see Section 5.2.12).
Environmental Resource Management. Under Alternative 1, environmental resource management will
be accomplished in accordance with ITAM, the INRMP, and the ICRMP. Safety considerations
associated with activities under IT AM were discussed previously in Section 5 .1.11, and remain valid
under this alternative. The INRMP and ICRMP add program specificity and an expanded scope for
managing, preserving, and enhancing regional resources. In general, the safety considerations applicable
to ITAM are also applicable here. However, some specific aspects of each program also create specific
potential safety considerations.
There are elements of the INRMP that introduce the potential for increased joint use of portions of the
training areas and ranges. Increased access also indicates the need for increased surveillance and control,
to ensure clearing of areas that may be involved in military range use. These factors, along with the
attendant removal or mitigation of hazards in the area, will have a positive safety impact. Overall,
implementation of the INRMP would be expected to enhance safety on the training complex.
Personnel conducting ICRMP resource surveys must be sensitive to the possible presence of ordnance
and explosive hazards. However, if proper procedures are established, ground and explosive safety risks
will remain low.
5.2.11.2 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative effects under this alternative remain as discussed in Section 5.1.11.
5.2.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern
5.2.12.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Mission Activities
Hazardous Materials

-

Hazardous Chemicals. There would be a slight increase in the use of hazardous chemicals because of
new facilities such as the tactical equipment shops, the expansion of the ASP, and the upgrade of weapons
training sites. However, since the installation strength and assigned equipment would remain
approximately the same as for the No Action Alternative, the increased use of hazardous chemicals would
be insignificant. There would be a slight increase in the potential for releases of fuels, oils, and hydraulic
fluids during the servicing and operation of construction equipment. The increased use of hazardous
chemicals would have no adverse environmental impacts.
Hazardous Wastes. There could be a slight increase in hazardous waste generation because of the use of
slightly increased amounts of hazardous chemicals in the new facilities. Hazardous waste disposal
processes would be the same as those described for the No Action Alternative. The increased generation
of hazardous wastes would have no adverse environmental impacts.
Items of Special Concern

Medical and Biohazardous Wastes. The environmental impacts from medical and biohazardous wastes
under this alternative, are the same as those described under the No Action Alternative.
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Low-level Radioactive Waste. Under this alternative, the environmental impacts from the generation of
low-level radioactive wastes, would be the same as those described for the No Action Alternative.
Asbestos. There would be a significant increase in the generation of ACMs from the demolition of both
family and nonfamily housing. Asbestos waste materials would be disposed of in an on-post solid waste
landfill. Since total planned landfill capacity is adequate, there would be no adverse impact.
Lead-based Paint. Under this alternative, there would be an increase in the generation of leadcontaminated wastes from demolition of housing facilities. Waste disposal processes would be the same
as those described for the No Action Alternative. The increase in the generation of lead wastes would
result in no adverse impacts because the wastes would be managed in accordance with applicable
standards and regulations.
Pesticides. The environmental impacts from pesticides, under this alternative, would be the same as those
described for the No Action Alternative.
Polycl1lorinated Bip/1enyls. The environmental impacts from PCBs, under this alternative, would be the
same as those described for the No Action Alternative.
Petroleum Storage Tanks. The enviromnental impacts from petroleum storage tanks, under this
alternative, would be the same as those described for the No Action Alternative.
Related Management Programs

Installation Restoration Prof!ram Under this alternative, the enviromnental impacts from the IRP would
be the same as those described for the No Action Alternative.
Pollution Prevention. The environmental impacts from the pollution prevention program, under this
alternative, would be the same as those described for the No Action Alternative.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Facility construction will have negligible impacts on the use of
hazardous chemicals and the generation of hazardous wastes.

-

-

--

--

-

There would be a significant increase in the generation of ACMs and lead-contaminated wastes from the
demolition of both family and nonfamily housing. The increase in asbestos and lead wastes (see Asbestos
above) would result in no adverse environmental impacts because these wastes would be properly
managed.
Environmental Resource Management. Environmental resource management plans will not impact the
use of hazardous materials or the generation of hazardous wastes.
5.2.12.2 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative effects under this alternative remain as described under the No Action Alternative.
5.2.13 Socioeconomics

Personnel levels during peacetime and mobilization conditions under Alternative 1 are not expected to
vary noticeably from those anticipated for the No Action Alternative discussed in Section 5.1.13. Since
potential socioeconomic effects are derived directly from these personnel levels, the results reported for
the No Action Alternative will be replicated here.
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5.2.13.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Under Alternative 1 there would be a shift in the location of numerous military family housing units from
the Main Post to the Logan Heights area, a short distance to the west. There are currently three schools
(all elementary and operated by the El Paso ISD) located on Fort Bliss property: Bliss (on the Main
Post), Milam (on Biggs AAF), and Logan (in the Logan Heights military family housing area). The
relocation of military families and their children could cause disruptions of a short-lived nature to
enrollment levels at each of these schools. It must be added, however, that none of the schools
exclusively serves children of military personnel and their catchment areas contain areas located off the
installation. No significant adverse impacts associated with this planned redistribution of military family
housing units is anticipated.
5.2.13.2 Cumulative Impacts
It is unlikely that any population increases associated with added employment in either El Paso County or
Otero County will create adverse effects on community services such as public schools, police and fire
protection, health care services, and public finances.

5.2.14 Environmental Justice
5.2.14.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

-

Land Use. Under Alternative 1, the RPMP would be implemented. Changes in the construction projects
and schedule from the No Action Alternative would occur, such as revised demolition and construction of
new family housing and development of troop housing, community facilities, outdoor recreation areas,
industrial uses, and infrastructure, which would provide improved facilities to meet mission requirements
and would generally be consistent with adjacent on-post uses. Surrounding off-post areas would
generally not be affected by intensification of use on the Main Post because of physical separation
provided by arterial roads, and compatibility of similar adjacent functions. An exception to this is two
schools located directly south of the Main Post where training areas would be expanded. The use of
adjacent land for education would be incompatible with potential intensified training in the future or if
mobilization occurs. Some continuing and some new incompatible adjacent land uses would be
unavoidable. These areas would benefit from site specific actions such as visual buffers (both internally
and with adjacent off-post areas, for example buffering between expanded troop housing in Logan
Heights and off-post residential areas), noise reducing construction materials, limiting intensity of use, or
arranging circulation.
Land use impacts would generally be beneficial, and would primarily affect areas on post within the Main
Cantonment Area and within the boundaries of the range and training areas. Adjacent off-post areas
would not be appreciably affected. Census tracts located off-post adjacent to the Main Post, generally
have minority and low-income population percentages that are similar to or higher than the general
population of El Paso County (see Section 4.14), which is 74.3 percent minority, and had 26.3 percent of
the population living below poverty in 1990. Potential small reductions in available grazing lands,
recreation access, and additional isolated noise effects related to proposed use of the McGregor Range for
a tactical target complex, would not be appreciable but could affect some users and adjacent areas. Land
use impacts from the proposed action would not be expected to cause disproportionately high and adverse
human health and environmental effects on low-income and minority populations.
Infrastructure. Changes in ground transportation, utilities, and related infrastructure in the Main
Cantonment Area and training areas would be similar to the No Action Alternative. No significant
adverse effects have been identified and no environmental justice effects are expected.
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Airspace. Airspace activity is the same for Alternative 1 as for the No Action Alternative, except for the
proposed new target complex on McGregor Range, which would not change the related airspace area and
has been addressed in a separate EIS. Impacts on airspace or air traffic operations are not expected to
have any environmental justice impacts.
Earth Resources. Facility construction and demolition actions would be similar to those under the No
Action Alternative and could cause soil disturbance. However, impacts to geology and soils would not
have adverse impacts on human health or the environment that would affect populations in the project
area and would have no enviromnental justice impacts.
Air Quality. Air quality impacts would differ from the No Action Alternative primarily with regard to
the construction and use of the proposed tactical target complex on McGregor Range. These actions are
not expected to cause any exceedance of air quality standards or regulatory noncompliance. No
environmental justice impacts are expected for air quality.
Water Resources. Water resource impacts would be similar to those described in the No Action
Alternative. No significant, adverse impacts to water resources have been identified, and no
environmental justice impacts are expected.
Biological Resources. In general, impacts to biological resources from implementation of Alternative 1
would be the same as for the No Action Alternative. Impacts to biological resources, including
vegetation, wetland habitat, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species are not expected to result in
adverse impacts on human populations in the project area and would not cause environmental justice
impacts.
Cultural Resources. Implementation of the ICRMP would increase the likelihood of reaching cultural
resource management goals through the use of SOP guidelines. It would assist with goals such as
providing information for long-term facility planning, streamlining routine undertakings, identifying
potentially sensitive areas of traditional Native American use, and maintaining open lines of
communication with stakeholders.
As with the other alternatives, the Army is coordinating with Native American groups regarding the
development of the ICRMP, and Native American groups were contacted through the environmental
justice outreach mailing. Overflights may, as with the other alternatives, have potentially adverse impacts
to the setting of TCPs valued by Native Americans living in the project area. No significant traditional
Native American resources have been identified under the restricted airspace. Noise may affect TCPs in a
variety of ways. Auditory impacts to other, presently unidentified, Native American resources beneath
the airspace are possible, but probably would be infrequent.
Noise. More construction and demolition projects would occur than under the No Action Alternative, but
noise effects would be localized and transient over brief periods. No significant adverse noise effects are
anticipated and no noise-related environmental justice effects are expected.
Safety. Safety considerations differ from the No Action Alternative due to the siting of new air defense
training sites on McGregor Range, which may require surveys for and clearing of ordnance and explosive
hazards. Implementation of the INRMP would increase joint use of portions of the range areas and
require increased control. No environmental justice impacts are expected in connection with potential
increases in safety risks.
Hazardous Material and Waste Management/Pollution Prevention. There would be a slight increase
in the procurement, storage, and use of hazardous materials and the generation of hazardous wastes as
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compared to the No Action Alternative, and a significant increase in the generation of ACMs from facility
demolition. No environmental justice impacts are anticipated.
Socioeconomics. Personnel levels under this alternative are not expected to vary from the No Action
Alternative and, therefore, socioeconomic effects would be the same as for the No Action Alternative.
Socioeconomic impacts would benefit the local economy and are expected to provide benefits to the
general population including low-income and minority populations living in the area.
5.2.14.2 Cumulative Impacts
There would be no cumulative environmental justice impacts from Alternative 1.
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5.3

ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2 incorporates the actions described in the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1, except
where management actions proposed in Alternative 1 supercede actions currently taking place in the No
Action Alternative.
The distinguishing characteristic of Alternative 2 is the m1ss1on requirement to develop additional
controlled access FTX sites on the installation, specifically on McGregor Range. The DA force structure
realignment co-located ADA Brigades in the continental U.S. at Fort Bliss. This realignment established
Fort Bliss as the Anny's ADA Center of Excellence. At present, there are no adequate air defense
training sites on the Fort Bliss Training Complex to support the training requirements of the ADA
Brigades. Actions planned to improve the capabilities to support FTXs are:

-

•

Mission Activities. This would involve identification of an additional 13.5 square miles of suitable
terrain to support FTXs. Some sites would likely be located on Otero Mesa south of New Mexico
Highway 506, while the remainder would likely be east of U.S. Highway 54 in the Tularosa Basin
portion of McGregor Range. The entire training area would be closed when the FTX sites are in use.
The new FTX sites would be accessible for use throughout the year, but would not be used
continuously. Potential enviromnental impacts could result from training use by increasing the size of
training units. Land use designations on McGregor Range would not change.

•

Facility Construction and Demolition. Facility construction and demolition activities under
Alternative 2 would be the same as those described under Alternative 1.

•

Enviromnental Resource Management. Environmental resource management activities under
Alternative 2 would be the same as those described under Alternative 1.

This section describes only those activities that are unique to Alternative 2, and their contribution to
cumulative effects. The reader is referred to Section 5.2 for discussions of Alternative 1 impacts.

5.3.1
5.3.1.1

Land Use
Main Cantonment

Land use impacts on the main cantonment would be the same as those previously described in Sections
5.1.1.1 and 5.2.1.1.

5.3.1.2

-

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Under this alternative, five existing controlled access FTX sites would be removed from the current
Patriot Site inventory, resulting in an additional 13.5 square miles being newly designated for field
training activities on McGregor Range. The FTX sites may be unfenced so that cattle could continue to
graze. When being used for an exercise, the training area in which the site is located would be closed to
public access. It is possible that all the sites would be located in the nonmountainous grazing areas, where
risks from ordnance and explosive hazards are suitably low for concentrated vehicular and ground troop
activity. Because it is not currently known how frequently sites would be used and which grazing units
would consequently be most affected, a separate EA would be completed if this action is carried forward.
However, potential effects to grazing from loss of productive grazing land and loss of access to perfonn
grazing management tasks, and reduced access to withdrawn lands for recreation, are the primary
potential land use impacts. In any case, the land use designations presented under Alternative 1 in
Figure 3.3-8 would not change.
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Ground disturbance and resultant loss of forage can result from field exercise activities, but use of
existing controlled access FTX sites in grazing areas has not decreased their value for grazing operations,
as indicated by continuing high bid values for AUMs on McGregor Range. However, it is difficult to
predict long-term effects on forage (and potential reductions in grazing land) due to lack of vegetative
plot data. However, grazing conditions on the new controlled access FTX sites are expected to be similar
to those on the existing sites used for Roving Sands. This action could, therefore, have a minor but
temporary impact on grazing. If the new sites are used intermittently during the year, as proposed,
recreational access (primarily for hiking and game bird hunting) could be reduced to the extent of
additional use occurring weekends and during the hunting season when public recreation is the most
frequent. In some cases, it may be preferential to exclude cattle from sites where restoration could be
hampered by continued grazing. Based on current data and imagery regarding Roving Sands activities,
about 100 acres of land on Otero Mesa used for field exercises may experience a temporary reduction in
vegetative cover following Roving Sands activities (Locke, 1999). This could increase proportionally to
increases in FTX use, but would still remain a very small percentage of grazing area that may lose
productive capacity temporarily. It is anticipated that licensed deer and antelope hunts would continue to
be coordinated between the NMDGF, BLM, and Fort Bliss, resulting in no impact on these activities.
5.3.1.3

Aesthetic and Visual Resources

Use of FTX sites could disturb vegetation and produce imprints of tire tracks that are visually unappealing
in the foreground. By rotational use of sites, this disturbance should recover and cause no long-term
effects on the visual landscape. Under the worst case scenario, areas of land would be destroyed and not
recover. These would detract from visual quality in localized areas, but are not likely to be highly
noticeable or incongruous with the distant landscape.
5.3.1.4

Main Cantonment Infrastructure

Under this alternative, personnel strength will remain the same as for Alternative 1. As a result,
transportation, utility, energy, and communications impacts in the Main Cantonment Area would be the
same as for Alternative 1.
5.3.3

Training Area Infrastructure

Potential impacts would be the same as for Alternative 1, with the exception that on-road vehicle traffic
would increase on McGregor Range to the extent that the additional controlled access FTX sites are used.

5.3-2

-----

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts for the main cantonment and surrounding areas would be the same as under
Alternative 1 (see Section 5.2.1.2). In combination with activities under the No Action and Alternative 1,
there could be cumulative effects on grazing and recreation. Loss of 2 percent of the current grazing area
in TAs 17 and 21, and potential temporary reduction in productivity or rangeland on FTX sites (affecting
a maximum of 3 percent of the grazing area) could reduce the quantity or quality of grazing on 5 percent
of the grazing land on McGregor Range, and less than 1 percent of grazing resources in Otero County.
Training at the new target complex and increased use of FTX sites could limit access to much of Otero
Mesa south of New Mexico Highway 506 by 60 hours each week during weekdays and a few additional
days each year. Agreements between the BLM and the USAF are aimed at maintaining grazing
operations at functional levels. In general, Otero Mesa would be available for recreation on weekends.
Given the very low level of public use of these areas currently, and widespread availability of public land
in the region, this would have a minor impact on the recreational use in the region.
5.3.2

-

-
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5.3.4
5.3.4.1

Airspace Use
Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

In addition to the actions specified in Alternative 1, Alternative 2 accommodates mission requirements

through the development of new controlled access FTX sites on McGregor Range. The new controlled
access FTX sites would be established within the boundaries of the existing McGregor Range airspace
use area. In as much as there is no change to the configuration of the McGregor Range airspace area,
Alternative 2 would not impact airspace use in the ROI.
5.3.4.2

Cumulative Impacts

Alternative 2 does not introduce any aircraft or airspace operating conditions that differ from the previous
two alternatives. Therefore, the airspace-related cumulative effects for Alternative 2 would be as
discussed under the No Action Alternative.
5.3.5
5.3.5.1

Earth Resources
Geology

The establishment of additional controlled access FTX sites will not affect geological structure, either
within Fort Bliss, or regionally.
5.3.5.2

Soils

The potential impacts to soils, resulting uniquely from Alternative 2, are discussed in this section. The
distinguishing characteristic of Alternative 2 is the development of additional controlled access FTX sites
on 13 .5 square miles of land on McGregor Range. Impacts to soils at controlled access FTX sites could
include compaction from wheeled vehicles and foot traffic, and possible increased local erosion, resulting
from disruption of protective soil crusts and vegetation by vehicles and foot traffic.
FTX activities in these sites could lead to adverse or significant adverse environmental impacts,
depending on the location of the FTX activity with respect to sensitive areas (i.e., sensitive species,
stream courses, cultural resource areas, or facilities), and the soil association (see Table 5.1-1) where the
activity is taking place. The potential for significant adverse impacts is greatest on those soils identified
as having the greatest potential for soil erosion in the maximum soil impact scenario (Table 5.1-1).
5.3.5.3

Cumulative Impacts

Under Alternative 2, cumulative effects to the soil resource could increase slightly from those described
under Alternative 1, depending upon the activities and amount of use of the additional controlled access
FTX sites.
5.3.6

-

Air Quality

This section presents the unique air quality impacts of Alternative 2.
5.3.6.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Under this alternative, there is the potential for a moderate increase in air emissions due to the utilization
of additional controlled access FTX sites. However, these sites would be widely spaced, and would have
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relatively low levels of air emissions at the individual training sites. Consequently, air quality effects
would be localized and short-tenn, with minimum impacts beyond the perimeter of Fort Bliss.
5.3.6.2

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative air quality impacts of activities at Fort Bliss that might be anticipated to occur under
Alternative 2 were evaluated. In general, the air emissions produced by activities under this alternative
will result only in short-term, insignificant air quality impacts that will quickly disperse when that activity
is completed, with no known residual effects.
5.3.7

Water Resources

The establishment of additional controlled access FTX sites has no impact on water resources.
5.3.8
5.3.8.1

Biological Resources
Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Alternative 2 would have a greater impact on biological resources than the No Action Alternative or
Alternative 1, because an additional 13.5 square miles of land would be used for controlled access FTX
sites for military training (see Section 3.4 for a description of this alternative). These controlled access
FTX sites would be on McGregor Range (see Figure 3.4-1). The impacts of this alternative on biological
resources on the remainder of Fort Bliss would be the same as described under Alternative 1
(Section 5.2.8). For these reasons, the following sections focus on biological resources that may occur on
McGregor Range. In addition, the INRMP is part of this alternative, as well as Alternative 1, so the
potential reductions in impacts due to the implementation of the INRMP consistent with the 1990 MOU
between the Army and the BLM would also apply to Alternative 2. For example, the implementation of
the Fire Management Plan as part of the INRMP could be used to restore grassland plant communities or
protect sensitive species. Fort Bliss would not institute changes to forestry, grazing, and other resource
uses until it was determined that they were consistent with the 1990 MOU and the ecosystem
management outlined in the INRMP. See Section 5.2.8 for a more detailed discussion of the INRMP and
how it would result in a reduction in impacts to biological resources on Fort Bliss.

--

--

-

--

---

-

Mission Activities
Vegetation. The impacts of ORV training in TA 8, weapons strikes, use of the 25 controlled access FTX
sites, and fires on vegetation, as described under Alternative 1, would also occur under Alternative 2. In
addition, the implementation of the INRMP, as described for Alternative 1, would serve to reduce these
impacts to vegetation as indicated above and in Section 5.2.8.
An additional 13 .5 square miles of land would be available for the operation of additional FTX sites under
Alternative 2 (see Figure 3.4-1). Most of the sites being considered for these new FTX locations are on
the Otero Mesa south of New Mexico Highway 506; the remainder are near the eastern boundary of
McGregor Range below the Otero Mesa escarpment in TA 26 and in the Tularosa Basin next to
U.S. Highway 54 in TAs 29 and 11 (see Figure 3.4-1). All the potential locations in the Tularosa basin
are in the mesquite coppice dune sandscrub plant communities (see Figures 3.4-1 and 4.9-3). All the
potential locations on Otero Mesa are grazed and are mostly in the mesa grassland plant community.
Some locations are also partially in basin grasslands. The two locations below the Otero Mesa
escarpment are in ungrazed mesa grasslands in the high quality grama grass grassland described in
Section 4.8-1. The new sites could be used multiple times per year, which has the potential to prevent the
recovery of the grassland plant community, resulting in an increase in bare ground and/or the invasion of
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exotic weed species such as African rue and/or Russian thistle. In addition, there is a potential for
increased wind and water soil erosion due to an increase in bare ground. There is also a small chance that
fire could start at these locations from vehicles or other causes, and impact more vegetation. Therefore,
the use of the new sites has the potential to have an adverse impact on vegetation, particularly the
grasslands on Otero Mesa and below the Otero Mesa escarpment in TA 26.
Wetlands and Arroyo-riparian Drainages. The impacts of ORV training in TA 8 and fire on wetlands
and arroyo-riparian drainages (probable Waters of the U.S.), as described under the No Action
Alternative, would also occur under Alternative 2. In addition, the implementation of the INRMP, as
described under Alternative 1, would serve to lessen impacts to Waters of the U.S., as indicated above. In
addition, the wetlands management plan and conservation of unique and sensitive species such as
wetlands, playas, springs, earthen tanks, and arroyo-riparian areas as specified in the INRMP, would
contribute to the reduction of environmental impacts in these arenas.
Additional impacts may occur if activities at the existing and proposed controlled access FTX sites affect
wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages. However, it is assumed that the siting of these facilities is
flexible enough so they would not affect wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. If the controlled access
FTX sites do affect Waters of the U.S., a 404 Pennit may be required from the USACE.
Wildlife. The impacts of ORV training in TA 8, noise, and fire on wildlife, as described under the No
Action Alternative, would also occur under Alternative 2. In addition, the implementation of the INRMP
as described under Alternative 1, would serve to lessen these impacts to wildlife as described above. The
INRMP also contains specific components related to wildlife such as measures to protect the habitat
and/or game management plans as well as identifying sensitive species and their habitat.
Additional impacts would occur to wildlife due to the establishment of new sites on McGregor Range.
This would include impacts to reptiles, amphibians, birds, and mammals, which occur in the desert
grassland habitat on Otero Mesa and the Chihuahuan Desert shrubland habitat in the Tularosa Basin. See
Section 4.8.3 for a discussion of the species of wildlife known to occur in these plant community types on
McGregor Range. In addition, noise and human activity associated with the controlled access FTX sites
would result in a reduction of wildlife use in unaffected habitat, in a zone around the controlled access
FTX site. This disturbance could take place at any time because these locations are intended for yearround ADA use and access, and are not restricted to Roving Sands use only.
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species, and Species of Concern. The impacts of ORV
maneuvers, noise, and fire, on sensitive species, as described under the No Action Alternative, would also
occur under Alternative 2. In addition, the implementation of the INRMP, as described under
Alternative 1, would serve to lessen these impacts to sensitive species. Measures identified above would
serve to reduce impacts to sensitive species, as well as the sensitive species management plan and
measures to protect sensitive species under unique and sensitive areas.
The uses of the new controlled access FTX sites have the potential to impact sensitive species due to the
disturbance to sensitive species and their habitat. Use of sites in the Tularosa Basin could result in the
disturbance of sensitive species such as the Texas homed lizard and loggerhead shrike. Use of the new
FTX sites on Otero Mesa would have the potential to affect these same two species plus wintering species
such as the ferruginous hawk and Baird's sparrow. Activities at the new FTX sites on Otero Mesa would
also occur in potential aplomado falcon and mountain plover habitat, and if these two species
reestablished breeding territories on Otero Mesa on McGregor Range, activities at the new FTX sites
could have a negative impact on them.
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Environmental Resource Management. Environmental resource management would be via the INRMP
that would be implemented under Alternative 1, consistent with the 1990 MOU between the Army and
the BLM for McGregor Range.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Under Alternative 2, facility construction and demolition
projects would be similar to Alternative 1 (see Section 3.3.4). As with Alternative 1, these projects would
take place at the cantomnent area and other built-up areas such as McGregor Range Camp. These
activities would result in no-to-negligible impacts to vegetation, wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages,
wildlife, and sensitive species, because of the already highly disturbed nature of these areas and the high
level of human activity.
5.3.8.2

Cumulative Impacts

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in greater cumulative impacts than those of the No Action
Alternative or Alternative 1, because of the use of the new controlled access FTX sites. The cumulative
impacts to vegetation, Waters of the U.S., and wildlife, would be adverse. Cumulative impacts to
wetlands and sensitive species would be negligible.
5.3.9

--

---

Cultural Resources

Alternative 2 contains all of the actions described in the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1, with the
addition of the mission requirement to develop additional controlled access FTX sites on the installation,
specifically on McGregor Range.
5.3.9.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

While the nature of the impacts under the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1, and this alternative are
similar, the intensity of training area use would be greater. The additional 13.5 square miles (8,640 acres)
of controlled access terrain used to support FTXs would be located on Otero Mesa and in the Tularosa
Basin portion of McGregor Range. Recent cultural resource surveys in these areas conducted by the
USAF for proposed tactical target complexes (USAF, 1998), indicate densities of .03 to .05 cultural
resources per acre. However, most of the cultural resources found during these surveys were determined
to be not eligible for nomination to the NRHP. Based on the density of significant cultural resources, it is
likely that the 13.5 square miles could contain between 10 and 30 cultural resources that are eligible or
potentially eligible for nomination to the NRHP. However, the potential locations would be surveyed in
an effort to avoid sensitive resources. Implementation of the ICRMP would help manage potential effects
on any significant cultural resources.
5.3.9.2

--

Cumulative Impacts

Because of the mission activities on McGregor Range, the implementation of Alternative 2 would result
in greater cumulative impacts than those of the No Action Alternative or Alternative 1. However, the
implementation of the ICRMP and other management plans would have a beneficial effect, in that the
cumulative effects to cultural resources should be reduced by introducing better, more consistent, longterm management practices over the No Action Alternative.
5.3.10 Noise
Activities uniquely representative of Alternative 2, with the potential to create noise impacts, are activities
on the additional 13 .5 square miles of land that would be devoted to expanded controlled access FTX
activities. The noise associated with these operations would remain dispersed and transitory. Noise from
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these sources would be compatible with existing land uses (training areas), and no elevated noise levels
would be expected to occur outside of the training area boundaries. No significant noise impacts are
associated with Alternative 2 mission activities.
5.3.11 Safety

The projects and activities that are unique to Alternative 2 have no additional safety considerations other
than those expressed in the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1.
5.3.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern

Hazardous materials and items of special concern impacts remain the same under Alternative 2 as under
Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative.
5.3.13 Socioeconomics

With an increased training capability under Alternative 2, it is likely that a greater number of military
units and personnel will spend time at Fort Bliss. It is highly probable, also, that increased support will
be required to accommodate the added training activities. Such support would include added
procurement of goods and services, mostly from the local economy.
It is not possible at this time to predict either the exact number of additional personnel on TDY, or the

duration of their stay. Nor is it possible to predict the likely value of additional procurements needed to
support the training activities. In the absence of such activity-specific information, a programmatic
approach to quantifying the direct and secondary effects is adopted. The direct and secondary
employment effects associated with spending of both TDY expenditures (for lodging and meals), and for
procurements, are expressed in a standard manner, i.e., for each additional million dollars of expenditures.
Regarding TDY expenditures, it is assumed that prevailing Federal Government per diem rates apply
($102 per day in the El Paso area). Of this per diem amount, two thirds ($68) is allocated to lodging, with
the remaining one third ($34) for meals. One million dollars of expenditures is the equivalent of about
9,800 TDY days, or almost 2,000 persons, each having a stay with a duration of 5 days. The injection
into the local economy of one million dollars for such TDY expenses would support a total of about 22
full-time jobs, 15 of which would be in the hotel and food and beverage sectors of the local economy.

-

If lodging expenses at contract quarters are paid for directly by the Army, then expenditures by personnel
are for meals. The injection into the food and beverage sector of the local economy of one million dollars
for such TDY expenses would support a total of about 22 full-time jobs, 17 of which would be in the food
and beverage sector of the local economy.
In the case of the procurement of goods and services required to support training activities, expenditures

will be made for a variety of items. Based on information contained in an Army analysis of the economic
effects associated with Roving Sands exercises, it is possible to estimate the employment effects resulting
from the spending of one million dollars on goods and services in the local economy that support such
activities. The major items procured include hotel rooms (27 percent of total expenditures) and van
rentals (23 percent). Other items, such as cellular phones, diesel fuel, temporary office trailers, copiers,
business connection fees, and water service, represent smaller shares of the total expenditures. These
purchases are made from the following economic sectors: hotel, wholesale trade, business services, and
miscellaneous services. The injection into the local economy of one million dollars for the purchase of
goods and services required to successfully conduct training activities, would support a total of about 21
full-time jobs, 14 of which would be directly in the four mentioned sectors of the local economy.
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It is unlikely that any population increases associated with added employment, in either El Paso or Otero
counties, will create cumulative adverse affects on community services such as public schools, police and
fire protection, health care services, and/or public finances.
5.3.14 Environmental Justice

Impacts of Alternative 2 are the same as the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1, with the addition of
13.5 square miles of area that would be used for new controlled access FTX sites. There are no towns
located near the range in the vicinity of these training areas. The closest community, Pinon, which had a
population of 76 persons in 1990, is located approximately 10 miles northeast of McGregor Range and
would be over 15 miles from the closest training site. Impacts to the public would be negligible and there
would be no environmental justice impacts.
There would be no cumulative enviromnental justice impacts from Alternative 2.

-

-

-

-....

--

--

-

--
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5.4

ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3, the Army's preferred alternative, examines installation capabilities in addition to the
existing missions and activities discussed under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2.
These conceptual uses of the installation capabilities are derived from infonnal pre-planning activities
that include strategic initiatives being explored by the installation, as well as range and training area
capabilities described in the TADC. Potential activities include additions and deletions from the TADC,
Chapter 4, Future Development Concept, and other installation initiatives. These concepts for future land
use and development are based upon installation capabilities, but have no identified training drivers or
requirements and have not been submitted for formal mission activity or financial planning actions. A
detailed description of Alternative 3 is presented in Section 3.5.
This section presents Alternative 3 potential programmatic environmental effects in the four categories of
activities or projects at Fort Bliss that could occur in addition to those discussed in the No Action
Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2. Each category is discussed when applicable to impacts in the
environmental resource area being described.
•

Mission Activities. Mission activities being considered under this alternative include:
Combat Aviation Training. Since 1991, the Army has been exploring the feasibility ofrelocating
aviation training to a site better suited for the Kiowa Warrior, Longbow (Apache) Comanche, and
potential future unit-level, aviation-training requirements. Plans to relocate the training are active
and ongoing. Installation capability to support this activity requires a 62.1-by-124.2-mile training
area, an airfield, the ability to meet night-time (2200 to 0400 hours) demands, and the ability to
train without noise conflicting with the environment.
Periodic Field Training Exercises. The following activities are more intensive examples of
capabilities currently being considered by Fort Bliss. All, except possibly the post-mobilization
unit validation, will require additional NEPA documentation as specifics of the proposal are
formulated. Regardless of the actions actually implemented, land use compatibility on the Fort
Bliss ranges would be fully considered. The scope of the project's intensity and its proposed
location would be dependant on a number of factors including the consideration of ecosystem
management consistent with the INRMP; the avoidance of ACECs; the Culp Canyon WSA;
sensitive cultural resources; sensitive species and habitat; unique biological areas; distance to
roads; and compatibility with soils, topography, vegetation, and related resources.

-

Helicopter Training Complex. The Cane Cholla Helicopter Gunnery Range and the existing
Hellfire Training Area on McGregor Range could be developed into a state-of-the-art helicopter
training complex. If this concept were implemented, a firing fan with dimensions of
approximately 13 by 14 miles in the southern area of McGregor Range would be used as an
attack helicopter gunnery range. This range is currently in the concept development stage, but
would consist of moving and pop-up targets. The firing would be from a firing box within this
area that would constrain firing azimuth and location to ensure safety fans are respected. In
addition, new support facilities for a battalion (500 to 800 personnel) would be needed, perhaps in
the vicinity of the McGregor Range Camp.
TBM Target. At present, Fort Bliss does not have the capability to use a TBM in live FIREX.
Since all Continental U.S.-based Patriot Battalions are located at Fort Bliss, a TBM target would
enhance Patriot training scenarios. The TBM would overfly TAs 10, 11, 12, 25, 27, 29, 30, and 31.
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Post-mobilization Unit Validation. Fort Bliss has the facilities and capacity to support postmobilization unit validation training for Heavy Brigades from the Anny National Guard. After
validation, the unit could then be deployed to the theater of operations from the P3 facilities being
developed at Biggs AAF. This National Guard Heavy Brigade would consist of approximately
the same assigned strength and number of tracked and wheeled vehicles as assigned to the
3rd ACR (previously assigned to Fort Bliss during the 1980s and early 1990s). The numbers and
types of training areas and ranges required are not expected to exceed those used by the 3rd ACR.
These training areas and ranges are described in Section 3.5.3.2.
Heavy Division Training Center. Fort Bliss has the training areas, ranges, airspace, and training
facilities to support a mechanized/armor division. Extensive training areas and airspace exist to
support brigade-on-brigade training. The Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas have adequate
training areas and ranges to support Tank and Bradley gunnery, as well as field artillery and
aviation gunnery training. While the types of training would not change from those that currently
exist, the intensity of use of Fort Bliss training areas and ranges could increase during the annual
training cycle. For example, currently there is one major training exercise, Roving Sands, which
is conducted annually for a period of approximately 2 weeks. An increase in intensity could
include another training exercise with two brigades of personnel and associated equipment (a
brigade is composed of 3,000 to 5,300 personnel) for a training period of approximately 2 weeks.
Supporting equipment for the two hypothetical brigades could include approximately
960 wheeled vehicles, 490 tracked vehicles, 30 helicopters, and 6 fixed-wing aircraft. This
hypothetical brigade equipment configuration is similar to the 3rd ACR equipment previously
assigned to Fort Bliss (approximately 380 tracked vehicles, 900 wheeled vehicles, 350 trailers,
100 generators, and 70 helicopters).
National Guard Training Center. The Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas with its base camp,
training areas, and tank gunnery ranges, provide an ideal setting for a National Guard Training
Center. A company or larger set of equipment could be permanently stationed at the Doiia Ana
Range Camp and maintained by the USACASB. National Guard units from throughout the U.S.
could be scheduled for annual training at Fort Bliss using the MPRC-H, the training areas and
other ranges as necessary to maintain training proficiency.
Test Support, Army Tactical Missile System. The Block IB ATACMS has extended range that
may require launches from Fort Wingate, New Mexico, into McGregor Range. If this occurs, this
would be the first launch of ATACMS into McGregor Range. Appropriate safety and
environmental clearances will be obtained before this test can be conducted. Flights of the Block
IB ATACMS are currently envisioned for FY 02. IB ATACMS would impact in the Tularosa
Basin in TA 25 east of FAW 10. The missile would carry inert munitions and would self-destruct
on impact with all fuel expended.
Utility Improvement. Exploration under the ongoing Geothermal Program could lead to the
design and installation of a geothennal, binary generation, and desalination plant. Future
prospects for continued exploration efforts to discover new geothermal systems include the
unexplored regions of Fort Bliss.
•

Facility Construction and Demolition. Several types of range improvement projects are included in
unfunded installation initiatives or in Chapter 4.0 of the TADC. These projects are conceptual, build
upon existing capabilities, and could be required to meet future missions.
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MOUT. Construct a new, pennanent, fire-resistant, standard MOUT training complex. There are
three potential MOUT locations. If sited near the South Training Areas, a MOUT could be east
of Biggs AAF, between the prison camp and the JTF-6 complex. If sited on Dofia Ana RangeNorth Training Areas, the MOUT would be located near Dofia Ana Range Camp. If sited on
McGregor Range, the MOUT would be located in TA 8, immediately west of Meyer Range.
Water Well. Construct one water well at the Dofia Ana Range Camp. Construct one 0.5-mg
water storage tank at Dofia Ana Range Camp. Provide a pennanent 95,000 linear-foot
distribution system linking the well and storage tank at Dofia Ana Range Camp, with the existing
water distribution system at McGregor Range. Provide the electrical service necessary to support
all of these facilities.
Rail Spur. Develop a rail spur from the UP/SP rail line to the McGregor and/or Dofia Ana Range
camps. This project would include construction of a rail spur from the UP/SP rail line to a point
west of Dofia Ana Range Camp. The connecting point would be off existing track paralleling
U.S. Highway 54. The spur would run westward along the southern boundary of Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas, then tum north and run along the western boundary of TA 3B, then
tem1inate near Dofia Ana Range Camp. This project could also include construction of a rail spur
from the UP/SP rail line to McGregor Range Camp. The connecting point would be off existing
track paralleling U.S. Highway 54. The spur would run eastward toward McGregor Range Camp.
An additional spur would split south off the east spur into the interior of TA 8, southwest of the
range camp. An additional possibility is extension of the Orogrande rail spur (currently on BLM
land) onto Fort Bliss.
ASPs. Expand ASPs in McGregor Range, Phase III. This project would be located 1.5 miles east
of U.S. Highway 54 and 1 mile south of the main access road from U.S. Highway 54 to
McGregor Range Camp. This is also the current location of the existing ASP.

-

Additional NEPA documentation will be required prior to implementation of these projects. Construction
of the MOUT training complex and the construction of rail spurs to the range camps would require NEPA
documentation. Because operations of a new rail line into Dofia Ana Range Camp could adversely affect
residential uses (in Chaparral), additional analysis would be required based on conditions at the time of
the project.
•

Environmental Resource Management. Environmental resource management activities such as IT AM
would continue along with operations implementing the INRMP and ICRMP.

•

Real Estate Actions. Several potential new real estate actions are currently envisioned. They are:
( 1) the joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA; (2) inner loop connecting Fred Wilson Road with Montana
Avenue, passage between the two airfields; (3) connector road between Inner Loop and Loop 375;
and (4) Northeast Parkway. Items 2 and 3 are primarily ROW easements.

5.4.1

-

Land Use

The following section evaluates the potential effects on land use resulting from the implementation of
Alternative 3 missions, and associated construction and demolition activities. Analysis will focus on the
component ranges within the range complex and surrounding areas. Because specific locations and levels
of activity are not known, a qualitative range of potential land use impacts is provided. Impacts on the
Main Cantonment Area are addressed where an envisioned action may change or increase use of specific
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locations or facilities. Envisioned actions that could significantly affect land management activities under
the ICRMP and INRMP are identified.
5.4.1.1

Main Cantonment Area

Mission Activities. Intensified use of the Main Cantonment Area resulting from increased training area
operations would have no significant impacts on land use. Land allocation and development under the
RPMP would accommodate organized growth to support new or additional use.
Biggs AAF. Relocation of aviation training activities requiring night use of the airfield could have
adverse affects on residential uses on the Main Post and Biggs AAF.
Joint-use of Biggs AAF with EPIA could increase the use of Biggs AAF runway by commercial aircraft.
Improvements of the airfield for this action, and the additional back-up capability provided by EPIA
would benefit airfield uses for the Fort Bliss mission, particularly during surge periods for mobilization or
deployments.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Impacts on land use from facility construction and demolition to
support enhanced activities at Fort Bliss would be similar to those described for Alternative 1 (see
Section 5.2.1.1 ).
Environmental Resource Management. Impacts resulting from land uses and development in the Main
Cantonment Area would be similar to those described for Alternative 1 (see Section 5.2.1.1 ).
Real Estate Actions. Operational MOUs or MOAs between the installation, the EPIA, and the FAA may
be required to implement the joint use of military and civilian property. Long-term leases or ROW
agreements may need to be established to ensure beneficial impact placement, and operation of a
connecting taxiway between EPIA and Biggs AAF. No other real estate actions are identified for the
Main Cantonment Area under this alternative; therefore, impacts would be the same as described in
Section 5.1.1.1.
5.4.1.2

---

-

----

Fort Bliss Training Complex

In addition to activities and uses of the range complex under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1
and 2, a range of hypothetical actions based upon installation capabilities is described in Alternative 3.
Potential land use impacts from new or expanded mission activities on the training areas and ranges are
summarized below. Because any combination of activities could be implemented in the future, analysis
will focus on maximum impact that could result. No demolition projects are proposed under this
alternative; therefore, this category of action will not be addressed.
South Training Areas

-....
-

Mission Activities. Mission activities under Alternative 3 would be similar but more intensive than
under other alternatives. In addition, portions of the South Training Areas would be used occasionally as
a safety buffer for firing of IB ATACMS from an off-site location. During firings, no other military or
nonmilitary uses could occur. The exact location of impact area and safety buffer is not known at this
time. If it were to extend beyond the Fort Bliss boundary, off-post areas may also need to be evacuated.
Most of the surrounding land in west Texas is privately owned and sparsely populated. Evacuation
agreements would be needed with affected property owners. Advance notification and visual inspections
would be required prior to firings. Extension of safety buffers to the south, over developing suburban
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areas in East El Paso would not be compatible with concentrated populations. Evacuation would be
impractical and safety risks could result.
Possible siting of a MOUT and CTF to the east of Biggs AAF would involve mostly facility use, on-foot
training, and use of smoke and obscurants. This latter activity could be incompatible with residential
areas to the south under some wind conditions. Similarly, depending on site location, smoke could affect
air traffic control for Biggs AAF or EPIA.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Construction and use of facilities for a MOUT and CTF would
have little impact on surrounding land uses. Standard dust control measures would be used during
construction.
Environmental Resource Management. Environmental resource management would be the same as
described for Alternative 1 (Section 5.2.1.2). No changes in military land use categorization would result.
Real Estate Actions. Siting of future facilities would need to avoid existing utility ROWs. If utility
infrastructure needs to be rerouted, these would need to be agreed to by purveyors, and appropriate
contractual issues resolved.
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
Mission Activities. Activities on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas would be similar in type to
existing operations. Use of the training areas and ranges for Heavy Division and National Guard training
centers would increase the amount of tracked vehicle use. This would have little impact on surrounding
uses provided adequate standoff distances are reserved between residential areas to the south and
operations areas. Both noise and dust from operations could be incompatible in immediate proximity to
adjacent residential communities to the south for short periods, particularly under certain wind conditions.

Increased operations in training areas would limit their availability for recreation. Although current
public use is infrequent, the range has good game-bird hunting opportunities relatively close to a growing
urban area. Additional artillery and rocket firings would increase use of the south part of the Organ
Mountains as an impact area. This would have no impact on surrounding uses. Closures of War
Highway 11 are likely to increase, but would be relatively short (a few hours) in duration on any given
day. Timing of operations to avoid closure during c01mnuting hours would lessen inconvenience of road
closure. Increased storage of equipment and billeting of troops at Dofia Ana Range Camp would be
compatible with existing land use.
Rail operations on a new rail spur would be adjacent to private property and some residences along the
southern boundary. This new industrial and transportation function would alter conditions for residents in
rural surroundings. Operations on the new rail spur would probably be sporadic, except during periodic
exercises when they may increase. During these periods, noise from train traffic may be noticeable to
residents, but is not anticipated to result in incompatible average noise levels off post. Additional NEPA
documentation would be prepared if this project is to be implemented, based on more defined siting
information and land use conditions at the time of the project.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Proposed construction projects would mostly occur at Dofia Ana
Range Camp, improving infrastructure and community facilities for military personnel. Additional
facilities may be required to maintain suitable conditions at the Range Camp. Roadway improvements
would benefit functions on the range and reduce dust. Improved water service would benefit functions in
the built-up range camp. Tank crossing locations may be needed to avoid potential breakage of the new
water line.
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Environmental Resource Management. Environmental resource management would be the same as
described for Alternative 1 (Section 5.2.1.2). Increased use of Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
may exacerbate safety concerns associated with trespass and increasing pressures of recreational
encroachment in the Organ Mountains. Additional safeguards, such as fencing or patrolling, may be
needed to control access along that sensitive boundary.
Real Estate Actions. The new water line would need to avoid existing underground pipelines and power
lines in established ROWs.
McGregor Range. Overall, a combination of envisioned missions that use installation capabilities would
be suitable for McGregor Range. However, increased military use would result in less availability of
some areas for multiple uses.
Mission Activities. Land use categories for McGregor Range would remain essentially the same as
currently defined.

Locations within Tularosa Basin in southern McGregor Range for proposed new combat aviation and/or
helicopter gunnery ranges would generally be compatible with military activities. Because this area is not
currently accessible for public use (except for two small hunting zones near the range camp), activities
would have little effect on grazing and recreation. Safety buffers for some munitions could extend to the
north over grazing areas, resulting in reduced accessibility during training times. Residents in the
community of Oro Grande could experience additional overflight by aircraft, particularly helicopters,
which may be incompatible with residential uses.
Surrounding areas may be affected by noise from increased aircraft operations in military training routes
and restricted airspace over non-DoD property by any of these actions. Use of a TBM target for Patriot
missile firings may increase the probability of debris deposition over portions of northern McGregor
Range and the co-use area of Lincoln National Forest. This may require more frequent use of these areas
as a safety buffer. During TBM target firings, New Mexico Highway 506 would be temporarily closed
and access to areas to areas for recreation, hunting, and grazing management would be slightly reduced.

--

---

--

--....
-

-

-

McGregor Range has been proposed as the impact site for Block IB ATACMS missiles launched from
Fort Wingate, New Mexico. Potential safety issues affecting underlying land areas and uses have been
assessed in the Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range EIS (see Section 5.4.11.1).
Any road improvements on north McGregor Range to support expanded military use would improve
public access for ranching activities and recreation. However, these same improvements could lead to
increased vandalism problems for cultural resources. Depending on the type and extent of improvements,
areas classified for semiprimitive recreational opportunities may be reduced. Improved roadways can
function as firebreaks, and therefore benefit land use management and grazing by reducing risk of
extensive fires.
Increased storage of equipment and billeting of troops at the McGregor Range Camp would be
compatible with existing use. Additional facilities may be required to maintain suitable conditions for
these functions.
Location of a new geothermal, binary generation and desalination plant in south McGregor Range would
have little effect on land use. Site selection would need to consider potential impacts on ROW, military
safety issues, and sensitive resources or protected areas.
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Facility Construction and Demolition. Several construction projects would expand or improve facilities
and infrastructure on McGregor Range, including troop support facilities, water and wastewater projects,
road and rail improvements, and final phases of the ASP. These would generally have beneficial effects
on military uses. Road improvements and new water distribution lines would have no impact on
surrounding (off-post) land uses. Assuming these projects are located within areas currently developed
with infrastructure and facilities in dominantly military use areas, construction would have little impact
on nonmilitary use or access. Siting would need to avoid sensitive and valuable natural and cultural
resources, and specially designated management areas.
Construction of a 32-facility MOUT training complex in TA 8 would be compatible with surrounding
uses on Fort Bliss. Due to distance, potential for impacts on off-post areas are negligible. Siting would
need to avoid existing utility ROWs with underground pipelines supplying energy from El Paso to
McGregor Range Camp.
Construction for the various proposed facilities, roads, and training complexes would use industrial
materials from commercial suppliers or from sources on McGregor Range. Materials would generally be
taken from existing borrow pits and quarries. Since BLM manages mineral resources on withdrawn land,
if new sources are needed for particular projects, the Army would coordinate locations with BLM. Also,
the Army would implement any ofBLM's requirements for maintaining or reclaiming disturbed areas.

Environmental Resource Management. Enviromnental resource management activities and affects on
land use would be similar to those described for Alternative 1 (Section 5.2.1.2). Natural and cultural
resources would be managed within the planning framework of the INRMP, ICRMP, and BLM's RMPA
and the 1990 MOU between the BLM and the Army. The Anny's INRMP and ICRMP would provide
beneficial guidance for Anny responsibilities under the 1990 MOU and for minimizing potential adverse
effects of military actions. Slightly reduced access for grazing operations resulting from envisioned
implementation of installation capabilities could limit time available for the BLM to manage its grazing
program. Recreational resources would be less available for public use, but no specific goals for
recreation management would be affected.
Real Estate Actions. The ROW for the new water line between the Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas and McGregor Range Camp would pass beyond the boundary of the withdrawn land. As such, the
new alignment and ROW should be coordinated and any applications processed through the BLM for
portions within McGregor Range. No other real estate actions are identified under this alternative and
impacts would be the same as those described in Section 5.1.1.2.
5.4.1.3

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Main Cantonment Area. Impacts to visual resources would be the same as described for Alternative 1
in Section 5.2.1.3.
Fort Bliss Training Complex. Potential changes to ground cover in the South Training Areas and Dofia
Ana Range-North Training Areas from increased tracked vehicle use would be visible in the foreground.
To the extent that alterations are perceived as damage from man-made causes they may reduce visual
quality. However, these changes would have little affect on the middle and far distant landscape where
composition of landform elements, line, color, and light are primary determinants of visual quality.
Proposed utility and rail spur projects would be visible alterations to the landscape, particularly in the fore
and middle distance. These modifications may not be consistent with VRM objectives for VRM Class III
locations along U.S. Highway 54, but would be similar in scale and type to existing man-made features
(such as roads, utility lines, equipment) in the overall cultural landscape. These modifications could alter
the visual context of cultural sites in south McGregor Range and on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training
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Areas, affecting integrity and eligibility of some sites for NRHP. Potential impacts on cultural resources
are further addressed in Section 5.4.9.
On McGregor Range, small zones with expanded facilities and use (such as impact areas), roadway
improvements, and rail spurs, would not alter the overall visual context. Slight modifications would be
similar to the existing man-made fabric that is visible within the cultural landscape. Visible changes
would be similar to those described in Section 5.3.1.3. It is anticipated that most actions would have no
impact on visual resources or management objectives. However, actions with potential to change the
landscape or to be visible would need to be evaluated when further defined.

5.4.1.4

Cumulative Impacts

Expansion of military capabilities may potentially restrict some activities on or access to portions of
Fort Bliss. The primary nomnilitary uses that can be affected are grazing and public recreation. No
envisioned capability is currently defined that would convert grazing land to other uses. If future
activities were to frequently restrict access to Otero Mesa on weekends, this could impede grazing
operations, and could require additional analysis or mitigating procedures, similar to those developed
between the BLM and USAF for the tactical target complex. Growth in adjacent communities and
expanded military operations could create incompatible adjacency between residential and military
training areas. This is primarily a concern along the south border of the Doiia Ana Range-North Training
Areas. Currently, these functions are compatible because of adequate separation and relatively low
intensity of both military and residential development. Increased tracked vehicle operations and possible
rail operations on the Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas could produce undesirable noise and dust in
encroaching residential areas. Expansion and infill in Chaparral is likely as population increases in the
region, increasing the number of persons who would potentially be affected. County plans do not
currently identify Fort Bliss "border issues" as a concern. Compatibility problems that may result from
an absence of land use controls in this area may result in compatibility problems in the long-term
planning horizon.

-

-

-

--

--

-·

As population increases, land managers are anticipating demands for recreation resources to increase.
Decrease in opportunities on McGregor Range could be viewed as an erosion of a regional resource.
Concerns are primarily focused on access to Otero Mesa due to its distinctive grasslands, wilderness, and
hunting opportunities. Relatively few members of the public recreate on Otero Mesa each year. Most of
the current use is associated with licensed hunts, which will continue in the future. The Otero Mesa land
mass extends beyond McGregor Range, where access is not restricted to the public. Expanded military
operations would only slightly decrease access to Culp Canyon WSA, and actions would not change the
existing wilderness quality. Therefore, overall impacts to recreational land use would be negligible.
Changes in grazing standards on federal lands may be one of several factors that are affecting the regional
livestock industry. Recent trends indicate small-scale ranch operations have been failing, and this may be
caused by combined effects of these changes. Continuing stresses on marginal enterprises can represent
an adverse impact. However, value of grazing on McGregor Range has remained high. Therefore, it is
unlikely that minor changes in grazing resources resulting from expanded military operations would
jeopardize contracted grazing operations on the range. Furthermore, grazing opportunities on McGregor
Range are only a small percent of regional and county grazing resources, and any small reductions would
have little effect on regional uses.
Cumulative impacts on visual resources would be the same as described for Alternative 1 (see
Section 5.1.1.4). Proposed construction under this alternative could contribute cumulatively to slow
modification of surrounding landscape in the Chaparral area and along U.S. Highway 54. Due to
relatively low visual resource value in the area, this would have minimal impacts on visual resources.
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Major projects involving large facilities or extensive soil disturbance would need to be evaluated in the
future when the projects are more defined.
5.4.2

Main Cantonment Area Infrastructure

The possible joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA under this alternative would require construction and
operation of a taxiway and cargo facilities. Demands for water and power would increase during the
construction phase, and power demand for taxiway lighting would result in a permanent increase.
The cargo facility would be connected to existing water-supply and communication systems, but probably
would not result in a noticeable increase in demand. The increased demand for power is expected to have
a small impact but cumulative impacts under this alternative will remain essentially the same as identified
for the No Action Alternative.
5.4.3

Training Area Infrastructure

The construction and operation phases of several actions being considered under Alternative 3 potentially
will increase demands for all services. The possible actions include the MOUT, comprised of a
32-building training facility, in either the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
on McGregor Range; a National Guard training center in the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas; the
paving of more than 20 miles of roads on McGregor Range and to the proposed landfill north of the Main
Cantonment Area; a water well at Dofia Ana Range Camp; rail spurs to the range camps; a helicopter
training complex on McGregor Range; and a geothennal power generation/desalination plant in
McGregor Range.
Construction of any of these actions could temporarily increase demands for water, power,
communications, and transportation on a temporary basis. Operation of the training facilities and
geothermal power generation/desalination plant could permanently increase the demand for utility
services and transportation. Cumulative impacts on transportation, power, and communication under this
alternative will show a modest increase. The effect of increased water supply will hardly be detectable,
and its cumulative effect will remain as described for the No Action Alternative.
5.4.4

Airspace Use

The potential impacts to airspace use resulting from the implementation of Alternative 3 are addressed
below in each of four major project-related categories.
5.4.4.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activities. Under Alternative 3, there are five mission activities, in addition to those addressed
in previous alternatives, that would involve airspace considerations. These are: the possible relocation of
combat aviation training activities to Fort Bliss; a helicopter training complex to support FTX; additional
helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft and increased use of the Fort Bliss ranges and training areas for flight
training in support of a Heavy Division Training Center; the development of facilities at Biggs AAF to
support Army National Guard Post-mobilization Unit Validation Training; and Test Support for the
ATA CMS. The AT ACMS missions may consist of 4 to 6 test firings per year of a TBM carrying inert
munitions from Fort Wingate, New Mexico, into the existing McGregor Range. To support this activity,
the airspace corridor between the WSMR and McGregor Range may have to be closed to all air traffic
while the missile is en route. However, other periodic missile test firings between the WSMR and
McGregor Range presently occur that result in closure of this airspace corridor. The AT ACMS activity
does not result in any new airspace restrictions. No changes to the configurations of the McGregor
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Range/R-5103B/C or Dofia Ana Range/R-5107A airspace areas are proposed to support any of these five
activities. The construction of facilities at Biggs AAF to support National Guard Post-mobilization Unit
Validation Training is the same as the aviation-related construction projects identified in Alternative 1.
Because there is no change to existing airspace areas or air traffic operating conditions, the mission
activities under this alternative would not affect airspace use in the ROI.
Facility Construction and Demolition. The Army and the City of El Paso have discussed the concept of
limited joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA runway and taxiway facilities. Both airports would be linked
by construction of a new taxiway connecting runway access taxiways at each facility. As stated in the
El Paso International Ailport Master Plan and Noise Control Study (EPIA, 1991), such limited joint use
would give flexibility to A TC, provide EPIA with a back-up runway for emergency use, and allow for
diversion of military aircraft that use EPIA to Biggs AAF. With respect to civil aircraft use of Biggs AAF
by EPIA air traffic, the current and future mission of Fort Bliss would have priority over nonmilitary
aircraft operations at Biggs. The potential airspace related impacts of the joint use concept are addressed
in the Cumulative Effects discussion below.

With respect to the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range, facility construction
under this alternative consists entirely of mission support buildings, rail spurs, and infrastructure
improvements. There are no actions involving airspace use and management.
Environmental Resource Management. As previously noted, the Fort Bliss environmental resource
management programs are land management programs that do not affect airport- or airspace-related
operations and management. The designation of an airport facility as a cultural resource would not affect
airport- or airspace-related operations or management.
5.4.4.2

Earth Resources

The impacts to geologic resources and soils are presented below.
5.4.5.1

Geology

Impacts to geologic resources for each of the major project categories resulting from the implementation
of Alternative 3 would be the same as those discussed for the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1
and2.
5.4.5.2

Soils

The potential impacts to soils as a result of implementing Alternative 3 are addressed for each of the
major activity categories.
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Cumulative Impacts

As noted in Section 4.4.1, the proximity of Biggs AAF to EPIA does not preclude simultaneous aircraft
operations at both airports. Currently, peak traffic periods or instrument meteorological conditions may
require the use of ATC procedures at Biggs and EPIA as if both facilities were a single airport. Limited
joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA would not significantly change any of these air traffic operating
conditions. Limited joint use should not require any changes to the existing El Paso Approach Control
airspace structure.
Accordingly, the concept of limited joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA under
Alternative 3 should have no impacts upon airspace use and management.
5.4.5

--

--
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Mission Activities. The envisioned use of Fort Bliss Training Complex capabilities for missions and
exercises is to maintain current programs and add additional activities over time. Envisioned uses fall
under the category of periodic FTXs. Examples are a helicopter training complex, combat aviation
training, additional missile targets, Post-mobilization Unit Validation, a Heavy Division Training Center,
and a National Guard Training Center. Sources of impacts to soils from these activities would be similar
to those described under the No Action Alternative (e.g., maneuvering of wheeled and tracked vehicles
and missile firings). Although the types of activities would not change from those described in
Alternatives 1 and 2, the intensity of use on Fort Bliss ranges could increase during training activities.
Likewise, adverse or significant adverse impacts to soils could also increase.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Construction projects under Alternative 3 may include a
32-building MOUT training complex on one of either the South Training Areas, Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas or McGregor Range; a taxiway to join Biggs AAF with EPIA; installation of a
geothennal, binary generation and desalination plant; various training, supply and storage facilities; road
improvements; a water well; and rail spurs.
Most of these facilities would be constructed in the Main Cantonment Area or in range camps where most
soils have been previously disturbed. Therefore, impacts to the soil resource would be less than for
facilities constructed on the ranges where soils are partially or totally undisturbed. Impacts to soils from
those projects requiring excavation or compaction would be similar to those described in the No Action
Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2.
The proposed rail spur could provide unique challenges for the protection of soil resources in the project
area. Construction of a rail line requires careful engineering particularly on highly erodible soils to
protect the rail line and environment from excessive erosion from rainwater runoff.
No additional demolition of structures is scheduled for Alternative 3. If demolition were to occur under
this alternative, impacts and remediation measures would be similar to those described under Alternatives 1
and 2. These actions would not be expected to cause adverse impacts to soil resources.
Environmental Resource Management. Under Alternative 3, environmental resource management
activities described under Alternative 1 would continue. Therefore, the same impacts and mitigation
actions described for Alternatives 1 and 2 would continue. ·
5.4.5.3

-

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative effects under Alternative 3 would be the same as those described under Alternative 2.
5.4.6

Air Quality

Alternative 3 includes several potential, vis10nary future uses of capabilities beyond those listed in
Alternatives 1 and 2. This section presents potential air quality impacts at Fort Bliss from activities under
this alternative only as they differ from impacts already discussed in the preceding three alternatives.
5.4.6.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activities. There are several mission, mission support, or environmental management categories
of activities or projects at Fort Bliss that could occur under Alternative 3, in addition to those discussed in
Alternatives 1 and 2.
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Comparisons can be made with other activities analyzed earlier to provide reasonable estimates of air
quality impacts. As examples of potential air quality impacts, two of the envisioned periodic FTXs will
be discussed.

Helicopter Training Complex. The air emissions that would result from the establishment and operation
of a helicopter training complex on the McGregor Range would be expected to have an insignificant air
quality impact based on a comparison of the air emissions potential of the helicopter training complex to
the Roving Sands JTX. The helicopter training complex would require an order of magnitude fewer
personnel than for the Roving Sands JTX, and there would be much less heavy equipment and vehicles
involved. The other major source of emissions are the helicopter engines. These emissions would be
well-dispersed and create no significant impact.
Heavy Division Training Center. This envisioned mission activity would provide training facilities for
two brigades (each composed of 3,000 to 5,300 soldiers with approximately 960 wheeled vehicles,
490 tracked vehicles, 30 helicopters, 6 fixed-wing aircraft), and include an annual brigade-on-brigade
training exercise for approximately 2 weeks. The primary air emissions from this activity would be
fugitive dust, generated principally by the wheeled and tracked vehicles. Significant amounts of PM 10
would be produced by these vehicles maneuvering on the ranges, particularly during the annual training
exercise.
Comparable numbers and types of vehicles envisioned for the Heavy Division Training Center at Fort
Bliss are used during monthly "rotations" or field exercises conducted at the Fort Irwin National Training
Center (NTC). The NTC has a similar or somewhat drier climate compared to Fort Bliss, so the levels of
fugitive dust produced during training exercises at the two facilities would be approximately the same. A
network of PM 10 monitors has been installed and operational for several years along the property
boundaries at the NTC (Wales, 1998). These monitors have detected no violations of the NAAQS at the
NTC, so the training exercises at NTC have been shown to produce short-term, localized air quality
impacts. Consequently, it would be expected that similar activities at the envisioned Heavy Division
Training Center would also result in insignificant air quality impacts at the Fort Bliss perimeter.
The new PM2.s standard would probably not cause additional compliance problems. However, since
there have been very few PM2.s measurements and there are no emission factors to quantitatively evaluate
emissions from these sources, this is only the best available estimate at this time.

Facility Construction and Demolition. Construction can result in temporary increases in air emissions
such as fugitive dust from construction and tailpipe emissions from equipment. The magnitude of these
emissions depends on the scale of the construction project, but are temporary and result in short-term,
localized impacts. Fugitive dust emissions will be minimized during construction activity by watering
areas under construction to the greatest extent possible. One potential activity in Alternative 3 would be
lintited joint use of Biggs AAF with EPIA. This would include the possible construction of a taxiway that
would connect Biggs AAF runways with EPIA taxiways. Civilian operations at Biggs AAF would be
limited to large commercial aircraft that would improve and increase the freight capacity of EPIA. It is
possible that the overall air quality impact from a combined EPIA/Biggs AAF airport complex would be
lower because the air quality emissions would be dispersed over a greater network of runways and taxiways.
Training Area Maintenance Improvement Projects. A number of training area improvement projects
are being considered that are unique to Alternative 3. Several of these potential projects could have an
effect on the air quality. In particular, the unfunded paving projects considered by the installation
including: the Sanitary Fill R6ad north to the McGregor Range Camp Road, the range road between
U.S. Highway 54 and War Highway, and 20 miles of range road from the New Mexico state line to Meyer
Range. Paving these roads could considerably reduce the fugitive dust emissions produced by traffic.
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In addition, a potential rail spur from the UP/SP rail line to McGregor and/or Dofia Ana Range camps is
being considered as part of this alternative. The use of rail to transport equipment, personnel, and
supplies to the Fort Bliss Training Complex could significantly decrease fugitive dust emissions and
tailpipe exhaust emissions, by reducing the number of trips by motor vehicles between the Main
Cantonment Area and the training complex.

5.4.6.2

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative effects to regional air quality would be similar to those under Alternative 1.
5.4.7
5.4.7.1

Water Resources
Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Groundwater from the underlying basin-fill deposits of the Hueco Bolson supplies most of the water used
by Fort Bliss. Water demand for Fort Bliss under Alternative 3 would exceed that under the No Action
Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2, because of the potential increase in permanent and temporary
personnel on the post and potential construction projects. The increase in water use above the 5, 700 afy
amount projected under the previously discussed alternatives would depend on the size of the personnel
increases and which of the construction projects are undertaken. Additional water use at the Main
Cantonment Area would result in increased pumpage from the Anny well fields. An increase at
McGregor Range would result in additional water purchases from El Paso. Construction of a water well
at Dona Ana Range Camp will be required for siting a potential training area near the camp; however,
additional withdrawals at that location would not be expected to affect distant water levels at the main
pumping centers in the Fort Bliss/El Paso area.
5.4.7.2

Cumulative Impacts

Groundwater withdrawals, probably in excess of 150,000 afy, from the Hueco Bolson in the metropolitan
El Paso and Ciudad Juarez areas under Alternative 3 will be similar to those under the No Action
Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2. The effect of potential increases in Fort Bliss water use will have
little noticeable impact on projected pumping levels and water quality changes that result from
cumulative groundwater withdrawals. Even an unlikely 50 percent increase in Fort Bliss water use would
represent only a 1.5 percent increase in the cumulative amount. Forecasts of the depletion of fresh water
in the aquifer between 2013 and 2025 would remain essentially unchanged.
5.4.8
5.4.8.1

Biological Resources
Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activities. Impacts to vegetation, wetland habitat, wildlife, and threatened and endangered
species under Alternative 3 would be greater than those in the No Action Alternative and in Alternatives 1
and2.
Vegetation. The impacts to vegetation of No Action (Section 5.1.8) and Alternative 2 (Section 5.3.8)
would occur under Alternative 3. In addition, this alternative would result in additional disturbance to
vegetation due to increased ORV maneuvers, an increase in surface impacts from weapons strikes, and an
increase in fires.

Ground Disturbance. A substantial increase in ORV maneuvers would occur in the South Training
Areas. Under other alternatives, the LOU in the training areas would increase from very low to moderate
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use (see Table 3.3-4) to mostly high use (see Table 3.5-3). As indicated in Section 5.1.8.1, mesquite
coppice dunes and sandscrub is the principal plant community that would be impacted. Other military
activities on the South Training Areas under Alternative 3 would be at similar levels as the other
alternatives.
A substantial increase in ORV maneuvers would also occur in the mesquite coppice dunes and
creosotebush plant communities on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas due to the deployment of
the Heavy Division Training Center. This would result in an increase in the LOU on the training ranges
from mostly high and some medium (see Table 3.3-5) to all high (Table 3.5-4). There would also be an
increase in activity on any given day and it is estimated that there would be a 50 percent increase in ORV
maneuver use on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas under Alternative 3 (see Section 3.5.1.2).

---

--

Under Alternative 3, there would also be a substantial increase in the amount of land use for weapons
firing surface impact (see Figures 3.3-4 and 3.3-2) on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, due to
the National Guard Training Center tank gunnery ranges. This would impact the foothills desert shrub
and piedmont grassland and to a lesser extent montane shrubland and pinyon/juniper woodlands. There
would be an estimated 60 percent increase in surface-to-surface weapons training in the lower elevations
of the Organ Mountains under Alternative 3.

--

Overall, the LOU at the training areas on McGregor Range would increase substantially under
Alternative 3, compared to the other alternatives (see Tables 3.3-6 and 3.5-5). This increase would be
from mostly very low and low use to high use. The level of ORV use in TA 8 (mesquite coppice dune
plant community) would increase from low to high; TA 8 would remain the only area used for ORV
training on McGregor Range.

-

Under Alternative 3, there would be an increase in weapons firing from the Helicopter Training Complex,
Combat Aviation Training, and an increase in firings from SHORAD. The number of training areas
experiencing weapons surface impacts would increase from six to nine. Otero Mesa (TAs 15 through 23)
would experience an increase in LOU from very low to low to mostly high and some of this increase
would be due to becoming a SDZ for a proposed tactical target complex. This would indicate that the
potential for fire on the mesa from hot missile debris would increase.
Increased maneuver training and increased use of tracked vehicles (not as cross-country maneuver on
most of McGregor Range) would result in more intense use of areas designated for ORV maneuver (see
Figure 3.5-1 and Table 3.5-2) and less opportunity for residual vegetation to recover. Also, increased
maneuver use may result in expanded disturbance of previously undisturbed vegetation within the training
areas. Therefore, vegetation cover may decline and erosion rates may increase resulting in a less
biologically stable area and faster dune development and movement.

---

-

Fire. Wildfires will continue to take place on Fort Bliss under Alternative 3. Since the level of this
activity would increase, the number of fires would increase. In addition, other activities proposed under
this alternative would likely result in more fires including the combat aviation training, helicopter training
complex, Heavy Division Training Center, and National Guard Training Center. Therefore, a substantial
increase in the number of fires under Alternative 3 over current conditions is expected. With this
increase in fires is the increased probability that areas detennined to be important for the maintenance of
biodiversity on Fort Bliss would be destroyed by fire. Therefore, Alternative 3 may result in significant
adverse impacts to vegetation due to increased ORV maneuvers, weapons strikes, and fires.
Wetland Habitat and Arroyo-riparian Drainages. The impacts to wetlands and arroyo-riparian
drainages under No Action Alternative and Alternative 2 would occur under Alternative 3. It is assumed
that jurisdictional wetlands would not be impacted under this alternative except for potential impacts due
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to fire. However, there is a potential for additional impacts to arroyo-riparian drainages from the increase
in ORV maneuvers, weapons strikes, and fires.

Ground Disturbance. The substantial increase in ORV maneuvers on the South Training Areas and
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas could result in the disturbance of dry washes (Waters of the U.S.)
in the mesquite coppice dune and creosote bush plant communities.
Fire. The increase in ORV maneuver could also result in more fires that could bum through desert
arroyo-riparian drainages. Increased weapons firing in the lower elevations of the Organ Mountains
could also result in an increase in fires in arroyo-riparian drainages in the plant communities potentially
affected by this activity. There is also an increased potential for fire to impact wetland riparian areas
along perennial streams in the Organ Mountains. Fires would also likely increase on McGregor Range
and bum arroyo-riparian drainages in the Tularosa Basin and on Otero Mesa. Under Alternative 3, there
is an increased potential for fire to bum the widely scattered jurisdictional wetlands on McGregor Range.
Therefore, Alternative 3 may result in significant adverse impacts to wetlands and would likely result in
significant adverse impacts to arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss.
Wildlife. The impacts to wildlife of the No Action Alternative and Alternative 2 would also occur under
Alternative 3. In addition, Alternative 3 would result in additional negative impacts to wildlife due to:
( l) increased disturbance in previously impacted habitat such as mesquite coppice dune areas on the
South Training Areas and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas; (2) new weapons impact areas in the
Organ Mountains; (3) increased noise and human activity at ORV maneuver areas, weapons firing ranges
on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range, and the new helicopter training
facility; (4) increased disturbance in already affected arroyo-riparian drainages and disturbance and
damage to previously undisturbed arroyo-riparian drainages, and (5) increased impacts due to fire.

Ground Disturbance. These increases in ORV maneuvers (not as cross-country maneuver on most of
McGregor Range) under Alternative 3 would have the greatest impact on wildlife associated with the
Chihuahuan Desert shrubland upland and arroyo/riparian habitats (principally mesquite coppice dunes
and creosote bush types) in the Tularosa Basin on the South Training Areas, and Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas although, as indicated in Section 5.1.8.l, the amount of arroyo-riparian habitat in the ORV
maneuver area is limited. The increase in weapons firing in the Organ Mountains would also affect
wildlife in upland and arroyo/riparian habitats in the foothills grassland and shrubland, montane
shrubland, and pinyon/juniper habitats. See Section 4.8.3 for a description of wildlife that occur in these
upland and arroyo habitat types.
Fire. Fire could occur in these habitat types as well as upland and arroyo/riparian habitats on Otero Mesa
and, potentially, conifer forests in the Organ Mountains, foothill grassland and shrubland habitats in the Hueco
Mountains, and foothill grassland and pinyon pine/juniper habitats in the Sacramento Mountains foothills.
The potential destruction of woody vegetation in arroyo/riparian habitat as well as in upland habitats
would make these areas less desirable for Neotropical migrant and nesting bird species and other wildlife.
A general decline in bird species richness may also occur in bum areas in upland and arroyo/riparian
areas. A decline in potential nest sites on yuccas for hawks and owls would also likely occur under this
alternative. The potential impacts of fire on wildlife is discussed in greater detail in the No Action Alternative.
Therefore, this alternative may result in significant adverse impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat.
Threatened and Endangered Species (sensitive species). The impacts to sensitive species under the No
Action Alternative and Alternative 2 would also occur under Alternative 3. Increased military activity on
the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas could threaten the only known population of night blooming
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cereus on Fort Bliss. Fires posses the greatest threat in the Organ Mountains where numerous species of
sensitive plants plus gray vireo and Organ Mountain chipmunk habitat and spotted owl and peregrine
falcon potential habitat would be at risk. Fire could also occur in the Hueco Mountains that are also
occupied by sensitive plants. As indicated in Section 5.1.8.1, occasional fires associated with the No
Action Alternative may not affect aplomado falcon potential habitat. However, if there is a substantial
increase in the number of fires on Otero Mesa under Alternative 3, potential habitat for the aplomado
falcon may be adversely impacted if fires result in a substantial reduction in potential perch and nest sites
or if a reduction in the prey base occurs as was discussed in Section 5.1.8.1.
Based on this, Alternative 3 has the potential to have a significant adverse impact on some sensitive
species on Fort Bliss.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Under Alternative 3, more facility construction and demolition
projects would take place than under the No Action Alternative (see Section 3.3.4, under Alternative 1).
As with the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2, many of these projects would take place at
the Main Cantonment Area and other built-up areas such as McGregor Range Camp. Most of these
activities would result in negligible impacts to vegetation, wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages,
wildlife, and sensitive species because of the already highly disturbed nature of these areas and the high
level of human activity.
In addition, implementation of this alternative would result in construction projects in natural plant
communities outside the built-up areas (see Section 3.5.4). This would include the development of a
MOUT complex consisting of 39 buildings. Three sites are being considered for the construction of these
facilities and the number of acres of land that would be used is not known at this time. No new
construction projects are being considered for the South Training Areas other than the MOUT complex,
which could be built on this range. Other projects could occur on the Dofia Ana Range Camp with a
pipeline connecting it to the McGregor Range Camp and a 23-mile rail spur from the exiting rail line
along U.S. Highway 54 to a point three miles west of the Dofia Ana Range Camp. Other construction
projects being considered for McGregor Range are a new rail line from the existing rail line along U.S.
Highway 54 to the McGregor Range Camp and TA 8, and expansion of the ASP south of the road leading
from U.S. Highway 54 to the McGregor Range Camp.

--

--

-

Vegetation. These construction projects would all take place in the Chihuhuan Desert shrublands
dominated by the mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub plant community. The number of acres of this
and other plant community types that would be disturbed is not known at this time.
Wetlands and Arroyo-riparian Drainages. The land that would be affected by the construction project
occurs in the Chihuhuan Desert shrublands in the Tularosa Basin. Wetlands are very widely scattered in
this area. It is Fort Bliss policy to avoid impacting wetlands if possible and therefore, it is assumed that
the construction projects will not affect wetlands. Construction of linear projects such as a water pipeline
or railroad spurs would cross arroyo-riparian drainages, which are Waters of the U.S., mostly in the
mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub plant community. The Army would submit a 404 permit
application to the USACE, ifrequired, and otherwise work with the USACE to minimize any damage that
may result from construction in Waters of the U.S.
Wildlife. The construction projects would result in the displacement of wildlife from the land directly
disturbed, as well as affect wildlife in adjacent habitat due to human activity and noise. Wildlife affected
by the projects would be species typical of the mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub habitat and other
Chihuahuan Desert shrubland habitat such as creosote tarbush. See Section 4.8.3 and Section F.2 in
Appendix F for a description of wildlife species that occur in these habitat types.
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Threatened and Endangered Species (Sensitive Species). Sensitive species that are known to occur on
Fort Bliss and could be affected by the construction projects are the night blooming cereus, Texas homed
lizard, western burrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike. Fort Bliss would conduct sensitive species surveys
before construction would take place to identify populations of such species as the night blooming cereus
and western burrowing owl; if these species or any other sensitive species were identified, measures
would be taken to lessen or eliminate impacts. As indicated in Section 4.8.3 and Appendix F, the Texas
homed lizard and loggerhead shrike are common and widespread on Fort Bliss, including in the mesquite
coppice dune and sandscrub habitat (see Tables F-2 and F-3 in Appendix F). It is assumed that these two
sensitive species would be displaced due to elimination of habitat and that noise and human activity may
affect loggerhead shrikes residing near the new projects.
Environmental Resource Management. Under Alternative 3, the INRMP would have been
implemented and is incorporated as a part of Alternative 3. This land is described in Section 3.3.4 and the
potential impacts that result from applying this management strategy are described in Section 5.2.8.
Implementation of INRMP may result in a reduction in the intensity of impacts to natural resources that
would otherwise occur. However, even with the plan, the implementation of Alternative 3 has the
potential to result in adverse significant impacts to biological resources on Fort Bliss.
5.4.8.2

Cumulative Impacts

Under Alternative 3, specific locations for the conceptual projects have not been identified. Future site
selections will consider impact upon jurisdictional wetlands on Fort Bliss. Adherence to the plans
implemented in Alternative 1 would preclude siting that results in an adverse cumulative impact on
jurisdictional wetlands.

-

Construction, operation, and any fires associated with operation at the proposed facilities would have an
adverse impact on Waters of the U.S. Therefore, it is assumed that implementation of Alternative 3 plus
activities associated with a tactical target complex and grazing may have an adverse cumulative impact on
Waters of the U.S.
Alternative 3 would result in a greater adverse cumulative impact to wildlife due to greater disturbance of
wildlife habitat from projects that comprise this alternative. These projects could result in the disturbance
of thousands of acres of wildlife habitat with disturbance of additional areas from fire. There would also
be much more noise associated with the increased use of fixed-wing aircraft, helicopters, and large
wheeled and tracked military vehicles (not as cross-country maneuver on McGregor Range). These
activities would result in indirect impacts to habitat surrounding the gunnery ranges and in other areas.
Although the amount of wildlife habitat affected cannot be quantified, it has the potential to be
substantial. Therefore, Alternative 3 would likely result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to
wildlife and their habitat.

-

As indicated above, Alternative 3 would result in greater impacts to sensitive species than the other
alternatives and these impacts have the potential to be significantly adverse to some species. This is
principally because there would be a greater potential for military-related fires due to the large increase in
military activities. These fires would have the potential to spread into areas considered biologically
sensitive on Fort Bliss such as the Organ and Hueco Mountains, as well as burn more frequently in the
grasslands on and below the Otero Mesa which could negatively affect potential northern aplomado
falcon habitat. The results of increased military activity on Fort Bliss, as well as the increased frequency
of military-related fires on sensitive species can not be quantified. However, when these impacts are
considered with the impacts of the tactical target complex and grazing, there is a potential for
significantly adverse cumulative impacts to sensitive species resulting from the implementation of
Alternative 3. These cumulative impacts would be greater than those from the other alternatives.
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5.4.9

Cultural Resources

Alternative 3 would entail establishing additional installation capabilities including combat aviation
training, a wide range of more intensive field training activities, and the potential design and installation
of a geothermal plant.
5.4.9.1

Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Mission Activity. Under this alternative, activities at some of the ranges and training areas would
increase in terms of intensity, scope, and duration. Specific locations and acreage figures for some of the
actions are not available, so numbers of cultural resources affected cannot be estimated. However,
impacts to archaeological resources from ground disturbance are most likely. The settings ofTCPs, if any
exist, might also be affected. Implementation of the ICRMP would help management of significant
cultural resources. Execution of two projects proposing helicopter gunnery ranges would require
approximately 182 square miles of land on McGregor Range. The overflights and construction and use of
gunnery targets would have the potential to impact known and as yet unidentified cultural resources
depending on specific target placement.
The additional training outlined under this alternative would result in increased intensity and duration of
use, mainly within the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. These activities have the potential to
impact cultural resources, particularly archaeological sites and TCPs should any exist. Increased use of
the surrounding maneuver areas could result in inadvertent intrusions into Red zones and subsequent
damage to sensitive cultural resources. Increased vehicle traffic through the Green zones could also
impact cultural resources. The additional TBM target use in training scenarios and Block IB AT ACMS
missile test activities also have a potential to impact cultural resources on McGregor Range depending
upon the specific locations of impact areas and other variables.

--

-

---

Under Alternative 3, mission activities using the installation capabilities could be accomplished while
reducing the likelihood of damage to cultural resources through the application of the procedures outlined
in the ICRMP. When specific locations are selected, the appropriate procedures will be implemented to
reduce the adverse effects, preferably through avoidance. Implementation of the ICRMP could also allow
more long-range studies that would identify and evaluate cultural resources on the installation well in
advance of mission activities and help reduce conflicts with those activities.
Facility Construction and Demolition. Facility construction under this alternative would include a
variety of buildings, roads, railways, and utility work. The construction projects included in this
alternative have the potential to affect cultural resources, particularly archaeological resources, whenever
there are ground disturbing aspects of the projects.
Demolition projects under this alternative are the same as those included in Alternative 1 and impacts to
cultural resources would be similar.
5.4.9.2

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative effects of Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 2.
However, because of the increased intensity of use of the various ranges under this alternative, the
implementation of the ICRMP would play an even more critical role in reducing adverse effects of the
various foreseeable projects by introducing better, more consistent, long-tenn management practices over
the No Action Alternative.
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5.4.10 Noise
5.4.10.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex

Activities associated with Alternative 3 with the potential to create noise impacts are addressed in each of
the four major activity-related categories identified below.
Mission Activity. Mission-related activities associated with Alternative 3 include all of the activities
associated with Alternatives 1 and 2. However, it is possible that some ongoing activities will be
expanded in scope, and new activities will be added.

On the Main Cantomnent Area and Biggs AAF, noise levels associated with mission activities would be
expected to continue as described for Alternatives 1 and 2. Some aspects of this alternative could
increase aircraft operations at Biggs AAF, either as a result of airlift support for increased troop training
or direct mission support for expanded combat aviation training. However, no increases are anticipated
that would surpass the intensity of the surge associated with mobilization. If the noise contours
associated with this peak period are considered as a maximum upper boundary, and Noise Zones II and III
resulting from them remain on the installation and do not impact current land uses, then the potentially
increased noise resulting from expanded mission activity would not be considered significant.
On the training complex, increases in unit training would increase vehicular noise levels. However, these
noise sources would be transient, dispersed, and would only occur over brief periods of time. These noise
sources would be localized within the training areas that are already used for this purpose, and elevated
noise levels would not be expected to occur beyond the range boundaries. Potential noise created by this
aspect of Alternative 3 would not be considered significant.
On those ranges and training areas underlying the restricted airspace, increased aviation activity would
increase noise levels. The potential use of either Otero Mesa or the Tularosa Basin tactical target
complex was discussed in Section 5.1.10. The elevated noise levels localized around the immediate
proposed target area of this range would also occur under this alternative. However, several elements of
this alternative also have the potential to increase aviation-related noise.

-

Although detailed operational data on potentially expanded aviation activities are not available, it is still
possible to assess the potential capacity of various airspace elements to accommodate increased
operations while still remaining at or below a given noise threshold. If aviation activities are assumed to
continue using the same relative combination of aircraft, it is possible to mathematically scale the number
of current operations producing a known noise level to an increased noise level. This scaling provides a
multiplier that can be used to assess the capacity of the airspace to support an expanded level of
operations, while still remaining below a threshold noise level. Application of this process to restricted
airspace above McGregor Range and the Oofia Ana Range-North Training Areas indicates that aircraft
operations could be expanded by a factor of 6.3, 7.9, and 3.2 in each of these areas, respectively, and still
not exceed Ldrunr 55. Computer modeling of noise effects using realistic assumptions indicate expanded
helicopter training associated with this alternative does not produce significant noise impacts. This is
especially true since the added training is proposed to occur on McGregor Range, where the capacity for
expansion is greatest.
One specific mission activity associated with this alternative included developing a helicopter training
range. To assess the potential impacts associated with this proposal, a hypothetical 12.4 by 12.4 mile
geographic area was described for use by the MRNMAP computer program. The Kiowa Warrior
(OH-580) and Longbow (Apache) (AH-640) were modeled in this airspace flying 600 annual sorties
each, with one-half being day sorties and one-half night. The resultant uniformly distributed noise level
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was Lc1nmr 49. If the same capacity assessment described above were perfonned for this scenario, the
1,200 annual sorties modeled could be increased by a factor of 4 and still not exceed Lc1nmr 55.
Alternative 3 also considers using Fort Bliss and its associated ranges as a Heavy Division Training
Center and a National Guard Training Center. This expansion in training support could result in increases
in the use of artillery on the ranges, specifically firing into the impact areas of the Organ Mountains. As
with aircraft noise, impulsive noise capacity assessments can also be performed. The results of the
assessment indicate that 110 day-equivalent detonations of a 155mm high explosive round could occur
per day, at a point 2.6 kilometers from the range boundary and the noise level of 62 CDNL would not
extend past the range boundary. Increased training use of the ranges is not anticipated to have significant
noise impacts.
Facilitv Construction and Demolition. Under Alternative 3, representative facility construction would
be generally similar to that described under Alternative 1. On Fart Bliss and Biggs AAF, noise associated
with construction activities would be localized, of a temporary nature, and would not be expected to
create any Lc1n that would create disturbance to significant numbers of persons exposed to the noise. The
proposal to initiate joint use between Biggs AAF and EPIA by constructing a taxiway between the two
facilities may result in a slight reduction in aircraft operations from Biggs AAF. However, those
operations would simply be shifted to EPIA. Therefore, it is doubtful that any appreciable change to the
noise contours for the combined facilities would occur. On the ranges, construction-related noise would
also be localized to the construction site, and would not extend beyond range boundaries.
Facility demolition planned under this alternative would be the same as that anticipated under
Alternative 1. Noise resulting from demolition activities would be localized, temporary, and would not
create any long-term adverse impacts.

---

-

-

Environmental Resource Management. Under this alternative, environmental resources would
continue to be managed through ITAM practices, the INRMP, and the ICRMP. As previously discussed
under Alternative 1, some management programs could require the use of motorized earth movement
equipment that would result in localized, temporary noise in some areas. However, no long-term noise
effects would be anticipated to occur.
5.4.10.2 Cumulative Effects
Although there is an increase in activity and the potential for increased noise levels on the training
complex under Alternative 3, modeling indicates helicopter noise and artillery firing are unlikely to
increase above Lc1nmr 55 or extend beyond the training area boundaries. Therefore, cumulative effects
under Alternative 3 would remain as described for Alternative 1.
5.4.11 Safety
This section assesses safety issues associated with Alternative 3. This alternative includes all of the
activities associated with Alternatives 1 and 2, and also takes advantage of the potential Fart Bliss has to
expand operations. The elements of this alternative that have the potential to affect safety are evaluated
relative to the degree to which they increase or decrease safety risks to military personnel, the public, and
property.
5.4.11.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Mission Activity. The mission activities associated with this alternative are additive with Alternatives 1
and 2. The permanently assigned installation personnel strength and equipment levels remain as
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previously discussed. Although FTXs could increase personnel and equipment levels temporarily, there
are no specific safety issues directly associated with these envisioned uses. Although the training areas
and ranges would experience more intensive use and have a higher utilization rate than currently, this use
would remain consistent with current operations. Detailed safety procedures are in effect, and would
continue to be enforced to guide the conduct of training operations.
Consideration is also being given to developing a comprehensive helicopter training complex on
McGregor Range. This could include a 62.1- by 124.2-mile training area over Army land using existing
Fort Bliss and WSMR airspace. An attack helicopter gunnery range could be developed in the southern
area of McGregor Range. This range would be designed to incorporate safety and buffer areas to
accommodate the ordnance used. Required safety zone factors exist for the ordnance that would be used
and adequate land area and restricted airspace is available. While this increased aviation activity would
increase flight hours on the ranges and training areas, and create some increase in the risk of a Class A
mishap, these increases are not considered significant.
Another element of this alternative envisions developing tactical ballistic missile targets. If flight and
safety data are applied to the missile's proposed trajectory, and are combined with the Patriot's range
safety data, and all safety footprints remain within range boundaries, no significant safety issue should be
associated with this initiative.
An initiative by WSMR with safety implications involves the proposal to launch an ATACMS from Fort
Wingate, New Mexico, to impact on McGregor Range. WSMR currently conducts such launches that
terminate in impact areas on WSMR. The safety implications of these activities were assessed in the
Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range EIS completed in November 1994. When the launch
occurs, coordination is effected with the FAA, land owners potentially impacted are notified, and some
residents are evacuated. While adequate areas exist on McGregor Range to develop a safe impact area,
the specific trajectory of the missile to a McGregor-target would require specific evaluation.
Nevertheless, approved launch processes and procedures that have ensured safety in the past should
continue to prove effective in mitigating risk to acceptable levels.
Facility Construction and Demolition. The additional proposed facility construction involved with this
alternative includes the potential joint use of Biggs AAF and EPIA, development and expansion of
geothermal projects, various mission support, administrative, and infrastructure support facilities projects
on the ranges, road paving, and construction of an expansion to the ASP on McGregor Range.

The joint Biggs AAF /EPIA use would be developed by constructing a taxiway between the two airports.
This would basically limit the use of EPIA to civil traffic. Military traffic at Biggs AAF may slightly
increase. This could contribute to a slightly increased flight risk associated with operations at Biggs AAF
but result in an overall decrease in flight risks through distribution of traffic in the Biggs AAF /EPIA area.
The initiative to expand use of geothermal resources on unexplored areas of Fort Bliss creates little risk
by itself. However, during exploratory and developmental phases, the potential presence of ordnance and
explosive hazards in current and historic impact areas must be recognized, and complete site clean-up
would be required before project initiation.
Other facility projects on the ranges create no unusual construction requirements, and pose little risk.
Some proposed projects, such as those developing new water supplies and water storage capability, will
enhance fire safety in these remote areas. The construction of an additional ammunition supply point will
also enhance explosive safety on the range, and further minimize explosive safety risks on Fort Bliss by
removing stored ordnance from the Main Cantonment Area.
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Under this alternative, no facilities except those specifically identified under Alternative 1 are scheduled
for demolition.
Environmental Resource Management. Under this alternative, resources will be managed in
accordance with ITAM practices, the INRMP, and the ICRMP. Safety issues associated with these
management actions were discussed in Section 5.2.11, and remain unchanged under this alternative.
5.4.11.2 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative effects under this alternative remain as discussed for Alternative 1.
5.4.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern

-

5.4.12.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Mission Activity
Hazardous Materials

Hazardous Cltemicals. Fort Bliss would continue to store and use large quantities of hazardous
chemicals during training exercises and installation maintenance. The amounts of hazardous chemicals
used would increase significantly due to an increase in the intensity of both new and expanded mission
training activities. The amount of ordnance expended on the ranges would increase due to the increase in
training activity but the types of ordnance would remain essentially the same as under Alternatives 1 and 2.
Hazardous Wastes. Fort Bliss would continue to generate hazardous wastes during the use of some
hazardous materials. The amount of hazardous waste generated would increase significantly because of
the increase in the use of hazardous chemicals. The types of hazardous waste would remain essentially
the same as under Alternatives 1 and 2.
Items of Special Concern

Medical and Bio/tazardous Wastes. Medical and biohazardous wastes would continue to be generated
under this alternative. The types of waste would remain essentially the same but the amount would
increase slightly due to the increased training activity. The increase would not be significant and waste
collection, storage, and disposal procedures would be the same as those described for Alternatives 1
and2.
Low-level Radioactive Waste. The WBAMC would generate the same type of low-level radioactive
wastes at essentially the same rate as under the No Action Alternative. The amount of low-level
radioactive waste generated in the form of commodities items would increase because of the increased
training activity. Waste collection, storage, and disposal processes would be the same as those described
for Alternatives 1 and 2.
Asbestos. This alternative does not include additional facility demolition projects. Therefore, there
would not be additional environmental impacts related to asbestos-contaminated waste beyond those
described for Alternatives 1 and 2.
Lead-based Paint. This alternative does not include additional facility demolition projects. There would
not be additional environmental impacts related to lead-contaminated waste beyond those described for
Alternatives 1 and 2.
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Pesticides. There would be an increase in the amount of pesticides that are applied because of the
increased number of facilities. The types of pesticides would remain approximately the same as those
currently used. The applicators would continue to be periodically re-certified and the program would be
conducted in accordance with the Pesticide Management Plan. The increased usage would not cause
significant adverse environmental impacts, but would impact the DoD Measure of Merit requiring a
50 percent decrease in the amount of PAI used by CY 00 from a 1993 baseline.
PCBs. The environmental impacts from PCBs under this alternative would be the same as those
described for Alternatives 1 and 2.
Petroleum Storage Tanks. Fort Bliss would continue to use both USTs and ASTs. Additional tanks
would be installed at new training locations. These new tanks would meet environmental regulations and
fire protection codes in effect at the time of construction. The enviromnental impact from petroleum
storage tanks would be insignificant.
Related Management Programs

Installation Restoration Proeram. The environmental impacts from the IRP under this alternative would
be the same as those described for the No Action Alternative.
Pollution Prevention. Fort Bliss would continue the current Pollution Prevention Program as described
under the No Action Alternative.
Facility Construction and Demolition. There would be a small increase in the use of petroleum
products by construction vehicles and equipment and a small increase in the potential for hazardous
chemical spills during servicing of the vehicles and equipment. Existing spill prevention control and
countermeasure plans would be adequate to deal with any incidents. Any adverse environmental impacts
from facility construction would be short.
The environmental impacts from facility demolition under this alternative would be the same as those
described for Alternative 1.
Environmental Resource Management. The environmental impacts from resource management plans
under this alternative would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.
5.4.12.2 Cumulative Impacts

....

The cumulative effects under this alternative are the same as those described for Alternative 1.

-..

5.4.13 Socioeconomics

,

·-

-

5.4.13.1 Main Cantonment Area and Fort Bliss Training Complex
Personnel levels during peacetime and mobilization conditions under this alternative are not expected to
vary from those anticipated under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2 discussed
previously. Since potential socioeconomic effects are derived directly from these personnel levels, the
results reported for other alternatives will be replicated here, in addition to the unique aspect of additional
TDY personnel.
Under Alternative 3, there would be additional construction and training capabilities developed above
those levels associated with other alternatives. The most noticeable change would be the addition of a
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Safety.
In general, mission activities associated with this alternative would be additive to
Alternatives 1 and 2. New projects such as expanded use of geothermal resources on WSMR would
require consideration of the presence of ordnance and explosive hazards and related safety procedures.
No environmental justice impacts are expected in connection with potential increases in safety risks.
Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern. Under this alternative, there would be a
significant increase in the procurement, storage, and use of hazardous materials and the generation of
hazardous wastes due to the increase in the intensity of new and expanded mission training activities.
The types of hazardous materials and hazardous waste would remain essentially the same as under
Alternatives 1 and 2. No additional facility demolition is proposed under this alternative. No significant
environmental or health effects have been identified for hazardous materials and hazardous waste and no
environmental justice impacts are anticipated.
Socioeconomics. Personnel levels under this alternative are not expected to vary substantially from those
of the No Action Alternative. Socioeconomic impacts would benefit the local economy and the general
population, including low-income and minority populations living in the area.
5.4.14.2 Cumulative Impacts
There would be no cumulative environmental justice impacts from implementation of Alternative 3.

.,

•.J
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5.5

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

The NEPA requires that environmental analysis include identification of " ... any irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposed action should it be
implemented" (Sec. 102 (C) (v). Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the
use of nonrenewable resources, and the effects that the use of these resources may have on future
generations. Irreversible effects primarily result from use or destruction of specific resources (e.g.,
energy and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable timeframe. Irretrievable resource
commitments involve the loss in value of affected resources that can not be restored as a result of the
action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or endangered species or the disturbance of a cultural site).
For alternatives proposed under this programmatic environmental analysis, the majority of resource
commitments are neither irreversible nor irretrievable. Most impacts are either short-term, temporary, or
can be mitigated through appropriate measures. The following sections summarize this analysis for each
resource area described in this document.
5.5.1

Land Use

Land use changes would occur throughout the Main Cantonment Area and the Fort Bliss Training
Complex under provisions of each alternative, and could result in substantial changes to the man-made
and natural environment. Although these changes and their associated environmental effects could be
long-term, they would not necessarily be irreversible.
5.5.2

Main Cantonment Infrastructure

Since there are no adverse impacts to this resource area, no irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources would occur.
5.5.3

-

Training Area Infrastructure

Since there are no adverse impacts to this resource area, no irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources would occur.
5.5.4

Airspace Use

Since there are no adverse impacts to this resource area, no irreversible and irretrievable commitment of
resources would occur.
5.5.5

Earth Resources

Geological Resources. To the extent that geothermal energy is a finite resource, developing and utilizing
it on Fort Bliss is irretrievable, although development is not likely to deplete the resource in the
foreseeable future. (The design and possible construction to utilize geothermal resource is in the
conceptual stage.) Construction and maintenance activities will consume limited quantities of aggregate
sand and gravel. Regardless of the alternative selected, consumption of oil, gas, steel, concrete, and other
primary materials will occur.
Soils. The impact of military activities on vegetation may have caused irreversible changes to the
composition of plant communities. This change has exposed soils to increased gully erosion and
irretrievable loss of soil by wind. Although these impacts would likely continue regardless of which
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alternative is selected, some alternatives would impact the soil more than others. By following
installation management practices and avoiding highly erodible soils, these impacts can be minimized.
5.5.6

Air Quality

There are generally no irreversible and irretrievable commitments of air quality resources at a site,
because the nearly continuous motion of the atmosphere results in dilution and downwind transport of air
pollution. Because ofthis dilution and transport, the atmosphere has a natural ability to clean itself very
quickly after any sources of pollution have been removed.
5.5.7

Water Resources

Groundwater withdrawals from the Hueco Bolson in the Fort Bliss region presently exceed recharge rates,
creating a permanent and growing deficit. Declining regional groundwater levels and deteriorating water
quality are overwhelmingly due to nonmilitary activities. Nevertheless, groundwater pumping at
Fort Bliss contributes marginally to the irreversible depletion ofthis resource.
5.5.8

Biological Resources

Within the Fort Bliss Training Complex training areas (particularly McGregor Range), existing (No
Action Alternative), Alternative 1 (also existing activities), and proposed mission-related activities
(Alternatives 2 and 3) pose a high probability of an irretrievable commitment of vegetation. This
commitment would be the result of continuing vegetative disturbance and gradual ecological change of
existing training areas where vehicle maneuvers, weapons strikes, fires, and soil erosion occur.
Additional impacts and irretrievable commitments of natural vegetative cover would occur under
Alternative 3, above that described for the other alternatives. These commitments would occur as a result
of increased cross-country vehicle maneuvers, weapons strikes, and fires.
Similar vegetation
commitments could be expected on the South Training Areas where cross-country vehicle maneuvers
would increase. On Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, irretrievable vegetation commitments could
be expected as a result of envisioned training initiatives such as a National Guard Training Center and an
increase in the amount of land used for weapons firing surface impact. The vegetation commitments
would take place primarily in foothill desert shrub, piedmont grassland, montane shrubland, and
pinyon/juniper woodland.
5.5.9

Cultural Resources

Certain training activities proposed under the alternatives have the potential for irreversible or
irretrievable impacts to cultural resources such as Native American TCPs. Training activities such as
tracked and wheeled vehicle maneuvering, emplacement excavation, and bivouacs, constitute the greatest
source of direct and indirect impacts to prehistoric and historic cultural resources. Cultural resources are
non-renewable; once they are destroyed or altered, they cannot be replaced. Activities, such as ground
disturbance from training activities, can irreparably damage artifacts and intact features, destroy data, and
disturb site integrity. Within developed areas on Fort Bliss, facility construction and demolition may also
cause irreversible or irretrievable impacts to historic buildings and districts. While implementation of
data recovery or other measures under existing or proposed management plans can reduce adverse effects,
the loss of any significant cultural resource can be considered irreversible and irretrievable.
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5.5.10 Noise
There are no noise issues or actions under any alternative that involve irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of resources.
5.5.ll Safety
There are no safety issues or actions under any alternative that involve irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of resources.
5.5.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern
There are no hazardous materials and items of special concern issues or actions under any alternative that
involve irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.
5.5.13 Socioeconomics
There are no socioeconomic issues or actions under any alternative that involve irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources.
5.5.14 Environmental Justice
There are no enviromnental justice issues or actions under any alternative that involve irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources.
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6.0

MITIGATION AND SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter presents the Fort Bliss monitoring effort to identify impacts and mitigation measures to
reduce potentially adverse impacts to the environment from implementation of the programs described in
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Mitigation measures for adopting the various planning actions are themselves
programmatic, as they address broad potential impacts from implementing the proposed revisions to
RPMP components; adoption of the INRMP, ICRMP, and TADC; and other installation initiatives as
described in Chapter 3. The extent of implementing the following mitigation measures is subject to future
funding availability. Appropriate mitigation for specific future projects will be detennined in NEPA
documentation.
Monitoring is an integral part of any system that provides a way to examine an enviromnental mitigation.
Fort Bliss will continue to develop its Comprehensive Landscape Monitoring Program as described in
Appendix B. This system monitors the Main Cantomnent Area, the Fort Bliss Training Complex, and
Castner Range to assess training, grazing, and natural impacts on natural and cultural resources. This
monitoring system is a five-part process consisting of satellite remote sensing reconnaissance, site
inspections, plot sampling, GIS analysis, and adaptive management to review and revise operations and
training as necessary. The Anny will develop a Mitigation Action Plan that will provide for annual
reports to the public regarding the mitigation actions adopted in the ROD for the Fort Bliss Mission and
Master Plan PEIS.
The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508) recognize five means of
mitigating an environmental impact. The regulations also apply to specific project NEPA documents
tiered from this programmatic analysis of land use and environmental resource management actions and
conceptual installation capabilities and initiatives. 40 CFR 1508.20 defines mitigation to include:

,.,,

•

Avoidance. This method avoids environmental impact by not performing certain actions or parts of
actions.

•

Limitation of action. This method limits the degree or magnitude of the action in order to reduce the
extent of an impact.

•

Restoration of the environment. This method attempts to restore the affected enviromnent to its
previous condition or better.

•

Preservation and maintenance operations. This method designs the action to reduce its adverse
environmental effects.

•

Replacement. This method compensates for the impact by replacing the resource or enviromnent that
will be impacted by the action .

..

Each of these categories is reflected in the land use planning actions as proposed in this PEIS.
1. Avoidance. The RPMP and the TADC are management actions that specify land uses on the main
cantonment and the Fort Bliss Training Complex, respectively. While implementation of these land
use plans is not mitigation, the plans consolidate similar and supporting uses and avoid or minimize
impacts to environmental resources in these areas. This includes, for example, designating areas for
specific training activities such as ORV maneuvers. This restriction would reduce the effects on soils,
vegetation, and wildlife habitat that could result from random access within the Fort Bliss Training

6-1

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Complex. Restriction and avoidance of certain land uses is also intended to allocate land for specific
training activities, including their type, frequency, duration, and intensity, based upon the capacity of
Fort Bliss to sustain these uses. Routine management actions to avoid impacts to the environment are
described in Section 3 .0, Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives.
Avoidance mitigation activities specific to broad impacts associated with this analysis include:
Impacts on Water Resources. Fort Bliss will continue to actively participate in a water conservation
and facility retrofit program. The program includes retrofitting of low-flow toilets and showerheads;
reduction of turf areas in family housing; limitation of watering hours; desert landscaping; waterthrifty design of new construction; and repair, upgrade or replacement of old water mains and laterals.
The program will be continued and expanded where feasible. Active enforcement and public
education programs will be a major part of the installation water conservation effort. The installation
will participate in regional water reuse initiatives.
2. Limitation of action. The development of the TADC considered the management actions that limit
environmental impacts through the installation's SOPs for Weapons Firing and Maneuver Area Use
(U.S. Army, 1996f). These procedures:
prescribe general safety requirements and precautions;

---

--

-

--

outline the administrative and logistical support to units using the Fort Bliss Training Complex;
provide scheduling requirements for use of the ranges and training areas;
prescribe aviation usage of the restricted airspace;,
describe the range control system used for the Fort Bliss Training Complex; and
specify the responsibilities and measures for the protection of the environment and historic
resources on the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
These procedures influence the extent of an impact by limiting the degree, magnitude, or location of
specific training action. For example, missile or artillery firing scenarios may be limited in such a
way that the target intercept point or impact area is located to avoid or minimize impacts to cultural or
natural resources, or to maintain SDZs within installation boundaries.
No programmatic mitigation measures are required that limit the implementation of the proposed
plans and initiatives.
3. Restoration of the environment. Examples of ongoing Army management programs for restoration
include ITAM and actions following major training exercises that evaluate and rehabilitate training
lands to conditions that contribute to training and maintain or improve environmental conditions.
Activities under the IRP also contribute to restoration of the environment. Restoration and
rehabilitation activities will continue to be implemented to the maximum extent possible within
funding constraints.
No programmatic mitigation measures are required to restore environmental conditions resulting from
implementation of the proposed plans and initiatives.
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4. Preservation and maintenance operations. The design of the RPMP, ICRMP, INRMP, and TADC
considers preservation and maintenance operations to minimize adverse impacts on enviromnental
resources while supporting the training mission. Examples of management practices incorporated
into each alternative are described in Section 3.0, Description of the Proposed Action and
Alternatives.
5. Replacement. The programmatic evaluation of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 indicates regional water
resources will be impacted by cumulative effects to such an extent that replacement mitigation is
appropriate. A mitigation action to assist in addressing this regional condition is to continue the
Army's exploration program for geothennal resources at Davis Dome near McGregor Range Camp
(see Section 4.7.1.2). The geothermal water has the potential to produce 3 megawatts of electric
power that could be used to operate a desalination plant producing approximately 7 mgd of potable
water from the saline aquifer. This source would be used to augment or replace water currently
pumped from the Hueco Bolson.
Table 6-1 summarizes the proposed mitigation for potential impacts of the No Action Alternative and
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, for each resource. The side-by-side comparison of enviromnental consequences
of the alternatives and related mitigation actions reveals the differences and similarities among the
resources, with regard to the impacts identified in the PEIS.

•·•
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No Action Alternative
Impact
Mitigation Action

Alternative 1
Impact
Mitigation Action

Alternative 2
Impact
Mitigation Action

Impact

Alternative 3
Mitigation Action

LAND USE
Land Use Planning

Main Cantonment Adverse planning
impacts result from
perpetuating
existing functional
incompatibilities in
land use
designations.

Address
The RPMP, INRMP,
No mitigation
Same as
incompatibilities on a and ICRMP would
Alternative 1.
required.
project-by-project
result in positive
basis.
direct and cumulative Buffering would be
environmental
incorporated into site
impacts by providing design where
a planning framework adjacent uses are
that would improve
incompatible.

Industrial and
airfield
development on
Biggs AAF and the
EPIA could have
cumulative
adverse noise and
traffic effects on
residential land
uses of Biaas AAF.

Fort Bliss
Adverse planning
Training Come/ex impacts from
perpetuating
general land use
designations of the
training complex.

Same as
Alternative I.

Same as
Alternative 2 except
that siting a MOUT need additional
training complex near project-specific
Biggs AAF would
NEPA evaluation and
conflict with existing mitigation
land use due to use of determination by
smoke/obscurants.
project proponent.

Increase scheduling
notification use of
FTX sites and
coordination efforts
regarding BLM and
public access.

Same as
Alternative 2 except:
• Surrounding land
use would be
affected by noise
from increased
aircraft operations
throughout the
training complex
and from rail
activities on Dona
Ana Range-North
Training Areas.
• Growth in adjacent
communities and
military operations
requiring currently
unused installation
capabilities may
result in growing
land use
incompatibilities.

land use
relationships in the
main cantonment
and compatibility
with land uses near
the main cantonment

Address
incompatibilities on a
project-by-project
basis.

The INRMP, ICRMP, No mitigation
and TADC would
required.
result in positive
direct and
cumulative
Scheduling practices environmental
to minimize conflicts impacts by
Potential conflict
and enhance
providing an
notification of
between military
improved
training and public military use.
framework for
use of the training
managing land use,
Increase scheduling considering a wide
areas on Otero
Mesa portion of
notification and
range of resources.
McGregor Range. coordination efforts

Same as
Alternative 1 except
there would be
minor, additional
impacts to public
use and BLMadministered
grazing and
resource programs
at new controlled
access FTX sites.

regarding grazing and
USAF tactical
BLM. and public
access.
target complex
development will
adversely affect
public use access
and grazing on
certain portions of
McGregor Range.

Note:

;

;

Same as
Alternative 2 except

Same as
Alternative 2 except
need additional
project-specific
NEPA evaluation and
mitigation
determination by
project proponent.

Direct and indirect environmental impacts are show in this text style. Cumulative environmental impacts are shown in this text style.
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Table 6-1. Proposed Miti2ation for Potential Impacts of Alternatives by Resource (Continued)
Alternative 1

No Aciion Alternative
Impact

~

"'

I

}vfitigation Action

Impact

Afitigation Action

Alternative 3

Alternative 2
Impact

Mitigation Action

ln1pact

Land Use Planning (Continued)
Fort Bliss
Training Complex
(Continued)

• Expansion of
military capabilities
may potentially
restrict some
activities on or
access to portions
of Fort Bliss. The
primary
nonmilitary uses
that would be
affected are
grazing and public
recreation.

• Increased
probability of debris
deposition from
TBM targets and
resulting impacts on
land use.
• Road improvements
on McGregor Range
would benefit public
access and fire
protection.
• Firing ofIB
ATACMSwould
affect existing safety
buffers on/off
installation.
requiring extension
into incompatible
land uses.

O'I
I
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Note:

Direct and indirect environmental impacts are show in this text style. Cumulative environmental impacts are shown in this text style.
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Alternative 1
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Alternative 2

Alternative 3

I

Impact

Mitigation Action

Impact

Mitigation Action

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Main Cantonment Potential adverse
Address
The ICRMP would No mitigation
and Fort Bliss
impacts on the
incompatibilities on a result in a positive
required.
environmental
Training Conrelex Main Cantonment project-by-project
Area may occur if basis.
impact by providing
resources are
an improved
removed from areas
framework for
adjacent to or
considering and
within historic
reviewing projeds
districts without
within and adjacent
consideration of the
to historical districts.
visual context of
replacement
construction as sited
in accordance with
RPMPandIDG
objectives.

Impact

Mitigation Action

Impact

Mitigation Action
Same as
Alternative 2 except
need additional
project-specific
NEPA evaluation and
mitigation
detennination by
project proponent.

Same as
Alternative 1.

Same as
Alternative 1.

Same as
Alternative 2 except
that potential changes
in visual context from
construction of a rail
spur would be
inconsistent with
VRM objectives.

Same as
Alternative 1 except
level of use within
designated controlled
access FTX sites
could increase
compaction of soils
and possible
increased erosion at
FTXsites on
susceptible soils.

Same as
Alternative 1 except
need additional
project-specific
NEPA evaluation and
mitigation
deternlination by
project proponent.

Same as
Same as
Alternative 2 except Alternative 2 except:
additional potential • Apply INRMP and
increases in the
project siting
level of use within
according to TADC
areas designated for
land use
off-road training
designations to
would occur.
reduce soil erosion.

EARTH RESOURCES
Soils
Main Cantonment Erosion due to
impacts of
and Fart Bliss
Training Com12.lex construction,

Finish survey of soil Same as No Action Same as No Action
erosion.
Alternative.
Alternative.

training complex
Monitoring with
satellite imagery.
maintenance, or
ground disturbing
environmental
resource
management
activities on highly
erodible soil.

Note: Direct and indirect environmental impacts are show in this text style.
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Table 6-1. Proposed Miti2ation for Potential Impacts of Alternatives by Resource (Continued)
Resource

Alternative I

No Action Alternative
Impact

I

Mitigation Action

Alternative 2

A1itigation Action

Impact

Same as No Action ISame as No Action
Alternative.
Alternative.

Same as
Alternative 1.

Impact

Mitigation Action

Alternative 3

Tmpoet

Mitigation Action

Same as
Alternative 2 except
that water demand
for Fort Bliss would
exceed that under
previous
alternatives. Size of
increase would be
dependent on
personnel increases
and construction
projects selected.
Additional use at
cantonment would
require increase
pumpage from Army
wells; however, the
impact on regional
water resources
continues to be
slight, relative to
regional water
demand.

Same as
Alternative 2 except
need additional
project-specific
NEPA evaluation and
mitigation
determination by
project proponent.

WATER RESOURCES
Participate in
regional water
planning with
percent) military
regional water
use for all purposes authorities

Main Cantonment Demand for direct
(2.4 percent) and
and Fort Bliss
Training Complex indirect (5.3

~
I

-.I

is about 7. 7 percent
of all cumulative
water demand
supplied to the El
Paso-Cuidad Jaurez
region from the
Hueco Bolson, the
Mesilla Bolson, and
the Rio Grande.
The City of El Paso
currently obtains 44
percent of its water
from the Hueco
Bolson, which
could be
substantially
depleted by 2025;
the remainder
comes from the
Mesilla Bolson and
the Rio Grande.
Fort Bliss
withdraws
approximately 3.6
percent of the total
annual pumpage
from the Hueco
Bolson. This
results in a slight
acceleration of the
decline in
groundwater levels
from regional
cumulative water
use. While the
effects of pumpage
of wells at Fort
Bliss on the El Paso
metropolitan area
are slight, water
conservation
remains a major
concern on Fort
Bliss.

Same as
Alternative 1.

·

Note: Direct and indirect environmental impacts are show in this text style.

Cumulative environmental impacts are shown in this text style.
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Table 6-1. Proposed Mitigation for Potential Impacts of Alternatives by Resource (Continued)

No Action Alternative

Resource

I

I

00

Impact

Alternative 2

Alternative I
Impact

Mitigation Action

Alternative 3

Impact

Mitigation Action

Impact

Mitigation Action

Same as
Alternative 1 except
there would be direct
disturbance and
cumulative impacts
to ecosystems
resulting from
additional land
designated for
controlled access
FTXsites.

Same as
Alternative 1 except
need to determine
site-specific
mitigation through
additional NEPA
evaluation and
implementation of
appropriate
mitigation by project
proponent.

Same as
Alternative 2 except:
• Cumulative
impacts from
increase in the
level of use for offroad training in
designated areas.
• Increased impact
in ungrazed
grassland below
Otero Mesa.

Same as
Alternative 2 except
need to determine
site- specific
mitigation through
additional NEPA
evaluation and
implementation of
appropriate
mitigation by project
proponent.

Same as
Alternative 1 except:
• Greater cumulative
impacts than the
No Action
Alternative or
Alternative 1.

Same as
Alternative 1 except
need to detennine
site-specific
mitigation through
additional NEPA
evaluation and
implementation of
appropriate
mitigation by project
proponent.

Same as
Alternative 2 except
increased level of
land use and
potential cumulative
impacts on cultural
resources as the
Fort Bliss Training
Complex capabilities
are more fully
utilized.

Same as
Alternative 2 except
need proponent
determination of sitespecific mitigation
through additional
surveys to support
NEPA evaluation and
implementation of
appropriate
mitigation by project
proponent.

Mitigation Action

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Fort Bliss
Disturbance to
Training Complex !ecosystems from
military activities
such as off-road
vehicle training,
fire, ordnance or
debris impact, and
soil erosion.
Cumulative impacts
to Fort Bliss
ecosystem from
nonmilitary use on
co-use lands and by
trespass grazing
elsewhere in the
training complex.

Monitoring with
satellite imagery.
Cooperate with and
share available
information with
BLMandUSFS
grazing managers.
Address fire
management
inconsistencies on a
case-by-case basis.

Same as No Action Same as No Action
Alternative except Alternative.
cumulative impacts
would be similar to
those under the No
Action Alternative,
but would be
reduced somewhat
by implementation
of the INRMP.

Impacts resulting
from inconsistent
coordination due to
the use of a specific
unit rather than a
broader fire
management plan.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
!Main Cantonment !Off-road maneuver, Manage effects on !Same as No Action !No mitigation
cultural resources on Alternative except required.
and Fort Bliss
surface impact,
Training Complex construction and
a case-by-case basis. that implementation
of the ICRMP would
demolition, facility
maintenance, and
result in positive
development of a
environmental
impacts resulting
tactical target
from the enhanced
complex may
impact cultural
cultural resource
management.
resources.

Note:

1---i

• Development of
additional controlled access FTX
sites would
adversely impact
archaeological
resources within the
site.

Direct and indirect environmental impacts are show in this text style. Cumulative environmental impacts are shown in this text style.
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and Security, McGregor Range.
Bash, Dallas, 1997. Personal communication with Dallas Bash, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Blough, Kelly, 1997. Personal communication with Kelly Blough, Environmental Restoration Company.
Bowman, James, 1997. Personal communication with James Bowman, Archaeologist, Cultural and
Natural Resources Division, DOE, USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Christensen, James, 1996-1997. Personal communication with James Christensen, Range Management
Specialist, McGregor Range Grazing Program Manager, BLM, Las Cruces Field Office.
Chudnoff, Mustaffa, 1997. Personal communication with Mustaffa Chudnoff, Hydrologist, NMSEO.
Collins, Tom, 1997. Personal communication with Capt. Tom Collins, PAO, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Corral, Rafael, 1997. Personal communication with Rafael Corral, Botanist, DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Crawford, Ron, 1997.
Personal communication with Ron Crawford, Director of Military
Personnel/Adjutant General, Directorate of Military Personnel/Adjutant General, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Creager, Bernie, 1996. Personal communication with Bernie Creager, Real Estate Specialist, BLM,
Las Cruces Field Office.
Cushing, Elsa, 1997. Written communication with Elsa Cushing, Environmental Engineer, DOE,
USAADACENFB.
DePlata, John, 1997. Personal communication with John DePlata, Housing Engineer, Housing Division,
DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Dominguez, Martha, 1997. Ysleta ISD, El Paso, Texas.
Escobar, 1997. Personal communication with Mr. Escobar, Family Housing Branch, Housing Division,
DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Felix, D., 1997. Personal communication with D. Felix, Compliance Division, DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas.
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Goodwin, Max, 1997-1998. Personal communications with Max Goodwin, Sacramento Ranger District
Manager, Lincoln National Forest.
Goodwin, Warden W ., 1997. Personal communication with Warden Goodwin, Deputy Provost Marshal,
Provost Marshal Office, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Grossenheim, Capt., 1997. Personal communication with Capt. Grossenheim, McGregor Range, Range
Control, USACASB.
Hannon, Ron, 1997. Personal communication with Ron Hannon, Land Management Planner, Lincoln
National Forest.

-

--

Hargrove, Stephanie, 1997. Personal communication with Stephanie Hargrove, Mimbres Resource Area
Manager, BLM, Las Cruces Field Office.
Hardgrove, Wally, 1997. Personal communication with Wally Hardgrove, El Paso County Auditor,
El Paso, Texas.
Howell, D., 1997. Personal communication with D. Howell, Biologist, DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas.

-

-

Hughes, Marion, 1997. Personal communication with Marion Hughes, Directorate of Resource
Management, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Hunter, Carol, 1997. Personal communication with Carol Hunter, City Clerk, City of El Paso, Texas.
Joy, Ron, 1997. Personal communication with Ron Joy, PAO, WBAMC, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Kemp, Jim, 1997. Personal communication with Jim Kemp, Engineering Plans and Services Division,
DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Kem, J., 1997. Personal communication with J. Kem, Chief, Fort Bliss Fire Department, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Killebrew, N.C., 1997. Personal communication with N.C. Killebrew, Head, Housing Division, DPWL,
Fort Bliss, Texas.
King, D., 1997. Personal communication with D. King, Airspace Manager, HAFB, New Mexico.
Landis, M., 1997. Personal communication with M. Landis, Chief Water Programs, DOE, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Lenhart, L., 1997. Personal communication with L. Lenhart, Alternate Team Leader, Pollution
Prevention, EPCRA, Solid Waste, Acts and Spill Response Team, Multimedia Division, DOE,
Fort Bliss, Texas.
Lenhart, Robert, 1997. Personal communication with Robert Lenhart, Team Leader, Compliance
Division, DOE, USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Litzau, Jim, 1997. Personal communication with Jim Litzau, DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Madsen, Mark, 1997. Personal communication with Mark Madsen, Wildlife Biologist, NMDGF.
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Marshall, Amy, 1998. Personal communication with Amy Marshall, Archaeological Resources Team,
DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Marquez, A., 1997. Personal c01mnunication with A. Marquez, DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Mathis, Joe, 1997. Personal c01mnunication with Joe Mathis, Energy Coordinator and Utility Sales
Officer, DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
McKenzie, Wayne, 1997. Personal communication with Wayne McKenzie, Hazardous Waste Team,
Compliance Division, DOE, USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Mc:Keman, Pat, 1997. Personal communication with Pat McKeman, DOE, USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Navarro, Irma, 1997. Personal communication with Irma Navarro, El Paso County Sheriffs Office,
El Paso, Texas.
Newman, Rick, 1998. Personal communication with Rick Newman, USFS, Sacramento District.
Ontiveros, Jose, 1997. Personal communication with Jose Ontiveros, Assistant Superintendent, El Paso
ISD, El Paso, Texas.
Orr, Brennan, 1997. Personal communication with Brennan Orr, Hydrologist, USGS.
Ortega, Ramon, 1997. Personal communication with Ramon Ortega, Assistant Fire Chief, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Phillips, Tom, 1998. Personal communication with Torn Phillips, Rangeland Management Specialist,
BLM, Las Cruces Field Office, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Pino, J., 1997. Personal communication with J. Pino, Safety Office (Aviation Safety), Fort Bliss, Texas.
Price, Helen, 1997. Personal communication with Helen Price, City of El Paso Police Department,
El Paso, Texas.

-

Price, Judith, 1997. Personal communication with Judith Price, Director of Community Development,
Dofia Ana County.
Rivera, 1997. Personal communication with Mr. Rivera, Operations Branch, DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Roach, Wilson, 1997. Personal communication with Wilson Roach, Range Scheduling Office, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Roberts, Ruby, 1996. Personal communication with Ruby Roberts, Realtor and resident, Timberon,
New Mexico.
Sanders, T., 1996-1998. Personal communications with T. Sanders, BLM, Las Cruces Field Office,
Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Sepulveda, Shawn, 1997. Personal communication with Shawn Sepulveda, Chief Controller, Biggs AAF
ATCT.
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Shahriyar, S., 1998. Personal communication with S. Shahriyar, Compliance Division, DOE, Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Sims, P., 1997. Personal communication with P. Sims, Environmental Services Division, Department of
Logistics, Directorate of Health Services, WBAMC, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Sperka, Roger, 1997-1998. Personal communications with Roger Sperka, Geologist EPWU.
Tarango, Raul, 1997. Personal communication with Raul Tarango, City of El Paso Fire Department,
El Paso, Texas.
Thal, A.J., 1997. Personal communication with A.J. Thal, Director, Southwest Center for Resource
Analysis, Western New Mexico University, Silver City, New Mexico.
Thornhill, Lee, 1998. Personal communication with Lee Thornhill, USFS, Guadalupe District.
Tipton, Billy, 1995-1998. Personal communications with Billy Tipton, Chief of Real Property
Management Branch, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Tressler, P., 1997. Personal communication with P. Tressler, Safety Office (Explosive Safety), Fort Bliss,
Texas.
Upton, Pauline, 1997. Personal communication with Pauline Upton, Housing Officer, Housing Division,
DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.
Vallejos, Ramona, 1997. Personal communication with Ramona Vallejos, Dona Ana County, Grants
Administration.
Wachtel, Bill, 1997. Personal communication with Bill Wachtel, El Paso ISD, El Paso, Texas.
Wales, Richard, 1998. Personal communication with Ralph Wales, Engineer, Mojave Desert Quality
Management District, Victorville, California.
Ybarra, Richard, 1997. Personal communication with Richard Ybarra, Billeting Officer, Housing
Division, DPWL, Fort Bliss, Texas.

-
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9.0

AGENCY CONSULTATION

Consultation meetings and correspondence with agencies of federal, American Indian, state, and local
government, beginning with notification of the scoping meetings and continuing through an ongoing
process, are a part of this environmental impact analysis process. Coordination with agencies also was
conducted as part of the development of the INRMP and ICRMP that are evaluated in this PEIS.
Concurrent development of the McGregor Range LEIS also provided opportunity for agency coordination and
consultation relative to that portion of Fort Bliss. The following agencies were notified of the EIS process:
Federal Government

State of Texas

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
National Radio Astronomy Observatory
U.S. Air Force
U.S. Border Patrol
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Department of Interior
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. Geological Survey
U.S. National Park Service
U.S. Soil Conservation Service

Texas Air Control Board
Texas Department of Health
Texas Department of Transportation, Public Transportation Division
Texas Forest Service
Texas General Land Office
Texas Historical Commission
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department
Texas State Historical Preservation Officer
Texas State Preservation Board
Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board
Texas Water Commission

American Indian
Mescalero Apache Tribe
Tigua Tribal Government
Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe

State of New Mexico
New Mexico Department of Health
New Mexico Economic Development Department
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural
Resources Department
New Mexico Environment Department
New Mexico Highway and Transportation
Department
New Mexico State Engineer's Office
New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer
New Mexico Department of Tourism

9.1

County Governments
Doil.a Ana County, NM
El Paso County, TX
Otero County, NM

City Governments
City of Alamogordo, NM
City of El Paso, TX
City of Las Cruces, NM

Councils of Governments
Rio Grande Council of Governments, El Paso, TX
South Central New Mexico Council of Governments,
Las Cruces, NM

COOPERATING AGENCIES

The Army contacted two federal agencies in January 1997 regarding service as cooperating agencies in
accordance with Title 40 CFR Parts 1501.5, Lead Agencies, and 1501.6, Cooperating Agencies. The
Army sought their cooperation and expertise to help identify potential impacts as a result of
implementing its land use planning alternatives relative to public and withdrawn lands administered under
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MOAs for co-use with the Army and these agencies. The Las Cruces Field Office, BLM and Lincoln
National Forest, USFS initially requested cooperating agency status. However, in December 1997, the
BLM declined to enter into a cooperating agency agreement and reserved the right to reconsider at a later
time. During a meeting between the Army and the Lincoln National Forest on February 10, 1998, the
USFS stated it would not seek cooperating agency status. The BLM requested cooperating agency status
in July 1998. Both agencies provided land use plans, NEPA documents, other documents and maps and
data to assist in the analysis throughout the process.

9.2

OTHER MEETINGS

Coordination with the ACHP and the Texas and New Mexico SHPOs in regard to the ICRMP began on
April 11, 1995. Informal consultation (Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act) for the Mission and
Master Plan PEIS began on September 25, 1997. Personnel from Fort Bliss DOE and McGregor Renewal
Offices spent the day at the New Mexico Field Office of the USFWS, discussing the biological resources
of Fort Bliss. The primary focus was to discuss results of inventory and monitoring projects for threatened and
endangered species. GIS map products and aerial photography were reviewed during this meeting.
In addition to data collection efforts with organizational elements of many of those agencies listed above,
ongoing coordination on the day-to-day functioning of the missions and programs at Fort Bliss described
in this PEIS continues through letters, e-mail, telephone conversations, and meetings. Informal contacts
have occurred between Fort Bliss personnel and both USFWS and NMDGF personnel, mostly by phone,
but some informal discussion have occurred by chance as a result of personnel being present at other jobrelated meetings.
Fort Bliss will continue informal consultation and preparation of a biological assessment for review by
the USFWS. The first letter attached to this section describes the approach to consultation proposed by
the Anny. The second letter is the response from the USFWS to the Army.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, U. S. ARMY GARRISON COMMAND
1733 PLEASONTON ROAD
FORT BLISS, TEXAS 79916-6816

April 9, 1999

Directorate of Environment
Ms. Jennifer Fowler-Propst, Supervisor
New Mexico ES Field Office
2105 Osuna Road, NE
Albuquerque, N1vl 87113
Dear Ms. Fowler-Propst;
Fort Bliss is currently developing two Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). This letter documents our desire to
conduct one consultation to cover both NEPA actions.
The first EIS is the Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico, Mission and Master Plan Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (MMPEIS). The MMPEIS analyzes the impacts of the military mission on the I .2 million acres
that comprise Fort Bliss, including McGregor Range. The decisiomnaker for the MMPEIS is the Army who will
issue a Record of Decision at the completion of the process.
The second EIS is the McGregor Range Military Land Withdrawal Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
(LEIS) which analyzes the impacts of different potential border configurations for McGregor Range. The LEIS
supports an application to renew the withdrawal of McGregor Range by the Executive branch to Congress.
Therefore the decisionmaker for the LEIS is Congress, which will issue their decision on any future land withdrawal
through legislation.
All environmental impacts due to military mission activities are covered prograrnmatically in the MMPEIS, which
includes implementation of the Draft Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan. As the allocation of public
lands to specific users proposed by the LEIS does not, in itself, have environmental impact, we see no reason to
conduct two separate consultations.
A consultation number (2-22-98-I-095) was assigned to the withdrawal process based on the Army's Notice of
Intent to prepare the LEIS. Fort Bliss has been conducting informal consultation on both documents with your
office since 1997, explaining the different purposes of the two documents and environmental considerations
involving Ft Bliss.
Fort Bliss anticipates that the New Mexico Field Office will coordinate the consultation because of the lack of listed
species in the Texas portion of Fort Bliss. Approximately 10% of acreage of Fort Bliss is located in Texas.
The point of contact for this action is Brian Locke, 915-568-3016, lockeb@emhlO bliss aunv.mjl
Sincerely,

G. Keith Landreth
Director
Directorate of Environment
Cc: Field Supervisor, Texas Field Office
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113
Phone: (505) 346-2525 Fax: (505) 346-2542
June 14, 1999
Cons. #2-22-98-1-095

G. Keith Landreth, Director
Directorate of Environment
U.S. Army - Fort Bliss Military Reservation
1733 Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-681 6
Dear Mr. Landreth:
This responds to your letter dated April 9, 1999, regarding Fort Bliss' intent to conduct
one consultation under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, for the
military activities described within two Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). The
first EIS is the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan that covers the impacts of the military
mission on Fort Bliss. The other EIS (a Legislative EIS) addresses the impacts of an
application for Congressional action for the continued withdrawal of McGregor Range
(the preferred alternative) from public use for a period of 50-years beginning in 2001.
McGregor Range currently comprises approximately 608,000 acres on Otero Mesa,
located in Otero County, New Mexico, and also occurs within the Fort Bliss military
actions area. Both environmental documents involve Otero Mesa, a unique, biologically
sensitive area that contains federally-listed as well as other important fish and wildlife
resource concerns. As part of the recently developed "Southwest Strategy,"
opportunities to batch consultations such as described above should be explored
wherever appropriate. Batching can be pursued for situations where the proposed
activities are occurring within a common geographic area and/or are similar
actions/projects within a single agency. Therefore, we agree that your intent is
appropriate.
Please be advised that concerns involving the adequate analysis of impacts (with
respect to federally-listed species) for both documents should be adequately addressed
in the biological assessment. For example, the planning horizons for both documents,
which are from 20 to 50 years respectively, should be included within the assessment,
as per a U.S. Department of the Interior/Office of Environmental Compliance letter to
your agency dated January 28, 1999. In addition, we recommend that conservation
planning for these time periods be consistent with 50 CFR §402.01, which directs
Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to carry out conservation programs for
federally-listed species.
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G. Keith Landreth; Director, Directorate of Environment - U.S. Army - Fort Bliss

2

If you have any questions or if we can. be of further assistance, please contact Chris
Perez of my staff at the letterhead address above or at telephone extension 119.
Sincerely,

cc:
Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service Field Office, Austin, Texas
Dave Dall, Fish and Wildlife Service, Regional NEPA coordinator, Albuquerque, New
Mexico
Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico
Director, New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources Department, Forestry
and Resources Conservation Division, Santa Fe, New Mexico
G:\Users\Chris\98·095b.wpd
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10.1

LIST OF REPOSITORIES AND DISTRIBUTION LIST

LIST OF REPOSITORIES

This section lists repository libraries and agency offices where the public may have access to this PEIS.
The revised Long-range Component of the Fort Bliss Real Property Master Plan, the Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan, the Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan, and the Training Area
Development Concept also have been placed in the following libraries:

El Paso Public Library

501 North Oregon St.

El Paso

TX

79901

Irving Schwartz Public Library

1865 Dean Martin Dr.

El Paso

TX

79936

Branigan Memorial Library

200 E Picacho Ave.

Las Cruces

NM

88001

Library

20 Curlew Place

Cloudcroft

NM

88317-9998

Library

110 North Main St.

Dell City

TX

79837

Library

920 Oregon

Alamogordo

NM

88310

New Mexico State University, Branson Library Williams & Frenger Streets

Las Cruces

NM

88003

New Mexico State University, Roswell, Library 52 University Blvd.

Roswell

NM

88202-6000

University of Texas at El Paso. Library

500 West University Ave.

El Paso

TX

79968

Westside Branch Library

125 Belvidere St.

El Paso

TX

79912

-·

--

10.2

PUBLIC AGENCIES, INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS, AND PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS

10.2.1 Public Agencies
U.S. Congress
Jeff Bingaman
U.S. Senator
703 Hart Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510

Henry Bonilla
U.S. Representative
4400 N. Big Spring, Ste. 211
Midland, TX 79705

Jeff Bingaman
U.S. Senator
148 Loretto Towne Centre
Las Cruces, NM 88001

Pete V. Domenici
U.S. Senator
328 Hart Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510-3101

Henry Bonilla
U.S. Representative
1427 LHOB
Washington, DC 20515-4323

Pete V. Domenici
U.S. Senator
6255 Silver SW, Ste. 120
Albuquerque, NM 87102
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Phil Gramm
U.S. Senator
3 70 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510-4302

Silvestre Reyes
Congressman
310 N. Mesa, Ste. 400
El Paso, TX 79901

Phil Gramm
U.S. Senator
310N. Mesa#318
El Paso, TX 7990 I

Silvestre Reyes
Congressman
514 Cannon House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515

Kay Bailey Hutchison
U.S. Senator
283 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510

Joe Skeen
U.S. Representative
2367 Rayburn
Washington, DC 20515-3102

Kay Bailey Hutchison
U.S. Senator
500 Chestnut St., Ste. 1570
Abilene, TX 79602

Joe Skeen
U.S. Representative
Attention: Donna McClanahan
I 065-B South Main, Ste. A
Las Cruces, NM 88005

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Lincoln National Forest
U.S. Forest Service
Attention: Forest Supervisor
1101 New York Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6992
NRCS-Field Office
Dan Abercrombie
2920 N. Whitesands Blvd.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

NRCS-Field Office
John Allen
2507 N. Telshor St.
Las Cruces, NM 88001
U.S. Forest Service
Max Goodwin, District Manager
P.O. Box 288
Cloudcroft, NM 88317

U.S. Department of Defense
U.S. Army Aviation & Missile Command
Attention: AMSAM-RA-EMP (Aletha Turner)
Bldg. 112, Room 114
Redstone Arsenal, AL 35898-5270
U.S. Army Environmental Center
NEPA Repository
Hom Engineering Services Inc.
Attention: Kathy Stroud
2750 Prosperity Ave., Ste. 450
Fairfax, VA 22031
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U.S. Army Forces Command
CDR, FORSCOM
Personnel & Installation Management
Attention: AFPI-ENE (Mr. Stuart Cannon)
1777 Hardee Ave., SW
Ft. McPherson, GA 30330-1062
U.S. Army Forces Command
Personnel & Installation Management
Attention: AFPI-ENE (Rebecca Wagner)
Bldg. 200
1777 Hardee Ave., SW
Ft. McPherson, GA 30330-1092
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U.S. Army Training & Doctrine Command
CDR, TRADOC
Attention: ATBO-SE
5 North Gate Rd.
Fort Monroe, VA 23651-5000
U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range
Attention: STEWS-ES-E (Bob Andreoli)
Bldg. T-150, Room 202
WSMR, NM 88002-5048
U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range
Attention: STEWS-NRES-E (Bob Burton)
Bldg. 163
WSMR, NM 88002-5048
U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range
Commanding General
Attention: STEWS-CG (Harry D. Gatanos)
Bldg. 100
WSMR, NM 88002-5048
U.S. Army White Sands Missile Range
MEVATEC
Attention: David Ussery
P.O. Box 399
WSMR, NM 88002
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Fort Worth District
Attention: CESWF-PL-RE (Arver Ferguson)
819 Taylor St.
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

-

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Savannah District
Environmental Resources Branch
Attention: CESAS-PD-E, (Win Seyle)
100 W. Oglethorpe Ave.
Savannah, GA 31402-0889

U.S. Anny National Guard
Attention: MAJ Brad Jorgensen
10011 So. GeoMason Dr.
Arlington, VA 22204-13 82
U.S. Air Force
HQACC/CEPU
Attention: Chief, Environmental Analysis,
Branch (Alton Chavis)
129 Andrews St., Ste. 102
Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769
U.S. Air Force
46th Test Wing/XPE
Attention: Tom Hefferman
101 West D Ave., Ste. 222
Eglin AFB, FL 32542
U.S. Air Force
49 FW/CC
Attention: Commander, HAFB
490 1st St., Ste. 1700
Holloman AFB, NM 88330
U.S. Air Force
49 CES/CEV
Attention: Chief, Environmental Division
(John Poland)
550 Tabosa Ave.
Holloman AFB, NM 88330-8458
U.S. Navy
Southwest Division
Naval Facility Engineering Command
Attention: 523 AR (Ann Rosenberry)
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132-5178

U.S. Department of Interior
Bitter Lake National Wildlife Refuge
Refuge Manager
P.O. Box 7
Roswell, NM 88202-0007

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Environmental Coordinator
P.O. Box 26567
Albuquerque, NM 87125-6567
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Bureau of Land Management
Michele Chavez, State Director
1474 Rodeo Rd.
Sante Fe, NM 87505
Bureau of Land Management
James Christensen, Range Conservationist
28 Derbyshire
Tularosa, NM 88352
Bureau of Land Management
Jim McCormick, Acting Asst. Field Manager
Renewable Resources
1800 Marquess St.
Las Cruces, NM 88005
Bureau of Land Management
Linda Rundell, Field Office Manager
1800 Marquess St.
Las Cruces, NM 88005
Bureau of Land Management
Tim Sanders, Acting Asst. Field Manager
Multi-Resources
1800 Marquess St.
Las Cruces, NM 88005
Department of Interior
Office of Environmental Affairs
P.O. Box 649
Albuquerque, NM 87103
National Park Service
Guadalupe Mountain National Park
Superintendent
HC 60, Box 400
Salt Flat, TX 79847-9400

National Park Service
Guadalupe Mountain National Park
Bruce Malloy, Frijole District Manager
HC 60, Box 400
Salt Flat, TX 7984 7
National Park Service
White Sands National Monument
Attention: Bill Conrod
P.O. Box 1086
Holloman AFB, NM 8830-1086
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 756
Las Cruces, NM 88004
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Jennifer Fowler-Propst, Field Supervisor
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Daniel C. Frederick, Field Supervisor
10711 Burnet Rd., Room 200
Austin, TX 78758
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Nancy M. Kaufman, Regional Director
500 Gold Ave., SW
Albuquerque, NM 87102
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Mary Orms, Biologist
10711 Burnet Rd., Room 200
Austin, TX 78758
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Independent Federal Agencies
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Carol Gleichman
12136 West Bayard Ave., Ste. 330
Lakewood, CO 80228

-

Environmental Protection Agency
Oscar Ramirez
Department Division Director
1445 Ross Ave., 6WQ-A
Dallas, TX 75202

-
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Native Americans
Mescalero Apache Tribe
Fred Peso
P.O. Box 227
Mescalero, NM 88340

Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe
Andrew Roybal, Coordinator
P.O. Box 16243
Las Cruces, NM 88004

Mescalero Apache Tribe
Dona Stem-McFadden
P.O. Box 227
Mescalero, NM 88340

Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe
Frank Roybal Sanchez, Vice President
3542 W. Picacho
Las Cruces, NM 88005

Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe
Joe (Tito) Rivera, 2nd War Captain
1230 E. Ridgetop Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88001

Tigua Indian Nation
Y sleta del Sur Pueblo, Y sleta Station
Elias Torres, Governor
P.O. Box 17579
El Paso, TX 79917

State of Texas
Department of Antiquities Protection
James E. Bruseth, DSHPO
P.O. Box 12276
Austin, TX 78711-2276

--

---

General Land Office
Karen Coster, Deputy
Resource Management Division
Austin State Office Bldg., Room 620
1700 N. Congress Ave.
Austin, TX 78701
General Land Office
Garry Mauro, Commissioner
Austin State Office Bldg., Room 835
1700 N. Congress Ave.
Austin, TX 78701
Groundwater Assessment Section MC-147
Steve Musick, Manager
P.O. Box 13087
Austin, TX 78711-3087
Master Planning Public Lands Division
Bob Singleton, Acting Master Planner
4200 Smith School Rd.
Austin, TX 78744

Office of Budget & Planning
Tom Adams, SPOC
State Insurance Bldg.
1100 San Jacinto, Room 4300
Austin, TX 78701
Office of the Governor
Texas Review & Comment System
George Bush
State Insurance Bldg.
1100 San Jacinto
Austin, TX 78701
Texas DOT
Charles W. Heald, Executive Director
125 E. 11th St.
Austin, TX 78701-2483
Texas Forest Service
James Hull, Director
John B. Connelly Bldg.
301 Tarrow Rd., Ste. 364
College Station, TX 77840-7896
Texas Forest Service
Oscar S. Mestas
No. 2 Civic Center Plaza - 5th Floor
El Paso, TX 79999
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Texas Historical Commission
Skip Clark, Steward
10305 Allway
El Paso, TX 79925

Texas State Representative
Nonna Chavez
6070 Gateway East, Ste. 508
El Paso, TX 79905

Texas Historical Commission
Stanley Graves
DSHPO Architectural Review
P.O. Box 12276
Austin, TX 78711-2276

Texas State Representative
Patrick Haggerty
4849 N. Mesa St. #206
El Paso, TX 79912

Texas Historical Commission
Curtis Tunnell
State Historical Preservation Officer
P.O. Box 12276
Austin, TX 78711
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
Ruben Cantu
3407 B. South Chadbourne
San Angelo, TX 76904
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
Daltc:m Daugherty, Regional Director
Region 1 Headquarters
Davis Mountain State Park
Park Rd. 3, Highway 118 West
Fort Davis, TX 79734
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
Mike Hobson, District Leader
1600 West Highway 90
Alpine, TX 79830
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
David Ing, Resource Specialist
Region 1 Headquarters
Davis Mountain State Park
Park Rd. 3, Highway 118 West
Fort Davis, TX 79734
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department.
Carolina Ramos, Manager
P.O. Box200
Canutillo, TX 79835
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
Andrew Sanson, Executive Director.
4200 Smith School Rd.
Austin, TX 78744
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Texas State Representative
Paul C. Moreno
2314 Montana Ave.
El Paso, TX 79903
Texas State Representative
Manny Najera
1790 Lee Trevino Blvd. #313
El Paso, TX 79936
Texas State Representative
Joseph C. Pickett
1790 Lee Trevino Blvd. #307
El Paso, TX 79936
Texas State Senator
Robert L. Duncan
1790 Lee Trevino Blvd., Ste. 209
El Paso, TX 79936
Texas State Senator
Eliot Shapleigh
800 Wyoming, Ste. A
El Paso, TX 79902
Texas State Senator
Bill Sims
P.O. Box 12068
Austin, TX 78711
TNRCC Region 6
Frank Espino, Regional Manager
7500 Viscount, Ste. 147
El Paso, TX 79925

--

--'

--

---
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County Agencies (Texas)
Charles Aguilar III,
El Paso County Commissioner, Pct. 2
500 East San Antonio St., Ste. 301
El Paso, TX 79901

Miguel A. Teran
El Paso County Commissioner, Pct. 3
500 E. San Antonio St., Ste. 301
El Paso, TX 79901

Daniel R. Haggerty
El Paso County Commissioner, Pct. 4
500 E. San Antonio St., Ste. 301
El Paso, TX 79901

Larry Brewton
Hudspeth County Commissioner
Box468
Dell City, TX 79837

Charles C. Hooten
El Paso County Commissioner, Pct. 1
500 E. San Antonio St., Ste. 301
El Paso, TX 79901
Cities (Texas)

--

--

-

City of El Paso
Carlos Ramirez, Mayor
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

El Paso City Council, District 3
Larry Medina
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

City of El Paso
Nat Campos, Director of Planning
8th Floor, No. 2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, Texas 79901

El Paso City Council, District 5
Presi Ortega
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

City of El Paso
John Gross, Airport Chainnan
6701 Convair Rd.
El Paso, TX 79925

El Paso City Council, District 6
Barbara Perez
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

City of El Paso
Jesus Papa, Zoning Administrator
2 Civic Center Plaza, 5th Floor Zoning
El Paso, TX 79901

El Paso City Council, District 7
Luis Sarinana
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

El Paso City Council
Chalio Acosta
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

El Paso City Council
Jan Sumrall
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

El Paso City Council, District 8
Elvia G. Hernandez
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

El Paso City Council
Jesus Terrazas Jr.
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196
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Office of the Mayor & City Council
2 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901-1196

Rio Grande Council of Governments
Justin Ormsby, Director
1100 North Stanton, Ste. 610
El Paso, TX 79902

State of New Mexico

Hazardous & Radioactive Materials Bureau
Benito J. Garcia
2044 Galisto St.
Sante Fe, NM 87502

New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Ernie Sandoval
P.O. Box 397
La Luz, NM 88337

New Mexico Attorney General's Office
Letty Belin
P.O. Drawer 1508
Santa Fe, NM 87504

New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Conservation Services, Military Affairs
Bob Wilson
P.O. Box 25112
Santa Fe, NM 87504

New Mexico Border Health Office
Kitty Richards
Box 30001, Department 3BHO
Las Cruces, NM 88011
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Mike Bell, Southeast Supervisor
1912 W. Second St.
Roswell, NM 88201
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Steve Henry, Southwest Supervisor
566 N. Telshor Blvd.
Las Cruces, NM 88011
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Jon T. Klingel, Habitat Specialist
P.O. Box 25112
Santa Fe, NM 87504
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Jerry Maracchini, Director
P.O. Box 25112
Santa Fe, NM 87504
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish
Michael Massey
1912 West Second
Roswell, NM 88201
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New Mexico Energy, Minerals & Natural
Resources Department
Karen S. Lightfoot
408 Galisteo
Santa Fe, NM 87501-2645
New Mexico Environment Department
Cedi Cibas, Environmental NEPA Coordinator
1190 St. Francis Dr., 4th Floor
Herold Reynolds Bldg.
P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe, NM 87505
New Mexico Environment Department
Ed Ketley
P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe, NM 87502
New Mexico Environment Department
Marchell Schuman
P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe, NM 87502

--

--

--

------

-

-

New Mexico Environment Department
District III Field Office
Ken Smith, District Manager
1001 N. Solano Dr.
Las Cruces, NM 88001

-
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New Mexico Environment Department
Air Quality Bureau
Cecelia Williams, Chief
P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe, NM 87502
New Mexico State Engineers Office
John Nixon, Supervisor
133 Wyatt Dr., Ste. 3
Las Cruces, NM 88005
New Mexico State Land Office
Ray Powell, Commissioner
P.O. Box 1148
Santa Fe, NM 87504-1148
New Mexico State Representative
Mary Helen Garcia
5271 S. Highway 28
Las Cruces, NM 88005
New Mexico State Representative
"'Andy" J. Kissner
3245 E. University Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88011
New Mexico State Representative
Terry T. Marquardt
903 New York Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310
New Mexico State Representative
William E. Porter
5200 N. Highway 85
Las Cruces, NM 88005

...

·-

New Mexico State Representative
Benjamin B. Rios
233 S. San Pedro St.
Las Cruces, NM 88001

New Mexico State Representative
Delores C. Wright
150 West Lisa
Chaparral, NM 88021
New Mexico State Senate
Attention: Dianna J. Duran
909 8th St.
Tularosa, NM 88352
New Mexico State Senate
Attention: Timothy Z. Jennings
Box 1797
Roswell, NM 88202
New Mexico State Senate
Attention: Fernando R. Macias
Box 1155
Mesilla, NM 88046
New Mexico State Senate
Attention: Cynthia Nava
3002 Broadmoor
Las Cruces, NM 88001
New Mexico State Senator
Mary Jane Garcia
Box22
Doiia Ana, NM 88032
New Mexico State Senator
Don Kidd
P.O. 1358
Carlsbad, NM 88220
New Mexico State Senator
Leonard Lee Rawson
Box 996
Las Cruces, NM 88004

New Mexico State Representative
J. Paul Taylor
Box 133
Mesilla, NM 88046

Office of the Governor
Gary Johnson
1120 Paseo de Peralta
State Capital Bldg., Room 400
Santa Fe, NM 87503

New Mexico State Representative
Gloria C. Vaughn
503 E. 16th St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6606

State Historic Preservation Officer
Dr. Lynn Sebastian
228 East Palace
Santa Fe, NM 87503
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University of New Mexico
Government Information Department
Albuquerque, NM 87131-1466
County Agencies (New Mexico)
Dofia Ana County Commissioner;s Office
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dofia Ana County Commissioner's Office
Gilbert Apodaca
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dofia Ana County Commissioner's Office
Enrique Gonzales
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dofia Ana County Commissioner's Office
Dora Harp
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dofia Ana County Commissioner's Office
Lalo Medina
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dofia Ana County Commissioner's Office
Ken Miyagishima
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dofia Ana County Commissioner's Office
John (Tony) Schaefer
180 W. Amador
Las Cruces, NM 88001

Dofia Ana County Planning Department
Judy Price, Director
430 S. Main
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Otero County Commission
1000 New York Ave., Room 101
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6935
Tim McGinn, Otero County Commissioner
lOOONewYorkAve. Room 101
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6935
Ronny D. Rardin, Otero County Commissioner
lOOONewYorkAve., Room 101
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6935
Richard L. Zierlein, Otero County
Commissioner
1000 New York Ave., Room 101
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6935
Bob Fisk
Otero County Public Land Use Committee
1000 New York Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6935

South Central New Mexico Council of
Governments
Elizabeth Bemol, Executive Director
P.O. Box 7385
Las Cruces, NM 88006

Cities (New Mexico)
Donald E. Carroll, Mayor
City of Alamogordo
1376 E. Ninth St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310
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Sharon Few, City Planner
City of Alamogordo
1376 E. 9th St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310
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Tracy Johnson, City Commissioner
City of Alamogordo
753 Stafford Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

Pete Connelley, Acting City Manager
City of Las Cruces
P.O. Box 20000
Las Cruces, NM 88004

Patrick McCourt, City Manager
City of Alamogordo
1376 E. 9th St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

Ted Morris, Airport Manager
P.O. Box 20000
Las Cruces, NM 88004

Lee Morton, City Commissioner
City of Alamogordo
3912 Baswood
Alamogordo, NM 88310
Office of Mayor & City Commission/Council
City of Alamogordo
1376 E. 9th St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

-

Jerry B. Poole, City Commissioner
City of Alamogordo
P.O. Box 1662
Alamogordo, NM 88310
Roger B. Powell, City Commissioner
City of Alamogordo
25 10 Jeane Court
Alamogordo, NM 88310
David C. Venable, Mayor
City of Cloudcroft
P.O. Box 554
Cloudcroft, NM 88317

""'

Schools & Colleges

-

New Mexico State University
V.W. Howard, Jr.
P.O. Box 30003 - Department 4901
Las Cruces, NM 88003-8003

Office of Mayor & City Council
City of Las Cruces
200 N. Church St.
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Ruben A. Smith, Mayor
City of Las Cruces
200 N. Church St.
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Tommy Tomlin, Council Member
City of Las Cruces
200 N. Church St.
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Jack Valencia, Council Member
City of Las Cruces
200 N. Church St.
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Bruno Zaldo, City Manager
City of Las Cruces
P.O. Drawer 20000
Las Cruces, NM 88004

University of Texas at El Paso
David Carmichael
Department of Sociology & Anthropology
University Ave. at Hawthorne St.
El Paso, TX 79968-0558

-

-

-
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10.2.2 Interested Organizations
Alamogordo Chamber of Commerce
Colene Van Winkle, Executive Director
1301 N. White Sands Blvd.
Alamogordo, NM 88311-0518

Geo Marine
Mr. J. Kaskey
550 E. 15th St.
Plano, TX 75074

All American Pipeline Co.
P.O. Box 40160
Bakersfield, CA 93384-0160

GSRC
Chris Ingram
9441 Common St., Ste. C
Baton Rouge, LA 70884

Centennial Museum
Scott Cutler
University Ave. & Wiggins Rd.
El Paso, TX 79902
Dona Ana County Associated Sportsmen, Inc.
Noel Cooley
935 Delta Dr.
Las Cruces, NM 88001
Dona Ana County Associated Sportsmen, Inc.
Tony Popp, President
455 El Prado
Las Cruces, NM 88005
El Paso Archaeological Society
Marguerite Davis, President
P.O. Box 4345
El Paso, TX 79924
El Paso Archaeological Society
Mary Russell
9208 Salisbury
El Paso, TX 79924
El Paso Chamber of Commerce
10 Civic Center Plaza
El Paso, TX 79901
Foster-Schwartz Development Co.
1790 N. Lee Trevino Dr. Ste. 601
El Paso, TX 79936-4525
Franklin Mountain Coalition
John Sproul
601 West Yandell #25
El Paso, TX 79902-3867

10-12

Holland & Hart
Murry Feldman
101 South Capital Blvd., Ste. 1400
Boise, ID 83702
Hot Wells Cattle Co.
Albert Estrada
7321 N. Loop Rd.
El Paso, TX 79915-2523
Human Systems Research
Meliha S. Duran
P.O. Drawer 728
Las Cruces, NM 88004-0728
Human Systems Research
Peter Eidenbach
314 Granado
Tularosa, NM 88352
JRV Properties
Paul Dipp
P.O. Box 99
El Paso, TX 79941
Hat Ranch Inc.
P.O. Box 149
Alamogordo, NM 88311-0149
Heritage & Preservation Office
Lisa Meyer, Historic Preservation Specialist
P.O. Box 227
Mescalero, NM 88340
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
Cindy Ramos-Davidson
2829 Montana St., Ste. B 100
El Paso, TX 79903

-

--

-

-
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Hispano Chamber of Commerce
Nusie Hernandez, President
134 S. Downtown Mall, Ste. D
Las Cruces, NM 88001-1218
Hurd Enterprises
C.W. Hurd, Jr.
250 Thunderbird #5
El Paso, TX 79912
Las Cruces Chamber of Commerce
Joe Beidron, President
P.O. Drawer 519
Las Cruces, NM 88004
Molzen-Corbin Associates
Sara Rhoton
880 S. Telshor, Ste. 200
Las Cruces, NM 88011
Molzen-Corbin & Associates
Adrienne Widmer
880 S. Telshor, Ste. 200
Las Cruces, NM 88011
Montana Vista Fire Rescue, Inc.
13978 Montana Ave.
El Paso, TX 79938
National Radio Astronomy Observatory
Frequency Coordinator
P.O. BoxO
Socorro, NM 87801-0387
Nature Conservancy of New Mexico
Jennifer Atchley, Biologist
4010 Oleta Dr.# A
Las Cruces, NM 88001
New Mexico Justice Council
Floyd William Hornback
P.O. Box 1586
Alamogordo, NM 88310
New Mexico Native Plant Society
John Freyermuth, President
Las Cruces Chapter
734 N. Reymond
Las Cruces, NM 88005

New Mexico Natural Heritage Program
Geoffrey Carpenter
Southern New Mexico Office
7 Orchard Rd.
La Luz, NM 88337
New Mexico Natural Heritage Program
Patricia Mehlhop, Director
851 University Blvd., Ste. 101
Albuquerque, NM 8 713 1-1091
New Mexico Wilderness Coalition
Robert Tafanelli
3881 Westview Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88005
NP2 South
c/o PNL Companies
201 Main St., Ste. 6
Attention: Jerry Detwiler
Fort Worth, TX 76102
PHDLPLTD
P.O. Box 221467
El Paso, TX 79913-1467
Rhino Environmental Services, Inc.
P.O. Box 25547
Albuquerque, NM 87125
Rhino Management
Jerry M. Coleman
4543 N. Mesa St.
El Paso, TX 79932
Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
Wayne Suggs, Jr., Chairman
4 703 Grider Rd.
Las Cruces, NM 88005
Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
Marianne Thaeler
2015 Huntington Dr.
Las Cruces, NM 88011
Sierra Club
Jim Winder
HC 66 Box 38
Deming, NM 88030
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Sierra Club, El Paso Group
Sally Savage
829 Cloudburst Dr.
El Paso, TX 79912

TCI Joint Venture
Ed Schmidt
529 Lindberg
El Paso, TX 79932

Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen
S.D. Schemnitz, Chairman
P.O. Box 4901
University Park, NM 88003

T &E, Inc.
Tom Wooten
Box 1498
Cortaro, AZ 85652-1498

Southwest Center for Biodiversity
Brian Segee
213 North Second Ave.
Tucson, AZ 85705

Texas-New Mexico Power Co.
David Gottula
901 N. Florida Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6421

Southwest Environmental Center
Kevin Bixby
1494-A South Solano
Las Cruces, NM 88001

Ultra Systems Environmental
Margaret Shekell
6 Jenner, Ste. 210
Irvine, CA 92618-3811

Sunland Breeding & Training Farms
P.O. Box 436
Sunland Park, NM 88063

Unite El Paso
Attention: Marth Saldana
221 N. Kansas, Ste. 1209
El Paso, TX 79901

Area Media - Newspaper
Alamogordo Daily News
Lisa Turner
518 24th St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-6104

Las Cruces Sun-News
Harold R. Consland
P.O. Box 1749
Las Cruces, NM 88004

El Paso Herald Post
Guy H. Lawrence
P.O. Box20
El Paso, TX 79999

Las Cruces Sun-News
Steve Ramirez
256 W. Las Cruces Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88005

El Paso Times
Sito Negron
P.O. Box20
El Paso, TX 79999

Mountain Monthly
Gary Wood
306 Burro Ave.
Cloudcroft, NM 88317

--

---

--

--

--

-

-

Media - Radio
KZZX KINN Radio
Michael Shinaberry
501 S. FLA
Alamogordo, NM 88311
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10 . 2.3 Private Individuals
Steve Atherton
P.O. Box 2000
Kendallville, IN 46755-8000

Greg Duggar
P.O. Box 96
Dell City, TX 7983 7

Elizabeth Baird
2226 Canyon Dr.
Clarksdale, AZ 86324

Nannette Falk
3312 Gamet Dr.
El Paso, TX 79904-2533

Andy & Dyanne Balcom
Box 642
Cloudcroft, NM 8831 7

Eliseo & Trinidad Fernandez
3 800 Tularosa
El Paso, TX 79903

Thomas Boles
1004 14th St.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-5701

Courtland Fesmire
P.O. Box 1646
Alamogordo, NM 88311

Roosevelt A. Boyer
P.O. Box 17
Mesquite, NM 88048

Charles Galt
P.O. Box 6151
Las Cruces, NM 88006

Howard & Trudy Brewington
P.0 .. Box 995
Cloudcroft, NM 8831 7

CWO (Ret.) Manuel R. Gonzalez
6369 Monarch
El Paso, TX 79912

Daniel A. Bryant
P.O. Box 1000
Ruidoso, NM 88355

Herman D. & Bertha G. Goolsby
5329 Timberwolf
El Paso, TX 79903

Hugo Bustamante, Jr.
1504 Camino Alto
El Paso, TX 79902

Majorie Frances Graham
2915 Federal Ave.
El Paso, TX 79930

Clarence J. & Joy E. Carter
P.O. Box 23
Mayhill, NM 88339-0023

John L. Green
1019 Canyon Rd.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

David Cervantes
P.O. Box 5342
Chatsworth, CA 91313

J. A. Groff
LWV,CDWR
9151 Mt. Etna
El Paso, TX 79924

Conrad Conde
1790 N. Lee Trevino Dr., Ste. 400
El Paso, TX 79936-4525
Norman Curran
600 Sundown Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

Alfredo Guerra
2506 Frankfort Ave.
El Paso, TX 79930-1818
Lorenzo Hernandez
908 N. Estrella St.
El Paso, TX 79903-4224
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Travis & Sue Hooser
1 David Dr.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

Eddie & Connie Medina
9399 Durango Lane
Gilroy, CA 95020

Steven Hutson
112 Begonia
Ruidoso,
88345

Raymond Melendrez
2413 Telles
Alamogordo, NM 88310

Bonnie M. Jones
1842 Karl yler
79936

William H. or Margaret Miller
1301 Juniper Ave.
Alamogordo, NM 88310-4209

Martha & ritz Jones
P.O. Box 2
Dell City, X 79837

John Moltane
5143 Timberwolf
El Paso, TX 79903

Ratan B. Tulsi R. Lalchandani
1516 Via sturias
Palos Ver es Estates, CA 90274-2847

Ofelia Moreno
5301 Timberwolf
El Paso, TX 79903-2221

Denise L g
P.O. Box 21
88337

Marilyn & Bob Myers
1101 Maple Dr.
Cloudcroft, NM 8831 7

Bonnie L. Larreau
P.O. Box 97
Dell City, X 79837-0397

Ann Owen
611 Paula Ave.
Las Cruces, NM 88001

RoyLawr nee
10100 Ra oon
El Paso, T 79924

Robert & Pauline Parham
5421 Timberwolf
El Paso, TX 79903

Kenneth . Leiting
6200 Jeffi son NE
Albuquer ue, NM 87109

Grady M. Pearson
4113 Atlas Ave.
El Paso, TX 79904
Marie S. Price
Rt. 1Box325
Anthony, NM 88021

Guillermo Luna
6205 Che bourg Ave.
El Paso, X 79925

Jack 0. Rathgeber
606 Sundown Ave.
Alamagordo, NM 88310-4175

Michael
P.O. Box
Fabens, T

William L. Ray
1305 Thomas Dr.
Las Cruces, NM 88001

79838

Clif McD nald
68 McDo ald Rd.
Alamogo do, NM 88310
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Hildy Reiser
46 San Pedro Dr.
Alamogordo, NM 88310

--

--

-
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-

Don Roberts
P.O. Box #1
Timberon, NM 88350

F. Thomas Starkweather
8010 Tonto Place
El Paso, TX 79904

Carol L. (TR) Robertson
6000 Torrey Pines Dr.
El Paso, TX 79912-2030

John Stockert
124 Sun Valley Rd.
Tularosa, NM 88352

Tom W. Runyan
P.O. Box3
Pinon, NM 88344

Broadfoot Taylor
P.O. 422
La Luz, NM 88337

Jane Schafer
P.O. Box 316
Dell City, TX 7983 7

Rachel Thomas
Box 4637
Huachuca City, AZ 85616

Phillip M. Schreiber, Esq.
40 East 101h St., Apt. 6J
New York, NY 10003

Nick Trierweiler
3939 Bee Caves Rd. #C-100
Austin, TX 78613

Jack K. Shearman
11476 Concho Canyon
Dewey, AZ 86327-5704

David G. Ussery
4315 Superstition Dr.
Las Cruces, NM 88011

Louise Simpson
19 Cinco B Circle
Cloudcroft, NM 8831 7

Jose R. Villarreal
1823 Marlys Larson St.
El Paso, TX 79936-5098

R. Wayne Slaughter
2814 Pierce Ave.
El Paso, TX 79930

Sato Webb
2710 Pierce Ave.
El Paso, TX 79930

R. C. Smith
5212 Mora Dr.
El Paso, TX 79932-2121

R~gina Wheeler
P.O. Box 606
La Luz, NM 88337

Ray Snare
160-C Silver Shadow Dr.
El Paso, TX 79912-4357

-

-
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Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
162-180. 1995. EPA; "Subchapter E-Pesticide Programs." In Code of Federal Regulations,
Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC.
201-211. 1986. EPA; "Subchapter G-Noise Abatement Programs." In Code of Federal
Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
240-280. 1997. EPA; "Subchapter I-Solid Wastes." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the
Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC.
261. 1997. EPA; "Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste." In Code of Federal
Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
263. 1997. EPA; "Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste." In Code of Federal
Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
300-399. 1997. EPA; "Subchapter J-Superfund, Emergency Planning, and Community Right-toKnow Programs." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National
Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
372.38. 1997. EPA; "Toxic Chemical Release Reporting, Community Right-To-Know,
Exemptions." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives
and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
401-471. 1995. EPA; "Subchapter N-Effluent Guidelines and Standards." In Code of Federal
R~gulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
702-799. 1996. EPA; "Subchapter R-Toxic Substances Control Act." In Code of Federal
Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
761.3. 1996. EPA; "Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution
in Commerce, and Use Prohibitions; Definitions." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the
Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC.
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761.60. 1996. EPA; "Polychlorinated Bi-Phenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution
in Commerce, and Use Prohibitions; Disposal Requirements." In Code of Federal Regulations,
Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC.
1500 through 1508. 1979. CEQ, "Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives
and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
1502.14(d). 1978. CEQ; "Environmental Impact Statement, Alternatives Including the Proposed
Action, No Action Alternative." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register,
National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, DC.
1502.20. 1978. CEQ; "Environmental Impact Statement, Tiering." In Code of Federal
Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
1508.7. 1978. EPA; "Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act,
Cumulative Impact" in Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National
Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
1508.8. 1978. EPA; "Terminology and Index, Effects." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of
the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC.
1508.20. 1978. EPA; "Tenninology and Index, Mitigation." In Code of Federal Regulations,
Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC.
1508.27. 1979. EPA; "Terminology and Index, Significantly." In Code of Federal Regulations,
Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration, U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, DC.

,.,.

43 CFR 2300. 1981. DOI, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), "Public Lands: Land Withdrawals." In
Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records
Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
43 CFR 4130.8-1. 1996. DOI, BLM; "Authorizing Grazing Use, Payment of Fees." In Code of Federal
Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration,
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
50 CFR 17. 1975. DOI, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); "Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants." In Code of Federal Regulations, Office of the Federal Register, National Archives
and Records Administration, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
16 United States Code (USC) 1 Subchapter LXI. "National and International Monuments and
Memorials."
SA Subchapter IL Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
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7 ubchapter II. Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918.
670a et seq. 1982. "The Sikes Act of 1960 and Amendments." In United States Code Annotated,
Title 16- Conservation, West Publishing Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
42 USC 11001. Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986.
4321-4347. 1975. "National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and Amendments." In United
States Code Annotated, Title 42-Public Health and Welfare, West Publishing Company, St. Paul,
Minnesota.
43 USC 1-2247. 1997. "Public Lands." In United States Code Annotated, Title 43-Public Lands, West
Publishing Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
155. 1958. "The Engle Act." In United States Code Annotated, Title 43-Public Lands, West
Publishing Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
315a-r. 1976. "Federal Range Code of June 28, 1934 and Amendments, including Grazing Lands
Act, National Defense Public Lands Use Act, Pierce Act, and Taylor Grazing Act." In United
States Code Annotated, Title 43-Public Lands, West Publishing Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
1411-1418. 1964. "The Classification and Multiple Use Act of September 9, 1964 (expired on
December 31, 1970)." In United States Code Annotated, Title 43-Public ands, West Publishing
Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
1725.3-1. "Factors in Evaluating Use of Public Lands." In United States Code Annotated, Title
43-Public Lands, West Publishing Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
1725.3-3. "Objectives and Management of Public Lands." In United States Code Annotated, Title
43-Public Lands, West Publishing Company, St. Paul, Minnesota.
Clean Air Act (CAA), Section 176(c). General Conformity Rule.
Executive Order (EO) 11593. 1971. Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, Office of
the President, Washington, DC.
11988. 1977. Floodplain Management, Office of the President, Washington, DC.
11990. 1977. Protection of Wetlands, Office of the President, Washington, DC.
12898. 1994. Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-income Populations, Office of the President, Washington, DC.
13007. 1996. Indian Sacred Sites, Office of the President, Washington, DC.
13045. 1997. Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, Office
of the President, Washington, DC.
13 101. 1998. Greening the Government through Waste Prevention Recycling and Federal
Acquisition, Office of the President, Washington, DC.
13112. 1999. Invasive Species, Office of the President, Washington, DC.
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National Environmental Policy
September 24, 1996.

Act

(NEPA),

Final

Draft

Interagency

Review

Version,

Section 102(2)(C). Definition of Programmatic Enviromnental Impact Statement (PEIS).
National Fire Protection Act, Section 101.
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106.
Public Land Order (PLO) 833. 1952. Withdrawing Lands for Use of Army Department for Military
Purposes; and evoking EOs 1450 and 9029.
PLO 1470. 1957. Withdrawal of 687, 643 Acres in Otero County for Missile Range. 21 August.
Public Law (PL) 85-337. 1958. Engle Act.
85-654. 1958. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
96-523. 1974. Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act.
86-797. 1960. Sikes Act.
88-577. 1964. Wilderness Act.
89-665. 1966. National Historic Preservation Act.
91-190. 1970. National Environmental Policy Act.
91-604. 1990. Amendments to the Clean Air Act (PL 95-95).
92-500. 1972. Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA).
92-574. 1972. Noise Control Act.
93-205. 1973. Endangered Species Act.
93-452. 1974. Amendment to the Sikes Act.
94-579. 1976. Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).
94-588. 1976. National Forest Management Act.
94-5800. 1976. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
95-95. 1970. Clean Air Act.
95-217. 1977. Clean Water Act, amendment to PL 92-500.
95-341. 1978. American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRF A).
95-420. 1978. Amendment to the Sikes Act.
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95-523. 1972. Safe Drinking Water Act.
95-609. 1978. Amendments to the Noise Control Act (PL 92-574).
96-95. 1979. Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA).
96-366. 1980. Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act.
96-515. 1980. Amendments to the NHPA (PL 89-665).

---

97-79. 1981. Amendments to the Lacey Act.
97-396. 1982. Amendment to the Sikes Act.
99-339. 1986. Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act.
99-561. 1986. Amendments to the Sikes Act.
99-606. 1986. Military Lands Withdrawal Act (ML WA).
99-645. 1986. Emergency Wetlands Resources Act.
100-4. 1987. Water Quality Act.
100-478. 1988. Amendments to the Endangered Species Act (PL 89-665).
100-582. 1986. Amendments to the RCRA.
101-233. 1989. North American Wetlands Conservation Act.
101-510. 1990. Appropriations for U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) for Fiscal Year (FY) 1991.
101-601. 1990. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).
102-575. 1992. Amendments to the NHPA (PL 89-665).
104-182. 1996. Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act.
105-85. 1997. Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997, Title XXIX, Sections 2901-2914.
106-65. 1999. Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1999, Title XXX.
Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978. 43 USC 37.
Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992.
Superfund Amendments Reauthorization Act (SARA) Section 211.
Texas Environmental Lead Reduction Rules.
U.S. Air Force Instruction (AFI) 11-202.
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32-7061. Environmental Impact Analysis Process.
U.S. Anny Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss (USAADACENFB) Regulation 95-1. 1993. Local
Provisions and Flying Rules for Biggs Anny Airfield (AAF). Headquarters (HQ),
USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico. June.
U.S. Army Pamphlet 200-4. 1998. Cultural Resources Management. 7 July.
U.S. Army Regulation (AR) 200-1. 1997. Environmental Protection and Enhancement. 21 February.
200-2. 1988. Environmental Effects of Army Actions. 23 December.
200-3. Natural Resources-Land, Forest, and Wildlife Management.
200-4. 1998. Cultural Resources Management. 7 July.
210-20. 1993. Master Planning for Anny Installations. 30 July.
350-XX (Draft). 1997. Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM). 20 January.
385-10. 1988. Army Safety Program. 23 May.
405-80. 1997. Management of Title and Granting Use of Real Property. 10 October.
420-90. 1997. Fire and Emergency Services. 10 September.
U.S. Army Training Circular 5-400. 1994. Unit Leaders' Handbook for Environmental Stewardship.
29 September.
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1992. Small Mammal Species of the Proposed Dofia Ana Maneuver Area 9, Fort Bliss, Texas
with Supplementary Data on Small Mammals of Dofia Ana Maneuver Areas 49 and 54. Prepared
by L.L. Scarbrough. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1993a. Draft Enviromnental Assessment of the Construction of Drag Roads at the U.S. Highway
54 Border Patrol Checkpoint, Otero County, New Mexico. Prepared by the USACE,
Albuquerque, New Mexico. July.
1993b. Bastion on the Border: Fort Bliss, 1854-1943. Historical and Natural Resources Report 6.
Prepared by C.H. Harris III and L.R. Sadler. Prepared for the Cultural Resources Management
Branch, DOE, USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1993c. A Survey of Fort Bliss, 1890-1940. Historic and Natural Resources Report No. 5,
prepared by P. Jamieson, Cultural Resources Management Program, DOE, USAADACENFB,
Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1993d. The Divad Archaeological Project. Historic and Natural Resources Report 8. Prepared by
R. Mauldin. Prepared for the Cultural Resources Branch, DOE, USAADACENFB, Fort Bliss,
Texas and New Mexico.
1994a. Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Joint Training Exercise
Roving Sands at Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico and White Sands Missile Range,
New Mexico. HQ, U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM), Fort McPherson, Georgia.
February.
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1994b. A Survey of Sensitive Species and Vegetation Communities in the Organ Mountains.
Prepared by the New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, Albuquerque, New Mexico. Prepared for
the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas.
1994c. Draft Aplomado Falcon Survey Report, Spring, 1994. Prepared by R. Tafanelli and
A.B. Montoya. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1994d. Draft Hueco Mountain Archaeological Project: Fort Bliss. Project 91-07. Prepared by
K. Poche and R. Hill. Prepared for the DOE, USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico.

--

--

--

1994e. Center for Health and Preventative Medicine.

-

1994f. Enviromnental Noise Consultation No. 52-34-1580-95, Terrain Corrected Noise Contours,
Fort Bliss, Texas, November 1994. U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive
Medicine (Provisional), Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland. December.

-

1994g. The Archives Search Report, Fort Bliss Castner Range.
1994h. Application for a RCRA Part B Permit Modification. Proposed Modifications to the
Container Storage Facility Building, 11614 Area, Fort Bliss Military Reservation, El Paso, Texas.
Permit No. HW-50296 Texas SWR No. 63003. Prepared by the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico. November.
1995a. Anny Force Structure Realignment Programmatic Environmental Assessment.
1995b. Environmental Assessment for Theater High Altitude Air Defense System Activation of
Objective Battalions, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico. February.

-

-

1995c. Enviromnental Assessment, Military Intelligence Battalion (Low Intensity) Relocation
from Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida to Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico. October.
1995d. The Army Basing Study Base Closure and Realignment, 1995, Volume I.
1995e. The Army Basing Study Base Closure and Realignment, 1995, Volume II.
1995f. Wintering Bald Eagles on Fort Bliss, New Mexico, 1994-1995, Status Report. Prepared by
R. Tafanelli and R. Meyer. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1995g. Project 92-02: An Inventory Survey of Selected Quadrants of McGregor Range for
RS JTX and the Ranger Training Battalion. Miscellaneous Report of Investigations 49, Cultural
Resources Program. Prepared by D.E. Peter and S. Mbutu. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss,
Texas and New Mexico.
1995h. Archaeological Investigations in Boulder Canyon. Historic and Natural Resources Report
11. Prepared by P.D. Lukowski and R.P. Mauldin. Prepared for the Cultural Resources Branch,
DOE, USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico.
1995i. Small Sites in the Central Hueco Bolson: A Final Report on Project 90-11. Prepared by
R. Mauldin, T. Graves, and M. Bentley. Prepared for Cultural Resources Branch, DOE, Fort
Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
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1995j. Catalog of Atmospheric Acoustic Prediction Models (Document 383-95). Meteorology
Group Range Commanders Council, Secretariat Range Commanders Council, U.S. Anny
WSMR, New Mexico. June.
1996a. Fort Bliss Mobilization Plan, Vol. IV. Prepared by USAADACENFB, Texas and
New Mexico. 7 October.
1996b. Enviromnental Assessment for the Fort Bliss Site 10 Road Repair, Upgrade, and New
Road Construction on McGregor Missile Range, Otero County, New Mexico. DOE,
USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico.
l 996c. Environmental Assessment for Exploration of Geothennal Resources at Davis Dome,
Otero County, New Mexico. December.
1996d. Power Projection Platform Capital Investment Strategy (CIS) Fort Bliss, Texas. Prepared
by Gulf Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (GEC) and Harland Bartholomew & Associates, Inc.,
St. Louis, Missouri.
1996e. Anny Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) Report for Fort Bliss. TRADOC.
9 September.
l 996f. Standard Operating Procedures for Weapons Firing and Maneuver Area Use.
HQ, USAADACENFB, USACASB, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico. July.
1996g. Tabulation of Existing and Required Facilities For the Real Property Master Plan.
GEC, Inc., Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
1996h. Monthly Traffic Record, Biggs Anny Airfield, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
DA Form 3479-6-R. January through December.
1996i. Water System Study, Phase II-Treatment Technologies for Arsenic Removal. Prepared by
the USACE, Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi.
1996j. Vegetation of Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico, Final Report Volume II Vegetation
Map. Prepared by P. Mehlhop and E. Muldavin, New Mexico Natural Heritage Program,
Albuquerque, New Mexico. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1996k. Checklists of Birds, Fort Bliss, Texas. Prepared by the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico.
19961. Effects of Range Fire on Reptile Populations at McGregor Range, Fort Bliss. Prepared by
M.E. Vogel, S. Demarias, and J.M. Mueller, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. Prepared
for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1996m. Small Mammal and Herpetofauna Habitat Associations and Communities on the
McGregor Range, Fort Bliss; Sacramento Mountain Foothills, Final Report. Prepared by
E.E. Jorgensen and S. Demarais, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. Prepared for the DOE,
Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
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1996n. Avian Productivity and Diversity in Seven Habitats within the Northern Chihuahuan
Desert, New Mexico; Baseline and Predictions for the McGregor Range and Surrounding Area. A
Year-end Report for the 1996 Field Season. Prepared by A. Pidgeon and N. Mathews, University
of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
19960. Long-term Monitoring of Neotropical Migrant and Chihuahuan Desert Arroyo-Riparian
Habitat and its Adjacent Upland. A Year End Report for the 1996 Field Season. Prepared by
L. Myers and N. Mathews, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, for the DOE, Fort
Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1996p. Wintering Bald Eagles on Fort Bliss, New Mexico, 1994-1996, Draft Report. Prepared by
R. Tafanelli, R. Meyer, A. Day, and M. Livingston. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico.
1996q. Mexican Spotted Owl Inventory and Habitat Assessment on Fort Bliss, New Mexico,
1995-1996. Prepared by R. Meyer, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, New Mexico.
Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.

---

-

1996r. Final Report, Kit Fox Behavior and Food Habitats on the Northern McGregor Range, Fort
Bliss Military Reservation. Prepared by N.E. Mathews, P.J. Rodrick, and M.L. Jones. Prepared
for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1996s. Monitoring Sensitive Species and Validation of Forest Dynamics Models with
Implications for Ecosystem Fragmentation and Associated Sensitive Species in the Organ
Mountains. Quarterly Report, prepared by P. Mehlhop, E. Muldavin, J. Ladyman, and
K. Johnson, New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, Albuquerque, New Mexico. Prepared for the
DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1996t. Sensitive Plant Species - Monitoring and Reproductive Studies, Quarterly Report.
Prepared by J.A.R. Ladyman, E. Muldavin, and P. Melhop, New Mexico Natural Heritage
Program, Albuquerque, New Mexico. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.

-

''""

1996u. Baseline Survey of Black-Tailed Prairie Dog Towns on Otero Mesa and Adjacent Areas
on McGregor Range, Fort Bliss, Final Report. Prepared by S. Demarais, K. Launchbaugh, and
E.E. Jorgensen, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas
and New Mexico.

-

1996v. Significance Standards for Prehistoric Archaeological Sites at Fort Bliss: A Design for
Further Research and the Management of Cultural Resources. Prepared by J.T. Abbott,
R. Mauldin, P.E. Patterson, N. Trierweiler, R.J. Hard, C.R. Lintz and C.L. Tennis. Prepared for
the USACE, Fort Worth, Texas.
1996w. Standard Operating Procedure: Curatorial and Collection Management Plan for the
Archaeological Collection, Historical Photography Collection, and Associated Records, Fort
Bliss, Texas. Prepared by A.K. Marshall. Manuscript on file, DOE, USAADACENFB, Texas and
New Mexico.
1996x. Final Draft Inventory and Evaluation of Historic Structures and Landscapes at Fort Bliss,
Texas. Prepared by A. Bohnert, C. Burt, S. Enscore, S. McCarthy, and P. Nolan, U.S. Army
CERL, Tri-services Cultural Resource Research Center, Champaign, Illinois
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1996y. Inventory and Evaluation of the Historic William Beaumont General Hospital Area at the
William Beaumont Anny Medical Center. Prepared by P. Nolan, S. McCarthy, A. Bohnert, and
R. McCullough, U.S. Anny CERL, Tri-services Cultural Resource Research Center, Champaign,
Illinois.
1996z. Range Utilization Report (FB Form 0088a). January through December.
l 996aa. Air Mission Schedule (FB Fonn 0019). January through December.
1996bb. Ordnance and Explosive Usage, McGregor Range, Fort Bliss, Texas. Archive Search
Report, Findings Volume. USACE, St. Louis, Missouri. December.
1996cc. Installation Hazardous Waste Management Plan. Prepared by the USAADACENFB,
Texas and New Mexico.
l 996dd. Final Report for Simulated Tracking Project. Prepared by T. Turner and M. Turner.
Prepared for the Cultural/Natural Resources Division, DOE, USAADACENFB, Texas and
New Mexico.
l 997a. Long Range Component for the Real Property Master Plan for Fort Bliss, Texas. Final
Report. Prepared by GEC. Prepared for the USACE. May.
1997b. Draft Environmental Assessment for Army Strategic Mobility Program Facilities at Fort
Bliss, Texas and New Mexico. DOE, USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico.
l 997c. Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Joint Training Exercise Roving Sands.
HQ, FORSCOM, Fort McPherson, Georgia.
1997d. The Fort Bliss Preacquisition Project: A History of the Southern Tularosa Basin.
Archaeological Technical Report 11. Prepared by K.V. Faunce. Prepared for the Conservation
Division, DOE, USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico.
1997 e. Air Emissions Inventory for Fort Bliss, Texas. Prepared by Roy F. Weston. Prepared for
Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997f. Vegetation of Fort Bliss Texas and New Mexico, Volume I, Vegetation Communities.
Prepared by P. Mehlhop and E. Muldavin, New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, Albuquerque,
New Mexico. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997 g. Draft Annotated Checklist and Inventory of the Flora of the Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
County, New Mexico. Prepared by R.D. Worthington, K. Allred, D. Anderson, R. Spellenberg,
and R. Corral. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997h. Amphibians and Reptiles of Fort Bliss, Texas, Species List. Prepared by T.M. Bashore.
Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997i. Avian Diversity and Productivity in Seven Habitats in the Northern Chihuahuan Desert.
1997 Year End Report. Prepared by A. Pidgeon and N. Mathews, University of Wisconsin,
Madison, Wisconsin. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
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1997j. Long Tenn Analysis of Avian Population Trends in Arroyo-Riparian Habitat in the
Chihuahuan Desert. 1997 Year End Report. Prepared by L. Myers and N. Mathews, University of
Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997k. Phase I: Study of Species Composition, Diversity and Relative Abundance of Reptiles and
Amphibians from Six Vegetative Community Associations on Otero Mesa, McGregor Range,
Fort Bliss. Draft. Prepared by T.M. Bashore. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico.
19971. Summary of Results of First Trapping Period at Fort Bliss Military Reservation. Prepared
by R.J. Baker and R.D. Bradley, Department of Biological Sciences, Texas Tech. University,
Lubbock, Texas. Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997m. Unpublished Field Notes (breeding birds surveys, Hueco Mountains). Prepared by SAIC.
Prepared for the U.S. Anny. 9 through 12 June.
1997n. The McGregor Guided Missile Range Survey Project, New Mexico, Volume II: Otero
Mesa Escarpment Survey. Prepared by T. Graves, S. Hall, J. Arias, J, Sirianni, and S. Mbutu.
Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997 o. Monitoring Sensitive Species and Validation of Forest Dynamics Models with
Implications for Ecosystem Fragmentation and Associated Sensitive Species in the Organ
Mountains. Quarterly Report, prepared by P. Mehlhop, E. Muldavin, J. Ladyman, and
K. Johnson, New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, Albuquerque, New Mexico. Prepared for the
DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.

-------

_ _ 1997p. Aplomado Falcon Survey and Habitat Evaluation on Fort Bliss Military Reservation
1995-1996, Draft. Prepared by R. Meyer. NMSU, Las Cruces, New Mexico. Prepared for the
DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997q. Post-Fire Ecological Studies in the Organ Mountains: Monitoring Sensitive Species and
Vegetation, Volume 2, Animals, Draft Final. Prepared by K. Johnson, K. Score, H. Smith,
L. DeLay, and P. Mehlhop, New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Prepared for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997r. Threatened and Endangered Species Survey of 44 Potential Antenna Pad Locations, Fiber
Optic and Electric Lines at Fort Bliss, El Paso County, Texas and Otero and Dofia Ana Counties,
New Mexico. Prepared by TRC Mariah Associates, Inc. (TRC). Prepared for the USACE, Fort
Worth, Texas.
I 997s. Western Burrowing Owl Survey Interim Status Report. Prepared by TRC. Prepared for the
USACE, Fort Worth, Texas.
1997t. Baird's Sparrow Survey Interim Status Report. Prepared by TRC. Prepared for the
USACE, Fort Worth, Texas.
1997u. Annual Waste Summary Report. Prepared by Roy F. Weston. Prepared for the DOE, Fort
Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
1997v. Open Detonation Pit Sampling Report. Prepared by the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico. February.
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1997w. Pesticide Management Plan for Fort Bliss, Texas. Prepared by the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas
and New Mexico.
1997x. PCB Fact Sheet for Fort Bliss, Texas. Prepared by the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico.
1997y. PCB Annual Document Log Sheet. Prepared by the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico.
1997z. Record of Environmental Considerations for Rio Bravo Combined Anns Team Exercise,
Little Rock, Arkansas. Prepared by U.S. Anned Forces Reserve, 460 111 Chemical Brigade.
1998a. Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico, Training Area Development Concept (TADC).
USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico. May.
1998b. Draft Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan for Fort Bliss through Fiscal
Year 2000. USAADACENFB, Texas and New Mexico. April.
1998c. Draft Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan. USAADACENFB, Texas and
New Mexico.
l 998d. Draft McGregor Range Land Withdrawal Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
(LEIS). Prepared by SAIC for USACE, Fort Worth, Texas.
1998e. Mineral and Energy Resources Assessment of the McGregor Range, New Mexico (Draft).
Prepared by the NMBMMR, New Mexico State University and TRC. Prepared for the USACE,
Fort Worth, Texas. February.
l 998f. White Sands Missile Range Range-Wide Environmental Impact Statement, Directorate of
Environmental Safety, Environmental Services Division. WSMR, New Mexico. January.
1998g. McGregor Range, New Mexico, Land Withdrawal Renewal Water Requirements and
Resources Assessment. Prepared by SAIC for the USA CE, Fort Worth, Texas.
1998h. Delineation and Characterization of "Waters of the United States" at Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico. Prepared by Robert Lickvar and Steven Sprecher, USACE Waterways Experiment
Station.
1998i. Unpublished Field Notes (raptor surveys, Otero Mesa escarpment and Hueco Mountains).
Prepared by SAIC for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico. 13 through 17 April.
1998j. 1996-1997 Post-Wide Survey of Federally Listed and Other Species of Concern at Fort
Bliss. Prepared by TRC. Prepared for the USA CE, Fort Worth, Texas.
1998k. Monitoring Sensitive Species in the Organ Mountains, Volume I-Plants, Introduction and
Section 1. Prepared by J.A.R. Ladyman, New Mexico Natural Heritage Program, for the DOE,
Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
19981. Monitoring Sensitive Species in the Organ Mountains, Volume 2-Snails. Prepared by
New Mexico Natural Heritage Program for the DOE, Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico.
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1999. Ordnance and Explosives Usage Dofia Ana Range Complex, Fort Bliss, Texas, Archive
Search Report, Findings Volume, USACE, St. Louis, Missouri. April.

''"'
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). 1973. Water Resources of El Paso County, Texas. Unpublished
report prepared by the Rio Grande Project, New Mexico-Texas Project Office for the Texas
Water Development Board.
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 1971. Soil Survey: El Paso County, Texas.
1980. Soil Survey ofDofia Ana County Area, New Mexico. 177p.
1981. Soil Survey of Otero Area, New Mexico: parts of Otero, Eddy, and Chaves Counties. 244p.
1995. Wear Tolerance of Six Components of the Fort Bliss Military Reservation, Otero Mesa
Ecosystem. Progress Report. Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS).
1996. Wear Tolerance of Six Components of the Fort Bliss Military Reservation, Otero Mesa
Ecosystem. Progress Report. NRCS.
U.S. Department of Cormnerce. 1992a. 1990 Census of Population and Housing Summary Tape File 3 on
CD-ROM Technical Documentation. U.S. Bureau of the Census. May.
1992b. 1990 Census of Population and Housing Summary Tape File 3A. Texas: Anderson
County-Dimmit County. Data User Services Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census. CD90-3A-54.
November.

-

--

-

' ""'

l 992c. 1990 Census of Population and Housing Summary Tape File 3A. Colorado, New Mexico.
Data User Services Division, U.S. Bureau of the Census. CD90-3A-09. September.
1993a. County and City Data Book, 1994. Bureau of the Census, CD-ROM. June.
1993b. USA Counties 1996, A Statistical Abstract Supplement. Bureau of the Census, CD-ROM.
August.
1993c. 1990 Census of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File IA. Bureau of the Census,
CD-ROM. July.
1994. County and City Data Book, 1994. Bureau of the Census, CD-ROM.
1996a. Table CA25 Full-time and Part-time Employees by Major Industry for Counties and
Metropolitan Areas. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System,
1969-1994, CD-ROM.
1996b. Table CA25 Personal Income by Major Source and Earnings by Major Industry for
Counties and Metropolitan Areas. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information
System, 1969-1994, CD-ROM.
U.S. Department of Defense. 1993. Office of the Actuary.
_ _ 1995. Report to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, Volume III.
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1997. Flight lnfonnation Publication Area Planning, Military Training Routes North and South
America, AP/lB. 22 May.
U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE). 1980. An Assessment Report on Uranium in the United States of
America: USDOE, Grand Junction Operations, Report GJ0-111(80).
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). 1982. Noise Barrier Cost Reduction Procedure STAMINA
2.0/0PTIMA (PB 82-2187). Federal Highway Administration, Arlington, Virginia.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1990. Report on the Status of the Swift Fox, Vulpes velox, a Category 2
Taxon, in North Dakota. USFWS, North Dakota State Office, Bismarck, North Dakota.
1996. Survey Methodology for the Northern Aplomado Falcon (Falco femoralis septentrionalis)
in New Mexico. USFWS, New Mexico Ecological Services State Office, Albuquerque,
New Mexico.
1997. Species of Concern for New Mexico. USFWS, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
U.S. Forest Service, 1986. Lincoln National Forest Plan. September.
1992. Overview, Report to Congress, Potential Impacts of Aircraft Overflights of National Forest
System Wilderness. Report to Congress. Prepared pursuant to Section 5, PL 100-91, National
Park Overflights Act of 1987. January.
U.S. Geological Survey. 1981. Energy Resources Map of New Mexico. USGS, Miscellaneous
Investigations Series Map I-1327.
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (USJCS). 1995. U.S. Armed Forces Joint Vision 2010.
___ 1997. National Military Strategy of the United States.
Valdez, Ernie. 1997. El Paso Traffic Engineering Department. Personal conversation with Robert Moore,
SAIC. 25 June.
Vallejos, R. 1997. Dona Ana County, Grants Administration. Personal communication with S. Goodan,
SAIC.
Von Gierke, H.R. 1990. The Noise-Induced Hearing Loss Problem. NIH Consensus Development
Conference on Noise and Hearing Loss, Washington, DC. 22-24 January.
Wales, R. 1998. Engineer, Mohave Desert Air Quality Management District. Personal communication
with Gary Berolin, SAIC.
Warren, C.N., M. Knack, and E. Warren. 1980. A Cultural Resource Overview for the Amargosa-Mojave
Basin Planning Units. Riverside, California: BLM, Desert Planning Unit.
Weisenberger, M.E., P.R. Krausman, M.C. Wallace, D.W. De Young, and 0. Eugene Maughan. 1996.
Effects of Simulated Jet Aircraft Noise on Heart Rate and Behavior of Desert Ungulates. Journal
of Wildlife Management 60:52-61.
Wesler, J.E. 1977. Concorde Operations at Dulles International Airport. NOISEXPO '77, Chicago,
Illinois. March.
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Whalen, M.E. 1977. Settlement Patterns of the Eastern Hueco Bolson. Anthropological Paper 4,
Centennial Museum, University of Texas, El Paso.
1978. Settlement Patterns of the Western Hueco Bolson. Anthropological Paper 6, Centennial
Museum, University of Texas, El Paso.
1981. An Investigation of Pithouse Village Structure m Western Texas. Journal of Field
Archaeology 8(3): 303-311.
1986. Small-Site Analysis in the Hueco Bolson of Western Texas. Journal of Field Archaeology
13(1): 69-81.
White, C.M. and S.K. Sherrod .. 1973. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Use of Rotor-Winged Aircraft
in Raptor Surveys. Raptor Research 7: 97-104.
White, C.M. and T.L. Thurow. 1985. Reproduction of Ferruginous Hawks Exposed to Controlled
Disturbance. The Condor 87:14-22.
White, D.E. 1983. Summary of Hydrologic Information in the El Paso County, Texas, Area, With
Emphasis on Ground-Water Studies, 1903-80. USGS, Open-File Report 83-775. Also republished in 1987 as Texas Water Development Board, Report 300.
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Whitman, P.L. 1988. Biology and Conservation of the Endangered Interior Least Tern: A Literature
Review. Biology Report 88(3). USFWS, Washington, DC.
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Report 21, USDA, Southwestern Region, Flagstaff, Arizona.
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Modifications. Open File Report 77-601. Desert Protective Council, Inc.
Wilson, C.A., and R.G. Meyers, 1981. Ground Water Resources of the Soledad Canyon Re-entrant and
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County, New Mexico. USGS, Open File Report 78-172.
Woodruff, C.M., Jr., L.C. Dwyer, C. Gever. 1982. Geothermal Resources of Texas. Texas Bureau of
Economic Geology, University of Texas.

-

Wright, H.A. and A. W. Bailey. 1982. Fire Ecology: United States and Canada. John Wiley and Sons,
New York.
Wright, H.A., S.C. Bunting, and L.F. Neuenschwander. 1976. Effect of Fire on Honey Mesquite. Journal
of Range Management 29: 467-471.
Wright, H. W. 1974. Effects of Fire on Southern Mixed Prairie Grasslands. Journal of Range Management
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GLOSSARY

100-year flood. A flood event of such magnitude that it occurs, on average, every 100 years. This
equates to a I-percent probability of occurring in any given year.
Acre-foot (at). The volume of water that covers 1 acre to a depth of 1 foot; approximately 326,000
gallons.
Activity. Throughout this PEIS, the terms "activity" and "activities" may refer to a mission activity such
as a training exercise, a Master Plan project, or natural or cultural resource management practice.
Air defense. All defensive measures designed to destroy attacking enemy aircraft or missiles in the
earth's envelope of atmosphere, or to nullify or reduce the effectiveness of such attack.
Air defense artillery (ADA).
ground.

Weapons and equipment for actively combating air targets from the

Airspace management. The coordination, integration, and regulation of the use of airspace of defined
dimensions.
Alluvial fan. A pattern of sediment deposit caused by running water. Fan- or cone-shaped mass of
sediment deposited at a point along a stream at which there is a sharp decrease in gradient, such as
between a mountain front and a plane. Two or more adjacent alluvial fans that are growing or have
grown together are coalescing alluvial fans.
Allu\ium. Any stream-laid sediment deposit.

-

-

-·
·-

-

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). Standards established on a state or federal level that define
the limits for airborne concentrations of designated criteria pollutants (N02, S02, CO, PM10, 03, and Pb)
to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety (primary standards) and to protect public
welfare, including plant and animal life, visibility, and materials (secondary standards).
Ambient. Surrounding or background conditions in the absence of an identifiable source.
Ambient air. That portion of the atmosphere, outside of buildings, to which the general public has
access.
Aquifer. A body of rock that contains enough saturated permeable material to transmit groundwater and
to yield significant quantities of groundwater to wells and springs.
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act. Law that declares all federal agencies managing
construction programs are responsible for any damages to scientific, prehistoric, and historic resources
and are authorized to fund recovery, protection, and preservation of significant archaeological data and
materials (enacted 1974 ).
Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARP A). Law that strengthens preservation and protection
laws through civil and criminal felony-level penalties for the destruction of resources and sites (enacted
1979).
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--

Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP). A DA-level document which gathers from all official
sources within the DoD projections for the number of authorized positions for the following 6 years. It is
used as a planning document for mission support. The ASIP does not predict the actual funding or
guarantee that all positions will be funded in the out years.

--

Asbestos. Any of several minerals (e.g., chrysotile) that readily separate into long flexible fibers suitable
for use as a noncombustible, nonconducting, or chemically-resistant material. Asbestos has been used in
the construction of floor tile, wall panels, brake pads in vehicles, ceiling tile, pipe material, and as
insulating material around pipes and buildings. Inhalation of asbestos fibers can cause lung cancer.

-
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Attainment area. A region that meets the NAAQS for a criteria pollutant under the CAA.
Attenuation of sound. Any noise level is diminished with distance from the source in a mathematically
predictable manner. Under normal conditions, distance alone reduces the noise level by 6 dB for each
doubling of the distance from the source. For example, a noise source that produces an 80 dB noise level
at a distance of 50 meters would produce 74 dB at 100 meters. Absorption of sound energy by the
atmosphere reduces noise levels even further.
Average annual daily traffic (AADT). For a 1-year period, the total volume passing a point or segment
of a highway facility in both directions divided by the number of days in the year.
Ballistic missile. Any missile which does not rely upon aerodynamic surfaces to produce lift and
consequently follows a ballistic trajectory when thrust is terminated.
Baseline. The initial environmental conditions against which the environmental consequences of various
alternatives are evaluated.
Basin. A drainage or catchment area of a stream or lake.
Battalion task force. A force generally organized by combining tank and mechanized infantry elements
under a single battalion commander to conduct specific operations. A battalion task force may be tankheavy, mechanized infantry-heavy, or balanced, depending on the concept and plan of operation.
Biodiversity. Different life fonns or species within a defined area.
Bolson. An intermontane basin extending from the divide of one block-faulted mountain to the divide of
the adjacent mountain, generally with no external drainage, but may be transected by regional streams.
Bradley Stinger Fighting Vehicle (BSFV). Weapon system designed to enhance air defense protection
in the forward area on the battlefield; its primary weapon being the Stinger missile. The BSFV also uses
a 25mm automatic gun, TOW missile, and 7.62mm coaxial machine gun.
Candidate species. Species for which the USFWS has on file sufficient information on biological
vulnerability and threat( s) to support the issuance of a proposed rule to list, but issuance of the proposed
rule is precluded.
Cantonment. Housing quarters for personnel.
Capacity (traffic). The maximum rate of flow at which vehicles can be reasonably expected to traverse a
point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway during a specified time period under prevailing roadway,
traffic, and control conditions.
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Census block. Cluster of blocks within the same census tract. Census blocks do not cross county or
census tract boundaries and generally contain between 250 and 550 housing units.
Chaparral. A short-range, low-altitude, surface-to-air Army ADA system; designated as MIM-72.
Chronometrics. Data used to determine the age of archaeological sites and to understand changes in
settlement, subsistence, and other aspects of prehistoric human behavior.
Combat service support. The essential capabilities, functions, activities, and tasks necessary to sustain
all elements of operating forces in theater at all levels of war. It includes the functions of supply,
transportation, field services, maintenance, health service support, personnel, and facilities. Combat
service support encompasses those activities at all levels of war that produce sustaimnent to all operating
forces on the battlefield.
Combat support elements. Those elements whose primary missions are to provide combat support to
the combat forces and which are a part, or prepared to become a part, of a theater, command, or task force
fom1ed by combat operations.

-

--

Component Plans. Those documents that, when taken together, comprise the RPMP of a military
installation. This series of documents consists of the LRC, CIS, SRC, and MC.
Confined aquifer. An aquifer sealed above and below by impenneable material resulting in the water in
the aquifer being under hydraulic pressure-also known as an artesian aquifer.
Controlled access FTX sites. FTX sites where military access is subject to increased control and
restricted to activities with limited ground-disturbing effects. Examples include training involving
wheeled vehicle movement off-road limited to entering and exiting the site, no site improvements, no
clearing of vegetation on the site, and no digging on the site.
Coniferous. Evergreen trees or shrubs that bear cones and are members of the order Coniferales.
Coppice dunes. Coppice dunes are sand dunes characterized by a thicket of woody vegetation.

-

Criteria pollutants. The CAA required the EPA to set air quality standards for common and widespread
pollutants after preparing criteria documents summarizing scientific knowledge on their health effects.
Today there are standards for six criteria pollutants: (N0 2 , S02, CO, PM 10, 0 3, and Pb).

-

Cultural. The system of behavior, beliefs, institutions, and objects human beings use to relate to each
other and to the enviromnent.

-

Cumulative impact. Cumulative impact is the environmental impact resulting from the incremental
impact from a particular activity when added to other past, present, or future activities. Cumulative
impacts may be individually insignificant, but collectively, the individually insignificant activities may
become significant.
Day-night average sound level (Ldn)· A-weighted sound-pressure levels averaged over a 24-hour period
with 10 dBA added for events occurring between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.
Decibel, A-weighted (dBA). Adjusted unit of sound measurement that corresponds to the relative
sensitivity of the human ear at specified frequency levels. This represents the loudness as perceived by
humans.
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Decibel (dB). A standard unit of measuring sound-pressure levels based on a reference sound pressure of
0.0002 dynes per square centimeter. This is the smallest sound a human can hear.

-

Detritus. Material derived from the mechanical breakdown of rock by the processes of weathering and
erosion.
Direct effects. Beneficial or detrimental impacts which are caused by an action and occur at the same
time and place.
Direct fire. Gunfire delivered on a target, using the target itself as a point of aim for either the gun or the
director.
Direct impact. Effects resulting solely from the proposed program.
Diversity. A measure of the richness of species in a community relative to the number of individuals of
each species.
Drag road. Roads typically constructed at Border Patrol checkpoints that are periodically smoothed and
later inspected for signs of fast traffi~ related to smugglers and illegal aliens.
Effluent. A gas or fluid discharge into the environment.
Emplacement. (1) A prepared position for one or more weapons or pieces of equipment, for protection
against hostile fire or bombardment, and from which they can execute their tasks. (2) The act of fixing a
gun in a prepared position from which it may be fired.
Endangered Species Act. An act of the U.S. Congress of 1972; 16 USC 1531-1543. The Act requires
federal agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the existence of endangered or threatened
species.
Endangered species. A plant or animal species that is threatened with extinction or serious depletion in
its range and is formally listed as such by the USFWS.
Engagement. An attack with guns or air-to-air missiles by an interceptor aircraft, or the launch of an air
defense missile by ADA and the missile's subsequent travel to intercept.
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). A detailed written statement that helps public officials make
decisions that are based on understanding of environmental consequences and to take actions that protect,
restore, and enhance the environment.
Eolian. Applied to deposits arranged by the wind; wind blown.
Ephemeral. Lasting only a brief period of time; applied to a stream or lake that contains water only after
rain or snowmelt.
Ephemeral stream. A stream or reach of a channel that flows only in direct response to precipitation in
the immediate locality, whose channel is at all times above the zone of saturation.
Equivalent sound level (Leq)· A single number representing the fluctuating sound level in decibels over
a specified period of time; the average of a fluctuating level of sound energy.
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Erosion. The set of all processes by which soil and rock are loosened and moved downhill or downwind.
Escarpment. A long, usually continuous cliff or steep slope facing in one general direction, separating
two level or gently sloping surfaces, and produced by erosion or faulting.
Evapotranspiration. The loss of water from the soil both by evaporation and by transpiration from the
plants growing there.
Explosive ordnance. All munitions contammg explosives, nuclear fission, or fusion materials and
biological and chemical agents. This includes bombs and warheads; guided and ballistic missiles;
artillery, mortar, rocket, and small arms mmnunition; all mines, torpedoes, and depth charges;
pyrotechnics; clusters and dispensers; cartridge-and propellant-actuated devices; electro-explosive
devices; clandestine and improvised explosive devices; and all similar or related items or components
explosive in nature.
Field artillery. Equipment, supplies, ammunition, and personnel involved in the use of cannon, rocket,
or surface-to-surface missiles launchers. Field artillery cannons are classified according to caliber as:
•
•
•
•

-

Light-120mm and less;
Medium-121mm to 160mm;
Heavy-161mm to 210mm;and
Very heavy-greater than 21 Omm.

Field training exercise (FTX). An exercise conducted in field training areas under simulated war
conditions in which troops and armament of one side are actually present, while those of the other side
may be imaginary or in outline.
Field training areas. Areas with appropriate terrain characteristics used for assembly, training,
communication, command, and control exercises, that are designed to maintain combat readiness for
military deployment and air defense operations.
Fill. A sediment deposited so as to fill or partly fill a valley or other low place.
Fire control. The control of all operations in connection with the application of fire on a target.
Fire. (1) The command given to discharge a weapon(s). (2) To detonate the main explosive charge by
means of a firing system.
Firing fan. The fan-shaped area encompassing all firing scenario directions and their associated SDZs.

-

Floodplain. The relatively flat land lying adjacent to a river channel that is covered by water when the
river overflows.
Fugitive dust. Particulate matter composed of soil. Fugitive dust may include emissions from haul
roads, wind erosion of exposed soil surfaces, and other activities in which soil is either removed or
redistributed.
Geologic. Any natural process acting as a dynamic physical force on the earth; i.e., faulting, erosion, and
mountain-building resulting in rock formations.
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Groundwater recharge. Water that infiltrates the land surface and is not lost to evaporation or
consumed by plants can percolate downward and replenish the groundwater aquifers. This deep
percolation is called recharge.
Groundwater. Subsurface water within the zone of saturation.

--

Guided missile. An unmanned vehicle moving above the surface of the earth whose trajectory or flight is
capable of being altered by an external or internal mechanism.

-

Habitat type. A land area capable of supporting a given plant association at climax. It represents a
mature vegetation association and is usually characterized by two indicator species.
Hawk. A mobile air defense artillery, surface-to-air missile system that provides non-nuclear, low- to
medium-altitude air defense coverage for ground forces; designated as MIM-23. (Originally an
acronym-Homing All the Way Killer-now used as a nickname and written with initial capital letter.)
Hazardous material. Any substance or material in a quantity or form that may be harmful to humans,
animals, crops, water systems, or other elements of the environment if accidentally released. Hazardous
materials include explosives, gases (compressed, liquefied, or dissolved), flammable and combustible
liquids, flammable solids or substances, oxidizing substances, poisonous and infectious substances,
radioactive materials, and corrosives.
Hazardous waste. Wastes that are designated as hazardous by the EPA or state regulations. Hazardous
waste, defined under RCRA is waste from production or operation activities that poses a potential hazard
to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, or disposed; hazardous wastes that
appear on special EPA lists or possess at least one of the four following characteristics: ignitability,
corrosivity, reactivity, and toxicity.
Herbicide. A chemical used to kill or inhibit the growth of plants.
Historic properties. Included in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
Hydraulic conductivity. The ability of rock, alluvium, or sediment to permit water to flow through it.
Technically, it is the volume flow rate of water through a unit cross-sectional area of a porous medium
under a unit hydraulic gradient (formerly permeability).
Hydric soils. Soils that are saturated to the surface sometime during the growing season.
Hydrology. A science dealing with the properties, distribution, and circulation of water on and below the
earth's surface and in the atmosphere.
Impact. The terms "impacts" and "effects" are synonymous as used in the NEPA. Impacts may be
beneficial or adverse, and may apply to the natural, aesthetic, historic, cultural, and socioeconomic
resources of the installation and the surrounding communities. Where applicable, impacts may be
classified as direct or indirect.
Impact area. The area of land space which serves as a containment area for fired, launched, or set
explosives.
Indirect effects. Impacts which are caused by an action and are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and
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other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems.
Indirect impact. An indirect impact is caused by a proposed activity but is later in time or farther
removed in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect impacts may include land use changes or
population density changes and the related effects these changes will have on air, water, and other natural
or social systems.
Informally specified land use. A land use that is managed in accordance with existing facilities and
SOPs as opposed to a land use for an area that is formally specified in the RPMP.
Infiltration. Water that falls on the land surface that does not run off but percolates into the ground.
Some of this water evaporates, some is used by plants, and some percolates downward to the
groundwater.
Infrastructure. Utilities and other physical support systems needed to operate a laboratory or test
facility. Included are electric distribution systems, water supply systems, sewage disposal systems, roads,
and so on.
Intermittent stream. An intermittent stream is a stream or reach of a channel that flows only during
certain times of the year (e.g., when it receives water from springs or seeps).
Isopach map. Subsurface geologic map showing thickness of a unit, such as a fonnation, aquifer, or
fresh-water zone, throughout a geographic area, by means of contour lines that join points of equal
thickness (isopachs).
Launch. The transition from static repose to dynamic flight of a missile.
Launcher. A structural device designed to support and hold a missile in position for firing.
Launching site. Any site or installation with the capability of launching missiles from surface-to-air or
surface-to-surface.
Level of service (LOS) (public services). A measure describing the amount of public services (e.g., fire
protection and law enforcement services) available to community residents, generally expressed as the
number of personnel providing the services per 1,000 population.
Level of service (LOS) (traffic). A qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic
stream and how they are perceived by motorists and/or passengers.
Long-term impacts. Long-term impacts are neither temporary nor reversible. They may occur either
during the construction or operational phases of an activity. For example, the construction of a new
building may create long-term impacts during both the construction and operational phases. Draining of a
wetland for the construction of a new building will create long-term and permanent impacts on biological
resources. Likewise, once operational, the new building may create additional long-term impacts such as
increased population density, waste generation, etc.
Low-altitude flight. Less than 300 feet above the ground.
Material. All items (including tanks, self-propelled weapons, aircraft, etc., and related spares, repair
parts, and support equipment, but excluding real property, installations, and utilities) necessary to equip,
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operate, maintain, and support military activities without distinction to its application for administrative
or combat purposes.
Military training route (MTR). A route developed for the high-speed (greater than 250 knots) lowaltitude training of tactical aircrews. Instrument flight rules MTRs are mutually developed by the FAA
and the DoD. Visual flight rules MTRs are developed by the DoD. MTRs are published on aeronautical
charts. Each MTR has its own unique number consisting of either three or four digits. Three digits
indicate that at least one segment of the route is 1,500 feet agl, and four digits indicate that the entire route
is at or below 1,500 feet agl. The number is preceded by either IR or VR, specifying instrument flight
rules (IR) or visual flight rules (VR), respectively. Since routes are one way, the same route flown the
opposite direction will have a separate, distinct number.
Missile intercept zone. That geographical division of the destruction area where surface-to-air missiles
have primary responsibility for destruction of airborne objects.
Mission. ( 1) The task, together with the purpose, which clearly indicates the action to be taken and the
reason therefor. (2) The dispatching of one or more aircraft to accomplish one particular task.
Mitigation. Mitigation generally includes: avoiding the impact altogether by stopping or modifying the
proposed action; minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation; rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;
reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life
of the action; compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.
Nap-of-the-Earth (NOE). Flight as close to the surface as possible.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Section 109 of the CAA requires the EPA to set
nationwide standards for widespread air pollutants. Currently, six pollutants are regulated: N02, S02,
CO, PM 10. 03, and Pb.
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Law that states that the Federal Government will
cooperate with other governments (including state and local), Indian tribes, and private organizations and
individuals to ensure that prehistoric and historic resources are properly preserved for present and future
generations (enacted 1966).
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Document containing those resources deemed to be
important in American history, architecture, anthropology, engineering, or culture, and associated with
significant past events or persons and/or representing distinctive construction or high artistic value.
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). Law that states that any
remains of American Indians (and associated objects) must be professionally curated and made available
to any descendents for a traditional tribal burial (enacted 1990).
Native American. A generalized term referring collectively to individuals, tribes, bands, or
organizations that trace their ancestry to indigenous populations of North America.
Neotropical migrants. Birds that breed in the temperate zone and then migrate in winter to tropical
zones.
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Nitrogen dioxide (N0 2). Gas formed primarily from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when combustion
takes place at high temperature. Nitrogen dioxide emissions contribute to acid deposition and fonnation
of atmospheric ozone (see Criteria pollutants).
Nitrogen oxide (NOx)· Gases fonned primarily by fuel combustion, which contribute to the formation of
acid rain. Hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides combine in the presence of sunlight to form 03, a major
constituent of smog.
No impact. "No impact" implies that a particular activity creates neither a direct nor indirect impact,
does not have long- or short-tenn implications, and is neither beneficial nor negative.
Noise. Any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech and hearing or is intense enough to
damage hearing.
Nonattainment area. An area that has been designated by the EPA or the appropriate state air quality
agency as exceeding one or more national or state AAQS.
Nonpotable. Water that is unsafe or unpalatable to drink because it contains pollutants, contaminants,
minerals, or infective agents.
Obscurant. A substance used to simulate extreme weather conditions or battlefield settings such as
explosive-generated smoke and dust.
Off-road vehicle (ORV). Any motorized vehicle designated for cross-country travel over any type of
natural terrain.
Ordnance. Explosives, chemicals, pyrotechnic and similar stores; for example, bombs, guns,
ammunition, flares, and smoke.

-

Ozone 0 3 (ground level). A major ingredient in smog. 03 is produced from reactions of hydrocarbons
and nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight and heat.
Particulate. Fine liquid or solid particles such as dust, smoke, mist, fumes, or smog, found in air or
em1ss10ns.
Partner unit. Military organizations participating in the Anny Performance Improvement Criteria
Concept. This concept connects elements of combat power in the TOE unit with support from TDA
organizations to improve overall Army performance.
Patriot. Air defense missile system designed to counter air threat within the very low- to very highaltitude boundaries. (Originally an acronym-Phased Array Tracking to Intercept of Target-now used
as a nickname.)
Peak hour (traffic). The hour of highest traffic volume on a given section of roadway.
Pesticide. Chemical used to kill or inhibit growth of undesirable species.
Playa. A dry, vegetation free, flat area at the lowest point of an undrained basin.
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Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB). A class of toxic, nonflammable, nonvolatile chlorinated oils used in
transfonners, capacitors, and fluorescent ballasts. PCBs are potential carcinogens and are regulated under
the Toxic Substances Control Act.
Potentiometric surface. A surface defined by the level to which groundwater in a confined aquifer rises
in wells or boreholes.
Precambrianage. A geologic era extending from 4, 700 million years ago to 570 million years ago.
Radiation. The emissions, either electromagnetic or particulate, resulting from the transformation of an
unstable atom or nucleus.
Recharge. Percolation of rainwater and snowmelt through the soil unsaturated zone to the groundwater
table.
Reconnaissance. A mission undertaken to obtain, by visual observation or other detection methods,
infonnation about the activities and resources of an enemy or potential enemy; or to secure data
concerning the meteorological, hydrographic, or geographic characteristics of a particular area.
Record of Decision (ROD). A public document that explains which alternative will be selected.
Real estate outgrant. Leases, licenses, easements, permits, use agreements, and other arrangements that
change government control of real property by conferring property rights to another governmental agency
or private party.
Real Property Environmental Overlays. A system of drawings delineating the natural and man-made
environmental features within which development of the installation occurs.
Remotely Piloted Vehicle. An unmanned air vehicle capable of being controlled from a distant location
through a communications link. It is normally designed to be recoverable.
Riparian. Of or pertaining to the banks of a body of water.
Scoping. Process in the beginning stages of an EIS during which the public and federal and state
agencies may voice concerns they wish the study to address.
Seismicity. The worldwide or local distribution of earthquakes in space and time; a general term for the
number of earthquakes in a unit time.
Short-term impacts. Short-term impacts are temporary and either direct or indirect. Short-term impacts
usually occur during the construction phase of the activity.
Significance. Significance requires consideration of the context and intensity of the impact or effect,
under consideration. Significance can vary in relation to the context of the proposed action. At Fort
Bliss, the significance of the proposed actions may include consideration of the effects on a national,
regional, and local basis. Both short- and long-term effects may be relevant. Impacts may also be
evaluated in terms of their intensity or severity.
Sound. (1) A physical disturbance in a medium (e.g., air) that is capable of being detected by the human
ear. (2) The hearing sensation excited by a physical disturbance in a medium.
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Specific yield. The volume of water released by a falling water table from a given volume of fully
saturated rock, usually expressed as a percentage (see "Storage coefficient").
Stakeholders. Interested and/or affected people or groups.
Storage coefficient. The volume of water given up per unit horizontal area of an aquifer and per unit
drop of the water table or potentiometric surface, expressed as a ratio always less than one. It is equal to
the specific yield in unconfined aquifers but depends on the elastic compression of confined aquifers and
is usually less 10-3 •
Stratigraphic. Division of geology dealing with the definition and description of rocks and soils,
especially sedimentary rocks.
Subsurface. A zone below the surface of the earth whose geologic features are principally layers of rock
that have been tilted or faulted and are interpreted on the basis of drill hole records and geophysical
(seismic or rock vibration) evidence. Generally, it is all rock and solid materials lying beneath the earth's
surface.
Succession. The process of gradual replacement of one community or ecosystem by another, involving a
series of changes in the plant and animal life.
Surface danger zone (SDZ). That area which is endangered by projectiles, fragments, or explosions and
the associated peripheral safety areas.
Surveillance. A systematic observation of airspace or surface areas by visual, aural, electronic,
photographic, or other means.
Survey cultural resources. The archaeological exploration of an area to obtain samples from each
culture phase contained, conducted under various field techniques.
Tertiary. A geologic time period extending from 65 million years ago to 2 million years ago.
Threatened species. A species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
Tiering. Process of covering general materials in a broad-scoping docmnent, with further narrowscoping documents to cover more precise information through reference.

-

Total dissolved solids (TDS). The concentration of solid materials that are dissolved in a sample of
water; determined as the weight of the residue of a water sample upon filtration and evaporation divided
by the volume of the sample.
Total suspended particulate (TSP) matter. Finely-divided solids or liquids up to 50 microns in
diameter, which comprise the bulk of particulate matter in the atmosphere.
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP). A legal term; refers to properties, regions, or locales used by
peoples of Native American heritage in religious, sacred, or ceremonial activities.
Training complex. Firing ranges and weapons training facilities designated for firing ammunition and
explosives, heavy rockets, and guided missiles for training and target practice, and nonlive-fire sites for
maneuver exercises and operations.
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Transmissivity. The ease with which groundwater is transmitted through an aquifer. Technically, it is
the rate at which groundwater is transmitted through a unit width of an aquifer under a unit hydraulic
gradient and corresponds to the hydraulic conductivity multiplied by the saturated thickness of an aquifer.

--

Trip generation. A detennination of the quantity of trip ends associated with a parcel of land.
Unconfined aquifer. An aquifer in which the water table defines the upper limit of the aquifer-also
known as a water-table aquifer.
Underground storage tank (UST). Typically used to contain gasoline or other petroleum fuels; buried
beneath the ground surface.
Unemployment rate. The number of civilians, as a percentage of the total civilian labor force, without
jobs but actively seeking employment.
Unexploded explosive ordnance. Explosive ordnance which has been primed, fused, anned, or
otherwise prepared for action, and which has been fired, dropped, launched, projected, or placed in such a
manner as to constitute a hazard to operations, installations, personnel, or material, and remains
unexploded either by malfunction or design or for any other cause.
Vadose. The area between the surface of the ground and the water table.
Water table. The sustainable volume of water discharged from a well per units of time, often expressed
in gpm.
Waters of the U.S. A legal term; refers to instrastate lakes, rivers, streams, (including intermittent
streams), mud flats, sand flats, wetlands, playa lakes, and tributaries to such features.
Well yield. The sustainable volume of water discharged from a well per unit of time, often expressed in
gpm.
Wetlands. An area that is regularly saturated by surface water or groundwater and subsequently supports
vegetation that is adopted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Woodland. Plant community characterized by a generally open growth of small trees.
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Air Defense Artillery I ADA ................................................ ES-1. 1-L 1-3. 1-6, 2-4. 2-14, 3.2-1. 3.2-2. 3.2-3. 3.2-5. 3.2-9. 3.2-11.
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3.5-12. 5.4-1, 5.4-3, 5.4-4, 5.4-9. 5.4-10. 5.4-11. 5.4-12, 5.4-13,
5.4-14, 5.4-15. 5.4-16, 5.4-17, 5.4-18, 5.4-19, 5.4-20. 5.4-23, 5.4-24.
5.4-25. 5.4-26. 5.5-2. 6-4, 6-5, 6-6, 6-7. 6-8
Animal-Unit(s)-Month I AUM(s) ......................................... 4.1-26. 4.1-28. 4.1-41. 5.1-8, 5.3-2
Archaeological Resources .................................................... 2-2, 3.3-1. 4.9-1, 4.9-2. 4.9-6, 4.9-15, 4.9-18. 5.1-55. 5.1-56, 5.1-57.
5.1-59. 5.2-20, 5.4-18, 6-7. 7-1, 7-5
ArchitecturalResources ....................................................... 4.9-1. 4.9-2, 4.9-8, 4.9-19. 5.1-52, 5.1-53, 5.1-55. 5.1-56, 5.1-57,
5.1-59, 5.2-20
Area(s) of Critical Environmental Concern I ACEC(s) ........ 2-9. 3.2-22. 3.3-17, 3.5-1. 4.1-32, 4.1-37. 4.1-42, 4.1-48. 5.1-41.
5.4-1
Army I United States Army .................................................. CS-1. 1-1, 1-3, 1-4. 1-5. 1-6, 1-7, 2-1, 2-4, 2-5. 2-8. 2-9. 2-10, 2-11.
2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 3-1, 3-3, 3-4. 3.2-1. 3.2-2. 3.2-3. 3.2-5.
3.2-6, 3.2-9, 3.2-10, 3.2-11. 3.2-13, 3.2-14. 3.2-15, 3.2-17, 3.2-19.
3.2-21. 3.3-1. 3.3-2, 3.3-7, 3.3-10. 3.3-12, 3.3-17. 3.3-21. 3.3-24.
3.3-29. 3.3-31. 3.3-35, 3.3-36. 3.4-1. 3.5-1. 3.5-2, 3.5-8, 3.6-1, 3.6-3,
4.1-1, 4.1-2, 4.1-9. 4.1-21 4.1-22, 4.1-23, 4.1-24, 4.1-25, 4.1-26,
4.1-28. 4.1-29, 4.1-30. 4.1-31. 4.1-32,, 4.1-33. 4.1-36, 4.1-37, 4.1-40,
4.1-43, 4.1-44. 4.1-45, 4.2-7. 4.2-8, 4.2-11. 4.3-7. 4.3-8. 4.4-3, 4.4-4,
4.4-5. 4.5-1. 4.5-10, 4.6-6. 4.6-7. 4.6-8. 4.6-9. 4.7-1. 4.7-4, 4.7-5.
4.7-7, 4.7-8. 4.8-1. 4.8-5, 4.8-8. 4.8-9, 4.8-10. 4.8-11, 4.8-13. 4.8-15.
4.8-17. 4.8-18, 4.8-19, 4.8-20. 4.8-22. 4.8-25. 4.8-26. 4.8-27. 4.8-28.
4.8-29, 4.8-30, 4.8-31, 4.8-32, 4.8-33, 4.8-34. 4.8-35. 4.8-36. 4.8-37.
4.8-38, 4.8-39, 4.9-2. 4.9-3. 4.9-5, 4.9-6, 4.9-7, 4.9-9, 4.9-10, 4.9-11.
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4.9-12, 4.9-13. 4.9-15. 4.9-18, 4.9-19, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-5, 4.11-L
4.11-2, 4.11-3, 4.11-4. 4.11-5, 4.11-6, 4.11-7' 4.11-8, 4.11-9, 4.11-10,
4.11-lL 4.11-12, 4.12-L 4.12-2, 4.12-3, 4.12-4, 4.12-5, 4.12-7,
4.12-8. 4.12-9. 4.12-10, 4.12-12. 4.13-3, 4.13-4, 4.13-16. 4.13-22,
4.13-23. 4.13-28, 4.13-37, 5-L 5.1-L 5.1-2. 5.1-3, 5.1-4, 5.1-6.
5.1-12, 5.1-14. 5.1-15, 5.1-18, 5.1-21. 5.1-22, 5.1-23, 5.1-24, 5.1-27,
5.1-28. 5.1-29, 5.1-30. 5.1-34, 5.1-35, 5.1-36, 5.1-38. 5.1-39, 5.1-40,
5.1-41, 5.1-47, 5.1-50, 5.1-51, 5.1-52, 5.1-55, 5.1-56. 5.1-57, 5.1-62,
5.1-64. 5.1-67. 5.1-68, 5.1-70, 5.1-71. 5.2-L 5.2-2, 5.2-6. 5.2-8,
5.2-11, 5.2-12, 5.2-13, 5.2-14, 5.2-15, 5.2-16, 5.2-17, 5.2-19, 5.2-26,
5.3-L 5.3-4. 5.3-6, 5.3-7. 5.4-L 5.4-2. 5.4-7, 5.4-9. 5.4-10. 5.4-13,
5.4-16. 5.4-21. 5.4-25. 6-L 6-2, 6-3, 6-6, 9-L 9-2, 12-2. 12-3. 12-9
Artillery ................................................................................ 1-L 2-15, 3.2-L 3.2-6, 3.2-10, 3.2-13, 3.3-4, 3.3-12, 3.5-5, 4.4-L
4.9-12, 4.10-L 4.10-2. 4.10-5, 4.11-2, 4.11-9, 4.12-3, 5.1-14, 5.1-25,
5.1-27, 5.1-53, 5.1-54, 5.1-55, 5.4-2, 5.4-5, 5.4-20, 5.4-25, 6-2, 12-5

Asbestos ............................................................................... 3.2-9. 3.2-15, 3.2-16, 4.1-L 4.1-2, 4.1-5, 4.1-6, 4.1-9. 4.1-10, 4.1-11,
4.1-13. 4.1-15, 4.1-37, 4.1-45, 4.2-9. 4.3-7. 4.6-3. 4.12-5, 5.1-66,
5.1-67. 5.2-22, 5.2-23, 5.2-24. 5.4-22, 12-2
Biggs Army Airfield I AAF .................................................. ES-3. 2-5, 2-10. 2-11, 2-14. 3-L 3.2-1, 3.2-2. 3.2-lL 3.2-14, 3.2-15,
3.2-16. 3.2-17. 3.3-23, 3.3-24, 3.3-25, 3.3-26, 3.5-L 3.5-2. 3.5-8,
3.5-10, 3.5-12. 4.1-L 4.1-2, 4.1-5, 4.1-6, 4.1-9, 4.1-11. 4.1-13.
4.1-15, 4.1-37. 4.1-45, 4.2-2, 4.2-6. 4.2-7, 4.2-8. 4.2-9, 4.2-10.
4.2-11. 4.3-L 4.4-1, 4.4-3, 4.7-13. 4.7-22, 4.7-24, 4.9-12. 4.9-18.
4.10-1. 4.10-2, 4.10-3. 4.10-4, 4.10-5. 4.11-L 4.11-2, 4.11-6, 4.11-8,
4.12-L 4.12-2, 4.12-9, 4.13-3, 4.13-21, 4.13-22, 4.13-28, 4.13-33,
4.13-38, 5.1-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-5, 5.1-7, 5.1-9, 5.1-13. 5.1-21, 5.1-58,
5.1-59, 5.1-60, 5.1-61, 5.1-62, 5.1-63. 5.1-71, 5.2-2. 5.2-3, 5.2-5.
5.2-9. 5.2-21. 5.2-24, 5.4-2, 5.4-3, 5.4-4, 5.4-5, 5.4-9, 5.4-10, 5.4-11.
5.4-12, 5.4-19. 5.4-20, 5.4-21, 5.4-24. 5.4-25, 6-4
BureauofLandManagement/BLM ................................... 2-4, 2-5, 2-8, 2-12. 3.2-11. 3.2-22, 3.3-17. 3.3-21, 3.3-29, 3.3-30.
3.3-37, 3.6-L 3.6-3, 4.1-14, 4.1-21, 4.1-23. 4.1-24. 4.1-25, 4.1-26,
4.1-28, 4.1-29, 4.1-30, 4.1-31. 4.1-32, 4.1-33, 4.1-35, 4.1-37, 4.1-40,
4.1-41, 4.1-42, 4.1-43, 4.1-44, 4.1-48, 4-L 4.3-7. 4.5-17, 4.7-4, 4.7-8,
4.7-11, 4.8-27, 4.8-32, 4.8-34, 4.9-2, 4.9-6, 4.9-10, 4.9-13. 4.11-5,
4.13-32, 5-1, 5-2, 5.1-5, 5.1-8, 5.1-9, 5.1-12, 5.1-14, 5.1-20, 5.1-40,
5.1-41, 5.1-44, 5.1-48. 5.1-58. 5.1-59, 5.2-6, 5.2-7. 5.2-11. 5.2-14,
5.2-16, 5.2-18, 5.3-2, 5.3-4, 5.3-6, 5.4-3, 5.4-7, 5.4-8. 6-4. 6-5, 6-7,
9-L 9-2
CastnerRange ...................................................................... ES-7, 2-9, 3.2-L 3.2-6, 4.1-1, 4.1-6, 4.1-14, 4.1-32, 4.1-33, 4.1-43,
4.2-2. 4.5-18, 4.8-11. 4.8-15, 4.8-17, 4.8-24, 4.8-29. 4.9-1. 4.9-12.
4.9-14. 4.9-17. 4.9-19, 4.11-1, 4.11-5, 4.11-11, 4.11-12, 4.12-L 5.1-6.
5.1-7, 5.1-40, 5.1-58, 5.1-64, 5.2-15, 6-1
CiudadJuarez ....................................................................... 4-1, 4.7-1, 4.7-11. 4.7-12, 4.7-13, 4.7-15, 4.7-19, 4.7-21. 4.7-24.
4.9-12, 4.13-4, 5.1-13, 5.2-11. 5.4-13
Communication(s) ................................................................ 1-1, 1-4, 3.2-9, 3.3-4, 3.3-17, 3.3-21. 3.4-L 3.4-2, 3.5-2, 4.1-9, 4.1-12,
4.2-L 4.2-7, 4.2-10, 4.11-2, 4.12-2, 4.12-9. 5.1-9, 5.1-10, 5.1-11,
5.1-12, 5.1-26. 5.1-31. 5.2-8, 5.2-14, 5.2-15, 5.2-18. 5.2-20, 5.2-26.
5.3-2, 5.4-9, 7-2, 7-5, 12-10
Consultation ......................................................................... ES-7, 2-3, 2-9, 2-19. 3.2-22, 3.3-32. 4.6-3, 4.9-2, 4.9-3, 4.9-17,
4.9-18, 4.10-5, 4.12-10, 5.1-52, 5.1-59, 9-L 9-2
Counties ............................................................................... 2-8. 2-9. 3.2-10. 3.3-7, 4-1, 4.1-1, 4.1-15. 4.1-35, 4.1-40, 4.1-41.
4.2-L 4.6-L 4.6-4, 4.7-L 4.7-4, 4.8-35, 4.8-38, 4.9-17. 4.13-3,
4.13-4. 4.13-7, 4.13-9, 4.13-11, 4.13-23, 4.13-24, 4.13-38, 4.14-L
4.14-2, 4.14-6. 5-L 5-2. 5.1-59, 5.1-71, 5.3-8
Culp Canyon ........................................................................ ES-7, 2-9, 2-12, 2-13, 2-17, 3.2-22, 3.3-15, 3.3-17. 3.3-19, 3.3-21,
3.4-4, 3.5-L 3.5-9, 3.6-L 3.6-5, 4.1-23, 4.1-31, 4.1-32, 4.1-44,
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4.1-48. 5-1. 5-2. 5.1-5. 5.1-7. 5.2-21. 5.2-23. 5.2-24. 5.3-1. 5.3-2.
5.3-3. 5.3-6. 5.4-9. 6-3
Cumulative Effects ............................................................... 2-4. 2-12. 2-13. 2-17. 3.2-10. 5.1-13. 5.1-15. 5.1-20. 5.1-24. 5.1-44.
5.1-48. 5.1-59. 5.1-64. 5.4-10. 5.4-11. 5.4-12. 5.4-13. 5.4-18. 5.4-20.
5.4-22. 5.4-23. 6-3. 7-1
Day-Night Average Sound (Noise) Level !Ldn ..........•.........• 4.1-10. 4.1-12. 4.1-44. 4.10-1. 4.10-2. 4.10-3. 5.1-2. 5.1-7. 5.1-60.
5.1-71. 5.4-20. 12-3
Dona Ana County ................................................................. 4.1-35. 4.1-36. 4.1-40. 4.1-41. 4. l-42. 4.4-1. 4.4-3. 4.6-4. 4.8-22.
4.8-28. 4.8-38. 4.13-1. 4.13-3. 4.13-7. 4.13-8. 4.13-11. 4.13-12.
4.13-15. 4.13-16. 4.13-23. 4.13-24. 4.13-25. 4.13-26, 4.13-28.
4.13-32. 4.13-33, 4.13-39, 4.14-2, 4.14-3. 5-2, 5.1-9. 5.1-72, 9-1
Dona Ana Range Camp ........................................................ 3.2-10, 3.3-10, 3.3-14. 3.5-5. 3.5-7, 3.5-10. 3.5-12, 4.1-19, 4.1-48,
4.3-3, 4.3-5, 4.4-4, 4. 7-1. 4. 7-4. 4.7-8. 4.13-22, 5.1-24. 5.4-2. 5.4-3,
5.4-5, 5.4-9, 5.4-16
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas ............................... 2-10, 2-15, 2-16. 3.2-1. 3.2-6. 3.2-10, 3.2-12, 3.2-13. 3.2-14, 3.2-19,
3.3-4. 3.3-7. 3.3-10, 3.3-12, 3.3-13, 3.3-14, 3.3-17. 3.3-21. 3.5-2.
3.5-4, 3.5-5, 3.5-6. 3.5-8. 3.6-3. 3.6-5. 4.1-1. 4.1-14. 4.1-15, 4.1-18,
4.1-19. 4.1-33, 4.1-36, 4.1-37. 4.1-39. 4.1-40. 4.1-41. 4.1-43, 4.1-47.
4.1-48, 4.1-49. 4.3-1. 4.3-3. 4.3-4. 4.3-5, 4.4-1. 4.4-3, 4.4-4. 4.5-11.
4.5-12, 4.5-19. 4.6-6, 4.7-4, 4.7-5. 4.7-7, 4.8-3, 4.8-5, 4.8-9, 4.8-11,
4.8-15. 4.8-17, 4.8-20, 4.8-22. 4.8-23. 4.8-25. 4.8-27. 4.8-36. 4.9-1.
4.9-12. 4.9-14. 4.9-15. 4.9-17. 4.9-18. 4.9-19. 4.10-1. 4.10-5, 4.11-1.
4.11-2. 4.11-3. 4.11-5. 4.11-6. 4.11-8. 4.11-9. 4.12-1. 4.12-2, 4.12-3.
4.12-10. 4.13-31. 5-1. 5.1-5. 5.1-6, 5.1-7. 5.1-8. 5.1-13. 5.1-15.
5.1-18. 5.1-19. 5.1-23. 5.1-24, 5.1-25. 5.1-26. 5.1-27. 5.1-28, 5.1-29.
5.1-30. 5.1-35. 5.1-37. 5.1-52, 5.1-53. 5.1-54. 5.1-56. 5.1-64. 5.1-65.
5.2-6, 5.2-9. 5.2-14. 5.2-16. 5.5-2. 6-4
El Paso ................................................................................. 1-1. 2-8. 2-10. 2-11. 3.2-6, 3.2-10, 3.2-13, 3.2-16, 3.2-17. 3.3-4.
3.5-1. 3.5-5. 4-1. 4-3. 4.1-1. 4.1-2. 4.1-5, 4.1-6. 4.1-8. 4.1-11. 4.1-13,
4.1-14, 4.1-15. 4.1-21. 4.1-31. 4.1-32, 4.1-35, 4.1-36, 4.1-37. 4.1-43.
4.1-44. 4.1-47. 4.1-48. 4.2-1, 4.2-2. 4.2-6, 4.2-7. 4.2-8, 4.2-10. 4-1.
4-3. 4.3-5, 4.3-7, 4.4-1. 4.4-3, 4.5-1, 4.5-5, 4.5-6. 4.5-11. 4.6-1. 4.6-2.
4.6-4. 4.6-6, 4.7-1. 4.7-2. 4.7-4. 4.7-11. 4.7-12. 4.7-13. 4.7-14.
4.7-15. 4.7-16. 4.7-17. 4.7-19. 4.7-21. 4.7-22. 4.7-24. 4.8-15, 4.8-22.
4.8-27. 4.8-29. 4.8-31. 4.9-1. 4.9-7. 4.9-8. 4.9-9. 4.9-10. 4.9-11.
4.9-13. 4.9-14. 4.9-17. 4.9-19. 4.10-2. 4.11-1. 4.11-2. 4.13-1. 4.13-2.
4.13-3. 4.13-4. 4.13-5, 4.13-7. 4.13-8. 4.13-9, 4.13-10. 4.13-12.
4.13-15. 4.13-16, 4.13-23. 4.13-24. 4.13-25. 4.13-26. 4.13-28.
4.13-29, 4.13-30. 4.13-31. 4.13-32. 4.13-33. 4.13-34, 4.13-35.
4.13-36, 4.13-37. 4.13-38. 4.13-39. 4.13-40. 4.14-1. 4.14-2. 4.14-3,
4.14-4. 4.14-5. 4.14-6. 4.14-7. 4.14-8, 5-1. 5-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-4, 5.1-5.
5.1-6, 5.1-7. 5.1-9. 5.1-10, 5.1-11. 5.1-24. 5.1-40. 5.1-46. 5.1-69,
5.1-70. 5.1-72, 5.2-11. 5.2-24, 5.2-25. 5.3-7. 5.3-8. 5.4-5, 5.4-7.
5.4-10, 5.4-13, 5.4-24. 9-1
El Paso County ..................................................................... 2-8, 3.2-10, 3.3-4. 4-1. 4.1-1. 4.1-14, 4.1-32. 4.1-35, 4.1-37. 4.1-43.
4.2-1. 4.5-11. 4.6-1. 4.6-4. 4.7-1, 4.7-12. 4.7-21. 4.8-22. 4.9-17.
4.13-3. 4.13-4. 4.13-7. 4.13-9, 4.13-23. 4.13-30, 4.13-32, 4.13-33.
4.13-34. 4.13-35, 4.14-1. 4.14-2, 4.14-3, 4.14-6, 5-1. 5-2. 5.1-9,
5.1-72, 5.2-25, 5.4-24, 9-1
El Paso International Airport I EPIA .................................... 2-11. 3.5-1. 3.5-2, 3.5-10, 3.5-12. 3.5-1, 3.5-2, 3.5-10, 3.5-12. 3.6-3.
4.1-2, 4.1-4, 4.1-5. 4.1-6. 4.1-9, 4.1-10, 4.1-11. 4.1-13, 4.2-2. 4.2-6,
4.3-1. 4.4-1, 4.4-3, 4.10-3, 4.11-2, 4.11-6, 5.1-7. 5.1-42. 5.1-44.
5.1-62. 5.2-3. 5.2-5. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-5, 5.4-9. 5.4-10. 5.4-11. 5.4-12.
5.4-20. 5.4-21. 5.4-24, 5.4-25
Employment ......................................................................... 4.13-1. 4.13-5. 4.13-9. 4.13-10, 4.13-11. 4.13-12. 4.13-13. 4.13-14,
4.13-15, 4.13-16. 4.13-17. 4.13-19. 5.1-62, 5.1-69. 5.1-72. 5.2-25.
5.3-7. 5.3-8. 5.4-24. 12-12
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Energy .................................................................................. 3.2-2L 4.1-15~ 4.1-21~ 4.1-24~ 4.1-25~ 4.1-35~ 4.2-L 4.2-7~ 4.2-9~
4.2-10. 4.3-L 4.3-3. 4.3-5. 4.3-9, 4.5-7, 4.5-8, 4.5-9, 4.5-lL 4.10-L
4.12-12. 5.1-9. 5.1-10, 5.1-lL 5.1-12, 5.1-14, 5.2-8, 5.3-2, 5.4-7.
5.5-L 7-2. 7-5. 9-L 12-2, 12-4
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Environmental Justice .......................................................... 2-2. 4.14-L 5-2. 5.1-70, 5.2-25. 5.3-8, 5.4-24. 5.5-3
Environmental Resource Management... .............................. ES-4. 2-10. 2-16, 3-L 3.2-11. 3.2-16. 3.3-27. 3.4-2, 3.5-12. 5.1-2.
5.1-4. 5.1-6, 5.1-lL 5.1-12, 5.1-13, 5.1-19. 5.1-21, 5.1-23. 5.1-24.
5.1-25. 5.1-40. 5.1-58. 5.1-60, 5.1-63, 5.1-67. 5-2. 5.2-L 5.2-5. 5.2-6,
5.2-9. 5.2-10. 5.2-12. 5.2-14. 5.2-20. 5.2-2L 5.2-22. 5.2-24. 5.3-L
5.3-6. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-5, 5.4-6. 5.4-7. 5.4-10. 5.4-11. 5.4-17. 5.4-20,
5.4-22, 5.4-23. 6-1
Erosion ................................................................................. ES-10, 3.2-2L 3.3-30. 4.5-lL 4.5-12, 4.5-17. 4.7-15. 4.9-12. 5.1-15.
5.1-18. 5.1-19. 5.1-20, 5.1-26. 5.1-28. 5.1-30, 5.1-41, 5.1-53, 5.1-54.
5.1-58. 5.2-14. 5.2-16. 5.2-17, 5.3-3. 5.4-8. 5.4-lL 5.4-14. 5.5-1. 6-6,
12-4. 12-5
Explosive(s) ......................................................................... 3.2-6. 4.1-19. 4.1-30, 4.1-32. 4.1-33, 4.1-43. 4.1-44. 4.10-1, 4.10-2.
4.10-7. 4.11-L 4.11-4. 4.11-7. 4.11-8. 4.11-9. 4.11-10. 4.11-11.
4.11-12. 4.12-1. 4.12-3. 4.12-4. 5.1-2, 5.1-59, 5.1-62. 5.1-63. 5.1-64.
5.1-65. 5.1-66. 5.2-22, 5.2-23. 5.4-20, 5.4-2L 12-5. 12-6. 12-9.
12-1 L 12-12
Facility Construction ............................................................ ES-3. 2-16, 3-1. 3.2-14, 3.2-17. 3.2-2L 3.3-2L 3.3-24. 3.4-2. 3.5-10.
5.1-1. 5.1-3. 5.1-5. 5.1-10. 5.1-12. 5.1-13, 5.1-14. 5.1-19. 5.l-2L
5.1-23. 5.1-24. 5.1-40, 5.1-53. 5.1-58. 5.1-60. 5.1-63, 5.1-67. 5.1-69,
5.1-70. 5.1-72. 5.2-L 5.2-2. 5.2-6. 5.2-9. 5.2-10. 5.2-12. 5.2-18.
5.2-20. 5.2-21, 5.2-22, 5.2-24. 5.2-25, 5.3-L 5.3-6. 5.4-2. 5.4-4.
5.4-5. 5.4-7, 5.4-10, 5.4-11, 5.4-12. 5.4-16. 5.4-18. 5.4-20, 5.4-21,
5.4-23. 5.4-25. 5.5-2
Facility Demolition .............................................................. 2-16, 3-L 3.2-14, 3.2-16, 3.2-2L 3.3-24, 5.1-1. 5.1-58, 5.1-60,
5.1-67, 5.2-1. 5.2-9, 5.2-20. 5.2-2L 5.2-22, 5.2-26. 5.4-20, 5.4-22.
5.4-23, 5.4-26
Field Training Exercise(s) I FTX(s) ..................................... CS-1, 1-7, 3-3, 3.2-1 L 3.2-14, 3.3-4, 3.3-15, 3.3-17, 3.3-20, 3.3-2L
3.4-1. 3.4-3. 3.5-2, 3.5-4, 3.5-8. 3.5-10. 4.1-23, 4.1-44, 5.1-1, 5.1-12.
5.1-15, 5.1-22, 5.1-27, 5.1-28. 5.1-30, 5.1-32, 5.1-36, 5.1-37, 5.1-44.
5.1-47, 5.1-48, 5.1-49. 5.1-50. 5.1-51, 5.1-62, 5.3-1. 5.3-2. 5.3-3,
5.3-4, 5.3-5, 5.3-6. 5.3-8, 5.4-L 5.4-9, 5.4-11, 5.4-12. 5.4-2L 6-4.
6-6, 6-7. 12-3. 12-3
Fire(s) ................................................................................... ES-7. 2-5, 2-9, 2-15, 3.2-9, 3.2-10. 3.2-lL 3.2-19, 3.2-21, 3.2-21.
3.3-4, 3.3-10, 3.3-15, 3.3-24, 3.3-29, 3.3-30, 3.5-4, 3.5-8, 3.5-9,
3.5-10, 3.5-12. 3.6-3, 4.1-4, 4.1-2L 4.1-24, 4.1-26, 4.1-28. 4.2-8,
4.2-10, 4.3-8, 4.8-26, 4.8-27, 4.8-28. 4.8-34. 4.8-39. 4.9-8, 4.11-1,
4.11-2, 4.11-5, 4.11-12, 4.12-1, 4.12-10, 4.12-11. 4.12-12, 4.13-1,
4.13-4, 4.13-33. 4.13-34, 4.13-36, 5.1-6, 5.1-9, 5.1-18. 5.1-19, 5.1-20,
5.1-25, 5.1-28, 5.1-29. 5.1-30, 5.1-31, 5.1-34, 5.1-35. 5.1-37, 5.1-38,
5.1-39, 5.1-4L 5.1-42, 5.1-44, 5.1-48, 5.1-49, 5.1-5L 5.1-55, 5.1-57.
5.1-58, 5.1-62, 5.1-63. 5.1-64, 5.1-69, 5.2-7, 5.2-10, 5.2-lL 5.2-12.
5.2-13. 5.2-14. 5.2-15, 5.2-16, 5.2-17. 5.2-18, 5.2-25, 5.3-4, 5.3-5,
5.3-8, 5.4-1, 5.4-6. 5.4-13. 5.4-14, 5.4-15, 5.4-16. 5.4-17, 5.4-21,
5.4-23. 5.5-2, 6-5. 6-7. 12-4, 12-5, 12-7
Flight Safety ......................................................................... 4.11-1, 4.11-5, 5.1-63, 5.1-64
Fort Bliss .............................................................................. CS-L ES-1, ES-2. ES-3. ES-4. ES-5, ES-6. ES-7. ES-8. ES-10.
ES-IL ES-12. ES-13, 1-1. 1-2, 1-3. 1-4, 1-5. 1-6, 1-7. 1-8, 2-1. 2-4.
2-5. 2-6. 2-8. 2-9. 2-10. 2-lL 2-13. 2-14. 2-15. 2-16. 3-L 3-2, 3-4.
3.2-L 3.2-2, 3.2-3, 3.2-4. 3.2-5, 3.2-6, 3.2-10. 3.2-1 L 3.2-12, 3.2-13.
3.2-14. 3.2-15. 3.2-16, 3.2-17. 3.2-20. 3.2-2L 3.2-22. 3.3-L 3.3-2.
3.3-4. 3.3-5, 3.3-6. 3.3-7. 3.3-14, 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.3-21, 3.3-22.
3.3-23. 3.3-24. 3.3-25, 3.3-26. 3.3-27. 3.3-29. 3.3-30, 3.3-3L 3.3-32.
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3.3-33. 3.3-34. 3.3-35. 3.3-36. 3.3-37. 3.3-38. 3.4-L 3.4-2. 3.5-1.
3.5-2. 3.5-3. 3.5-4. 3.5-5. 3.5-8. 3.5-12. 3.6-1. 3.6-3. 3.6-5. 4-1. 4-2.
4.1-1. 4.1-2. 4.1-3. 4.1-4. 4.1-6. 4.1-10. 4.1-14. 4.1-15. 4.1-17.
4.1-19. 4.1-23. 4.1-24. 4.1-30. 4.1-32. 4.1-33. 4.1-34. 4.1-35. 4.1-36.
4.1-37. 4.1-38. 4.1-40. 4.1-41. 4.1-42. 4.1-43. 4.1-44. 4.1-45. 4.1-47.
4.1-48. 4.2-1. 4.2-2. 4.2-3. 4.2-4. 4.2-5. 4.2-6. 4.2-7. 4.2-8. 4.2-9.
4.2-10. 4.2-11. 4.3-1. 4.3-3. 4.4-1. 4.4-4. 4.4-5. 4.5-1. 4.5-3. 4.5-4.
4.5-5. 4.5-6. 4.5-7. 4.5-8. 4.5-9. 4.5-10. 4.5-l I. 4.5-12. 4.5-13.
4.5-14. 4.5-15. 4.5-16. 4.5-17. 4.5-21. 4.6-1. 4.6-2. 4.6-3. 4.6-4.
4.6-5. 4.6-6. 4.6-7. 4.6-8. 4.6-9. 4.7-1. 4.7-4. 4.7-6. 4.7-11. 4.7-13.
4.7-18. 4.7-21. 4.7-22. 4.7-23. 4.7-24. 4.7-25. 4.8-1. 4.8-5. 4.8-6.
4.8-7. 4.8-8. 4.8-9. 4.8-10, 4.8-11. 4.8-12. 4.8-13. 4.8-15. 4.8-17.
4.8-18. 4.8-19. 4.8-20. 4.8-22. 4.8-23, 4.8-24. 4.8-25. 4.8-26, 4.8-27.
4.8-28. 4.8-29. 4.8-30. 4.8-31. 4.8-33. 4.8-34. 4.8-35. 4.8-36. 4.8-37.
4.8-38. 4.8-39. 4.9-1. 4.9-2. 4.9-3. 4.9-5. 4.9-6. 4.9-7. 4.9-8. 4.9-9.
4.9-10. 4.9-11. 4.9-12. 4.9-13. 4.9-14. 4.9-15. 4.9-17. 4.9-18. 4.9-19.
4.10-2. 4.10-5. 4.10-7. 4.11-1. 4.11-2. 4.11-5. 4.11-6. 4.11-7. 4.11-8.
4.11-9. 4.11-12. 4.12-1. 4.12-2. 4.12-3. 4.12-4. 4.12-5. 4.12-6. 4.12-7.
4.12-9. 4.12-10. 4.12-11. 4.12-12. 4.12-13. 4. 13-1. 4.13-3. 4.13-4.
4.13-5. 4.13-6. 4.13-7. 4.13-9. 4.13-16. 4.13-18. 4.13-19. 4.13-21.
4.13-22. 4.13-23. 4.13-25. 4.13-28. 4.13-29. 4.13-30. 4.13-31.
4.13-32. 4.13-33. 4.13-34. 4.13-37. 4.13-38. 4.14-1. 5-2. 5.1-1. 5.1-2.
5.1-3. 5.1-4. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7. 5.1-8. 5.1-9. 5.1-10. 5.1-11. 5.1-12.
5.1-13. 5.1-14. 5.1-15. 5.1-16. 5.1-17. 5.1-18. 5.1-19. 5.1-20. 5.1-21.
5.1-22. 5.1-23. 5.1-24. 5.1-25. 5.1-26. 5.1-28. 5.1-29. 5.1-30. 5.1-31.
5.1-33. 5.1-34. 5.1-35. 5.1-36. 5.1-37. 5.1-38. 5.1-39. 5.1-40, 5.1-41.
5.1-42. 5.1-43. 5.1-44. 5.1-46. 5.1-47. 5.1-48. 5.1-49. 5.1-51. 5.1-52.
5.1-53. 5.1-54, 5.1-55. 5.1-56. 5.1-57. 5.1-58. 5.1-59. 5.1-62. 5.1-63.
5.1-64. 5.1-65. 5.1-66. 5.1-67. 5.1-68. 5.1-69. 5.1-70. 5.1-72. 5.2-1,
5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-5. 5.2-6, 5.2-7. 5.2-9. 5.2-10. 5.2-11. 5.2-12.
5.2-13. 5.2-14. 5.2-15. 5.2-16. 5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.2-19. 5.2-20, 5.2-21.
5.2-22. 5.2-23. 5.2-24. 5.2-25. 5.3-1. 5.3-2. 5.3-3. 5.3-4. 5.3-6. 5.3-7.
5.4-1. 5.4-2. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-7, 5.4-8. 5.4-9. 5.4-10. 5.4-11. 5.4-12.
5.4-13. 5.4-14. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.4-17. 5.4-18. 5.4-19. 5.4-20. 5.4-21.
5.4-22. 5.4-23. 5.4-24. 5.5-1. 5.5-2. 5-2. 6-1. 6-2. 6-4. 6-5. 6-6. 6-7,
6-8. 7-1. 7-3. 7-4. 7-5. 7-6. 7-7. 7-8. 9-1. 9-2. 12-10
Geology I Geological ........................................................... 4.1-43. 4.5-1. 4.5-10. 4.7-2. 4.8-9. 4.9-1, 4.9-18. 4.12-2. 4.12-5,
5.1-14. 5.1-20. 5.1-71. 5.2-9. 5.2-25. 5.3-3. 5.4-10. 5.4-25. 5.5-1, 9-1.
12-11. 7-1. 7-4. 7-6, 7-7. 7-8
German Air Force I GAF ...................................................... 2-5. 2-6, 3.2-2, 3.2-10. 3.2-13, 4.1-23. 4.4-5. 4.9-13. 5-2. 5.1-1.
5.1-13. 5.1-14. 5.1-23. 5.1-24, 5.1-59. 5.1-62
Grapevine ............................................................................. 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.4-4. 3.5-9. 4.1-21. 4.7-7. 4.7-8. 4.7-11
Graz.ing ................................................................................. ES-7. 2-9. 2-15. 3.2-10. 3.2-21. 3.2-22, 3.3-4. 3.3-10. 3.3-21, 3.3-30.
3.3-7. 4.1-14, 4.1-19. 4.1-21, 4.1-23. 4.1-25. 4.1-26. 4.1-27. 4.1-28.
4.1-29. 4.1-30. 4.1-31. 4.1-32. 4.1-35. 4.1-36. 4.1-40, 4.1-41. 4.1-42.
4.1-43. 4.1-44, 4.3-7. 4.5-12. 4.5-17. 4.8-5, 4.8-10. 4.8-26. 4.8-27.
4.8-31. 4.8-32, 4.8-35. 4.9-5. 4.11-5, 5-2. 5.1-5. 5.1-7. 5.1-8, 5.1-9.
5.1-19. 5.1-20. 5.1-28. 5.1-29, 5.1-36. 5.1-37. 5.1-39. 5.1-40. 5.1-42.
5.1-44. 5.1-47, 5.1-48. 5.1-49, 5.1-50. 5.1-51. 5.1-53. 5.1-54. 5.1-58.
5.2-7. 5.2-13. 5.2-14. 5.2-15. 5.2-16, 5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.2-25. 5.3-1.
5.3-2. 5.3-4, 5.4-6. 5.4-7. 5.4-8. 5.4-17. 6-1
Habitat(s) .............................................................................. 3.2-10. 3.2-20, 3.2-21. 3.2-22. 3.3-29. 3.3-30. 3.3-31. 4.1-21,
4.1-30. 4.1-32, 4.4-4. 4.5-12. 4.8-1. 4.8-5. 4.8-13. 4.8-15.
4.8-18. 4.8-19. 4.8-20. 4.8-22. 4.8-23. 4.8-24. 4.8-25. 4.8-26.
4.8-28. 4.8-29. 4.8-30. 4.8-31. 4.8-32, 4.8-33, 4.8-34. 4.8-35,
4.8-37. 4.8-38. 4.8-39. 4.8-40. 5.1-13. 5.1-19. 5.1-32. 5.1-34,
5.1-36. 5.1-37. 5.1-38. 5.1-39. 5.1-40. 5.1-41. 5.1-44. 5.1-48.
5.1-50. 5.1-51. 5.1-52. 5.1-63. 5.1-71. 5.2-5. 5.2-7. 5.2-11.

4.1-23.
4.8-17.
4.8-27.
4.8-36.
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5.2-13. 5.2-14. 5.2-15. 5.2-16, 5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.2-26. 5.3-5. 5.4-L
5.4-13. 5.4-14. 5.4-15. 5.4-16, 5.4-17. 6-L 12-6
HazardousMaterial(s) .......................................................... ES-7. CS-1, 2-2, 2-9. 3.2-22. 4-1, 4.5-17. 4.12-1, 4.12-12. 4.13-33,
4.13-34, 5.1-65. 5.1-66, 5.1-67. 5.1-72. 5.2-23. 5.2-24. 5.2-26, 5.3-7.
5.4-22. 5.4-26. 5.5-3. 7-2, 7-3, 12-6
Hazardous Waste(s) .............................................................. 3.2-22. 4.12-1, 4.12-2. 4.12-3, 4.12-6. 4.12-12, 5.1-66, 5.1-67, 5.1-72.
5.2-23, 5.2-24, 5.2-26. 5.4-22, 5.4-26. 12-6
Helicopter ............................................................................. 3.3-15, 3.3-17, 3.5-2, 3.5-7. 3.5-8, 3.5-10. 4.1-19. 4.1-32. 4.10-3,
4.10-5. 4.11-6, 5.1-33. 5.1-36, 5.1-56. 5.4-L 5.4-6. 5.4-9. 5.4-lL
5.4-12. 5.4-14. 5.4-15. 5.4-18, 5.4-19. 5.4-20, 5.4-21, 5.4-25
HollomanAirForceBase/HAFB ....................................... 2-5. 2-6. 2-12. 3.2-10, 3.2-14. 3.3-7. 4.1-15. 4.1-23. 4.1-33, 4.7-4.
4.10-5, 4.10-7, 4.11-7, 4.13-3, 4.13-12, 4.13-16, 4.13-25, 5-1, 5-2,
5.1-1, 5.1-7. 5.1-13, 5.1-23. 5.1-59. 5.1-62. 5.1-64. 5.1-69
Hueco Bolson ....................................................................... ES-13, 4.2-7, 4.2-9, 4.5-1, 4.5-6, 4.5-7, 4.5-12. 4.7- L 4.7-2. 4.7-3,
4.7-4, 4.7-5. 4.7-8, 4.7-11, 4.7-12. 4.7-13, 4.7-14. 4.7-15, 4.7-17,
4.7-19, 4.7-21, 4.7-22. 4.7-24, 5.1-24. 5.2-1 L 5.4-13. 5.5-2. 6-3
Hueco Mountains ................................................................. 3.3-14. 3.3-17. 3.3-19, 3.3-31, 4.1-19. 4.1-48, 4.5-1, 4.7-1, 4.7-2.
4.7-8, 4.7-13, 4.8-1, 4.8-6, 4.8-9, 4.8-17. 4.8-18. 4.8-22. 4.8-23.
4.8-25. 4.8-26. 4.8-27. 4.9-8. 4.9-19. 5.1-29. 5.1-30. 5.1-38. 5.1-57.
5.2-15. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.4-17
Impact(s) .............................................................................. CS-L ES-6. ES-8. ES-9, ES-10, ES-11, ES-13. 1-1. 1-7. 1-8. 2-3. 2-4.
2-5, 2-9, 2-10. 2-lL 2-12, 2-15. 2-16, 2-17. 3-L 3.2-10. 3.2-14.
3.2-20. 3.2-21, 3.2-22. 3.3-4. 3.3-10, 3.3-12. 3.3-14. 3.3-15. 3.3-17,
3.3-29. 3.3-37. 3.3-38. 3.5-2, 3.5-4. 3.5-5, 3.5-7. 3.5-8. 3.5-9, 3.5-10.
3.5-12. 3.6-L 3.6-3. 4.1-10, 4.1-14. 4.1-15. 4.1-19. 4.1-21, 4.1-30.
4.1-41. 4.1-43. 4.5-11, 4.6-L 4.6-3, 4.7-1, 4.7-22, 4.8-26. 4.8-32.
4.9-2. 4.9-4. 4.10-3. 4.10-7, 4.11-2, 4.11-5. 4.11-8, 4.11-9. 4.11-10.
4.11-12. 4.12-3. 4.13-1. 4.13-3. 4.13-16. 4.13-18, 4.13-29. 4.13-34.
4.14-L 5-L 5-2. 5.1-L 5.1-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-4. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7. 5.1-8.
5.1-9. 5.1-10, 5.1-lL 5.1-12, 5.1-13. 5.1-14. 5.1-15. 5.1-16, 5.1-17.
5.1-18. 5.1-19. 5.1-20. 5.l-2L 5.1-22. 5.1-23. 5.1-24. 5.1-25. 5.1-26.
5.1-27. 5.1-28. 5.1-30, 5.1-3L 5.1-32. 5.1-33. 5.1-34. 5.1-35. 5.1-36.
5.1-37. 5.1-38. 5.1-39. 5.1-40, 5.1-41. 5.1-42. 5.1-44. 5.1-46. 5.1-48.
5.1-49. 5.1-50. 5.1-51, 5.1-52. 5.1-53. 5.1-54. 5.1-55. 5.1-56. 5.1-57.
5.1-58. 5.1-59, 5.1-60. 5.1-62. 5.1-63, 5.1-64. 5.1-65. 5.1-66. 5.1-67,
5.1-68. 5.1--69. 5.1-70. 5.1-71, 5.1-72, 5.2-1. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4.
5.2-6, 5.2-7. 5.2-8, 5.2-9, 5.2-10, 5.2-lL 5.2-12. 5.2-14. 5.2-15,
5.2-16. 5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.2-19. 5.2-20. 5.2-21. 5.2-22. 5.2-23. 5.2-24.
5.2-25. 5.2-26. 5.3-1. 5.3-2, 5.3-3. 5.3-4. 5.3-5. 5.3-6. 5.3-7. 5.3-8.
5.4-1, 5.4-2. 5.4-3. 5.4-4, 5.4-5, 5.4-6. 5.4-7. 5.4-8. 5.4-9, 5.4-10.
5.4-11, 5.4-12. 5.4-13. 5.4-14, 5.4-15, 5.4-16. 5.4-17. 5.4-18. 5.4-19.
5.4-20. 5.4-21. 5.4-22, 5.4-23, 5.4-24. 5.4-25. 5.4-26, 5.5-1, 5.5-2.
6-1, 6-2. 6-3. 6-4, 6-5. 6-6. 6-7. 9-1, 12-3, 12-4. 12-6. 12-7. 12-8.
12-9. 12-10
Income .................................................................................. 4.1-26, 4.2-9. 4.13-20. 4.13-38, 4.13-39. 4.13-40, 5.1-68. 5.1-72
Infrastructure ........................................................................ CS-1, 1-1, 1-3. 1-5. 1-6, 1-8. 2-16. 3-1, 3.2-14. 4-L 4.1-14. 4.1-24.
4.1-36. 4.1-48. 4.2-L 4.2-7. 4.3-1, 4.3-3, 4.3-5. 4.3-7. 4.12-L 5.1-L
5.1-3. 5.1-4, 5.1-9. 5.1-11, 5.1-12. 5.1-13, 5.1-58. 5.1-62. 5.1-67,
5.1-70. 5.1-71. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-5. 5.2-8, 5.2-22. 5.2-25, 5.3-2. 5.4-5,
5.4-7, 5.4-9. 5.4-10. 5.4-2L 5.4-25, 5.5-L 7-5, 12-7
Installation Restoration Program I IRP ................................. 4.12-10. 4.12-11, 4.12-12. 5.1-67, 5.2-24. 5.4-23. 6-2
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan I ICRMP. CS- L ES-1, 1-1, 1-4, 1-6, 1-7, 2-1, 2-8, 2-12, 2-14, 3-3. 3-4. 3.3-1,
3.3-4. 3.3-27. 3.3-29. 3.3-31, 3.3-35, 3.3-36, 3.3-37. 3.3-38. 4.1-14.
4.1-17. 4.9-2, 4.9-5, 5.1-2. 5.l-5L 5.1-7L 5.2-1, 5.2-2. 5.2-5, 5.2-6,
5.2-7, 5.2-10. 5.2-19, 5.2-20, 5.2-21, 5.2-22. 5.2-23. 5.2-26. 5.3-6.
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5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-7. 5.4-18. 5.4-20. 5.4-22. 5.4-25. 6-L 6-3. 6-7. 7-4.
7-5. 9-L 9-2
IntegratedNaturalResourcesManagementPlan/INRMP .. CS-L ES-I. 1-1. 1-4. 1-6. 1-7. 2-1. 2-8. 2-12. 2-14. 3-3. 3-4. 3.3-1.
3.3-4. 3.3-27. 3.3-29. 3.3-30. 3.3-37. 3.3-38 4.1-14. 4.1-17. 5.1-2.
5.1-25. 5.2-1. 5.2-5. 5.2-6. 5.2-7. 5.2-8. 5.2-10. 5.2-11. 5.2-12.
5.2-14. 5.2-15. 5.2-16. 5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.2-20. 5.2-22. 5.2-26. 5.3-4.
5.3-5. 5.3-6. 5.4-1. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-7. 5.4-17. 5.4-20. 5.4-22. 6-L
6-3. 7-5. 9-1
Joint TrainingExercise(s) I ITX(s) ...................................... 2-4. 3.2-11. 3.3-10, 3.3-17, 3.3-19. 3.4-1. 5.1-1. 5.1-12. 5.1-21.
5.1-22. 5.1-23. 5.1-62. 5.1-71. 5.4-12
Land use(s) ........................................................................... CS-1. ES-7. ES-8. 1-1. 1-3. 1-4. l-5. 1-7. 2-4. 2-8. 2-9. 2-10. 2-11.
2-13. 2-14. 2-15. 2-16. 2-17. 3-1. 3-4. 3.2-6. 3.2-7. 3.2-8. 3.2-10.
3.2-14. 3.2-15. 3.2-16. 3.2-17. 3.2-20. 3.3-1. 3.3-2. 3.3-3. 3.3-5.
3.3-6. 3.3-7. 3.3-9. 3.3-12. 3.3-13. 3.3-17. 3.3-18. 3.3-21. 3.3-23.
3.3-24. 3.3-25. 3.3-26. 3.3-27. 3.3-31. 3.4-1. 3.5-1. 3.5-4. 3.5-6.
3.5-10. 3.5-11. 4-1. 4.1-1. 4.1-2. 4.1-4. 4.1-5. 4.1-6. 4.1-7. 4.1-9.
4.1-10, 4.1-12. 4.1-14. 4.1-16. 4.1-18, 4.1-25. 4.1-33. 4.1-35. 4.1-36.
4.1-37. 4.1-41. 4.1-43. 4.1-44. 4.9-1. 4.9-5. 4.9-10. 4.10-2. 4.10-5.
4.10-7. 4.11-2. 4.11-12. 5-2. 5.1-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-4. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7.
5.1-8. 5.1-9. 5.1-30. 5.1-44. 5.1-46. 5.1-53. 5.1-56. 5.1-62. 5.1-70,
5.1-71. 5.2-1. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-5. 5.2-6. 5.2-7. 5.2-8. 5.2-17.
5.2-19. 5.2-25. 5.3-1. 5.3-7. 5.4-1. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-5. 5.4-6. 5.4-7.
5.4-8. 5.4-14. 5.4-19. 5.4-24. 5.4-25. 5.5-1. 5.5-2. 6-1. 6-4. 7-5. 7-8.
9-1. 12-7
Land Withdrawal .................................................................. 2-2. 2-4. 2-5. 2-6. 4.9-13
Lead-based Paint .................................................................. 3 .2-16. 4.12-6
Level of Use ......................................................................... 3-4. 3.3-4. 3.3-7. 3.3-10. 3.3-12. 3.3-14. 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.4-2, 3.4-4,
3.4-4. 3.5-4. 3.5-5. 3.5-7' 3.5-8. 3.5-9. 3.5-10. 4.1-23, 5.1-26. 5.1-27.
6-6. 6-7
Lincoln National Forest... ..................................................... 4-1. 4.1-21. 4.1-23, 4.1-30. 4.1-31. 4.1-32. 4.1-35. 4.1-40. 4.1-41.
4.1-49, 4.7-8. 4.8-19. 5-2, 5.1-30. 5.1-40. 5.1-44. 5.4-6. 9-2
LoganHeights ...................................................................... ES-3, 3-1. 3.2-11. 3.2-14, 3.2-15, 3.2-16. 3.2-17. 3.3-1. 3.3-21.
3.3-23, 3.3-24. 3.3-25. 3.3-26. 4.1-2. 4.1-4. 4.1-5. 4.1-9. 4.2-7. 4.2-8.
4.2-9. 4.7-13. 4.9-12. 4.13-21, 4.13-22, 4.13-23. 4.13-28. 4.13-31.
4.13-38. 5.1-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-4. 5.1-58. 5.1-69, 5.2-1. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4.
5.2-7. 5.2-20. 5.2-24. 5.2-25

-

Low-level Radioactive Waste(s) .......................................... 4.12-4. 4.12-5. 5.1-66. 5.2-23, 5.4-22
Main Cantonment Area ........................................................ ES-7. ES-10. 1-1. 1-7. 2-9. 2-10. 2-1 I. 2-14. 2-15. 3.2-1. 3.2-6. 3.2-7.
3.2-10. 3.2-11. 3.2-14. 3.2-15. 3.2-16. 3.2-17. 3.2-20. 3.3-2. 3.3-3.
3.3-7. 3.3-10. 3.3-23. 3.3-24, 3.3-25. 3.3-26. 3.3-27. 3.4-1. 3.5-1.
3.5-10. 3.5-12. 4-1, 4-3. 4.1-1. 4.1-2. 4.1-4. 4.1-5. 4.1-6. 4.1-15.
4.1-19. 4.1-45. 4.2-1. 4.2-2. 4.2-4. 4.2-6. 4.2-7. 4.2-8. 4.2-9. 4.2-10.
4.3-1. 4.3-5. 4.3-8. 4.5-11. 4.5-12. 4.6-1. 4.6-6. 4.7-1, 4.7-23. 4.9-1.
4.9-14. 4.9-15. 4.10-2. 4.11-1. 4.11-6. 4.11-7. 4.12-1, 4.12-3. 4.12-5.
4.13-31. 5.1-1, 5.1-2. 5.1-3, 5.1-4. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7. 5.1-9, 5.1-10.
5.1-11. 5.1-12. 5.1-13. 5.1-20. 5.1-21. 5.1-22. 5.1-24. 5.1-25. 5.1-53.
5.1-59. 5.1-62. 5.1-65, 5.1-67. 5.1-70. 5.2-1. 5.2-2. 5.2-5. 5.2-7.
5.255-2. 2. 8. 5.2-9, 5.2-10, 5.2-11, 5.2-19. 5.2-21. 5.2-22. 5.2-23.
5.2-24, 5.2-25. 5.3-2. 5.3-3, 5.3-4. 5.3-6. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-7. 5.4-9.
5.4-11. 5.4-13. 5.4-16. 5.4-18. 5.4-19. 5.4-20. 5.4-21. 5.4-22, 5.4-23.
5.4-24. 5.4-25. 5.5-1. 6-1. 6-6
Main Post ............................................................................. 4.1-2. 4.1-4. 4.1-9. 4.1-10, 4.1-45. 4.1-47, 4.3-1, 4.3-5, 4.3-8. 4.7-13.
4.9-15. 4.13-1. 4.13-21. 4.13-22. 4.13-23. 4.13-28. 4.13-32. 4.13-33.
4.13-37. 4.13-38. 5.1-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-4. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-22,
5.2-24. 5.2-25. 5.4-4. 5.4-24
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McGregor Launch Complex ................................................. 3.3-15. 3.3-17. 5.1-27
McGregor Range .................................................................. CS-1. ES-3. ES-7. ES-9. ES-13. 1-7. 2-4. 2-5. 2-6. 2-9. 2-15. 3-1. 3-3.
3.2-1. 3.2-6. 3.2-10. 3.2-11. 3.2-14. 3.2-16. 3.2-17. 3.2-21. 3.2-22.
3.3-4. 3.3-7. 3.3-14. 3.3-15. 3.3-16. 3.3-17. 3.3-18. 3.3-19. 3.3-21.
3.3-23. 3.3-24. 3.3-26. 3.3-27. 3.3-29. 3.3-30. 3.3-32. 3.3-33. 3.3-37.
3.4-1. 3.4-2. 3.4-3. 3.4-4. 3.5-1. 3.5-2. 3.5-4. 3.5-5. 3.5-7. 3.5-8.
3.5-9. 3.5-10, 3.5-11. 3.5-12, 3.6-1. 3.6-2. 3.6-3. 4-1. 4.1-1. 4.1-14.
4.1-19. 4.1-20. 4.1-21. 4.1-22. 4.1-23, 4.1-24. 4.1-25. 4.1-26. 4.1-27.
4.1-28. 4.1-29. 4.1-30. 4.1-31. 4.1-32. 4.1-33. 4.1-35. 4.1-36. 4.1-37.
4.1-40. 4.1-41. 4.1-42. 4.1-43. 4.1-44. 4.1-48. 4.1-49. 4.3-1. 4.3-5.
4.3-6. 4.3-7. 4.3-8. 4.3-9. 4.4-1. 4.4-4. 4.4-5. 4.5-11. 4.5-12. 4.5-20.
4.6-6. 4.7-1. 4.7-2. 4.7-4. 4.7-5. 4.7-7. 4.7-8. 4.7-9, 4.7-10. 4.7-11.
4. 7-13. 4.8-1. 4.8-4. 4.8-5. 4.8-6. 4.8-9. 4.8-11. 4.8-13. 4.8-14.
4.8-15. 4.8-16. 4.8-17. 4.8-20. 4.8-22. 4.8-23. 4.8-24. 4.8-25. 4.8-26.
4.8-27. 4.8-33. 4.8-34. 4.8-36. 4.8-37. 4.8-38. 4.8-39. 4.9-1. 4.9-4,
4.9-6. 4.9.10. 4.9-13. 4.9-14. 4.9-15, 4.9-17. 4.9-19. 4.10-1. 4.10-5.
4.10-7. 4.11-1. 4.11-2. 4.11-3. 4.11-4. 4.11-5. 4.11-6, 4.11-7. 4.11-10,
4.12-2. 4.12-3. 4.12-10. 4.12-11. 4.13-3. 4.13-22. 4.13-31. 4.13-32.
4.13-33. 5-2. 5.1-1. 5.1-2. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7. 5.1-8. 5.1-9, 5.1-12.
5.1-13. 5.1-14. 5.1-15. 5.1-19, 5.1-20. 5.1-23. 5.1-24. 5.1-26. 5.1-27.
5.1-28. 5.1-29. 5.1-30. 5.1-31. 5.1-32. 5.1-36. 5.1-37. 5.1-40. 5.1-41.
5.1-42. 5.1-44. 5.1-46. 5.1-47. 5.1-48. 5.1-49. 5.1-50. 5.1-51. 5.1-53.
5.1-54. 5.1-55. 5.1-56. 5.1-57. 5.1-58. 5.1-59. 5.1-62. 5.1-64. 5.1-69.
5.2-6. 5.2-7, 5.2-9. 5.2-11. 5.2-16. 5.2-19. 5.2-20. 5.2-22. 5.2-25.
5.2-26. 5.3-1. 5.3-2. 5.3-3. 5.3-4. 5.3-5. 5.3-6. 5.3-8. 5.4-1. 5.4-2.
5.4-3. 5.4-6. 5.4-7. 5.4-8. 5.4-9. 5.4-10, 5.4-11. 5.4-12. 5.4-13.
5.4-14. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.4-17. 5.4-18. 5.4-19. 5.4-21, 5.4-25. 5.5-2.
6-3. 6-5. 7-8. 9-1
McGregor Range Camp ....................................................... ES-13. 2-4. 3.2-10, 3.2-17, 3.3-7. 3.3-15. 3.3-17. 3.3-26. 3.3-27.
3.5-2. 3.5-10, 3.5-12. 3.6-3. 4.1-1. 4.1-14. 4.1-18. 4.1-20. 4.1-21.
4.1-25, 4.1-31. 4.3-7. 4.3-8, 4.3-9. 4.7-1. 4.7-2. 4.7-4, 4.8-6. 4.8-37.
4.11-3. 4.11-4, 4.11-5. 4.13-22, 5.1-24. 5.1-26. 5.1-31. 5.1-40. 5.1-46.
5.1-47, 5.1-58. 5.2-11. 5.3-6. 5.4-1. 5.4-3. 5.4-6. 5.4-7. 5.4-12.
5.4-16. 6-3
Medical and Biohazardous Waste ........................................ 4.12-4. 5.1-66. 5.2-23. 5.2-23, 5.4-22
Mexican spotted owl(s) ........................................................ 4.8-24, 4.8-34, 5.1-36. 5.1-39. 5.1-44. 5.1-51
Meyer Range ........................................................................ 3.2-13. 3.2-14. 3.3-7. 3.3-17. 3.3-23. 3.5-2, 3.5-12. 4.1-23. 4.1-43.
4.3-7. 4.3-8. 4.3-9. 4.11-3. 4.11-4, 4.11-11. 5.1-1. 5.1-27. 5.2-22.
5.4-3. 5.4-12
Military Training Route(s) I MTR(s) ................................... 2-11. 4.4-1, 4.4-4, 5.1-62, 5.4-6. 12-8
Mineral Resources ................................................................ 4.1-21, 5.4-7
Missile(s) .............................................................................. 1-3. 2-4. 2-16. 3.2-1, 3.2-10. 3.2-11. 3.2-14. 3.2-21. 3.3-4. 3.3-12.
3.3-15. 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.3-21. 3.5-2. 3.5-4. 3.5-8. 3.6-1, 3.6-2. 3.6-3.
4.1-19. 4.1-21. 4.1-23. 4.1-24. 4.1-32, 4.1-44. 4.4-1. 4.4-4. 4.5-12.
4.7-8. 4.9-12, 4.9-13. 4.11-3. 4.11-4. 4.11-10, 4.11-11. 4.12-3. 5-1.
5.1-1. 5.1-8. 5.1-14, 5.1-15, 5.1-18. 5.1-22. 5.1-25, 5.1-26. 5.1-27.
5.1-28. 5.1-31. 5.1-32. 5.1-53. 5.1-55, 5.1-60. 5.1-62. 5.1-63, 5.1-64,
5.1-65. 5.1-71. 5.4-2, 5.4-6. 5.4-9. 5-2, 5.4-11, 5.4-14, 5.4-18. 5.4-21,
12-1. 12-2. 12-4, 12-5. 12-6. 12-7, 12-8. 12-9, 12-11
Mission Activity(ies) ............................................................ CS-1. 2-5. 2-10, 2-15. 2-16. 2-17, 3-1. 3-2-6, 3.2-10. 3.2-20, 3.3-2,
3.3-7, 3.4-1. 3.5-1. 4.1-2, 4.1-14. 4.1-45. 4.4-1, 4.9-18. 5.1-1. 5.1-2.
5.1-3. 5.1-4. 5.1-5. 5.1-7. 5.1-9. 5.1-10. 5.1-12. 5.1-13. 5.1-14.
5.1-15. 5.1-18, 5.1-19. 5.1-20, 5.1-22. 5.1-23. 5.1-24. 5.1-25. 5.1-26.
5.1-30. 5.1-51, 5.1-53. 5.1-59, 5.1-60. 5.1-62. 5.1-65. 5.1-67. 5.1-72.
5.2-1. 5.2-2, 5.2-6. 5.2-9. 5.2-10. 5.2-12. 5.2-19. 5.2-21. 5.2-22.
5.2-23. 5.3-1. 5.3-4, 5.3-6, 5.3-7, 5.4-1. 5.4-4. 5.4-5, 5.4-6. 5.4-9.
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5.4-IL 5.4-I2. 5.4-13. 5.4-I8. 5.4-I9. 5.4-20. 5.4-22. 5.4-25. 5.4-26.
I2-L
Mitigation ............................................................................. ES-6. ES-8. ES-9. ES-10. ES-IL ES-I2. 2-I7. 3.3-32. 6-L 6-4. 6-5.
6-6. 6-7
Mobilization ......................................................................... ES-5, I-4. 2-13. 3-L 3-4. 3.2-3. 3.2-4. 3.2-5. 3.2-IL 3.3-2. 3.3-37.
3.4-L 3.5-L 4.6-8. 4.6-9. 5.I-L 5.I-10. 5.I-.60. 5.1-61. 5.I-68.
5.2-I8
NationalRegisterofHistoricPiaces/NRHP ....................... I-7, 3.2-22. 3.3-32. 3.3-33. 3.3-34. 3.3-37. 4.I-45, 4.I-48. 4.9-2.
4.9-3, 4.9-4. 4.9-10, 4.9-I2. 4.9-13. 4.9-I4, 4.9-I5. 4.9-17. 5.I-52.
5.I-54. 5.I-56. 5.I-57. 5.1-58. 5.1-59. 5.2-I9. 5.3-6. 5.4-8. 12-6. I2-8
Native American .................................................................. 2-2. 2-10. 3.3-L 3.3-33. 3.3-36. 3.3-37. 4.9-I, 4.9-2. 4.9-3. 4.9-4.
4.9-6. 4.9-7. 4.9-8. 4.9-13. 4.9-I4. 4.9-I5. 4.9-I7. 4.9-I8. 4.13-30.
5.I-52. 5.I-56. 5.I-59. 5.I-7L 5.2-26. 5.4-25. 5.5-2. I2-8. I2-ll
No Action Alternative .......................................................... CS-1. ES-3. ES-4, ES-5. ES-6. ES-8. ES-9. ES-10. ES-IL ES-I2.
I-7. 3-I, 3-3. 3.2-1. 3.2-10. 3.2-I4. 3.2-I5. 3.2-I6, 3.2-I7. 3.2-I9.
3.2-20. 3.3-1. 3.3-2. 3.3-2L 3.3-24. 3.3-27. 3.3-38. 3.4-L 3.4-2.
3.5-I. 3.5-IO. 5.I-I. 5.I-2. 5.I-3. 5.I-4. 5.I-5. 5.I-6. 5.I-7. 5.I-9.
5.I-10. 5.I-Il. 5.I-I2. 5.I-13. 5.I-14. 5.I-I5. 5.I-I9. 5.I-20. 5.I-23.
5.I-24. 5.I-25. 5.I-26. 5.I-27. 5.I-28. 5.I-30. 5.I-31. 5.I-33. 5.I-34,
5.I-40. 5.I-4L 5.I-44. 5.I-47. 5.I-51. 5.I-53. 5.I-58. 5.I-59. 5.1-60.
5.I-62, 5.I-63. 5.I-64. 5.I-65. 5.I-67. 5.I-70. 5.I-71. 5-2. 5.2-1.
5.2-2, 5.2-7. 5.2-8. 5.2-9. 5.2-10. 5.2-Il. 5.2-I2. 5.2-I6. 5.2-I8.
5.2-I9. 5.2-20. 5.2-2L 5.2-22. 5.2-23. 5.2-24. 5.2-25. 5.2-26. 5.3-L
5.3-3, 5.3-4. 5.3-5. 5.3-6. 5.3-7. 5.3-8. 5.4-I. 5.4-4. 5.4-9. 5.4-IO.
5.4-I 1. 5.4-13. 5.4-I4. 5.4-I5. 5.4-I6. 5.4-18. 5.4-22. 5.4-23. 5.4-26.
5.5-2. 6-3. 6-4. 6-5, 6-6. 6-8
Noise(s) ................................................................................ CS-1. 2-2. 2-Il. 3.2-20. 3.5-8. 4.I-4. 4.I-9. 4.I-10. 4.I-I2. 4.I-13.
4.I-24. 4.I-43. 4.I-44. 4.2-11, 4.10-1. 4.10-2. 4.10-3. 4.10-4. 4.10-5.
4.10-6. 4.10-7. 4.10-8. 5.I-2. 5.1-3. 5.I-7. 5.I-9. 5.1-25, 5.I-31.
5.I-32. 5.I-33. 5.I-34. 5.I-50. 5.I-53. 5.1-55. 5.I-56. 5.I-59. 5.I-60.
5.I-6L 5.I-62. 5.I-70. 5.I-71. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-5, 5.2-I2.
5.2-21. 5.2-25. 5.2-26. 5.3-5. 5.3-6, 5.4-1. 5.4-5. 5.4-6. 5.4-8. 5.4-10.
5.4-I5, 5.4-I6. 5.4-I7. 5.4-I9. 5.4-20. 5.4-24. 5.4-25. 5.5-3. 6-4.
I2-2. I2-9
Off-road Training ................................................................. 5.I-53

-

Ordnance .............................................................................. ES-7, 2-9. 3.2-1. 3.2-6. 3.2-9. 3.2-13. 3.2-I4, 3.3-10. 3.3-12. 3.6-3.
4.I-26. 4.I-30. 4.I-32. 4.I-33, 4.I-43. 4.8-7, 4.9-I9. 4.10-2, 4.10-7.
4.11-1. 4.11-2. 4.I I-3. 4.11-4. 4.11-5. 4.11-7. 4.11-8. 4.I I-9. 4.11-IO.
4.11-Il. 4.11-I2. 4.I2-1. 4.I2-3. 5.I-8. 5.I-9. 5.I-18, 5.I-20. 5.I-22.
5.I-44. 5.I-53. 5.I-54. 5.I-55. 5.I-59. 5.1-60. 5.I-62. 5.I-63. 5.1-64.
5.I-65. 5.I-66, 5.I-67, 5.I-7L 5.1-72, 5.2-23. 5.2-26. 5.3-L 5.4-21.
5.4-22. 5.4-26. 6-7. I2-5. I2-9. 12-I2
Ordnance and Explosive Hazards ......................................... 2-9. 3.2-1, 3.2-6. 3.3-I2. 3.6-3. 3.6-5. 4.I-26. 4.1-30. 4.1-32. 4.I-33.
4.I-43. 4.9-I9. 4.II-10. 4.11-Il. 4.11-I2. 4.I2-3. 5.I-8. 5.I-9. 5.I-63.
5.I-64, 5.1-65, 5.2-23, 5.2-26, 5.3-1. 5.4-21. 5.4-26
Organ Mountains .................................................................. ES-6. ES-7. 2-9, 3.2-22. 3.3-7. 3.3-10, 3.3-I2. 3.3-14. 3.3-3L 3.5-4.
3.5-5. 3.5-7. 3.6-3. 3.6-5. 4-1. 4.1-I5. 4.I-I9. 4.1-37. 4.I-40, 4.I-43.
4.1-47. 4.I-48. 4.I-49. 4.3-3. 4.3-5. 4.4-4. 4.5-I. 4.5-5. 4.5-6, 4.5-7,
4.7-7, 4.8-1, 4.8-5. 4.8-6. 4.8-7. 4.8-8. 4.8-9, 4.8-10. 4.8-lL 4.8-13,
4.8-15, 4.8-17. 4.8-19. 4.8-23. 4.8-24. 4.8-25. 4.8-26. 4.8-27. 4.8-28.
4.8-29. 4.8-30. 4.8-3L 4.8-33. 4.8-34. 4.8-36. 4.8-37. 4.8-38. 4.8-39.
4.8-40. 4.9-9. 4.9-10. 4.I0-5. 4.II-2. 4.lI-8. 4.11-9. 5.1-7. 5.I-8.
5.1-9. 5.1-13. 5.I-27, 5.1-28, 5.1-29. 5.1-30. 5.1-31. 5.1-35. 5.1-36.
5.1-37, 5.1-38. 5.I-39. 5.I-44, 5.I-47. 5.I-51. 5.I-60. 5.I-65, 5.I-66.
5.1-71, 5.2-7. 5.2-12. 5.2-I4. 5.2-I5. 5.2-I7. 5.4-5. 5.4-6. 5.4-I4.
5.4-15. 5.4-20
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Orogrande Range ................................................................. 3.2-10, 3.3-10, 3.3-14, 3.5-7, 4.1-19, 4.3-3, 4.3-5, 4.11-3, 4.12-2,
4.12-10, 4.12-12
Otero County ........................................................................ 2-4, 3.2-10, 3.3-14, 4.1-1. 4.1-19, 4.1-21. 4.1-24, 4.1-25, 4.1-29,
4.1-33, 4.1-36, 4.1-40, 4.1-41, 4.1-42, 4.3-7, 4.7-8, 4.8-29, 4.8-35,
4.8-38, 4.9-10. 4.9-12, 4.9-13, 4.13-L 4.13-3, 4.13-7, 4.13-8, 4.13-11,
4.13-12, 4.13-15, 4.13-16, 4.13-23, 4.13-24, 4.13-25, 4.13-26,
4.13-28, 4.13-32, 4.13-33, 4.13-38, 4.13-39, 4.14-2, 4.14-3, 5.1-69,
5.1-72. 5.2-25, 5.3-2, 9-1
Otero Mesa ........................................................................... CS-1, ES-6, ES-7, ES-12, 2-4, 2-5, 2-9, 3.2-10, 3.3-14, 3.3-15,
3.3-17, 3.3-21. 3.4-2, 3.5-2. 3.6-L 3.6-3, 4.1-19, 4.1-23, 4.1-29,
4.1-31. 4.1-32, 4.1-48, 4.1-49, 4.3-7, 4.5-L 4.5-10, 4.5-12, 4.5-17,
4.7-L 4.7-2, 4.7-5. 4.7-8, 4.7-11. 4.8-L 4.8-6. 4.8-7. 4.8-9, 4.8-10,
4.8-13, 4.8-15, 4.8-17, 4.8-18, 4.8-22, 4.8-23, 4.8-24, 4.8-25. 4.8-26,
4.8-27, 4.8-29, 4.8-30, 4.8-3 L 4.8-32. 4.8-33, 4.8-35, 4.8-36, 4.8-37,
4.8-38, 4.8-39, 4.9-6, 4.9-7, 4.9-10, 4.9-11, 4.9-13, 5-2, 5.1-1, 5.1-5,
5.1-8, 5.1-14, 5.1-20. 5.1-23, 5.1-27. 5.1-28, 5.1-31. 5.1-32, 5.1-36,
5.1-37, 5.1-39, 5.1-40, 5.1-41. 5.1-44, 5.1-46, 5.1-47, 5.1-48, 5.1-49,
5.1-50, 5.1-51, 5.1-59, 5.1-62. 5.1-64, 5.2-15, 5.3-L 5.3-2. 5.3-4,
5.3-5, 5.3-6, 5.4-8, 5.4-14, 5.4-15, 5.4-16, 5.4-17, 5.4-19, 6-8
Patriot... ................................................................................ 3.2-11. 3.3-17. 3.3-23. 3.5-8. 3.6-L 3.6-2, 3.6-3, 4.1-2, 4.1-4. 4.1-5.
4.1-9. 4.1-15. 4.1-23. 4.1-32, 4.2-L 4.2-2. 4.2-6, 4.9-13, 4.11-3.
4.11-4, 5.1-27. 5.2-22. 5.3-L 5.4-L 5.4-6, 5.4-21, 12-9
Pesticides .............................................................................. 4.12-L 4.12-6. 4.12-7. 4.12-8, 5.1-41. 5.1-66. 5.2-18. 5.2-23, 5.4-23
Petroleum Storage Tanks ...................................................... 4.12-9. 4.12-10. 5.1-66. 5.2-24, 5.4-23
Pollution Prevention ............................................................. 3.2-22. 4-L 4.12-12. 5.1-67. 5.2-17, 5.2-24, 5.2-26. 5.4-23
Polychlorinated Biphenyls I PCBs ....................................... 3.2-9, 4.12-8, 5.1-66, 5.2-24, 5.4-23
Population ............................................................................ 3.2-3, 3.2-5. 3.5-5, 3.6-L 4-L 4.1-3 L 4.1-32, 4.1-36, 4.1-44, 4.3-3,
4.3-5, 4.7-L 4.7-4. 4.7-8. 4.7-12. 4.7-22. 4.8-L 4.8-22. 4.8-25,
4.8-26, 4.8-27, 4.8-28. 4.8-29, 4.8-30, 4.8-31, 4.8-32, 4.8-33, 4.8-34.
4.8-35, 4.8-37, 4.8-39, 4.8-40. 4.9-8. 4.9-10, 4.10-2, 4.11-5. 4.13-L
4.13-4, 4.13-5, 4.13-6. 4.13-7. 4.13-8, 4.13-24. 4.13-25. 4.13-26,
4.13-28, 4.13-38, 4.13-39. 4.14-L 4.14-2, 4.14-6, 5.1-3, 5.1-9, 5.1-15.
5.1-32, 5.1-33, 5.1-34. 5.1-35. 5.1-38, 5.1-40. 5.1-50. 5.1-62, 5.1-69.
5.1-72. 5.2-5, 5.2-25, 5.2-26, 5.3-8. 5.4-8, 5.4-15, 5.4-24, 5.4-26,
12-7
Public Access ....................................................................... 2-8, 2-9, 3.2-1 L 3.2-12, 3.3-2, 3.3-4, 3.3-7, 3.3-10, 3.3-12, 3.3-14,
3.3-15. 3.3-19, 3.3-21, 3.3-29. 3.4-L 3.4-4, 3.5-4, 3.5-7, 3.5-9.
4.1-14, 4.1-15. 4.1-21, 4.1-23, 4.1-30. 4.1-44, 4.1-48, 4.11-12. 5.1-8.
5.2-6, 5.3-L 5.4-6. 6-4, 6-5
Real Estate ............................................................................ ES-4, 2-10. 2-16. 3-L 3.2-20, 3.3-38, 3.4-2. 3.5-12. 4.1-14. 4.13-10,
4.13-11, 4.13-12, 4.13-13, 4.13-14, 4.13-15, 4.13-16. 4.13-19.
4.13-20. 5.1-2, 5.1-4, 5.1-6, 5.1-10, 5.1-11, 5.1-12, 5.1-13, 5.1-20,
5.1-22, 5.1-23. 5.1-24, 5.1-26, 5.1-31, 5.1-58, 5.1-60, 5.1-64, 5.1-67.
5.1-69. 5.1-72. 5.2-1, 5.2-6. 5.4-3, 5.4-4. 5.4-5, 5.4-6, 5.4-7, 12-10
RealPropertyManagementPlan/RPMP ............................ 1-L 1-3, 1-5. 1-6. 1-7, 2-1, 2-8. 2-11. 2-15, 2-19, 3-1, 3-4, 3.2-6,
3.3-1. 3.3-24, 3.3-27. 3.3-37. 3.3-38, 4.1-L 4.1-4, 4.1-9, 4.1-14,
5.1-1, 5.1-2, 5.1-3, 5.1-4, 5.1-5, 5.1-6. 5.1-7, 5.1-51. 5.2-L 5.2-2,
5.2-3, 5.2-6, 5.2-8, 5.2-19, 5.2-20. 5.2-25, 5.4-4, 6-1, 6-3. 6-5. 7-5,
12-3, 12-7
Record of Decision I ROD ................................................... 2-3. 2-6. 2-17. 5-2, 5.1-1, 6-1. 9-2. 12-10
Recreation I Recreational.. ................................................... 1-5, 2-9, 2-15, 3.2-6, 3.2-9. 3.2-10, 3.2-1 L 3.2-16. 3.2-22, 3.3-4.
3.3-7, 3.3-10. 3.3-24. 4.1-L 4.1-4, 4.1-5. 4.1-12, 4.1-14, 4.1-15,
4.1-19, 4.1-21. 4.1-23, 4.1-24, 4.1-30, 4.1-31. 4.1-32, 4.1-33. 4.1-35,
4.1-36, 4.1-37. 4.1-40, 4.1-41, 4.1-42. 4.1-43, 4.1-44. 4.9-5, 4.9-18,
4.11-12, 4.13-35. 4.13-36, 4.13-38. 5-2, 5.1-4, 5.1-5, 5.1-6, 5.1-9,
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5.1-19. 5.1-40. 5.1-42. 5.1-44. 5.1-53. 5.1-54. 5.1-56. 5.1-57. 5.1-58.
5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-5. 5.2-6. 5.2-7. 5.2-18. 5.2-25. 5.3-L 5.3-2. 5.4-5.
5.4-6, 5.4-7. 5.4-8
Right(s)-of-Way I ROW(s) ................................................... 3.2-20. 3.5-12. 4.1-15. 4.1-21. 4.1-24. 4.1-35. 5.1-2. 5.1-4. 5.1-11.
5.1-12. 5.1-13. 5.1-58. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-5. 5.4-6. 5.4-7
Road(s) ................................................................................. 2-4. 3.2-6. 3.2-9. 3.2-20. 3.2-21. 3.3-4, 3.3-30. 3.4-2. 3.5-1. 3.5-2.
3.5-12. 3.6-3. 4.1-2. 4.1-4. 4.1-5. 4.1-6. 4.1-9. 4.1-23. 4.1-24. 4.1-32.
4.1-33. 4.1-45. 4.1-47. 4.1-49. 3.4-2.3.5-1. 3.5-2. 3.5-12. 4.2-1. 4.2-2.
4.2-4. 4.2-6. 4.2-8, 4.2-9. 4.2-10. 4.3-1. 4.3-3. 4.3-5. 4.3-7. 4.5-17.
4.6-1. 4.6-8. 4.6-9. 4.7-24. 4.8-5. 4.8-8. 4.8-9. 4.8-35. 4.8-36. 4.8-37.
4.9-1. 4.9-5. 4.9-8. 4.10-3. 4.12-2. 4.12-8. 4.13-34. 4.13-36. 5.1-5.
5.1-7. 5.1-11. 5.1-12. 5.1-15. 5.1-18. 5.1-19. 5.1-20. 5.1-22. 5.1-23.
5.1-25. 5.1-26. 5.1-27. 5.1-28. 5.1-36. 5.1-46. 5.1-47. 5.1-49. 5.1-56.
5.1-57. 5.1-58. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-14. 5.2-25. 5.4-1. 5.4-3. 5.4-5.
5.4-6. 5.4-7. 5.4-9. 5.4-11. 5.4-12. 5.4-16. 5.4-18. 5.4-21. 6-5. 6-6.
12-4. 12-5. 12-7
Roving Sands ....................................................................... 2-4. 3.2-11. 3.2-21. 3.3-10. 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.3-21. 3.4-1. 3.5-2.
4.1-23. 4.1-24. 4.10-7. 4.11-2. 4.12-4. 4.13-22. 4.13-23. 5.1-12.
5.1-21. 5.1-22. 5.1-23. 5.1-27. 5.1-28. 5.1-32. 5.1-36. 5.1-37. 5.1-44.
5.1-47. 5.1-62. 5.1-71. 5.3-2. 5.3-5. 5.3-7. 5.4-2. 5.4-12
Sacramento Mountains foothills ........................................... 3.3-14. 3.3-17. 3.6-1. 3.6-3. 4-1. 4.1-19. 4.1-23. 4.1-29. 4.1-42. 4.5-1.
4.7-8. 4.7-11. 4.8-1. 4.8-6. 4.8-7. 4.8-9. 4.8-10. 4.8-13. 4.8-15.
4.8-18. 4.8-22. 4.8-25. 4.8-29. 4.8-30. 4.8-31. 4.8-33. 4.8-34. 4.8-36.
4.8-38. 4.8-39. 4.9-6. 5. 1-33. 5.1-36. 5.1-39. 5.1-40. 5.1-44. 5.2-14.
5.2-15. 5.4-15
Safety ................................................................................... CS-1. ES-7. 2-2. 2-5. 2-8. 2-9. 2-15. 3.2-9. 3.2-11. 3.2-14. 3.2-21.
3.3-4. 3.3-10, 3.3-14, 3.3-21. 3.5-2. 3.5-7. 3.5-8. 3.5-9. 3.6-1. 3.6-3.
3.6-5. 4-1. 4.1-4. 4.1-6. 4.1-9. 4.1-14. 4.1-15. 4.1-19. 4.1-21. 4.1-23.
4.1-24, 4.1-26. 4.1-29. 4.1-30. 4.1-31. 4.1-32. 4.1-36. 4.1-40. 4.1-43.
4.1-44. 4.3-3. 4.3-7. 4.6-1. 4.11-1. 4.11-2. 4.11-3. 4.11-5. 4.11-6.
4.11-7. 4.11-8. 4.11-10. 4.11-11. 4.11-12. 4.12-1. 4.12-6. 4.13-31.
4.13-32. 4.13-33. 4.13-34. 4.13-35. 4.13-36. 4.14-1. 5.1-2. 5.1-3.
5.1-5. 5.1-8. 5.1-9. 5.1-62. 5.1-63. 5.1-64. 5.1-71. 5.1-72. 5.2-2.
5.2-6, 5.2-7. 5.2-18. 5.2-22, 5.2-23. 5.2-26. 5.3-7. 5.4-1. 5.4-2. 5.4-4.
5.4-6. 5.4-20. 5.4-21. 5.4-22. 5.4-26. 5.5-3. 6-2. 7-3, 7-6, 7-9. 12-1.
12-11
Sensitive Species .................................................................. 3.2-21, 3.2-22, 4.8-1. 4.8-15. 4.8-22. 4.8-23. 4.8-24. 4.8-25. 4.8-26.
4.8-27. 4.8-28. 4.8-39. 5.1-18, 5.1-19. 5.1-26. 5.1-35. 5.1-37. 5.1-38.
5.1-39. 5.1-40. 5.1-41. 5.1-44. 5.1-51. 5.2-11. 5.2-12. 5.2-13, 5.2-14.
5.2-15. 5.2-16. 5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.3-3. 5.3-4. 5.3-5, 5.3-6. 5.4-1.
5.4-15. 5.4-16, 5.4-17
Short-rangeAirDefense/SHORAD ................................... 3.2-13. 3.2-14, 3.3-15, 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.5-10. 4.1-1. 4.1-21. 4.3-8.
4.4-5. 4.11-3. 4.11-4. 4.11-5. 4.11-11. 5.1-27. 5.4-14
Small Arms .......................................................................... 3.2-6. 3.2-10, 3.3-4. 3.3-10. 3.3-17. 3.3-23, 4.1-19. 4.10-2. 4.10-7.
4.11-2. 4.11-3, 4.11-11. 4.12-3. 5.1-25. 5.1-53. 5.1-54. 5.1-55. 5.2-22.
12-5
Sneed pincushion cactus ....................................................... 4.8-22. 4.8-23. 5.1-37. 5.1-38

-

-

Soil erosion .......................................................................... CS-1. 3.2-21, 5.1-5. 5.1-15. 5.1-18. 5.1-20. 5.1-26, 5.1-30. 5.2-16.
5.3-3. 5.3-5. 5.5-2. 6-6. 6-7
South Training Areas ........................................................... 2-15. 2-16, 3.2-1. 3.2-6, 3.2-10. 3.3-4, 3.3-7. 3.3-9, 3.3-10. 3.3-21.
3.5-1. 3.5-2. 3.5-4. 3.5-7. 3.5-10, 4-1. 4.1-1. 4.1-14. 4.1-15. 4.1-16.
4.1-35. 4.1-36, 4.1-37. 4.1-43. 4.1-48. 4.3-1. 4.3-2. 4.3-3. 4.5.12.
4.5-18. 4.8-2. 4.8-5. 4.8-9, 4.8-11. 4.8-15. 4.8-17. 4.8-23. 4.9-1.
4.9-12. 4.9-14. 4.9-15. 4.9-17. 4.9-19. 4.11-1. 4.11-8. 4.12-1. 4.13-31.
4.13-32. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7. 5.1-8. 5.1-10, 5.1-15. 5.1-19, 5.1-26.
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5.1-28. 5.1-30. 5.1-32. 5.1-40. 5.1-53. 5.1-54. 5.2-6. 5.2-7. 5.2-14.
5.2-16. 5.4-3. 5.4-4. 5.4-7. 5.4-9. 5.4-11. 5.4-13. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.5-2
Surface Danger Zone(s) I SDZ(s) ......................................... 3.2-10. 3.6-2. 3.6-4. 12-11
Surface Impact ..................................................................... 3.3-4. 3.3-10. 3.3-12. 3.3-14. 3.3-17. 3.3-19. 3.3-21. 3.5-2, 3.5-4.
3.5-5. 3.5-7. 3.5-10. 3.6-3. 4.8-8. 5.1-8. 5.1-26. 5.1-27. 5.1-30,
5.1-31. 5.1-32. 5.1-35. 5.4-13. 5.4-14. 5.5-2. 6-7
Surface Water. ...................................................................... 4.1-25. 4.3-7. 4.7-1. 4.7-2, 4.7-5. 4.7-6. 4.7-8. 4.7-12. 4.7-15. 4.7-19.
4.7-20. 4.7-21. 4.7-22. 4.7-24. 4.8-26. 4.8-32. 4.9-10, 4.11-12. 5.1-24.
5.1-71. 12-12
Tactical Target Complex ...................................................... 3.3-21. 5.1-24. 5.1-44. 5.1-48. 5.1-49. 5.1-51
Terrain Flying Area(s) .......................................................... 3.3-4. 3.3-7. 3.3-8. 3.3-10. 3.3-11. 3.3-15. 3.3-16. 3.3-17. 4.11-6
Threatened and Endangered Species ..................................... 3.2-19. 3.3-29. 4.1-30. 4.1-35. 4.1-36. 4.1-41. 4.8-22. 5.1-20, 5.1-71.
5.2-5. 5.2-26. 5.4-13, 5.4-15. 5.4-17. 9-2
Tracked Vehicle(s) ............................................................... 1-6. 2-15. 3.2-3. 3.2-4. 3.2-6. 3.2-10. 3.2-20. 3.3-4. 3.3-7. 3.5-5.
4.1-15. 4.1-43. 4.1-47. 4.1-48. 4.2-6. 4.5-12. 4.5-17. 5.1-5. 5.1-6.
5.1-7. 5.1-18. 5.1-22. 5.1-27. 5.1-32. 5.1-54. 5.4-2. 5.4-5. 5.4-7.
5.4-8. 5.4-11. 5.4-12. 5.4-14. 5.4-24
TraditionalCulturalProperty(ies)/TCP(s) .......................... 2-11. 4.9-1. 4.9-2. 4.9-3. 4.9-18. 4.9-19. 5.1-59. 5.1-71. 5.2-20.
5.2-26. 5.4-18. 5.4-25. 5.5-2. 12-11
Traffic .................................................................................. ES-7. 1-5. 2-9. 2-14. 2-15. 3.2-9. 3.2-21. 3.2-22. 3.4-1. 4.1-2. 4.1-9.
4.2-1. 4.2-2. 4.2-6. 4.2-10. 4.4-1. 4.4-3. 4.5-12. 4.10-2. 5.1-2. 5.1-3.
5.1-4. 5.1-7. 5.1-9. 5.1-10. 5.1-11. 5.1-12. 5.1-13. 5.1-15. 5.1-21.
5.1-26, 5.1-54. 5.1-56. 5.1-70. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-4. 5.2-5. 5.2-8.
5.2-25. 5.3-2. 5.3-3. 5.4-5. 5.4-9. 5.4-10. 5.4-12. 5.4-18. 5.4-21.
5.4-25. 7-6. 12-2. 12-4. 12-7. 12-9
TrainingAreaDevelopmentConcept/TADC ..................... ES-1. CS-1. 1-1. 1-5. 1-6. 1-7. 2-1. 2-8. 2-14. 2-15, 3-1. 3-3. 3-4.
3.2-1. 3.3-2. 3.3-10. 3.5-1. 3.5-2, 3.5-4, 3.5-5. 3.5-6, 3.5-7. 3.5-8.
3.5-10. 3.5-11. 3.5-12. 3.6-3. 3.6-4. 3.6-5. 4.1-1. 4.1-14, 4.11-2.
5.2-1. 5.2-6. 5.4-1. 5.4-2. 6-4. 6-7
TrainingArea(s)/TA(s) ....................................................... ES-1, ES-2. ES-7. ES-8. CS-1. 1-1. 2-9. 2-15, 2-16. 3-3. 3-4. 3.2-1,
3.2-6. 3.2-9. 3.2-10. 3.2-11. 3.2-13. 3.2-14, 3.2-21, 3.3-4. 3.3-5.
3.3-6. 3.3-7. 3.3-9. 3.3-10. 3.3-12, 3.3-13. 3.3-14. 3.3-15. 3.3-17,
3.3-18. 3.3-19. 3.3-21. 3.3-37. 3.4-2. 3.4-4. 3.5-1, 3.5-2. 3.5-3. 3.5-4.
3.5-5. 3.5-6. 3.5-7. 3.5-8. 3.5-9. 3.5-10. 3.5-11, 3.5-12. 3.6-3, 3.6-4.
3.6-5. 4-1. 4.1-1, 4.1-14. 4.1-15, 4.1-18. 4.1-19. 4.1-21, 4.1-23.
4.1-26, 4.1-29. 4.1-30. 4.1-31. 4.1-32. 4.1-33. 4.1-36. 4.1-37. 4.1-39.
4.1-40. 4.1-41. 4.1-43. 4.1-44. 4.1-47, 4.1-48. 4.1-49. 4.3-1. 4.3-3.
4.3-4, 4.3-5. 4.3-7. 4.4-1. 4.4-3. 4.4-4. 4.5-1, 4.5-11, 4.5-12. 4.5-19.
4.6-6. 4.7-4. 4.7-5, 4.7-7. 4.8-3. 4.8-5. 4.8-9. 4.8-11, 4.8-15, 4.8-17.
4.8-20. 4.8-22, 4.8-23. 4.8-24. 4.8-25. 4.8-27, 4.8-36. 4.9-1. 4.9-12.
4.9-14. 4.9-15. 4.9-17. 4.9-19. 4.10-1. 4.10-5, 4.11-1. 4.11-2. 4.11-3.
4.11-5. 4.11-6. 4.11-8. 4.11-9. 4.12-1. 4.12-2, 4.12-3. 4.12-10.
4.12-12. 4.13-3. 4.13-31, 4.13-32. 5-2. 5.1-2. 5.1-5. 5.1-6. 5.1-7.
5.1-8, 5.1-13. 5.1-15. 5.1-19. 5.1-22, 5.1-23. 5.1-26. 5.1-27. 5.1-28.
5.1-30. 5.1-32. 5.1-36. 5.1-40, 5.1-53. 5.1-54, 5.1-55. 5.1-57. 5.1-64.
5.1-65. 5.1-66. 5.2-6. 5.2-8. 5.2-9, 5.2-14, 5.2-16. 5.3-1. 5.3-2. 5.3-4.
5.3-5. 5.4-1. 5.4-2. 5.4-3, 5.4-5, 5.4-6, 5.4-7, 5.4-8. 5.4-9. 5.4-10.
5.4-11, 5.4-12. 5.4-13, 5.4-14. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.4-18. 5.4-19, 5.4-25.
5.5-1. 5.5-2. 6-4
Transportation ...................................................................... 1-1, 1-4, 3.2-1. 3.2-9. 3.5-12. 4.1-2. 4.1-9. 4.1-12. 4.1-35. 4.1-36.
4.2-1. 4.2-2. 4.2-6. 4.3-1. 4.3-3. 4.3-5. 4.9-5, 4.10-1. 4.10-2. 4.11-2.
4.12-1. 4.12-2. 4.13-10. 4.13-11. 4.13-12. 4.13-13. 4.13-14. 4.13-15,
4.13-19. 4.13-20. 5.1-1. 5.1-9, 5.1-11. 5.1-12. 5.1-59, 5.1-70. 5.2-8.
5.2-25. 5.3-2. 5.4-5. 5.4-9, 5.4-25. 7-6. 7-7. 9-1. 12-3
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Tularosa Basin ...................................................................... CS-I. 2-4. 3.2-10. 3.3-14. 3.3-15. 3.3-17. 3.4-L 3.4-2. 3.5-8. 3.6-1.
4-L 4.1-19. 4.1-21. 4.1-23. 4.1-25. 4.1-32. 4.1-43. 4.3-5. 4.5-L 4.5-6.
4.5-7. 4.5-10. 4.5-11. 4.5-12. 4.5-17. 4.7-1. 4.7-2. 4.7-4. 4.7-5. 4.7-7.
4.7-8. 4.7-11. 4.7-21. 4.8-1. 4.8-5. 4.8-6. 4.8-9. 4.8-10. 4.8-11.
4.8-13. 4.8-15. 4.8-18. 4.8-22. 4.8-24. 4.8-27. 4.8-29. 4.8-31. 4.8-32.
4.8-33. 4.8-35. 4.8-36. 4.8-37. 4.9-6. 4.9-7. 4.9-9. 4.9-10. 4.9-11.
4.9-12. 5.1-8. 5.1-20. 5.1-27. 5.1-28. 5.1-31. 5.1-34. 5.1-40. 5.1-46.
5.1-48. 5.1-51, 5.3-1. 5.3-4. 5.3-5. 5.3-6, 5.4-2. 5.4-6. 5.4-15. 5.4-16.
5.4-19
United States Air Force I USAF ........................................... 2-5. 2-9. 3.2-10. 3.3-17. 3.3-21. 3.5-2. 3.5-9. 3.5-10. 4.1-22. 4.1-23.
4.1-29. 4.3-1. 4.3-7. 4.3-8. 4.4-5. 4.5-1. 4.5-17. 4.7-8. 4.8-9. 4.8-15.
4.8-17. 4.8-18. 4.8-20. 4.8-22. 4.8-30. 4.8-31. 4.8-33. 4.8-35. 4.8-37.
4.8-39. 4.9-7. 4.9-15. 4.10-2. 4.10-3. 4.10-5. 4.11-2. 4.11-7, 4.11-8.
4.13-3. 4.13-16. 4.13-21. 5-2. 5.1-1. 5.1-5. 5.1-7. 5.1-8. 5.1-13.
5.155-2. 2. 14. 5.1-20. 5.1-23. 5.1-24. 5.1-33. 5.1-34. 5.1-36. 5.1-42.
5.1-44. 5.1-48. 5.1-49. 5.1-51. 5.1-55, 5.1-59. 5.1-60. 5.1-62. 5.1-64.
5.1-65. 5.3-2. 5.3-6. 5.4-8. 9-1
Utilities ................................................................................. 4-1. 4.1-9. 4.1-12. 4.2-7. 4.3-1. 4.3-3. 4.3-5. 4.3-7. 4.7-13. 4.9-5.
4.11-2. 4.13-10. 4.13-11. 4.13-12. 4.13-13. 4.13-14. 4.13-15. 4.13-16.
4.13-18. 4.13-19. 4.13-20. 4.13-36. 5.1-9, 5.1-10. 5.1-12. 5.1-68.
5.1-70. 5.2-8. 5.2-20. 5.2-25, 5.4-25. 7-5. 12-7
Vegetation ............................................................................ 3.2-21. 3.2-22. 3.3-4. 3.3-29. 3.3-30. 3.4-2. 3.5-1. 4-1. 4.1-15. 4.1-24.
4.1-44. 4.1-47. 4.1-48. 4.5-12. 4.8-1. 4.8-2. 4.8-3. 4.8-4. 4.8-9,
4.8-10. 4.8-27. 4.8-32. 4.8-33. 4.8-38. 4.8-39. 4.9-5. 4.11-5. 5.1-2.
5.1-8. 5.1-15. 5.1-18. 5.1-19. 5.1-20, 5.1-25. 5.1-26. 5.1-27. 5.1-28.
5.1-29. 5.1-30. 5.1-31. 5.1-32. 5.1-35. 5.1-36. 5.1-37. 5.1-40. 5.1-41.
5.1-42. 5.1-43. 5.1-44. 5.1-45. 5.1-46. 5.1-47. 5.1-48, 5.1-49. 5.1-54.
5.1-56. 5.1-58. 5.1-63. 5.1-64. 5.1-71. 5.2-11, 5.2-12, 5.2-14. 5.2-15.
5.2-17. 5.2-18. 5.2-26. 5.3-2. 5.3-3. 5.3-4. 5.3-5, 5.3-6. 5.4-1. 5.4-13.
5.4-14. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.5-1. 5.5-2. 6-1. 12-3. 12-6. 12-9. 12-12
Visual Resources .................................................................. 4.1-21. 4.1-48. 5.1-7. 5.2-7. 5.2-8. 5.3-2. 5.4-7. 5.4-8
War Highway ....................................................................... 3.3-7. 3.3-10. 3.3-12. 3.3-14. 3.5-5, 4.1-15. 4.1-19. 4.1-43. 4.3-3.
4.11-6. 4.11-9. 5.1-15. 5.4-5. 5.4-12
Waterfowl. ............................................................................ 4.8-15
Wheeled Vehicle .................................................................. 2-15, 3.2-3. 3.2-4. 3.2-6. 3.2-21. 3.3-4. 3.3-15. 3.3-17, 3.3-21. 3.4-1.
3.5-2. 3.5-5. 5.1-15, 5.1-18. 5.1-22. 5.1-25. 5.1-26. 5.1-53. 5.3-3.
5.4-2. 5.4-12. 5.5-2
WhiteSandsMissileRange/WSMR .................................. 2-4. 2-12. 3.2-14. 3.3-7. 3.3-15. 3.5-2. 3.5-8. 3.6-3. 4.1-15. 4.1-33.
4.2-11, 4.3-3. 4.3-5. 4.7-2. 4.7-4. 4.7-7, 4.7-8. 4.8-1. 4.8-10. 4.8-32.
4.9-9. 4.9-12. 4.9-13. 4.13-37, 4.13-38. 4-1. 5-1. 5.1-1. 5.1-7, 5.1-13.
5.1-14. 5.1-24. 5.1-42. 5.1-55. 5.1-59, 5.1-64. 5.4-9. 5.4-21. 5.4-26
Wilderness ............................................................................ ES-7. 2-2. 2-10. 3.2-21. 3.4-4. 3.6-1. 3.6-3. 4.1-21, 4.1-30. 4.1-32,
4.1-33. 4.1-36. 4.1-37. 4.1-42. 4.10-1. 5.1-5, 5.4-8
Wilderness Study Area I WSA ............................................. ES-7. 2-9. 3.2-22. 3.3-17, 3.3-19. 3.3-21. 3.4-4. 3.5-1, 3.5-9. 3.6-1.
4.1-23. 4.1-31. 4.1-32. 4.1-37, 4.1-42. 4.1-44. 4.1-48. 4.10-1. 5.1-5.
5.1-7. 5.2-13. 5.2-15, 5.4-1, 5.4-8
Wildlife ................................................................................ 2-2. 2-3. 2-6. 2-11, 3.2-19. 3.2-20, 3.2-21. 3.2-22, 3.3-30. 3.3-31.
4.1-23. 4.1-25. 4.1-29, 4.1-30. 4.1-33. 4.1-35. 4.1-36, 4.3-7. 4.5-12.
4. 7-5. 4.7-8, 4.7-11. 4.8-1. 4.8-13. 4.8-30, 4.8-39. 5.1-6. 5.1-19,
5.1-25. 5.1-26. 5.1-31, 5.1-32. 5.1-33. 5.1-35. 5.1-40. 5.1-44. 5.1-48.
5.1-49, 5.1-50. 5.1-71. 5.2-11. 5.2-12. 5.2-14. 5.2-15. 5.2-18. 5.2-26.
5.3-5. 5.3-6, 5.4-13. 5.4-15. 5.4-16. 5.4-17. 6-1. 7-3. 7-5. 7-8. 9-1
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William Beaumont Army Medical Center I WBAMC ......... ES-3. 3-1. 3.2-2. 3.2-4. 3.2-5. 3.2-9. 3.2-14. 3.2-15. 3.2-16. 3.2-17.
3.3-1. 3.3-23. 3.3-24. 3.3-25. 3.3-27. 4.1-2. 4.1-5. 4.1-9. 4.1-45.
4.1-47. 4.2-2. 4.2-7. 4.2-8. 4.2-11. 4.7-13, 4.9-15. 4.9-17. 4.9-18.
4.10-3. 4.12-2. 4.12-4. 4.13-1. 4.13-4. 4.13-21. 4.13-32. 4.13-33.
4.13-37. 4.13-38. 5.1-2. 5.1-3. 5.1-58. 5.1-66. 5.2-2. 5.2-3. 5.2-5.
5.2-20. 5.4-22
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LIST OF ACRONYM
AAA

AAARTC
AADT
AAF

AAFES
AAM
AAQS
AC
ACC
ACEC
ACHP
ACMs
ACR
ACS
ADA
ADATS
ADNL
ADT
af
AFB
AFGL
AFHC
AFI
afy
agl

AGM
AIRFA
ALCM
AM
AMRAAM
ANSI
APM
APOE
APZ
AR
ARAACOM
ARC
ARPA
ARTEP
ASIP

Anti-aircraft Artillery
Anti-aircraft Artillery
Replacement Training Center
Annual Average Daily Traffic
Anny Airfield
Army and Air Force Exchange
Systems
Annual Arithmetic Mean
Ambient Air Quality Standards
Asbestos Concrete
Air Combat Command
Area of Critical Environmental
Concern
Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation
Asbestos-containing Materials
Armored Cavalry Regiment
Administrative and Community
Support
Air Defense Artillery
Air Defense Anti-tank System
A-weighted Day-Night Average
Sound Level
Average Daily Traffic
AcreFeet
Air Force Base
Air Force Geophysical Laboratory
Anny Family Housing
Construction
Air Force Instruction
Acre Feet per Year
Above Ground Level
Annual Geometric Mean
American Indian Religious
Freedom Act
Air-launched Cruise Missiles
Amplitude Modulation
Advanced Medium-range Air-toAir Missile
American National Standards
Institute
Asbestos Program Manager
Aerial Port of Embarkation
Accident Potential Zone
U.S. Army Regulation
Anny Anti-aircraft Command
Anthropology Research Center
.Archaeological Resources
Protection Act
Anny Training and Evaluation
Program
Army Stationing and Installations
Plan

ASMP
ASP
AST
ATACMS
ATC
ATCT
AUM
AUTODIN
BACT
BAT
BBER
BCS
BFI
BLM
BN
BNSF
BOD
BRAC
BSFV
CAA
CAAA
Cal
CAS
CBR
CCC
CDNL
CDP
CDR
CEQ
CERL
CERCLA
CFCs
CFR
CIS

co

CPO
CTF
CTMC

ex
CY
CZ
DA
dB
dBA
dBC

Army Strategic Mobility Program
Ammunition Supply Point
Above Ground Storage Tank
Army Tactical Missile System
Air Traffic Control
Air Traffic Control Tower
Animal Unit per Month
Automatic Digital Network
Best Available Control
Technology
Brilliant Anti-tank
Bureau of Business and Economic
Research
Biggs Community Support
Browning-Ferris Industries
Bureau of Land Management
Battalion
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe
Biochemical Oxygen Demand
Base Realignment and Closure
Bradley Stinger Fighting Vehicle
Clean Air Act
Clean Air Act Amendments
Caliber
Combined Arms Support
Chemical, Biological,
Radiological
Civilian Conservation Corps
· C-weighted Day-Night Average
Sound Level
Census Designated Places
Commander
Council on Environmental Quality
Construction Engineering
Research Laboratory
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act
Chlorofluorocarbons
Code of Federal Regulations
Capital Investment Strategy
Carbon Monoxide
Civilian Personnel Office
Collective Training Facility
Consolidated Troop Medical
Clinic
Categorical Exclusion
Calendar Year
Clear Zone
U.S. Department of the Army
Decibel
A-weighted Decibel
C-weighted Decibel
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dBP
DERP
DFIRS
DINAH
DIVAD
DoD
DOE
DOI
DOL
DOPAA
DOT
DPEIS
DPTMS
DPWL
DRMO
DSERTS
DSN
DZ
EA
EBS
EE/CA
EIS
EM
EMT
EO
EOD
EPA
EPAS
EPCRA
EPCWID
EPEC
EPGC
EPIA
EPWU

Of
FAA
FAR
FAW
FCG
FFAR

FICON

Peak Unweighted Sound Pressure
Level
Defense Environmental
Restoration Program
DoD Fire Information Reporting
System
Desktop Interface Network to the
AUTODIN Host
Division Air Defense
U.S. Department ofDefense
Directorate of the Environment
U.S. Department of the Interior
Director of Logistics
Description of the Proposed
Action and Alternatives
U.S. Department of Transportation
Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement
Director of Plans, Training,
Mobiliz.ation, and Security
Directorate of Public Works and
Logistics
Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Office
Defense Site Environmental
Restoration Tracking System
Defense Switched Network
Drop Zone
Environmental Assessment
Environmental Baseline Survey
Engineering Evaluation/Cost
Analysis
Environmental Impact Statement
Electromagnetic
Emergency Medical Technicians
Executive Order
Explosive Ordnance Disposal
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency
El Paso Archaeological Society
Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act
El Paso County Water
Improvement District # 1
El Paso Electric Company
El Paso Gas Company
El Paso International Airport
El Paso Water Utilities
Degrees Fahrenheit
Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Aviation Regulation
Forward Area Weapons
Facility Category Group
Folding-fin Aerial Rocket
Federal Interagency Committee on
Noise

FICUN
FIREX
FLPMA
FM

FONSI
FORSCOM
FIB
FIX
FlJDS
FWPCA
FY
GAF
GEC
GIS
GLAADS
gpd
gpm
GPS
GSA
HAFB
HAP

HazMart
HAZMlN
HE

HEI
HET
HIMAD
HMTP
HMX

HPP
HQ
HSMS
HSWA
HUD

HVAC
Hz
I-[10]

ICRMP
ICUZ
ID
IDG
IFR

Federal Interagency Committee on
Urban Noise
Fire Exercise
Federal Land Policy and
Management Act
Frequency Modulation
Finding ofNo Significant Impact
U.S. Army Forces Command
Full-time Equivalent
Field Training Exercise
Formerly Used Defense Site
Federal Water Pollution Contract
Act
Fiscal Year
German Air Force
GulfEngineers and Consultants,
Inc.
Geographic Information System
Gun Low-altitude Air Defense
System
Gallons per Day
Gallons per Minute
Global Positioning System
General Services Administration
Holloman Air Force Base
High Accident Potential
Haz.ardous Material Pharmacy
Haz.ardous Substance
Minimization
High Explosive
High Explosive Incendiary
Heavy Equipment Transport
High-to-medium-altitude Air
Defense
Historic Bulidings and Structures
Material Treatment Plan
High-melting Explosive
Historic Preservation Plan
Headquarters
Haz.ardous Substance
Management System
Haz.ardous and Solid Waste
Amendments
U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development
Heating Ventilation and Air
Conditioning
Hertz
Interstate [10]
Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan
Installation Compatible Use Zone
Identification
Installation Design Guide
Instrument Flight Rules
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INRMP

IPPP
IRP
ISD
ISDN
ITAM
ITU

J1F
ITF-6
ITX
kHz
kV
kVA
kWh
LAW
LCTA
Ldn
Ldmnr

LEIS

4ru.x
LOS
LOU
LPG
LPST
LRAM
LRC
MAC
MACT
MAILS
MC
mcf
MCL
MCP
MEDEVAC
mg
mgd
mg/I
MHz
MIBN(LI)
MICOM
µg/m3
MLRS
MLWA
mm
MOA
MOS

Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan
Integrated Pollution Prevention
Plan
Installation Restoration Program
Independent School District
Integrated Switch Digital Network
Integrated Training Area
Management
International Telecommunications
Union
Joint Task Force
Joint Task Force-Six
Joint Training Exercies
Kilohertz
Kilovolt
Kilovolt-amperes
Kilowatt-hours
Light Assault Weapon
Land Condition Trend Analysis
Day-Night Average Sound Levels
Onset Rate-adjusted Monthly
Day-Night Average Sound Level
Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement
Maximum Sound Level
Level of Service
LevelofUse
Liquid Petroleum Gas
Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank
Land Rehabilitation and
Maintenance
Long-range Component
MOUT Assault Course
Maximum Achievable Control
Technology
Multiple Aircraft Instantaneous
Line Source
Mobilization Component
Million Cubic Feet
Maximum Containment Level
Military Construction Program
Medical Evacuation
Million Gallons
Million Gallons per Day
Milligrams per Liter
Megahertz
Military Intelligence Battalion
(Low-intensity)
U.S. Army Missile Command
Micrograms per Cubic Meter
Multiple Launch Rocket System
Military Lands Withdrawal Act
Millimeter
Memorandum of Agreement
Military Operations Specialty

MOU
MOUT
mph
MPRC-H
MRNMAP
MSA
MSAR/CPC
MSGP
msl
MSWLF
MTR
MUIR
MVA
MW
NAAQS
NAFR
NAGPRA
NASA
NATO
NBC
NCA
NCO
NEPA
NESHAPS
NHPA
NLR
nm
NMBMMR
NMDEMNR
NMDGF
NMED
NMSEO
NMSU
NMWQCC
N02
NOAA
NOE
NOi
NOTAM

Memorandum of Understanding
Military Operations in Urbanized
Terrain
Miles per Hour
Multi-purpose Range ComplexHeavy
MOA!Range NOISEMAP
Mutual Support Agreement
Multi-purpose Small Arms Range
and Combat Pistol Course
Multi-sector General Permit
Mean Sea Level
Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
Military Training Route
Map Unit Interpretation Record
Megavolt-amperes
Megawatts
National Ambient Air Quality
Standards
Nellis Air Force Range
Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
North Atlantic Treaty
Organization
Nuclear-Biological-Chemical
National Conservation Area
Non-commissioned Officer
National Environmental Policy
Act
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Historic Preservation Act
Noise Level Reduction
Nautical Miles
New Mexico Bureau of Mines and
Mineral Resources
New Mexico Department of
Energy, Minerals, and Natural
Resources
New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish
New Mexico Environment
Department
New Mexico State Engineer's
Office
New Mexico State University
New Mexico Water Quality
Control Commission
Nitrogen Dioxide
National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
Nap-of-the-Earth
Notice of Intent
Notice to Airmen
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NOx
NPDES
NPL
NPS
NRAO
NRC
NRCS
NRHP

NSPS
NTC
03
OD
ORV
OSHA
P3
PAI
PAO
Pb
PCB
PCS
PEIS
phv
PL
PLO
PM10
PM2s
POLs
ppm
PRGs
PSD
PX
QAM

RA
RCAT
RCRA
RDX
REC
RES
RFI
RFMSS
RIMS

Nitrogen Oxide
National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System
National Priorities List
National Park Service
National Radio Astronomy
Observatory
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
National Resource Conservation
Service
National Register of Historic
Places
New Source Performance
Standards
National Training Center
Ozone
Open Detonation
Off-road Vehicle
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration
Power Projection Platform
Pounds of Active Ingredients
Public Affairs Office
Lead
Polychlorinated Biphenyls
Permanent Change of Station
Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement
Peak Hour Volume
Public Law
Public Land Order
Particulate Matter Less tan 10
Micrometers in Diameter
Particulate Matter Less tan 2.5
Micrometers in Diameter
Petroleum, Oils and Lubricants
Parts per Million
Preliminary Remediation Goals
Prevention of Significant
Deterioration
Post Exchange
Quarterly Arithmetic Mean
Resource Area
Radio-controlled Aerial Target
Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act
Trinitrotrimethylenetriamine
Record of Environmental
Consideration
Residential
RCRA Facility Investigations
Range Facility Management
Support System
Regional Input/Output Modeling
System

RMP
RMPA
RN

ROD
ROI
ROW
RPMP

RUSLE
SAAD
SAIC
SARA
SDZ
SEL
SHORAD
SHPO
SIP
S02
SOP
SPCCP
SPM
SPNM
SPOE
SRC
STLS
STRACNET
SWMU
TA
TAB
TAC
TADC
TAOC
TBM
TCC
TCP
IDA
IDS
IDY
TEXCOM
TGO
THAAD
TNRCC
TNT
TOE

Resource Management Plan
Resource Management Plan
Amendment
Roaded-natural
Record of Decision
Region of Influence
Right-of-Way
Real Property Master Plan
Revised Universal Soil Loss
Equation
Small Arms Air Defense
Science Applications International
Corporation
Super:fund Amendments
Reauthorization Act
Surface Danger Zone
Sound Exposure Level
Short-range Air Defense
State Historic Preservation
Office(r)
State Implementation Plan
Sulfur Dioxide
Standard Operating Procedure
Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan
Semiprimitive, Motorized
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized
Sea Port of Embarkation
Short-range Component
Stinger Launch System
Strategic Rail Corridor Network
Solid Waste Management Units
Training Area
Tabulation of Existing and
Required Facilities
Tactical Air Command
Training Area Development
Concept
Tactical Air Operations Center
Tactical Ballistic Missile
Telecommunications Center
Traditional Cultural Properties
Table ofDistnbution and
Allowances
Total Dissolved Solids
Temporary Duty
Test and Experimentation
Command
Touch-and-Go
Theater High-altitude Area
Defense
Texas Natural Resources
Conservation Commission
Trinitrotoluene
Table of Organization and
Equipment
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TOM

Training, Operations, and
Maintenance
Tube-launched, Optically-tracked,
TOW
Wire-guided
TPCSDS-T
Target Practice, Cone-stabilized,
Discarding Sabot Tracer
TPWD
Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department
TRADOC
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command
TRC Mariah Associates, Inc.
TRC
TRH
Troop Housing
Toxic Release Inventory
TRI
TRI
Training Requirements Integration
TSCA
Toxic Substance Control Act
TSP
Total Suspended Particulates
TWDB
Texas Water Development Board
VASA
Unique and Sensitive Areas
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
UAV
UCMJ
Uniform Code of Military Justice
User Operational Evaluation
VOES
System
UP/SP
Union Pacific/Southern Pacific
USAADACENFB U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery
Center and Fort Bliss
USACASB
U.S. Army Combined Arms
Support Battalion
U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers
USACE
USAF
U.S. Air Force
USBR
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
U.S. Code
USC
U.S. Department of Agriculture
USDA
U.S. Department of Energy
USDOE
U.S. Forest Service
USFS
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USFWS
U.S. Geological Survey
USGS
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff
USJCS
UST
Underground Storage Tank
UTM
Universal Transverse Mercator
VFR
Visual Flight Rules
VHF
Very High Frequency
VLA
Very Large Array
VLBA
Very Long Baseline Array
voe
Volatile Organic Compound
vph
Vehicles per Hour
vphpl
Vehicles per Hour per Lane
VQO
Visual Quality Objective
VRM
Visual Resource Management
WAN
Worldwide Area Network
WAP
Waste Accumulation Points
WBAMC
William Beaumont Army Medical
Center
WSA
Wilderness Study Area
WSMR
White Sands Missile Range
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A.O

A.1

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) TERM DEFINITIONS,
CONTRIBUTING FACTORS, AND MISSION, PROJECT, OR MANAGEMENT
ACTION EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

Activity. The terms "activity" and "activities" may refer to a mission activity such as a training exercise,
a Master Plan project, or natural or cultural resource management practice. These terms are used
throughout the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan (MMP) Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEJS) and this Appendix.
Adverse Impact. A negative effect caused directly or indirectly by an action and may be long-term or
short-term.
Beneficial Impact. A positive effect caused directly or indirectly by an action and may be long-term or
short-term.
Categorical Exclusion (CX). The CX refers to those actions which do not individually or cumulatively
have a significant effect/impact on the human environment and for which, therefore, neither an
Environmental Assessment (EA) nor an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required. Typically,
excluded activities are small, routine undertakings with no potential significant environmental effect. For
a list of CXs from Army Regulation (AR) 200-2, Environmental Effects ofAnny Actions, see Attachment 1.
Cumulative Impacts. In an EIS, cumulative impact is the effect on the environment which results from
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal, private industry, or individuals) undertakes such
other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CPR] 1508.7).

""''

Direct Impact. Direct effects which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The DEIS is prepared after the scoping process has
been completed. The DEIS is prepared in accordance with the scope decided upon in the scoping process,
and is then circulated for comment.
Environmental Assessment. The EA is a concise public document prepared by the installation to
evaluate a proposed action and its potential effects on the environment. The EA includes brief
discussions of the need for the proposal or alternatives and of the environmental effects of the proposal or
alternatives. Also included, is a listing of the agencies and persons consulted during document
preparation.
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The FEIS is the result of the analysis of comments
concerning the DEIS. Comments are to be received from designated federal, tribal governments, state,
and local agencies, any agency that has requested copies of impact statements, and the public, including
interested or affected persons and organizations.
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). When the environmental analyses in an EA demonstrate
that an action, not otherwise excluded, does not require an environmental impact statement, a FONSI is
prepared. The FONSI includes a summary of the conclusions of the EA and notes any environmental
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documents related to it. If the EA is attached to the FONSI, the FONSI need not repeat any EA
discussion, but may incorporate it by reference. It is always signed by the decision-maker.

Impact. The terms "impacts" and "effects" are synonymous as used in the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. Impacts may be beneficial or adverse, and may apply to the natural,
aesthetic, historic, cultural, and socioeconomic resources of the installation and the surrounding
communities. Where applicable, impacts may be classified as direct or indirect. The terms "impact" and
"effect" are defined in 40 CFR 1508.8 and reproduced in AR 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army
Actions.
Indirect Impact. An indirect impact is caused by a proposed activity but is later in time or farther
removed in distance, but still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect impacts may include land use changes or
population density changes and the related effects these changes will have on air, water, and other natural
or social systems. Referring to the possible direct impacts mentioned above, the clearing of trees may
have an indirect impact on area streams by increasing soil erosion. The term "indirect" is defined in
40 CFR 1508.8 and reproduced in AR 200-2, Environmental Effects ofArmy Actions.
Long-term Impacts. Long-term impacts are neither temporary nor reversible. They may occur either
during the construction or operational phases of an activity. For example, the construction of a new
building may create long-term impacts during both the construction and operational phases. Draining of a
wetland for the construction of a new building will create long-term and permanent impacts on biological
resources. Likewise, once operational, the new building may create additional long-term impacts such as
increased population density, waste generation, etc.
Mitigation. The term "mitigation" is defined in 40 CFR 1508.20 and reproduced m AR 200-2,
Environmental Effects ofArmy Actions. Mitigation generally includes:
•

Avoiding the impact altogether by stopping or modifying the proposed action;

•

Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation;

•

Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

•

Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the
life of the action; and

•

Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

No Impact. "No impact" implies that a particular activity creates neither a direct nor indirect impact,
does not have long- or short-term implications, and is neither beneficial nor negative.
Notice of Intent (NOi). When a decision has been made to prepare an EIS, a NOi is written. It will
contain description(s) of the proposed action and possible alternatives, the proposed scoping process and
schedule, and the name and address of the point-of-contact who can provide more information.
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. A legal document prepared in accordance with the
requirements of Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA, which evaluates the environmental impacts of proposed
federal actions that involve multiple· decisions potentially affecting the environment at one or more sites.
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Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD is required after completion of an EIS. Generally, the purpose of
the ROD is to state the decision for the proposal. In doing so, it identifies all alternatives considered, and
specifies which alternative was environmentally preferable. It states if all practicable means have been
taken to avoid or minimize environmental harm from the selected alternative, and if not, why not. It
identifies the monitoring and mitigation program adopted (if needed); and may discuss preferences among
alternatives based on nonenvironmental factors (i.e., economic and technological). The ROD is not
considered an environmental document, since the decision-maker considers these other nonenvironmental
factors in addition to environmental factors.
Record of Environmental Consideration (REC). A REC describes the proposed action and anticipated
time frame, identifies the proponent, and explains why further environmental analysis and documentation
is not required. It is a signed statement to be submitted with project documentation. It is used when the
proposed action is exempt from the requirements of NEPA, or has been adequately assessed in existing
documents and determined not to be environmentally significant. For a REC format adopted by Fort
Bliss, see Attachment 2.
Scoping. The scoping process occurs when planning for an Army project action indicates a need for the
preparation of an EIS. Scoping determines the range of issues to be addressed in the EIS and identifies
the significant issues related to the proposed action. The parties involved identify the range of actions,
alternatives, and impacts to consider in the EIS.
Short-term Impacts. Short-term impacts are temporary and either direct or indirect. Short-term impacts
usually occur during the construction phase of the activity. For example, construction of a new bridge
may be a multi-year endeavor but the short-term impacts may occur anytime during the multi-year
construction.
Significance. The term "significance" is defined in 40 CFR 1508.27 and reproduced in AR 200-2,
Environmental Effects of Army Actions. Significance requires consideration of the context, and intensity
of the impact or effect under consideration. Significance can vary in relation to the context of the
proposed action. At Fort Bliss, the significance of the proposed actions may include consideration of the
effects on a national, regional, and local basis. Both short- and long-term effects may be relevant.
Impacts may also be evaluated in terms of their intensity or severity. Factors contributing to the intensity
of a project include:
•

The degree to which the action affects public health or safety;.

•

The proximity of the action to resources that are legally protected by regulations and statutes, such as
wetland provisions of the Clean Water Act, regulatory flood plains, properties included in or eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR 60.4), and federally listed
threatened or endangered species;

•

The degree to which the effects of the action on the quality of the human environment are likely to be
highly uncertain or controversial;

•

Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively
significant impacts; and

•

Whether the action threatens to violate federal, state, or local law imposed for the protection of the
environment.

.....
""'
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Significant Adverse Impact. A negative effect that is caused directly or indirectly by an action, and
meets the criteria for significance.

A.2

THE NEPA EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND CONTRIBUTING FACTORS

The purpose of this document is to provide guidance and procedures for obtaining environmental
clearance(s) and for allowing the time necessary for review of documentation of environmental impacts
for proposed projects and actions. This process is required by the NEPA; ARs 200-1 and 200-2;
applicable federal, state, and local environmental regulations; and other laws for which the Directorate of
Environment (DOE) on Fort Bliss has management responsibility. NEPA requires federal agencies to
incorporate into their planning and decision making an analysis of the effects, if any, certain proposed
actions would have on the environment and the possibilities for mitigating, or avoiding completely, any
adverse environmental effects.
The evaluation methodology described in this section indicates the steps to be taken by a project
proponent, or reviewer, to determine the potential environmental impacts of a proposed action. The result
of this screening methodology can also be used by the proponent to identify potential mitigation measures
and additional environmental documentation that may be required to implement the proposed action. The
evaluation methodology is depicted in Figure A-1 and described in the steps detailed below.
Contributing factors associated with each environmental resource area provided can be used as guidelines
in determining the potential for significant adverse impact, adverse impact, no impact, or beneficial
impact. The contributing factors can also be used as ( 1) a cursory screening tool for qualitative
assessment of whether a project's potential impacts warrant more detailed evaluation, or (2) rigorous
decision criteria for quantitative impact assessment.

Step 1. Develop the Description of Proposed Actions and Alternatives (DOPAA). Commanders of
units proposing to conduct field training exercises (FTXs) shall consult with the DOE as early as possible
to determine if their proposed training will require either an EA or EIS. The DOE has streamlined the
NEPA review process for actions occurring on the ranges by incorporating pre-NEPA review into the Fort
Bliss Form 88 - Range and Maneuver Area Request (Attachment 3). Units requesting use of training
areas must fill out the reverse side of this form (Environmental and Archaeological Assessment).
A Form 88 does not bring all actions requiring NEPA to the attention of the DOE, and not all range
environmental requirements are NEPA issues but may require another form of environmental regulatory
review. For example, New Mexico requires a permit for the release of 2,000 gallons or more of gray
water (shower or kitchen) at any location. Thus, a unit using the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas,
and planning to release this amount of gray water, must obtain a permit from the State of New Mexico.
To ensure compliance with NEPA or other environmental regulatory requirements, proponents should
ensure the DOE is aware of the proposed action.
Examples of actions that take place within the cantonment area that require a DOE NEPA review include
construction work @rders, U-Do-It projects, pest control actions, and landscaping in historic districts.
Descriptions of each of these actions should be submitted through the Directorate of Public Works and
Logistics (DPWL) to the DOE. After a work order is submitted to the DPWL, it will be released to the
DOE for review for compliance with NEPA, hazardous materials, historic resources, and other
environmental laws and regulations.
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Proponents of actions such as large or unusual training exercises, large or unique testing activities, or
projects involving major construction must consult early in the planning process with the DOE NEPA
Coordinator to determine if NEPA documentation is required.
If the DOE review determines NEPA action is required, the proponent of an action to occur on Fort Bliss
must prepare a statement of the purpose and need for the proposed action and a detailed DOP AA to the
action for use during the screening process. The DOP AA must specify details such as: what, where,
when, and how. For example: (what) a new proposal for military training ranges and training areas;
(where) South Training Areas, Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, specifically the multi-purpose
range areas 5 through 7; (when) once per quarter for 4 days; and (how) involving 30 personnel; 4-wheeled
vehicles with trailers, and generators; the training will involve command and control exercises, field
operations, and live firing of X rounds of munitions or missiles. In the case of a project that requires
construction, demolition, or other ground-disturbing activities, answers to these four questions are equally
required. In addition, the proponent must provide reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.

Step 2. Determine if Proposed Action is Eligible for a CX. The proponent will determine if it is
subject to a CX as defined by AR 200-2 Environmental Effects ofArmy Actions. The U.S. Department of
the Army (DA) has determined that actions covered by CXs (e.g., routine maintenance activities,
construction that does not significantly alter land use, classroom training, routine movement of personnel)
do not have an individual or cumulative impact on the environment and, therefore, do not require an EA
or EIS. If a proposed action is covered by a CX, the proponent will consult with the Fort Bliss DOE to
confirm that NEPA coverage by a CX is appropriate and determine if a REC is required. Attachment 1 of
this appendix contains the list of actions that can be categorically excluded as defined by AR 200-2,
Environmental Effects of Army Actions. Although the CX is intended to reduce paperwork and to
eliminate or reduce extensive documentation, limitations do apply. A CX cannot cover all circumstances
and each CX must be considered individually to meet certain criteria. The CX screening criteria as
presented in AR 200-2 are as follows:

...

•

A CX is a category of actions that do not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the
human environment and for which, therefore, neither an EA nor an EIS is required .

•

ACX may be used only when the criteria of paragraphs 4-1 and 4-2 of AR 200-2 have been met:
4-1.

Introduction.

a.
b.

The use of ex is intended to reduce paperwork and delay and eliminate
unnecessary EA and EIS preparation.
The following criteria will be used to determine those categories of actions that
normally do not require either an EIS or EA:
I. Minimal or no individual or cumulative effect on environmental quality.
2. No environmentally controversial change to existing environmental conditions.
3. Similarity to actions previously examined and found to meet the above criteria.

4-2.
Determining when to use a CX In order to use the
take the following actions:

a.

ex provision, the proponent must

Determine whether the proposal is encompassed by one of the categories not
normally requiring the preparation of an EA or EIS.
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b.

Determine if there are any extraordinary circumstances that may result in the
proposed action having an impact on the human environment that would require
an EA or EIS. These circumstances include:
1.

Greater scope or size than normally experienced for a particular category of
action.
2. Potential for degradation, even though slight, of already existing poor
environmental conditions. Also, initiation of a degrading influence, activity,
effect in areas not already significantly modified from their natural condition.
3. Employment of unproven technology.
4. Presence of threatened or endangered species and their habitats,
archaeological materials, historical places, or other protected resources.
5. Use of hazardous or toxic substances that may come in contact with the
surrounding natural environment. Nevertheless, a CX exists for use of
hazardous and toxic substances under adequately controlled conditions within
established laboratory buildings that are designed for, and in compliance with,
regulatory standards. Adequately controlled conditions includes complying
with AR 385-10 and all other applicable Army safety and preventive medicine
regulations for the processing of hazardous and toxic substances, and
complying with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) for their
disposal.
6. Proposed actions affecting areas of critical environmental concern. These
include, but are not limited to, prime or unique agricultural lands, wetlands,
coastal zones, wilderness areas, aquifers, floodplains, or wild and scenic river
areas.

c.

Determine whether all the project screening criteria from AR 200-2 listed below
are true for the proposal, and each of the following is true:
1.

This action is not a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment.
2. There are minimal or no individual or cumulative effects on the environment
as a result of this action.
3. There is no environmentally controversial change to existing environmental
conditions.
4. There are no extraordinary conditions associated with this project.
5. This project does not involve the use of unproven technology.
6. This project involves no greater scope or size than is normal for this category
of action.
7. There is no potential of an already poor environment being further degraded.
8. This action does not degrade an environment that remains close to its natural
condition.
9. There are no threatened or endangered species (or critical habitat), significant
archaeological resources, National Register or National Register-eligible
historical sites, or other statutorily protected resources.
10. This action will not adversely affect prime or unique agricultural lands,
coastal zones, wilderness areas, aquifers, floodplains, wild and scenic rivers,
or other areas of critical environmental concern.

d.
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will be completed and signed by the proponent. Consultation between the
proponent and the installation environmental coordinator is required.

The Army and the Fort Bliss DOE have developed a system that must be used to document this screening
process. If, based on the foregoing screening criteria, the proposed action qualifies, the proponent must
prepare the CX using U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Form 161, (see
Attachment 2). Additionally, in accordance with AR 200-2, some categories of actions will also require a
REC (see Attachment 4), which will be prepared and used in conjunction with the CX. The REC
describes the proposed action and anticipated timeframe, identifies the proponent, and explains why
further environmental analysis and documentation is not required. It is signed by the Fort Bliss Director
of Environment and proponent of the action and submitted with project documentation. It is used when
the proposed action is exempt from the requirements of NEPA, or has been adequately assessed in
existing documents and determined not to be environmentally significant. A REC is also used to
document the use of those CXs that require such records (AR 200-2).

....

When real estate transactions with parties outside the Army are proposed, and if the proposal or project
involves potential release of hazardous substances (see Section A2.3.12 and Figure A-12) into the
environment or structures an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) will also be prepared. EBSs are
prepared to determine the environmental conditions of properties being considered for acquisition,
outgrants, and disposals. The EBS is used to identify the potential environmental contamination
liabilities associated with real property transactions. The EBS serves as the basis for preparation of a
Finding of Suitability to Lease, Environmental Condition of Property, or Finding of Suitability for
Transfer as required for the transaction to proceed. Most property disposals divesting title are handled
through the General Services Administration (GSA). Such disposal actions usually require an EBS
accompanied by a REC. The GSA will complete the NEPA requirement in many of these cases. Where
the Army completes the disposal or transfer action, the installation may be required to complete an EA or
EIS. Easements, licenses, permits, reassignments with DA, disposal of buildings and improvements
without the underlying land, and privatization of utilities via easement do not require an EBS. These
actions require documentation of an environmental screening in a REC to show compliance with the
criteria for CXs as provided for in AR 200-2. Although the EBS is not specifically a NEPA-related
document, it can be used to support decisions regarding NEPA requirements. Samples of TRADOC
Form 161 (CX), Form 88, a REC, and an EBS are included as Attachments 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively, to
this appendix. All CXs and supporting documentation must be approved by the Fort Bliss DOE prior to
commencement of any project.
Step 3.
Consult with Fort Bliss DOE to Determine if the Proposed Action Has Been
Programmatically Evaluated. Sections 3.3 and 3.4 identify and describe a variety of known ~
requirements for mission activities, master plan projects, resources management actions, and mobilization ~
plans either underway or planned for Fort Bliss. In addition, Section 3.5 discusses the types of missions
and installation capabilities that could be considered during the planning horizon but are not currently
planned. Programs specifically analyzed in this PEIS are shown in Table A-1. When considering ~
potential impacts of the proposed action, the proponent should review the environmental consequences of
the programmatic actions listed in Table A-1 and described in Chapter 5 of the PEIS (Environmental
Consequences and Cumulative Effects). This review should focus on determining if the proposed action's
potential impacts have already been programmatically evaluated. Specific projects consistent with the
capabilities in Section 3.4 and most of Section 3.5 will require additional NEPA documentation (CX, EA,
EIS). The Fort Bliss DOE will confirm that the existing conditions and potential impacts have not
changed, and that conclusions regarding the appropriate program or plan evaluated in this PEIS are valid
in regard to the action being proposed.
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Table A-1. Summary of Pro_jected Proposed Actions Evaluated in the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan

I

N

Mission Activities, Section 3.2.3

•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Table 3.2-4 describes routine
mission support activities in
detail.
The Training Area
Development Concept (T ADC)
describes current training
capabilities, land use, missions,
organizations, and activities
taking place on Fort Bliss
ranges.
Mobilization.

FIX.
Fire Exercise (FIREX).
White Sands Missile Range
(WSMR) Uses.
Current Training Area Land
Use General Classification.
Main Cantonment Area Existing
Land Use.
Land Use Patterns Under the
Land Use Plan.

1 •

1 •

1 •

1 •

I.

No Action Alternative
Environmental Resource
Facility Construction and
Management, Section 3.2.5
Demolition, Section 3.2.4
Existing Environmental
New construction, existing
1 •
Resource Management Program
facility renovation/rehabilitation
(species-by-species basis).
and related infrastructure
improvements.
1 •
Existing Cultural Resource
Management Program
Table 3.2-7 describes Family
Housing and other construction
(individual project basis).
1 •
projects in detail.
Resource management utilizing
standard Army mechanisms:
Part of Army Layaway
Program.
Integrated Training Area
Management (IT AM), Land
Includes family housing and
Condition Trend Analysis
other facilities .
(LCT A), Land Rehabilitation
Table 3.2-8 describes Facility
and Maintenance (LRAM),
Demolition Program in detail.
Training Requirements.
Integration (TRI), Geographic
Information System (GIS),
Resource Management Support
System (RMSS).

Real Estate Actions, Section 3.2.6

•

On-going actions utilizing
existing procedures for issuing
leases, licenses, permits, and
easements as authorized in
AR 405-80.
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Alternative 1
Mission Activities, Section 3.3.3

Same as described for No Action
Alternative.

Mission Activities, Section 3.4.3

;p.
I

.......
w

Same as described for Alternative 1
and:
• Utilization of additional 13.5 sq.
miles of terrain suitable for FTX
locations on McGregor Range.
• No training area land use
classification changes.

Facility Construction and
Environmental Resource
Demolition, Section 3.3.4
Management, Section 3.3.5
Same as described for No Action
Same as described for No Action
Alternative and:
Alternative and:
• Incorporates Long-range Family • Implementation of the
Housing Plan requirements into
Integrated Natural Resources
programmed construction
Management Plan (INRMP).
sequence.
• Implementation of the
Involves
changes/revision
to
Integrated Cultural Resources
•
Management Plan (ICRMP).
construction schedule, specific
facility changes to construction
• Table 3.3-9 describes cultural
actions, and land use changes.
resources management plan
programs affecting mission and
• Table 3.3-7 describes additional
master planning through Fiscal
housing and other construction
Year (FY) 00.
projects in detail.
Same as described for No Action
• Section 3.3.5 identifies
Alternative and:
allowable actions under IT AM,
INRMP, and ICRMP .
• Continues previous facility
reduction program.
• Involves changes/extensions in
demolition schedule, specific
facility changes to demolition
actions, and possible land use
changes.
• Table 3.3-8 describes additional
demolition projects in detail.
Alternative 2
Environmental Resource
Facility Construction and
Management, Section 3.4.5
Demolition, Section 3.4.4

Same as described for Alternative I.

Same as described for Alternative 1.

Real Estate Actions, Section 3.3.6
Same as described for No Action
Alternative and:
• Implementation of the Fort Bliss
Real Property Master Plan
(RPMP).
- Long-range Component
(LRC)
- Power Projection Platform
(P 3) Capital Investment
Strategy (CIS)
- Mobilization Component
(MC)
- Long-range Family Housing
Plan
Implementation
of the Main
•
Cantonment Area Proposed
Land Use Plan (part of LRC).
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Real Estate Actions, Section 3.4.6

Same as described for Alternative I.
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Table A-1. Summary of Projected Proposed Actions Evaluated in the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan (Continued)

.j:>.

Alternative 3
Mission Activities, Section 3.5.3
Same as described for Alternative 2
and:
• The TADC describes potential
future missions, activities, and
land uses that could take place
on the Fort Bliss Training
Complex.
• Develop Post-mobilization Unit
Validation Training (Fort Bliss
Training Complex).
• Develop Heavy Division
Training Center (Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas).
• Develop National Guard
Training Center (Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas).
Develop
Helicopter Training
•
Complex (McGregor Range).
• Develop Combat Aviation
Training (McGregor Range).
Support for Army Tactical
Test
•
Missile System (ATACMS)
(McGregor Range).
• Training Area Land Use
Classification would change for
Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas and McGregor
Ranges.
• Table 3.5-1 ranks likelihood of
possible future mission
activities.

Facility Construction and
Demolition, Section 3.5.4
Same as described for Alternative 2
and:
•
See TADC for potential future
mission-support construction
projects that could take place on
Fort Bliss ranges.
•
Construct Military Operations
in Urbanized Terrain (MOUT)
Complex (Dona Ana-North
Training Areas, Biggs Army
Airfield [AAF], or McGregor
Range).
•
Construct New Water Well
(Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas).
•
Construct new rail spur (Dona
Ana Range-North Training
Areas and/or McGregor Range).
•
Construct taxiway for joint
Biggs AAF/El Paso
International Airport (EPIA)
use.
•
Construct geothermal binary
generation/desalination plant on
McGregor Range.
•
Table 3.5-1 ranks likelihood of
possible future construction
projects.

Environmental Resource
Section 3.5.5

Mana~ement,

Real Estate Actions, Section 3.5.6
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Step 4. Review Flowcharts and Impact Evaluation Matrices. If the proposed action is not specifically
evaluated in the PEIS and it is not subject to a CX, the proponent (in coordination with Fort Bliss DOE)
will evaluate the potential environmental impacts associated with the action. Because the mission
activities and Master Plan programs described in the PEIS are considered to broadly represent future
proposed actions, it is anticipated that many of the environmental impacts on various resource categories
. (such as air quality, biology, and cultural resources) described in the PEIS will be similar to those
expected for upcoming programs. Thus, the proponent will carefully review the activities described in the
PEIS and determine if the proposed action is similar to any of the programs evaluated in the PEIS (i.e., is
a proposed program of a similar type or scale as those described in the PEIS or will the proposed project
or activity be site-specific and require additional NEPA documentation. Identification of project
similarities may reduce the level of assessment required for evaluating potential environmental impacts.
Prior to conducting a detailed evaluation, the proponent will consult with the Fort Bliss DOE. The impact
assessment guidance provided in the PEIS is based on the use of the appropriate evaluation chart (i.e., for
MMP activities and projects) and evaluation criteria. The proponent will identify anddetermine the type
of impacts the proposed action will have on individual resource categories and group attributes.
Step 5. Enumerate Impacts and Propose Mitigation Measures. Following completion of the impact
evaluation matrices, the proponent, in coordination with Fort Bliss DOE, will enumerate the categories
and specific actions that are judged to result in potentially significant adverse impacts. At this point, the
proponent consults with Fort Bliss DOE to evaluate possible mitigation actions that may be proposed to
address potential impacts. If project modifications are proposed, the proponent will re-evaluate the
impact of the project beginning at Step 4.
Step 6. Develop Additional Environmental Documentation. After enumerating the impacts, the
proponent will consult with the Fort Bliss DOE regarding the results of the environmental evaluation and
proposed mitigation measures. The Fort Bliss DOE will then review the environmental evaluation and
proposed mitigation measures and make a determination as to whether any additional environmental
documentation is required.
The type of environmental documentation required may depend on the findings resulting from the impact
analysis. The primary guidance for determining the type of documentation required is AR 200-1,
Environmental Protection and Enhancement and AR 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions.
Actions that are similar in nature to those described in the PEIS will probably require limited
documentation in the form of a REC. More extensive environmental documentation takes the form of a
separate EA and a related FONSI, or an EIS and a related ROD. If an EA or EIS is required, the Fort
Bliss DOE will be able to assist the proponent in identifying appropriate information sources and
procedures.

.....

A.2.1

Resource Groups and Attributes

Fourteen resource groups and individual group attributes were established to provide a framework for the
identification of baseline conditions and to facilitate identification of potential impacts. These resource
groups are based on the similarity of attributes, a review of installation resources, related resource
protection laws and regulations, and previous NEPA compliance documents. The resource groups and
attributes are as follows:
A.2.1.1
•
•
•

Land Use

Main Cantonment Area
Fort Bliss Training Complex including Biggs AAF
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
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A.2.1.2
•
•
•
•

Transportation
Utilities
Energy
Communications

A.2.1.3
•
•
•
•

Airspace Use

Airports
Controlled/Uncontrolled Airspace
Restricted Airspace
Military Training Routes (MTRs)

A.2.1.5
•
•

Training Area Infrastructure

Transportation
Utilities
Energy
Communications

A.2.1.4
•
•
•
•

Main Cantonment Area Infrastructure

Earth Resources

Geology, Mineral, and Energy Resources
Soils

A.2.1.6 Air Quality
A.2.1.7
•
•

Groundwater
Surface Water

A.2.1.8
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Biological Resources

Vegetation
Wetlands and Arroyo-Riparian Areas
Biodiversity
Ecosystem Integrity
Special Protection Areas
Sensitive Species
Wildlife

A.2.1.9
•
•
•

Water Resources

Cultural Resources

Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources
Architectural and Landscape Resources
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs)
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A.2.1.10
•
•
•
•

Vehicle
Aircraft
Impulse-artillery/Missile Firing
Industrial

A.2.1.11
•
•
•

Noise

Safety

Ground Safety
Flight Safety
Ordnance and Explosive Safety

A.2.1.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern
•
•
•

Hazardous Materials
Items of Special Concern
Related Management Programs

A.2.1.13 Socioeconomic Resources
•
•
•
•

Demographics
Economic Development
Housing
Community Services and Facilities

A.2.1.14 Environmental Justice

A.2.2

Project Impact Evaluation Parameters

This section serves as guidance for performing Step 4 of the NEPA Evaluation Methodology described
above, and outlines how the Proposed Action was analyzed for potential impacts. The flow charts and
contributing factors were used as a framework to qualitatively evaluate the potential impacts of the
Proposed Action on the resource groups and attributes, and to determine whether more extensive
documentation, in the form of an EIS, was necessary. The flow charts guided the process of
characterizing the baseline status and the impact potential for each resource group and related attributes.
The contributing factors were used to screen project activities and assess the level of environmental
impact. This process can also be followed by proponents of future actions. These matrices provide a
ranking of potential impact for each resource group attribute (1) during siting, construction, and operation
of Master Plan projects, and (2) during training activities.
In addition to the programmatic guidance described above, the Fort Bliss NEPA Coordinator will use
various "local" environmental resource categories based on typical installation projects to evaluate
impacts. The following is a general classification of this local evaluation framework. The lists are not
exhaustive, but contain example projects likely to be proposed on Fort Bliss. Initially, proponents will
consult this list to determine how their project would be evaluated under the programmatic framework.
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A.2.2.1

Air Quality, Noise, Hazardous Materials, and Items of Special Concern

•

Sandblasting;

•

Spray painting (outdoors);

•

Structural painting (outdoors);

•

Road repair/reconstruction;

•

Construction;

•

Asphalt operations;

•

Projects involving demolition, renovation, removal or repair of building materials (wall coverings,
floor tile, base cover, roofing materials, building sidings, ceilings, paint) in any man-made structure;

•

New source/increase in emissions (vehicles, paint booths, boilers, incinerators);

•

Facility demolition;

•

Ordnance demolition;

•

Training activities or projects with potential for emitting hazardous air pollutants, volatile organic
compounds, or ozone-depleting chemicals; and

•

Projects with potential to generate significant noise, such as new industrial operations, changes in
firing points, flight paths, or new flight paths.

A.2.2.2

Water Resources, Storage Tanks, and Environmental Restoration

•

Oil/water separators;

•

Replacement of exterior water lines;

•

Projects impacting/installing wells;

•

Projects near groundwater monitoring wells;

•

Removal, repair or maintenance of underground storage tanks (USTs) or above ground storage tanks (ASTs);

•

Moving ASTs;

•

Projects involving installation of plumbing systems, upgrades, especially drinking water or sewage
connections; and

•

Projects near any known solid waste management unit (SWMU).

A.2.2.3
•

Biological Resources

Projects that take place in or near reservoirs, creeks, drainages, Waters of the U.S., or other bodies of water;
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•

Areas that may contain migratory bird nests;

•

Downrange projects in previously undisturbed areas;

•

Projects in or near prairie dog towns;

•

Changes in aircraft/airspace use;

•

Projects that involve potential effects on sensitive species or their habitats;

•

Projects that involve disturbance or removal of natural vegetation;

•

Projects that involve removal or control of animals or birds by any means (chemical, physical);

•

Projects that disturb or impact wetlands or drainages, or areas where protected plants are found;

•

Arroyo-riparian crossings;

•

Threatened and endangered species;

•

All ground-disturbing activities on ranges and undisturbed areas on post; and

•

Renewals and grants ofleases and rights-of-way (ROWs) for ranges and undisturbed areas on post.

A.2.2.4

Cultural Resources (Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Resources, Architectural and
Landscape Resources)

•

Ground-altering activities;

•

Cantonment construction in areas with potential historic archaeological sites;

•

New leases or land transfers;

•

Undertakings that will directly or indirectly affect facilities and landscapes (including rural ranges,
and training areas) that are eligible for, or included in, the NRHP (historic facilities);

•

All exterior work that can be seen from historic facilities or from which historic facilities can be seen;

•

Landscapes, roads, walkways, etc., within historic districts or that can be seen from historic facilities;

•

Cold War facilities and landscapes (including ranges and training areas) which retain integrity,
including military missions or Research and Development (R&D) functions; and

•

Demolition or relocation of properties eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, unevaluated properties that
are more than 45 years old, and Cold War properties which retain integrity that included military
mission or R&D functions.

A.2.2.5
•

Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern

Projects involving disposal of possibly hazardous wastes;
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•

Projects in motor pool, especially involving hazardous waste, or petroleum, oils, and lubricants
(POLs) disposal or storage;

•

Insect or plant control under Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA);

•

Any project involving a requirement for a spill plan by a contractor or use of hazardous materials;

•

Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for hazardous wastes;

•

Management of pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs ), asbestos, and radon;

•

Use of the open detonation pit;

•

Projects built on or near closed landfills or other installation restoration projects;

•

Projects involving the use or storage of hazardous materials;

•

Projects with the potential to generate hazardous waste or hazardous materials;

•

Landfill projects dealing with fill material, reclamation, and erosion;

•

Contracting projects with the potential to generate solid waste or involve items of special concern; and

•

Projects near active landfills.

A.2.2.6 Training Area Management
•

Project management and control: training requirements identification, monitoring, data collection;

•

Development and program use of GIS data layers and remote imagery: land use management, map
production;

•

Land maintenance: soil stabilization/protection, maneuver damage repair, erosion control range and
training facility repair, maneuver corridor development, low water crossings, field work; and

•

Awareness training: video; pamphlets/field cards, classroom instruction.

A.2.3

Contributing Factors for Projects or Training Exercises

The following section contains a summary of key issues related to potential impacts for each resource
group described in Section A.2.1. In addition, a detailed description of some examples of contributing
factors that can be used to rank impacts is provided. NEPA ranks these factors on a scale ranging from
"significant adverse," "adverse," through "no impact" to "beneficial impact," depending on the intensity
of impact. The significance of the impact will vary with the context and intensity of the proposed action.
Context means the action must be analyzed within the Region of Influence (ROI), affected interests, and
site-specifically. The intensity of the impact refers to the severity of its environmental effect.

A.2.3.1

Land Use and Infrastructure

The land use resource group includes on-post and off-post land use, and aesthetics and visual resources
(Figure A-2). Land use plans address the integration of the built and natural environments and the human
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LAND USE AND INFRASTRUCTURE
(On-post and Off-post Land Use, and Aesthetics)
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I

Perform Land Use Evaluation
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I

Document reasons for no
potential impact determination

I

•

Potential to impact on-post land use

I

I Potential to impact off-post land use I

•

I

.

Potential to impact visual or aesthetic quality

Describe on-post land use resources

Describe off-post land use resources

-

- Local comprehensive/master plan(s)
- Zoning and land use controls
- Existing and future land use
Land use compatibility issues - health,
safety, and welfare issues

-

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

Installation Master Plan
Existing land use
Planned land use
Land use compatibility issues
Health, safety, and welfare issues
Public use designations
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Characterize existing visual resources
and aesthetic values
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land use controls
Effect on private ownership of land and
facilities
- Effect of restricted use designations
Short- and long-term land use capability

=
=
=
9 =
0

.,,

r

-

~

Q.

~

::

--==

Evaluate potential for project-related
impacts

"'
9 ;-

'O

Obstruction of views
Removalofbuffers
Disturb or destroy unique features
Create eyesore

... =
=

[JJ

S"

~
~

=
.....
n

I

Rank impacts (using contributing factors in Section A.2.3.1)
Consider long-term vs. short-term impacts, and cumulative impacts (Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

>'

N

Figure A-2. Land Use and Infrastructure Evaluation Flowchart.
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activities occurring in a community. In general, a community land use plan is implemented to protect the
health, safety, and welfare of the population. In recent years, land use plans have been used to address
protection of environmental resources and aesthetics.
On-post Land Use. When evaluating the project, it is important to consider whether the project is
consistent with the designated land use and compatible with neighboring land uses. If the project is not
appropriate for and compatible with the designated land use then changes in the project or changes in
zoning may be necessary. The contributing factors for ranking impacts associated with on-post land are
presented below.
Rank
Significant Adverse

Adverse

No Impact
Beneficial Impact

Contributing Factors
• The activity is inconsistent with the installation Master Plan and has the
potential to adversely effect the health, safety and welfare of the population
or the quality of the environment.
• The activity creates a direct conflict among neighboring land use activities,
for example, residential areas and range/training areas.
• The activity will permanently destroy the existing land use designation, for
example, convert open space to commercial facilities.
• The activity is inconsistent with the Master Plan, but does not have the
potential to adversely effect the health, safety, and welfare of the population
or the quality of the environment.
• The activity requires a change in a local land use plan.
• The activity requires a change in local military zoning.
• The activity is consistent with the installation Master Plan and does not
affect local land use planning or military zoning.
• The activity is consistent with all planning guidelines and has the potential
to have positive effects on public welfare and environmental quality.

Off-post Land Use. When evaluating the activity for land use compatibility, it is also important to
consider off-post land use plans. Contributing factors for ranking impacts associated with off-post land
use are presented as follows.
Rank
Significant Adverse

Adverse

No Impact
Beneficial Impact

Contributing Factors
• The activity is inconsistent with off-post land use plans or incompatible
with existing land uses and may adversely effect the health, safety, and
welfare of the population or the quality of the environment.
• The activity is inconsistent with off-post land use plans or incompatible
with existing off-post land uses, but will not adversely effect the health,
safety, and welfare of the population or the quality of the environment.
• The activity is consistent with land use plans and compatible with existing
land uses.
• The activity is consistent with all land use plans and existing uses and may
positively effect public welfare and environmental quality.

Visual and Aesthetic Values. Aesthetics, in a broad sense, involve the visual, audio, and tactile
environment and their emotional or psychological effect on people. Visual/aesthetic resources refer to the
structures, landscapes, and spaces of an area that provide information for an individual to develop
perceptions of the area. When considering a project or activity for development, it is important to
determine if it will adversely effect the visual/aesthetic setting perceived by residents of the surrounding
area. Contributing factors for ranking impacts associated with visual and aesthetic values are provided below.
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Rank
Significant Adverse

Adverse

No Impact
Beneficial Impact

A.2.3.2

Contributing Factors
• The activity will degrade the visual scene of the surrounding area, including
interfering with natural views, destroying natural vegetative buffers,
contributing smoke, causing odors and noise, or discoloring water bodies.
• The activity will destroy, damage, or obscure scarce or unique geological
features, landscapes, or other objects of particular aesthetic value.
• The activity will deny accessibility to aesthetic resources, including
recreational access.
• The activity will cause temporary disruption of the visual scene of the
surrounding area, but will not disturb natural vegetative buffers.
• The activity will degrade the visual scene of the surrounding area, but
architectural and landscaping techniques are employed to minimize the
impact.
• The activity will limit accessibility to aesthetic resources, including
restricted recreational access.
• The activity will not alter the visual or aesthetic character of the area.
• The activity will improve or enhance natural landscape views, vegetative
buffers, and will improve the aesthetic character of the area.

Main Cantonment Area Infrastructure

The infrastructure resource group includes transportation, utilities, energy, and communications
(Figure A-3).
Transportation. Transportation networks include road systems, railroads, waterway transportation
routes, and air transport. Transportation services facilitate the movement of people and goods.
Transportation networks can have high social costs such as noise, safety hazards, and air pollution. The
travel ways can cause aesthetic problems and create physical barriers to groundwater movement, and
human and wildlife passage. When evaluating potential impacts associated with transportation, it is
important to consider (1) the extent to which the project's transportation improvements are consistent
with applicable local and regional transportation plans and (2) the level of service (LOS) resulting from
the assignment of project-induced travel demand to the existing transportation network. Contributing
factors for ranking impacts associated with transportation issues are presented as follows.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

•

•
•
•

The activity requires transportation services and/or infrastructure that are
nonexistent and will need to be constructed before construction of the
project.
The activity is likely to result in increased use of a public road such that the
LOS would decrease to an unacceptable level, as defined in county or local
comprehensive plans.
The activity is likely to result in increased use of railways, water shipping
lanes, and air space beyond existing or projected capacity.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
more than 5 years.
The activity requires development of new or significantly expanded
transportation services, which will cause cumulative impacts on air quality,
water quality, and biological resources.

A-23

>

MAIN CANTONMENT AREA INFRASTRUCTURE
(Utilities and Transportation)

I

N

.j::.

Proposed Action has potential to
affect utilities and transportation

Yes

Perform Evaluation

No
Potential to impact transportation

Document reasons for no
potential impact determination

Potential to impact utilities

+

~

a·
e:.
.,'"Cl

+

Describe Transportation resources and
capacities

Describe utilities resources and
capacities

-

-

Road System
Rail
Water
Air
Public Transit

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

0

IJQ

Electric
Gas
Potab le water
Waste water
Solid waste landfills

t"i

+

I

+
Rank impacts (using contributing factors in Section A.2.3.2 and A.2.3.3)
Consider long-term vs. short-term impacts, and cumulative impacts (Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

Figure A-3. Main Cantonment Area Infrastructure Evaluation Flowchart.

= ==
Q.

_,,,
-=

- Acceleration of capital improvement
schedules
- Demand/capacity ratios
- Increases in operations and maintenance
requirements
- Creation of new capital improvements
requirements

I

0

~~

- Acceleration of capital improvement
schedules
- Change in level of service
- Increase in vehicle miles traveled
requirements

.,
0

9~

Evaluate project impacts

- Creation of new capital improvements
requirements

~

< ~

Evaluate project impacts

- Increases in operation and maintenance

=
=
=
... =-·-·
9
= "'
.....

;;· flJ

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

+

~

., 0
=
.,
9 .....

I

-==9 ;-.,'"Cl

... =
..... =
=
.....

I')

rJ]
~

~I~

-

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors

Adverse

•

•

•
-~:;Jiff

•
No Impact

•
•

JO~

•
·""'

...

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity is likely to result in increased utilization of a public road which
may cause a decrease in the LOS, but the LOS will remain equal to or better
than the LOS planned in county or local comprehensive plans.
The activity is likely to result in increased utilization of railways, water
shipping lanes, and air space; but is not projected to exceed existing or
projected capacity.
The activity is likely to limit expanded transportation services, which are
not projected to increase impacts on air quality, water quality, and
biological resources.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
2 to 5 years.
The activity will not increase utilization of transportation services .
The activity requires related increases in transportation services that are not
anticipated to decrease the LOS projected in county or local comprehensive
plans.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
1 year or less.
The activity will enhance existing services and/or infrastructure .

Utilities. Utilities refer to the public services such as water and sanitation that are located in the areas that
serve and are used by residents and installation activities. Utility services provided at Fort Bliss include:
potable water, sewage collection and treatment, storm water collection, and trash collection and disposal.
A key consideration in evaluating the impacts associated with a project is to compare the increased or
decreased demand for public services with the unused capacity of the provider. Contributing factors for
ranking impacts associated with utility issues regarding water, sewage, and storm water collection are
provided below. Contributing factors for ranking impacts associated with solid waste and landfills will
follow the factors for the other utilities.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•

•
Adverse

•

•
No Impact

•
•
•

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity will require utility services that are nonexistent.
The immediate and/or long-term utility needs of the activity have the
potential to exceed the actual or projected capacity of the utility to provide
service, without a major system modification such as additional generation
capacity.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
more than 5 years.
The activity is likely to increase immediate and or long-term demand for
service of one or more utilities beyond current or projected capacity without
minor system modifications such as increasing capacity to existing
distribution systems or the extension of distribution systems.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
1 to 5 years.
The activity does not affect demand for any utilities.
The immediate and/or long-term increases in demand for service are not
expected to warrant any system modification.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
less than 1 year.
The activity will result in improved efficiencies or conservation.
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Solid Waste and Landfills. When considering the impact of a project on the generation of solid waste,
it is important to determine the volume and rate of waste generation and the capacity of solid waste
landfills and waste management practices, including recycling.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

•
•
Adverse

•
•

No Impact
Beneficial Impact

•
•

Recyclable solid wastes generated by the activity will not be recycled
because the volume generated will exceed the capacity of recycling
operations.
Accommodating the increased solid waste generated will cause a
substantial increase in consumers cost of waste management.
Storage and handling of wastes increases the potential for spills or leaks and
that may potentially contaminate soil, groundwater, or surface water.
Solid waste volumes generated will reduce the life of existing waste
management and disposal operations.
Accommodating the increased waste generated will cause a nominal
increase in consumer costs of waste management.
The activity will not increase the waste stream.
The activity will reduce the economics and environmental costs and/or
effects of solid waste management.

Enen!v. Energy refers to public services such as electricity and natural gas. A key consideration in
evaluating the impacts associated with a project is to compare the increased or decreased demand for
energy services with the unused capacity of the provider. Contributing factors for ranking impacts
associated with energy issues are presented below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•

•
Adverse

•

•
No Impact

•
•
•

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity will require energy services that are nonexistent.
The immediate and/or long-term energy needs of the activity have the
potential to exceed the actual or projected capacity of the energy supplier to
provide service, without a major system modification such as additional
generation capacity.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
more than 5 years.
The activity is likely to increase immediate and/or long-term demand for
service of one or more energy utilities beyond current or projected capacity
without minor system modifications such as increasing capacity to existing
distribution systems.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
1 to 5 years.
The activity does not affect demand for any energy utilities.
The immediate and/or long-term increases in demand for service are not
expected to warrant any system modification.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
less than 1 year.
The activity will improve economic and/or environmental efficiencies
associated with energy services.

Communications. This refers to public communication services that are located in the areas that serve
and are used by residents and installation activities. A key consideration in evaluating the impacts
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associated with a project is to compare the increased or decreased demand for public communication
services with the unused capacity of the provider. In addition, radio frequency interference from radar,
instrumentation, and communication transmitters can affect communications within the region.
Contributing factors for ranking impacts that are associated with communication issues are provided below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•
•

•
Adverse

•

•
•
No Impact

•
•
•

Beneficial Impact

A.2.3.3

•

The activity will require communication services that are nonexistent.
The action will stop activity of other regional users.
The immediate and/or long-term communication needs of the activity have
the potential to exceed the actual or projected capacity of the system to
provide service, without a major system modification such as additional
capacity.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
more than 5 years.
The activity is likely to increase immediate and/or long-term demand for
service beyond current or projected capacity without minor system
modifications such as increasing capacity to existing distribution systems or
the extension of distribution systems.
The activity results in regional radio frequency interference that requires
adaptation by other regional frequency users.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
1 to 5 years.
The activity does not affect demand for, or quality of, regional
communications.
The immediate and/or long-term increases in demanded for service are not
expected to warrant any system modification.
The activity requires the acceleration of planned capacity improvements by
less than 1 year.
The activity will enhance the immediate and/or long-term communication
needs or quality of the activity.

Training Area Infrastructure

The infrastructure resource group includes transportation, utilities, energy, and communications (see
Figure A-3). The criteria for ranking these resources are the same for the training area as for the Main
Cantonment Area described in A.2.3.2.
A.2.3.4

Airspace Use

Airspace must be managed and used in a manner that best serves the competing needs of commercial,
general, and military aviation (Figure A-4). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is responsible
for the overall management of airspace and has established different airspace designations that are
designed to protect aircraft during flights to or from an airport, transiting between airports, flying in the
enroute airspace system, or operating within "special use" areas identified for defense-related purposes.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

Activities restrict, limit, or otherwise delay other air traffic in the region.
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Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors
Activities require major modifications to airspace or air traffic control
systems and/or facilities.
Activities encroach on airspace designated for special use in the area.
Activities require airspace realignment or air traffic control procedural
changes which does not disrupt the general flow of air traffic in an area.
Activities require temporary changes to air traffic operations that do not
significantly delay or restrict aircraft movements.
Activities do not restrict enroute or airport air traffic operations; require
airspace Air Traffic Control (ATC) or navigational modifications; encroach
upon adjacent airspace; nor affect airport capacity.
Activities that improve/enhance ATC systems/facilities, or improve flow of
air traffic.

•
•
•

Adverse

•
No Impact

•

Beneficial Impact

•

A.2.3.5

Earth Resources

The geologic features (topography, stratigraphy, etc.) of an area can both impact and be impacted by Fort
Bliss MMP activities. Geologic features include surface and subsurface formations like mineral reserves
and fault lines (Figure A-5). Additional examples include unique surface formations with aesthetic value
or fossils with paleontological value. A project can be impacted by changes in geologic features such as
seismic activity along fault lines or structural failure due to slope instability. In addition, a project can
have an impact on geologic resources by destroying features of aesthetic or scientific value or by
precluding access to mineral resources of economic value. A listing of contributing factors used to
evaluate potential impacts and their relative significance to geological resources is presented below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•
•

•
•

Adverse

•
•
•

No Impact

•
•
•

The activity results in irretrievable loss of important mineral or
paleontological resources.
The activity will change local drainage patterns.
The activity will locate structures within a seismic impact zone, and the
structures are not designed to withstand maximum recorded horizontal
acceleration.
The activity is subject to or is likely to contribute to subsidence and
subsidence is likely to cause loss of life or property.
The activity will locate structures in areas subject to slope instability and
slope failure is likely to result in loss of life or property, or have an adverse
impact on water or biological resources.
The activity is located within a seismic impact zone, but structures are
designed to withstand the maximum recorded horizontal acceleration.
The activity is located in areas subject to slope instability, but the project has
been designed to minimize the likelihood and/or impacts of slope failure.
The activity will reduce the extent of geological features of scientific,
educational, and aesthetic interest.
The activity will create localized and temporary construction-related impacts.
The activity does not include construction of structures in seismic impact
zones, on or near unstable slopes, in areas subject to subsidence.
The activity will not occur in areas with surface formations, mineral
resources, or paleontological resources.
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Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors

Beneficial Impact

•
•

The activity does not involve extraction of subsurface resources.
The activity improves/enhances geologic or paleontologic values, or access
to mineral resources.

Soils. Soils are the thin layer of unconsolidated material on the land surface. Their properties result from
the interaction of underlying geology, topography, local climate, microbial action, and vegetation. Soils
can be altered by natural processes of weathering, water movement, and biological activity; and by human
activities such as tilling, grazing, construction, compaction, and removal of vegetation. Key soil
properties to consider in an EA include permeability, leachability, thickness, fertility, and erodibility (see
Figure A-5). Construction and other activities on unsuitable soils can cause a variety of problems from
groundwater contamination, erosion, sedimentation, landslides, and irretrievable loss of agricultural or
rangeland. A listing of contributing factors used to evaluate potential soil impacts are presented below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

•

•
•
•
Adverse

•

•

...

•
No Impact

•

Beneficial Impact

•
•

A.2.3.6

The activity will locate structures in areas subject to slope instability, and
slope failure likely to result in loss of life or property or have an adverse
impact on water or biological resources.
The activity results in erosion, which would likely cause loss of sensitive
species, loss of sensitive habitat, loss of cultural resources, loss of
infrastructure or facilities, or loss of human life.
The activity results in sediment loading to stream courses, which will result
in exceedances of state or federal standards.
Chemical contamination of soil resources is likely to cause contamination of
groundwater or surface water resources.
The activity results in irretrievable loss of soils sustaining valuable grazing
or forest lands.
The activity results in erosion, which increases sediment loading to stream
courses, but is not likely to result in exceedances of state or federal water
quality standards or alteration of aquatic habitat.
The activity is likely to cause short-term erosion, but will not cause the loss
of sensitive species, sensitive habitat, cultural resources, infrastructure, or
human life.
The activity is located in areas subject to slope instability, but the project has
been designed to minimize the likelihood and/or impacts of slope failure.
The activity results in no erosion or in short-term, localized erosion that does
not result in increased loadings to stream courses.
The activity does not have the potential to release chemicals onto soils .
The activity reduces problems from groundwater contamination, erosion,
sedimentation, landslides, or loss of grazing or forest lands.

Air Quality

.~~

Air resources are impacted by releases of gases and particulates from stationary and mobile sources and is
influenced by meteorological conditions such as prevailing wind, sunlight, and temperature inversions
(Figure A-6). A proposed mission, project, or environmental-management activity can act as a source
and/or receptor of air pollutants. Contributing factors used to evaluate potential impacts to air resources
are presented below.
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Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

•

•
•
•

•
•

Adverse

•
•
•

No Impact
Beneficial Impact

A.2.3.7

•
•

The activity will introduce pollutants to the air that will cause ambient air
quality to exceed levels established by the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S0 2),
nitrogen dioxide (N0 2), lead, ozone, and particulates.
The activity will release air pollutants in levels that exceed the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP); for example,
beryllium, mercury, arsenic, asbestos, benzene, radionuclides, and vinyl
chloride.
The activity will introduce NAAQS pollutants to an area designated as a
nonattainment area.
The activity will introduce pollutants to the air that, in combination with
other sources, will contribute to exceedance ofNAAQS.
The activity will introduce pollutants into indoor air that exceed
Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) (29 CFR 1910.95) exposure
limits.
The activity is subject to New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and is
not expected to comply with NSPS upon commencement of operation.
Deposition of atmospheric pollutants (either directly to surface water or to
land) is likely to contribute to ambient water quality problems (e.g., nutrient
enrichment, acidification, toxic accumulation).
The activity will introduce pollutants into indoor air that exceed OSHA
exposure limits.
The activity will introduce NAAQS or NESHAP pollutants, but will not
exceed limits either alone or in conjunction with other sources.
The activity will result in a temporary increase in ambient concentrations of
pollutants, but will not violate NAAQS.
The activity does not release pollutants into the air.
The activity improves overall air quality and reduces pollutants.

Water Resources

Watershed resources that may be impacted by mission activities and master planning projects include
groundwater, surface water, and floodplains (Figure A-7). Evaluating water resources includes an
analysis of impacts to the physical, chemical, and biological properties of the water body. An evaluation
of an activity's impact on water resources should consider short-, long-term, and cumulative impacts.
Following, are general descriptions of water resources and factors to consider when evaluating the
potential impacts of project activities to water resources.

Surface Water. Surface water includes streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, wetlands, estuaries, bays, and
oceans. When evaluating project activities, it is important to consider physical and chemical impacts.
Inputs that deteriorate water quality and impact aquatic life include nutrients, heat, changes in pH,
sediments, oxygen-consuming substances, in addition to toxic compounds such as petroleum, PCBs,
chlorinated pesticides, and heavy metals. Sources of contamination to surface water include point source
discharges, non-point source runoff, marine vessels, and groundwater. Changes in the volume or velocity
of water in a water body can erode stream banks, increase siltation/sedimentation, change salinity
regimes, and ultimately modify or destroy habitat.
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Withdrawals from surface water bodies can reduce in-stream flows below critical levels that are necessary
to maintain riparian and in-stream communities. Contributing factors for ranking potential impacts to
surface water are presented below.
Contributing Factors

Significant Adverse

•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•

Adverse

•

•
•

•
•

No Impact

•

Beneficial Impact

•

Activity results in introduction of pollutants (through contaminated
discharge, contaminated runoff, or dredging of contaminated sediments) to
surface water and is likely to cause exceedance of state ambient Water
Quality Standards (WQS), including chemical specific standards and
physical characteristics like turbidity, pH, dissolved oxygen.
Activity results in discharge that exceeds National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit limitations.
Activity results in modification to flow volume or velocity such that
scouring occurs in the water body and is likely to result in modification of
stream channel, bottom substrate, and/or bank stability.
Activity is likely to impede natural drainage patterns or the direction of
flow of surface water body.
Activity results in point or nonpoint source discharge of sediments,
nutrients, chemicals or other parameters that result in modification or
destruction of critical habitat of threatened or endangered species.
Withdrawal of surface water or groundwater that supplies surface water
results in disruption of riparian vegetation.
Introduction of pollutants, including sediment, that will contribute to
exceedance of ambient WQS in combination with other sources.
Introduction of nutrients into a water body resulting in the occurrence of
algal blooms more frequently, for extended time periods, or during critical
intervals.
Withdrawal of surface water results in reduction of sufficient flow to
support sensitive habitats, threatened or endangered species, or their
habitats.
Activity results in introduction of pollutants (through contaminated
discharge, contaminated runoff, or dredging of contaminated sediments) to
surface water, but introduction is not likely to cause exceedance of ambient
WQS, including chemical-specific standards and physical characteristics
like turbidity, pH, dissolved oxygen.
Pollutant discharges do not exceed NPDES permit limitations.
Activity results in point or nonpoint source discharge of sediments,
nutrients, chemicals, or other parameters that result in modification or
destruction of habitat of indigenous species.
Influx of nutrients that results in periodic algal blooms.
Withdrawal of surface water results in reduction of flow, but is not likely to
impact riparian vegetation, aquatic life, sensitive habitats, or threatened or
endangered species.
Activity does not result in introduction of pollutants or withdrawal of
surface water.
Activity improves overall surface water quality/quantity, and reduces
pollutants.
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Groundwater. Groundwater is water contained in a saturated zone at some depth below the ground
surface. When evaluating the project activity, it is important to determine if either the quantity or quality
of groundwater supplies will be impacted. Pollutants can be introduced to groundwater by seepage
through soils and by injection through wells. It is also important to consider the interaction between
surface water and groundwater to identify the potential for cross contamination. Contributing factors for
ranking potential impacts to groundwater resources are presented below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
Adverse

•
•
•

•

•
No Impact
Beneficial Impact

A.2.3.8

•
•
•

The activity results in introduction of pollutants to potable groundwater and
is likely to cause groundwater to exceed maximum contaminant level (MCL).
Introduction of pollutants to potable groundwater will not exceed MCL, but
will continue over life of project.
Introduction of pollutants to potable or nonpotable groundwater will contribute
to exceedances ofMCL and/or WQS in combination with other sources.
Withdrawal of surface water or groundwater that supplies surface water
results in disruption of riparian vegetation.
Introduction of pollutants, including sediment, that will contribute to
exceedance of ambient WQS in combination with other sources.
Introduction of nutrients into a water body resulting in the occurrence of algal
blooms more frequently, for extended time periods, or during critical
intervals.
Activity results in withdrawal of groundwater, reduction of infiltration, or
change in groundwater flow direction such that it diminishes seepage or
spring-water inflow into an ecologically significant habitat, such as
wetlands, or that results in modification of threatened or endangered species
habitat.
Withdrawal of groundwater is likely to result in salt water intrusion to
potable aquifer.
Introduction of pollutants to potable groundwater is not likely to cause
groundwater to exceed MCL.
Introduction of pollutants to groundwater source that discharges to surface
water is not likely to cause surface water to exceed ambient WQS.
Activity results in withdrawal of groundwater, reduction of infiltration, or
change in groundwater flow direction that reduces or eliminates inflow to
streams that are not ecologically significant habitat.
Withdrawal of groundwater or reduction in infiltration that lowers the depth
of the groundwater table in unconfined aquifers, but does not impact
vegetation or stream flow, or result in salt water intrusion.
Withdrawal of groundwater results in a reduction of the potentiometric
surface (water-level elevations in wells tapping a confined aquifer).
No introduction of pollutants to groundwater.
No withdrawal of groundwater.
Increase in the quality, quantity, and availability of groundwater, and
reduction of pollutants.

Biological Resources

Biological resources that may be impacted by military and nonmilitary activities include upland and
riparian vegetation; wildlife and/or their habitat; and threatened and endangered species and/or their
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habitat (Figure A-8). Proper management of vegetation, habitat, wildlife, and threatened and endangered
species contributes to the biodiversity and ecosystem integrity of Fort Bliss. Evaluating impacts to
biological resources requires knowledge of the types of plant and animal species present and their
distribution throughout the area, and an understanding of the relationships among species, populations,
and habitat. The evaluation should consider short-, long-term, and cumulative impacts. Following are
examples of factors that contribute to an activity's classification as significant adverse, adverse, or no
impact to biological resources. In addition, if sensitive species are involved, biological consultation under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act may be required. This involves communication with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to obtain a listing of such species in the area. If the project or
activity has the potential to affect a listed species, ongoing consultation may be necessary.
Vegetation. Vegetation provides food and shelter for animals. It also prevents erosion and protects water
quality. Some plant species provide food or habitat during critical life history stages of invertebrate and
vertebrate species. Impacts to vegetation result from clearing land, construction, disturbances associated
with training activities such as off-road vehicle maneuvers and fire, and from nonmilitary activities such
as livestock land grazing. Aquatic vegetation can be impacted directly through water-based construction
and indirectly through increased sedimentation or pollutant loading from land-based activities. When
evaluating the impacts of a project on vegetation, it is important to consider the value of the vegetation in
terms of ecosystem function and its abundance and distribution. A listing of contributing factors used for
evaluating impacts to vegetation is presented below.
Contributing Factors

Significant Adverse

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
Adverse

•
•
•

•

No Impact

•

The activity will result in reduced diversity of terrestrial or aquatic
vegetation.
The activity reduces or eliminates native species or their habitat.
The activity will create conditions conducive to proliferation of non-native,
invasive species.
The activity replaces native vegetation that served as food source or habitat
with vegetation that does not provide food or habitat.
The activity is located in proximity to unique plant populations or
communities or isolated plant populations of scientific interest.
The activity results in the removal of vegetation, which will likely cause
erosion and transport of sediment to waterways, resulting in large-scale
degradation to water resources including arroyo/riparian areas.
The activity involves introduction of pollutants, including sediments and
nutrients, to water bodies that may in tum impact sensitive species habitat.
The activity replaces native vegetation with non-native, but noninvasive
species.
The activity replaces native vegetation that served as food source or habitat
with vegetation that provides food or habitat of lesser value.
The activity requires removal of vegetation, which will likely cause erosion
and transport of sediment to waterways, resulting in the degradation of a
limited amount of water resources including arroyo/riparian areas.
The activity involves introduction of pollutants, including sediments and
nutrients, to water bodies that may in tum impact aquatic vegetation that
serves as habitat for nonsensitive indigenous species.
The activity does not remove vegetation, or the project activity is restricted to
a previously developed area of the cantonment that has already been
disturbed.

A-37

>
VJ
I

00

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
(Vegetation, Wildlife, Threatened or Endangered Species, Habitat)

T-y,

.......

Proposed Action has
potential to affect biologi
resources during

construction or operatio

I

i
Potential to impact vegetation

i

No

I

i

i

Potential to impact wildlife

Potential to impact threatened or
endangered species and other species of
concern (sensitive species)

,

Describe vegetation resources

.

•

- Inventory of vegetation
-- Plant species present (diversity)
-- Distribution of dominant plant
species
-- Describe major plant

+

Characterize habitat
Inventory
--Type
-- Size
-- Distribution
Function and value
-- Rare or unique to region
-- Critical to threatened or endangered
species
-- Critical to sensitive life history
stage of wildlife
-- Habitat for migratory species

- Inventory

- Provide description of distribution,
abundance, and period of occurrences
of sensitive species on Fort Bliss
- Provide description of potential habitat
for sensitive species that do not occur,
but have the potential to occur on Fort
Bliss

-- Species present (diversity)
-- Species distribution in each
major plant community type
-- Relative abundance of wildlife

communities

-- Map major plant communities
-- Acreage estimate for major plant
communities
-- Map arroyo/riparian plant
communities

Potential to impact habitat

Evaluate whether potentially threatened
or sensitive species may be present

Describe wildlife resources

Document reasons
for no potential
impact
determination

I

Perform Biological Resource Evaluation

species

-

Value and function
-- Important nongame wildlife
use areas
-- Commercial or recreational use

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

-- Native or non-native species

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

-- Special interactions with
habitat

~

:r
e:.
"ti

a
=
.,a
a=
= "'=
~ a:
=
< -·
~
::;· c·
=
==
a
=

l1CI
.,

-

;:;· r.n

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

(Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

0

+

ti>

communities

,'

=
-

'O .,

="ti

-n -=

Evaluate potential for military and
nonmilitary activities to impact
habitat

Evaluate potential for military and
nonmilitary activities to affect
sensitive species and/or their habitat
for species that occur on post, or
potential habitats for species not
known to occur on post

- Proximity of project to habitat
- Likelihood or project to disrupt
migratory pathways
- Species likely to be disrupted by
military and nonmilitary

a~

,,

,'

Evaluate potential impact to
wildlife

'JJ

S'

ti>

a
=

ti>

Proximity of project to habitat
- Extent of habitat removal or
degraded

activities

~

I

i

,,

Rank impacts (using contributing factors in Section A.2.3.8)
Consider acute vs. chronic impacts, long-term vs. short-term impacts, and cumulative impacts (Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)

I

Figure A-8. Biological Resources Evaluation Flowchart.

i

I

f

I

Q.

~ a:
-=
"'

Evaluate potential to impact
vegetation
- Proximity of project to natural
vegetation
- Extent of vegetation degradation
- Extent of vegetation removal
- Ability to successfully restore
native populations
- Impacts of nonmilitary activities
on upland and riparian plant

~

0

I

l

~

'

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity improves/enhances vegetation communities, or biodiversity in
the ecosystem.

Habitat. Habitat includes the biological community and the abiotic components within an area. The
biological community is comprised of microbes, fungi, plants, and animals. The abiotic components
consist of the geological features, soil, hydrology, climate and nutrient cycles. Habitat can be defined for
an individual organism, a population, or for an entire biological community. Maintenance of the habitat
is essential to maintenance of the community, population, and individual. When evaluating the impact of
a project on habitat, it is important to consider the type and size of the habitat, the abundance and
distribution of similar habitat types in the local area, and the importance of the habitat to the components
of the biological community, including resident and migratory species. A listing of contributing factors
used to rank habitat impacts is presented below.
Contributing Factors

Significant Adverse

•

•

•
•

;fl~

Adverse

•

"'~~

•

,,,...

No Impact

•
•

••
Beneficial Impact

•

The activity will destroy or damage rare or unique ecosystems (e.g.,
wetlands, arroyo/riparian habitat, conifer forests, pristine areas, important
breeding or nesting grounds or important habitat used during migration).
The activity, alone or in combination with other activities, will impact the
integrity of an ecological system by removing or degrading a large percent
of an ecological association.
The activity will disrupt the flow of resources (e.g., nutrients, water) to or
from unique ecosystems.
The activity will cause or contribute to the introduction of nuisance,
invasive, or pest flora or fauna that may displace native species and alter
existing habitat.
The activity, alone or in combination with other activities, will impact the .
integrity of an ecological system by removing or degrading a relatively
small percent of an ecological association.
The activity will exert a localized and temporary impact on rare or unique
ecosystems.
The activity is located within the cantonment area and will not modify or
otherwise encroach on natural habitat.
There are no rare or unique ecosystems located at or near the proximity of
activity.
The activity improves/enhances the biological community and abiotic
components within an area.

Wildlife. Wildlife includes the amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals that reside in the area. It also
includes numerous bird species that migrate through and to the area. When evaluating the impact of a
project on wildlife it is important to consider such factors as the species or species group distribution and
abundance in the area of influence, the areas of use of important species or species groups, and potential
affects of a project on wildlife diversity.

....

Rank

Contributing Factors

Significant Adverse

•

The activity will reduce or destroy food or habitat of importance to
terrestrial, riparian, or aquatic wildlife.

A-39

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

•
•
•
•
•
Adverse

•
•
•
•

No Impact

•

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity eliminates or degrades important wildlife breeding areas and
migratory routes.
The activity eliminates a native population.
The activity will result in a long- and/or short-term reduction in populations
of wildlife over a relative large area.
The activity will result in the alteration of habitat structure resulting in a
shift and/or reduction in wildlife species diversity.
The activity will create favorable conditions for nuisance, exotic, or pest
species.
The activity will result in a short- and/or long-term reduction in populations
of wildlife in a localized area.
The activity reduces aerial extent of wildlife breeding areas in a localized
area, but does not eliminate them.
The activity results in temporary alteration of wildlife habitat, but not
during critical stages of the species' life cycle.
The activity is located outside of the cantonment area, within a migratory
pathway, but activities do not occur during migrations.
The activity is located within the cantonment area and does not disturb the
habitat, food source, or migratory pathways of wildlife.
The activity improves or enhances the continued existence of wildlife
and/or its habitat.

Threatened and Endangered Species (Sensitive Species). Sensitive species can either be plants or
animals and can be listed by the federal and/or state governments. A list of federal threatened and
endangered species is published in 50 CFR 17 (while the states of New Mexico and Texas maintain their
own lists). To ensure the project will not impact federally listed threatened or endangered species or their
habitat, consultation with the USFWS will take place. The results of this consultation process will be
published in a separate document called a biological assessment. Contributing factors used to rank
impacts to sensitive species follow.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•
•
•

Adverse

•

•
No Impact
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•

The activity is located in an area where sensitive species are present and
these activities are known to have an adverse affect on these species.
The activity will destroy or degrade important habitat of sensitive species.
The activity fragments or encroaches over time on important habitat of
sensitive species.
The activity, alone or in combination with other activities, is likely to
inhibit a species' recovery or the recovery of its habitat.
The activity is likely to have a short-term direct or indirect affect on a very
small percent of a sensitive species or its habitat, but not have a long-term
effect.
The activity will result in temporary disturbance of habitat for sensitive
species.
The activity is located in an area where sensitive species are present, but
they are not sensitive to the actions associated with the activity.
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•
Beneficial Impact

A.2.3.9

•

There are no sensitive species or sensitive species habitat (including
potential habitat) in the proximity of the activity.
The activity improves/enhances the continued existence of a sensitive
species or its habitat.

Cultural Resources

Cultural resources address attributes that are considered important to the nation, state, and local
populations' sense of history and well-being. Cultural resources may be historic and prehistoric
archaeological sites, architectural and landscape sites, or TCPs (see breakdown in Figure A-9). These
resources on installation training grounds are primarily affected by the siting and construction of new
buildings and infrastructure. Sometimes they can be affected by changes in use of, or access to, resource
areas. When evaluating the potential impact of a project on cultural resources, it is important to consider
proximity of the project site, and the potential to discover previously unanticipated or undocumented
cultural resources. These considerations must take place in accordance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). In addition, NEPA-related actions will require consultation and
review by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Advisory Council for Historic
Preservation (ACHP). Contributing factors for ranking impacts associated with cultural resources are
provided below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•

•

.~

..

•

..

•

,

•
·~

Adverse

•
•

•

The activity will destroy an archaeological, historical, or other cultural site
that is listed on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
The activity involves construction, repair, or maintenance affecting features
that contribute to a historic property's significance that do not meet the
Secretary of the Interior's standards.
The activity will permanently introduce visual, audible, or atmospheric
elements that are out of character with the historic property or alter its
setting when setting contributes to the property's qualifications for the
NRHP.
The activity will permanently restrict access as appropriate to property type
to an archaeological, historical, or other cultural site that is listed on or
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
The activity will alter the landscape around an archaeological, historical, or
other cultural site and degrade the aesthetic value of its existing setting.
The activity is located in an area where there is a high probability of finding
artifacts of archaeological, historical, or other cultural value, and no plan
exists for evaluating and recovering artifacts prior to the start of the project.
The activity will temporarily restrict access or change the setting
appropriate to the property type to an archaeological, historical, or other
cultural site that is listed on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
The activity involves construction, repair, or maintenance affecting features
that contribute to a historic property's significance that meet the Secretary
of Interior's standards.
The activity will alter the landscape around an archaeological, historical, or
other cultural property, but measures are taken to protect the aesthetic value
of its existing setting.
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Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors
•

No Impact

•

•

•
•
•

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity is located in an area where there is a high probability of finding
artifacts of archaeological, historical, or other cultural value, but a plan
exists for evaluating and recovering artifacts prior to the start of the project.
The activity will not affect access as appropriate to property type to an
archaeological, historical, or other cultural site that is listed on or eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP.
The activity does not involve construction, repair, or maintenance affecting
features that contribute to a historic property's significance that meet the
Secretary of Interior's standards.
The activity will have no impact on the visual or audio setting of an
archaeological, historical, or other cultural property.
The activity is not located in the vicinity of an archaeological, historic, or
other cultural site listed on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
The site of the activity has been surveyed and there has been a no properties
determination by DOE of finding artifacts of archaeological, historical, or
other cultural value.
The activity benefits/enhances an archaeological, historical or other cultural
site that is listed or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

A.2.3.10 Noise
Transportation (aircraft, and land-based traffic) and construction activ1ties are major sources of
environmental noise. Besides damaging hearing of humans, noise also interferes with communication,
interrupts sleep, causes stress, and generally impacts the quality of life. Noise can also have an adverse
impact on domestic animals and wildlife. When considering the project, it is important to determine ifthe
project will create unacceptable noise levels (Figure A-10). The review should evaluate both
nonimpulsive (e.g., persistent traffic) and impulsive noise (sonic boom, explosion). Contributing factors
for noise are provided below (Finegold et al., 1994).

Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

...

•
•
•
•
•
•

Adverse

•
•

The activity will expose populated areas to day-night noise levels
(nonimpulsive) of 75 decibels (dB) or greater.
The activity will expose populated areas to C-weighted day-night noise
level (CDNL) (i.e., impulsive sonic boom) of 70 dB and greater.
The activity (e.g., artillery, munitions, blasting) will expose populated areas
to a single peak sound pressure level (dBP) greater or equal to 139 dBP.
The activity will cause speech interference because indoor sound levels are
expected to exceed 82 dB.
The activity results in substantial likelihood of hearing loss because indoor
sound levels are above 84 dB.
Noise levels associated with the activity are expected to cause domestic
animals and wildlife injury, abandonment of habitat, or mortality.
The activity will expose populated areas to day-night noise levels
(nonimpulsive) between 65 and 75 dB.
The activity will expose populated areas to CDNL between 62 and 70 dB.
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Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors
•
•
•
•

No Impact

•
•
•

The activity (e.g., artillery, munitions, blasting) will expose populated areas
to a single dBP between 115 and 138 dB.
The activity will cause speech interference because indoor sound levels are
between 82 and 60 dB.
The activity creates a slight to moderate likelihood of hearing loss when
indoor sound levels are between 75 and 80 dB.
The activity causes wildlife or domestic animals to display startle effects,
including fleeing the area, alteration in productivity, reproduction, growth,
or parenting behavior.
The activity will expose populated areas to day-night noise levels (nonimpulsive) of 65 dB or less.
The activity will expose populated areas to CDNL of 62 dB or less.
The activity (e.g., artillery, munitions, blasting) will expose populated areas
to a single dBP lower than or equal to 115 dB.

A.2.3.11 Safety
For the proposed action and each alternative, the elements of the proposal that have the potential to affect
safety are evaluated relative to the degree to which the activity increases or decreases safety risks to
military personnel, the public, and property (Figure A-11). Ground and fire safety are assessed for the
potential to increase risk, and the unit's capability to manage that risk by limiting exposure, respond to
emergencies, and suppress fires.
In considering explosive safety, projected changed uses and handling requirements are compared to
current issues and practices. If a unique situation is anticipated to develop as a result of a proposal, the
capability to manage that situation is assessed. Analysis of aircraft flight risks correlates projected Class
A mishap rates with current use of the airspace to consider the magnitude of change in risk associated
with the proposal. Finally, when the changes in risk arising from the proposals are considered in
individually and collectively, assessments can be made about the adequacy of disaster response planning,
and the need for new or modified procedures and requirements that may be necessary as a result of the
action. Contribution factors for ranking safety impacts are presented below.

Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•
•

Adverse

•
•
•

Fire protection/fire response requirements exceed existing infrastructure
capability.
Explosive storage locations and capacities exceed levels that are applicable
or suitable for waivers.
Ordnance or missile use potentially exposes land areas beyond reservation
boundaries to either projectile, overflight, or ground impact.
Activities associated with proposals create needs for waivers to surface
danger zone (SDZ) safety requirements.
Activities associated with proposals create needs for waivers to SDZ safety
requirements.
Activities associated with proposals increase aviation activities to the extent
that airspace congestion results or projected Class A mishaps indicate a
substantially increased risk to public safety.
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Rank (Continued)

Contributing Factors

No Impact

•
•
•
•

Beneficial Impact

•

All fire safety standards remain satisfied.
All explosive safety standards remain satisfied.
Adequate safety buffers (SD Zs) exist for use of all ordnance and missiles.
Although levels of aviation may change, projected Class A mishaps
associated with these changed levels do not reflect any significant increased
risk.
The activity decreases or eliminates a safety risk to military personnel, the
public, and/or property.

A.2.3.12 Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern
When considering the impact of an activity on the management of hazardous materials and items of
special concern (Figure A-12), it is important to evaluate the usage and storage of hazardous material in
addition to the storage and disposal requirements for ranking impacts associated with hazardous waste.
Items of special concern include: medical and biohazardous waste, low-level radioactive waste, radon,
asbestos, lead-based paint, pesticides, PCBs, and petroleum storage tanks. Contributing factors for
ranking impacts from hazardous materials and items of special concern are:
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

•

Adverse

•
•
•

•
No Impact
Beneficial Impact

•
•
•

Permanent or temporary storage tanks at the activity site are not equipped
with leak detection mechanisms, secondary containment systems, spill and
overfill protection, or other safety services.
Hazardous material or hazardous wastes handling, storage, or disposal
systems or practice pose a threat of release to the environment and to public
health.
The activity involves exceptions to approved long-term generation, storage,
and/or disposal oflarge quantities of hazardous wastes.
The activity involves exceptions to approved long-term management of
large quantities of hazardous materials.
The activity requires exceptions to approved removal and disposal of
structural materials that contain hazardous materials (e.g., lead-based
paints, asbestos).
The activity requires exceptions to the management of hazardous materials,
approved handling, storage, and use.
The activity will not generate hazardous waste.
The activity will not require hazardous materials management.
The activity will reduce or eliminate the use, generation, storage, or
disposal of hazardous materials and items of special concern.

A.2.3.13 Socioeconomic Resources
This resource group includes demographics, economic development, housing, and community services
and facilities (Figure A-13).
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Rank impacts (using contributing factors in Section A.2.3.13)
Consider long-term vs. short-term impacts, and cumulative impacts (Consult with the Fort Bliss DOE)
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Figure A-13. Socioeconomic Resources Evaluation Flowchart.
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Demo2raphics. An environmental assessment typically includes an evaluation of potential impacts of the
project on population demographics. This information contributes to the evaluation of the other elements
of socioeconomic resources. Important information includes employment rates, migration rates, birth and
death rates. When evaluating impacts to a local population, it may be appropriate to characterize changes
in the age, sex, and ethnic composition of the population; as well as education attainment, income, and
.residential stability. Contributing factors for ranking impacts pertaining to population changes are
presented as follows.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•

•
•
Adverse

•

No Impact.

•
•

•
Beneficial Impact

•

Within the economic ROI, the activity will create or contribute to an
excursion above or below the existing forecasted population beyond a
community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will cause a change in the population demographics that could
potentially disrupt employment patterns or provision of services.
The activity will result in the dislocation of portions of the local population
due to loss of jobs or increases in property values.
Within the economic ROI, the activity will create or contribute an excursion
above or below the existing forecasted population by approaching a
community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will result in a short-term influx of workers.
Within the economic ROI, the activity will create or contribute to an
excursion above or below the existing forecasted population by less than a
community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity does not require additional people to be permanently or
temporarily introduced to the area.
The activity will enhance, or improve education attainment, household
income, residential stability, and related demographic factors.

Economic Development. The effects of a project on the economy depend on the size of the project, in
terms of project expenditure and employment, and the duration of the project. In evaluating the potential
economic impacts of the project, it is important to quantify any direct impacts associated with the project
and to evaluate the ability of the region of concern to accommodate such changes. In general, a more
rigorous analysis of economic impacts is required for larger, more complex projects. Contributing factors
for ranking impacts associated with economic issues are presented below.
Contributing Factors
Significant Adverse

•
•
•
•
•
•
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The activity will cause unemployment to increase beyond a community's
historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will cause household income to decrease beyond a
community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will reduce the bond rating of local municipalities.
The multiplier effect of direct unemployment associated with the activity
will dampen the economic activity.
Reduced economic activity associated with the unemployment caused by
the activity will cause secondary unemployment.
The activity will cause a permanent reduction in military personnel which
will significantly reduce expenditures in the local economy causing reduced
economic growth and secondary unemployment.
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Adverse

•
•

No Impact
Beneficial Impact

•
•

The activity will cause unemployment to increase to a degree approaching a
community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will cause household income to decrease to a degree
approaching a community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity does not result in changes to employment or income.
The activity will increase employment/income, economic growth, and
secondary employment.

Housing. When evaluating the potential impact of the project on housing, it is important to consider the
availability of housing and the cost of housing relative to demand and income. It is also important to
identify whether existing housing meets Army regulation standards or if the project has the potential to
impact the value of residential property. Contributing factors for ranking impacts associated with housing
issues are presented below.
Contributing Factors

Significant Adverse

•
•
•
•
•

Adverse

•

No Impact

•
•
•

Beneficial Income

•

The activity will create a shortage of affordable housing or will increase
housing prices.
The activity results in housing that does not meet Army standards.
The activity will cause property values to decline.
The activity will adversely affect the availability of mortgages or mortgage
insurance.
The activity will cause forecasted vacancy rates to increase or decrease
beyond a community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will cause forecasted vacancy rates to increase or decrease by
approaching a community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity does not impact property values.
The activity does not require an influx of new inhabitants or relocation of
existing ones, therefore the housing resource is not impacted.
The activity will cause forecasted vacancy rates to increase, yet remain
below a community's historic ability to accommodate change.
The activity will improve property values, increase availability of
affordable housing, and improve the community's ability to accommodate
growth/change.

Community Services and Facilities. Community services refer to both public and private services onand off-post that serve area residents. Community services include primary, secondary, and adult
education; health care; social services; police, fire and rescue; and recreational and cultural activities.
When evaluating a project, it is important to consider existing and projected capacity to provide services,
current and future changes in demand, and access to community services. Contributing factors for
ranking impacts associated with community service issues are presented as follows.
Contributing Factors

Significant Adverse

•
•
•

Changes caused by the activity will result in a shortage of community
services.
Changes caused by the activity will result in long-term unused capacity of
community services.
The activity provides redundant services and will result in long-term excess
capacity for community services.
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•

•

Adverse

•
•

No Impact

•
•

Beneficial Impact

•

The activity will require the number of service positions for any category
(e.g., teachers, fire, police) to increase beyond a community's historic
ability to accommodate change.
Changes caused by the activity will result in short-term changes in demand,
either increased or decreased, for community services.
The activity provides redundant services, but any unused capacity is
expected to be temporary.
The activity will require the number of service positions for any category
(e.g., teacher, fire, police) approaching a community's historic ability to
accommodate change.
The activity does not impact demand for community services.
The activity will require the number of service positions for any category
(e.g., teacher, fire, police) to remain below a community's historic ability to
accommodate change.
The activity will improve/enhance services such as education, health care,
police/fire protection, and recreational and cultural activities.

A.2.3.14 Environmental Justice
Executive Order (E0)12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
appropriate,
and Low-income Populations provides that each federal agency address, as
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income populations. Guidance for implementing this EO has
not been finalized by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). Methodologies for evaluating
environmental justice are generally developed on a project-specific basis and reviewed by federal
agencies as part of the NEPA documentation process.
Significance criteria are not utilized for Environmental Justice in this PEIS. However, factors to be
considered in determining disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income
populations include the following: whether potential health and environmental effects are significant or
above generally accepted norms; whether the risk or rate of exposure or the impact to minority or lowincome populations appreciably exceeds or is likely to appreciably exceed that of the general population;
how ecological, cultural, human health, economic, or social impacts are interrelated to impacts on the
natural or physical environment; and whether the effects would occur in populations affected by
cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from environmental hazards.
A.2.4

Impact Evaluation

Evaluation of the environmental impacts associated with Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 of the PEIS is based on
the contributing factors defined for each of the resource groups described in Section A.2.0. The following
describes how implementation of planning, construction, and demolition programs, and continuation of
ongoing and possible future mission activities were evaluated for potential impacts. Similarly, the
following sections guide future program and project development.
Mission Activities. Training impacts are based on similar resource group assessments as those described
below for Master Plan projects. However, instead of evaluating phases of construction/operation, impacts
are assessed for the major military units' activities and training exercises that are conducted. It is
important to note that not all group attributes are impacted by mission activities occurring at Fort Bliss.
The rankings used for the training and exercise activities' section are based on ranks and parameters
described in the DA Training Circular 5-400, Unit Leaders' Handbook for Environmental Stewardship.
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Master Plan Projects. When evaluating Master Plan projects, the potential impacts to each resource
group and group attributes are evaluated for project siting, construction and operation phases. The Master
Plan projects evaluated in the PEIS represent the types of projects that would typically occur at Fort Bliss.
The evaluation of the cumulative impact of the Master Plan, and its projects, is performed using
Table A-2. This table summarizes the impacts of the Master Plan projects being evaluated. For example,
a project that is ranked for significant adverse impact during operations, and adverse impact during
construction, receives an overall rank of significant adverse impact.

.

T a ble A-2 P ro1ec
. t E va1ua ti on M a t nx
.
Project Title:
Environmental Resource Category

Mission
Activity

Facility
Environmental
Real Estate
Construction
Resource
Action
and Demolition Manaf,!ement

Land Use,
Infrastructure, and
Aesthetics

Land Use Evaluation
Fort Bliss Land Use
• Main Cantonment
• Training Complex
Off-post Land Use
Infrastructure (Transportation,
Utilities, Energy, Communications)
Visual/Aesthetics
Airspace Use
Airspace Use
• Airports
• Controlled/Uncontrolled
Airspace
Restricted
Airspace
•
MTRs
Earth Resources
Geology
Minerals and Energy
Soils
Air Quality
Air
Water Resources
Groundwater
Surface Water
Biological
Vegetation
Resources
Wetlands and Arroyo-riparian
Areas
Wildlife
Sensitive Species
Cultural Resources Archaeological Sites, Historic and
Prehistoric Archaeological
Resources
Architectural and Landscape
Resources
TCPs
Noise
Vehicles
Aircraft
Impulse-artillery/Missile Firing
Industrial
Safety
Ground Safety
Flight Safety
Ordnance and Explosive Safety

•
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.

T a ble A-2 P roiec
. t E va1ua ti on M a t nx
. (C ontinue d)
Pro_ject Title:
Environmental Resource Category

Hazardous
Materials and Items
of Special Concern
Socioeconomic
Resources

Environmental
Justice
Operations
Totals

Mission
Activity

Facility
Environmental
Real Estate
Construction
Resource
Action
and Demolition Manaf(ement

Hazardous Materials
Items of Special Concern
Population/Demographics
Economic Development
Housing
Community Services and Facilities
Economy
Environmental Justice
Ability to Meet Mission

•
0

D
LEGEND:

A.2.5

e

+

= Significant Adverse Impact. 0 = Adverse Impact. a = No Impact (no effect on resource attribute, or
attribute not present). +=Beneficial Impact: S =Short-term, L =Long-term.

Fort Bliss Environmental Management Programs

The Fort Bliss environmental management programs are directly applicable to all lands on the Main
Cantonment Area (including Biggs AAF), the South Training Areas, the Dona Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and military activities on McGregor Range. The environmental management program on
McGregor Range interfaces with the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) White Sands Resource
Management Plan (RMP) (BLM, 1988b) through the McGregor Range Resource Management Plan
Amendment (RMPA)(BLM, 1990a). The responsibilities of Fort Bliss and the BLM are specified in a
1990 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) concerning policies, procedures, and responsibilities related
to land use planning and resource management of McGregor Range (Appendix D). Agency
responsibilities are summarized in Table A-3.
The BLM recognizes Fort Bliss missions have priority use of McGregor Range and will secure Fort Bliss
concurrence before authorizing any nonmilitary uses. BLM has managerial responsibilities for the public
uses of the withdrawn land as enumerated in Public Law (PL) 99-606. However, the daily uses are
subordinate to the military missions and uses of McGregor Range. Fort Bliss must concur with and/or
provide stipulations or approval modifications to BLM managed actions prior to BLM approval of the action.
A cooperative agreement exists for management of the ACEC between the BLM, Fort Bliss, and NMSU, as
referenced in the MOU. Similarly, the BLM and Fort Bliss recognize the New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish (NMDGF) as the agency responsible for wildlife (including game species) population management.
In a combined effort, the Fort Bliss ITAM team developed the SiteRep system as a means to identify and
prioritize degraded training sites/areas for potential rehabilitation based on the requirements of the training
mission, environmental influences, and resources available. This system is based upon two Army regulations:

a.
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. ~or E nv1ronmentaIResource M ana2ement o fM c Gre2or R an2e
Ta ble A-3 A.gency R espons1.bil"dies

Lands
NEPA compliance lead agency
• Nonmilitary and third party activity
• Military activity
Nonmilitarv demand leases
Minerals
Salable (sand, gravel, fill dirt, borrows, caliche, and
building stone)
Leasable (oil and gas, geothermal)
Locatable (precious metals, etc.)
Ve2etation Mana2ement
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

....

Rani:i;eland Mana2ement
Livestock grazing
Rangeland improvements
• Wildlife and livestock water
• Maintenance and construction of livestock control
fences, water pipelines, tanks, tubs, wells, windmills,
wildlife waters
Outside impact and military use areas
Inside impact and military use areas
• Fire breaks along McGregor Range boundary where
appropriate
Wildlife
Game species population management
Habitat Mana2ement
Wildlife habitat management activities
Wildlife and habitat monitoring
Special Status Species Mana2ement
Compliance with federal and state laws affecting
endangered, threatened, candidate, or sensitive plants and
animals
Nonmilitary actions
Military actions
Recovery plans
Sikes Act Stamp Program

Animal damage control
Activities administered by BLM
Military activities
Recreation
General
Hunting

Withdrawn Lands

Army Fee-owned
Lands

BLM
Fort Bliss
BLM

BLM
Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss

BLM

BLM

BLM
BLM

BLM
BLM

BLM/Fort Bliss/
New Mexico State
University (NMSU)

NIA

BLM
BLM
BLM/Fort Bliss
BLM

BLM
BLM
BLM/Fort Bliss
BLM

BLM
Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss

BLM
Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss

NMDGF/BLM

NMDGF/BLM/
Fort Bliss

BLM
BLM

Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss/BLM

BLM
Fort Bliss
BLM
NMDGF/BLM/
Fort Bliss
BLM
BLM
Fort Bliss

Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss
NMDGF/BLM/
Fort Bliss
BLM
BLM
Fort Bliss

BLM
NMDGF/BLM/
Fort Bliss

BLM/Fort Bliss
NMDGF/BLM/
Fort Bliss
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Table A-3. Agency Responsibilities for Environmental Resource Management of McGregor
Ran2e (Continued)
Cultural Resources
Compliance or third party undertakings
Military undertakings
Mitieation
Wilderness Study Area Manaeement
Management
Compliance
Watershed
Fire
Nonmilitarv fire sunnression
Military fire sunnression
Prescribed burns
Law Enforcement
Nonmilitary activities/personnel
Military activities/personnel
Roads
Maintenance
Planning

b.

BLM
Fort Bliss

BLM/Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss

BLM/Fort Bliss
BLM/Fort Bliss
BLM

NIA
NIA
Fort Bliss

BLM
Fort Bliss
BLM

BLM
Fort Bliss
BLM/Fort Bliss

BLM
Fort Bliss/BLM

Fort Bliss/BLM
Fort Bliss

BLM/Fort Bliss
BLM/Fort Bliss

BLM/Fort Bliss
BLM/Fort Bliss

AR 350-XX (Draft), Integrated Training Area Management (!TAM), 20 January 1997.

The following describes the Fort Bliss SiteRep process and the basic steps involved its implementation.
1. Upon observing degradation of a training area, an assessor completes the data survey sheet, SiteRep
Form A (Attachment 6) and sends the form to the IT AM Coordinator.
2. After receiving SiteRep Form A, the ITAM team will investigate the site and complete SiteRep
Form B (Attachment 7). The data will be entered into digital format using Microsoft Office - Access
data forms. The permanent digital record of the observation, known as the SiteRep file can be used
later in other applications such as assessment of cumulative impact. A high score for a given site is
an indicator of a potential need for rehabilitation.
3. The IT AM team will use a GIS to evaluate the digital data. The GIS will analyze the SiteRep data for
locational relationships with threatened, endangered, or sensitive species, Waters of the U.S.,
wetlands, riparian, soils, vegetation, precipitation, terrain, regulatory conflicts, and national historic
register issues. The sensitivity of protected locational data will be respected.
4. After the GIS analysis is complete, the SiteRep data will be returned to the IT AM Coordinator for
potential inclusion as a rehabilitation project. For those projects assigned high priority for action, the
IT AM team, working with available expertise and resources, will develop a proposed rehabilitation
prescription.
5. The DOE NEPA team will review all proposed rehabilitation prescriptions to determine concurrence
or further requirements. Concurred rehabilitation prescriptions will be briefed to the Commander,
U.S. Army Combined Arms Support Battalion (USACASB) for input/feedback, and prioritized by the
Director of Plans, Training, Mobilization, and Security (DPTMS) for potential implementation
(resource dependent).
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Attachment 1:
Project Screening Criteria and List of Categorical
Exclusions (CX) From AR-200-2
Project Screening Criteria
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

This action is not a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.
There are minimal or no individual or cumulative effects on the environment as a result of this action.
There is no environmentally controversial change to existing environmental conditions.
There are no extraordinary conditions associated with this project.
This project does not involve the use of unproven technology.
This project involves no greater scope or size than is normal for this category of action.
There is no potential of an already poor environment being further degraded.
This action does not degrade an environment that remains close to its natural condition.
There are no threatened or endangered species (or critical habitat), significant archaeological
resources, National Register or National Register-eligible historical sites, or other statutorily protected
resources.
10. This action will not adversely affect prime or unique agricultural lands, coastal zones, wilderness
areas, aquifers, floodplains, wild and scenic rivers, or other areas of critical environmental concern.

List of Categorical Exclusions (CX)

....

.,,,,

A-1.

Normal personnel, fiscal, and administrative activities involving military and civilian personnel
(recruiting processing, paying, and records keeping).

A-2.

Law and order activities performed by military policy and physical plan protection and security
personnel, excluding formulation and/or enforcement of hunting and fishing policies or regulations
that differ substantively from those in effect on surrounding non-Army lands .

A-3.

Recreation and welfare activities not involving off-road recreational vehicle management.

A-4.

Commissary and Post Exchange (PX) operations, except where hazardous material is stored or
disposed.

A-5.

Routine repair and maintenance of buildings, roads, airfields, grounds, equipment, and other
facilities, to include the layaway of facilities, except when requiring application or disposal of
hazardous or contaminated materials.

A-6.

Routine procurement of goods and services, including routine utility services.

A-7.

Construction that does not significantly alter land use, provided the operation of the project, when
completed, would not of itself have a significant environmental impact; this includes grant to
private lessees for similar construction (REC required).

A-8.

Simulated war games and other tactical and logistical exercises without troops.

A-9.

Training entirely of an administrative classroom nature.

"""

A-10. Storage of materials, other than ammunition, explosives, pyrotechnics, nuclear, and other
hazardous or toxic materials.
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A-11. Operations conducted by established laboratories within enclosed facilities where:
a. All airborne emissions, waterborne effluents, external radiation levels, outdoor noise, and solid
bulk waste disposal practices are in compliance with existing federal, state, local laws and
regulations.
b. No animals that must be captured from the wild are used as research subjects, excluding
reintroduction projects (REC required).
A-12. Developmental and operational testing on a military installation, where the tests are conducted in
conjunction with normal military training and maintenance activities so that the tests produce only
incremental impacts, if any, and provided that the training and maintenance activities have been
adequately assessed, where required, in other Army environmental documents (REC required).
A-13. Routine movement of personnel; routine handling and distribution of nonhazardous and hazardous
materials in conformance with DA, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT), and state regulations.
A-14. Reduction and realignment of civilian and/or military personnel that fall below the thresholds for
reportable actions as prescribed by statue or AR 5-10 (REC required).
A-15. Conversion of commercial activities (CA) to contract performance of services from in-house
performance under the provisions of U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 4100.15.
A.16. Preparation of regulations, procedures, manuals and other guidance documents that implement,
without substantive change, the applicable Headquarters (HQ), DA, or other federal agency
regulations, procedures, manuals, and other guidance documents that have been environmentally
evaluated.
A-17. Acquisition, installation, and operation of utility and communication systems, data processing,
cable, and similarly electronic equipment that use existing ROWs, easements, distribution systems,
and facilities.
A-18. Activities that identify or grant permits to identify the state of the existing environment (for
example, inspections, surveys, and investigations) without alteration of that environment or
capture of wild animals.
A-19. Deployment of military units on a temporary duty (TDY) basis where existing facilities are used
and the activities to be performed have no significant impact on the environment (REC required).
A-20. Grants of easements for the use of existing rights-of-way for use by vehicles; electrical, telephone,
and other transmission and communication lines; transmitter and relay facilities; water, waste
water, storm water, and irrigation pipelines, pumping stations, and facilities; and for similarly
public utility and transportation uses (REC required).
A-21. Grants of leases, licenses, and permits to use existing Army-controlled property for non-Army
activities, provided there is an existing land use plan that has been environmentally assessed and
the activity will be consistent with that plan (REC required).
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A-22. Grants of consent agreements to use a government-owned easement in a manner consistent with
existing Army use of the easement; disposal of excess easement areas to the underlying fee owner
(REC required).
A-23. Grants of licenses for the operation of telephone, gas, water electricity, community television
antenna, and other distribution systems normally considered as public utilities (REC required).
A-24. Transfer of real property administrative control within the Army, to another military department,
or other federal agency, including the return of public domain lands to the U.S. Department of the
Interior (DOI) and reporting of property available for outgranting; and grants of leases, licenses,
permits, and easements for use of excess or surplus property without significant changes in land
use (REC required).
A-25. Disposal of uncontaminated buildings and other improvements for removal off-site (REC
required).
A-26. Studies that involve no commitment of resources other than manpower (REC required).
A-27. Study and test activities within the procurement program for Military Adaptation of Commercial
Items for items manufactured in the U.S. (REC required).
A-28. Development of table organization and equipment documents, no fixed location or site.
A-29. Grants of leases, licenses, and permits to use DA property for or by another governmental entity
when such permission is predicated upon compliance with the NEPA (REC required).
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Attachment 2: TRADOC Form 161 (Categorical Exclusion - CX)
CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION (CX)
(40CFRl500-1508)
FROM: (Proponent Action Officer & Phone Number)

TO: (Environmental Office)

I. I
Project Number

IDENTIFICATION
Project Title

Brief Description (A copy of DD Form 1391. Military Construction Project Data, or another description prepared to meet another requirement
may be attached as appropriate.)

Applicable Categorical Exclusion(s) (CX)

Reasons for Categorically Excluding Proposal

Phone Number

Name and Signature of the Proponent of Action

II. I
Concur

Date

CONCURRENCE/NONCONCURRENCE
Non concur

Reasons for Nonconcurrence

Name and Signature of Environmental Coordinator

TRADOC
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Replaces TRADOC Form 161-R, Jan 77, which 1s obsolete.
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Attachment 3: Fort Bliss Form 88
RANGE AND MANEUVER AREA REQUEST
TO:
Cdr, THRU:
USAADACENFB
ATTN: ATZC-8-C
Range Scheduling

ARMY DATE

USAF OCCUPATION
TIMES

RCVD:

USMC RANGE
AREAS

DATE:

FROM:

USN
WEAPON

-

RESERVE

PURPOSE

-

FIRING
TIMES

NG

-

ILLUM

OTHER
MAX
ORD
FOR
ART

#OF PERS

REMARKS: (Aerial Targets, Special Target Requirements, Area & Time of Target Presentation, etc.)

PYROTECHNICS:( Grid/Date/Time)

BLACKOUT MARCH: (Grid/Date/Time)

POC: (Rank/Name/Date)

SIGNATURE:

DATE:

CO-USE INFORMATION
POC: (PRINT/NAME/PHONE)
(SIGNATURE)

UNIT

#
PERS

DATE

AREA

VEHICLES

FB Form 88
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Attachment 3: Fort Bliss Form 88 (Continued)

Environmental and Archaeological Assessment
T():

Cdr USAADACENFB
ATTN: ATZC-B-C
Range Scheduling

THRU:

Cdr, USAADACENFB
ATTN: ATZC-DOE
Fort Bliss, TX 79916

-

FR()M:

Request the location for action described below be evaluated for environmental and archaeological
impact. Request approvals, changes, and restrictions be noted as appropriate.

Signature

Date

Type of Operation:
Start Date:
Number of Vehicles:
MANEUVER AREA

End Date:
Track:

Total:

ACTIVITY

REMARKS:

Number of Personnel:
Wheel:
GRID
COORDINATES

LOCATION
IS:

CHANGE/
RESTRICTION

FOR OPERATION/ACTION

_ _ Recommend approval
_ _ Recommend approval w/changes

Requesting unit agrees with and will implement the
evaluation action with noted restrictions/changes

DPTMS Representative
DATE
LOCATION FOR OPERATION/ACTION
IS:

__

Recommend approval
Recommend approval w/changes

Signature of Unit Representative
DOE Representative
FB Form 88
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Attachment 4: Format for Record of Environmental Consideration - REC (AR 200-2)*,
Modified for Fort Bliss

To: (Environmental Officer)
From: (Proponent)
Project Title:
Brief Description:

Anticipated date/or duration of proposed action: (Month/year)
Reason for using record of environmental consideration (choose one):
a. Adequately covered in an (EA, EIS) entitled (name), (dated).
(location).

The EA/EIS may be reviewed at

OR,

b. Is categorically excluded under the provisions of CX
, AR 200-2, Appendix A, and no
extraordinary circumstances exist as defined in paragraph 4-3, because:

(Date)

Project Proponent - Commander or Decision Maker

(Date)

Director ofEnvironment or Formally Designated Representative

*Variation from this fonnat is acceptable provided basic infonnation and approvals are included in any modified document
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Attachment 5
SAMPLE ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY

PROPOSED CAR WASH FACILITY

Prepared for:
DPWL- REAL PROPERTY

Prepared by: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Date _ _ __
Clyde S. Durham, REM 7619

SJA Review:

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Date - - - -

Approving Official: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Date _ _ __
Keith Landreth, Director, DOE
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ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY
PROJECT NAME

I. Executive Summary and Recommendations

II. Property Identification

III. Review of Government Records and Maps
IV. Current and Past Site Activities

V. Review of Adjacent Site Activities

VI. Review of Hazardous Substance Management Activities At and Adjacent to Site
VII. Visual Inspection
VIII. Review of Title
IX. References
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ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY
PROPOSED CAR WASH FACILITY

I. Executive Summary and Recommendations
A portion of property on the Fort Bliss main cantonment area has been identified as the site for a car
washing facility. The site is located in a vacant area between two existing Army Air Force Exchange
Service (AAFES) facilities (map enclosed). One of the facilities is primarily engaged in dispensing
gasoline. The underground tanks at this site were discovered to be leaking in 1991. The tanks were
repaired at that time and continue to be in service. A sub-surface investigation conducted at the service
station in 1994 indicates contamination from the leak was migrating away from the proposed car wash
site. The soil borings nearest the proposed site were free from contamination. A utility pole, serving the
service station, on the northern edge of the proposed site, is supporting three transformers that are clearly
labeled "No PCBs". A pole on the western edge of the property is supporting a single transformer that is
labeled as having been tested and certified PCB-free. A review of aerial photographs and interviews with
Fort Bliss Archeology and Historical Architect personnel indicate the property was acquired for Fort Bliss
in the 1890s. Prior to that time the property was undeveloped rangeland. The only structures known to
occupy the site are horse stables, probably between 1925 and 1950. No industrial activity is known, or
suspected to have taken place at the site. A site visit indicated no evidence of dumping, petroleum
contamination, or hazardous waste contamination. The proposed site is adjacent to the Fort Bliss Main
Post Historic District and, as such, is included in the Fort Bliss Post Historic District Viewshed. The Fort
Bliss Historical Architect shall review plans for visual conformity prior to any construction in this area.
II. Property Identification
The site is identified on a map, supplied to Fort Bliss DOE personnel by DPWL - Real Property, as a
parcel of land bounded by Custer Road on the east, Doniphan Road to the west and being 115 feet north
to south, between the lots occupied by Building 198 and Building 199.
III. Review of Government Records and Maps
Fort Bliss records indicate the property was obtained in the 1890s. Aerial photographs in the possession
of DOE, Historical Architect personnel show stables on the site in the mid-1940s. A review of historical
maps indicates the stables were constructed after 1925. Available records do not indicate when the
stables were demolished. According to historical maps, no other structures have occupied the site during
Fort Bliss's ownership of the property.
IV. Current and Past Site Activities
Prior to Fort Bliss ownership the proposed site was vacant rangeland. The only know past use of the site
was for stables and associated equine activities. The site is currently vacant land covered with a blanket
of gravel. The site could possibly be used occasionally for vehicle parking, however, there was no
evidence to indicate that this has been the case.
V. Review of Adjacent Site Activities
Review of available records indicate the historic use for the adjacent property to be the same as the proposed
site, i.e. stables and associated equine activities. Presently, adjacent property uses are as follows:
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North- Building 199, AAFES Auto Detailing Shop and Retail Gasoline sales and vacant land
East - Custer Road and vacant land
South - Building 198, AAFES Equipment and Furniture Rental and vacant land
West - vacant land

VI. Review of Hazardous Substance Management Activities at and Adjacent to Site
There is no history or record of industrial activity or hazardous materials activity at the proposed site.
The AAFES Retail Gasoline station, north of the proposed site, currently has six, 10,000-gallon gasoline
tanks. In January 1991, a gasoline release occurred from one of the tanks. Base personnel repaired the
tanks, contaminated soil in the immediate vicinity of the tanks removed, and fueling operations resumed.
Subsequent investigations (soil borings and soil vapor test), between 1991 and 1994, indicate limited
migration of contamination to the northwest of the tank site (away from proposed car wash site). An
application for site closer is currently pending with Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
(TNRCC). The AFFES Equipment and Furniture Rental facility, south of the proposed site appears to
present little concern in regards to hazardous materials.

VII. Visual Inspection
Mr. Clyde S. Durham, Fort Bliss DOE, on 12 February 1998, conducted a site visit. The site was to be a
vacant lot covered with a gravel blanket. A utility pole, on the north lot line, was observed to be
supporting three transformers bearing labels reading "No PCBs". A pole on the western edge of the
property is supporting a single transformer that is labeled as having been tested and certified PCB-free.
No evidence of dumping, petroleum contamination, or hazardous waste contamination was observed on
the proposed site or adjacent properties.

VIII. Review of Title
A formal review of title was not conducted. The property is known to have been owned by Fort Bliss
since the 1890s.

IX. References
The following Fort Bliss personnel were interviewed pursuant to this report:
Mr. Campbell Ingram, NEPA Coordinator, Jones Technologies, Inc.
Mr. Larry Schoeder, Historic Resources Team, Fort Bliss DOE
Ms. Vicki Hamilton, Historic Resources Team, Fort Bliss DOE
Ms. Dana Potter, Archeological Resources Team, Fort Bliss DOE
Mr. Syed Shahriyar, RCRA Compliance Team, Fort Bliss DOE
Mr. Bob Lenhart, Ph.D., Tank /POL Management Team, Fort Bliss DOE
References consulted (available on request):
-Site Map furnished by Fort Bliss DPWL - Real Property
-Aerial photographs form Historic Resources Team, Fort Bliss DOE
-Historical resource maps from Archeological Resources Team, Fort Bliss DOE
-Revised Final Site Investigation Report For Underground Storage Tanks, Texas Sites, Fort Bliss
Texas from Tank /POL Management Team, Fort Bliss DOE
Site photographs on file at Fort Bliss DOE.
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Attachment 6
SITE REHABILITATION PRIORITIZATION (SiteRep) FORM A
OBSERVATION GRID (UTM):
TRAINING AREA:
OBSERVER:

MAP DATUM:
DATE:
PHONE#:

CIRCLE APPROPRIATE RESPONSES.

..

I

DO YOU WISH TO KNOW THE FINAL PROJECT ASSESSMENT?

YES

I

MILITARY
LAND-TRAINING USE CATEGORY
.···- ·-LOW WATER CROSSING
ROADS/ROAD SHOULDERS
MANEUVER TRAINING
RS ADA SITE, BUVOUAC
SMALL ARMS RANGE
MISSILE/ARTILLERY FIRING POINTS
IMPACT AREAS
OBSERVER/COMMO/RADAR POINTS
OTHER:
·~··--.

...

EXTENT OF DAMAGE:

-

.

NO

--··-

-

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS
..

ESTIMATED (ACRES):
RISK ASSESSMENT
THE OBSERVED DEGRADATION WILL IMPACT TRAINING:
VISIBILITYI ACCESSIBILITY OF SITE:
I HIGH
COMMENTS
DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE LOCATION:

DESCRIPTION OF THE DEGRADATION OR PROBLEM:
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Attachment 7
~JTF, Rl?lfA~H,lTATION

PR111 1117.A.TION (S:

....

1)FORMR

Observation Grid (UTM):
Training Area:
Observer;

Man Datum:
Date:
Phone#;
CIRCLE APPROPRIATE RESPONSES.
MJLIT ARY LAND TRAINING USE CATEGORY
-Low Water Crossin!! (3)
Roads/Road Shoulders (3)
Rs Ada Site Buvouac (2)
Maneuver Trainin11: (2)
Small Arms Ran!!e (2)
Missile/Artillerv Firin!! Points (2)
Imnact Areas ( 1)
Observer/Commo/Radar Points (1)
Other (1 );
ENVTRONMENTAL IMPACTS
EXTENT OF DAMAGE
Estimated< Acres):
Or Gns File Name:
SOIL TYPE
SITE rs LOCATED IN
Silt (3)
Unland-SIOnes (2)
Gravellv Silt (3)
Clav (2)
Basins (1)
Gravellv Clav (2)
Sand (2)
Gravellv Sand (2)
Fxnosed Rock (])
Other
SITE DRAINAGE PATTERN
EROSION TYPE
Primarv Draina!!e (4)
Sheet Erosion (1)
Secondarv Draina!!e (3)
Rill Erosion (2)
Gullv Erosion (3)
Culvert/Rd Draina11:e <2)
Flat Veizetation Area (1)
Other:
THREATENED ENDANGERED OR SENSITIVE SPECIES CONCERNS
I
Yes:
No
I Unknown
RISK ASSESSMENT
No (1)
Yes (l)
The Observed De!!radation Will lmnact Traininri:
Hi!!h (3)
LOW(I)
Moderate (2)
Visibilitv/Accessibilitv Of Site
I
LOW(})
Hi!!h (3)
Moderate (2)
Potential For Rehabilitation Success
I
Na(Q)
Dirt (3)
If Site Is A Road
I
I
I GRADED (2) I GRAVEL(}) I PAVED<OI
COVER TYPE
-··-.
Plains Mesa Grassland (3)
Desert Grassland (3)
Woodlands (3)
Montane Shrub (3)
Barren (3)
Mixed Shrub (2)
Mobile Dnm~!': (2)
Mesauite Dunes (])
REHABILITATION REOUIRED
Reseed
Clean Fill
Culvert
I Dams
Rock
Svnthetic Soil Retention
I Contour
Concrete
Earth Moving
Other:

--

Total Score From Values Of Answers Circled:
Description Of Site Location:

Description Of The Degradation Or Problem:
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B.O

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS BACKGROUND

The CEQ regulations require the scope of an EIS to consider cumulative actions which, when viewed
with the proposed action, may have cumulatively significant impacts. Cumulative impacts are defined as
impacts on the environment which result from the incremental impact of the proposed action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
The ROI defined for the Army activities in this PEIS varies by resource area and represents the
geographic area established for the cumulative effects analysis.
For the purpose of this PEIS, two types of activities have been identified that, in combination with the
proposed action, have the potential for contributing to cumulative impacts. They are:
•

Ongoing or projected military activities in the ROI, including activities at WSMR and Holloman Air
Force Base (HAFB).

•

Nonmilitary activities and plans that affect areas or resources affected by proposed actions.

Sections B. l through B.3 describe activities in each of these areas that are included in the cumulative
impact analysis from a regional viewpoint. Section B.4 describes changes in vegetation cover on Fort
Bliss using June 1986 and June 1996 remote sensing reconnaissance scans. This is an installation
program in its infancy, intended to develop methodologies for LCTA. Discussion of work to date is
limited to available data covering only two observations from which conclusions cannot be drawn.

B.1

,..,

MILITARY ACTIVITIES AT WSMR

The WSMR is part of the DoD's Major Range and Test Facility Base and has, as its primary mission, the
support of research, development, test and evaluation (RDT &E) of Army missile and rocket systems. The
WSMR also supports RDT&E programs by the U.S. Air Force (USAF), Navy, and National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA), and commercial testing concerns. The WSMR has a land area
approximately 100 miles long and 40 miles wide that includes numerous laboratories, facilities, test areas,
and missile launch sites (Figure B-1 ).
The White Sands Missile Range Range-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (U.S. Army, 1998f)
identified ongoing and projected test programs and other missions anticipated at WSMR and within
WSMR airspace. During the 5-year period from 1989 to 1993, WSMR completed an average of 4,366
scheduled missions per year. These include the following:
•

Air-to-air and air-to-surface missile programs. These include projects that test missiles such as the
Advanced Medium-range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM), launched from aircraft against targets in
the air or on the ground. On average, about 200 missions are conducted annually. Typical tests
include captive carry, during which the missile remains attached to a carrier aircraft, and hot firings.

•

Surface-to-air missile programs. On average, about 700 surface-to-air missile missions are conducted
at WSMR annually. These include development and flight testing of the Extended Range Intercept
Technology (ERINT) interceptor missile, testing of Forward Area Air Defense System (F AADS)
such as Stinger missiles, and test firing and tracking of Patriot missiles. Theater High-altitude Air
Defense (THAAD) missile program test activities are also conducted.
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•

Surface-to-surface missile programs. On average, 250 surface-to-surface missions are conducted at
WSMR annually. These include test launches of the ATACMS solid-propellant missiles from
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) launchers (including high explosives tests in approved
areas), flight tests and fire control tests of the solid-propellant Line-of-Sight Anti-tank (LOSAT)
missile, and testing of new propulsion systems for 13 cm and 20 cm guns.

•

Testing of drone target systems. On average, 400 missions are conducted annually of target systems
for Stinger, Chaparral, and Hawk missile programs.

•

Meteorological and upper atmosphere probes. On average, 15 meteorological and upper atmosphere
probes missions have been conducted each year.

•

NASA and space program support. On average, 400 NASA and space program tmss1ons are
conducted annually at WSMR, including the Space Shuttle program, shuttle training aircraft, and
Single Stage Rocket Test program. The WSMR is an alternate landing site for the space shuttle.
Laboratories at NASA's White Sands Test Facility (WSTF) test the compatibility of materials being
considered for use in aerospace applications. The WSTF's tracking and data relay system station
provides satellite data relay services to spacecraft such as the shuttle. NASA operates and maintains a
shuttle training aircraft that provides a realistic simulation of the shuttle landing from 35,000 feet to
touchdown. The Single Stage Rocket Test Program is a U.S. Army Ballistic Missile Defense
Organization program to develop a vertically-launched and recoverable suborbital rocket capable of
lifting up to a 3,000 pound payload and returning to the launch site for a precise soft vertical landing.
The WSMR is providing preflight static testing, hover flight, and rotation flight tests for this program.

•

Equipment components and subsystem tests. On average, 300 such tests are performed at WSMR
annually, and typically include flight testing on helicopter or fixed-wing aircraft.

•

High-energy laser missions. On average, 100 high-energy laser missions are conducted annually at
various approved locations on WSMR.

•

Research and development programs. Research and development programs are primarily in the fields
of nuclear effects (conducted in simulated environments) and research rockets (e.g., sounding
rockets).

•

Special tasks. These special tasks normally consist of small-scale training exercises, indoor testing,
field tests, and explosives ordnance disposal.

In addition, WSMR supports air-to-ground training at Red Rio and Oscura Target Complexes and air-toair training in its Restricted Areas.

These WSMR mission activities in the southern portion of the installation are coincident with Fort Bliss
mission activities on regional water resources and ecosystems that transcend the boundary between the
two installations. For example, water is pumped from the Soledad well field on the Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas from an aquifer that serves both installations. Hydraulic conductivity for two wells
completed in alluvial-fan deposits of Soledad Canyon is estimated at 50 to 60 feet per day, and in the
WSMR Post Headquarters area, estimates range from 1 to 210 feet per day (Orr and Risser, 1992).
Groundwater withdrawals by the City of El Paso from the Hueco Bolson in 1996 were 56, 702 acre feet
(at), more than 10 times the amount"pumped by Fort Bliss (see Section 4.7.4.2). As much as 100,000 af
of water may have been pumped by neighboring Ciudad Juarez, Mexico. The cumulative water usage of
Fort Bliss and WSMR from the Soledad well field on the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas will
have little effect on either forestalling or hastening the eventual depletion of fresh water in the aquifer.
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The major vegetation communities along the southern border of WSMR with the Doi'ia Ana Range-North
Training Areas are mesquite coppice dunes and sandscrub, creosote and tarbush shrublands, and basin and
foothills grasslands. Actions taken by either installation in this border area could result in cumulative
impacts to the vegetation communities that span the boundary.

B.2

MILITARY ACTIVITIES AT HAFB

HAFB is located approximately 7 miles west of Alamogordo in Otero County, New Mexico, and 85 miles
northeast of El Paso, Texas. Ongoing and projected mission changes at HAFB that will affect airspace
over and land use on Fort Bliss include the following:
•

Completion of the Taiwanese Air Force Training program at HAFB and deactivation of the 435th
Fighter Squadron. This action was analyzed in the Final Environmental Assessment for The
Drawdown of AT-38 Aircraft and Deactivation of the 435 Fighter Squadron at Holloman Air Force
Base, New Mexico (USAF, 1997j). This action occurred in FY 97 and reduced T-38 operations at
HAFB, McGregor Range (use of the existing Class C air-to-ground, unscored, inert bombing circle),
WSMR, Beak and Talon Military Operations Areas (MOAs), and several MTRs, including IR-133,
IR-134, IR-195, and VR-125.

•

The USAF, Air Combat Command (ACC) prepared an EIS on a proposal to expand German Air
Force (GAF) operations at HAFB, New Mexico (USAF, 1998), through the beddown of an additional
30 PA-200 Tornado aircraft at the base. The Tornado aircraft must operate within 180 miles of
HAFB. The proposed action includes construction of various facilities at HAFB and the establishment
of a new air-to-ground tactical target complex for use by USAF and GAF units. Two of the three
options for the proposed new air-to-ground target complex are located on land that is part of the Fort
Bliss Training Complex on McGregor Range. On May 29, 1998, the USAF selected the McGregor
Range Otero Mesa option site (Figure B-2). The EIS also evaluated the Tularosa Basin option site
(Figure B-3).

The tactical target complex, would include an impact area measuring 2 by 4 statute miles (SM) within a
12 by 15 SM safety area. Construction could begin following issuance of the ROD, and could be
completed for the Otero Mesa site, during 1999 or 2000. It is assumed that the entire impact area would
be disturbed by construction. This construction would include a 16-foot firebreak road around the
perimeter, installation of a barbed wire fence along the full length of the firebreak road centerline, and
construction of individual target arrays. These target arrays would include simulated airfield complex,
industrial complex, rail yard, air defense sites, forward edge of the battle area (FEBA) arrays, and convoy.
Figure B-4 illustrates a typical impact area configuration.
The ROD regarding this action follows Figures B-2 through B-4.
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RECORD OF DECISION
PROPOSED EXPANSION OF GERMAN AIR FORCE (GAF) OPERATIONS
AT HOLLOMAN AIR FORCE BASE (AFB), NEW MEXICO
INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 102(2XC) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and
regulations promulgated by the President's Council on Environmental Qµality (CBQ) at Title 40
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR.) Part ISOO et seq., and Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32·7061 1
Environmental Impact Analysis Process, the United States Air Force bu .. prepared an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluating the potential environmental eff'ects of the
·proposed expansion of Gcnnan Air Force Operations at Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico.
This ll~rd of Decision (ROD) identifies my decisions for this proposed action. These decisions
have been made in consideration of the lnf'onnation contained in the EIS which was filed with the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) and made available to the public by
announcement in the Federal Register on April 17, 1998.
PUBUC PAR.TICIPA110N
Public participation is one of the cornerstones of NEPA and is reflected in CBQ NEPA regulations,
which require an early and open process for determining the scope of issues to ~ addressed in the
EIS. The objective of the scoping process is to determine the range of issues to be addressed and
to identify significant issues related to the proposed act.ion.

The (ll'St step of scoping for this EIS was publication of the Notice of Intent (NOi) in the Federal
Register on May 8, 1996. The NOi aMounced the dates, times, and locations of the proposed
scoping meetings and alerted the public of the Air Force's intent to publish an EIS.
The scoping period was &om May 8 to August 1S, 1996. The Air Force placed announcements in
local and state newspapers to advertise scoping meetings and solicit public comments. The
scoping meetings were held between July 7 and 12, 1996 in El Paso, Texas and Carlsbad,
Carizozo, Las Cruces, and Alamogordo New Mexico. In addition, public comments were accepted
throughout the public scoping period, as well as during preparation of the Draft EIS (DEIS), the
public comment period following the release of the DEIS, and the preparation of the Final EIS
(FEIS).

A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on June 20, 1997. ·
The notice started the 4S-day public review and comment period, which concluded on August 4,
1997. Announcements were placed in local and state newspapers to notify the public of the Draft
EIS availability and to solicit comments on the document. Copies of the Draft EIS were mailed to
agencies, organizations. and individuals on the mailing list for their review and comment. In
addition, copies of the Draft ms were placed in several libraries in the area for public review.
Comments received during the public review and comment period were considered in preparation
of the Final EIS (FEIS). Modifications were made to the Final EIS based upon the input received
during the public review and comment period for the Draft EIS to provide further clarification of
the proposed action, alternatives. impact assessmen~ and proposed mitigation measures.
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BACKGROUND
Changes in international requirements and in the United States military budgets have established a
need to Coster combined action capabilities f'or the military forces of many nations to work together
to meet specific threats. Combined action capabilities permit each nation to substantially reduce
their military force, while concurrently creating the larger force necessary to pcnnit response to
international requirements. The current U.S. National Military Strategy emphasizes peacetime
engagement by way of military-to-military contacts ~ugh international training and military
ex.chanses. This strategy requires military personnel from different nations to achieve a uniformly
high standard training and proficiency, and forge the stiongest possible team. The goal is to
build mutual tnlst. effective communications, interoperability, and doctrinal familiarity~

or

Germany is an important ally of the United States and has provided aircrews to support recent
combined fon;e missions. The United States government, following discussion.s with the Ocrman
government. recognized a need to provide training with enhanced realism and quality for German
Air Force (GAF) Toma.do aircrews. Holloman AFB had the capacity, M"ilitary Training Routes
(MTRs), Military Operations Areas (MOAs), and ranges to provide the requested training. A
Mcmorandwn of Agreement was signed between the United States and German governments in
May 1994, establishing the GAF Tactical Training Establishment (TIE) at Holloman AFB. The
potential environmental effects ·or that action were assessed under NEPA and U.S. Air Force
Regulations (Air Force, 1993. Proposed 8eddown of the Oennan Air Force PA-200 and an
Additional AT-38 Training Unit at Hollornan Air Force Bau. New Mexico>.
In May 1996, 12 Tornado aircraft were relocated to Holloman AFB. This action resulted in·
economics of scale, logistics, and cross training since it resulted in collocation of the German
Tornadoes and the German F-4 training (conducted by the U.S. Air Force 20th Fighter Squadron)
at Holloman AFB.
In 199S, two years after the beddown decision on the original 12 Tornadoes, discussions were held

between the two countries about the potential expansion of GAF Tornado training in the United
States. Because of the need to optimize use of previous inftastructure investments (e.g.•
maintenance facilities and aircraft hangars). Holloman AFB was considered to be the only feasible
location for the Tornado bcddown.. On this basis, the U.S. Air Force is considering a proposed
action under which the GAF TfE for GAF Tornado aircrews would be· expanded at Holloman

AFB.
PURPOSE AND NEED

In the international arena, the purpose of the proposed action is to further support a bilateral
agreement bctwccn the governments of the United States and Germany. lbe proposed action
demonstrates continued U.S. commibnent to NATO allies, which is crucial as the U.S. military
presence is reduced in Europe. The proposed GAF military training would serve to maintain
cooperation between our countries and interoperability among our military forces. It provides a
desert/mountainous terrain training location not otherwise available to GAF aircrews in Germany.
The implementation of this aetion for the GAF capitalizes on· the substantial infrastructure
investments the GAF has already made at Holloman AFB. Collocating the initial, continuation.
and advanced training programs at one location will allow Tornado expertise to be shared among
students in different courses. which would enhance the training environment and produce bettertraincd students.
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Implementation of the proposed action would serve to meet the need to protect U.SJGcnnan postCold War bilateral relations from possible degradation as a result of U.S. military force reductions
in Europe. The proposed action would serve to meet the need to promote international agreements
and demonstrate U.S. resolve to support internationally cooperative defense initiatives. The
proposed action would provide GAF a consolidated Tornado training establishment capable of
supporting needed new training, continuation of existing training requirements, and
desert/mountainous terrain training. It would also provide means to improve logistics efficiency
and enable economy of scale for the GAF by collocating these additional aircraft with existing
,GAF operations at Holloman AFB.
PRO OSED AcnON

rironmental Impact Statement (FEIS) entitled "Proposed Expansion of Gennan Air
ra • ns a
I
w
• • was prepared by the Air Force to analyze the
and aid in the decision or expanding the 1TE to include the beddown of 30
mado aircraft with associated operations .and support personnel at Holloman
\.
\

ni

Expansion of the
uld involve the bcddown of an additional 30 TomadQ aircraft and 640
• Under the 1TE expansion at Holloman AFB, five different training
personnel .at Holloman
courses ranging from bas conversion training to the Fighter Weapon Instructor Course would be
conducted. The Tornado •
would receive training in takeoffs and landings, the use of
terrain-following radar for ow-level navigation on Military Training Routes (MTR.s). U•toground training on air-to-~dranges_ air-intercept training in Military Operations Areas
(MOAs) and restricted airspa and aerial refueling. Existing ranges and airspace would bo used
to achieve a majority of the trai ing; however, current nnge capacity and capabilities provide a
minimally acceptable level of tra . ing. These limitations led to three •training options• being
·\
considered as part of this action.
To support this beddown, construction affecting approximately 96 acres at the base would be
required. The proposed action would result in changes in use of airspace ind munitions. Ainpace
use would increase in most affected airspace. The training. would require installing a Television
Ordnance Scoring Systems (TOSS) at the Oscura and Red Rio target complexes on White Sands
Missile Range (WSMR) and also at the selected training option site (sec Training Options and
Decision discussions below). Live munitions deliveries would be restricted to the existing Red Rio
Live Drop Target (LDT). Supersonic operations, limited to approximately 24 sorties per year for
"maintenance check" purposes_ would be conducted in designated WSMR. supcrlonic airspace
(above 10.000 feet mean sea level [MSL]). The proposed action would make use of the airspace
modifications to the existing Air Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) routes, the Talon MOA
expansion. and the aerial refueling anchor. AR-X6S2. in southern New Mexico and west Texas if
these modifications arc approved by the· Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). If these airspace
modifications are not implemented, existing airspace would be used. Differences in airspace
avajlability and use are taken into account in the FEIS which analyzes the environmental Impacts
or using the proposed modified airspace, as well u the impacts of using existing airspace if the
proposed modifications arc not approved by the FAA.
TRAlNING OPTIONS

Under the proposed action, three training options were considered and evaluated in the FEIS:
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West Otero Mesa Training Qption. Under this, the preferred training option, a new target
complex (NTC) would be established on the West Otero Mesa portion of McGregor
Range. The NTC would be used for air·to--ground training in the delivery of inctt/subscale
munitions. This option would include the installation of a TOSS at the NOC.
Tularosa Basin Training Option. Under this option, an NTC would be established in the
Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range. This NTC would be used for air-to.ground
training in the delivery of inert/subscalc munitions. This option would also include the
installation of a TOSS at the NTC.
Existing Range Trainini Ootion•. Under this option, all air-to--ground training wo~Jd~O;CCUr
on existing ranges.
_
_
NO ACTION ALTERNA11VE.
Under the no action alternative, no change in TI'E aircraft and personnel at Holloman AFB would
occur. No construction would be required to support this alternative. In addition. no change in
airspace use or munitions use would occur.

DECISION
The CEQ regulations implementing NBPA require RODs to specify the alternative or alternatives
considered to be environmentally preferable. As between the proposed action and the no action
alternative, the no action alternative is environmentally preferable in the sense that the no action
alternative would result In no environmental impacts beyond the baseline conditions. However,
pursuant to the CEQ regulations, this ROD also identifies and discusses preferences among
alternatives based on relevant factors including economic and technical considerations and, agency
statutory missions, including any essential considerations of national policy balanced by the
agency in making its decision. After considering the preferences associated with_ the proposed
action and its training options. as - well as the no action alternative, and their potential
environmental consequences, I have decided to implement the proposed action with the preferred
West Otero Mesa training option (this combination is referred to hereafter as the selected action).
In making this decision, I have considered the economic and technical factors associated with the
proposed action, the various training options, and the no action alternative, the misSion of the U.S.
Air Force and the national policy matters discussed above. I have also considered the opinions and
suggestions that were offered by the public, state and federal agencies and other government
representatives from the affected communities in making this decision. I decided on this selected
action for a number of operational and environmental reasons.
The West Otero Mesa training option provides the maximum training opportunity for both the
GAF and U.S. Air Force. In addition to the greater opportunity for training. this option also provides for the greatest training versatility and efficiency. Finally, NTC construction oo the ~est
Otero Mesa will disturb a significantly smaller geographical area compared to the Tularosa Basin
training option and will involve a fraction of the cost.
·
The Tularosa Basin training option was not selected because the layout of the terrain would result
in a 20 percent reduction in training efficiency compared to the West Otero Mesa training option.
This altemative would also require extensive site disturbance to prepare for and construct the NTC,
which would increase costs by several million dollars.
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The Existing Range training option provides only minimally adequate training for GAF aircrews
and does not have the training benefits and efficiencies o.f the oehcr options. In addition, the
increased range use from this option has the potential to significantly dcgraCSc current U.S. Air
Force operations and training.
The No Action alternative would not provide the training, proficiency. and combined action
capabilities needed to achieve the military-to-military strategy and goals.
The FEIS provides analyses of the potential. environmental cons,equcnces of the proposed action
and the training options considered, as well as the No Action alternative. All practical means to

avoid or minimize enviromncntal harm from the alternative selected have been evalµated and are
being adopted. The fmdings, as discussed below, indicate that potential environmental impacts
would-include increased aircraft-related noise in some portions of Che afl'cctcd airspace, overflight
disturbance to land use, and slight to moderate impacts to biological resources. I believe the FEISspecified mitigation measures will avoid or adequately minimize these potential impacts.
SELECTED AcrION IMPACTS
The following swnmarizes the anticipated impacts from the selected action:
Alnpace Use and Mana&emeat: The selected action does not require any modifications to
existing .airspace. Howcvec, the training would use the airspace modifications considered under
the previously assessed ALCM/Talon action, if approved by the FAA. Overall, assessment of each
affected airspace unit found that the projected number of sorties will result in little change to the
FYOO daily average sortie levels for each area. Implementation of the selected acUon will have
little effect on use and will not affect management of this airspace.
Noise: Implementation of the selected action will result in an increase in noise levels in Che
vicinity of Holloman AFB, compared to the FYOO proj~tcd baseline. The area contained within .
the 6S decibel (dB) day-night average sound level contour around the base will increase by about
12 percent. The average noise levels in areas underlying MTRs and MOAs will range fiom 3S dB
to 59 dB. Higher average noise levels will prevail beneath restricted airspace, particularly in the
vicinity of target complexes within WSMR. McGregor, and Melrose Range. Overall average noise
levels in these areas will be 63 dB or less, although average noise levels will reach 80 dB at the
individual target complexes. Average noise levels. will be 62 dB along the centerline of flight
patterns used during routine training on the target complexes. Noise levels will drop off rapidly
with distance from the centerline of these flight patterns, falling to levels under 4S dB within one
mile of ~e centerline.
In most ueas, average noise levels will change by l dB·or less from the baseline levels that would
otherwise prevail in FYOO. .This difference wm not be percepta"ble to most people. Nc;>ticeable
changes in average noise levels between Sand 7 dB will be limited to areas under IR-192/194,
portions oflR-J34/19S, and in a portion oflR·l 13 und«'.rlying Pecos MOA.
Land Use: Land use patterns at Ho11oman AFB and the surrounding vicinity will remain
unchariged under the selected action. Projected increases in noise exposure at the base will not
result in an appreciable increase in noise exposure for on-base housing and community services.
The use of surrounding off-base areas that are undeveloped or used for livestock grazing will be
unaffected. The White Sands National Monument area exposed to 65 dB or higher will increase
less than.two square miles.
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In general, areas under the affectcd airspace will receive less than one additional sortie a day,
resulting in imperceptible or minor increases in day-night average sound levels of I to 3 dB. Some
areas (in Eddy and Otero counties in New Mexico, and Hudspeth County in west Texas) will
experience noticeable increases in sound levels of S to 7 dB. Averagc noise levels will not exceed
62 dB outside of restricted airspace. Typical low-level overflights will be short in duration. Some
wilderness users may be startled by. aircraft noise. These projected changes in the noise
enviroMlent arc not expected to result in any changes in land use.
The S,120..acre NTC will be located on the currendy withdrawn public land on McGregor Range.
Construction of the NTC will disturb 1,104 acres. 1,024 of those acres will ~ain disturbed
through continued use of the NTC (i.e., bombing and maintenance). Portions of McGregor Range
are currendy open to the public for grazing and recreation. However, under the selected action the
S,120 acres comprising the impact area of the NTC will no longer be accessible to the general
public. In addition, training activities on the NTC will require that portions of areas south of State
Road S06 be closed to the public for approximately 60 hours per week. from Monday through
Friday. State Road S06 itself would not be closed. Access by ranchers to grazing area and by the
public for recreation will generally be unconstraiped by air-to-ground activity &om Friday
afternoon through Sunday each. week and early mornings on weekdays. Licensed deer and
antelope hunting will continue to be scheduled on the Range through coordination between New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish and the U.S. Anny. Establishment of the NTC on West
Otero Mesa will reduce available grazing land by about two percent. Noise levels in areas beyond
the NTC impact area are considered compatible with existing grazing activities on McGregor
Range. Noise levels at the nearest residence, which is east of the NTC, will be about 43 dB, a level
compatible with residential use.
Air Quality: Implementation of the selected action will result in temporary, construction-related
emissions at Holloman AFB. the Red Rio target complex on WSMR. and the West Otero Mesa
NTC on McGregor Range. The annual cleanup and routine maintenance operations at the existing
ranges and at the selected NTC wiU result in emissions related to temporary. construction-type
activities. These emissions· will be short-term and controlled through common construction
practices. Changes will occur in emissions from vehicle operations and stationary sources at
Holloman AFB. but are not expected to result in significant air quality impacts. The proposed
increase in airspace use for the selected action will result in increased emissions; however these
increases will be well below criteria pollutant limit levels. None of these air emission changes will
lead to nonconfonnance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) Conformity
Ruic or noncompliance with the Clean Air Act.
Bioloeical Resources: Implementation of the selected action will affect biological resources
through facilities construction, changes in aircraft operations in affected airspace, and delivery of
ordnance against existing and proposed targets.
On-base facility construction will result in the disturbance of 96 acres within or immediately
adjacent to the developed area of Holloman AFB. Most of this area has been previously disturbed.
About IS acres of relatively undisturbed habitat immediately adjacent to the existing munitions
area will be disturbed. This area has burrows that may be used by burrowing owls for nesting.
Burrowing owl nests arc also present in areas that will be disturbed by construction near the
runway apron. No impact to jurisdictional wetlands will oecur at Holloman AFB. Waters of the
U.S. on Holloman AFB may be disturbed during improvement of the stormwater drainage system.
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Construction or the TOSS at Red Rio and Oscura impact areas and use of Red Rio, Oscura, and
Melrose Range will result in low adverse impact to biological resources. Less than 10 acres will
be disturbed on R.ed Rio Crom installation of the TOSS components and fiber-optic cable. Most of
this area will be a narrow linear disturbance for the fiber-optic cable ·immediately adjacent to
existing roads. Therefore, a narrow strip of vegetation will be lost; much of which has been
previously modified from construction, use, and maintenance of the existing roads. Once
construction is complete, animal use of the area should be similar to pre-construction levels. Use
of the existing targets and ranges will result in loss of an additional 3.4 acres of vegetation on Red
Rio and a very limited amount of vegetation on Oscura and Melrose Range. Overfligh«s, ordnance
use, and flare use on Red Rio, Oscura. and Melrose Range will result in continued low impact to
wildlife. No impacts to protected and sensitive species or to wetlands are expected &om use of the
e~sting ranges.
Construction and use of the selected NTC under the West Otero Mesa training option will likely
result in impacts to sonic biological resources and habitat due to the disturbance of 1,104 acres of
shortgrus and desert scrub habitat. Habitat in the immediate vicinity of the NTC may be reduced
due to startle &om ordnance delivery and overflights. Protected and sensitive species may be
affected by construction and use of tho West Otero Mesa NTC. The U.S. Fish and Wi1dlife Service
issued a Biological Opinion on B May 1998 relating to threatened or endangered species impacts
from the proposed action. The Biological Opinion determined that the action is not likely to
adversely affect or will have no effect on the Interior least tern, Piping plover, Whooping crane,
Swift fox, Mexican gray wolf. Jaguar, and Black footed ferret Jn addition the Opinion specified
that the proposed action may adversely affect the American peregrine falcon, the Mexican spotted
owl, the southwestern willow flycatcher, the Northern aplomado falcon, and the bald eagle. A
non-jeopardy opinion was issued contingent upon the U.S. Air Force implementing reasonable and
prudent measures. These measures arc outlined in the Mitigations Section of the ROD. The Air
Force is committed to implementing these measures to ensure that potential adverse impacts will
be minimized.
Up to 46,000 linear feet of dry streambeds tentatively delineated by the Corps of Engineers as
Waters of the U.S. could be disturbed by construction or ordnance delivery on the NTC. Some
water developments, which support domestic animals grazing on Otero Mesa as well as wildlife.
exist within the NTC impact area. Final design of the NTC would include moving these water
developments out of the impact area avoiding potential Waters of the U.S. as much as possible. If
necessary, permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would be accomplished.
Arcbaeolopcal, Cultural, and Historical Resources: One archaeological resource, a prehistoric
artifact scatter with features (HAR-361 ), has been identified in the selected action on-base
construction. .This resource has not been determined to be potentially eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. No prehistoric or historic archaeological resources have been
identified within the r:emainder of the disturbed area on Holloman AFB. No Native American
traditional cultural properties (e.g.. sacred sites) have been identified on Holloman AFB, and no
potentially significant historic buildings on Holloman AFB will be adversely affected by the
selected action.
Installation of TOSS components at the Red Rio target complex will require earth disturbance.
The U.S. Air Force is in the process of completing a cultural resources survey in the potentially
affected area. Preliminary observations suggest that cultural resources may exist in the affected
area, but that these resources could be avoided through project redesign.
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The West Otero Mesa NTC construction area contains a total of nine archaeoJogic:al sites that arc
considered eligible for listing on the National Register or have undetennincd eligibility. No
historic architectural resources or Native American traditional cultural properties have been
identified within the West Otero Mesa NTC area.
Noise· induced vibration as a result or the increased number of subsonic flights within the affected
airspace is unlikely to result in significant physical damage to cultural resources. It is highly
unlikely that swface or subsurface prehistoric and historic archaeological sites will be adversely
affected. Physical damage to historic architectural resources also is not expected.
The U.S. Air Force has consulted with Native American groups who live bcnea~ the affected
airspace. This consultation is intended to elicit the tn0cs 1 concerns and comments regarding
potential adverse impacts that would result from subsonic flights associated with the selected
action. This consultation is continuing as part of Air Force government to government relationship
with those group.
Supersonic flight will be conducted for "maintenance check" flights, and confmcd to supersonic
airspace · within White Sands Missile Range restricted airspaee. ·The number of additional
supersonic flights (approxiinately 24 per year, all above l0,000 feet MSL) is small compared to
existing use of this airspace. and is unlikely to result in any impact to archaeologicat cultural, or
historic resources.
Water Resource:s: Project-related construction will result in earth disturbance that could affcct
water resources. Increased use of inert munitions on the existing ranges will not substantially
increase soil disturbance. Increased use of live munitions at the Red Rio live drop target (LDT)
will result in additional soil disturbance in that area. The potential for impact is limited due to the
small amount of surface water in this area. The use of incrt/subscale munitions, and periodic
maintenance of the target areas. fU'Cbreak roads, and access roads will result in continuing soil
disturbance at the NTC. Past experience on existing ranges is that soil disturbance from the use of
incrt/subscale munitions is small, and localized around individual targets. The ephemeral washes
draining the selected NTC site are not significant contributors to local surface water supply. -As a
result, no effect on· surface water quality is expected to result from implementation of the selected
action.
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management: Implementation of the selected action will
result in increased use of hazardous materials, as well as increased medical and hazardous waste
disposal requirements at Holloman AFB. The only hazardous materials generated by range
operations will be spent batteries from the propos~ TOSS components and batteries removed
from target vehicles. Batteries will be recycled by the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office
(DRMO) at Holloman AFB. No significant impact on hazardous materials and waste management
practices is expected.

Implementation of the selected action will result in soil disturbances in the vicinity of a site at
Holloman AFB which has been identified under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP). Past
activities in the vicinity of this site (IRP Site 59) have resulted in soil contamination from spilled
fuel. Prior to construction. the specific work area will be over· excavated and baclcfilled with
clean soil. The excavated soil will be contained and transported to an off·basc, permitted dis~sal
facility.
Munitions use will increase at the Oscura, Red Rio, McGregor, and Melrose Ranges.
Nonhazardous ordnance residue and target area scrap will be collected and recycled through
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DRMO at Hplloman AFB. Approximately 150,000 1dditional pounds of nonhazardous ordnance
residue and target area scrap generated each year will be disposed by DRMO.
Increases in persoMel levels and construction expenditures will have a
gcncially positive impact on local socioeconomic conditions by increasing the· number of
households and reducing the unemployment rate. It is anticipated that after construction is
complete, Otero County will have increased employment by an estimated 730 jobs, with. 640 direct
GAF personnel and 90 additional secondary jobs. The GAF jobs will be at Holloman AFB.
Consistent with existing location patterns; it· is anticipated that almost all of the secondary job
growth would be in Alamogordo.
Sodoeconomlcs:

In accordance with Executive Order 12,898, Fedual Actions to Addrus Environmental Just/~ In
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, February 11, 1994, the PEIS identifies and
anal)'7.CS the ·eft'ccts of the propcscd action and alternatives on minority and low-income
populations. The selected action will not result in disproportionately high and adverse
·
environmental effects on minority or low-Income populations.
Under the selected action, cattle grazing will be excluded from S,120-acre impact area on the West
Otero Mesa. It is estimated that this loss represents a decline in annual agricultural production of
approximately SS0,000, with a loss of employment or about O.S jobs annually.
. ,
A broad area beyond Holloman AFB wiU experience changes in overflight due to implementation
or the selected action. 1besc changes in overflight will not directly affect socioeconomic
resoun:es•. Given the rural nature of the areas and the relatively sporadic nature of overflights, the
changes in overflight frequency that will re5ult under the selected action are not expected to
produce measurable impacts on the economic value of the underlying land.
Implementation of the selected action will result in increased traffic near
Holloman AFB and the City of Alamogordo. However, the level of service for all roadway
segments will be unchanged
Transportation:

Utilities: Under the selected action, the demand on water supply, wastewater treatment, solid
waste disposal, electrical supply, and natural gas supply will be within existing levels of service.
Soib: Impacts to soils will arise priinarily through earth disturbance during constlUction at
Holloman· AFB, the Red Rio target complex. and at the selected action West Otero Mesa NTC.
The on-base existing munitions storage area addition will disturb IS acres of previously
undisturbed soils. Construction associated with the other on-base areas and the Red Rio target
complex will occur in previously disturbed soils; therefore, little additional impact to soils is
expected.
The increase in use of inert/subscale·munitions at existing target complexes (Red Rio and Oscura
on WSMR, and the target complex on Melrose Range) will be a fraction of existing use. Increased
inertlsubscale munitions use at these locations will not substantially increase soil disturbance. Use
of the Red Rio LDT will increase substantially, and is expected to increase the area of vegetation
loss. This will increase soil erosion in the area. Also, past use of the LDT has led to trace amounts
of residue from uncombustcd explosive ordnance. The increased use of Jive ordnance on the LDT
could lead to additional trace amounts of soil contamination.
Use of the selected NTC will disturb soil by the use of inertlsubscale munitions, as well as periodic
maintenance of the surface. During construction, the net combined wind and water soil toss, in the
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absence of mitigation measures. could reach 14 tons/acre/year at the West Otero Mesa NTC site,
depending on erosion-control measures chat may be applied. Following site development and

stabilization. net soil loss is projected to be approximately six tons per year.
Safety: Implementation of the selected action will not adversely affect safety. The increased

number of flying hours associated with the selected action will not result in a statistically
significant increase in the overall risk of an aircraft mishap. Data on bird-aircraft strike hazards
indicate no significant change in bird-aircraft strike risk. There will be an increase in munition use
and handling over current conditions. Range operating procedures that have ensured safe ·
operation in the past will C:ontinue to do so in the future. and no significant· impact to safety is
expected to occur due to implementation of the selected action.
.,
·
CUMULATIVE IMPAcrs

The Air Force evaluated the potential net environmental impacts due to the incremental impacts of
the action when added to other past, present, currently planned and reasonably foreseeable ftature
actions that overlap the selected action geographically and temporally. Training flight activities
. associated with the selected action are expected to commence in the first quarter of FYOO, and
thus, FYOO is used as the projected "baseline" &om which to analyze environmental impacts.
However, because Holloman AFB is an active military installation that undergoes continuous
change in mission and in training requirements, and because changes in U.S. Air Force missions
unrelated to the selected action are anticipated to occur in the region of influence (R.01) between
FY 9S and FYOO, FY95 conditions were used as a point of reference for purposes of analyzing
cumulative impacts. The FY9S point of reference represents a "snapshot" of tho environmental
resources associated with Holloman AFB and areas affected by activities and training flights &om
the base. This comparison indicates that for most resources. no significant cumulative impacts are
expected followiiig implementation of the proposed action. These resources arc: airspace
management, air quality, archaeological, cultural and historical resources, water teSOUJ'9CS,
hazardous material and waste management, safety, utilities. transportation. and soils. The
comparison indicates that cumulative impacts are expected for noise, land use. biological
resources, and socioeconomic resources. These impacts include a cumulative increase in aircraft
overflights and increased noise levels on coincident route IR· l 7&. This will in tum, increase the
chance of disturbance and annoyance in residential and recreational areas underlying affected
airspace. It will also increase potential for overflight of federally listed species and other Sensitive
resources. Positive cumulative socioeconomic impacts will arise from various deployment
projects being considered for Otero County. The local economy is expected to be able to provide
for and benefit from the services needed for the construction personnel and the level of growth
associated with these projects.
MITIGATION MEASURES
The Air Force is committed to implementing all practicable means to avoid or minimize
environmental· harm resulting from the TI'E expansion at Holloman AFB. For the selected action,
the following mitigations have been identified:
Nobe
a) FAA. U.S. Air Force, and GAF regulations specify minimum altitudes ind avoidance distances
aircraft must adhere to when flying over specific types of structures. settlements, or categories of
land. For example, U.S. Air Force regulations require aircrews flying over sparsely populated
areas to avoid persons. vessels. vehicles and structures by at least SOO feel GAF regulations
increase some of these avoidance distances further. Even with these avoidance distances. it is
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possible that there may be perceptible increases in noise levels (or some r\Jral residents. Typical
low-level overflights will be short in duration, and in accordance with applicable regulations.

b) lhe Air Force maintains a process to identify and avoid noise-sensitive areas as identified by
affected individaials. Areas identified under this process arc avoided by greater distances than the
prescribed minimum avoidance criteria to minimize noise levels. These avoidance areas include
those currently agreed to involving National Park Service lands~
Bloloelcal Resources
.
a) Field evaluations of the specific site construction areas will be perf~ed tO avo~ or minimize
Impacts.
.

-

b) The Air Force will evaJuate the location of the existing and potential burrowing owl nest sites

in relation· to construction activities and Implement appropriate mitigations (e.g., construct
utificlal nest burrows).

.

c) Water developments on the NTC will be moved to an area immediately outside of the impact
area to ensure continuity of water supply for grazing stock and wildlifo.
d) In addition, construction and operational restrictions identified and mitigations agreed to during
tho Endangered Species Act consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will

be implemented to ensure that potential adverse impacts will be minimized. These mitigations arc
outlined in detail in the Fm.I Biological Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 8
May 1998.
I. Over a ten-year period. the Air Force will coordinate an endangered species interagency
survey and monitoring team. The team will focus its attentions on the lands overflown by
MlRs, VR 176, IR-134/195, IR-1921194, and IR-102/141. Not all lands under the subject
~ will necessarily be field surveyed. but will be initially considered by the
interagency team to dctcnnine which locations require what level of ~y/monitoring
effort 9If any) for the subject species. The intcragency team will reevaluate and redirect
(as necessary) the project every two years. and refocus the survey and monitoring efl'ort
(as necessary) to accommodate changing conditions and new information. ·
2. The U. S. Air Force will restrict aircraft operations trom March I to July I each year on
specific portions of VR 176 to a single reduced-width conidor laid out within ~e MTR.'s
existing lateral boundaries. During this time, aircraft will not fly lower than SOO feet AGL
within this conidor. In addition, known peregrine falcon and bald eagle nest sites that are
within the reduced-width corridor will be avoided 1 mile latenl1y and 1600 feet AGL.
Outside of this conidor and within all other MTRs Identified in the USFWS biological
opinion, threatened and endangered species habitat will be avoided as descnDed in the
Terms and Conditions of the biological opinion and listed herein.
a) The Air Force will restrict Low-level flights over peregrine falcon nest sites &om
March l - August IS or each year. All known nest habitat will be avoided by I mile
laterally and 1600 feet AGL during the March l ·August IS breeding season
b) The Air Force will restrict low-level overflights during the Mexican spotted owl
breeding sea.son (March 1 • August 31 of each year) over known PACs and identified
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nest/roost habitat. All known PACs and owl nest sites once they are adequately
suNcyed and defined, will be avoided by 2900 feet laterally (which is equivalent to
600 acres) and 1600 feet AGL.

c) The Air Force will restrict low-level overflights over known bald eagle nest sites, roost
and wintering sites by (a) re-routing aircnft on MTRs I mile laterally or 2000 feet
AGL during the bald eagle breeding season; (b) avoiding large water bodies and bald
eagle winter concentration areas by 2000 feet AOL &om October I through March 1
of each Y"1t (c) avoid known roost sites by a minimum of 1000 feet AGL &om
October l through Man:b I of eadl year. ·
~

cl) The Air Poree will restrict low-level overflights over blown flycatcher sites and
critical habitat from April ts through September l of each year.

3. The Air Force will participate in a study to monitor the occupancy of a sufti~ient number
of Mexican spotted owl protected activity centeis (PAC) under VR· 176. The purpose of
this study will be to detennine ifoccupan~ by owls or nest success of PACs is adversely
impacted by ov~ights.
4. The Air Force will. within one year of construction of the now target complex) survey the
NTC site. including the saf'cty area to detennino the presence of Aplomado falcons.

'""'

It is understood that the restrictions described in the Biological Opinion's Tenns and conditions
will be applied to new sites if discovered, or removed ifthe characterization of existing sites
change. If these restrictions combine to impose unacceptable mission constraints, the U.S. Air
Force reserves the right to re-approach the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service to seek resolution.
Archaeological, Cultural, 1111d Historical Resources.
a) If the proposed construction at ·Holloman AFB cannot avoid the archaeological resource
identified, the resourco's significance will be fonnally evaluated. If the resourco is eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places, appropriate mitigation will be perfonned, in
consultation with the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and in accordance
with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).
b) For any off-base sites eligible foe listing on the National Register that would bo impacted by the
selected action, mitigation will be implemented in accordance with the NffilA. in consultation with
the New Mexico SHPO. and in accordance with a Memorandum of Understanding between the
U.S. Air Force and Fort Bliss.
~) Although no Native American traditional cultural properties

haw been identified within the
West Otero Mesa NTC area, the U.S. Air Force will continue to conduct govemment-togovemment communication with the Mescalcro Apache.

'""'

d) The Air Force will continue to conduct govemment-to-govcmment communication with the
Mescalero Apache, Acoma, Ramah Navajo, Alamo Navajo, Laguna, and Zuni concerning the
effects of aircraft overflights on traditional cultural properties of concern to the£e Native American

reservations.
,,..

,

Soils and Water Raources
a) Construction, activities at Holloman AFB, the Red Rio impact area, and the selected NTC will
employ standard practices for control .of runoff and infiltration as required by Federal and State
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Jaws, regulations, and pcnnits. Appropriate erosion control measures will be used to minimize
sediment loading in the vicinity of the LDT and NTC.
b) Portions of the cxiSting wildlife and livestock water supply distribution system ·at the West
Otero Mesa NTC site will be relocated. This will facilitate construction and avoid negative
impacts on diis water resource. Any relocation will be coordiutcd .with the Bureau of Land

Management.

·

In addition to above the Air Force is committed tO cooperation and ~rdination with tlic Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) as set f'or the in the May 26. 1998, Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) between the BLM and the Air Force with regard. to activities and impacts associated with
the West Otero Mesa training option.
·
.
~·

''''"

-

CONCLUSION:
I have considered the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action. tbc No Action
alternative. and cumulative effects that overlap with the proposal in schedule. and geography. I
have takca. Into consideration these environmental factors as well u economic and techDICaJ
considerations, national poiicy'. and the U. S. Air Poree mission In reac:blng my decfSlon to proceed
with the Tl'E expansion at Holloman APB.
.
11. ·
This record of decision is made in consideration of the matters discussed herein, the Final
Envlronmca.taJ Impact Statement for the Proposed Expansion of German Air Force (GAF)
Operations at Holloman Air Force Base (AFB). New Mexico, and the Council on Environmental
Quality National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 40 CFR. Part ISOS.
·

DATE

PBJJ.t .JP P. UPSCHULTE
Acting Assistant Secretary

(Manpower, Reserve Affairs,
· Installations & Environment)
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B.3

ACTIVITIES AND PLANS IN AREAS AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED ACTION

B.3.1

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

The Fort Bliss ROI is within the New Mexico State Office of the BLM (that includes New Mexico,
Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas). Within the New Mexico State Office are two relevant BLM Field
Offices (FOs): the Las Cruces FO in New Mexico and the Tulsa FO that includes Texas. Although the
Main Cantonment Area and the South Training Areas are within the Tulsa FO, there are no BLM public
lands in Texas adjacent to Fort Bliss boundaries.
The DOI's overall philosophy is to manage public lands under a multiple-use and sustained-yield concept.
The Classification and Multiple Use Act of September 19, 1964 (43 U.S. Code [USC] 1411-1418) is
referenced in 43 CFR 2300. No overall priority is assigned by the Classification and Multiple Use Act or
by the Secretary of the Interior to any specific use. Section 1 of the Classification and Multiple Use Act
lists ten objectives of public land and specifies that the methods for management of the public lands will
be governed by the provision of existing laws (43 USC 1725.3-3). The listed objectives as interpreted by
the Secretary oflnterior are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Domestic livestock grazing;
Fish and wildlife development and utilization;
Industrial development;
Mineral production;
Occupancy;
Outdoor recreation;
Timber production;
Watershed protection;
Wilderness preservation; and
Preservation of public values.

Approximately 1,000 to 1, 700 recreation permits are issued annually for purposes such as livestock
management, hunting, hiking, nature conservation interests, and guided nature tours. The Secretary of the
Interior or his delegate such as the BLM will authorize, under applicable authority, the use or combination
of uses that will best achieve the objectives of multiple use, taking into consideration all pertinent factors.
These factors include, but are not limited to, ecology, existing uses, and the relative values of the various
resources in particular areas (43 USC 1725.3-1). The BLM may place special emphasis on specific
requirements for Special Management Areas and ACECs. Land use and rangeland improvements are
thoroughly analyzed to restrict new surface disturbance, reduce resource conflicts, and aid in the
management of all resources. All proposals are subject to the NEPA process and especially to the
mitigation of impacts.
The Las Cruces FO encompasses portions of the Fort Bliss Training Area Complex, the Dona Ana
Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range. Two RMPs have been published that describe the
agency's activities that could contribute to cumulative effects in this region. The RMPs (Mimbres
Resource Area [RA] RMP and White Sands RA RMP) have also had EISs developed in conjunction with
them to identify possible impacts to the human environment from the planned actions.
The Mimbres RA RMP encompasses over 3 million acres of public land in Dona Ana, Luna, Hidalgo,
and Grant counties, New Mexico. Dona Ana County is the only county of the Mimbres RA in the ROI of
this PEIS. Within Dona Ana County's 2,441,190 acres, the Las Cruces FO manages 1,126,270 acres of
public land. Other agencies manage the following acres of public land within Dona Ana County: Forest
Service - O; National Park Service (NPS) - 52,600; DoD (military withdrawal) - 503,560; other
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withdrawn lands- 155,840; State Trust lands-287,500; and private lands- 315,420 (BLM, 1993). The
Mimbres RMP (BLM, 1993) addresses the following resource programs used to manage activities on the
BLM portions of land within the area covered by the BLM Mimbres RMP: minerals, lands, access,
livestock grazing, vegetation, soil, air, and water resources, fire management, wildlife, cultural and
paleontological resources, recreation, wilderness, visual resources, riparian and arroyo habitat, and special
status species. Planning issues, criteria, and management concerns are described in Appendix A of the .
Mimbres RMP for each of these resource programs. Issues that may contribute to cumulative impacts as
evaluated in this PEIS include:
•

The Mimbres RA (Las Cruces FO) is generally characterized as rural open space, with sparse
population. However, a large and expanding population exists along the Rio Grande and Mesilla
valleys from Las Cruces, New Mexico to El Paso, Texas. This urban population places demands on
nearby public land to provide for the needs of the growing communities. Access to public lands for
recreation and off-road vehicle use is of particular concern.

•

While the BLM policy is to keep the public land open for public use, conditions warrant the removal
or withdrawal of certain public land from multiple use such as public safety or protection of special
uses and resources. For withdrawals where BLM presently has management responsibility, all RMP
decisions covering those areas apply. Thirteen of the 29 withdrawals in Mimbres RA are in the Dona
Ana County portion. The four largest of these illustrate the variety of withdrawals. They are: the
WSMR (506,540 acres that include portions of the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas of Fort
Bliss), the Jornada Experimental Station and Range (213,699 acres of which 104,221 are within the
WSMR withdrawal boundary), the San Andres Wildlife Refuge (57,215 acres), and the Animal
Science Ranch ofNMSU (52,000 acres) (BLM, 1993).

•

The objective of the access program is to enhance access to and across public land in a manner that is
compatible with the protection of sensitive resource values. Access concerns have steadily increased
over recent years as the demand for access and use of public land has increased. Access to
19 locations in the resource area are being pursued through the RMP, including one in the Organ
Mountains to acquire legal public access for vehicular use south of Soledad Canyon through private
properties. Appendix C-4 of the RMP (BLM, 1986) describes land tenure adjustment decisions
carried forward from the Southern Rio Grande Plan Amendment of 1986. This section describes
lands recommended for disposal, retention, and acquisition within Doiia Ana County. Each category
includes lands in the Organ Mountains adjacent to the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas of Fort
Bliss. The possible return to the public domain of 9,794 acres of Fort Bliss withdrawn land north of
Soledad Canyon in the Organ Mountains was cited as an acquisition pursuit.

The Las Cruces FO's White Sands Resource Area (WSRA) RMP (BLM, 1986) encompasses
approximately 1.8 million acres of public lands in Otero and Sierra counties, New Mexico, as well as
small portions of Lincoln, Chaves, Eddy, Dona Ana, Socorro, and Luna counties. Only Otero County is
in the ROI of this PEIS. Within Otero County's 4,248,320 acres, the FO manages 929,578 acres of public
land. Other entities manage the following acres of public land within this part of the FO: withdrawn lands
including DoD (military withdrawal) - 1,459,752 (includes that portion of McGregor Range co-managed
by the Army and the BLM, which is approximately 608,385 acres), other federal lands (U.S. Forest
Service [USFS] and NPS) - 497,296; Indian lands - 460,225; State lands - 449,908; and private lands 451,531 (BLM, 1986). The White Sands Resource Management Plan (BLM, 1986) addresses the
following resource programs used to manage activities on the BLM portions of lands within the area
covered by the WSRA RMP: lands, access, minerals and rangeland management, wild burros, wildlife,
soils and water resources, vegetation, air quality, cultural resources, visual resources, recreation,
wilderness, and fire management. Implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and maintenance of the Plan
are discussed in Section 3 of the RMP. In addition to the WSRA RMP, the RMPA, McGregor Range
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(BLM, l 990a), specifically addresses the cooperative management with the Army of approximately
608,385 acres of withdrawn public land on McGregor Range.
Issues that may contribute to cumulative impacts as evaluated under the appropriate section of Chapter 5
in this PEIS include:
•

Grazing on McGregor Range;

•

Access to public lands for recreation and off-road vehicle use;

•

Current drilling activities for oil and gas exploration;

•

Potential requirements for saleable minerals such as sand and gravel used in road construction or
improvement;

•

Maintenance of BLM assets (pipelines, fences, tanks); and

•

Natural and cultural resource management on McGregor Range.

B.3.2

U.S. Forest Service

The USFS manages lands of the Lincoln National Forest that are adjacent to the northeastern boundary of
Fort Bliss (McGregor Range) encompassing Training Area (TA) 33. This area, known as the Grapevine,
is within the Cloudcroft Ranger District and consists of mixed conifer timber and pinyon-juniper
woodland. These forest lands are currently managed under the Uncoln National Forest Plan
(USFS, I 986) with broad, multiple-use objectives. There are no currently known new actions on these
lands that would add to cumulative effects of the actions described in this PEIS. Activities currently
occurring in this area include grazing, fuel wood gathering, hunting, and recreation.

B.3.3

State of New Mexico

The New Mexico State Highway Department is evaluating plans to widen U.S. Highway 54 through
portions of Otero County that pass through Fort Bliss. The demand for aggregate to support this activity
could increase cumulative impact, if any, on this resource in the vicinity of Fort Bliss.

B.3.4

State of Texas

The Texas State Land Office and other state agencies administer nonprivate lands adjacent to Fort Bliss in
Texas. There are no currently known actions on these lands that would contribute to cumulative effects of
the proposed action.

B.3.5

Doiia Ana County, New Mexico

The Dona Ana County Comprehensive Plan (Dofia Ana County, 1994) provides a combination of goals,
policies, and actions the county will use to make responsible decisions through the year 2015. Planning
areas adjacent to the Fort Bliss boundaries include the eastern portions of the Border Planning Area and
the South Planning Area, and the southeastern portion of the Central Planning Area. There are no
currently known actions on these lands that would contribute to cumulative effects of the proposed action.
However, there are communities and private developments located within these planning areas of Dofia
Ana County where issues have been raised that may contribute to the cumulative effects analysis. These
include Talavera Subdivision, located on the western edge of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas,
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and Chaparral, a community adjacent to the southern boundary of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas. Potential issues include growth concerns such as development of mobile homes along the western
edge of the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, groundwater availability, and noise.

B.3.6

Otero County, New Mexico

Otero County adopted an Interim Land Use Policy Plan in 1993, and is now developing a Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (Otero County, n.d.). The primary goal of the plan is to guide the use of public lands and
resources in the county and to protect the rights of private land owners. The draft plan identifies areas of
historic and customary use of value to county residents, including the use of water, agriculture, livestock
grazing, timber and wood production, mineral production, cultural resources, recreation, hunting, federal
and military activities, transportation and access, wilderness, wildlife and threatened and endangered
species. No specific management actions or priorities for land resource allocation have been identified at
this time.
Therefore, there are no currently known actions on these lands that would contribute to cumulative effects
of the proposed action. However, there are communities and private developments located within these
planning areas of Dofia Ana County where issues have been raised that may contribute to the cumulative
effects analysis. These include water supply issues in Oro Grande and Timberon, as well as road
development from communities on the northern to those on the eastern side of McGregor Range. Otero
County has a program in place that addresses the cumulative impacts (expansion) of noxious weeds and
exotic plant species. Fort Bliss has initiated a 2-year study of exotic plant species on the installation that
complements the county program.

B.3.7

El Paso County, Texas, and Ciudad Juarez, Mexico

The rate of pumping from the Hueco Bolson by water users in El Paso and Ciudad Juarez exceeds the rate
of recharge, which means that the aquifer is in overdraft condition and is experiencing accelerated rates of
water level decline (see Section 4. 7.5.1). The largest declines have occurred adjacent to municipal well
fields. Historically, from 1903 through 1989, declines of as much as 150 feet have occurred in the
downtown areas of El Paso and Ciudad Juarez. Under a current-trends scenario with no increased
surface-water supply, two independent studies made in the l 990's concluded that the Hueco Bolson
would be exhausted of recoverable fresh water by 2013 or 2025. This would result in a massive watersupply shortage to the area. For this reason, El Paso and the El Paso County Water Improvement District
(EPCWID) are working together on the long-range water resource management plan, outlined in Section
4.7.5.1, that will address the predicted depletion of the Hueco Bolson aquifer. Successful implementation
of the plan should extend the life of the aquifer and largely compensate for the reduced supply from that
source.
The lowering of water levels and the deteriorating water quality in the Hueco Bolson aquifer resulting
from cumulative groundwater production are due overwhelmingly to nonmilitary activities. The lowering
of water levels has permitted the infiltration of salt water into fresh-water zones in those areas. Downward
leakage of brackish water from shallow zones and possible upcoming of brackish water from below due
to pumpage has increased dissolved solids concentrations in fresh-water zones of the aquifer (see
Section 4.7.5.2). Groundwater analyses from the Hueco Bolson show an average annual increase in
dissolved solids of about 10 milligrams per liter (mg/l) since the 1950s and 1960s in Texas, and about
30 mg/l since the 1970s in Ciudad Juarez. The dissolved solids concentration in groundwater has
increased at rates of 40 to 60 mg/l per year in parts of downtown El Paso and Ciudad Juarez during these
periods. Future declines of water levels in the Hueco Bolson can be expected to result in increasing
salinity of groundwater in the Fort Bliss area. The aquifer further north in the McGregor and Dofia Ana
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ranges will experience similar effects, but to a lessor degree.
McGregor Range generally is too saline for potable use.

B.4

However, groundwater underlying

COMPREHENSIVE LANDSCAPE MONITORING

The Fort Bliss Training Complex landscape will be monitored to assess training, grazing, and natural
impacts on natural and cultural resources. Monitoring will be a four-part process consisting of remote
sensing reconnaissance, site inspections, plot sampling, and GIS analysis. Remote sensing reconnaissance
will scan entire land base to monitor seasonal trends, detect impacts, and focus field investigations on
high priority areas. Field investigation will quantify intensity of impacts on natural and cultural resources.
Distribution, frequency, and intensity of impacts will be stored in a GIS database. This process will
support enforcement of environmental laws and NEPA provisions, provide data for IT AM, record
cumulative impacts, and provide information to adjust training operations as needed (Adaptive
Management Strategy).
B.4.1

Components of the Monitoring System

The monitoring systems used in the vicinity of the Fort Bliss Training Complex are described in this
section. The monitoring systems discussed include Advanced Very High Resolution Radiometer
(AVHRR) Time Series Imagery, mission specific monitoring, LANDSAT Thematic Mapper (TM)
satellite imagery, and plot data collection.
B.4.1.1

AVHRR Time Series Imagery

NASA's AVHRR is a satellite-mounted sensing system that has been used to monitor environmental
conditions on a global scale. AVHRR normalized vegetation index has proved to be a very robust
measure of vegetation health, phenology, and production. AVHRR thermal and visible bands have been
used to monitor temperature, cloud cover, soil moisture, transpiration, forest fires, and fuel build-up.
AVHRR provides regional context to environmental conditions on the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
Therefore, plot data can be related to regional environmental conditions such as soil moisture,
phenological status, and temperature. This capability will provide the ability to compare plots from
different time periods. Fort Bliss is obtaining AVHRR satellite data on a daily basis from the Army
Research Laboratory at WSMR.
B.4.1.2

Mission Specific Monitoring

Major training actions such as Roving Sands require on-the-ground monitoring to ensure compliance with
NEPA provisions for monitoring and mitigation activities. Fort Bliss has a system of on-site monitoring
that uses Global Positioning System (GPS) and field data collection to develop a GIS database for each
training exercise. This consists of on-site visits to training units to ensure compliance with NEPA
guidelines, recording the units position and "footprint" with GPS, and recording environmental damage in
the SiteRep database. The end result is a site-specific database for each proponent's training exercise.
B.4.1.3

LANDSAT TM Imagery

NASA LANDSAT Thematic Imagery will be used to monitor the entire landscape of the Fort Bliss
Training Complex at high spatial resolution to capture variability in land cover on training areas. This
capability will allow positioning of monitoring plots to provide an accurate sample of impacts on the
training landscape. Additional post-sampling analysis using plot data, monitoring data, and GIS themes
will allow analysts to map the extent and impact of training activities on a landscape scale.
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B.4.1.4

Plot Data Collection

The objective of plot data collection is to record changes in species composition and ground cover at the
observer level. The distribution of plots is designed to provide the highest level of confidence in data at
the lowest cost. LANDSAT imagery and on-site monitoring are critical elements in the sampling
procedure. On-site monitoring ensures that monitoring plots are located in areas that have received
training impacts and LANDSAT image analysis ensures that control plots are positioned in areas that
represent undisturbed conditions typical of the training area.

B.4.2

Methods of Analysis

The monitoring systems previously discussed provide the following types of information.

B.4.2.1

Training Impacts

Coordinated analysis of on-site monitoring data, field plots, and satellite imagery provides a synopsis of
training impact intensity and extent.

B.4.2.2

Environmental Trends

Time series analysis of satellite imagery and control plot data provides baseline data on the response of
plant communities to climatic variation and natural disturbance. Further development of this technique
will be a valuable source of baseline data for future NEPA analysis.

B.4.2.3

Cumulative Impacts

Environmental health of training lands is a product of training impacts, naturally occurring events, and
environmental trends. Time series analysis of training impacts and environmental trends provides data on
ecosystem response. The GIS system provides a method to record impacts and analyze their effects over
time.

B.4.3
B.4.3.1

Monitoring Cover Change Using TM Satellite Imagery
General Approach

The general approach is to estimate actual cover values for the total vegetative cover area, using the
Gram-Schmidt process to produce optimal perspective for separation of land cover classes from multi
spectral satellite imagery (Crist and Kauth, 1986; Jackson, 1983 ). The fundamental basis of the GramSchmidt process involves finding data structures inherent to a particular sensor and land cover classes,
and adjusting the axes of observation in multispectral viewing space such that the land cover classes can
be most easily and completely observed. After the Gram-Schmit procedure, correlation analysis with
ground truth data is implemented to produce a cover estimate based on a linear regression model. The
cover estimate then becomes a thematic layer in the GIS system. This method allows comparison of land
cover change over time by subtracting cover estimates made from imagery acquired from different dates.
The use of correlation analysis and regression models provides statistical confidence estimates and error
estimates for each thematic layer. This method makes it possible to assess the condition of the landscape
synoptically and track changes in landscape condition over time.
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B.4.3.2

There are four major steps involved in converting digital values obtained from satellite
imagery to vegetation cover maps: geographic coding, image calibration, feature extraction, and cover
modeling. Geographic coding ties the pixels in the satellite image to geographic coordinates. The satellite
image becomes a map with scale, projection, and a coordinate grid. This allows direct comparisons
between conventional maps and other geographically coded images. Image calibration converts the digital
numbers recorded by satellite sensors into numbers with physical meaning, such as radiance and
reflectance. Feature extraction uses spectral profiles of elements in a pixel to identify the composition of
a pixel through statistical analysis. Cover modeling uses linear regression to establish relationship
between ground plot data and spectral features.
Overview.

Imagery. Two images were selected for use in this comparison: LT503303703886163, a LANDSAT
TM 5 image, acquired June 12, 1986; and LT50330370389696175, a LANDSAT TM 5 image, acquired
June 23, 1996.
Geographic Coding. Image-to-image registration was accomplished by selecting corresponding points
on each image and performing a first-order polynomial transformation to Universal Transverse Mercator
(UTM) zone 13 row S NAD27 coordinates. The accuracy obtained through this process is within one half
of one pixel.
B.4.4

,.

Image Calibration

LANDSAT TM digital images are commonly analyzed by using the digital numbers for each pixel.
Although this procedure may be satisfactory for a single image used, it may produce incorrect results
when more than one image is used in time sequence overlays. The digital numbers for each pixel should
be converted to their dimensional equivalents; numbers with physical meaning. Radiance and reflectance
are two values commonly used for time sequence analysis of imagery. These values vary depending on
sensor calibration, sun angle, earth-sun distance, the state of the atmosphere, slope and angle of terrain,
and surface cover. Radiance is measured at the satellite in milliwatts per square centimeter, per steradian .
Reflectance is the ratio of radiant energy reflected by a surface to incident energy and is calculated as a
percentage of radiance at the sensor (Robinove, 1982). This conversion corrects for sun angle
differences, sensor variability, and earth-sun distance. Calibration allows images from different dates to
be compared directly. Reflectance values were used for this study because reflectance for various surfaces
has been measured and catalogued by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Spectral Laboratory, and is the
standard parameter for use in image spectrometry and other methods used for identifying the composition
of surfaces from remotely sensed imagery.

B.4.5

-

Methods

F ea tu re Extraction

Vegetation indices, such as normalized vegetation index (NDVI), which are commonly used to measure
vegetation biomass, leaf area index, or fractional cover in agricultural fields, grasslands, and forests, do
not perform well in measuring cover in semi-arid range land. Brightness indices, or linear combinations
of spectral bands, are more closely related to vegetative cover in semi-arid range land (Yang and
Prince, 1997). The two-dimensional perpendicular vegetation index (PVI) and six-dimensional greenness
index for TM satellite imagery are examples. The method used here relies on the Gram-Schmidt
(Jackson, 1983) procedure to produce brightness indices based on image measured soil reflectance,
albedo, and the spectral profiles of dry grass and calcite acquired from the USGS Spectral Laboratory.
This process mathematically reduces variation in a cover feature, from multiple spectral variables (bands)
to one band. These bands represent variation in cover, but at this point, they are not expressed in
meaningful units. Linear equations based on least squares regression are used to convert raw cover values
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Year

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

1984

0.75

0

0

0

1.31

4.72

1.08

6.38

0.48

3.1

0.87

2.16

1985

1.13

0.34

0.29

0.42

0.8

0.83

0.82

2.75

3.45

3.45

0.05

0.07

1986

0.05

0.35

0.33

0

0.26

2.08

1994

0.61

0.38

0.27

0.32

0.92

0.09

2.67

2.58

1.01

0.77

0.79

1.1

1995

0.76

0.69

0.26

0

0

5.57

1.46

0.87

2.8

0

0

0.29

1996

0.49

0.13

0

0.15

0

2.57

1984

0.31

0

0.32

0

0.86

3.82

1.58

2.94

0.24

2.03 11.3

1985

1.26

0.42

0.34

0.82

0.5

0.85

1.82

2.69

1.42 4.13

0.05

0.05

1986

0.02

0.57

0.35

0.01

0.37

1.48

1994

0.27

0

0.17

0.27

0.75

0.02

1.09

0.65

0.2

0.54

0.77

0.99

1995

0.77

0.56

0.08

0

0

0.8

1.58

1.52

2.88

0

0.06

0.15

1996

0.45

0.06

0

0.31

0

1.75

1984

0.31

0

0.44

0.01

0.59

3.18

0.69

5.57

0.58

3.12

0.51

1.17

1985

0.95

0.19

0.59

0.07

0.01

0.1

1.32

1.46

1.47

1.82

0.13

0.05

1986

0.01

0.39

0.39

0

0.83

3.05

1994

0.03

0.23

0.37

0.65

0.8

0.67

0.18

0.02

0.03

0.35

0.54

1.61

1995

0.26

0.88

0.42

0.04

0.01

1.74

0.28

0.76

3.18

0

0.26

0.23

1996

0.11

0.19

0

0.49

0

2.36

2.77

30-month
Total prior
to July 86
37.6
30-month
Total prior
to July 96
27.55
30-month
Total prior
to July 86
33.15

-

30-month
Total prior
to July 96
16.69
30-month
Total prior
to July 86
29
30-month
Total prior
to July 96
16.69

Note: Mtssmg data estimated by interpolation among months surroundmg the data point over the 3-year period.
Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), n.d.
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Interpretation

-

The data should be interpreted with some qualifications because two data points are not sufficient to
establish a trend and environmental conditions prior to the image dates that were significantly different.
There were 37.6 inches of precipitation at Oro Grande, 33.15 inches at WSMR, and 29.0 inches at EPIA
in the 30 months preceding the 1986 image. There were only 27.55 inches at Oro Grande, 16.69 inches at
WSMR, and EPIA, respectively in the 30 months before the 1996 image. Desert areas are known for
having highly variable precipitation and frequent droughts. Cover response to drought depends on plant
physiognomic characteristics. Annual plants avoid drought by seed dormancy; germination will not occur
until there is adequate moisture. Perennial plants respond to drought by reducing their leaf area. These
effects would result in lower annual plant cover and reduced leaf areas in perennial vegetation.
Fires are another contributing factor. Twenty-five of 28 fires recorded on Fort Bliss from 1982 to 1996
occurred between 1986 and 1996. Vegetation cover would be severely reduced in these areas. Despite
these qualifications, some general observations can be made:
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Table B-3. Fires on Fort Bliss: 1982 to 1996
Fire Name
Aguirre Sprigs
La drone
South
Oingo
Cli
Dry Peak
Cooper
Triangle
Hoot
Horse Camp
Mary Toy
Charlie R
Haymeadow
Mackdraw
Oterrell
Chatfield
Wind Mountain
Escondido
Mashed 0
Martin
Cockleburr
West Mesa
Wildcat
Cristo Rey
Charlie
Impact
Martin
Savage
Hat
Comer
Prather
Mw
Littledraw
Blacktank
Horsecamp
Unit 9
West Tank
Horse Mesa

Discovery Date
8/8/82
6/17 /85
1114/86
6/21/89
6/21/89
6/21/89
6/22/89
6/22/89
7/9/89
7118/89
6/21/90
5114/92
10/1/92
10/7/92
5124193
5/31/93
5/31/93
611/93
6/1/93
6/1/93
6/1/93
6/1/93
6/1/93
6/14/93
414194
4/20/94
4122194
4122194
6129194
6129194
6/30/94
7/13/94
8/21/94
9/27/94
10/3/94
1117/94
11/9/94
5110195

Stated Cause
Natural
Natural
Man-made
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Man-made
Man-made
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Man-made
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Natural
Man-made
Man-made
Man-made

Total Acreage
1.0
10.0
0.1
50.0
7.5
250.0
40.0
340.0
650.0
25.0
750.0
0.5
1.2
100.0
40.0
350.0
2.0
8.9
1.4
4.1
1.0
66.0
75.0
0.3
5.0
80.0
3.0
3.0
9.0
20.0
3.0
0.5
2.0
5.0
350.0
6.0
6.0
5.5

Source: BLM, Las Cruces FO.

•

Woody vegetation at high elevations was not affected as severely by drought, and most cover loss
was associated with fires in these vegetation types;

•

The most severe drought effects were at lower elevations in mesquite coppice dune and sandscrub
vegetation;
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•

Vegetation cover in grazed grasslands is significantly lower than in ungrazed grasslands for both
dates; and

•

The average percent change between 1986 to 1996 in vegetation cover on McGregor Range where
existing FTX sites are located (Table B-10) and where grazing has occurred (Table B-8) is not
significantly different. This is true for all vegetation cover types except one. The only significant .
difference between these areas is within the Foothills Grasslands vegetation type. In these areas,
cover on FTX sites decreased 22 percent, while cover on grazed areas decreased 10 percent.

Two observations are not sufficient for a trend analysis although they provide an indication of differences
between the images. More data are needed to assess plant cover response to drought years and moist
years in desert environments. This would require analysis of long-term data sets that represent a series of
wet and dry years. The cumulative changes in vegetation cover from June 12, 1986, to June 23, 1996, are
depicted on Figure B-6. Changes in the two LANDSAT TM images of Fort Bliss are portrayed in terms
of percentage loss and percentage gain, as shown by the legend of Figure B-6.
Tables B-4 through B-10 present the percent of total vegetation cover area or cover and dynamics
between the two years for Fort Bliss. Vegetation cover is described for various vegetation communities
and developed or barren areas. Histograms portraying the data in each table are shown along with the
tabular data.

B.4.7.3

Future Evaluations

The methods for estimating vegetation cover area from TM Imagery provide a robust means for
estimating land condition and trend. The method could be improved by establishing plots in a wider
variety of vegetation types and a greater range of cover. Current results indicate the method will be
valuable in identifying impacted and undisturbed areas. Field plot sampling is crucial for providing the
information needed to drive the cover models. The maps produced by the models will provide a sound
basis for sample design in biological studies. Vegetation cover area maps are a valuable tool for land
managers and scientists because they provide dynamic information at the landscape scale. The Landscape
Monitoring Plan will provide a synoptic, repeatable method for identifying and recording impacts to
training lands.
Impact data will provide the basis for assessing trammg land readiness, scheduling training, and
identifying rehabilitation needs. Portions of the plan are in place at the present time. Fort Bliss is
archiving A VHRR satellite imagery for time-series analysis of vegetation phenology and soil moisture.
The installation has coordinated on-site monitoring, field plots, and satellite imagery to measure training
impact and extent for Roving Sands since 1996. Fort Bliss has developed methods and acquired imagery
for cumulative impact assessment that can track changes in vegetation cover over time. A database is
being developed for training and natural impacts that can be used to evaluate the effects of these factors
on the natural environment.
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Figure B-6. LANDSAT Derived Vegetation Change on Fort Bliss, 1986 to 1996.
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13
0
87
I
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9
4
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24
1
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2
0
75
25
3
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25
81
5
14

Note: Total cover area is the indicator of ecological condition used in the vegetation cover modeling.
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Note: Total cover area is the indicator of ecological condition used in vegetation cover model mg.
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Note: Total cover area is the indicator of ecological condition used in vegetation cover model mg.
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Table B-8. V

Percentage of
Total Cover Area

Grazed Areas
Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands
Foothill Desert Shrublands
Basin Grasslands
Mesa Grasslands
Foothills Grasslands
Montane Shrublands
Pinyon-J uni per Woodlands
Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas

1986

1996

33
42
51
41
44
55
65
70
41

18
27
41
24
29
45
60
66
28

dD
Avg.
Percent
Change
-15.00%
-15.00%
-10.00%
-17.00%
-15.00%
-10.00%
-5.00%
-4.00%
-13.00%

dA

fG

1986

R

McG

1996

Area Percent

Grazed Areas

Cover Loss No Chan~e Cover Gain
94
6
0
93
7
0
81
17
2
4
0
96
0
95
5
20
3
77
50
42
8
42
48
10
12
2
86

Mesquite Coooice Dunes and Sandscrub
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands
Foothill Desert Shrublands
Basin Grasslands
Mesa Grasslands
Foothills Grasslands
Montane Shrublands
Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands
Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas
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Note: Total cover area is the indicator of ecological condition used in vegetation cover modeling.
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Table B-9. V

dD

Percentage of
Total Cover Area
Ungrazed Areas
1986
1996
Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub 36
20
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands
50
36
49
Foothill Desert Shrublands
61
51
35
Basin Grasslands
Mesa Grasslands
52
36
44
Foothills Grasslands
58
Montane Shrublands
74
64
75
76
Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands
Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas
43
29

fU

Avg.
Percent
Change
-16.00%
-14.00%
-12.00%
-16.00%
-16.00%
-14.00%
-10.00%
1.00%
-14.00%

dA

McG

1986

R

1996

Area Percent

Ungrazed Areas

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands
Foothill Desert Shrublands
Basin Grasslands
Mesa Grasslands
Foothills Grasslands
Montane Shrublands
Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands
Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas

Cover Loss No Chanf!.e Cover Gain
98
2
0
90
I
9
90
9
I
I
92
7
91
7
2
10
2
88
67
25
8
33
34
32
89
2
9
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Note: Total cover area is the indicator of ecological condition used in vegetation cover model mg.
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Table B-10. Vegetation Cover and Dynamics of Controlled Access Field Training Exercise Sites on McGregor Range,

N

Controlled Access FTX Sites

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands
Basin Grasslands
Mesa Grasslands
Foothills Grasslands
Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas

Percentage of
Total Cover Area
1996
1986
19
35
46
29
44
28
42
27
49
27
39
23

Avg.
Percent
Change
-16.00%
-17.00%
-16.00%
-15.00%
-22.00%
-16.00%

Area Percent

Controlled Access FTX Sites

Cover Loss No Chamze Cover Gain
82
14
2
21
1
78
2
98
0
92
0
8
98
2
0
2
90
8

Mesquite Coppice Dunes and Sandscrub
Creosote and Tarbush Shrublands
Basin Grasslands
Mesa Grasslands
Foothills Grasslands
Roads, Facilities, and Barren Areas

Note: Total cover area is the indicator of ecological condition used in vegetation cover modeling.
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C.O

SUMMARY OF FORT BLISS, TEXAS AND NEW MEXICO EVALUATION IN
THE ARMY BASING STUDY BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT, 1995

The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process undertaken by the DA through 1995 supports the
vision of a 21st Century Army; that is, a power projection Army, sufficiently robust and versatile to
accommodate the needs of the national strategy. The BRAC process provides a means of divesting
unneeded infrastructure and bases, many of which are vestiges of the Cold War era. The Army also
recognizes the complementary nature of the need to reshape and resource Army forces with the need to
reduce installation operating costs (DoD, 1995). The Army evaluated its installations, based upon these
objectives, as a part of The Army Basing Study Base Closure and Realignment, 1995 (US Army, 1995d).
The DoD gave priority to the first of those criteria, military value, in selecting military installations for
closure or realignment.
•

Military Value.
The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness of DoD's
total force.
The availability and condition of land and facilities at both the existing and potential receiving
locations.
The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future requirements at both the
existing and potential receiving locations.
The cost and manpower implications.

•

Return on Investment.
The extent and timing of potential cost savings, including the number of years, beginning with
the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs.

•

Community Impacts.
The economic impact on communities.
The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' infrastructure to support
forces, missions, and personnel.
The environmental impact.

The Army's 97 primary installations and a number of lease sites were categorized into training areas,
command and control/administration support, training schools, professional schools, ammunition
production, ammunition storage, commodity storage, ports, proving grounds, medical centers, industrial
facilities, and depots. Fort Bliss was evaluated as one of 14 training schools (DoD, 1995). The attributes
used for evaluation included:
•

Mission requirements and operational readiness measure of the ability of training school installations
to generate, project, and sustain combat power.
Training Areas. The total acreage Of the installation available for training.
Ranges. The total number of firing points equipped with the Remote Target System, the
number of Multi-purpose Range Complexes, and the availability of a standard design MOUT
range.
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Deployment Network. The distance from the installation to its critical deployment structure;
airfields, ports, railheads, and interstate highways.
Reserve Training. Measure of support provided by an installation to the reserve components,
including individual and unit training.
Impact Acres. The size and capability of the land used by the installation for range impact
areas.
Mechanized Training Areas. The largest contiguous acreage of the installation available for
training of mechanized formations.
General Instructional Facilities. Total square footage of permanent, general training and
instructional facilities on the installation.
Applied Instructional Facilities. Total square footage of permanent, specialized training and
instructional facilities on the installation.
Information Mission Area. The telephone switching system, outside cable plant, computers,
telecommunications center, local area network, defense data network node, and video
teleconferencing capability.
Special Airspace. Total cubic area of special use airspace operated by the installation.
There are four significant attributes identified that measure mission requirements and operational
readiness. They are training areas, general instructional buildings, applied instructional buildings and
special airspace. Mechanized training acres and impact range areas are essential for providing and
performing soldier training and field exercises. Training areas are important when stationing and
training land forces. Impact areas are required to support the conduct of weapons familiarization,
qualification, crew gunnery, and combined arms live-fire training.
•

Land and Facilities. These attributes provided an overall assessment of the availability and condition
of land and facilities.
Barracks. Total permanent on-post spaces available for unaccompanied officers and enlisted
personnel.
Family Housing. Number of permanent, adequate family dwelling units (on- and off-post).
Work Space. Total permanent square footage of maintenance (aviation and vehicle) facilities
and operational/administrative facilities on the installation.
Percent Permanent Facilities. A quality measure to reflect construction investment and
World War II wood structure elimination.
Average Age of Facilities. Average age of all existing facilities on the installation.
Infrastructure. Capacity of water, sewage treatment, electrical distribution, and cost of
landfill.
Environmental Carrying Capacity. A composite consideration of various environmental
factors that measures the Army's ability to conduct current missions, receive additional units,
and expand operations in light of environmental constraints. The composite index includes
the following factors: Archaeology and Historic Buildings, Endangered Species, Wetlands,
Water Quality, Noise Quality (extending off-post), and Contaminated Sites.

•

Contingency, Mobilization, and Operational Readiness. These attributes measured the installation's
capacity to train, equip, and deploy units.
Mobilization Capability. Capability of an installation to support reconstitution of forces
through the ability to billet, train, and deploy soldiers.
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Buildable Acres. A measure of an installation's ability to expand within its current property
line, in accordance with accepted master planning policy and guidance as reflected in the
LRC of the approved installation master plan. The result is the total acres available for
construction of additional facilities on the installation.
Encroachment. Population density of area surrounding the installation.
•

Cost and Manpower.
Cost of Living Index. A measure of the cost of living at each installation.
Housing Cost per Dwelling Unit. Measure of the cost to maintain one set of family quarters
at each installation.
Variable Housing Allowance Factor. Measure of the cost of variable housing allowance for
military personnel living off-post.
Locality Pay Factor. The relative differences in cost of the civilian work force at each
installation.
Base Operations (BASOPS)/Mission Population. Measure of the BASOPs cost required to
support the mission population.
Military Construction, Army (MCA) Cost Factor. Measure of the relative cost factor for
construction at an installation.

Among the Army's 14 training school installations, Fort Bliss was ranked number one (U.S. Army,
l 995d). Because of its high military value, Fort Bliss was not selected for further realignment or closure
study (U.S. Army, 1995e).
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
and
U.S Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers
November 1971

U.S. Department of Agriculture
and
U.S Department of the Army
September 1988

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico
and
U.S Department of the Army, Headquarters, U.S. Army Air Defense Center and Fort Bliss
February 1990

The Department of the Interior
and
The Department of the Army
March 1966

Proposed Agreed upon Changes to the June 7, 1974, Memorandum of Understanding Between the
Department of the Interior and the Department of the Army to Provide for Co-Use Grazing on the
McGregor Range in New Mexico

Cooperative Plan-Agreement for Conservation and Development of Fish and Wildlife Resources on the
McGregor Range (Fort Bliss)
September 1972

Cooperative Plan-Agreement for Conservation and Development of Fish and Wildlife Resources on the
McGregor Range (Fort Bliss)
June 1974

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico
and
U.S Department of the Air Force
Headquarters, U.S. Air Combat Command
May 1998
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
Between
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
And
DEPARlMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
This memorandum of understanding is made by and between the
United States Department of Agriculture. Forest Service, acting
through the Regional Forester, Southwestern Region, hereinafter
called the SERVICE and the United States Department of Defense,
Corps of Army Engineers, acting for the United States Army Air
Defense Center, hereinafter called the CENTER.
WHEREAS, Public Land Order No. 1470, dated August 21, 1957, as
amended by Public Land Order No. 1547, dated November 7, 1957,
Issued under the provisions of Executive Order 10355, withdrew
certain lands, hereinafter called the LANDS, within the Lincoln
National Forest from all forms of entry, for use by the Department
of fhe Army as a part· of the McGregor Missile Range, and
WHEREAS, the Department of the Army and the Department of
Agriculture on July 3, 1951, entered into a Joint Policy Statement
relating to. use of National Forest lands for defense purposes, and
WHEREAS, Public Land Orders 1470 and 1547 expired August 21, 1967,
except that application for renewal was timely made, and publication
of an Extension Order in the Federal Register has not been done, and
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WHEREAS, the laws, regulations, and policies governing the
multiple·use management of National Forests contemplates use of
the lands and

resource~

to produce the greatest benefits in goods

and services to the people, and
WHEREAS, It has been mutually determined that grazing use by
livestock and wildlife is compatible with the use of the land for
missile training purposes, and
WHEREAS, it Is desirable that the Service continue to administer
all National Forest resources in keeping with the Center's requirements for Its missile program,
NOW, THEREFORE, the Service and the Center mutually agree as
fol lows:
Section A.
1.

The Center agrees:

The Service will administer the Lands for all non-defense

purposes and a11 activities which are not related to the us.e of the
Lands for missile range purposes, HOWEVER. the Service will coordinate
all uses and activities on the lands with the Center in a manner
consistent with the needs of the Center.
2.

The Lands will be open to all Forest users on days when

no firing Is scheduled.

3. The Service wi11 not authorlze uses of those lands purchased
by the Army within the area without the concurrence of the tenter,

EXCEPT, for those uses not separable from the area as a whole.
There are approximately 1,360 acres of purchased and 18,0o4 acres
of withdrawn Lands out of the total of 19,364 acres of missile
range within the National Forest boundary.
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Uses such as livestock

grazing will be authorfzed on the area as a whole and the service
will issue a permit for a11 Government owned lands with fees to
be handled as specified in Subsection 4, below.

4. All fees for use of National forest lands shall be assessed and
collected by the Service In accordance with the regulations of the
Secretary of Agriculture and deposited Into the National Forest Fund,
miscellaneous receipts, EXCEPT, those fees earned on lands purchased by
the Defense Department shall be transferred to the

u. s.

Corps of Engineers

for deposit where such fees are collected by the Servtce.
The basis for apportioning fees between the Service and the Center
will be the proportion of use attributable to the purchased lands to
the proportion of use attributable to the withdrawn lands.
The collection of use fees does not pertain to licenses or permits
required by State law.

5. That management of wildlife and its habitat shall conform to
the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture; to all applicable laws,
and to existing agreements between the Service and the New Mexico
·~·

Department of Game and Fish.
Harvest of wildlife will be accomplished in a manner covered by the
proclamations and regulations of the New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish, EXCEPT,

the harvest wil! not conflict with public safety or the

firing schedules set by the Center.

6. That improvements constructed and maintained by the Service,
Its contractors, or pennittees, for resources management purposes will
remain In the Lands unless the
Installations.

slt~s

so used are needed for missile range

These improvements include, but are not limited to live-

stock control fences, range and wildlife water catchments, and watershed
D-5
structures.

7. The service will administer all archeologica1 and paleonto•
logical activities on the Lands In conformance with the Uniform
Rules and Regulattons prescribed by the Secretaries of the Interior,
Agriculture, and Anny; and the Antiquities Act (34 Stat. 225; 16

u.s.c.

432-433).

Section B.
I.

The Center will therefore:

Take action to prevent and suppress fires resulting from the

-

-

Center's operations and also suppress any fire on the Lands; check
for fires after completion of each daily scheduled firing; and
report all fires to the Service as soon as possible.
2.

furnish the Service with firing schedules on a regular basis

so that the Service may keep Its employees, contractors, and pennittees
advised when entry to the Lands Is allowed or denied.

The Center

will also furnish the Service with the names, addresses, and

telephone numbers of the Conmanding General and his designated
representatives.

3.

Take all necessary precautions to minimize damage to

soil and vegetative resources in connection with the conduct of.
defense oriented activities.

The Center will coordinate with the

Service the development of launch Ing sites, fire ·towers, radar sites,
and other similar construction within the Lands.

4. Submit to the Forest Supervisor, Lincoln National Forest.
for his concurrence alt proposals for constructing roads prior to
undertaking construction.

s.·

Assume the responsibility for the actions of its employees

and contractors ln the conduct of tenter Activities on the Lands.
D-6
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The Center will require said personnel to leave gates as found
(open or closed) and will not be l".esponstble should gates or
fences be left as found.
Section
1.

c.

The Service agrees:

The Center will administer the Lands for all defense

purposes and all acttvttles which are directly.related to the use
of the Lands for missile range purposes, HOWEVER.

the Center will

coordinate those activities having a permanent impact on the soil
and vegetative resource with the Service.
2.

That personnel of the Center, In pursuit of their official

functions, will continue to have

u~limited

access to the Lands.

Said personnel may open gates, and If necessary, lower fences in
order to accomplish their assigned missions or duties.

Gates will

be left as found {open or closed) and lowered fences will be
repositioned by the Center.

3. That the Center reserves the right to deny access to the
Lands to anyone should security or safety considerations of the
assignment of any mission require such action.

Tile Center may

exercise this right without prior notice to the Service, EXCEPT.
that the Service will be notified at the earliest opportunity when
~uch·a

closure is in conflict with previously announced firing

schedules.

Under no circumstances will persons be granted permission

to enter or remain on McGregor Range during periods when firing Is
being conducted, or scheduled, even should they be willing to assume
any and all risks inherent In such activities.
D-7
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coordinate construction of such facilities with the Service.
' section D.

1.

The Service will therefore:

Furnish the Commanding General of the Center as to the name

of the District Ranger who ts currently responsible to the Service

for the management of the Lands, and the names and addresses of all
permlttees and contractors, If any.

2. Assume the responsibility for the actions of Its employees,
permlttees, and contractors authorized by the Service to conduct
buslness on the Lands.

3.

In pursuit of range management objectives, issue grazing

permits for 1 ivestock numbers 1 fmited to the grazing capacity as
determined by the Service.
4.

Coordinate al\ uses and activities on the Lands In a

manner consistent with the needs of the Center.
S.

Refrain from touching, tampering with, or.disturbing any

shell, casing, missile, target, or components thereof which may be
found upon the Lands.

Upon discovery of any of these Items, Service

employees, permittees, or contractors will report said discovery to the

-

Commanding General, United States Army Air Defense Center, or his
designated agent.

6.

Issue all permits and contracts for uses and activities which

are not related to defense purposes.

Said permits and contracts will

contain stipulations consistent with the needs of the Center.

Permits

may be terminated by the Service, and by request of the tenter, should
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permittees breach any of the terms or conditions outlined In this

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.

1. Protect the Lands and resources from destruction

by

fire

and other forms of depredation including trespass, not Incident to
ml l ltary use.

Section E.
1.

General

This Memorandum of Understanding shall serve to guide the

administration of the Lands herein descrlbed under the proposed new
Public Land Order and shall remain in full force and effect until
terminated by mutual agreement or expiration of the new Land Order.

2.

The Forest Supervisor, Lincoln National Forest. or his

designated representative, will represent the forest Service in

the administration of this Memorandum of Understanding.
).

If amendments to this agreement are needed, a meeting may

be called by either party.

4. lhe legal description of National Forest lands contained
within the McGregor Missile Ran9e are shown on Exhibit 1 1 attached
hereto.

UNITED STATES ARMY AIR DEFENSE CENTER
FORT BLISS, TEXAS

and

(Date)

B~:d,.£~

Chief, Real Estate Division,
Albuquerque District, Corps of
Engineers, Department of the Army

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE

By:
(Date)

-------------------------------~
Regional Forester
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MASlER AGREEMENT

BE'IWEEN
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AND
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTIJRE
CONCERNlNG
THE USE OF NATIONAL FOREST SYS'IEM LANDS FOR MD...ITARY ACTIVITY
I.

PREFACE

A. National Forest System lands provide for the use and enjoyment of the public and arc
managed under multiple use and sustained yield concepts. The use of these lands for military
training activities is within the statutory authority of the Act of June 4, 1897.
B. The availability of National Forest System lands to the Depanment of Defense provides a
variety of geographic and topographic settings to conduct training activities. This is an
imponant resource for developing a strong National defense.

C. Therefore. training activities on National Forest System lands will be authorized when
compatible with other uses and in confonnity with applicable forest plan(s), provided the
Depanment of Defense determines and substantiates that lands under its administration are
unsuitable or unavailable.
·

-

D. This agreement does not apply to the use of airspace over National Forest System lands
unless directly associated with the land based training.
11.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this Master Agreement is to establish procedures for planning, scheduling and
conducting authorized military activities on National Forest System lands. It also establishes
policies and procedures for supplemental agreements and special use authorizations which are
required for all Department of Defense activities (including National Guard and Reserve
activities) using National Forest System lands. This agreement replaces the Joint Policy
Statements between the Depanment of Agriculture and (a} the Dcpanmcnt of the Army signed
July 3, 1951; the Depanment of the Navy, signed February 19, 1952; and the Department of
the Air Force, signed September 12, 1951, which are hereby rescinded.

Ill.

COORDINATION AND COOPERATION
To facilitate the orderly development, management, and administration of National Forest
System lands and to provide suirablc and appropriate lands ro funher the National defense
effon, the Department of Defense and the Dcpanment of Agriculture jointly agree:

1
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A. Availability ofDg>amnent of Defense Lands· Prior to requesting use of National Forest
. ·System lands. the Department of Defense will dctennine if lands administered by the
. Dcpanmcnt of Defense ~ available and suitable. In all cases where a special use authorization
or supplemental agreement to use National Forest System lands is proposed, Dcpanment of
Defense wilJ forward its analysis and determination as to the unsuitability or unavailability of
DoD land to the affected Forest Supervisor:
B. Planning For the Use of National forest System Lands - Military training activities on
National Forest System lands are actions which require the analysis of environmental impact in
conformance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other statutory and
regulatory requirements. The Depanmcnt of Defense and the Depanment of Agriculture,
Forest Service, will cooperate to accomplish appropriate NEPA compliance. The lead agency
concept in 40 CFR lSOl.S will be applied to the process except in cases involving classified
activities. Jn such cases, the Dcpanment of Defense Component will be the lead agency.

-

C. Management

1. Periodically conduct joint reviews of selected activities for the purpose of: (a)
determining the effectiveness of supplemental agreements so that the management and
mission of both agencies arc accomplished; (b) identifying and recommending solutions to
existing and potential problems; and (c) monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of environmental mitigation measures.
2. Jointly identify rights-of-way or other authorizations required to implement
supplemental agreements or special use authorizations.

3. Have their respective agents mutually refer unresolved points of disagreement to the
next higher management level for resolution.
IV.

DEPARIME~1T RESPONSTBil...111ES

IT IS AGREED 1HAT:
A. The l&panment of Defense Components will:
1. Provide to the affected Forest Supervisor the analysis and determination as to the
unsuitability or unavailability of Dcpanmcnt of Defense lands.

2. Involve the Forest Service designated representative in the initial planning stages of
activities proposed on National Forest System lands.
3. During initial planning, provide an unclassified description of proposed activities to the
affected Forest Supervisor and cooperate in fulfilling requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act and conducting appropriate environmental analyses.
4. For each training activity, identify a representative of the Department of Defense

serve as liaison to the Forest Service.
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5. Cooperate with Forest Service representatives to comply with the tenns of this
Master Agreement. supplemental agreements, and special use authorizations.
6. Reimburse the Forest Service for costs directly attributable to military training
activities. subject to the availability of appropriated funds. This may include. but is nor
limited to, the preparation and processing of applications. preparation of environmental
documents, administration of special use authorizations. and Forest Service liaison
officers• time.

7. Explore land interchange as an alternative or mitigating measure when military training
activities arc not in confonnance with the affected Forest Plan.

8. Make every cffon to avoid degradation of National Forests and provide for restoration as agreed in the special use autho~zation.
9. Provide for mitigation measures identified in the environmental analysis and agreed in
the special use authorization.

B. The Depanment of Agriculture. Forest Service will:
l. Make National Forest System lands available for military training activities when such
activiries can be made compatible with other uses and conform with applicable forest
management plans, provided the Department of Defense determines and substantiates that
lands under its administration arc unsuitable or unavailable.
2. Cooperate with the Depanment of Defense to expedite decisions associated with
miJitary training activities on National Forest System Jands.
·

3. Fully consider all proposals and, when necessary, develop alternatives that may meet the
needs of the Depanmcnt of Defense and the Depanmcnt of Agriculture, Forest Service.
4. Ensure that applicable forest management plans include military training activities.
Requirements for these activities should be coordinated with the Depanment of Defense

during formulation and development of those plans.
V.

SPEQAL USE At.JTHORlZATION

The special use authorization for a Department of Defense activity on National Forest System
lands requires, but need not be limited to. the following:
1. Identification of National Forest System lands required for the activity.
2. Duties and responsibilities of each agency in the planning process.
3. Procedures for resolving issues. misunderstandings, or disputes.
4. Identification of rights-of-way and other authorizations which may be needed outside
the activity area.
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S. Incorporate, develop, or reference a basic plan covering monitoring, fire protection and
control, pubHc health and safety, recreation, watershed, minerals, timber, grazing, fish,
wildlife, public notification, and other appropriate features.
6. Assign responsibilities for restoration of the site. Restoration sha!I be
subject to the availability of appropriated funds.

7. Pfovide procedures for emergency cessation of military activities where necessary to
protect public health, safety or the environment.

VI.

_,

Sl!PPLEMENTALAGREEMENTS
For recurring Dcpanmcnt of Defcnse activities on Forest Service lands. supplemental
agreements to this master agreement may be developed. Within 12 months following the
effective date of this agreement, representatives of the Deplnments of Defense and Agriculture. Forest Service, shall agree upon a schedule for the revision of any existing supplemental
agreement which requires modification to confonn with this master agreement.

-

vn. DELEQADON
Authorized representatives of the Forest Service and the Department of Defense may execute
special use authorizations and enter into supplemental agreements within the scope of this
document.
VIII. MODIBCAJJON ANPTERMJNATION
This agreement may be modified or amended upon request of either Depanment and the

concurrence of the other. This agreement may be tenninated with 60-day notice of either
pany.
IX.

IMPLEMENTATION
This agreement becomes effective when signed by both parties.

J
r:y:·:-·
/

/

'

Secretary of Agriculture
Date: _ _ _ _2_2_s_::_P_19S_S
____
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Date: -'"""~..,.___.-;o__..,_1_1_fS______
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.K.eMORANDOH OF' UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN
U.,.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
NEW

MEXICO
AND

U.S. DEPnRTMENT OE' THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, US ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CENTER

AND FORT BLISS
FORT BLISS, TEXAS

CONCERNING
POLICIES, PROCEDURES, AND RESPONSIBILITIES RELATED TO LAND USE
PLANNING AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT OF MCGREGOR RANGE

I.

PURPOSE

This Memorandum of Agreement (MOU} establishes the basic
principles and responsibilities of the Department of the
Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Department of the
Army, Fort Bliss (Ft Bliss) for implementation of BLM'.s 1990
Resource Management Plan for the McGregor Range (Range) as
mandated by Public Law 99-606. The plan was developed by BLM in
consultation with Ft Bliss.
II .

AUTHORITIES

Public Law 99-606, Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1986
National Environmental Policy Act (P.L. 91-90, 42 U.S.C. Section
4321 et seq.).
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (P.L. 94-579, 43 U.S.C.
Section 1701 et seq.).
III.

PROCEDURES

A.

GENERAL OPERATING PRINCIPLES

BLM will recognize Ft Bliss missions have priority of use on the
Range· and will secure Ft Bliss concurrence before authorizing any
nonmilitary uses.
At all times, the Army, through Fort Bliss,
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reserves the right to·close any or all of McGregor Range in
accordance with Section 3(b), Public Law 99-606.
1.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT CNEPA)

COMPLIANCE
Both ~gencies are responsible for complying with the NEP)\: of
1969. As a part of the environmental assessment process, each
Agency shall provide the other Agency the opportunity to comment
on all proposed actions on the Range that require an
environmental assessment or environmenta~ statement.
2.

COMMENT

When-one Agency requests the review and comment by the other
Agency, the requesting Agency will state a requested time period
for rev~ew,·depending on the urgency of the action.
Upon ~eceipt
of a review request, the reviewing Agency will make every effort
possible to meet the other's requested time frame.
3.

ACCESS

a. BLH ACCESS TO THE RANGE.
BLM employees may
have access to portions of the Range that are not hazardous. To
avoid interference with Ft Bliss missions and to ensure safety,
BLM employees will call the Range .Commander or his designee for a
clearance. Prior to entry into a hazardous area, BLM employees
will notify the Range Commander to make escort and other safety
arrangements.
b.
PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE RANGE. With the
exception of State Road 506 and associated County Roads FOS2,
F037, and EOOl north of 506, when not closed by the military,
the Range is closed to public use except for authorized
activit;ies .
.....

BLM will serve as the processing agency and lead agency for
public use of the withdrawn public land on the Range. BLM will
provide a description of the activity to the Range Commander, the
installation commander's designee for range activities for Ft
Bliss. No authorizations will be granted by BLM if Ft Bliss
determines they conflict with Ft Bliss use of the Range.
Providing the activity is approved, the BLM will require
authorized users to comply with Ft Bliss security and safety
procedures and regulations when gaining access to the range.
4 . MILITARY USE OF THE RANGE.
The Range Conunander
or the appointed representative will serve as BLM's primary point
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of contact for coordination involvinq military use of the Ranqe.
It is understood that the military has primary authority of the
Range. It is understood that the BLM has managerial responsibilities for the public uses as enumerated in Public Law 99-606
of the withdrawn land, but that the daily uses are subordinate to
militp.ry missions and uses of _the Range. ·
5. INCOME RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC USE OF THE RANGE.
When BLM receives income from the use of the Range, the income
will be placed in a fund which can be drawn upon for management
of the Range unless otherwise directed by law.
When BLM authorizes an activity that will occur on both
withdrawn public land and Army fee-owned land, cost of
administration will be allo~ated to BLM from the Army fee-owned
land portion. Ft Bliss will be provided.the opportunity to
direct~t_!le use of the net income in proportion to the amou~t of
income·generated"from Army fee-owned land for the specific
activity that generated the funds.
6.
REAL ·PROPERTY.
Within two years, jointly the
agencies will develop an inventory of real property (rangeland
improvements, buildings, and structures) on the grazing area of
the Range. The inventory will identify A:cmy property, BLM
property, and jointly oWn.ed property. In cases where no records
are available showing the ownership of the real property,
ownership will be determined by the Ft Bliss Real Property
Management Branch and the Area Manager. Unless otherwise agreed
to, Ft Bliss will be responsible for the maintenance of its real
property and BLM will.be responsible for maintenance of its real
property irrespective of the location.

In cases where rangeland improvements, buildings, and structures
are no longer useable or beyond repair, they may be removed or
reconstructed with mutual concurrence unless otherwise directed
by law or regulations.
B.

SPECIFIC ACTIVITY COORDINATION

l.

LANDS

a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. BLM will be the lead
agency for NEPA compliance for proposed projects that involve
both withdrawn public land and Army fee-owned land that meet the
criteria for the designation of lead agency defined in Council of
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulation 1505.1. The BLM will
issue all public demand nonmilitary leases, easements, rights-ofway, and other land use authorizations on withdrawn public land.
(Nonmilitary is defined as projects that are not owned by the
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U.S. Government, not under administration or under contract to,
a military agency.) The BLM will send a copy of the land use
application to the Ft Bliss Real Property Management Branch for a
review and concurrence of the proposed action.

b. FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. · Ft Bliss will
review all land use applications submitted by BLM and de~errnine
~f the applications conflict with military uses of, and
responsibilities to, the Range.
Ft Bliss will issue all land use authorizations needed on or
across Army fee-owned land.
2.

MINERALS

a.
SALABLE MINERALS (sand, gravel, fill dirt,
borrow,-:'-caliche, and building stone}.

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES.
The· BLM is
responsible for authorizing and managing salable materials for
the Range, but all activities will be with the concurrence of Ft
Bliss. Sales will be limited to .those a·reas~ that are. identified
in the Proposed Resource Management Plan .Amendment/Final EIS for
McGregor Range, May 19, 1989, page 3 (hereinafter r~ferred to as
BLM's Proposed 1989 Resource Management Plan). Upon receiving an
application for materials, BLM will provide the Ft Bliss Real
Property Management Branch, a description of the proposal and
request Ft Bliss review for consistency with military missions
and public safety.
If Ft Bliss does not concur with the
application, BLM will not authorize or approve such a request.
(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will
review applications for consistency with military mi'Ssions,
safety, and security requirements. Upon completion of the review
and concurrence with Ft Bliss, Ft Bliss, will notify BLM if it
concurs with the application and provide stipulations or
modifieations required.
b.

LEA.SABLE MINERALS

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will
manage the oil and gas, and geothex:mal programs for the Range.
Oil and gas, and geothermal programs will be limited to those
areas identified as suitable in BLM's Proposed 1989 Resource
Management Plan. Prior to offering a parcel or parcels for
lease, BLM will provide Ft Bliss Real Property Management Branch
a description of each parcel and request the appropriate surface
managemen~ stipulations.
The description of each parcel will
include a real estate map showing range, township, and
section(s).
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Prior to processing pre-lease notices/permits or lease
operations, BLM, in consultation with Ft Bliss and applicants,
will schedule a field examination for each action.
In concurrence with Ft Bliss, BLM will determine every five
years'Which land on the Range is suitable for opening. -If areas
are found to be suitable for opening to leasable minerals, BLM
will cbmply with Section 12 of Public Law 99-606.
~(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss,
through the ~lbuquerque District, Corps of Engineers, will
provide stipulations to BLM for oil and.gas, geothermal
exploration and leasing operations. Ft Bliss will notify BLM of
changes in security ~nd safety requirements. Ft Bliss will
assist BLM with inspection and enforcement and field examinations access, times of entry, and safety and security requirements. Additional administrative costs if necessary will be paid
by BLM o~ the lessee.
Every five years, Ft Bliss will review military programs and
determine which areas would be compatible with opening for
leasable minerals.

c.

LOCATABLE MINERALS

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will
conduct inventories for locatable minerals. In concurrence with
Ft Bliss, BLM will dete:anine every five years which land on the
Range is suitable for opening for locatable minerals.
If areas
are found to be suitable for opening, BLM will comply with
Section 12 of Public Law 99-606.
(2)
FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES.·
Every five
years, Ft Bliss will review military programs and determine which
areas would be compatible for locatable minerals.
3•

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES.
BLM will be
responsible for vegetation on the withdrawn public land on the
Range and will coordinate management with Ft Bliss. The special
status species section of this MOU discusses management of
special status~plant species.
The BLM will be the lead agency for management of the Black
Grama Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), sales of
plant products, and prescribed burns. The actions will be
limited to those areas identified in BI.M's Proposed 1989
Resource Management Plan. Prior to authorizing activities, BLM
will provide Ft Bliss with a description of the proposal and
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request a Ft Bliss review for compatibilty with military
missions, security, and safety. If Ft Bliss does not concur,
BLM will not authorize such an activity. Administrative costs
will be paid by BLM or the contractor/lessee.
T~e

KCEC will be managed according to the existing cooperative
agreement between the BLM, Ft Bliss, and· New Mexico State.
University.
- ·

The BLM will be responsible for monitoring vegetation conditions
on withdrawn public land and may assist on Army fee-owned land on
the Range. The BLM will develop and implement a monitoring plan
in consultation with Ft Bliss. BLM ·will coordinate monitoring
methodology and results with Ft Bliss Environment~! Management
Office so that l) data can be collected, if possible, in a way
usable in natural resources/NEPA programs; and 2) monitoring
activit.i..e~ are not duplicated by both agencies.
b. FTBLISS RESPONSIBILITIES.· Ft Bliss will be
responsible for vegetation management on Anny fee-owned land.
Ft Bliss will review BLM proposals for vegetation management for
consistency with military missions, safety, ana security
requirements. Upon completion of the review,. Ft Bliss will
notify BLM if Ft Bliss concurs with the proposal and provide
stipulation or modifications.
4•

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT

a.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

(l)
BLM RESPONSIBILITIES.
The BLM is
responsible for management of the livestock grazing program on
the Range and will continue the existing livestock grazing
program on McGregor Range. Livestock grazing.will be limited to
the grazing area identified in the Draft White Sands Resource
Managem~nt Plan and EIS, McGregor Range, September 88, paq_~- 3-15
and map 3-4, incorporated in BI.M's Proposed 1989 Resource ·
¥w.nagement Plan.

Livestock grazing levels will be established annually and based
on the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. BLM will
continue to utiiize the existing stipulations as needed by Ft
Bliss and if changes are proposed, they will be coordinated with
Ft Bliss. The current stipulations are attached as Appendix A.
Livestock use will be authorized through contracts and based on
competitive bidding at public auction. Minimum bids will be
establishea as a result of feasibility cost studies which will
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determine the cost for continuing operation of the grazing
program.
The contracts will contain the terms and conditions as
necessary to meet the requirements of BLM's Proposed 1989
Resource Management Plan and Ft Bliss requirements.

.

.,

The revenues from livestock grazing.contracts will be placed in a
speci~ account and generally be used for the management·of the
livestock grazing program which includes all administrative
costs, construction, and maintenance of rangeland improvements.
Ft Bliss will be provided the opportunity to direct expenditure
of 10 percent of the revenues based on 10 percent lJ:my fee-owned
land within the withdrawn area. However, BLM may use a portion
of the 10 percent revenue, with Army concurrence, for maintenance
of rangeland improvements that are owned by Ft Bliss and where
BLM has accepted maintenance responsibility.
BLM will provide Ft
Bliss an annual accounting of the reven~es and expenditures
generat~~ from the livestock contracts.
·
BLM will ensure grazing use will be limited to cattle-and horses
and is responsible for livestock trespass abatement in nonimpact
areas.
The BLM will keep Ft Bliss Provost Marshal's Office and Range
Commander informed as to the name and address of each grazing
contractor and will ensure the grazing contractors comply with Ft
Bliss security and safety requirements.
(2)
FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES.
The Range
Commander is responsible for i·ssuing appropriate passes for
grazing contractors. Additionally, Ft Bliss will provide firing
schedules to BLM and a check out system to ensure grazing
contractors comply with Ft Bliss ~ecurity and safety
requirements.

Ft Bliss will gather and remove livestock from impact areas at
the request of BLM or for trespass abatement.
b.

RANGELAND IMPROVEMENTS

{l) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will be
responsible for the construction and maintenance of livestock
control fences within and bordering the livestock grazing area
with the exception of fences in impact areas.
The BLM will be responsible for providing livestock and wildlife
water on the Range in concurrence with Ft Bliss. The primary
source of water for the wildlife will be the Ft Bliss owned water
rights out of the Sacramento River and Carrizo Spring. The Army,
in cooperation with BLM, will retain and exercise complete
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control of distribution and use of allocated water rights from
the Sacramento River and Carrizo Spring. It is understood by
both parties that the use of the water is for the benefit of
wildlife.
The BIJ:l has maintenance and construction responsibility to
and improve pipelines, tanks, tubs; wells, windnU.lls,
wildlife waters, etc, necessary to provide for wildlife and
rangeland management. Prior to the construction of new rangeland
improvements, maintenance of Ft Bliss owned improvements, or
changes that affect water resources on the Range, BLM will submit
the construction or maintenance plans and specifications to the
Range Commander for concurrence.

mainta~n

(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will
construction and maintenance of rangeland improvements in
impact ahd military use areas. Ft Bliss will construct and~
maintain firebreaks on those-parts of the McGregor Range boundary
which enclose land. upon which grazing use will be authorized and
at such other locations as may be determined to be necessary by
Ft Bliss.
contro~

Firebreaks will usually be maintained contiguous with perimeter
fences.
Personnel of ft Bliss, in pursuit of their official functions, or
other authorized purposes, will continue to have unlimited access
to the land covered by this agreement. Ft Bliss may open gates
and, if necessary, lower fences in order to accomplish missions
or duties. However, Ft Bliss will leave gates as found (open or
closed} and reposition any fences lowered, but Ft Bliss assumes
no responsibility with a third party should gates not be left as
found or should fences not be re-positioned. If routine
utilization and/or modification of rangeland improvements are
needed to accomplish military operations, Ft Bliss will
coordinate with BL..~, in advance when possible and practicable.
The Range Commander will review BLM's rangeland inprovement
plans on withdrawn land for consistency with military.missions,
safety, security requirements, and for approval. Upon completion
of the review, Ft Bliss will notify BLM· if Ft-Bliss concurs with
the proposal and provide stipulations or modifications it
requires.
5.

WILDLIFE
a.

GAME SPECIES POPULATION HANAGEKENT

(1)
BLM RESPONSIBILITIES.
BLM recognizes
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish {NMDGF) as the agency
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responsible for game species population management on all land on
the Range.
BLM will be the lead agency in coordination of all .
recommendations with NMDGF on matters concerning wildlife
population management as they affect BLM resource manag~ment and
protection of wildlife on withdrawn public land on the Range.
Prior to making a recommendation to the NMDGF on game species
population management, BLM will consult with Ft Bliss to
coordinate respective management objectives for withdrawn pu~lic
land and Army fee-owned land to ensure its activities are
consistent with military missions, safety and security
requirements.

(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss
NMDGF as the agency responsible for ·game.species
population management on all land ·on the Range.

recogn~Z.es

Prior to making a recommendation to the NMDGF on game species
population management, Ft Bliss.will consult with BLM to
coordinate respective management objectives for Army fee-owned
land and withdrawn public land.
b.

HABITAT MANAGEMENT.

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will be
responsible for wildlife habitat management on withdrawn public
land and will coordinate such monitoring on Army fee-owned land.
The BLM will establish and conduct wildlife habitat management
activities in accordance with BLM planning decisions, applicable
laws and regulations.
The BLM will coordinate all habitat management activities with
the Range Commander for consistency with military missions,
safety and security requirements to obtain Ft Bliss conclfi:'rence.
The SLM ·is responsible for monitoring wildlife and wildlife
habitat on withdrawn public land.
BLM may conduct such activity
on Army fee-owned land with the concurrence of the Range
Commander. The BLM will develop and implement a monitoring plan
in coordination with Ft Bliss. The monitoring studies would
include coordination with Ft Bliss for annual field trips,
flights 1 use of approved aerial photography, and Ft Bliss
objectives for Army fee-owned land.
BLM will coordinate
monitoring, methodology and results with Ft Bliss Environmental
Manageme~t Office so that, when possible, data can be collected
in a way usable in Ft Bliss Natural Resources/NEPA Programs. The
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objective of both agencies is to avoid duplicating each other's
efforts.
(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will
be responsible for wildlife habitat management on Army feeowned' 1and to the extent of resource availability . .
Ft Bliss will establish and conduct wildlife habitat management
activities in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Ft Bliss will coordinate all habitat management activities with
BLM to ensure harmony in management direction for the Range as a
whole.

. c.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT

-

-

-

... ..:.
{ 1)
BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM wil.l qe
responsible for compliance with the Federal and State laws
affecting endangered, threatened, candidate or s~nsitive plants
and animals with regard to all actions on withdrawn public land.

The BLM will also manage federal candidate and proposed species4
state-listed species, and BLM sensitive species on withdrawn
public land according to BLM policy.
The BLM will be responsible for implementation of recovery plans
on withdrawn public land on the Range. Prior to implementation
of recovery plans , BLM will request concurrence from the Ra·nge
Commander to ensure consistency with military missions, safety,
and security requirements ..
The BLM will provide Ft Bliss data on inventories, consultation
proceedings, and other infoD11ation with regard to special status
species on McGregor Range.
(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES.
Ft Bliss
will .b~responsible for compliance with the Endangered sP-e~~es
Act and New Mexico endangered plant and animal laws with r'E:igard
to ·its actions on withdrawn public land and for Army fee-owned
land on the Range.
Ft Bliss will be responsible for implementation of recovery
plans on Army f~e-owned land on the Range. Prior to
implementation of recovery plans, Ft Bliss will coordinate with
BLM to ensure consistent management direction for the Range.
Where possible and practicable, Ft Bliss will support BLM
management programs for .federal candidate, proposed, statelisted, and BLM sensitive species on the Range.
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Ft Bliss will provide BLM data on inventories, consultation
proceedings, and other information with regard to special status
species on the Range.
d.

SIKES ACT STAMP PROGRAM

A Sikes Act Stamp Program will be established under Section l
(military.reservations} of the Sikes Act as a.Jl}ended (16 u.s.c.
Title 670). Stamp fees and program specifics will be set by an
additional Memorandum of Agreement between NMDGF, Ft Bliss, and
BLM.

e.

ANIMAL DAMAGE CONTROL

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES . . The BLM will be
responsible for authorizing. animal damage control (ADC)
activiti-es on withdrawn
public land ·and Army fee-owned land.
.

.

Each year when the New Mexico ADC Program presents BLM with a
proposed district wide ADC Plan, BLM will provide the Range
Commander an opportunity to review and approve the draft to
coordinate respective management objectives for withdrawn public
land, Army fee-owned land, and to ensure consistency with
military missions, safety, and security requirements prior to
approval. The BLM will be responsible for monitoring predator
populations, and other potentially damaging ·species as required
by BLM planning decisions.
Requests from grazing contractors for ADC will be handled by the
New Mexico ADC Program. Routine requests for control work
received by ADC from the grazing contractors will be
incorporated into the annual ADC plan. .Requests for emergency
control work received by ADC from the grazing contractors will be
authorized by BLM on a case-by-case basis.
(2) FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES~
Ft BljS:S will
review and comment on the draft district ADC plan for cor1-sistency
with military missions, safety, and security requirements.

Ft Bliss will reques~ ADC activities needed (except in the
vicinity of military structures) on withdrawn public land
through BLM prior to development of the district ADC plan.
Ft
Bliss will coordinate all Army initiated ADC activities on Army
fee-owned land with the BLM to ensure consistent management
direction for the Range.
6•

CULTURAL RESOURCES:

a.

The term "cultural resources" is understood to
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have the same meaning as the term •historic resourcesM used in
the Historic Preservation Act and in its implementing regulation
36 C.F.R. Section 800.
b.

BLM's RESPONSIBILITIES:

(1) The BLM will comply with Section 106 of
the Historic Preservation Act and 36 C.F.R. Section 800 for
undertakings for which the BLM or third parties are the
proponent.
(2)
The BLM will be the lead agency for
permits required by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
(ARPA) for survey, research, excavation, data recovery, and other
cultural resources projects for which the BLM ~s the proponent
and for all third party activities on withdrawn public l~nd~.
(-3)
The BLM will mit"i.gate the effects ca~sed
to cultural resources for activities conducted under BI.M's
administration.
(4)
The BLM may be a ·consulting party in
military undertakings involving cultural resources on withdrawn
public lands. The BLM and Ft Bliss jointly.will identify classes
of undertakings for whi.ch the BLM will be a consul ting party.

(5)
Upon request, the BLM will provide Ft
Bliss with draft, review copies of research proposals, survey
and other field project reports, and with ~he results of
analytical studies for which the BLM .is the proponent.
Additionally, the BLM will provide Ft Bliss with final copies of
such proposals, reports, and studies.

(6) The BLM will meet with Ft Bliss on an
annual basis, or more frequently as appropriate, to share
inform~tion about planned cultural resources projects.
Other
topics to be discussed will include means to:
(a) Standardize field survey, recording
techniques, and ar~ifact classification criteria and codes to the
maximum practical extent.
(b) Identify ways to make site and artifact
file data compatible for interagency use to the maximum
practical extent.
(c) Develop procedures to permit review of
the design(s) of cultural resources projects and to incorporate
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Ft Bliss analytical needs into those designs to the maximum
practical extent.

c.

FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES:

( l)
Ft Bliss will comply with SectiOF 106 of
the-Historic Preservation Act and 36 C.F.R. Section BOO~for those
undertakings for which the military is the proponent.

(2) Ft Bliss will be the lead agency for
permits required by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act
(ARPA) for survey, for research/excavation/data recovery, and for
other cultural resources·for which the military is the proponent
on withdrawn public lands and all activities on Army fee-owned
land.
(3)
Ft· Bliss will mitigate the effects ·caused
to historic resources by military activities.

(4)
Ft Bliss may be a consulting party in the
BLM's undertakings involving cultural resources.
Ft Bliss and
the BLM· jointly will identify classes of undertakings for which
Ft Bliss will be a consulting party.
(5)
Upon request, Ft Bliss will provide the
BLM with draft, review copies of research proposals, survey and
other field project reports, and with the results cf analytical
studies for which Ft Bliss is the proponent. Additionally, Ft
Bliss will provide the BLM with final copies of such proposals,
reports, and studies.

(6)
Ft Bliss will meet with the BLM on an
annual basis, or more frequently as appropriater to share
information about planned cultural resources projects. Other
topics to be discussed include means to:
(a)
Standardize field survey, recording
techniques, and artifact classification criteria and codes to
the maximum practical exten~.

(b) Identify ways to make site and artifact
file data compatible for interagency use to the maximum practical
extent.
(c) Develop procedures to permit review of the
design{s) of cultural resources projects and to incorporate
BLM's analytical needs into those designs to the maximum
practical extent.

D-27

MOU-NM-309
7•

RECREATION

a.

GENERAL

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM is
responsible for managing recreational.use of the withdra'Wn
public land on the Range.
Prior to authorizing a recreational use on the Range, BLM will
provide the Range Conunander with a description of the proposed
action for review for consistency with military missions, safety,
and security requirements, and obtain Ft Bliss concurrence.
The BLM will be responsible for developing a sign location plan
and information plan that will provide the public reasonable
information on locations and restrictions. Prior to approval of
the planf BLM will provide the Range Comander with a draft .·for
approval so that the plan will be consistent with military
missions, safety, and security requirements;
·
The BLM will limit recreational vehicle use. on withdrawn public
land to designated roads and trails. BLM will identify
designated roads on a case-by-case basis with Ft Bliss
concurrence. The designation will consider the need for access
for the activity involved.
BLISS RESPONSIBILITES. Ft Bliss will
be responsible for establishing a safety and security program
needed to provide for military security and public safety.
(2)

FT

Ft Bliss will install and maintain signs for areas that are
hazardous because of unexploded ordnance.
b.

HUNTING

(1) BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will be
responsible for managing the recreational use of the Rang~- by
hunters in accordance with the Rescource Management Plan--.
requirements. Each year BLM, in concurrence with the Range
Commander and the NMDGF, will develop a McGregor Range hunting
plan that will prescribe proposed recreational use of the Range
by hunters. The plan shall be consistent with guidelines from
the BLM's 1989~Proposed Resource Management Plan, recreation
management capability of the agencies, multiple use mandates, and
natural resource management objectives. Prior to approval of
the plan, BLM will provide the Range Commander with a draft for
review for consistency with military missions, safety, and
security requirements. If the plan is not consistent with
military missions, safety, and security, then BLM will not adopt
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i t as its hunting plan and will then so modify the
i t consistent with military missions.

plan to make

(2)
FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will
be responsible for providing BLM witl:i. ,infonnation concerning the

.Ft Bliss Safety and security Program prior to BLM apprmral of the

Annual Hunting Plan. Hazardous areas and those areas that the
public are not allowed to enter will be identified on ~aps. This
in no way affects the Range Commander's right to later deny
access to an area that has become a hazardous area.
8•

WILDERNESS STUDY ARE.A MANAGEMENT

a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will manage the
Culp Canyon Wilderness Study Area (WSA) under the Interim ..
Management Policy and Guidelines Under Wilderness Review {1987)
until the area is either added to the National Wilderness
Preservation System or removed from further wilderness
consideration.
·
b. FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will be
responsible for compliance with the Interim Manaoement Policy and
Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review (1987) until area is
either added to the National Wilderness Preservation System or
removed from further wilderness consideration.
Ft Bliss will generally limit surface use of the WSA to ground
forces military maneuvers. All military activities which cause
impairment to wilderness values will require reclamation prior to
September 30, 1990. All vehicles should utilize existing vehicle
ways. Ft Bliss will notify the Las Cruces District Manager 30
days prior to conducting any activities within the WSA whenever
possible or immediately following the activity.
9•

WATERSHED

a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will b~
responsible for management of watershed resources on withdrawn
public land on the Range. The BLM will develop and implement a
monitoring plan in coordination with Ft Bliss. Monitoring
studies for watershed will be conducted on withdrawn public land
over the entire McGregor Range in coordination and concurrence
with Ft Bliss.'· The monitoring studies will include coordination
with Ft Bliss for annual field trips and use of approved ground
and aerial photography.
The Bu-1·~ill cooperatively develop and implement watershed
management plans for the Grapevine, El Paso Canyon, and
Cockleburr Watershed areas. Prior to approval of the watershed
management plans, BLM will provide Ft Bliss with a draft for
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concurrence for consistency with Army fee-owned land management
objectives, military missions, safety, and security requirements.
b. FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Fort Bliss will be
responsible for the management·of watershed resources on Army
fee-owned land.
10.

-

FIRE

a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The SLM will be
responsible tor monitoring and suppressing all nonniilitary fires
on withdrawn public land and Army fee-owned land.
The BLM will initiate the most cost effective suppression
or modified suppression tactics available on ali nonmilitary
fires e~~ept those designated as impact or military use areas.

-

-.

Upon receiving a report of a fire and prior to beginning
suppression actions, BLM will notify the Ft Bliss Fire Chief to
establish fire control responsibility and hazards that· may
restrict control· measures.
Agency jurisdiction will be assigned upon determining the
ignition source. The BLM may initiate aerial suppression (air
tanker/helicopter drops) on those military fires deemed
threatening to life upon completion of an escaped fire analysis
and coordination with the Ft Bliss Fire Chief. The BLM may, at
its own expense, initiate aerial suppression on the military
fire~ which are not deemed threatening to life.
The BLM
actions
Range.
limited

will notify the Ft Bliss Fire Chief of its suppression
within 24 hours of suppression actions being taken on the
Such notification will include when possible, but not be
to, the following:

Date and time of action
Location and size of fire
Type and extent of suppression activities
Resources/structures damaged (if any)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6 ~·
·7 ~

·.

Facilities
Structures (livestock, wildlife, or cultural)
Private or State property
Cultural resources
Livestock
Endangered species /habitat
Critical natural resource area

The BLM may use prescribed burning to improve rangeland condition
and wildfire habitat on areas identified in the BI.M's 1989
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Proposed Resource Management Plan. The prescribed burn plans
will meet all required BLM formats and regulations. Prior to
approval of the plans, BLM will provide.Ft Bliss Real Property
Management Branch, for staffing to appropriate Ft Bliss
activ~ties) with a draft for concurrence for consistency with
Army ~ee-owned land management objectives, military mis~ions,
safety, and security requirements.
~·
b. FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will have
responsibility for suppressing and monitoring fires caused by
military activities- on withdrawn public land and Army fee-owned
land •
. Ft Bliss will serve as lead agency for monitoring or suppressing
all fires in the impact and military use areas. Each year Ft
Bliss will update BLM of the hazardous areas at the annual
coordi~tion meetings.
'Ft Bliss will initiate suppres~ion or modified suppression
{monitoring) tactics on all fires caused by military actions on
McGregor Range.
Consistent with P.L. 99-606, ·S~ction 3(d) Ft Bliss will request a
transfer of funds from the Department of Army to the Bureau of
Land Management as compensation for assistance on fire
suppression actions of fires that resulted from a military
activity.
Upon receiving a report of a fire, the· Ft Bliss Fire Chief will
notify the BLM of the fire. The Fire Chief will provide BLM.with
as much information as available at that time and of its
suppression actions. Within 24 hours of suppression actions
being taken on the Range, the Fire Chief will provide additional
information if available. Such final report will include, when
possible, but not be limited to, ·the following:
D~te and time of report
Location and size of fire
Type and extent of suppression activities
Resources/Structures damaged (if any)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Facilities
~structures

(livestock, wildlife or cultural)
Private or State property
Cultural resources
Livestock
Endangered species/habitat
Critical natural resource area
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11.

LAW ENFORCEMENT.

a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM will be
responsible for enforcement of the federal laws that pertain to
the us~, management, and development of withdrawn public land on
the Range.
·· ·
·
Law enforcement personnel may exercise their enforcement
authority over nonmilitary activities within the Range to the
extent that such activities are consistent with BL.M's 1989
Proposed Resource Management Plan. The BLM will exercise its
enforcement authority over military personnel on the Range in
coordination with the Provost Marshal's Office.
·
After BLM takes enforcement action on the Range, it will notify
the Ft ~liss Provost Marshal's Office.
BLM will notify the Ft Bliss Provost Marshal's Office if persons
are found on the Range with Ft Bliss authorizations but not
conducting authorized activities.

b. FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will be
responsible for enforcing laws pertaining to military
activities, public safety, and security on the Range.
Ft Bliss will notify the BLM if persons not on a military
mission are found causing resource damage.
12.

ROADS

. a. BLM RESPONSIBILITIES. The BLM. will share
road maintenance responsibilities with Ft Bliss. Roads will be
maintained to a standard that is consistent with levels of use,
envirorunental factors, safety requirements, ·level of funding, and
resource conditions.
The BLM will develop a road plan for the Range in consukation
with the Range Commander. The plan will specify agency
responsibilities for maintenance and maintenance standards.
Prior to approval of the plan by Ft Bliss, BLM will provide the
Range Commander with a draft for review for consistency with
military missions, safety, security requirements, and Army feeowned land management objectives.
b. FT BLISS RESPONSIBILITIES. Ft Bliss will
share ro~d maintenance responsibilities. Roads will be
maintained to the standard that is consistent with levels of use,
environmental factors, safety requirements, level of fundi1\9, and
resource conditions.
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Ft Bliss will assist in the development of a Road Plan for the
Range.
IV.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

. A.
TERMS OP AGREEMENT.
The need for this MOU is expected
to cqntinue for 15 years from the date of enactment of the
Military Lands Withdrawal Act of 1986 (November 6, 1986 until
November 6, 2001). At the end of this period, the MOU will
expire, unless it is cancelled or renewed before then.
B.

DEFINITIONS.

1. CONCURRENCE. As utilized in this MOU, concurrence
is.the agreement of the other party involved. If there is no
such agreement then no authorization can be given for such
activity.

2. NONMILITARY USE. As utilized in this MOU,
a nonmilitary use of the range is one which is an activity, not
under administration of, or under contract to, a military
agency.
3. RANGE COMMANDER. Wherevei: Range Commander is used
in this MOU, Range Conunander serves as the installation
commander's designee and primary point of contact.
C. PERIODIC REVIEW. In· addition to the reviews required
under Section 12 of Public Law 99-606, the participants will
review this MOU at least once every five·years to determine its
adequacy, effectiveness, and need for· updating.
D. AMENDMENTS. Either participant may propose changes to
this MOU during its term. Any change will be in the form of an
amendment and will not take effect·until both participants have
agreed and signed the amendment. Any amendment must be within
the framework of Public Law 99-606.
E. R._ENEWAL. Section 8(a) paragraphs (1) and (2) and
Section S(b) of Public Law 99-606 establish guidelines for
renewal and continued use of the withdrawal as follows:
No later than';three years prior to the teJ:Inination of the
withdrawal, Ft Bliss shall advise the BLM as to whether Ft Bliss
will have a continuing military need for any of the land
withdrawn after the tex:mination date.
- If Ft Bliss concludes that there will be a continuing mi~itary
need for any such land after the termination date, Ft Bliss shall
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file an application for extension of the withdrawal and
reservation of such needed land in accordance with regulations
and procedures of the Department of the Interior applicable to
the extension of withdrawal of land for military uses.
- No ~l~ter than 12 years after the date of _enactment of i>ublic
Law 99~606, Ft Bliss shall publish a draft Environmental~+mpact
Statement (EIS) concerning continued or renewed withdrawal of any
portion of the land withdrawn on the Range for which Ft Bliss
intends to seek such continued or renewed withdrawal. Section
S(b) (1) of Public Law 99-606 establishes the guidelines for
preparation of the EIS.

F. CANCELLATIONS. Section 8(2)(3) of PuJ::>lic Law 99-606
establishes guidelines for cancellation or relinquishment of.the
withdrawal as follows:
- If during the period-of withdrawa~ and reservation, Ft.Bliss
decides to relinquish any or all of the land withdrawn and
reserved by Public Law 99-606, Ft Bliss shall. file a notice of
intention to relinquish with the BLM following the procedures set
forth in Section S(b) through (f) of Public Law 99-606.
- In addition to the above, Section 12(e) of Public Law 99-606
provides that in the event of a national emergency or for
purpose of national defense or security, the BLM at the request
of Ft Bliss, shall close any land that has been opened to mining
or to mineral or geothermal leasing. If the closure becomes
necessary, a determination of the effect on any ongoing.
operations will be made at that time.
DECONTAMINATION. Decontamination of withdrawn public
land on the Range will be in accordance with Section 7 and 8 of
Public Law 99-606.
G.

H. MEETINGS AND COORDINATION. The agencies shall meet at
least :annually prior to August l to review the MOU and e~pected
issues. The meeting host shall alternate.between the agencies.
The topics discussed at the meeting should include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
S.
6.
. 7.
8.
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Enforcement issues
Fire
NEPA documents
BLM activities planned for next period
Army activities planned for next period
Setting hunting and recreation dates
Cultural resource reports during past period
Problems

""''
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9. Monitoring
10. Budget/accounting
11. Natural resources management projects
12. Water/water management/water monitoring
I.
EFFECT ON OTHER MOU'S. Unless a specific provision of
an existing MOU is specifically superseded by any part of.this
MOU, the remaining terms of the MOU's are still in effect until
that MOU is wholly superseded. These MOU's are dynamic documents
and both parties agree to work together to reach n~w updated
MOU's.

- W0-19 MOU between the Departments of the Interior and Army
dated September 9, 1966, which provides co-use grazing on the
Range, New Mexico.
- NMSO~~O MOU dated July 22, 1976, on the proposed.agreed upon
changes to the MOU petween the Departments of Interior and Army
·to provide for co-use grazing on the Range, New Mexico.

- NMS0-36 MOU signed in October 1972, is a Cooperative Plan
Agreement for conservation and development of fish and wildlife
resources on the Range (Ft Bliss) between BLM, Ft Bliss, New
Mexico Department of Game and Fish and Wildlife Service. Also
includes the July 22, 1976 MOU between BLM and Ft Bliss on
proposed changes to the Oc~ober 1972 MOU.
In order to fully implement the MOU required by Public Law 99-606
between BLM and Ft Bliss, it is anticipated that additional
MOU'S will be required to implement specific resource management
programs on the Range. Both BLM and Ft Bliss will sign these
MOU'S along with the cooperating agency(ies).
J.

PRINCIPAL CONTACTS

- BLM Caballo Resource Area Manager, (505)
1800 Marquess, Las Cruces, NM 88005
"'"

525~8228,

- Ft Bliss McGregor Range Commander, (915) 569-9206,
ATZC-B-CO, Ft Bliss 79916-7400
K.
DISPUTE RESOLUTION.
In any and all disputes, the
participants in this MOU shall exercise good faith and shall
endeavor to resolve all problems amicably and quickly.
In the
event of any unresolved conflicts the next higher
agency/headquarters shall attempt resolution. Pinal resolution
rests with the Secretary of Interior and Secretary of Army.
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L. RESERVATION OY RIGHTS. This MOU does not waive any
rights or responsibilities the BLM or Ft Bliss may have except as
provided by this MOU.

M. BINDING EFFECTS. This MOU is binding on BLM. apd Ft
Bliss and their agents, successors, and assigns.
N. NONDISCRIMINATION. During the performance of this
MOU, participants agree to abide by the teDnS of Executive Order
11246 and will not discriminate against any person because of
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. T~e participants
will take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are
employed without regard to race, color, religion, sex or national
origin.
O:;-_ OFFICIALS. No member or delegate to Congress or .
Resident Conunissioner shall be admitted to any share. or part of
this agreement, or to any benefit that may arise therefrom, but
this provision shali not be ·construed to extend to this MOU if
made with a corporation for its general benefit.

P. EFFECTIVE DATE. This MOU shall take ·effect on the
date when all parties have signed and will continue.until
November 6, 2001, unless tenni.nated as described in Section E of
this MOU.

By (\
Lr
State Direc or, New Mexico
Bureau of Land Management
APPROVED:

;2Ji2~J'~
Richard .J. Gal ierS

Date

2 2 ~· P'j.<&.o

Colonel, U.S. Army
Chief of Staff
APPROVED:

D~ /l/. S-,,~
Date
Donald N; Satz
Chief, Real Estate Division
Albuquerque District, Corp of Engineers
Albuquerque, New Mexico

By
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APPENDIX A
MCGREGOR RANGE GRAZING
·TERMS AND CONDITIONS
The following are made a part of this invitation and of the
contract and are fully binding on the successful bidder.
Bidding Grazing Contracts and Payment

1. An individual may bid on and be awarded more than one
grazing unit.
If a bidder bids high on more than one unit and
wishes to_ default; i.e., decline to graze the unit, he may do so
on the date of sale; however, the Terms and Conditions in No. 4
below shall apply.

BLM reserves the right to reject any or all bids-or to
withdraw any unit from consideration.
2. Successful bidders will be required to furnish a deposit of
15 percen~ of total bid price of each unit successfully bid on
at the conclusion of the bidding. Personal checks will be
acceptable.

3. The successful bidder will be required to furnish, within 10
days from the date of sale, acceptable surety in the amount of
20 percent of the total bid/bids as a guarantee of faithful
performance under the terms of the contract. The performance
bond or bonds may be: bond of a corporate surety shown on the
approved list of the u.S~ Treasury Department and executed on
approved· standard fonn, cash, cashiers check, .money order,
certified. The bond or bonds will be released following an
inspection of the unit at the termination of the grazing period.
~Fa"':ilure of a bidder to furnish required bonds or otfie:i:
acceptable surety will result in forfeiture to the BLM, as
liquidated damages, the deoosi~ submitted at the bidding. The
award of grazing use will be made to the next highest bidder.

S.

If the bidder is a orouo, association, or corooration,
evidence of th~ authoritv of the individual sioning for the
arouo must accomoany the deoosit. Failure to include this
evidence of authority will result in disqualification of the
bid.
6. Payment for grazing use will be made in full by cash,
certified check, cashier's check, personal check, or postal
money order payable to the BLM within 10 days from receipt of
the notice of award.
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The full ·use of purchased AUMs is the sole responsibility of
the successful bidder. Refunds for unused AUHs will not be
made, except in cases where the loss is required by the Bureau of
Land Management {BLM).
7.
The purchaser, on the performance of the contra~t, will not
discrimintae against any employee or applicant for employment
because of sex, age, race, creed, or national orgin.

a. If .the purchaser should default in the performance or
observance of any of the terms, conditions, or stipulations
contained in the contract and attaclunents, then the BLM may
terminate the contract and the rental paid ~ill be considered as
liquidated damages.
9. The purchaser may not assign any contract or any interest
therein without the written approval of the Authorized Officer.
An assigrunent shall contain all the terms and conditions agreed
upon by the parties thereto.
No extension of grazing use period
or increase in set numbers of livestock will be approved ~f an
· assignment of a grazing contract is approved. ·

10. Only cattle that are owned or controled by the purchaser
will be authorized on the Range. All brands used on the
livestock must be recorded with BLM.
11. Convenant aga~nst contingent fees:. The purchaser warrants
that no person or selling agency has been employed or retained to
solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement of
understanding for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or
contingent·fee, except bonafide employees or bonafide agencies
maintained by the purchaser for the purpo~e of securing business.
COORDINATION WITH FT. BLISS

The primary use of the McGregor Range is for the use of the
military to carry out missions. A secondary use of certain
portions of the Range is livestock grazing. Grazing contracts
will not prevent Ft. Bliss from establishing launching sit~,
erectin~""' fire towers, radar sites, or other similar construction
and fencing of same when required by any military actions.
Personnel of Ft. Bliss, in pursuit of their official functions or
other authorized purposes, will have unlimited. access to the land
covered by this contract.
Purchaser Access
1. A Range Pass for all successful bidders and their employees,
who will be caring for the livestock through the season, must be
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obtained from the Provost Marshal's Office. All vehicles are
required to be registered, proof of vehicle registration and
insurance will be required.
2.
Each time prior to entry upon McGregor Range for any reason,
each purchaser, his family, agents, or guests, must .obtain
permission from the Commanding General, United States Army Air
·oefense Center (Ft. Bliss), or his designated agent. Such
persons may remain on McGregor Range only during the hours
and/or days which permission to enter has been so granted. Under
no circumstances will they be granted permission to enter or
remain on McGregor Range when their access will interfer with
militacy activities.
·
·.

3. Contacts with Ft. Bliss regarding access and firing
schedules should be made by writing the Provost Marshal, Bldg.
116, Attn: ·Pete Atkins, Ft. Bliss, Texas, 7991.6, or by phone at

(915) 568-1898, 568-4103,

o~

568-5433.

4. Projected increases in missile firings over the next several
years means
increase in the nwnber of days the range will be
closed off to public access. During these times, the range could
be closed for several days straight per week.

an

5. Should security or safety considerations or the assignment
of any particular-mission require such action, Ft. Bliss reserves
the right to ·deny ac·cess for an extended period of time. Ft.
Bliss may exercise this right without prior noti~e to the
purchaser.
·
Safety
Purchaser, his family, agents,·or guests are prohibited from
touching, tampering with, or disturbing any shell, shell casing,
missile target or components thereof which may be found on the
lands covered by this contract. Upon discovery of such items,
purchaser will report the discovery to the Provost Marshal's
Offic~, Ft. Bliss.
Irnoact Area
Portions of grazing Unit 9 and grazing Unit 13 are an impact
area for laser explosive ordinance and may contain highly
dangerous unexploded ordinance. · ·The impact area is identified by
a firebreak r6ad with bilingual danger warning signs placed at
200-meter intervals. Entrance into the impact area by purchasers
and their representatives is prohibited.
FIRES
Natural and

mili~ary

caused fires occur on the Range.
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Firefighting is hazardous and is the responsibility of the US
Government. Purchasers should report fires that they see to BLM
but purchasers must not attempt to control them.
The grazing
purchaser waives any and all rights of action which might accrue
due to damage to persons or property resulting from fires.
RANGE' 1MPROVEMENTS

Wells and Pipelines

1. Rights for water which flows through pipelines from the
Sacramento River and Carrizo Springs is retained by_·Ft. Bliss.
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will manage the day-to-day
use and distribution of the water.

2. Wells and pipeline systems are maintained by BLM. The BLM
will attempt to make repairs as soon as possible, but in the
event of. a delay in securing a well contractor, repair partp, or
equipment, the provisions of the Terms and Conditions below in
No.l. Liability/BLM will apply.
J·.
It will be the .purchaser's responsibility to check the
troughs and pipelines periodically and to inform BLM if problems
are found·. To prevent pipeline breaks, freezeups·, etc. , the
purchaser will refrain from regulating or tampering with water
valves and the oipeline system in any way. Minor cleansing of
watering troughs, such as removal of trash, weeds, and dead
anitnals will be the responsibility of the purchaser.
4. Grazing Unit B. In the event that Dagger Tank dries up
prior to the end of the grazing season, i t will be necessary for
the purchaser to haul or otherwise provide water in the upper
Sacramento and Chatfield areas of Unit 8.
When water is ha-uled, drinking troughs may be requested from
B~'t1.

Fences."

All fences will be maintained by the purchaser, except in impact
areas.
In
Fences are
expense to
received.
to use due

impact areas, the BLM will maintain the fences.
expected to be main~ained by the purchaser at no
the government, in as good a condition as when
In ~aintenance·of the fences,the purchaser is expected
care to prevent soil erosion, fire, and other damage.

Cattle Handlina Facilities
l.
Corrals, portable chutes, and portable loading ramps are
available for purchaser use. They are expected to be maintained
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by the purchaser in as good a condition as when received.

The

BLM may supply material for needed repairs.
2. Arrangements will also be made at least 3 days in advance
for the use of the portable loading chutes and portable squeeze
chutes. When the purchaser has completed use of the portable
squee~e chutes and loading chute(s), they shall be immediately
returned to McGregor Range Camp (old Prather Ranch) unless other
arrangements have been made with the BLM representative:·
Purchasers using pastures with inadequate loading and branding
facilities will ·receive priority for use of the portable chutes.
Purchaser·Constructed Range Improvements
1. The grazing purchaser may construct range improvements
necessary for the proper care and management of livestock for
which this contract is issued. Authorization will be issued
under a Cooperative Agreement. Temporary range improvements
must be removed by purchaser within 60 days after his graz±ng
contract has expired or within 60 days of the written notice
that the contract has been cancelled for other cause. The
purchaser, will restore the area to such condition as existed
prior to the improvement. Failure to remove an improvement will
result in the improvement being removed by the government at the
expense of the purchaser with no claim for damages against the
BLM or any agent thereof.
2. With the approval of BLM, the purchaser may leave authorized
improvements intact. The U.S. Government will gain title to any
permanent improvement authorized to be left on the range.
Removal or Use of Resources on the Ranae
1. The awarding of this livestock grazing contract does not
allow the purchaser to remove either by mechanical means or
manual labor any forage, seed, firewood, trees, soil, sand,
gravel, etc., from the McGregor Range.
Specific written ·
authorization must be obtained from the BLM for the remova-1 of
such material.
:. ~
2. The removal and/or use of materials, supplies or equipment
such as posts, wire, gates, pipe, signs, etc., without
authorization from BL..~, is prohibited.
Movement of Livestock
1. Cattle mav be moved on or off McGreaor Ranae only durino
hours authorized bv BLM, no:anally between dawn and dusk, and
only when permission for access is granted by Ft. Bliss.
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All livestock will be counted on and off the grazing units
on McGregor Range by BLM representatives. The Unit ourchaser
must notify the representatives as specified on the contract by
telephone or letter at least 3 days prior to moving cattle on or
off the range. specifying the time and place on McGregor Range
when cattle will be loaded or unloaded.
2.
Co'ntact the BLM by letter at 1800 Marquess Street,· Las
Cruces! New Mexico, 88005, or phone at (505) 525-8228.

Contact with Ft. Bliss regarding access and firing schedules
should be made by writing the Provost Marshal, Bldg. 116, Attn:
Pete Atkins, Ft. Bliss 1 Texas, 79916, or by phone ~t (915)
568-1898, 568-4103, or 568-5433.
Contact with the NM Livestock Board should be made with the
District Livestock Inspector,· Bruce McLaughlin. · Be may be
contacted at Route 1, Box 212, Alamogordo, New Mexico, 88310,
telephone. ( 505} 4 34-244 7.
_.
3·. Under no circumstances will livestock be turned out on
grazing units with out being counted by BLM. Under emergency
situations, livestock may be placed in corrals while waiting to
be counted by BLM.
·
4. Holding traps will be used only when cattle are being
gathered or worked. Use will be allowed for no more than l week
at a time. At all other times, traps will not have any cattle or
horses in them and gates will be kept closed. Traps are not part
of the grazing units.
Dead livestock will be moved at least 300 yards from corrals
and watering troughs.
Arranaements will also be made at least 3 days in advance
for the use of the portable loading chutes and portable saueeze
chutes.
GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Five Year Contracts
~-11

5 year contracts, have deferment built into the grazing
season schedules. Livestock must be removed from the units
during their scheduled periods of nonuse.
On all 5 year contracts, the BLM reserves the right to make
adjustments on livestock nwnbers prior to the start of the next
grazing season.
Coordination with the contractor will be made
before any adjustments are made.
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All Contracts
1.
In order that proper utilization of forage be obtained, BLM
reserves the right to designate the periods of time and areas to
be grazed within each unit (such as moving cattle to dirt tanks
for trampling purposes and placing of supplemental feed and
salt),..
BLM reserves the right to require salt or suppl~mental
feed to be placed away from the waters as needed.
If c~rtain
areas:.of a unit show obvious overgrazing, the purchaser~may be
asked to relocate their cattle to other areas within the unit as
specified by BLM. Failure to keep cattle scattered (away from
the overgrazed area) may result in an automatic reduction in
stocking rate.

2. Holding traps are not part of the grazing units.
Traps may
be used only when cattle are being gathered or worked. Use must
be for no more than 1 week at a time.
At all other times, traps
must not have any cattle or horses in them and gates must be kept
closed.

3.

The grazing period for the units shown in the Specifications

and Bid Schedule will be strictly adhered to.

A refund will not

be made for AUMs not utilized.

4.
Purchasers are authorized to remove livestock for a period
of 7 days following termination dates as long as animal· unit
months .(AUMs) of forage consumed are not in excess of the
contracted number of AUMs.
5. At no time during the term of the contract, will livestock
numbers exceed those shown on the bid information sheet, unless
written approval is obtained from BLM. With written
authorization, purchasers may recieve a 10 percent increase in
numbers in order to utilize AUMs purchased; however, AUMs of
forage utilized may not exceed contracted numbers.
6. Contractors may be required to remove livestock prior to
termination of grazing season in order to insure that
utiliz.ation does not exceed the AUMs of forage purchase.
Class o: Livestock
Those Units specified as cattle or yearlings may be stocked with
either one or the other, but not in combination of the two.
Cattle
a.
Cow with suckling calf tha~ is less than 6 months of
age.
Suckling calves born on a 9-month unit will be considered
to be less than 6 months of age.
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b.
Suckling calves born prior to the date of arrival on any
unit when they have been on the unit for 6 months.
c.

Weaned animal.

Yearling

a.

Weaned animal weighing less than 550 pounds upon
the Unit. The Contractor must provide BLM with-~
written copy of the scale weights to receive the conversion.
enteri~g

b. A conversion factor of .8 to 1 AU will be allowed on
yearlings.provided yearling weights do not exceed SSO lbs. upon
entering McGregor Range.
If the maximum authorized number of AUs is exceeded, as a
result of calves becoming AUs, the excess must be removed within
4 nonfiring days upon receipt of written notification.
Adiustrnent of Livestock Numbers

-·

BLM reserves the right to reduce stocking rate on any unit when
it is deemed necessary due to natural disaster, such as fire or
drought, or due to obvious overgrazing.
In the event such a reduction in livestock numbers is necessary,
the contractor will be given a least 3 weeks notice to arrange
for removal of cattle.
A refund will be made for AUM.s not utilized.
Ear Tagaing
Should two or more units be successfully bid on by an individual
and these units are contiguous, ear·tagging of all cattle by unit
will be required.
BLM will provide ear tags .
. Horse Use
Horse grazing use on the units will be allowed only upon"Written
request of the purchaser. No more than three horses per unit
will be allowed.
Only saddle horses used for operation of the
unit will be authorized. If horses are grazed on the unit, the
cattle usage authorized must be reduced by the number of horses
grazed.
UNAUTHORIZED USE
Unauthorized livestock shall be defined as those animals in
excess of authorized nwnbers or AUMs whichever is the greater,
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animals ear tagged or branded other than with purchasers tag or
brand or a brand which the purchaser has no written authorization
to use.
BLM reserves the right to gather and impound any unauthorized

livestock within any grazing unit on McGregor Range.. Purchaser
shall .. bear all expenses incurred by BLM including those. incurred
in gathering, impounding, caring for, and disposing of livestock
in cases which necessitate impoundment.
··

If livestock stray into adjoining units, the purchaser will be
notified in writing by BLM and allowed 4 nonfiring days from
receipt of such notice to remove livestock before unauthorized
use action shall be initiated.
OFF ROAD VEHICLE USE
No driving off established roads will be allowed. Any type of
livestock gathering or checking away from established roads will
be by horseback.
VIOLATIONS
The excavation of archaeological sites and gathering of objects
~f antiquity upon lands subject to this contract is prohibited.
Violators will be subject to prosecution with potential fines of
up to $10,000.00 and cancellation of their grazing contract.
Discovery of any such sites or items will be reported to the

BLM.
LIABILITY/U.S. GOVERNMENT

1. The U.S. Government assumes no obligation whatsoever with
respect to the security of livestock or other property of the
purchaser froro theft, loss, or damage of any kind.
2.
Bl.M will not be liable for any damage from loss of
livestock or inconvenience to the purchaser in the event water is
not available through the pipeline systems, wells, or tanks.
3.
Ft. Bliss will not be responsibre for damage to any
improvement or for any injury to persons or livestock caused
directly or indirectly by military activities impact or fallout
of missiles, targets, or components thereof.
4.
~ilitary personnel may open gates, and if necessary, lower
fences in order to accomplish their assigned mission or duty.
Ft. Bliss will require personnel to leave gates as found {opened
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or closed) and to reposition fences lowered. However, Ft. Bliss
assumes no responsibility should gates not be left as found or
should fences not be repositioned.
PREDATOR CONTROL

All r.eguests for animal damage control (coyotes) will be made to
the APHIS/NMADA Program. APHIS/NMADA will coordinate pr~d~tor
control with Ft. Bliss and the BLM.
NEW MEXICO LIVESTOCK BOARD

This grazing contract is subject to all New Mexico State laws
and regulations. ·These regulations are to be strictly adhered to
and failure to comply may be considered a breach of contract.
Under normal circumstances, cattle will not be quarantined on
McGregor Range. In addition, all livestock leaving McGregor
Range will generally require inspection by the New Mexico State
Livestock· Board.
Contact with the NM Livestock Board should be made with the
District Livestock Inspector, Bruce McLaughlin. He may be
contacted at Route 1, Box 212, Alamogordo, New Mexico, 88310,
telephone (505) 434-2447.
CONTRACT TERMINATION
This grazing contract may be terminated should the purchaser
breach any of the terms or conditions stated herein.

.

This grazing contract may be terminated after thirty (30) days
written notice by the BLM, should Ft. Bliss be· assigned new,
additional, or different missions which, in the opinion of the
Commanding General, Ft. Bliss, cannot be accomplished-while such
grazing contract is in effect.
Any purchaser who is convicted of violating on the McGregor
Range any Federal Endangered Species Rules and· Regulations may be
subjec~ to prosecution and cancellation of their contract
Endangered species on McGregor Range include but are not Tim.ited
to eagles.

·.
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PROPOSED AGREED UPON CHANGES TO THE
JUNE 7, 1974 MEMORP.NDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND THE
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY TO PROVIDE FOR CO-USE GRAZING
ON THE McGREGOR RANGE IN NEW MEXICO
Section A
(2)

The DOA will have fire control responsibility on McGregor Range.

DOA will take reasonable fire suppression measures inunediately upon
discovery of fires on Otero Mesa or contiguous areas, where such fire
threatens Otero Mesa and related grazing units.

BLM will be notified

immediately upon detection of fire on/or threatening Otero Mesa as well
as other designated grazing units.
(3)

All grazing contract fees collected by BLM will be subject to BLM

accountability.
The portion of such funds being a ratio of Army acquired lands to total
grazing lands will be maintained by the BLM to support

~rejects

on that

portion of McGregor Range covered by this Memorandum of Understanding.
These funds will be maintained in a 1920 reimbursable funds account by
the BLM and used to support the programs as approved by the Commanding
Officer for which the BLM has responsibility on McGregor Range.

These

programs are livestock forage, wildlife habitat and maintenance of range
L~provements

but do not-include maintenance or project work outside the

grazing program on McGregor Range.

Projects developed with the con-

tributed funds normally will be limited to fence repair, firebreak
maintenance, road maintenance relating to grazing use, perimeter signs,
wildlife habitat and water developments.

These projects will be per-

fo:aned in-house or contracted by BLM for Fort Bliss at the discretion of
BLM.

A maximum of 20\ of Army contributed funds can be used for BLM

overhead and administration costs.

It is understood that this agreement

is subject to the availability of BLM funds and manpower to perform the
duties set forth herein.
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(4)

The Bureau of Land Management will at their discretion ascertain

whether improvements constructed by grazing contractors under range
improvement permits should be removed or left for future management
needs on livestock grazing units.

The Bureau of Land Management will

have approving authority for all projects constructed by grazing contractors on grazing units within McGregor Range.

The DOA will have

approving authority for all projects outside grazing units on McGregor
Range, and shall have authority to have BLM remove such range improvements anywhere on McGregor Range where mission requirements dictate and
alternatives to removal are not feasible.
(8)

The BLM recognizes and will comply with all cultural resource

statutes and regulations for all
jects, wherever situated.

BLM initiated or participating pro-

The DOA recognizes and will comply with all

cultural resource statutes and regulations for all DOA initiated or
participating projects, wherever situated.

Additionall··, the BLM will

have primary cultural resource management responsibility over Otero Mesa
and other grazing areas as shown on Exhibit

~-'

attached.

The DOA will

retain primary cultural resource management responsibility over all
other withdrawn lands, with the exception of National Forest lands which
shall be managed by the Forest Service.
(9)

Any new grazing units developed within the co-use area will be

coordinated with, and subject to, the approval of the commanding General
of the Center.
(10) The Department of the Army shall prohibit vehicular traffic off
existing roads on Otero Mesa, and grazing units except in case of emergencies.

No field training exercises utilizing vehicular traffic will

be conducted on grazing units.
2
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Section B
(4)

Range improvements will include but not be limited to:
Maintenance of exterior fire breaks for McGregor Range grazing

(b)

units will be the joint responsibility of the center and BLM.
Maintenance of fire breaks will be coordinated between the
center and BLM during February of each year.

Interior fire

breaks for McGregor Range Grazing units will be maintained by
the Bureau of Land Management.

Coordination will be initiated

by BLM.
section
(4)

.....

c.

Stipulations

DOA will have fire control responsibility on McGregor Range.

DOA

will take reasonable fire suppression measures immediate:y upon discovery of fires on Otero Mesa or contiguous areas, where such fire
threatens Otero Mesa and related grazing units.

Grazi:-.; contractors

waive any and all rights of action which might accrue due to damage to
persons or property if said damages are directly or indirectly caused by
fire resulting from military operations or other causes on McGregor
Range.
(7)

Delete in total.

(11) Any range improvements constructed by grazing contractors will

require approval by the Bureau of Land Management in the form of a range
improvement permit.
Bu~eau

Prior to termination of the grazing contract the

of Land Management will at their discretion ascertain whether

improvements constructed should be removed or left for future management
needs on grazing units.
(12) This grazing license will in no way prevent the United States Army
Air Defense Center from establishing launching sites, erecting fire
3
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towers, radar sites, and other similar construction and fencing of same,
when required by military necessity.

Any such necessity will be coordi-

nated with BLM.

-

~··- 4 ~elu..,.._

Colonel William A. Anderson
Director of Facilities Enqineerinq
Fort Bliss

'iU.@•M "'

-

U4•<.-1

Mr. Arthur Zimlllerman
New Mexico State Director
Bureau of Land Management

4

D-60

•A

(~

.• t

t' i.M:-J\C:ltt-:i·~·tr.NT r:-l:R cn:1s r:Rv J\·rrn:;
r OF 1'".i.511 AWJ tJll.DLLFE llESOUl~Cr:S
':!ii~ 1-!cC~\l~COit lV..NCI:: (FOf:.T HLI!>S)

coc:rr::~.\T r V!·:

DC:Vi:tOL'~iE:'\

/J.!O

m{

~-·

Pr,·.1::h1t~.

In <!ccorcl~nc:c \·:ith thu 0.1.:thority cont<>in~d :ir, Tltle 10,
:J:i.ic-:;ds~s (;.')J.c, Scc:.ion 2671·, .r:.p~r.ovcd J:"cbrt.:01ry 2S, 195~. ~nc in Public
:..::.~r -;;J-797. n?p:ovc.:i Sc:;tc::~.:,,:;r 15, bluO, th~ D~pil:-:xr.cr.t .:>f D<::fe:~:;.::, th~" JJc.,.J.rt•;~.::::'\t. of In t.c:-ioi.·, Clnd the St~t.a oi ifow ?1·~:.dco, ::h:ou~h thci:- du!.J' i:.~sl.g
;,:.u:c.d r~i)re:;cntativP.s '1..'hose sisn:lturc~ <lj>pea:: bt!lo·,.,. a.pprovc th.:! follcwirt;:
Coop.ar~tivc Pl~n-Acrc~~~nt for th~ prot.ection, devclop~*nt and ~~n~g~mcnt cf
fish ~nd wildlif~ resources on that portion.of the McGregor Range (Fort Bliss)
in thO? Sc:.:ate of I~e·.., He:ci.co.

.

Co:>p~-:-ative Plan-Ar;'C'ecr:.~nt do~s no:: inch:dc. lilnd in X.::Gr.ctio·: !\..:.•·~\..! (;:'ort
J!.is;;;) co·:e..:;:-cd und.::t: ~ !:.::r-.:lta:l~c::t of 'l!nd.~r=t~r-.din~ dated Novcinocr 11. 1971,
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betw~c~

The United

St;it~s De~~rtracr.t

of Asriculture, Forest Service and

.Departr..ant of The Arey, Corps of Engineers.

B.

Def i::.itions.

Here~f ter

in

th~ u~r:-~e:::e:\t

the

followi:-.~

vill

~pply:
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2.

ment

oz

3. The Departm~nt of G.:ime and Fish of the State o[ Nev MeY.ico, rc?resent'ld by the Director of said De~artmenc:. will be referred to as the "Departcient."

4. '!:1.c Bureau of Land H.lnagc:ient ac.tins for the Secretary of the Interio:::
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C.
of
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2.
&"llrc.h

:,. , .
:lu:it an •mnu.:il '-lildlifc proc;r~m for m:in~se?m~nr:, ··development and/or
b~ d~v~l<:>pcd.

1b.'.lt. :m nnnu~l survey Le &.:,j.a~ t:o c!cte:-::iinC! ra:-.i.:: conditio:-.
3":\d ~.-re.nd and Yildlifc. a'w~ndc:.nce bc~wca\.\ H.irch l and ?fay l.. T:!.::. Dap:;;rc:-.~.-..:.
'!..'ill~ ::~ch sp:-!.rq;, i~i ti~ tt: ::h:!.s survey and cs :~b lish dil.i:..?S sa:i5 f c::.:::::=y :o
3.

t~ose

pnrtics

wishi~s

-

to 3ttcnd.

An anmtcil meeting of .all parties to the asi-ee=:ent: sha!.l ba
to the survey c;;.ch year for che pu:-posc of d:!•1alopi.n; the
• s.r.nu~l p~obr:i~ of :esc:irc.h and futur~ development and ~~nase~~nt: of ~ildli:e
resources. The EI.~1 \./ill be res~onsi.ble for calling said meeting.
b.

held

subsequ~nt

c. All <l?i>r·opric.i.t.e. p:irties to this agreer.ient will be advisad. of
proposals, plans, ~nd e:.q:i<.:aditure::> involving any of the above :c:atters by
any singl~ p.:i.rty to this «srcament.
d.

Nothing herein will operate to

inccrf~rc

with the responsi-

biliti~s of BLH on those lanes in HcCrczo::- R.:i."'l(;C (Fort Bliss)

(P!.O 1'•70)
\!:".c!f:?r the }!c::or.:inc!ur:i of U:i.ciersc:.:inding between the Depar::r:.en:: of the :nt:?:-io'::'
and tha Dc;>artme~t: of the Arr.1y. dated 18 March 1966. With respect to tho::;e
l~ds, BUI will exc1:cis~ t11e .'.luthority of the Secretary of tha Interior 1.md~r""''
P. 1.. 86-797 vi th liaison between Bt.H and the Bureau.

3. That ht!.re.:i.fr.er during the tern-. of t:his agrccu.ent: tha Center \./ill
furnish ch.? Dapar~:ent at the specified time below a starcm~nt of date~
during '-·hich it appears that portions of McGregor Range (Forc Bliss) can be
opened for ci1e following activity.

Sta.cemcmt by

Activi.ty

Normal S.?ason Occur.c:

H..:iy l
?-'..a::r 1

Antelok'e

Oc:ober

Deer

Novccb~r

?-'..:i.y 1

Game Birds

Oct. - Jan.

Animals ifa:i.age.:an t: Progrilm

Year round

May l

Non-ga~a

4. The Center n:-.d the Depa:-t:nent may open µol: tions of !-kGreGor R.1nt;e
(Fort !liss) throu~h mu~ual D3rec~ent to regulated hu...~ting to r.U.lit~ry and
public license holders provid.ad that the ope:. d~te!i a.re aut:horized for
fe.=~r.i::..:.y rcz:ul<;.ted 5pccics.
In th.::: event the CL.!ntcr should. cane.el throu;h
I:.CC<!SS:!.ty a h\.!nt:ing Gnd fishing period, <l ne\.I period, if possible, Will Oe
scheculcd by ~utual agreement.
·

5.

'Ihc

Dcr-~=t~cnt

all vildiifc
t=J.sratory species.
t~ki~~ o~

6.
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It is

~utually

\.lill

detcr~ine

speci~s

to the

a~nu~l

consistent
b~nefit

~ith

regulation~

pe=taining to
federal rcguliltions for

of the C3n~CT and the D~?~rt~enc to
thcrcfo:c, the follo~ln~ cc~
the hun.c::: h~ld O:l thn.t j!o:-do'"
the St.<lte of ~~~·..1 r~c:·::"-co.
0-!.9

h~=v~~c ~nnually t~c surplus wil~lif~ c:o~;
~it:!..o~s sh;ill hero? in b.:?co;.::: a cond:i..don for
,...~ "~·-Crcr,o-r Range (!:o-::t. Blis~) l;:i--::1> .v:.thi'.\

...
b. Check ct.:icions Yill be jo.1.nt:l;t m:iint;llnc<l by thr. C.!n-.::::: nnd
if 01 c.hc.c.;... st01tion sh;ill IH! d<;cn".·.:<l \'\\!C.c~s.:i.ry (or thc~c ?arLic$ •
chc..:k :•t~tiur\ is <lc!•Lr.n:!LC<l, ~c:ich p<!rson cntcrinr, or lct.-1!.•.:: t:h'~
:.re::.i fo:- .:t:'!Y pu:"?-'!;.'.! ~:.:s: ::!~cc~. in .ln<l cut in pc:-~o~ .:.: ::.1;; J.oc~:.:..:~

.p~rtrr.~nt:.

.~IH~u ~
!-._,,~L<.
:·.. . .:.:.:,~~n.'lc.cd.
-~~.-itf. ..:-

:1~~ ·:~r..c:c-:-.

::!1~t:. ;L~,,.::

::-.. ~

:...::ho:;..... ·

t!1C;

:.1~>41:-t.r.;~~~ -:-;:;.,~~~~nt~t.i·r::~ ,""Jc ;.::i.~

~~~ s!·~~ll

il~!'.o.:.~~~ hi..:nt!.:~S

:h(:,:!··

:~ .~r,::~ifie:C :-st;."::..:.. :;£;:

:!.."'.d ~?:~.is vhc:c c:;~;">i.n~ ~~l/ be ~llo·,1-:d. Hun:crs uh.:ill hl;:'lt only on. th:.
arc:i ~;.;;~i~n<lccd by th~ p~mic: and 5hall not in .:iny case trc.spas5 u;>o:i. o:- enter
into pro!"l.i.bitcd arcCl:> dt?si~n.lted by tha Center. N.:ips sho\./inc s;;ch prohibit:ed
ara::i.s shall be posted for the infor.:iation of all' concerned at each check
4;:C;3:;

statio~.

.

?!

c.

For the ·pur?OSe of license purc:hilse while hunting that portion
<Fort Blis!:i) lyins it\ the Sc:;itc of ~ev Hexico :my military
officia:ly assiencd to Fort Bliss shall be recosni~ed as a

HcC:~~ot' R:'\n~e

pcrsonn~J

rcsid~nt

omd suujcct co

purch~se

of

~

resident huntinn and/or f ishinc

~icense •.

d. ?fo p1.1 .. ~_ .... t or !·!cliregor R::i.ngc (fort Dliss) will be kept open
for h~~ting o-: fishing a.t ci time when it W'ill interfere vith the milit..i!""/
mission. D'.!ring the tir...:! th.!t th.! po:-tions of HcGrcr,or Ran~c at~ Oiu?n fo-c
h;.;ating or fi:;;hlng sucl1 t'Ort:i.ons and pl::iccs ~ilich are no;: oPcn for. hui'lt..ing
or fi~hint: for militar; or security re;osons sh.:tll be? poi.>1.t-:u v .... --.,., -- by
the Center. Further, nothing herein shall be construed as givin& rcpresent.•tives of the DcpJ.rtr.ic.~nt or Bureau, or ELM the right to be on the portions
of Hc.Ct'ci:;or R~nge at ;:iny ti:::!! or place which shdl intet:fcrc "1it.h c:-ie ::iiJ,.icary
missions thereof nor as granting the:i authority to be i.n the pro:•ibic:ed areas.

7. No property of the United State::; sh:il,l b~ subject to forfeit:. by
l~vs of the Stcite of New Mexico. "'
·

"·

B. Any qu~stions concernin; cooperation in ~ildlife managc~cnt shall
be resolved by con!e=ence b~t":.Teen ,the repccsentativcs of the Ccnte::- ar..<J.
the Dcpart~enc and by BLH r~prescntatives on those lands in McG:cgor Ran~e
containt!d in the H<?tnorandu:-:1 of U:iderstanding bet'Ween the Dcpartr.,.;-:ic: of
Incc.r1or .S..'1.d the Dcpartr.:cn:: of the Arr:iy, d.-:ited 18 lforch 1966, and b:; Bur~au
rcpr~senc~:ives on rui.litary l.:inds under Fort Dliss jurisdiction in the ~t~ce
of Ne.;.: !~eY...ico ~exclusive of the l<'.lnt!s speciff{?.ci in PLO 1470 :ind rc.fe'l.·cncec'
~e~orancl~~ of Un<lerst~~ding, wh~n responsibilities of the Dep.lrC:~e:i.t of
Interior .Arc involved.
9.

No rodent or

pr-cd,•to~

control prograi;:.:; will be initi.ltcd on thc:-se

lnnd!:: ..·:~ere BL:·t h.ls rc.:;pun:.ibilitic:; wi;.:hci11t the concnr-rcnct! of the Las
Cruces ZL!·[ Di.strict OCfir::e., the Durc;:iu, the C..?.ntcr .lnd the

Dl!parc;:-.~nt.

10. Th!~ coopcr.ltiv~ plan will b~ in full force upon its a~o~tion until
Guch ti:-.~ c:;-;,~c: .:mr o:ic i.:c~=>er of :::1c coopcr.ltivc {;~·our sh<ill rc::-H!e:r ic:
:c:-ci:l.:i.ted b:; so s ::<icing t:o t~c oth~r m~::i':lcrs in wrlting ::~1irc1 (30) d.:iys in
~<lv.\ncc of ~:\\! <late o~ cic:;i::c<l tct':::.in;:i.ti.0~1.
This ?1.:\:-. js subject to <:.i.lendi:cnc: or =~vl:iion \thici-t ~h~ll oe .:.u:c.ompli:.;i~cj by vritLcn proposal to ~he
~,~=LiC!:; io;; tht.:ir r.uc:u:.l a1,rnc:r.~nt.
Kci.;u::.st for arr:cnc.l;x:~nt, ch~nge er
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t~r=..Ln.'ltion C"..:iy ot"!.(;in.:l::c. '-'.:.th .:i:iy one p;:irt:'.•'·

.

Date

St~c~

:Sure~

Date

of

Deparc~~nc

Ln~d

lioinasemcnc

of the Interior

q-;l/-

~w ·

7-:i-

Date

Director
Depnrtmcnt of Came and Fish
StAte of New He.xic.o

as to f or:n and

r.------

leg~l

suf f1ciency chis

/4,tb

I

OFFICE OF THE ATTOR.'\tY

B
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PL.AJ.,-.e.GP.EE~NT

FOR

co::s~rros

~ 1 ,AN!J O::VELOPME?IT OF FISH A.~D WILDtIF'E RESOURCES
· .-: '· o~ rt* McGREGOR P..~NGE (FCRT suss)

·7~. 1.Ptea~le';.j ~'1 ~cc2rdance with the authority contained in Title 10,
· unfted States Code, ~ection 2671, approved reb:-uary 28, 1958. and in Public:
Law 86-79i, approved Septer:Der 15. 1950, the Otpartment of Defense, the De-

partment of Inter1or, and the Sta·~e of New t"-exico, through their duly designated representatives \\'hose sigr.att.:res appear below, approve the following
Coo~erative Plan-Agreer.ier.t for the protection, develop~nt, and ~~nager.:ent of
fish and wildlife resources en that ~ortion of the McGregor ~ange (Fort Bliss}
in the State of tlew

~xico.

This Ccoperative Plan-Agree~nt does not include land in McGregor Range (Fort
Bliss) covered under a Merorand:.im of Understanding dated ~:over."ber 11, 1971,
between The United States Department cf Agriculture, Forest Service and
Departr.'lent cf The Anr.y, Corps of Engineers.

B. Oef1n1tions.
1. The

Hereafter in the agreement the following will apply:

Cofm'~nding

General, United States Army Air Defense Center. Fort

nliss, Tex~s. representin~ the Department of Defense and the ~ilita?"Y
authority for portions of the Fort Bliss military reservation in the State
cf :~ew Mexic:c. wil 1 be referred to as the ''Center.
ti

~

2. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and

~ildlife, ectin~

of Interior, will be referred to as the "Bureau ...
3.

for the De?artnent

Th2 .Jepartment of Game and Fish of the State of

sented by the Director of seid

Dep~rt"Tlent,

~4ew ~exic0 7 reprewill be referred to as the

"Oe;>art~n":."
~The 3u~eau of
~nder Paragraphs C. 2.

C.

Land r ~nage1.~nt acting for the S~cretar; of the Interfor
d. and C. 8. be1ow wi11 be referred to as ·eLM."
1

Provisions. Whereas the United States Government has acquired possession

of water rights on certain lands located in the State of New Mexico, delineated
in a ~~P herefore furnished the parties to this acreel"'lent and hereinafter
referred to as McGregor Range (Fort B11ss).
•
~hereas the Center, the Bureau. ELM, and th.e Depart~ot heve a mutual
desire and interest that the wildlife populations cf the said ~cGregor Range
(Fort Bliss) in the State of ~4ew Hexico be properly managed; and
th~ Cent!r, the Bureau. nLM, and the Deu·pon certain !!'.atters to the end that this area rr.ay best be
~~n~ged fron the standpoint cf wildlife ~anager.~nt consistent with the r:flitary
~ission ~nd the responsi~i1it~es of the BLM on those lands in McGregor Range
(!='ort Sliss) (PLO 1-=70} c~ntained in •he Memorandum of Understandins:; bett.·cen
the Oe~art~~nt of Interior anc the Departrr~nt of the Ar.r:y, dated 1S ~~re~
1956, new, for and in consideration of the r.utua1 promises of one ~arty to
the other, it is agreed:
~~ereas

rartment

it is necessary that

agl""e~
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~ 1 •. The Bureau, BL~. and the O!part."?",ent will provide the Center with

technical

r.~nager.cnt

~dv1ce

fn

and assistanc! in h~ttets pertaining to fish and wildlife
respective areas of respcnsibility as outlined her-ein.

th~ir

2. That an annu~l wildlife prograr.i for r.:anagenent. developr.:-ent. and/o.r
research be deve1opcd.
·

a. That an annual survey be r.ade to determine range condition and
trend and wildlife atundance between March 1 and t-~ay 1. The Oepart.7.ent
will, each spring, initiate this survey and establish dates satisfactory
to those partfes wishing to attend.

b. An annual ceetir.g of al1 ~arties to the agree;.ent shall be
held subsequent to the survey each year for the purpose of developing the
annual prcgra~ of research and future developr.:cnt and ~anac;er..ent of wild1 i fe
resources. The SLM will be responsible for calling said ~~etin5.

-';:>

c. A11 appropriate parties to this a;re~ment wi11 be acv;sed of
proposals, plans, and expenditures involving any of the above matters by
any sing1e party to this agre~r.ent.

--->

d. Nothing herein wfll operate to interfere ~ii.th the rcspcnsi •
b11it1es of SL~ on those 1an~s in ~cGregor Range (Fort S11~s) (PLO 1470}
under the :.!.e:~~anduTi of Understanding between the Departr.ent of the lnter1cr

and the Deic · :rri!nt of the ~.r-::'.y, dated 18 ~~arch 1956. ~'ith respect tc those
lands, El~~ ~il1 exercise the authol"ity cf the Secretary of the Int(!rior under"
P. L. 86-797 with liaison tetween SLM and the Bureau.

3. Th~t hereafter durir.g the terr.i of this agree~nt the Center will
furnish the Oe;>artr.:ent at the srec1 fied tire bel o~t a statem~nt of dates
durir.g which it appears that porticns of ~cGregor Ranse (Fcrt Bliss) can be
optned for the following activity.
Season Occurs:

Stater.:-ent by

Activity

~:onr.a1

May 1

Antelope
Deer

October
Plover.ber
Oct. - Jan.
Year round

Hay l
t--.ay 1

May 1

~lon-ga:::e Ar.ir.:a1 s

Gar..e Birds
Hanasament Program

4. The Center and the De~artr~nt ~~Y open portions of ~=~regor Ran~e
(Fort Bliss} through mutual agree~cnt to regulated hunt1ng to military and
public license ho1ders prov1~ed that the open dates are authorized for
federally resulated sp~cies. In the event the Center should cancel through
necessity a. hunting and fishing period, a new period, if possible, will be
scheduled by r.~tual agreer.~nt.
5. The Oepartr.~nt w1l1 detel'T.iinc annual regulations pertainir.g to
taking of a11 wildlife s~ecies consistent with Federal regu1at1ons for

rniaratory species.
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6. ·It is

r:-.utu~11y

to the benefit of the Center and the Department to

harvest annually the surplus wildl ffe croc~ therefore. the fo1lc9'i.np_can~

of McGregor Range (fort Bliss) lying within the State of

:~ew ~exico.

a. During the season both civilian and military personnel ~ill
adhere tc ~11itary regulations, regulations of the State Game Co,"i1'!1issicn,
i!nd Feceral Gi!me

L~ws.

b.

Check statior.s will be jointly ~cintained by the Center and
if a check station shall be deer.ed necessary for these parties.
~hen a check station is designated. each person entering or leaving the

Deoar~":J?nt

hunting area for any pur;iose must check in and

c~t

in person at the location

so designated. The Center and the Department re~resentatives at the check
station shall have authority end shall assign hunters to specified hunting
areas and areas where camping may be allowed. Hunters shall hunt only on the
area designated by the permit and shall not in eny case trespass upon or enter
into prohibited areas designated by the Center. ~~ps showing such prohibited
areas shall be posted for the infonr~tion of all concerned at each check
station.
~

c. For the purpose of license purchase wh~le hunting that portion of
McGre;or Ra:ige (Fort Bliss) lying ir. the State of New l~exico any ai1itary
perscnnel

re~_i~ins

on

'I

~~cGregor

Range 90 days prior to purchasing a license '"(\.f-"''..shall t:.e re·cognized as a resident and subr)ect to purchase cf a resident - ·
hunting ar~/or fishing license.
'·

Personnel not residing on the McGregor Range (Fort Bliss) 90 days·
prior to ourchasin; a 1icense C!n purchase the military license good only on 1 1Ju--·
~kGreg~r ~ange only. or a non-resident hunt1n9 or fishing license that would
1

be valid $tate-wide.

rl
No portion of McGregor Ranse {Fort Bliss) will be kept open
fer hunting er fishing at a time when it will interfere ~ith the military

....

rr.ission. During the t1~ that the portions of ~'icGre9or Range are open for
hunting or fishing such portions and places which are not open for hunting
or fishing for military or security reasons shall be designated by the Center .
Further, nothing herein shall be construed as g1ving representatives of the
De~artnent or Bure!u, or BLM the right to he on the portions of ~cGregor
Ranr.E at any tine or place which shall interfere w1th the military miss;cns
th~reof nor as granting them authority to be ir. the prohibited areas.
7. r~o property of the Uni t~d States shall be subject to forfeit by
la;;s of the State of New Mexico •

,,,.

..._.;;;, S. Any questions concerning cooperation in wildlife ~~nagement shall
~e resolved by conference between the representatives of the Center and
the Oe?art.~nt end by ELP'! re;)resentatfves on those lands in ~cGregor Range
contained in ~ie Memorandum of Understanding between the Oepart!!'ent of
Interior and the Depart:.~nt of the Arr.1, dated 18 March 1965, and by Sureau
representatives or. rr.il itary 1ands under Fort Bliss jurisdiction in the State
of :~cw ~e.xico exdusive o" the lands specified fn PLO 1470 and referenced
~~::-orandum of Understanding. when responsibilities of the Oepart~nt of
Interior are invo1ve~.
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~9.

it
f•

·Ho rodent or predator control programs will be initiated on those

t
t

is where SLM has responsibilities without the concurrence of the Las
:es BLM District Office, the Bureau, the Center, and the Dapar~nt.
~10.

I

ihis ccoperat1ve plan will be in full force upon its adoption until

~.

, tir.-: that ar.y one r.iei±er of the cooperative group sha11 rer.t!er it
~in~t~d by so statin~ to the other t'e~bers in writing thirty (30) days in

?

!~ce

of the date of desired tel"'min2tion. This plan is subject to a~~nd!':'!nt
·evision \;hich shall be accor.plished by written prcposal to the parties

their r.Jtual ~;r~=~~nt. Request fer
originate with any one party.

a~n~-:-,ent,

1
~
t
i•

change, or ter::-:ination

---""~~ afl~t<nia

t

8 DCI

Date

;. Army Air Oefer.se Center & Fort Bliss
: t11ss, T~x!s 79916
·esenting the Cepar~~nt of Oefer.se

't

ID4

l

t···

I
f

-l. .•.

JUN 2 61974
Date

iona1 Director

?au of
1

and

S~ort Fi~

;. \. : t

.. ·~ . i
.•

•

~~ies ~ ~ildlife

. •

~

l
I

of the 1nter1or

J \'

:e Direct r
:eu· of lane Manaser.v?nt

l

~~

~:i1d1ifc .S~rvice

~rt~nt

(.

-

-

t-.

l

.

Date

.rr·

I

,_.
f

.

i·
f

·:rtl""ent of the Interior

f.

r·
t
t
~

f.

:ctor

•

tr

irtr.~nt of Ga1,e and Fi sh
:e of i\ew ~:exico

Approved as to fonn

~nd 1ega1

i

sufficiency this

~ti~ day of (J_.,,,"'.--~' , 1974. i
t

I

i

OFFICE OF THE ;..nOR'lEY GrnE?.Al.
STATE OF ~\Ei~ MEXICO
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

BETWEEN
THE BUREAU OF LANO MANAGEMENT
ANDrnE
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE AIR COMBAT COMMAND
It is the desire of the Bureau of Land Management and the United States Air Force Air
Combat Command that this Memorandum serve as the basis for and beginning of a
cooperative and coordinated effort to maintain and enhance the environment and
resources jn which they share a joint interest. In partjcular, this Memorandum focuses on
the activities related to the Air Force's Proposed Expansion of German Air Force
Operations at Holloman AFB, New Mexico on the United States Army's McGregor
Range, New Mexico. This memorandum documents the commitment of both agencies to
a continued and productive relationship with r.espcct to activities on the range. Its
purpose is to describe and provide greater focus and detail to those commitments
generally described in the Environmental Impact Statement and subsequently discussed
by agency representatives.
Both parties understand and agree that the terms of this agreement are contingent on a
number of events. First, a Record of Decision in the Air Force Proposed Expansion of
Oennan Air Force Operations at HoUoman AFB, New Mexico which selects the West
Otero Training Option for implementation. Second. to the degree that any of the tenns
included herein are inconsistent with current ARMY/BLM MOU, US Fish and Wildlife
Service Biological Opinions or any other current Agency to Agency or Govenunent to
Government agreements the terms of the current agreement shall prevail and be
considered incorporated by reference into this agreement. Further it is understood that
any agreement contained herein applies only to the United States Air Force and its
proposed operations under the referenced EIS and that the Air Force is without authority
to bind or speak for the United States Army or in any way limit Army operations on
McGregor Range.
AdditionaJJy, both parties agree that in the event any of the tenns of this agreement lead
to or would result in, a violation of federal law those tenns would be void and not binding
on either agency.
1. Public Access: The Air Force and BLM arc resolved to protect public access
for multiple use activities. Air Combat Command agrees to the following:
a. Provide routine public access on weekends from l :00 p.m. Friday thorough

Sunday 9:00 p.m.
b. Provjde access 24 hours before and after New Mexico Fish and Game
scheduled big game hunts.
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c. Provide BLM with a tentative JO.day schedule of operations and final twowcck schedule to facilitate scheduling of BLM administrative access. (This might be
included as part oflhe Fort Bliss Master Range Schedule.)
d. Discuss with the U.S Army at Fort Bliss and the BLM the possibility of
coordinating a 1-800 number and/or a joint website that will post hours of public access
and other range notes of public interest.
c. Comply with existing access pennitting procedures in accordance with the
existing Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the U.S Anny at Fort Bliss and
the BLM.

f. Once the impact area design is completed, the exact target location detennined,
and the accompanying weapons safety footprints, discuss the possibility of using existing
roads for the safety buffer boundary, particularly along the eastern side.

2. Grazing Program Management: The Air Force and BLM will work together to
ensure continuation of an effective grazing program. Air Combat Command agrees to the
following:
a. Move the existing pipelines and stock tanks to outside of the impact area.
Relocate existing range improvements (fences, traps, etc.) from inside to
outside the safety buffer where necessary.
b.

c. Coordinate range closing for cleanup/cattle work.
necessary to meet SLM maintenance requirements.

Restrict operations as

d. Provide support in the fonn of forty man-hours per week to perform routine
range management tasks.

e. Reimburse, replace, repair BLM range improvements damaged as a result of
USAF activities on the range.
f. Agree to discuss the possibility of additional technology devices which may be
added if needed, including such items as trough water-heaters, monitor cameras, pressure
sensors, etc.

3. Wildlife: The BLM and the Air Force desire to continue to facilitate an effective
·
wildlife management program. Air Combat Command agrees to;
a. Ensure water availability by moving existing infrastructure outside impact

area.
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b. Discuss expanding the charter of the multi-agency threatened and endangered
species working group to incJude working cooperatively with other federal and state
agencies with surveys and studies on big game and other natural resource issues. ·
c. Work cooperatively with other federal and state agencies with surveys and
studies on the habitat/recovery of the Aplomado falcon.

4. Cultural Resources: The BLM and the Air Force are concerned about National
Historic and Cultural Preservation. Air Ccmbat Command wiU:
a. Continue good faith government to government consultations with the
Mescalcro Apache in face to face meerings with the goal of ascertaining impacts of the
proposed action to Traditional Cultural Properties and Resources (to include view studies
etc.).
b. Make inventory reports and mitigation plans available to the BLM so their
comments may be considered in the course of consultations with the State Historic
Preservation Office.

c. Discuss necessity of mitigations, if any. of potentiaJ historic landscape, if and
when it is designated as such by the SHPO.
S. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC): The Air Force and BLM desire to
protect the resources within the ACECs. Air Combat Command will:

...

,

a.
Allow for scheduled activities consistent with the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with New Mexico State University (NMSU).

b. In accordance with the Fort Bliss Integrated Natural Resources Management
PJan monitor the impacts to the ACECs within the safety buffer.
6. Culp Canyon Wilderness Study Arca (WSA): The Air Force and BLM are concerned
about the natural aesthetic value of WSA. Air Combat Command will:

a. Design flight patterns to avoid overflights of the Culp Canyon WSA.
b. It is the Air Force intent to avoid low level (below 2000 feet AGL) overflight
of Culp Canyon WSA. Exceptions would include events such as aircraft emergencies.

7. Fire: The Air Force and BLM are concerned with the impacts of fires caused by
military flight operations. Air Combat Command will:
a. Cease military operations, on range, to allow for fire suppression.
b. Arrange for air-space use for fire suppression aircraft during a fire emergency.
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c. Repair fire damage in accordance with the Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plan (to include re-vegetation of indigenous plants).

-

Signed this 26"' Day of May 1998,

~ICHELLE J. CHAVEZ,
State Director,
Bureau of Land Management,
New Mexico

.

~~~®~
R ALD G. OHOLENDT, Colonel
Chi f, Airfield, Airspace and Range
Management Division

-
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E.O

E.1

TECHNICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENT - SOILS

WIND EROSION CALCULATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The equation used to calculate soil loss by wind erosion was the Wind Erosion Prediction Equation
(Fuller, 1987). The equation is expressed as:
E=(CIVKL)

Where E, the predicted soil loss expressed in tons per acre per year, is a function of:
C= climate
I = soil erodibility
V = vegetative production
K = surface roughness
L = the unsheltered distance across a field.
Assumptions:
1.

Current conditions at Fort Bliss reflect the soil and vegetative data found in the Natural Resource
Conservation Service's (NRCS) Map Unit Interpretation Record (MUIR) databases for the three
soil surveys covering the Fort Bliss area.

2.

Moderate impact areas consist of 50 percent of the area being undisturbed and having vegetative
cover similar to that in the MUIR database. Of the remaining area, 17 percent would have
unsheltered distances of 1,000 feet, 17 percent would have unsheltered distances of 100 feet, and
16 percent would have unsheltered distances of 10 feet. These unsheltered distances would
reflect disturbances created by staging/tank training areas, roads, and bomb craters, respectively.
These disturbances would be denuded of vegetative production.

3.

High impact areas would have soil data similar to that reported in the MUIR databases for the
Fort Bliss area; however, these areas would have no vegetative production.

4.

Small grain equivalents were calculated as described in Fuller (1987) for the production amounts
in the MUIR database for range sites. Litter amounts were considered to be 20 percent of the
total production for the site.

Tables E-1, E-2, and E-3 present the PHB association (Pintura-Tome-Dofia Ana Complex) for current
conditions, moderate impacts, and high impacts, respectively.
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T abl e E-1 Examp1e o f C a1cu 1at•ions f or c urrentC on d".
1tions f or the PHBA ssoc1at10n
PHB

Pintura-Tome-Dona Ana Complex, 0 to 5 Percent Slopes. 60,017.19 Acres
E1
c
1
v
K
E-weightecf
L
150
134
1,790.0
1
10,000
31.6
9.480
150
1,157.5
86
1
10,000
33.7
8.425
150
86
1,417.5
1
10,000
19.5
3.900
150
86
1,790.0
1
10,000
11.6
0.928
1,417.5
150
86
1
10,000
19.5
1.560
150
1,157.5
86
1
10,000
33.7
3.033
27.326

Series
Percent ofArea
Pintura
30
Tome
25
20
Dofia Ana
Berino
8
Holloman
8
Wink
9
Total (tons/acre/year)
1.
2
·

E reflects total wmd erosion for that s01l senes as 1f1t occupied 100% of the soil association.
E-weighted reflects the soil erosion estimate for the series based on the percent of total area occupied by the respective
series.

.

"hMo d erate I mpacts
Table E-2 E xampe
1 of PHBAssoc1ation wit
PHB
Percent of
Series
Area
Pintura
30
30
30
30
Tome
25
25
25
25
Dofia Ana
20
20
20
20
Berino
8
8
8
8
Holloman
8
8
8
8
Wink
9
9
9
9
Total (tons/acre/year)
1.

2
·
3

·

c
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150
150

Pintura-Tome-Dona Ana Complex, 0 to 5 Percent Slopes
Percentage of
E1
1
v K
L
Corrected E2 £-weighted'
Disturbance
134 1,790
1 10,000
50
15.800
4.74000
31.6
134
0
1
1,000
17
192.4
32.708
9.81240
134
0
1
100
17
22.712
133.6
6.81360
134
0
1
10
16
60.2
9.632
2.88960
86 1,157.5 1 10,000
50
33.7
16.850
4.21250
86
0
1
1,000
17
115.7
19.669
4.91725
86
0
1
100
17
69.1
11.747
2.93675
86
0
1
10
16
22.4
3.584
0.89600
86 1,417.5 1 10,000
50
19.5
9.750
1.95000
86
0
1
1,000
17
115. 7
19.669
3.93380
86
0
1
100
17
69.l
11.747
2.34940
86
0
1
10
16
3.584
22.4
0.71680
1,790
50
86
1 10,000
11.6
5.800
0.46400
0
1,000
17
86
1
115.7
9.669
1.57352
86
0
1
100
17
69.l
11.747
0.93976
0
0.28672
86
1
10
16
22.4
3.584
86 1,417.5 1 10,000
50
19.5
9.750
0.78000
86
0
1
1,000
17
115.7
19.669
1.57352
0
1
86
100
17
11.747
69. l
0.93976
86
0
1
10
16
22.4
3.584
0.28672
86 1,157.5 1 10,000
50
33.7
16.850
1.51650
0
1
1,000
86
17
115.7
1.77021
19.669
0
1
100
86
17
69.l
11.747
1.05723
86
0
1
10
16
22.4
3.584
0.32256
57.67860
. .

E reflects total wmd eros10n for that s01l senes as 1f1t occupied 100% of the soil association .
Corrected E reflects total wind erosion estimate corrected for the percentage of area having disturbances resulting in
varying lengths of field (L).
E-weighted reflects the soil erosion estimate for the series based on the percent of total area occupied by the respective
series.
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. hff1g1hi mp acts
T a bl e E-3 Examp e o fPHBA ssoc1atlon wit
PHB
Pintura-Tome-Dona Ana Complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes
Percent of
£1
I
Series
c
v
K
L
Area
Pintura
150
134
10,000
30
0
1
201
Tome
25
150
86
1
10,000
129
0
Dofia Ana
20
150
86
0
1
10,000
129
Berino
150
86
10,000
8
0
1
129
Holloman
150
86
8
0
1
10,000
129
Wink
9
150
86
I
10,000
129
0
Total (tonslacrelvear)
. .

I.

E-weightecl
60.30
32.25
25.80
10.32
10.32
11.61
150.60

E reflects total wmd eros10n for that soil senes as 1f1t occupied 100% of the soil association .
"· E-weighted reflects the soil erosion estimate for the series based on the percent of total area occupied by the
respective series.

E.2

WATER EROSION CALCULATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

The equation used to calculate soil loss by water erosion was the Revised Universal Loss Equation
(RUSLE), version 1.04 (Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1995). The equation is expressed as:
A=RK(LS)CP

Where A, the predicted soil loss expressed in tons per acre per year, is the product of:
climatic erosivity (rainfall and runoff)
soil erodibility
= slope length
= slope gradient or steepness
C = soil cover and management
P =erosion-control practice.

R
K
L
S

=

=

Assumptions:

'''"

l.

The R factor variable was estimated separately for the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas,
McGregor Range, and El Paso County, Texas, based on R factor isopleth maps from the NRCS
and the Soil and Water Conservation Society (1995).

2.

Data for the variables K, S, and C (specifically vegetative production in lbs./acre/year) were taken
from the NRCS national MUIR database.

3.

The average slope percentage for the soil association was used. The slope length variable (L) was
assumed to be 50 feet for all soils, since this length is usually the maximum length for most
rangeland sites.

4.

The P variable was held at 1 for all soil loss predictions, since no erosion-control practices were
anticipated.

5.

Soil losses were calculated for the top soil horizon only.
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6.

The three disturbance severity scenarios; no disturbance, moderate impact, and maximum impact,
were calculated by changing values for vegetative cover, vegetative litter, and surface rock cover
or pavement. These inputs were also used for calculation of the C variable.

7.

These soils were assumed to produce grasslands, since the soil survey production data indicated
that the most abundant species were grass species for a large percentage of the soils. The grass
cover was assumed to be 35 percent for all soils, with a litter cover of 20 percent for the no
disturbance scenario.

8.

Percent rock cover varied across soils and was based on the percentage of the soil that was
comprised of rocks greater than 0.25 inches.

9.

The moderate impact scenario used 50 percent of the vegetative, litter, and rock cover of the no
disturbance scenario.

10.

The maximum impact scenario used 0 percent cover values for vegetation, litter, and rock.

Table E-4 presents the calculations for the Berino-Bucklebar Association under current conditions.

Table E-4. Example of Calculations for the Berino-Bucklebar (BJ)
Association under Current Conditions
Map
Unit

Component
Name

R

K

LS

c

A

Component
Percent

Extended A(A *Component
percent)

BJ

Berino

40

0.17

0.33

0.0333

1

0.07

35

.024

BJ

Buckle bar

40

0.28

0.33

0.0319

1

0.12

25

.030

BJ

Dofia Ana

40

0.24

0.33

0.0400

1

0.13

25

.032

BJ

Onite

40

0.17

0.33

0.0550

1

0.12

5

.006

BJ

Pajarito

40

0.24

0.28

0.0550

1

0.15

5

.008

BJ

Pintura

40

0.20

0.28

0.0560

1

0.13

5

.007

Total soil loss (tons/acre/year)
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F.O

BIOLOGY

This appendix provides more detailed information for some of the topics covered in Section 4.8,
Biological Resources, of this PEIS. It provides a summary of some of the ecological studies conducted
that describe existing biological resources on Fort Bliss. These studies are being conducted to support the
INRMP currently being prepared by the Army and to fulfill NEPA compliance requirements of Fort Bliss
(U.S. Army, 1998c). An adequate description of baseline biological resources on Fort Bliss is required to
implement the ecosystem management strategy in the INRMP, and to adequately describe environmental
impacts of ongoing and future activities on post (U.S. Army, l 998c ). This PEIS provides an impact
assessment of implementing the INRMP, as well as ongoing and some potential future activities on Fort
Bliss. The information in this appendix is used in the impacts analysis for biological resources in
Section 5.8.
The major focus of this appendix is to provide wildlife data (especially tabular data) that is too extensive
to include in Section 4.8. The discussions of wildlife biological resources in Section 4.8 of the PEIS are
summaries of the information presented in this appendix. The description of plant communities on Fort
Bliss including vegetation maps appears in Section 4.8, and there is not an expanded discussion of these
resources in this appendix. There is a discussion of riparian plant communities in this appendix that is
summarized in Section 4.8. The analysis of sensitive species on Fort Bliss is in Section 4.8, and there are
no expanded discussions of these species in this appendix.

F.1

VEGETATION

A description of plant communities on Fort Bliss, including the number of acres of each type, and
vegetation maps appear in Section 4.8. The description of riparian areas below is summarized in
Section 4.8.

F.1.1

Riparian Areas

Wetlands and arroyo-riparian drainages have been studied on Fort Bliss. The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) Waterways Experiment Station is currently mapping and characterizing all Waters of
the U.S., including wetlands on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 1998h). Wetlands delineation follows the USACE
protocol in the Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (U.S. Army, 1987). To qualify as
a USACE jurisdictional wetland, it must have hydric soil, be saturated to within 12 inches of the surface
sometime during the growing season, and contain wetland plant species (U.S. Army, 1987). Waters of
the U.S. include "water such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams)"
(33 CFR 328.3[a][3]). Probable Waters of the U.S. have been mapped on the South Training Areas,
McGregor Range, and Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas (see Figure 4.8-4 in Section 4.8) and are
being mapped on the remainder of Fort Bliss. These inventories of wetlands and Waters of the U.S. are
provided for planning purposes and the boundaries of the wetlands and Waters of the U.S. have not been
determined. The boundaries of wetlands and Waters of the U.S. will be delineated for site-specific
projects and a final determination by the USACE district engineer is needed before a delineation is
confirmed. Actively maintained man-made features such as stock tanks are not regulated by the USACE,
because they are not considered jurisdictional wetlands. However, abandoned stock tanks and other manmade features may be regulated if they conduct and/or hold surface water (U.S. Army, 1998h).
Observations were made at 226 locations on McGregor Range and the South Training Areas, including
dry washes, stock tanks, and other water resources. Data such as major plant species, and depth and
width of channel, were recorded. A total of 49 sites were analyzed in greater detail, including the
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collection of data on plant species and percent cover, hydrology, soils, and surrounding upland vegetation.
Based on this analysis, the Waters of the U.S. on McGregor Range and the South Training Areas included
1,228 dry washes with distinct stream beds and stream banks covering 1,874 miles. In addition,
11 natural dry lakes with distinct ordinary high water marks totaling 127 acres, and 79 artificial bodies of
water such as sewage treatment ponds, storm water retention basins, and stock tanks totaling 802 acres
were mapped (U.S. Army, 1998h). Data were collected from 117 observation points and 21 sample
locations on Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas and based on this, 142 dry washes with distinct
stream beds and stream banks comprising 645 miles were mapped. Seventeen dry lakes and ponds with
distinct ordinary high water marks totaling 212 acres were also mapped. In addition, 26 artificial water
resources including sewage treatment ponds, storm water retention basins, and stock tanks comprising
16 acres were mapped (U.S. Army, 1998h).
The vast majority of arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss do not qualify as USACE jurisdictional
wetlands but, as indicted above, thousands of miles of these waterways are probable Waters of the U.S.
Perennial riparian corridors of the western U.S. have been studied extensively and the density and
diversity of flora and fauna in many of these areas have been determined. However, the flora and fauna
of arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss and elsewhere have not been fully studied (Cockman, 1996;
Kozma, 1995).
Cockman (1996) studied four arroyo-riparian drainages on McGregor Range in Culp Canyon; two were in
the desert shrublands of the Sacramento Mountains foothills, at elevations ranging from 5,900 feet at the
head waters to 5,480 feet at the tailwaters. The other two drainages were also in the desert shrublands in
the submesa, at elevations ranging from 4,920 feet (headwaters) to 4,500 feet (tailwaters). The dominant
shrubs in the foothill drainages were skeletonleaf goldeneye (Viguiera stenoloba), little leaf sumac (Rhus
microphylla), largeleaf sumac (R. trilobata), and Apache plume (Fallugia paradoxa). Cutleafbricklebush
(Brickel/a laciniata), Mexican silktassel (Garrya ovata) and desert willow (Chi/apsis linearis) were found
only in the main channel (obligate species). The dominant shrubs in the submesa drainages were desert
willow, Apache plume, four-winged saltbush (Atriplex canescens), little and big leaf sumac, and honey
mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa). Creosotebush (Larrea tridentata), skeletonleaf goldeneye, and tarbush.
(Flourensia cernua) were also common. Desert willow and Apache plume were obligate in the main
channel.
In the desert shrub plant communities at and near the Sacramento Mountains foothills, Cockman ( 1996)
determined that the following vegetation parameters characterize ephemeral drainages on Fort Bliss:
•

Shrub, tree, and forb cover are higher on the main channel than the surrounding area.

•

Species richness of shrubs, trees, grasses, and forbs are higher in the main channel than all other
locations.

•

Heights of shrubs along the main channel are nearly twice that of shrubs in the uplands.

•

Obligate species such as desert willow tended to be taller than nondrainage species.

•

Obligate species at one elevation may occur outside of the drainage at another elevation. For
example, Apache plume is obligate in the submesa drainages but occurs outside the drainages in the
foothills. Species such as little and big sumac occur at many locations in the foothills and submesa
drainages. Little sumac occurs most often in deep sandy soil in arroyo-riparian drainages in the
Tularosa Basin on McGregor Range; it also occurs in sandy soil areas not associated with drainages.

F-4

-

-

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Army (1991 a) studied the vegetation of the arroyo-riparian drainages and surrounding uplands in eight
locations on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas. Preliminary results of the study agree with
Cockman's work in that there was greater species richness and plant height in the arroyos. Nineteen
species of shrubs were obligates to arroyos and soapberry (Sapindus saponaria), little sumac, and desert
willow were typically the tallest shrubs along the arroyos. The study also found that the percentage of
bare ground tended to be less in arroyos than uplands. For example, the percent of bare ground in some
arroyos was 12 percent versus 54 percent in the uplands.
Montane riparian plant communities cover 395 acres in the Organ Mountains and include forested and
shrub-dominated types. Forested riparian areas are dominated by trees such as box elder (Acer negundo)
and velvet ash (Fraxinus velutina) in riparian areas along Fillmore and Soledad canyons. A second
forested riparian type is dominated by netleaf hackberry (Ce/tis reticulata) and river walnut (Jug/ans
microcarpa), and occurs in Long Canyon. Netleaf hackberry is the dominant overstory tree, while river
walnut along with New Mexico buckeye (Ungnadia speciosa) and Texas mulberry (Morns microphylla)
dominate the understory. This type occurs among the large boulders in the canyon bottom (U.S. Army,
1994b).
Shrub-dominated montane riparian plant communities in the Organ Mountains include coyote willow
(Salix exigua) dominated type along the perennial streams in Rucker Canyon. Deer grass (Muhlenbergia
rigens) forms large tussocks along the stream in this type. The coyote willow/bulb panicgrass (Panicum
bulbosum) type also occurs along the stream in Rucker Canyon, but at a higher elevation than the
previous type. A third riparian shrub plant community is dominated by black cherry (Prunus serotina)
and mountain leaftail (Pericome caudata), and occurs on rock-covered slopes in North Canyon. Arizona
Grape (Vitis arizonica), netleaf hackberry, and New Mexico locust (Robinia neomexicana) are also
common in this type (U.S. Army, 1994b).

F.2

WILDLIFE

F.2.1

Amphibians and Reptiles

A total of 8 species of amphibians and 39 species of reptiles have been observed on Fort Bliss; an
additional 19 species of amphibians and reptiles have the potential to occur (U.S. Army, l 997h, k, 19961)
(Table F-1 ). Seven of the amphibian species are toads and the eighth species is the barred tiger
salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum mavortium), which is found in stock tanks on the Otero Mesa and in the
Tularosa Basin. Numerous Great Plains toads (Bufo cognatus), New Mexico spadefoot (Spea
multiplicata), and Couch's spadefoot (Scaphiopus couchii) were observed at stock tanks on Otero
Mesa (U.S. Army, 1997k). A few red-spotted toads (Bufo punctatus) were also observed on Otero Mesa
(U.S. Army, l 997k); this species has also been observed in the Organ Mountains and the desert shrub
habitat of the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army, l 997h, 19961). Sampling at 20 sites in the Chihuahuan Desert
in the Tularosa Basin on McGregor Range yielded 428 toad captures and the New Mexico spadefoot was
the most common with 278 captures (65 percent of total), followed by Couch's spadefoot with
I 03 captures (24 percent). All but one of the New Mexico spadefoot were from one sampling location,
while the Couch's spadefoot was much more widespread, being captured at all 20 sampling sites. The
Great Plains toad and western green toad (Bufo debilis) were each captured 18 times (4 percent) and
occurred at over one-half of the sample locations. The red-spotted toad and plains spadefoot (Spea
bombifrons) were captured infrequently (5 and 2 times, respectively) (U.S. Army, 19961).
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Table F-1. Amphibians and Reptiles that Occur and Could Occur on Fort Bliss, Otero and
Dofia Ana Counties, New Mexico; and El Paso CountJ, Texas
Species
Common Name

Occurrence on Fort Bliss
Scientific Name

Barred tiger salamander

Ambystoma tigrinum mavortium

Great plains toad

Bufo cognatus

Western green toad

Bufo debilis insidior

Red spotted toad
Woodhouse'stoad
Southern woodhouse' s toad
Woodhouse' s toad
Canyon tree frog
Bullfrog

Bufo punctatus
Bufo woodhousii
B. w. australis
B. w. woodhousii
Hy/a arenicolor

Couch's spadefoot

Scaphiopus couchii

Plains spadefoot

Spea bombifrons

•
•
•
•
•

Rana catesbeiana

New Mexico spadefoot

Spea multiplicata

Western painted turtle

Chrysemys picta bellii

Yell ow mud turtle
Box turtle
Desert box turtle
Ornate box turtle
Chihuahuan spotted whiptail

Kinosternon jlavescens jlavescens
Tarapene ornata
T. o. luteola
T. o. ornata
Cnemidophorus exanguis

Trans-Pecos striped whiptail

Cnemidophorus inornatus heptagrammus

Western marbled whiptail

Cnemidophorus marmoratus marmoratus

New Mexico whiptail

Cnemidophorus neomexicanus

Colorado checkered whiptail

Cnemidophonts tesselatus

Desert grassland whiptail

Cnemidophorus uniparens

Texas banded gecko

Coleonyx brevis

Greater earless lizard

Cophosaurus texanus scitulus

Chihuahuan collared lizard

Crotaphytus col/aris fuscus

Great Plains skink

Eumeces obsoletus

Longnose leopard lizard

Gambelia wislizenii wislizenii

Mediterranean gecko
Earless lizard
Speckled earless lizard
Northern earless lizard
Texas horned lizard

Hemidactylus turcicus
Holbrookia maculata
H. m. approximans
H. m. maculata
Phrynosoma cornutum

Desert short-horned lizard

Phrynosoma douglasii ornatissimum

Roundtail horned lizard

Phrynosoma modestum

Twin-spotted spiny lizard

Sceloporus magister bimaculosus

Crevice spiny lizard

Sceloporus poinsettii poinsettii

Southern prairie lizard
Tree lizard
Lined tree lizard
Big bend tree lizard
Northern tree lizard

Sceloporus undulatus consobrinus
Urosaurus ornatus
U. o. /inearis
U. o. schmidti
U. o. wrif<hti
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Table F-1. Amphibians and Reptiles that Occur and Could Occur on Fort Bliss;, Otero and
Dofia Ana Counties, New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name

...

Desert side-blotched lizard
Kansas glossy snake
Trans-Pecos rat snake
Mexican racer
Western diamondback rattlesnake
Rock rattlesnake
Banded rock rattlesnake
Mottled rock rattlesnake
Blacktail rattlesnake
Mojave rattlesnake
Prairie rattlesnake
Regal ringneck snake
Great Plains rat snake
Western hooknose snake
Hognose snake
Mexican hognose snake
Plains hognose snake
Texas night snake
Gray-banded kingsnake
Desert kingsnake
New Mexico milksnake
New Mexico blind snake
Trans-Pecos blind snake
Western coachwhip
Striped whipsnake
Gopher snake
Sonoran gopher snake
Bullsnake
Texas longnose snake
Big bend patchnose snake
Mountain patchnose snake
Desert massasauga
Ground snake
Southwestern blackhead snake
Plains blackhead snake
Western blackneck garter snake
Checkered garter snake
New Mexico garter snake
Texas lyre snake
* Total Species

Scientific Name
Uta stansburiana stejnegeri
Arizona elegans elegans
Bogertophis subocularis
Coluber constrictor oaxaca
Crotalus atrox
Crotalus lepidus
C. I. klauberi
C. I. levidus
Crotalus molossus molossus
Crotalus scutulatus
Crotalus viridis viridis
Diadophis punctatus regalis
Elaphe gutatta emoryi
Gyalopion canum
Heterdon nasicus
H. n. kennerlyi
H. n. nasicus
Hypsiglena torquata Jani
Lampropeltis alterna
Lampropeltis getula splendida
Lampropeltis triangulum celaenops
Leptotyphlops dulcis dissectus
Leptotyphlops humilis segregus
Masticophis flagellum testaceus
Masticophis taeniatus
Pituophis catenifer
P. c. afjinis
P. c. savi
Rhinocheilus lecontei tessellatus
Salvadora deserticola
Salvadora grahamiae grahamiae
Sistrurus catenatus edwardsii
Sonora semiannulata
Tantilla hobartsmithi
Tantilla nigriceps
Thamnophis cyrtopsis cyrtopsis
Thamnophis marcianus marcianus
Thamnophis sirtalis dorsalis
Trimorphodon biscutatus vilkinsonii

Occurrence on Fort Bliss
Known
Possible

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
••
•
•
•
•

•

47

•
•

•

•
•
••
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
19

Source: U.S. Army 19961, m l 997h, k. If a species occurs as a subspecies under the known category and a different subspecies
under the possible category, it is only included in the total species under the known category.
* Totals represent total number of species, but do not include sub-species. If a species occurs as a subspecies under the known
category and a different subspecies under the possible category, it only included in the total species under the known
category.

F-7

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

The box turtle (Terrapene ornata) is the only species of turtle observed on Fort Bliss and is most common
in the grassland plant communities on Otero Mesa, although it has been regularly observed in the desert
shrubland communities in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army, 1997h, k, 19961, m). This species was
recorded 11 times on Otero Mesa during baseline amphibian and reptile surveys in 1997 (U.S. Army,
l 997k) (Table F-2). It was also recorded 11 times at 9 of 20 sample plots in the desert shrublands habitat
in the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army, 19961).

-

-

Table F-2. Amphibians and Reptiles Observed at Six Sampling Sites, Along Arroyos, Roads,
and at Stock Tanks on Otero Mesa in 1997
Species0

Sampling Site

Arroyo

Tanks

Roads

Total

7

l

Nb

0

N(24f

0

0

N

0

N

I

2

3

4

5

6

New Mexico spadefoot

0

l

0

0

15

Great Plains toad

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

N

l

N(lf

Southern prairie lizard

15

l

4

41

0

22

6

0

0

89

Northern earless lizard

7

33

17

8

14

6

0

0

0

85

Striped whiptail

8

17

21

12

0

2

3

0

2

65

Short-horned lizard

0

10

3

0

2

l

2

0

2

Collared lizard

7

4

0

0

0

l

l

0

l

Western box turtle

0

0

0

0

l

0

0

2

8

20
14
11

Checkered whiptail

3

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

0

7

Western diamondback rattlesnake

l

0

0

0

0

0

4

0

2

7

Western coachwhip

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

3

5

Texas horned lizard

0

l

l

0

0

0

0

0

2

4

0

0

0

0

0

2

3

Couch's spadefoot

Sonoran gopher snake

0

l

0

Red-spotted toad

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

3

Round-tailed homed lizard

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

1

0

0

0

0

2

Hooknose snake

0

0

l

Greater earless lizard

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

2

Spotted whiptail

l

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

I

Kansas glossy snake

0

0

0

l

0

0

0

0

0

I

Side-blotched lizard

0

0

0

0

0

0

l

0

0

I

Prairie rattlesnake

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

l

I

Garter snake species

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

l

I

7

9

6

4

5

6

9

13

23

42

70

47

62

33

39

24

4
2d

30

349

Totals
Number of species
Number of individuals

See Table F-1 for scientific names.
b "N" = numerous.
c Number observed at locations other than tanks.
d Numerous toads also observed.
Source: U.S. Anny, 1997k.
a

The most diverse group of reptiles is the lizards; 20 species have been recorded from Fort Bliss, including
6 species of whiptails (Table F-1). The largest number of lizard species occurs in the grassland habitat
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(17 species), followed by the desert shrublands (13), Sacramento Mountains foothills (10), and Organ
Mountains (6) (U.S. Army, 1997h). Some species such as the western marbled whiptail (Cnemidophorus
marmoratus) and Texas homed lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum) are found in essentially all areas on Fort
Bliss, while others such as the leopard lizard ( Gambelia wislizenii) have been reported only from the
desert shrubland habitat, and the lined tree lizard (Urosaurus ornatus) only in the wooded habitat of the
. foothills of the Sacramento and Organ mountains (U.S. Army, l 997h). Eleven species of lizards were
recorded 290 times in grassland habitat on Otero Mesa; the most common species were the southern
prairie lizard (Sceloporus undulatus), which was captured 89 times (31 percent of total lizard captures),
and the northern earless lizard (Holbrookia maculata), which was captured 85 times (29 percent). The
side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana) and spotted whiptail (Cnemidophorus exanguis) were each
recorded only once (U.S. Army, 1997k) (Table F-2). The most common lizards captured in the desert
shrubland habitat were the striped whiptail (5,500 captures), side-blotched lizard (3,163 captures), and
marbled whiptail (845 captures) (U.S. Army, 19961). Jorgensen and Demarais (U.S. Army, 1996m)
studied amphibians and reptiles in eight arroyos and adjacent upland sites in the Chihuahuan Desert
shrubland plant communities on McGregor Range, and found there was no statistical difference in the
amphibian and reptile species richness and abundance between arroyo and upland habitats. The most
common species captured were the side-blotched lizard (captured 249 times), the marbled whiptail
(191 captures), and little striped whiptail (78 captures).
Eighteen species of snakes have been recorded from Fort Bliss (U.S. Army, 19961, 1997h) (Table F-1).
The largest number of species occur in the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa (13 species), followed by the
desert shrubland and Sacramento Mountains foothills (11) and the Organ Mountains (6). Species such as
the western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox) and gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer) are
common and widespread throughout Fort Bliss. Other species such as the Mojave (C. scutulatus) and
prairie ( C. viridis) rattlesnakes have been reported only from the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa, and the
Texas long-nosed snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei) was observed only in the Sacramento Mountains foothills
(U.S. Army, 1997h) and the desert shrubland habit<rt of the Tularosa Basin (U.S. Army 19961). Surveys
on Otero Mesa in 1997, yielded seven species of snakes (Table F-2). The western diamondback
rattlesnake and western coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum) were the most common species observed.
Other species observed include the hooknosed snake (Gyalopion canum), Kansas glossy snake (Arizona
elegans), and prairie rattlesnake (U.S. Army, l 997k). In the desert shrubland habitat in the Tularosa
Basin, the night snake (Hypsiglena torquata) (59 captures), plains black-headed snake (Tantilla
nigriceps) (58 captures), and ground snake (Sonora semiannulata) (43 captures) were the most common
species captured (U.S. Army, 19961). Five species were recorded fewer times, including the western
hooknosed snake (18 captures), long-nosed snake (8 captures), desert kingsnake (Lampropeltis gelula)
(3 captures), and gopher snake and western coachwhip (1 capture each) (U.S. Army, 19961).
F.2.2

Avifauna

A total of 334 species of birds have been recorded from Fort Bliss (Table F-3). Eighty species occur
throughout the year, 129 species are seen only during migration, 42 species are spring and summer
residents, and the remaining species occur principally during the winter. Thirty-two species are common,
89 fairly common, 72 uncommon, and 141 rare to very rare.
In recent years, detailed studies of the bird life in various habitats on Fort Bliss have been initiated and
some of these studies are still in progress. These studies have centered on determining existing
conditions, and have concentrated on documenting breeding bird communities in various habitats, the
occurrence of neotropical migrants, and the status of sensitive species. This section emphasizes bird life
in various habitats on McGregor Range and the Organ Mountains on Dofia Ana Range-North Training
Areas, because that is where most of the current research has been focused and where the majority of the
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dofia Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso Countv, Texas
Species
Common Name
Common loon
Pied-billed grebe
Homed grebe
Eared grebe
Westem grebe
Clark's grebe
American white pelican
Double-crested cormorant
Neotrooic cormorant
Least bittern
Great blue heron
Great egret
Snowy egret
Little blue heron
Reddish egret
Cattle egret
Green heron
Black-crowned night-heron
Yellow-crowned night-heron
Glossy ibis
White-faced ibis
Turkey vulture
Greater white-fronted goose
Snow goose
Ross' s goose
Canada goose
Wood duck
Gad wall
Eurasian wigeon
American wigeon
Mallard
Blue-winged teal
Cinnamon teal
Northern shoveler
Northern pintail
Green-winged teal
Canvasback
Redhead
Ring-necked duck
Greater scauo
Lesser scaup
Surf scoter
White-winged scoter
Bufflehead
Common goldeneye
Hooded merganser
Common merganser
Red-breasted merganser

F-10

Scientific Name
Gavia immer
Podilvmbus vodicevs
Podicevs auritus
Podicevs ni£ricollis
Aechmophorus occidentalis
Aechmophorus clarkii
Pelecanus ervthrorhynchus
Phalacrocorax auritus
Phalacrocorax brasilianus
Ixobrychus exilis
Ardea herodias
Ardea alba
E£retta thula
E£retta caerulea
Ef!retta rufescens
Bubulcus ibis
Butorides virescens
Nvcticorax nvcticorax
Nvctanass violacea
Ple}[adis falcinellus
Plef!adis chihi
Cathartes aura
Anser albifrons
Chen caerulescens
Chen rossii
Branta canadensis
Aix svonsa
Anas strepera
Anas penelope
Anas americana
Anas vlatvrhvnchos
Anas discors
Anas cvanoptera
Anas c/ypeata
Anas acuta
Anas crecca
Avthya valisineria
Aythya americana
Aythva collaris
Avthva marila
Avthva affinis
Melanitta persvicillata
Melanitta fusca
Bucephala albeola
Bucevhala clanJ;ula
Lovhodytes cucullatus
Merf[us merf[anser
Mer}[us serrator

A

Relative Abundancea
c FC UC R
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• •
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• • •
•
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••
•
•
•
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•
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•
•
•
••
• •
•
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dona Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name
Masked duck
Ruddy duck
Osprey
White-tailed kite
Mississippi kite
Bald eagle
Northern harrier
Sharp-shinned hawk
Cooper's hawk
Northern goshawk
Gray hawk
Common black-hawk
Harris's hawk
Swainson's hawk
Red-tailed hawk
Rough-legged hawk
Ferruginous hawk
Zone-tailed hawk
Golden eagle
American kestrel
Merlin
Prairie falcon
Peregrine falcon
Wild turkey
Montezuma quail
Scaled quail
Gambel's quail
Virginia rail
Sora
Common moorhen
American coot
Sandhill crane
Black-bellied plover
American golden-plover
Snowy plover
Semipalmated plover
Piping plover
Killdeer
Black-necked stilt
American avocet
Greater yellowlegs
Lesser yellow legs
Solitary sandpiper
Willet
Spotted sandpiper
Upland sandpiper

Scientific Name
Nomonyx dominicus
Oxyura jamaicensis
Pandion haliaetus
Elanus leucurus
Ictinia mississippiensis
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Circus cyaneus
Accipiter striatus
Accipiter cooperii
Accipiter gentilis
Asturina nitidus
Buteogallus anthracinus
Parabuteo unicinctus
Buteo swainsoni
Buteo jamaicensis
Buteo lagopus
Buteo regalis
Buteo albonotatus
Aquila chrysaetos
Fa/co sparverius
Falco columbarius
Falco mexicanus
Fa/co peregrinus
Meleagris gallopavo
Cyrtonyx montezumae
Callipepla squamata
Callipepla gambelii
Rallus limicola
Porzana carolina
Gallinula chloropus
Fulica americana
Grus canadensis
Pluvialis squatarola
Pluvialis dominica
Charadrius alexandrinus
Charadrius semipalmatus
Charadriis melodus
Charadrius vociferus
Himantopus mexicanus
Recurvirostra americana
Tringa melanoleuca
Tringa jlavipes
Tringa solitaria
Catoptrophorus semipalmatus
Actitis macularia
Bartramia longicauda

A

Relative Abundancea
c FC UC R

•
•

•
•

• •
•
• •
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
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•
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•
•
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•
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•
•
•
••
•
••
•
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dofia Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name
Whimbrel
Long-billed curlew
Marbled godwit
Ruddy turnstone
Red knot
Sanderling
Semipalmated sandpiper
W estem sandpiper
Least sandpiper
White-rumped sandpiper
Baird's sandpiper
Pectoral sandpiper
Dunlin
Stilt sandpiper
Ruff
Short-billed dowitcher
Long-billed dowitcher
Common snipe
Wilson's phalarope
Red-necked phalarope
Red phalarope
Laughing gull
Franklin's gull
Bonaparte's gull
Ring-billed gull
California gull
Herring gull
Western gull
Sabine's gull
Caspian tern
Common tern
Forster's tern
Black tern
Rock dove
Band-tailed pigeon
White-winged dove
Mourning dove
Inca dove
Yellow-billed cuckoo
Greater roadrunner
Groove-billed ani
Barn owl
Western screech-owl
Great homed owl
Northern pygmy-owl
Burrowing owl
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Scientific Name
Numenius phaeopus
Numenius americanus
Limos a fedoa
Arenaria interpres
Calidris canutus
Calidris alba
Calidris pusilla
Calidris mauri
Calidris minutilla
Calidris fuscicollis
Calidris bairdii
Calidris melanotos
Calidris alpina
Calidris himantopus
Phi/omachus pugnax
Limnodromus griseus
Limnodromus scolopaceus
Gallinago gallinago
Phalaropus tricolor
Phalaropus lobatus
Phalaropus fulicarius
Larus atricilla
Larus pipixcan
Larus philadelphia
Larus delawarensis
Larus californicus
Larus argentatus
Larus occidentalis
Xema sabini
Sterna caspia
Sterna hirundo
Sterna forsteri
Chlidonias niger
Columba livia
Columba fasciata
Zenaida asiatica
Zenaida macroura
Columbina inca
Coccyzus americanus
Geococcyx californicus
Crotophaga sulcirostris
Tyto alba
Otus kennicotti
Bubo virginianus
Glaucidium gnoma
Athene cunicularia

A

Relative Abundance"
c FC UC R
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•
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•
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dofia Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species

....

.....

Common Name
Spotted owl
Long-eared owl
Short-eared owl
Lesser nighthawk
Common nighthawk
Common poorwill
Whip-poor-will
Black swift
White-throated swift
Black-chinned hummingbird
Costa's hummingbird
Calliope hummingbird
Broad-tailed hummingbird
Rufous hummingbird
Belted kingfisher
Lewis woodpecker
Acom woodpecker
Yellow-bellied sapsucker
Red-naped sapsucker
Williamson's sapsucker
Ladder-backed woodpecker
Downy woodpecker
Hairy woodpecker
Northern flicker
Olive-sided flycatcher
Western wood-pewee
Willow flycatcher
Least flycatcher
Hammond's flycatcher
Dusky flycatcher
Gray flycatcher
Cordilleran flycatcher
Black phoebe
Eastern phoebe
Say's phoebe
Ash-throated flycatcher
Cassin 's kingbird
W estem kingbird
Eastern kingbird
Northern shrike
Loggerhead shrike
Bell's vireo
Gray vireo
Hutton's vireo
Warbling vireo
Philadelphia vireo

Scientific Name
Strix occidentalis
Asia otus
Asia jlammeus
Chordeiles acutipennis
Chordeiles minor
Phalaenoptila nuttallii
Caprimulgus vociferus
Cypseloides niger
Aeronautes saxatilis
Archilochus alexandrinus
Calypte costae
Stellula calliope
Selasphorus platycercus
Selasphorus rufus
Ceryle alcyon
Melanerpes lewis
Melanerpes formicivorus
Sphyrapicus varius
Sphyrapicus nuchalis
Sphyrapicus thyroideus
Picoides scalaris
Picoides pubescens
Picoides villosus
Colaptes auratus
Contopus cooperi
Contopus sordidulus
Empidonax traillii
Empidonax minimus
Empidonax hammondii
Empidonax oberholseri
Empidonax wrightii
Empidonax occidentalis
Sayornis nigricans
Sayornis phoebe
Sayornis saya
Myiarchus cinerascens
Tyrannus vociferans
Tyrannus verticalis
Tyrannus tyrannus
Lanius excubitor
Lanius ludovicianus
Vireo bellii
Vireo vicinior
Vireo huttoni
Vireo gilvus
Vireo philadelphicus

A

Relative Abundancea
c FC UC R

• •
•
•
• •
•
•
• •
•
•
•
•
••
•
•
•
•
•
•
•• •
•
••
•
•
• •
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dona Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name
Scientific Name
Red-eyed vireo
Vireo olivaceus
Vireo cassinii
Cassin's vireo
Plumbeous vireo
Vireo plumbeus
Cyanocitta stelleri
Steller's jay
Western scrub-jay
Aphelocoma californica
Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus
Pinyonjay
Corvus brachyrhynchos
American crow
Chihuahuan raven
Corvus cryptoleucus
Corvus corax
Common raven
Eremophila alpestris
Homed lark
Progne subis
Purple martin
Tachycineta bicolor
Tree swallow
Tachycineta thalassina
Violet-green swallow
Northern rough-winged swallow
Stelgidopteryx serripennis
Bank swallow
Riparia riparia
Barn swallow
Hirundo rustica
Cliff swallow
Petrochelidon pyrrhonota
Petrochelidon fulva
Cave swallow
Mountain chickadee
Poecile gambeli
Baeolophus ridgwayi
Juniper titmouse
Verdin
Auriparus flaviceps
Bushtit
Psaltriparus minimus
Red-breasted nuthatch
Sitta canadensis
White-breasted nuthatch
Sitta carolinensis
Pygmy nuthatch
Sitta pygmaea
Brown creeper
Certhia americana
Cactus wren
Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
Rock wren
Salpinctes obsoletus
Canyon wren
Catherpes mexicanus
Bewick's wren
Thryomanes bewickii
House wren
Troglodytes aedon
Marsh wren
Cistothorus palustris
American dipper
Cine/us mexicanus
Golden-crowned kinglet
Regulus satrapa
Ruby-crowned kinglet
Regulus calendula
Black-tailed gnatcatcher
Polioptila melanura
Blue-gray gnatcatcher
Polioptila caerulea
Eastern bluebird
Sialia sialis
Western bluebird
Sialia mexicana
Mountain bluebird
Sialia currucoides
Townsend's solitaire
Myadestes townsendi
Swainson's thrush
Catharus ustulatus
Hermit thrush
Catharus guttatus
American robin
Turdus migratorius
Northern mockingbird
Mimus polyglottos
Sage thrasher
Oreoscoptes montanus
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dona Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name
Brown thrasher
Curve-billed thrasher
Crissal thrasher
European starling
American pipit
Sprague's pipit
Cedar waxwing
Phainopepla
Golden-winged warbler
Tennessee warbler
Orange-crowned warbler
Nashville warbler
Virginia's warbler
Lucy's warbler
Northern parula
Yell ow warbler
Chestnut-sided warbler
Yellow-rumped warbler
Black-throated gray warbler
Townsend's warbler
Hermit warbler
Black-throated green warbler
Blackburnian warbler
Grace's warbler
Palm warbler
Red-faced warbler
Blackpoll warbler
Black-and-white warbler
Painted redstart
American redstart
Prothonotary warbler
Northern waterthrush
MacGillivray's warbler
Common yellowthroat
Hooded warbler
Wilson's warbler
Yellow-breasted chat
Hepatic tanager
Summer tanager
Western tanager
Green-tailed towhee
Eastern towhee
Spotted towhee
Canyon towhee
Cassin's sparrow
Rufous-crowned sparrow

Scientific Name
Toxostoma rufum
Toxostoma curvirostre
Toxostoma dorsalis
Sturnus vulgaris
Anthus rubescens
Anthus spraguei
Bombycilla cedrorum
Phainopepla nitens
Vermivora chrysoptera
Vermivora peregrina
Vermivora celata
Vermivora rujicapilla
Vermivora virginiae
Vermivora luciae
Paruta americana
Dendroica petechia
Dendroica pensylvanica
Dendroica coronata
Dendroica nigrescens
Dendroica townsendi
Dendroica occidentalis
Dendroica virens
Dendroica fusca
Dendroica graciae
Dendroica palmarum
Cardellina rubrifrons
Dendroica striata
Mniotilta varia
Myioborus pictus
Setophaga ruticilla
Protonotaria citrea
Seiurus noveboracensis
Oporornis tolmei
Geothlypis trichas
Wilsonia citrina
Wilsonia pusilla
!cteria virens
Piranga jlava
Piranga rubra
Piranga ludoviciana
Pipilo chlonm1s
Pipilo erythrophthalmus
Pipilo maculatus
Pipilo fi1scus
Aimophila cassinii
Aimophila ruficeps

Relative Abundance0
A
c FC UC R

••
•

•

•

•
• •
•
• •
•
••
•
•
• •
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
••
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dofia Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name
Chipping sparrow
Clay-colored sparrow
Brewer's sparrow
Black-chinned sparrow
Vesper sparrow
Lark sparrow
Black-throated sparrow
Sage sparrow
Lark bunting
Savannah sparrow
Baird's sparrow
Grasshopper sparrow
Fox sparrow
Song sparrow
Lincoln's sparrow
Swamp sparrow
White-throated sparrow
Harris's sparrow
White-crowned sparrow
Dark-eyed junco
McCown's longspur
Lapland longspur
Chestnut-collared longspur
Pyrrhuloxia
Rose-breasted grosbeak
Black-headed grosbeak
Blue grosbeak
Lazuli bunting
Indigo bunting
Varied bunting
Painted bunting
Dickcissel
Bobolink
Red-winged blackbird
Eastern meadowlark
Western meadowlark
Yellow-headed blackbird
Rusty blackbird
Brewer's blackbird
Great-tailed grackle
Bronzed cowbird
Brown-headed cowbird
Hooded oriole
Baltimore oriole
Bullock's oriole
Scott's oriole

F-16

Scientific Name
Spizella passerina
Spizella pallida
Spizella breweri
Spizella atrogularis
Pooecetes gramineus
Chondestes grammacus
Amphispiza bilineata
Amphispiza belli
Calamospiza melanocorys
Passerculus sandwichensis
Ammodramus bairdii
Ammodramus savannarum
Passerella iliaca
Melospiza melodia
Melospiza lincolnii
Melospiza georgiana
Zonotrichia albicollis
Zonotrichia querula
Zonotrichia leucophrys
Junco hyemalis
Calcarius mccownii
Calcarius lapponicus
Calcarius ornatus
Cardinalis sinuatus
Pheucticus ludovicianus
Pheucticus melanocephalus
Guiraca caerulea
Passerina amoena
Passerina cyanea
Passerina versicolor
Passerina ciris
Spiza americana
Dolichonyx oryzivorus
Agelaius phoeniceus
Sturnella magna
Sturnella neglecta
Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus
Euphagus carolinus
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Quiscalus mexicanus
Molothus aeneus
Molothrus ater
Icterus cucullatus
lcterus galbula
Jcterus bullockii
Jcterus parisorum

Relative Abundance0
c FC UC R
A

••
•
•
•
•
•
• •
•
• •
•
•
• •
•
•
•
•
•••
• •
•
••
• •
•
• •
•
•
•
••
• •
• •
•
•
• •
•
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Table F-3. Birds Observed on Fort Bliss, Otero and Dona Ana Counties,
New Mexico; and El Paso County, Texas (Continued)
Species
Common Name
Purple finch
House finch
Cassin 's finch
Pine siskin
Red crossbill
Lawrence's goldfinch
American goldfinch
Lesser goldfinch
House sparrow
Evening grosbeak
Total

Scientific Name
Carpodacus purpureus
Carpodacus mexicanus
Carpodacus cassini
Carduelis pinus
Loxia curvirostra
Carduelis lawrencei
Carduelis tristis
Carduelis psaltria
Passer domesticus
Coccothraustes vespertinus

A

Relative Abundancea
c FC UC R

•
•
•

•
0

32

89

72

•
•
•
•
•
•

141

a A = abundant, C = common, FC = fairly common, UC = uncommon, R = rare.
The most abundant category is chosen for each species. For example, if a species is common in the summer
but rare in the winter, it is given a "C" delineation on this table.
Source: U.S. Army, 1994b, 1996 o, u, 1997j.

more diverse bird habitat is located on Fort Bliss. The plant communities in the desert habitat on the
South Training Areas and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are similar to the Chihuahuan Desert
shrublands sampled for breeding birds on McGregor Range. Castner Range is dominated by habitats
similar to those found in the Organ Mountains. Therefore, it is assumed that the breeding birds in the
desert portions of the South Training Areas and Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas are similar to
breeding birds recorded in shrubland habitat on McGregor Range, and the breeding birds on Castner
Range are similar to those recorded in the Organ Mountains. Bird life in the built-up cantonment area is
typical for such areas, and species such as the house sparrow (Passer domesticus), great-tailed grackle
(Quiscalus mexicanus), and house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus) are common.
The El Paso Oxidation Ponds occur near the cantonment area and many of the 101 species of diving birds,
wading birds, waterfowl, shorebirds, gulls, and terns observed on Fort Bliss have been observed at these
ponds, as well as on playa lakes and stock tanks on McGregor Range and Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and the South Training Areas.

,,.,.

Data regarding migrant and breeding birds in desert habitats on McGregor Range are available in studies
of neotropical migrant and nesting birds in arroyo-riparian and upland habitats on McGregor Range
(Kozma and Mathews, 1997; U.S. Army, l 997j; Kozma 1995), and in studies of avian productivity and
diversity in seven habitats within the Chihuahuan Desert on McGregor Range (U.S. Army, l 996n, l 997i).
Migratory and breeding bird data for the pinyon pine-juniper habitat on the Sacramento Mountains
foothills and the woodlands and conifer forests of the Organ Mountains appear in Pidgeon and Mathews
(U.S. Army, 1996n, 1997i) and New Mexico Natural Heritage Program (NMNHP) (U.S. Army, 1994b),
respectively.

Tularosa Basin
Breeding Birds. In 1996 and 1997, 24 sites were sampled for breeding birds in the Tularosa Basin in
desert shrub habitats dominated by sandsage (Artemisia filifolia), mesquite, creosote, and Viscid acacia
(Acacia noevernicosa) (U.S. Army, l 996n, l 997i). The total number of birds recorded at these four
habitats increased 1.7 times from 6,092 in 1996 to 10,077 in 1997 (Table F-4). The number of species
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Table F-4. Number of Birds Observed in 24 Study Plots in Four Desert Shrublands Habitat Types
on McGre2or Ran2e, Otero County, New Mexico
Species
Black-throated sparrow
Western kingbird
Scott's oriole
Mourning dove
Northern mockingbird
Pyrrhuloxia
Cactus wren
Ash-throated flycatcher
Crissal thrasher
Brewers sparrow
House finch
Loggerhead shrike
Chihuahuan raven
Verdin
Scaled quail
Swainson's hawk
Green-tailed towhee
Black-tailed gnatcatcher
Brown-headed cowbird
Turkey vulture
Barn swallow
Cliff swallow
Eastern meadowlark
Bullock's oriole
Gambel's quail
Blue grosbeak
Lark bunting
Blue-gray gnatcatcher
Cassin's sparrow
Northern rough-winged swallow
Common nighthawk
Greater roadrunner
Lesser nighthawk
Pine siskin
Audubon's warbler
Black-chinned hummingbird
Burrowing owl
Cassin' s' kingbird
Common poorwill
Curved billed thrasher
House wren
MacGillivray's warbler
Northern flicker
Northern harrier
Red-tailed hawk
Say's phoebe
Cassin's vireo
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Sandsa>;e

1996
599
106
84
72

45
44
40
33
31
28
27
21
17
16
14
10
9
7
7
7
6
6
5
5
5
4
4
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
1
I

1
I

1
1
I

1
I

1
1
1

1997
900
215
185
128
29
129
139
125
61
26
18
51
57
46
61
9
3
23
16
11
0
2
7
5
9
9
0
0
3
2
3
2
3
0
2
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
1
4
1

Plant community tvve
Mesmlite
Creosote

1996
827
159
118
83
64
108
74
85
37
9
39
7
9
41
15
6
13
38
41
1
2
0
0
4
15
7
0
3
0
0
4
6
9
2
6
I

0
0
2
3
0
3
1
I

5
3
0

1997
832
206
142
65
40
264
169
100
77
52
34
8
26
95
51
9
2
97
108
6
0
0
1
2
13
14
0
5
0
0
6
0
13
2
9
0
0
0
2
21
0
3
4
0
3
1
0

1996
529
47
91
34
43
25
62
82
2
3
45
17
28
48
8
6
3
9
13
2
5
4
26
0
4
22
0
0
20
0
36
l
13

0
0
0
0
2
0
2
0
0
0
0
0

1
0

Viscid acacia

1997
708
81
152
203
48
40
171
118
19
53
48
17
38
62
79
3
3
6
30
6
0
0
81
5
11
39
0
1
353
0
64
8
32
1
2
1
0
0
1
2
0

0
0
1
2
1
1

1996
417
48
128
69
102
I

61
126
9
6
91
9
0
78

14
1
2
16
36
9
0
1
18
0
4
13
0
0
0
0
63
0
8
0
0
I

0
I

0
3
0
0

0
0
I

1
0

1997
773
56
157
223
388
4
87
146
18
7
163
7
2
155
133
0
36
35
86
13
0
0
20
0
7
11
3
0
24
0
81
9
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
12
3
0
0
0
1
2
0

-
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Table F-4. Number of Birds Observed in 24 Study Plots in Four Desert Shrublands Habitat Types
on McGregor Ran2e, Otero County, New Mexico (Continued)
Species

....

Song sparrow
Spotted towhee
Western flycatcher
Ladder-backed woodpecker
Brewer's blackbird
Vesper sparrow
Chipoing sparrow
Western tanager
Lark sparrow
Bewick' s wren
Wilson's warbler
Black-throated gray warbler
Orange crowned warbler
Western bluebird
Prairie falcon
White-crowned sparrow
American kestrel
White-throated swift
Hermit thrush
Horned lark
Virginia's warbler
Canyon towhee
Rufous-crowned sparrow
White-winged dove
Black-headed grosbeak
Great horned owl
Rock wren
Western meadowlark
Common raven
Western wood-pewee
Golden eagle
Sharp-shinned hawk
Broad-tailed hummingbird
Common yellow-throat
Ruby-crowned kinglet
Lesser goldfinch
Unidentified bird
Locations sampled
Number of species
Number of individuals

Plant community tvve
Mesi uite
Creosote

Sandsaf!,e

1996

1997

I
I
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Viscid acacia

1996

1997

1996

1997

1996

1997

77

0
0
0
6
0
0
7
0
0
I
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
0
3
0
0
0
7
0
0
0
0

2
3
3
10
8
4
2
2
2
1
2
1
I
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
49

0
0
0
14
I
0
1
2
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
2
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
2
1
3
0

0
I
0
0
3
0
0
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
8
I
2
I
I
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
85

0
0
0
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
3
I
0
0
0

0
I
0
5
13
0
2
0
2
0
2
0
I
2
0
0
5
0
0
I
0
8
2
2
I
I
I
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
62

0
I
0
I
0
0
6
0
6
10
I
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
1
0
0
11
14
2
0
0
5
2
0
10
0
I
I
0
0
0
0

6
50
1,363

6
44
2,315

6
53
1,943

6
46
2,517

6
46
1,337

6
44
2,502

6
47
1,449

6
47
2,743

Source: U.S. Army, l 996n, l 997i.

decreased from 75 in 1996 to 70 in 1997. Overall,
over the 2-year period. In 1996, the mesquite
individuals (1,943) and the creosotebush habitat
(1,337). In 1997, the viscid acacia habitat had the

83 species have been recorded from these four habitats
habitat had the largest number of species (53) and
of the least number of species (46) and individuals
largest number of species (47) and individuals (2,743),
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while the creosotebush habitat had the least number of species (44) and the sandsage habitat the least
number of individuals (2,315). The black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata) was by far the most
common species recorded in all four habitats both years (2,372 in 1996 and 3,213 in 1997). In 1996, it
ranged from 29 percent of the birds in the viscid acacia habitat to 44 percent of the birds in the sandsage
habitat and 28 percent of the birds in the creosote and acacia habitat to 39 percent of the birds in the
sandsage habitat in 1997. Other common species were Scott's oriole (Jcterus parisorum), western
kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), mouring dove (Zenaida
macroura), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottes), pyrrhuloxia (Cardinalis sinuatus), cactus wren
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and verdin (Auriparus
jlaviceps). All these species showed substantial increases ranging from 1.3 to 2,4 times more birds in
1997 then 1996. Cassin' s sparrow showed the greatest increase from 23 birds in 1996 to 380 in 1997 or
16.5 times more birds in 1997; most of this increase took place in the creosote habitat (Table F-4).

-

In 1997, 718 nests of 43 species were observed compared to 453 nests of 34 species in 1996 (U.S. Army
1996n, 1997i). In the desert shrublands habitats, the largest number of nests found were for the blackthroated sparrow followed by the western kingbird, cactus wren, and crissal thrasher (Toxostoma
dorsalis). During both years, the greatest number of nests were found in the mesquite habitat which had
almost twice as many nests as the next most abundant habitat in 1996, and 1.5 times more in 1997.
Breeding bird studies at eight sample locations in arroyo-riparian habitat and surrounding uplands in the
Chihuahuan Desert biome have shown that black-throated sparrow, northern mockingbird, verdin,
brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater), mourning dove, and ash-throated flycatcher are the most
common species. During the first 3 years of this study (1993 through 1995), more species were detected
in arroyos than uplands. The black-throated sparrow and Scott's oriole were detected more frequently in
the uplands, while the remaining species were detected more frequently in the arroyos. Data collected in
1996 showed that slightly more species were detected in the uplands than in the arroyos
(U.S. Army, 19960, l 997j; Kozma, 1995). In 1997, more birds and species were detected in the
arroyo-riparian habitat (U.S. Army, l 997z). A total of 1,214 nests of 32 species were detected from 1993
through 1997 (U.S. Army, l 997j). Northern mockingbirds, rock wrens (Salpinctes obsoletus), and
verdins nested more in arroyos, and black-throated sparrows and Scott's oriole nested more frequently in
uplands. Nest density was about twice as high in arroyo habitat, and Torrey yucca, javelina bush
(Condalia warnockii), and little-leaf sumac were most frequently used for nesting, even though these
shrubs were among the lowest in density (Kozma and Mathews, 1997).
Breeding bird surveys were conducted in 1997 along transects at four arroyo/upland sites (a total of eight
transects) in the Chihuahuan Desert below the Otero Mesa escarpment (USAF, 1997 a, b ). A total of
40 species of birds comprising 689 individuals were recorded (Table F-5). For the combined transects,
16 percent more species and 41 percent more individuals were recorded in the arroyos than the uplands.
For combined results, the black-throated sparrow accounted for 25 percent of the birds recorded, followed
by the northern mockingbird (8 percent), turkey vulture (8 percent), ash-throated flycatcher (7 percent),
mourning dove (6 percent), cactus wren (5 percent), Scott's oriole (5 percent), and western kingbird
(5 percent). The black-throated sparrow was the most abundant species in the arroyo (18 percent of total
birds recorded frorp the arroyos) and upland (35 percent) habitats. The only other common species that
was more abundant in the uplands was Scott's oriole (4 percent of the total birds in the arroyos and
7 percent of the birds in the uplands). The cactus wren was almost equally abundant in the two habitats,
while the mourning dove, ash-throated flycatcher, western kingbird, and northern mockingbird were more
abundant in the arroyos.
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Table F-5. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in Arroyo and Upland Habitats in the
Ch"h
t N ew M ex1co
.
1 ua h uan D esert Pl ant Commumt1es on Fort BrISS, 0 tero C oun:y,
Species

Little Mack
Tank
Au
u6

Middle Tank

u

A

Javelina Wash

u

A

Upper Middle
Tank
A
u

8

4

2

0

4

0

15

8

Black-throated sparrow

26

42

12

24

13

14

22

21

Turkey vulture

16

1

2

1

15

1

10

7

Ash-throated flycatcher

17

3

7

6

2

3

5

7

Black-tailed gnatcatcher

5

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

Mourning dove

Lesser nighthawk

6

0

2

1

0

1

0

0

Spotted towhee

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Cactus wren

7

6

8

4

3

3

2

5

Western kingbird

6

7

13

2

5

0

0

1

Scaled quail

4

5

0

0

0

1

10

2

Gambel's quail

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

Total
A

u

29
73
43
31
5
8

12

I
20

JOI
JO

19
3
2
0

18

9

5

5

1

1

0

3

0

11

4

1

3

8

2

19

10

24
14
2
18
39

Northern harrier

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

I

0

Eastern meadowlark

8

7

0

2

1

3

7

1

Western meadowlark

1

0

0

1

0

1

1

0

Bullock's oriole

2

0

0

2

0

0

0

1

16
2
2
5
16
15

13
2
3

Brown-headed cowbird
Northern mockingbird

Brewer's sparrow

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Scott's oriole

2

5

7

9

2

2

5

4

House finch

2

I

0

3

I

0

12

3

JO

8
2
6
19

0
20

7

Vesper sparrow

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

I

0

Crissal thrasher

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

3

0

Chihuahuan raven

0

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3

Bewick' s wren

0

I

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

I

0

1

I
I

II

0

Pyrrhuloxia

0

1

1

9

0

0

MacGillivray's warbler

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Rock wren

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

Say's phoebe

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

1

Rufous-crowned sparrow

0

0

0

1

0

0

2

0

2
2
2

Canyon towhee

0

0

0

0

0

0

7

1

7

I

Green-tailed towhee

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

0

2

Verdin

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

I
I

Greater roadrunner

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

1

2

I

Loggerhead shrike

0

0

0

1

0

3

0

0

0

4

Ladderback woodpecker

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

I

0

Swainson's hawk

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

I

Cassin's sparrow

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

4

1

1

1

1

1

0

0

2
6

0

Common nighthawk

0

I
I

3
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Table F-5. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in Arroyo and Upland Habitats in the
Chihuahuan Desert Plant Communities on Fort Bliss, Otero County, New Mexico Continued)
Species

Little Mack
Tank
Aa
u"

Middle Tank

u

A

Javelina Wash

u

A

Upper Middle
Tank
A
u

0

0

0

1

Flycatcher sp.

0

0

0

0

1

0

Unknown species

0

0

1

0

0

0

25
147

18
100

15
66

18
72

15
59

14
37

21
131

18

Virginia warbler

Total Number of species
Total Number of individuals

0

0

Total

u

A

0

0

0

0

0

0

1
1
36
403

0

77

1
0
0

31
286

A= arroyo.
b U =upland.
Source: USAF 1997a, b.
a

Neotropical Migrants. Many bird species breed in North America then winter in Central and South
America (called neotropical migrants). Breeding bird survey data for a 26-year period from 1966 through
199lindicate that the population levels of the majority of neotropical migrants have remained stable or
increased; some have declined throughout this period, and many other species started to decline in the
early 1980s (Robbins et al., 1993). Fragmentation of the forest on the breeding grounds and the
elimination of optimum tropical wintering habitat are likely the two major reasons for these declines
(Flather and Saure, 1996; Sheery and Holmes, 1996). In addition, the loss of important stop-over habitat
used during migration may affect the survival of neotropical migrants (Moore et al., 1993).
In the west, over 60 percent of the neotropical migrants use riparian areas for stop-over habitat during
migration or for breeding (Krueper, 1993), and the importance of riparian habitat for breeding birds has
been well documented (Brown and Johnson, 1985; Knopf, 1985; Knopf et al., 1988; Krueper, 1993;
Szaro and Jakle, 1985). Most of these and other studies have taken place in mesic riparian areas
dominated by species such as willow and cottonwoods. This type of habitat is very limited on Fort Bliss;
395 acres of montane riparian plant communities occur in the Organ Mountains. Most riparian areas
consist of arroyo-riparian habitat along dry washes (see Section F.1.1 for a description of these habitat
types). Previous to recent studies currently under way at Fort Bliss, little was known about the
importance of arroyo-riparian habitat for neotropical migrants and breeding birds in the Chihuahuan
Desert (Kozma, 1995).
A recent study of neotropical migrants in the Chihuahuan Desert on Fort Bliss, using mist nets, has shown
that the number of individuals and species using the arroyo-riparian habitat is substantially greater than in
the surrounding upland habitats (Kozma, 1995; U.S. Army, 19960; 1997j). During a 5-year mist-netting
study, 290 neotropical migrants comprising 24 species were captured in arroyos and 52 neotropical
migrants comprising 14 species were captured in upland habitat. Neotropical migrants captured all
5 years included the Virginia's orange-crowned (Vermivora celata), and Wilson's warbler (Wilsonia
pusilla) along with the green-tailed towhee (Pipilo chlorurus) and hermit thrush (Catharus guttatus). The
most frequently captured neotropical migrants were the green-tailed towhee (58 captures in arroyos and
3 in upland), Wilson's warbler (41 and 1), ruby-crowned kinglet (25 and 1), Virginia's warbler (22 and 5),
and MacGillivray's warbler (13 and 1).
These studies of nesting and migratory birds at Fort Bliss have demonstrated that arroyo-riparian areas are
consistently used more than upland habitats for nesting and stop-over areas for neotropical migrants
passing through the Chihuahuan Desert. As indicated in Section 4.8.2, approximately 2,486 and
530 miles of arroyos with well-developed channels and sides occur on the South Training Areas,
McGregor Range, and the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas . Many of these arroyos, as well as
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similar areas on other parts of Fort Bliss such as the Castner Range, likely provide habitat that is
consistently used by more nesting and neotropical migrants than upland areas.
Raptors. Data collected at 24 breeding bird sample locations in 1996 showed that the Swainson's hawk
(Buteo swainsonii) and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura) were the most common raptors observed in the
desert shrublands during the spring and summer of 1996 (Table F-6) (U.S. Army, l 996n). Other species
observed were the red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), northern
harrier (Circus cyaneus), and prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus). During surveys of the Otero Mesa
escarpment in March and May 1997, one breeding pair of falcons consisting of a prairie falcon and a
possible prairie/peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) hybrid was reported along the escarpment in the area
of Rough Canyon (USAF, 1997c, d). Observations of this pair in May 1997 indicated that the nesting
attempt was apparently unsuccessful. In 1997, numerous stick nests and a number of golden eagles
(Aquila chrysaetos) were also observed, but nesting was not confirmed. However, raptor surveys in 1998
along additional segments of the Otero Mesa escarpment, as well as in the Hueco Mountains, resulted in
the observation of an active golden eagle nest along the Otero Mesa escarpment just north of Pendejo
Wash, and eagles but no nest along the Hueco Mountains escarpment (U.S. Army, 1998i). In 1997, the
red-railed hawk, American kestrel, great homed owl (Bubo virginianus), and barn owl (Tyto alba) nested
in the area of the escarpment (USAF, 1997e, f). During the raptor surveys, one ferruginous hawk (Buteo
regalis) was reported soaring over Otero Mesa above the escarpment south of Martin Canyon on
March 28, 1997 (USAF, 1997c), and one immature northern aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis) was
reported in the basin and foothill grassland habitat, also south of Martin Canyon on May 23, 1997 (USAF,
l 997d); these species are discussed in more detail in Section 4.8.4 of the EIS. The northern aplomado
falcon was not seen in the area during subsequent surveys (USAF, l 997b) and it is assumed that the bird
was no longer in the area. Data from 9 surveys during the winter of 1994 to 1995 and 18 surveys during
the winter of 1995 to 1996, along a 14.9-mile route in the desert shrubland habitat, showed that the golden
eagle and red-tailed hawk were the most common wintering species in the Tularosa Basin (Table F-7).

. 1996
T a bl e F 6. R a l t ors Ob serve dd urmg B ree d"m2 B"tr d S urveys on MG
c reg or R angem

-

Species
Turkey vulture
Swainson's hawk
Red-tailed hawk
American kestrel
Northern harrier
Prairie falcon
Golden eagle
Sharp-shinned hawk

Tularosa Basin
(24 sampling sites)
19 (0.8)"
23 (1.0)
7 (0.3)
6 (0.3)
2 (0.1)
1 (0.04)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)

Location
Sacramento Mountain
Foothills
(6 sampling sites)
103 (17.2)
0 (0.0)
6 ( 1.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
"
I (0.2)
I (0.2)

Otero Mesa
(12 sampling sites)

Total

21(1.8)
4 (0.3)
8 (0.7)
2 (0.2)
1 (0.1)
1 (0.1)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)

143 (3.40)
27 (0.60)
21 (0.50)
8 (0.20)
3 (0.10)
2 (0.10)
1 (0.02)
1 (0.02)

Number observed per samplmg site.
Source: U.S. Army, 1996n.

a

Otero Mesa
Breeding birds. In 1996 and 1997, two sites were sampled for breeding birds in the black grama
grasslands and six sites in the mesa grasslands (dominated by blue grama grass) on Otero Mesa
(U.S. Army, l 996n, l 997i). An additional four sites were sampled in the black grama grasslands in the
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Table F-7. Raptors Observed during Wintering Bald Eagle Surveys along Four Routes on
M cG re2or R an2e d urm2 th e w·m t ers of 1994-95 an d 1995-96
Winter
Species

Golden eagle
Red-tailed hawk
American kestrel
Bald eagle
Northern harrier
Prairie falcon
Sharp shinned hawk
Merlin
Cooper's hawk

1995-96 (18 surveys along each routef
1994-95 (9 surveys along each route)
Sacramento
Tularosa
Otero Mesa Tularosa Basin !Sacramento Mountain Otero Mesa
Mountains
Basin
Foothills (28.9 mif (34.8 mil
(14.9 mi/
Foothills
(34.8 mil
(14.9 mi/
(29.8 mif
35 (2.3)c
25 (0.7)
28 ( 1.9)
134(4.5)
108 (3.7)
33 (0.9)
48 (1.4)
23 (1.5)
71 (2.5)
26 (0.9)
101 (2.9)
25 (1.7)
7 (0.5)
16 (0.5)
20 (0.6)
14 (0.5)
12 (0.8)
8 (0.2)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.02)
13 (0.4)
26 (0.9)
. 1 (0.03)
1 (0.1)
2 (0.1)
4 (0.1)
5 (0.1)
4 (0.1)
2 (0.1)
9 (0.3)
0 (0.0)
4 (0.1)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.03)
0 (0.0)
3 (0.1)
0
(0.0)
I
(0.1)
4
(0.1)
5
(0.2)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
2 (0.1)
1(0.02)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
1 (0.1)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)

'' 17 surveys along the El Paso Route, 18 along the remainder.
b Grapevine Canyon route.
c El Paso and Culp Canyon routes.
d Mesa grassland route.
c Number seen per mile.
Source: U.S. Army, l 995f, l 996p.

Tularosa Basin below the Otero Mesa. Results from these four sites are included in this section. In 1996,
36 species totaling 1,361 birds were tallied in the black grama grasslands and 40 species totaling
1,658 individuals were recorded from the mesa grasslands (Table F-8). As in the desert shrublands
habitat, there was a substantial increase in the number of birds tallied in 1997 but a reduction in the
number of species; approximately twice as many birds were recorded in 1997 than 1996. In 1996, the
horned lark (Eremophila alpestris) was the most abundant species in the mesa grassland while the eastern
meadowlark (Sturnella magna) was the most common species observed in the black grama grasslands
(Table F-8). In 1997, the eastern meadowlark was the most common species in both grassland habitats.
Other common breeding bird species were the black-throated sparrow, mourning dove, and northern
mockingbird. Cassin's sparrow exhibited a large increase in numbers in 1997 as it did in the desert
shrubland habitat. It more than doubled in the mesa grasslands and increased from 3 to 289 in the black
grama grasslands.
Breeding bird surveys were conducted i:wice along transects at 4 swale/upland sites (total of eight
transects) in the grassland habitat of Otero Mesa in 1997 (USAF, 1997a, b). Forty-five species comprising
720 individuals were recorded (Table F-9). To compare total birds recorded, only three arroyo/upland
transect sets were used; the East Arroyo was excluded because the upland transect was surveyed only
once. A total of 345 and 262 birds were recorded on the arroyos and uplands respectively; there were
32 percent more birds in the arroyos. For the combined results of all 8 transects, the eastern meadowlark
was the most abundant species (17 percent of the total), followed by the northern mockingbird
(13 percent), mourning dove (13 percent), black-throated sparrow (10 percent), horned lark (7 percent),
lark sparrow (5 percent), and the cactus wren (5 percent). The eastern meadowlark, northern
mockingbird, mourning dove, and cactus wren were more abundant in the arroyos, while the blackthroated sparrow, horned lark and lark sparrow were more abundant in the uplands (Table F-9).
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Table F-8. Number of Birds Observed in 12 Study Plots in Two Grassland Habitat Types on
MG
t N ew M.
ex1co
c reror R an2e, 0 tero C ounty,
Species

"""

,..

-

Homed lark
Eastern meadowlark
Black-throated sparrow
Mourning dove
Northern mockingbird
Ash-throated flycatcher
Scott's oriole
Lark sparrow
Common nighthawk
Cactus wren
Western meadowlark
Cassin's sparrow
Western kingbird
Loggerhead shrike
Brewers sparrow
Turkey vulture
Chihuahuan raven
House finch
Lark bunting
Barn swallow
Curved billed thrasher
Cliff swallow
Red-tailed hawk
Swainson's hawk
Audubon's warbler
Crissal thrasher
Bullock's oriole
Northern rough-winged swallow
Violet-green swallow
Pyrrhuloxia
Green-tailed towhee
Brown-headed cowbird
Cassin' s' kingbird
Northern harrier
Say's phoebe
Spotted towhee
Prairie falcon
American kestrel
Common raven
Coopers hawk
Scaled quail
Black-tailed gnatcatcher
Gambel 's quail
Lesser nighthawk
Song sparrow
Ladder-backed woodpecker
Vesper sparrow

Mesa f;!rassland

1996
277
216
193
191
140
69
66
60
55
45
45
43
38
27
15
15
14
11
9
7
6
5
5
3
3
2
2
2
2
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

Plant Communities
Black f;!rama f!.rasslancf

1997
347
660
305
487
283
76
75
77
67
105
9
112
55
39
17
3
10
26
18
4
11
2
9
4
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
16
1
0
6
0
0
2
6
0
8
1
1
0
0
4
3

1996
173
404
178
41
105
38
48
16
60
25
2
3
40
26
8
6
2
10
44
1
0
2
3
1
0
0
0
1
0
1
1
0
1
0
0
0
0

1997
365
844
322
201
267
44
38
41
71
56
12
289
60
22
1
1
6
11
4
0
7
0
1
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
10
0

1

1
0

0
0
2
1
1
2
1
4
3

0

0
0
0

0

41
0
6
0
0
2
0
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Table F-8. Number of Birds Observed in 12 Study Plots in Two Grassland Habitat Types on
McGre2or Ran2e, Otero County, New Mexico (Continued)
Species

Mesa Rrassland

1996
Chipping sparrow
Wilson's warbler
Canyon towhee
Common bushtit
Broad-tailed hummingbird
Killdeer
Unidentified bird
Locations sampled
Number of species
Number of individuals

Plant Communities
Black Rrama wassland1

1997

1996

1997

7
0
0
0
0
0
99

1

0
0
81

0
0
0
0
9
2
0

6
40
1,658

6
37
2,864

6
36
1,361

6
32
2,729

0
0
0

0

1
1
0

1
0
0

""

-

Two samplmg sites on Otero Mesa and four below Otero Mesa m the Tularosa Basm.
Source: U.S. Army, 1996n, 1997i.

a.

Raptors. Data collected at 12 breeding bird sampling sites in 1996 on the Otero Mesa indicate that the
turkey vulture was the most common species of raptor observed. Other species observed include the redtailed hawk, Swainson's hawk, American kestrel, northern harrier, and prairie falcon (see Table F-6)
(U.S. Army, 1996n). Additional species observed on Otero Mesa during the spring and summer were the
golden eagle, merlin (Falco columbarius), burrowing owl (Speotyto cunicularia), and great homed owl.
Two active red-tailed hawk nests were observed in 1997 (USAF, 1997e, f). The ferruginous hawk has
been observed on the mesa in the winter and spring (U.S. Army, 1994c). During surveys for wintering
bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), along a 34.8-mile route on Otero Mesa, the red-tailed hawk was
the most common of the raptors observed (U.S. Army, 1995f, 1996p) (see Table F-8). The golden eagle
and American kestrel were also fairly common wintering species.
Hueco Mountains
Breeding birds. Reconnaissance surveys for breeding birds were conducted in the Hueco Mountains on
McGregor Range in June 1997 (U.S. Army, 1997m). Six routes totaling about 28 miles were traversed
along arroyos and in uplands within an approximate 6,700-acre area. The habitat traversed consisted
primarily of foothill desert shrub dominated by viscid acacia, creosotebush, agave (Agave lechuguilla),
and grama grass (U.S. Army, l 996j). Desert willow was common along the larger washes, while little
sumac, tarbush, mesquite, creosotebush, prickly pear, yucca, viscid acacia, and Apache plume were
frequently observed along narrower drainages. No pinyon pine/juniper habitat or other tree dominated
areas were in the areas surveyed.

A total of 40 species comprising 73 7 individuals were recorded during 6 surveys on June 10 and 12, 1997
(Table F-10). Almost 200 black-throated sparrows (27 percent of total) were recorded, and this was the
most common species encountered. Other common species were the northern mockingbird (10 percent),
cactus wren (7 percent), canyon towhee (6 percent), house finch (6 percent), mourning dove (6 percent),
scaled quail ( Callipepla squamata) (5 percent), Scott's oriole (4 percent), and ash-throated flycatcher
(4 percent). Scaled and Gambel's quail (Callipepla gambelli) were fairly common and were most
frequently associated with the larger washes (U.S. Army, 1997m).
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Table F-9. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in Swale and Upland Habitats in the
Otero Mesa Grassland Plant Communities on Fort Bliss, Otero County, New Mexico
Species

Mourning dove
Black-throated sparrow
Turkey vulture
Ash-throated flycatcher
Spotted towhee
Cactus wren
Wes tern kingbird
Scaled quail
Brown-headed cowbird
Northern mockingbird
Eastern meadowlark
Western meadowlark
Brewer's sparrow
Scott's oriole
House finch
Crissal thrasher
Pyrrhuloxia
Rock wren
Say's phoebe
Rufous-crowned sparrow
Canyon towhee
Green-tailed towhee
Dusky flycatcher
Killdeer
Hermit thrush
Lark sparrow
Wes tern wood pewee
Sage thrasher
Curve-billed thrasher
Loggerhead shrike
Ladderback woodpecker
Lark bunting
Homed lark
Broad-tailed hummingbird
White-crowned sparrow
Red-tailed hawk
Swainson's hawk
Cassin' s sparrow
Common nighthawk
Eastern kingbird
Brewers' blackbird

South Swale

North Swale

East Swale

Lower South
Swale

S'

u"

s

u

s

u

s

u

11
5
0
2
0
7
4
0
0
29
33
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
I
I
6
2
1
0
2
2
2
2
0
0
0
0
4
6
I
0

10
15
0
5
0
0
I
0
0
4
19
0
0
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
16
0
0
0
0
0
0
38
I
0
0
0
I
I
0
0

18
7
0
3
I
8
6
11
11
18
26
0
6
0
6
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
1
0
2
4
0
0
0
0
1
2
1

14
28
0
3
0
5
0
4
1
10
13
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
9
0

16
5
2
4
0
4
4
0
6
14
4
0
6
1
6
0
0
0
1
1
2
1
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0

4
2
0
I
0
I

7
3
0
5
0
7
6
0
1
7
12
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
8
0
0
3
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
I
0
2

4
4
1
0
0
5
1
0
0
5
14
1
1
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
2
0
0
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

5
5
0
0

0

1
0
0

5
4
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
3
0
0

Total

s

u

52

38
49
1
9
0
ll

20
2
14
1
26
20
ll
18
68
75
0
12

3
4
1
24
50
1
1

3
12
3

4
0
l

0
1

1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
21
0
0

4
1
2
1
1
1
1
17
6
1
5
8
2
2
6
0
1
2
1

9
14
1
2

0
2
1
0
47
1
0
1
0
2
13

0
0
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Table F-9. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in Arroyo and Upland Habitats in the
Otero Mesa Grassland Plant Communities on Fort Bliss, Otero County, New Mexico (Continued)
Species
American kestrel
Meadowlark sp.

South Swale

North Swale

East Swale

Lower South
Swale

S'

U'

s

u

s

u

s

u

s

u

0
0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

2

2

0

1
2
1
1
1
1
42
433

0

0

0
0

Black-headed grosbeak

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

Violet-green swallow

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

Cassin's kingbird

0
0

0

0
0

0
0

1

0
0

0
0

0

21
123

11

24
148

12
91

22
88

JO

17
74

14
55

Unknown species
Number of species
Number of individuals

Total

4

116

1

25

0

-

2
0
0
0
4

23
287

S =Swale.
b U=Upland.
Source: USAF, 1997a, b.
a

Sacramento Mountains
Breeding birds. The Sacramento Mountains foothills occur on McGregor Range, and breeding birds
were sampled in the pinyon pine/juniper woods. In 1996 and 1997, six locations were sampled for
nesting birds in this habitat; 2,240 birds comprised of 65 species were recorded in 1996 and 2,986 birds
from 62 species were recorded in 1997 (Table F-11). Although more birds were observed in 1997, the
increase was less than observed in the desert shrublands and grasslands in 1997. The most common birds
recorded in 1996 were the northern mockingbird, common bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), spotted towhee
(Pipilo maculatus), black-chinned sparrow (Spizella atrogularis), black-headed grosbeak (Pheucticus
melanocephalus), mourning dove, and western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica). In 1997, the spotted
towhee was clearly the most common species followed by the common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor),
and the other species listed above for 1996 (U.S. Army, l 996n, l 997i) (Table F-11 ).
Raptors. Data collected from six breeding bird sampling locations in 1996, in the pinyon pine-juniper
dominated Sacramento Mountains foothills, indicated the turkey vulture was by far the most common
species of raptor observed. The red-tailed hawk was observed occasionally, while the golden eagle and
sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) were seen once (see Table F-6) (U.S. Army, 1996n). The bald
eagle winters in small numbers in the foothills (Table F-8) (U.S. Army, 1995g, l 996p) (see Section 4.8.4
in the PEIS for more details on the bald eagle). During the wintering bald eagle surveys, the golden eagle
was the most common species observed both winters. The red-tailed hawk was also commonly observed,
especially during the winter of 1995 to 1996; the American kestrel was also a fairly common wintering
species (see Table F-8) (U.S. Army, 1996p). The northern harrier, sharp-shinned hawk, prairie falcon,
merlin, and Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii), were also observed. The great homed owl and western
screech owl ( Otus kennicotti) were detected during spotted owl (Strix occidentalis) surveys during the
winter of 1995 to 1996; no spotted owls were observed. (U.S. Army, l 996q).
Organ Mountains
Breeding Birds. Detailed studies of breeding birds in various wooded habitat types were conducted in
the Organ Mountains in 1991and1992 (U.S. Army, 1994b). Breeding birds were counted along transects,
and in most cases multiple surveys were conducted. The maximum number of individuals encountered
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Table F-10. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in the Hueco Mountains,
on Fort Bliss, Otero County, New Mexico, June 1977
Species

"""

'""

Black-throated sparrow
Northern mockingbird
Cactus wren
Canyon towhee
House finch
Mourning dove
Scaled quail
Scott's oriole
Ash-throated flycatcher
Rock wren
Ladderback woodpecker
Rufous crowned sparrow
Gambel's quail
Pvrrhuloxia
Blue grosbeak
Turkey vulture
Loggerhead shrike
Red-tailed hawk
Crissal thrasher
Verdin
Say's phoebe
Hummingbird sp.b
Western kingbird
Black-tailed gnatcatcher
Common nighthawk
Broad-tailed hummingbird
Lesser goldfinch
Brown-headed cowbird
Greater roadrunner
Lesser nighthawk
Common poorwill
White-winged dove
Swift sp.
Empidonax sp.
Thrasher sp.b
Black-chinned sparrow
Curve-billed thrasher
American kestrel
Black-chinned hummingbird
Eastern meadowlark
Swainson 's hawk
Bunting speciesc
Number of species
Number of individuals

31
18
12
7
17
6
5
6
3
1
8
2
3
4
0
1
0
3
3
0
0
I
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
1
0
0
0
I
1
0
0
0
0
0

June JO
S-2
S-3
48
22
18
16
1
7
11
10
7
2
5
6
15
10
4
3
5
7
0
11
5
0
0
8
1
6
3
3
4
1
5
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
5
0
2
0
4
0
1
0
4
0
1
1
3
0
3
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0

22
J36

26
J48

s-r

24
J37

Total
JOJ
52
20
28
26
J7
30
J3
J5
12
13
JO
JO
JO
5
8
3
5
5
5
2
5
J
4
2
3
3
2
J
0
2
2
J
0
J
J
J
J
J
0
0

S-J
34
8
17
5
10
10
1

35
42J

J6
117

9
8
2
4
0
0
2
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

June J2
S-2
S-3
13
51
4
7
10
3
4
6
6
0
4
10
3
5
6
1
5
0
7
1
3
0
9
1
4
3
0
1
2
2
2
0
0
4
2
0
1
0
0
1
4
0
0
0
I
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
2
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
24
J29

J8
69

Total
98
J9
30
J5
J6
24
9
J6
J3
JO
7
JO
7
3
6
2
5
2
J
J
4
0
4
0
2
0
0
J
2
3
0
0
J
2
0
0
0
0
0
J
J
30
3J5

Grand
Total
J99
71
50
43
42
4J
39
29
28
22
20
20
J7
13
11
JO
8
7
6
6
6
5
5
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
J
J
J
J
J
J
J
J
40
737

"S-1" refers to survey number.
Not counted as separate species.
c Hybrid bunting observed at New Tank in the Hueco Mountains on June 9, 1997.
Source: U.S. Army, I 997m.

a

b
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Table F-11. Number of Birds Observed in Six Study Plots in the Pinyon/Juniper
H ab"itat T ypeon M cG re2or R an2e, 0 tero Countv, N ew Mex1co
Species
Northern mockingbird
Common bushtit
Spotted towhee
Black-chinned sparrow
Black-headed grosbeak
Mourning dove
Scrub iay
Turkey vulture
House finch
Ash-throated flycatcher
Bewick's wren
Pinyon jay
Common nighthawk
Cassin' s' kingbird
Juniper titmouse
Rufous-crowned sparrow
Scott's oriole
Black-chinned hummingbird
Brown-headed cowbird
Green-tailed towhee
Western tanager
Common raven
Townsend's solitaire
Black-throated gray warbler
Audubon's warbler
Canyon towhee
Gray-headed junco
Western wood-pewee
Western kingbird
Cliff swallow
Red-tailed hawk
Plumbeous vireo
Hermit thrush
Chihuahuan raven
Wilson's warbler
Mountain chickadee
Gambel's quail
Northern flicker
White-crowned sparrow
American robin
Eastern meadowlark
Pine siskin
Virginia's warbler
Violet-green swallow
Cedar waxwing
Golden-crowned kinglet
Gray flycatcher
MacGillivray's warbler
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-'

Pinvon vine/iuniver vlant communitv
1996
1997

250
222
209
185
156
111
107
103
94
78
78
77

50
40
39
30
22
22
20
17
16
12
12
11
10
10
10
10
8
8
6
6
6
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2

220
203
431
166
275
58
115
32
69
91
183
169
300
122
36
103
25
6
51
3
43
22
0
0
5
20
1
10
4
3
1
15
0
33
2
18
1
2
0
3
10
3
3
5
0
0
2
1

-

-
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Table F-11. Number of Birds Observed in Six Study Plots in the Pinyon/Juniper
Habitat Type on McGregor Range, Otero County, New Mexico (Continued)
Species

Western bluebird
Brewers sparrow
Lo1rnerhead shrike
Barn swallow
Blue-gray gnatcatcher
Curved billed thrasher
Say's phoebe
Orange crowned warbler
White-throated swift
Rock wren
Coopers hawk
Golden eagle
Hairy woodpecker
Hepatic tanager
Rose-breasted grosbeak
Olive-sided flycatcher
Sharp-shinned hawk
Black-throated sparrow
Ruby-crowned kinglet
Crissal thrasher
Black-tailed gnatcatcher
Cassin's sparrow
Greater roadrunner
House wren
Ladder-backed woodpecker
Brewer's blackbird
Chipping sparrow
Lark sparrow
White-winged dove
Warbling vireo
Broad-tailed hummingbird
Summer tanager
Lesser goldfinch
Unidentified bird
Locations sampled
Number of species
Number of individuals

Pinyon pine/juniper plant community
1996
1997
2
3
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
1
1
5
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

133
6
65
2,240

12
1
0
10
0
0
0

3
0
0
0

-

-

-

-

4

8
1
7
1
1
8
19
1
8
2
3
4
17
1
1
0
6
62
2,986

-

-

-

-

•

Source: U.S. Anny, I 996n, l 997i.

for each species in six habitat types appears in Table F-12. A total of 53 species were recorded from the
6 habitat types and, based on Finch's analysis (Finch, 1991), 23 of these are neotropical migrants. The
oak/juniper woods were sampled in 1991 and 1992 and the mourning dove was the most common species
in 1991. Other commonly encountered species were the house finch, bushtit, Bewick' s wren, canyon
wren (Catherpes mexicanus), canyon towhee (Pipilo fuscus), spotted towhee, Virginia's warbler, and
western wood-pewee (Contopus sordidulus). In 1992, the common species in the oak/juniper habitat
were the house finch, Scott's oriole, rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps), Gambel's quail,
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Table F-12. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in 1991 and 1992 in Wooded Habitat in
t N ew Mex1co
.
th e 0 r~ an M oun tams,
.
F ort Bl'ISS, Otero C ounrv,
Species

Oak/juniper

1991
Mourning dove
House finch
Bush tit
Bewick's wren
Canyon wren
Canyon towhee
Spotted towhee
Virginia's warbler
W estem wood pewee
Rock wren
Black-chinned sparrow
Rufous-crowned sparrow
Black-chinned hummingbird
Hepatic tanager
Ladder-backed woodpecker
Scott's oriole
Plumbeous vireo
Black-headed grosbeak
Broad-tailed hummingbird
Brown-headed cowbird
Grace's warbler
Mountain chickadee
Violet-green swallow
Warbling vireo
Yellow-rumped warbler
American kestrel
Ash-throated flycatcher
Cordilleran flycatcher
Golden eagle
Lesser goldfinch
Phainopepla
Prairie falcon
Red-tailed hawk
Say's phoebe
W estem tanager
White-breasted nuthatch
Acom woodpecker
Hairy woodpecker
Northern flicker
Band-tailed pigeon
Black-throated sparrow
Cooper's hawk
Curve-billed thrasher
Gambel's quail
Gray vireo
House wren
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26
16
12
10
10
8
8
7
7
6
5
5
4
4
4
4
4

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2

2
2

2
2

2
2
2
2
2
2
1
I
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Riparian
Shrub

Habitat Tvves
Riparian
Mixed
Forest
Conifer

1992

1992

1992

4

4

8
3
5
6
2

6
0
3
10

4
4
4

3

0
I
2
6

2
2
1
3
1
0
1
3

4
7

4
5

4

3
3
5
8
2
5

3
1
I
3
0
I
0

4

0
1
0
1
0
1
5
5
3
1
1
1
0
2
0
0
5
3
2
0
0
0
2
0
2
0
2

1992

2
6
0
0
1
0
2
0
3
2
1
1
1
0
0
I
4
I

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7
I
1

4

I

0
0
0
I

0
I
I

0
0
2
0
0
0
3
1
0
0
0
0
0

2
0
1
0
0
0

4

0
2
2
2
3
5
5
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Ponderosa Oak, Box Elder,
Pine
Aspen

1991

1991

3
11
11
5
9

1
8
10
5
7
3
7
13
5
2
5
2
0
2
3
3
5

4

6
2
5
5
2
3
1
4

0
2
5
3
2
0
1
0
3
4

2
I

1

I

I

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

2
0
0
0
2
I

1
1
0
I
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
0

4

3
0
2
5
4

1
1
0
0
5
1
0
0
0
1
0
2
5
1
2
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0

-

-
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Table F-12. Birds Recorded during Breeding Bird Surveys in 1991 and 1992 in Wooded Habitat in the
On?:an Mountains, Fort Bliss, Otero County, New Mexico (Continued)
Species

Oak/juniper

1991
Hutton's vireo
Northern mockingbird
Juniper titmouse
Scaled quail
Scrub iav
Sham-shinned hawk
White-winged dove
Number of species
Number of individuals

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

39
189

1992

Riparian
Shrub

1992

1991

1991

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
3
0
0
I
0

0
0

0
I
0
I

I
0
I
0
0
0
I

38
123

25
68

25
53

19
40

35
111

33
124

2
2

1992

Ponderosa Oak, Box Elder,
Pine
Asven

0
0
0
I
0
0
0

3

1992

Habitat Tvves
Riparian
Mixed
Forest
Conifer

2

0
0
2

0

Source: U.S. Army, 1994b.

canyon wren, and brown-headed cowbird. The gray vireo (Vireo vicinior), a State of New Mexico
threatened species, was also observed in this habitat type (see Section 4.8.4 for more details).
The mixed conifer forest is dominated by Douglas fir and ponderosa pine, and the spotted towhee,
Virginia's warbler, and plumbeous vireo (Vireo plumbeus) were the most common species. Within the
ponderosa pine forest, the house finch and bushtit were common. Other common species were the canyon
wren, spotted towhee, Bewick's wren, western wood-pewee, rock wren, and plumbeous vireo.
Raptors. A survey of all potential peregrine falcon habitats in the Organ Mountains resulted in the
identification of 4 prairie falcon and 3 golden eagle eyries; no peregrine falcon nest sites were observed
(U.S. Army, 1980a). Other raptor species observed included the American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and
Cooper's hawk. All these species, as well as the turkey vulture and sharp-shinned hawk were observed
during breeding bird surveys in 1991 and 1992 (U.S. Army, 1994b). Skaggs (U.S. Army, 199lb)
documented the occurrence of territorial great-homed owls and western screech owls in the Organ
Mountains, and also observed the turkey vulture, red-tailed hawk, golden eagle, and prairie falcon.
F.2.3

Mammals

A total of 58 mammal species are known to occur, and an additional 20 species have the potential to occur
on Fort Bliss (Table F-13). Seventeen species of bats occur or have the potential to occur on Fort Bliss.
However, there have been few studies of bats on Fort Bliss. A maternity colony of pallid bats (Antrozous
pallidus) currently resides at the Orogrande Range Camp, and two maternity colonies of the fringed
myotis (Myotis thysanodes) were observed in the pinyon-juniper habitat in the Sacramento Mountains
foothills on McGregor Range in 1979 (Howell, 1997; Smartt, 1980). The California myotis (Myotis
californicus) was observed in the pinyon/juniper habitat in the Sacramento Mountains foothills and the
creosotebush and the grassland habitats on Otero Mesa; this species was most common in the grassland
habitat (Smartt, 1980). Surveys for bats were conducted along the Otero Mesa escarpment and nearby
stock tanks that contained water in May and August 1997 (USAF, 1997 g, h). During the May 1997
survey, numerous cracks, crevices, and caves were searched for bats with negative results. However,
during August, surveys of selected cliff areas along the escarpment yielded small numbers of bats exiting
the cliff face in numerous areas. The bats along the escarpment appear to roost in small scattered groups
and no large roost sites were observed. Western pipistrelles (Pipistrellus hesperus), Myotis, and
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Table F-13. Mammals Known to Occur and Could Possibly Occur on Fort Bliss, Otero and
D ona
~ A na C oun f ies, N ew M ex1co an d El P aso C ounry,
t T ex as
Species
Common Name
Virginia opossum

Scientific Name
Didelphis virginianus

Desert shrew

Notiosorex crawfordi

Yuma myotis

Myotis yumanensis

Cave myotis

Myotis velifera

Little brown myotis

Myotis lucifugus

Long-legged myotis

Myotis volans

Fringed myotis

Myotis thysanodes

California myotis

Myotis californicus

Small-footed myotis

Myotis leibii

Spotted bat

Euderma maculatum

Silver-haired bat

Lasionycteris noctivagans

Hoary bat

Lasiurus cinereus

Western pipistrelle

Pipistrellus hesperus

Big brown bat

Eptesicus fuscus

Townsend's big-eared bat

Corynorhinus townsendii

Pallid bat

Antrozous pallidus

Brazilian free-tailed bat

Tadarida brasiliensis

Pocketed free-tailed bat

Tadarida femorosacca

Big free-tailed bat

Nyctinomops macrotis

Desert cottontail

Sylvilagus audubonii

Eastern cottontail

Sylvilagus floridanus

Black-tailed jack rabbit

Lepus californicus

Least chipmunk

Tamias minimus

Gray-footed chipmunk

Tamias canipes

Gray-collared chipmunk

Tamias cinereicollis

Organ Mountain Colorado chipmunk

Tamias quadrivittatus australis

Texas antelope squirrel

Ammospermophilus interpres

Spotted ground squirrel

Spermophilus spilosoma

Thirteen-lined ground squirrel

Spermophilus tridecimlineatus

Rock squirrel

Spermophilus variegatus

Mexican ground squirrel

Spermophilus mexicanus

Black-tailed prairie dog

Cynomys ludovicianus

Yellow-faced pocket gopher

Cratogeomys castanops

Botta's pocket gopher

Thomomys bottae

Plains pocket gopher

Geomys bursarius aernarius

Silky pocket mouse

Perognathus flavus

Plains pocket mouse

Perognathus flavescens

Apache pocket mouse

Perognathus apache

Chihuahuan pocket mouse

Chaetodipus eremicus
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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•
•
•
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Possible

•
•
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•
•
•
•

-

-

•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

•

-

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Table F-13. Mammals Known to Occur and Could Possibly Occur on Fort Bliss, Otero and
D ona
- A na Countles, N ew M ex1co an d El P aso County, T ex as (C on t·mue d)

...,

-

Common Name
Hispid pocket mouse
Desert pocket mouse
Rock pocket mouse
Banner-tailed kangaroo rat
Ord's kangaroo rat
Merriam's kangaroo rat
Plains harvest mouse
Western harvest mouse
Cactus mouse
Deer mouse
White-footed mouse
Brush mouse
Northern rock mouse
Mearn' s grasshopper mouse
Northern short-tailed grasshopper
mouse
Hispid cotton rat
Gray wood rat
White-throated wood rat
Mexican meadow mouse
House mouse
Porcupine
Coyote
Kit fox
Red fox
Gray fox
Black bear
Ringtail
Raccoon
Long-tailed weasel
Badger
Western spotted skunk
Striped skunk
Mountain lion
Bobcat
Javelina or Collared peccary
Mule deer
Pronghorn antelope

Species
Scientific Name
Chaetodipus hispidus
Chaetodipus penicillatus
Chaetodipus intermedius
Dipodomys spectabilis
Dipodomys ordii
Dipodomys merriami
Reithrodontomys montanus
Reithrodontomys megalotis
Peromyscus eremicus
Peromyscus maniculatus
Peromyscus leucopus
Peromyscus boy/ii
Peromyscus nasutus
Onychomys arenicola
Onychomys leucogaster

Sources: U.S. Anny, 19971; Smartt, 1980 .

Sigmodon hispidus
Neotoma micropus
Neotoma albigula
Microtus mexicanus
Mus musculus
Erethizon dorsatum
Canis latrans
Vulpes macrotis
Vulpes vulpes
· Urocyon cinereoargenteus
Ursus americanus
Bassariscus astutus
Procyon lotor
Mustela frenata
Taxidea taxus
Spilogale gracilis
Mephitis mephitis
Puma concolor
Lynx rufus
Dicotyles tajacu
Odocoileus hemionus
Antilocapra americana

Occurrence on Fort Bliss
Known
Possible

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

...
free-tailed bats (Tadarida) were observed emerging from the escarpment. Observation at four tanks in the
area of the escarpment showed relatively high bat activity at Mack and Double tanks, and low activity at
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Martin and West Mesa Rim tanks. Various species were noted, including pipistrells, Myotis, and free-tail
bats.
Fort Bliss conducted rodent surveys at 24 sampling sites in 12 habitat types on McGregor Range in 1997
and 1998. In 1997, trapping took place from May 12 through June 8, and 19 species comprising
941 animals were trapped during 3,600 census line trapnights (26 percent trap success) (U.S. Army,
19971) (Table F-14). The number trapped at the two census locations for each habitat were combined in
Table F-14. The most abundant species were the silky pocket mouse (Perognathus jlavus), which was
captured 189 times (20 percent of total), and Merriam's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami), 138 times
( 15 percent of total). Both these species were recorded from all but one habitat type and the silky pocket
mouse was most common in the grassland habitats, while Merriam's kangaroo rat was more common in
the desert scrub and arroyo habitats. Other common species were the deer mouse (Peromyscus
maniculatus), hispid cotton rat (Sigmodon hispidus), white-footed mouse (Peromyscus leucopus), cactus
mouse (Peromyscus eremicus), western harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis). and Ord's kangaroo
rat (Dipodomys ordii). The deer mouse and white-footed mouse were found in 10 of the 12 habitats; the
deer mouse was most common in the acacia scrub habitat, while the white-footed mouse was most
common in the swale. The hispid cotton rat and western harvest mouse were also common in the swale,
where 57 of 75 and 34 of 61 of the animals captured were in this area, respectively. Like deer mouse, the
cactus mouse was most common in the acacia scrub (27 of 62 captured in this area).
The largest number of animals were captured in the swale (151) and the acacia scrub (123). The largest
number of species were in the sandy arroyo scrub (14), Chi/apsis arroyo (14), mixed desert scrub (13),
acacia scrub (13), and creosote grassland (13). The lowest number of individuals (15) and species (7)
were recorded in the mesquite coppice dunes. A relatively small number of individuals (41) and
species (8) were also recorded in the grama grasslands (Table F-14) (U.S. Army, 19971).
Other rodents observed were the Texas antelope squirrel (Ammospermophilus interpres), rock squirrel
(Spermophilus variegatus), Botta's pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), and yellow-faced pocket gopher
(Cratogeomys castanops). The porcupine (Erethizon dorsatum), coyote (Canis latrans), badger (Taxidea
taxus), and bobcat (Fe/is rufus) were observed (U.S. Army, 19971). Jorgensen and Demarais (U.S. Army,
l 996m) studied rodents in eight locations in arroyos and associated upland habitats in the Chihuahuan
Desert for 2 years on McGregor Range. Sampling took place along an elevation gradient in the upper,
middle, and lower zones of the arroyos. A total of 5, 127 individuals representing 18 species of nocturnal
rodents were captured during the 69, 120 trap nights.
The relative abundance of rodents was greater in the arroyos than in the uplands, and at the lower
elevation sites than the upper elevation sites. The white-footed mouse, deer mouse, western harvest
mouse, white-throated woodrat (Neotoma albigula), hispid cotton rat, rock pocket mouse (Chaetodipus
intermedius), and desert pocket mouse (C. penicillatus) had higher relative abundance in the arroyos than
in the uplands. Merriam's kangaroo rat and the desert plains pocket mouse (Perognathus jlavescens)
were more abundant in the uplands than the arroyos. The relative abundance of rodents was over six
times greater in the lower elevation arroyos than in the uplands. The pattern of higher rodent species
richness and abundance was consistent for both study years, even though the number of rodents captured
was 34 percent less in 1994 than 1993 (U.S. Army, l 996m).
Small mammals trapping took place at 27 sampling locations on TA 9 on the Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and 21 species were recorded (U.S. Army, 1992). Ten sampling sites were in upland
grassland habitat and the remaining were in arroyo/upland habitats. The banner-tailed kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys spectabilis), Merriam's kangaroo rat, plains pocket mouse, silky pocket mouse, and spotted
ground squirrel (Spermophilis spilosoma) showed a strong preference for grasslands and uplands.
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Table F-14. Mammals Recorded from 12 Habitat Types on Fort Bliss,
Otero County, New Mexico
Habitat Type

DSJ DS2 DS3 DS4 DS5
Spotted ground squirrel

0

0

Plains pocket mouse

0

o•

Silky pocket mouse

16

10

Chihuahuan pocket mouse

0

9

oa
o•
oa
oa

Hispid pocket mouse

0

0

0

0

Rock pocket mouse

0

I

0

1

19

29

11

Merriam's kangaroo rat

Arroyo/Swale

Grassland

Desert Shrub

Species

GI

G2

G3

G4

Al

A2

A3

Total

0

0

1

I

0

0

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

I

0

0

1

3

3

32

38

45

20

I

8

13

189

5

13

0

0

0

2

7

0

2

38

2

2

7

0

0

0

0

11

24

0

0

0

19

11

3

0

59

8

16

0

14

0

5

10

21

5

138

o·

Ord's kangaroo rat

0

o·

3

42

0

o·

3

4

0

I

3

1

57

Banner-tailed kangaroo rat

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

o•

0

0

0

0

2

Western harvest mouse

7

o•

0

o•

1

0

2

7

0

1

9

34

61

Plains harvest mouse

0

0

0

0

0

o•

0

o·

0

0

12

3

15

Cactus mouse

1

7

0

6

27

0

0

0

10

9

2

0

62

White-footed mouse

7

oa

0

2

2

0

9

7

3

4

8

21

63

8

10

0

9

27

0

4

2

4

9

5

13

91

Mearn's grasshopper mouse

3

0

0

0

1

3

5

o·

0

0

2

2

16

Short-tailed grasshopper
mouse

0

2

0

9

0

3

I

0

2

I

I

0

19

11

0

0

0

I

o•

1

3

0

o·

2

57

75

White-throated wood rat

0

oa

I

4

7

0

0

o·

3

13

3

0

31

Gray wood rat

3

1

0

0

1

0

2

0

0

3

I

0

11

Total species

9

13

7

11

13

8

13

11

9

14

14

JO

19

75

69

15

89

123

41

84

75

68

71

80

151

941

Deer mouse

Hispid cotton rat

Total individuals

Notes: See Table F-11 for scientific names. Habitat types are as follows: DS 1 = creosote-tarbush scrub, DS2 = mixed desert
scrub, DS3 = coppice dunes, DS4 = non-stabilized sand dune, DS5 = acacia scrub, G 1 = grama grassland, G2 = creosote
grassland, G3 =yucca grassland, G4 = yucca-nolina-sotol, Al= sandy arroyo scrub, A2 =chi/apsis arroyo, A3 = swale.
a Species not taken along census line but observed in habitat and, therefore, are part total species.
Source: U.S. Army, 19971.
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-

The white-throated woodrat, cactus mouse, white-footed mouse, and hispid cotton rat were more common
in arroyos (U.S. Army, 1992).
Two lagomorphs, the desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii) and black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus
californicus) are common on post. Smartt (1980) found these species to be more common in the desert
shrubland habitat than the grassland habitat on Otero Mesa. The density of lagomorphs was estimated on
McGregor Range from 85 transect lines totaling 141 miles in 1994, and 88 transect lines totaling
148 miles in 1995. Estimated density in 1994 was 22 lagomorphs per square mile, and 13 per square mile
in 1995. The reduction from 1994 to 1995 was not statistically significant (U.S. Army, 1996r).
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The coyote, kit fox ( Vulpes macrotis), badger, and bobcat are predators in the desert shrubland and
grassland habitats. The mountain lion (Puma concolor) was observed in the Sacramento Mountains
foothills and along the Otero Mesa escarpment in 1979 (Smartt, 1980), and in Rough Canyon along the
Otero Mesa escarpment in 1996 (U.S. Army, 1997n).
The kit fox on Fort Bliss is morphologically indistinguishable from its close relative the swift fox (Vulpes
velox); Fort Bliss is within the area where the ranges of these two species overlap. Genetic studies are
currently underway to determine which species or hybrid species occurs on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army,
l 996r). In 1994 and 1995, 20 kit foxes were captured and the average home range size based on radio
telemetry was 795 acres in 1994 and 1,390 acres in 1995. During the study, 10 animals died and the
cause of death for 3 of these was a mammalian predator (probably coyote); the remaining cause(s) were
unknown. Coyote tracks were observed around all carcasses. Coyotes have been reported as a major
predator on the swift fox (USFWS, 1990). The largest number of kit fox dens were in the creosotebush
habitat followed by grassland/tarbush and mesquite. Arthropods comprised the largest percent of the diet
followed by mammals. The highest density of arthropods was sampled in the mesquite and
sandsage/saltbush dune plant communities (U.S. Army, 1996r). Although the population densities of the
coyote and kit fox on McGregor Range are not known, the coyote appears to be more common, based on
the collections of 1,812 canid scats during surveys of 1,525 miles of roads. Coyote scats were 2.2 and 3.6
times more common then foxes during 1994 and 1995, respectively (U.S. Army, l 996r).
The mule deer (Odocoi!eus hemionus) occurs throughout Fort Bliss and is most common in the
mountainous portions, including the foothills of the Sacramento and Organ mountains. Surveys in the
Sacramento Mountains foothills on McGregor Range have occurred almost annually, and from 1983
through 1995, the number of deer ranged from a high of 587 in 1984 to a low of 206 in 1995 (Table F-15)
(NMDGF, 1997). During this period, there was a general decline in the mule deer population. The
average number from 1983 through 1987 was 458, while the average number between 1989 and 1995 was
276. During the 1987 and 1992 surveys, the number observed north and south of New Mexico Highway
506 was determined; 79 and 90 percent of the deer recorded were north and south of New Mexico
Highway 506, respectively. This indicates that the mule deer is more common in the Sacramento
Mountains foothills than in the grasslands and shrublands to the south. Data from aerial surveys of the
Hueco Mountains in Texas, from 1985 through 1990, indicate that the number of mule deer ranged from
1.2 to 6.1 per 1,000 acres, except for 1986 when there were an estimated 23 .1 per 1,000 acres
(Cantu, 1990).
The pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra americana) occurs mostly in the grassland communities of the
Otero Mesa and adjoining grasslands below the mesa. Pronghorns occasionally use the desert shrubland
habitat in the Tularosa Basin. An estimated 500 to 700 pronghorn inhabit Otero Mesa on Fort Bliss. The
oryx (Oryx gaze/la) is fairly common in the desert shrub land communities and was observed in the area
of Mack Tanks in the Tularosa Basin, while sign was common at New Tank in the Hueco Mountains
(USAF, 1997h; U.S. Army, 1997m). The javelina (Dicotyles tajacu) is uncommon on Fort Bliss and
observations include one animal in an arroyo about 3 miles east of Hay Meadow Tank, and sign about
1 mile east of Martin Canyon (USAF, 1997e, f).
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Table F-15. Mule Deer Census Data from the Sacramento Mountains Foothills
(North of New Mexico Highway 506) and the Otero Mesa Grasslands and Desert Shrublands
(S OU th 0 f N ew M ex1co
. ff1g hway 506) on M cG reg or R ange, Otero C oun tty, N ew Mex1co
.
Number of Mule Deer
Year

North of New Mexico
Hif!,hway 506

South of New Mexico
Hif!,hway 506

Total

1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995

544
587
308
442
323
226
222
350
319
249

-

544

-

587

-

308
442

87

410

-

226

-

222

-

350

33
-

352
249

No Survey

No Survey

No Survey

No Survey

No Survey

No Survey

206

-

206

Note: "-"=Survey data not provided for below New Mexico Highway 506.
Source: NMDGF, 1997.
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G.1

NOISE ANALYSIS

AIRCRAFT NOISE ANALYSIS

This appendix presents a detailed discussion of noise and its effects on people and the environment. An
assessment of aircraft noise requires a general understanding of how sound is measured and how it affects
people in the natural environment. The purpose of this appendix is to address public concerns regarding
aircraft noise impacts.
Section G .1.1 is a general discussion on the properties of noise. Section G.1.2 summarizes the noise
metrics discussed throughout this PEIS. Section G.1.3 provides federal land-use compatibility guidelines
that are used in analyzing aircraft noise impacts. Section G.2 addresses public concerns on potential
impacts such as hearing loss, nonauditory health effects, annoyance, speech interference, sleep
interference, and noise effects on domestic animals and wildlife. Section G.3 addresses noise impacts
associated with the detonation of high explosives.
G.1.1

General

Noise, often defined as unwanted sound, is one of the most common environmental issues associated with
aircraft operations. Of course, aircraft are not the only sources of noise in an urban or suburban
surrounding, where interstate and local roadway traffic, rail, industrial, and neighborhood sources also
intrude on the everyday quality of life. Nevertheless, aircraft are readily identifiable to those affected by
their noise and are typically singled out for special attention and criticism. Consequently, aircraft noise
problems often dominate analyses of environmental impacts.
Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel through a medium, such as
air, and are sensed by the human ear. Whether that sound is interpreted as pleasant (for example, music)
or unpleasant (for example, aircraft noise) depends largely on the listener's current activity, past
experience, and attitude toward the source of that sound. It is often true that one person's music is
another person's noise.
The measurement and human perception of sound involves two basic physical characteristics: intensity
and frequency. Intensity is a measure of the acoustic energy of the sound vibrations and is expressed in
terms of sound pressure. The higher the sound pressure, the more energy carried by the sound and the
louder the perception of that sound. The second important physical characteristic is sound frequency,
which is the number of times per second the air vibrates or oscillates. Low-frequency sounds are
characterized as rumbles or roars, while high-frequency sounds are typified by sirens or screeches.
The loudest sounds that can be detected comfortably by the human ear have intensities, which are
1 trillion times larger than those of sounds that can just be detected. Because of this vast range, any
attempt to represent the intensity of sound using a linear scale becomes very unwieldy. As a result, the
dB (a logarithmic unit) is used to represent the intensity of a sound. Such a representation is called a
sound level.
A sound level of 0 dB is approximately the threshold of human hearing and is barely audible under
extremely quiet listening conditions. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB. Sound
levels above about 120 dB begin to be felt inside the human ear as discomfort and eventually pain at still
higher levels.
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Because of the logarithmic nature of the dB unit, sound levels cannot be added or subtracted directly and
are somewhat cumbersome to handle mathematically. However, some simple rules of thumb are useful in
dealing with sound levels. First, if a sound's intensity is doubled, the sound level increases by 3 dB,
regardless of the initial sound level. Thus, for example:
60 dB + 60 dB

=

80 dB + 80 dB

63 dB, and
=

83 dB.

The total sound level produced by two sounds of different levels is usually only slightly more than the
higher of the two. For example:
60.0 dB + 70.0 dB

=

70.4 dB.

Because the addition of sound levels behaves differently than that of ordinary numbers, such addition is
often referred to as "decibel addition" or "energy addition." The latter term arises from the fact that what
we are really doing when we add dB values is first converting each dB value to its corresponding acoustic
energy, then adding the energies using the normal rules of addition, and finally converting the total
energy back to its dB equivalent.
An important facet of sound level addition arises later when the concept of time-average sound levels is
introduced to explain Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ld0 ). Because of the logarithmic units, the
time-average sound level is dominated by the louder levels, which occur during the averaging period. As
a simple example, consider a sound level, which is 100 dB and lasts for 30 seconds, followed by a sound
level of 50 dB which also lasts for 30 seconds. The time-average sound level over the total 60-second
period is 97 dB, not 75 dB.
The minimum change in the time-average sound level of individual events, which an average human ear
can detect is about 3 dB. A change in sound level of about 10 dB is usually perceived by the average
person as a doubling (or halving) of the sound's loudness, and this relation holds true for loud sounds and
for quieter sounds. A decrease in sound level of 10 dB actually represents a 90 percent decrease in sound
intensity but only a 50 percent decrease in perceived loudness because of the nonlinear response of the
human ear (similar to most human senses).
Sound frequency is measured in terms of cycles per second (cps), or hertz (Hz), which is the preferred
scientific unit for cps. The normal human ear can detect sounds, which range in frequency from about
20 Hz to about 15,000 Hz. All sounds in this wide range of frequencies, however, are not heard equally
well by the human ear, which is most sensitive to frequencies in the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz range. In
measuring community noise, this frequency dependence is taken into account by adjusting the very high
and very low frequencies to approximate the human ear's lower sensitivity to those frequencies. This is
called "A-weighting" and is commonly used in measurements of community environmental noise.
Sound levels measured using A-weighting are most properly called A-weighted sound levels while sound
levels measured without any frequency weighting are most properly called sound levels. However, since
most environmental impact analysis documents deal only with A-weighted sound levels, the adjective
"A-weighted" is often omitted, and A-weighted sound levels are referred to simply as sound levels. In
some instances, the author will indicate that the levels have been A-weighted by using the abbreviation
dBA or dB(A), rather than the abbreviation dB, for decibel. As long as the use of A-weighting is
understood to be used, there is no difference implied by the terms "sound level" and "A-weighted sound
level" or by the units dB, dBA, and dB(A). In this document, all levels are A-weighted and are reported
in dB, unless otherwise indicated.
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Sound levels do not represent instantaneous measurements, but rather averages over short periods of time.
Two measurement time periods are most common - one second and one-eighth of a second. A measured
sound level averaged over one second is called a slow response sound level; one averaged over oneeighth of a second is called a fast response sound level. Most environmental noise studies use slow
response measurements, and the adjective "slow response" is usually omitted. It is easy to understand
why the proper descriptor "slow response A-weighted sound level" is usually shortened to "sound level"
in environmental impact analysis documents.
G.1.2

Noise Metrics

A "metric" is defined as something "involving, or used in measurement." As used in environmental noise
analyses, a metric refers to the unit or quantity, which quantitatively measures the effect of noise on the
environment. Noise studies have typically involved a confusing proliferation of noise metrics as individual
researchers have attempted to understand and represent the effects of noise. As a result, past literature
describing environmental noise or environmental noise abatement has included many different metrics.
Recently, however, various federal agencies involved in environmental noise mitigation have agreed on
common metrics for environmental impact analysis documents, and both the DoD and the FAA have
specified those which should be used for federal aviation noise assessments. These metrics are as follows.
G.1.2.1

Maximum Sound Level

The highest A-weighted sound level measured during a single event in which the sound level changes
value as time goes on (e.g., an aircraft overflight) is called the maximum A-weighted sound level or
maximum sound level (Lmax). The Lmax of typical events are shown in Figure G-1. The Lmax is important
in judging the interference caused by a noise event with conversation, television or radio listening, sleep,
or other common activities.
G.1.2.2

Sound Exposure Level (SEL)

Individual time-varying noise events have two main characteristics - a sound level which changes
throughout the event and a period of time during which the event is heard. Although the maximum sound
level, described above, provides some measure of the intrusiveness of the event, it alone does not
completely describe the total event. The period of time during which the sound is heard is also
significant. SEL combines both of these characteristics into a single metric.
SEL is a logarithmic measure of the total acoustic energy transmitted to the listener during the event.
Mathematically, it represents the sound level of the constant sound that would, in one second, generate
the same acoustic energy, as did the actual time-varying noise event. Since aircraft overflights usually
last longer than one second, the SEL of an overflight is usually greater than the Lmax of the overflight.
SEL is a composite metric, which represents both the intensity of a sound and its duration. It does not
directly represent the sound level heard at any given time, but rather provides a measure of the net impact
of the entire acoustic event. It has been well established in the scientific community that SEL measures
this impact much more reliably than just the Lmax·
Because the SEL and the Lmax are both A-weighted sound levels expressed in dBs, there is sometimes
confusion between the two, so the specific metric used should be clearly stated.
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COMMON
SOUNDS

SOUND LEVEL
dB

LOUDNESS
- Compared to 70 dB -

t

-- 130
Oxygen Torch

-- 120

UNCOMFORTABLE

Discotheque
Textile Mill

-- 110

t

-- 100
-- 90

f

32 Times as Loud

'r

16 Timee"' Loud

VERYtLOUD

~

T

4 Times as Loud

80

Garbage Disposal
Heavy Truck at 50 Feet
Vacuum Cleaner at 10 Feet
Automobile at 100 Feet
Air Conditioner at 100 Feet

-- 70

Quiet Urban Daytime

-- 50

Quiet Urban Nighttime

-- 40

Bedroom at Night

30

-- 60

'

1/4"' Loud

1

'

- - 1/16 as Loud

20
Recording Studio
10

JUST
AUDIBLE

Threshold of Hearing
0

Source: Harris, 1979.

Figure G-1. Typical A-weighted Sound Levels of Common Sounds.
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G.1.2.3 Day-night Average Sound Level
Time-average sound levels are the measurements of sound levels, which are averaged over a specified
lent,Jth of time. These levels provide a measure of the average sound energy during the measurement period.
For the evaluation of community noise effects, and particularly aircraft noise effects, the Lan is used. Lan
averages aircraft sound levels at a location over a complete 24-hour period, with a 10-dB adjustment
added to those noise events, which take place between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. (local time) the following
morning. This 10-dB "penalty" represents the added intrusiveness of sounds which occur during normal
sleeping hours, both because of the increased sensitivity to noise during those hours and because ambient
sound levels during nighttime are typically about 10 dB lower than during daytime hours.
Ignoring the 10-dB nighttime adjustment for the moment, Lan may be thought of as the continuous
A-weighted Sound Level which would be present if all of the variations in sound level which occur over a
24-hour period were smoothed out so as to contain the same total sound energy.
Lan provides a single measure of overall noise impact, but does not provide specific information on the
number of noise events or the individual sound levels, which occur during the day. For example, a Lan of
65 dB could result from a very few noisy events, or a large number of quieter events
As noted earlier for SEL, Lan does not represent the sound level heard at any particular time, but rather
represents the total sound exposure. Scientific studies and social surveys, which have been conducted to
appraise community annoyance to all types of environmental noise, have found the Lan to be the best
measure of that annoyance. Its use is endorsed by the scientific community (American National
Standards Institute [ANSI], 1980, 1988; EPA, 1974; Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise
[FICUN], 1980; Federal Interagency Committee on Noise [FICON], 1992).
There is, in fact, a remarkable consistency in the results of attitudinal surveys about aircraft noise
conducted in different countries to find the percentages of groups of people who express various degrees
of annoyance when exposed to different levels of Lan· This is illustrated in Figure G-2, which
summarizes the results of a large number of social surveys relating community responses to various types
of noises, measured in Lan·
Figure G-2 was taken from a 1978 publication (Schultz, 1978), and shows the original curve fit. A more
recent study has reaffirmed this relationship (Fidell et al., 1991). Figure G-3 (FICON, 1992) shows an
updated form of the curve fit (Finegold et al., 1994) in comparison with the original. The updated fit,
which does not differ substantially from the original, is the current preferred form. In general, correlation
coefficients of 0.85 to 0.95 are found between the percentages of groups of people highly annoyed and
the level of average noise exposure. The correlation coefficients for the annoyance of individuals are
relatively low, however, on the order of 0.5 or less. This is not surprising, considering the varying
personal factors, which influence the manner in which individuals react to noise. Nevertheless, findings
substantiate that community annoyance to aircraft noise is represented quite reliably using Lan·
This relation between community annoyance and time-average sound level has been confirmed, even for
infrequent aircraft noise events. A NASA study (Fields and Powell, 1985) reported the reactions of
individuals in a community to daily helicopter overflights, ranging from one to 32 per day. The stated
reactions to infrequent helicopter overflights correlated quite well with the daily time-average sound
levels over this range of numbers of daily noise events.

G-7

%HA= 0.8553 Ldn - 0.0401 Ldn2 + 0.00047 Ldn3

90

80

70

~
0

60

"C
Q)

>c:
c:
0

50

<(

~

.r:.

Cl

:c

40

30

20

10

•
40

45

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

DNL (dB)

All 161 Data Points Given Equal Weight
All Surveys Given Equal Weight
'Y:

:'~'

90 Percent of the Data Points

Source: Schultz, 1978.

Figure G-2. Community Surveys of Noise Annoyance.
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The use of Lan has been criticized recently as not accurately representing community annoyance and landuse compatibility with aircraft noise. Much of that criticism stems from a lack of understanding of the basis
for the measurement or calculation of Lan . One frequent criticism is based on the inherent feeling that
people react more to single noise events and not as much to "meaningless" time-average sound levels.
In fact, a time-average noise metric, such as Lan , takes into account both the noise levels of all individual
events which occur during a 24-hour period, and the number of times those events occur. As described
briefly above, the logarithmic nature of the dB unit causes the noise levels of the loudest events to control
the 24-hour average.
As a simple example of this characteristic, consider a case in which only one aircraft overflight occurs in
daytime during a 24-hour period, creating a sound level of 100 dB for 30 seconds. During the remaining
23 hours, 59 minutes, and 30 seconds of the day, the ambient sound level is 50 dB. The Lan for this
24-hour period is 65.5 dB. Assume, as a second example, that ten such 30-second overflights occur in
daytime hours during the next 24-hour period, with the same ambient sound level of 50 dB during the
remaining 23 hours and 55 minutes of the day. The Lan for this 24-hour period is 75.4 dB. Clearly, the
averaging of noise over a 24-hour period does not ignore the louder single events and tends to emphasize
both the sound levels and number of those events. This is the basic concept of a time-average sound
metric, and specifically the Lan·

G.1.2.4 Onset-Rate Adjusted Lctn
Aircraft operations along low-altitude MTRs generate a noise environment somewhat different from other
community noise environments. Overflights are highly sporadic, ranging from five or ten per day to less
than five per week. This situation differs from most community noise environments, in which noise tends to
be continuous or patterned. Individual military overflight events also differ from typical community noise
events, because of the low-altitude and high-airspeed characteristics of military aircraft operating on MTRs.
To represent these differences, the conventional Lan metric is adjusted to account for the "surprise" effect
of the sudden onset of aircraft noise events on humans (Plotkin et al., 1991; Stusnick et al., 1992, 1993).
For aircraft exhibiting a rate of increase in sound level (called onset rate) of 15 to 30 dB per second, an
adjustment or penalty ranging from 0 to 5 dB is added to the normal SEL. Onset rates above 30 dB per
second require a 5 dB penalty, while onset rates below 15 dB per second require no adjustment. The Lan
is then determined in the same manner as for conventional aircraft noise events and is designated as Onset
Rate-adjusted Day-night Average Sound Level (Lanr). Because of the sporadic occurrences of aircraft
overflights along MTRs, the number of average daily operations is determined by using the calendar
month with the highest number of operations along the MTR. The monthly average is denoted Lanrnr .

G.1.3

Land-use Compatibility

As noted above, the inherent variability between individuals makes it impossible to predict accurately
how any individual will react to a given noise event. Nevertheless, when a community is considered as a
whole, its overall reaction to noise can be represented with a high degree of confidence. As described
above, the best noise exposure metric for this correlation is the Lan or Lanr for military overflights.
In June 1980, an ad hoc FICUN published guidelines (FICUN, 1980) relating Lan to compatible land uses.
This committee was composed of representatives from the DoD, DOT, and U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), EPA, and the Veteran's Administration (VA). Since the issuance of
these guidelines, federal agencies have generally adopted these guidelines for their noise analyses.
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Following the lead of the committee, the DoD and the FAA adopted the concept of land-use compatibility
as the accepted measure of aircraft noise effect. The FAA included the committee's guidelines in the
Federal Aviation Regulations (DOT, 1982). These guidelines are reprinted in Table G-1, along with the
explanatory notes included in the regulation. Although these guidelines are not mandatory (note the
footnote "*" in the table), they provide the best means for determining noise impact in airport communities.
In general, residential land uses normally are not compatible with outdoor Lctn values above 65 dB, and the
extent of land areas and populations exposed to Lctn of 65 dB and higher provides the best means for
assessing the noise impacts of alternative aircraft actions.
In 1990, a new FICON was formed to review the manner in which aviation noise effects are assessed and
presented. This group released its report in 1992 and reaffirmed the use of Lctn as the best metric for this
purpose (FICON, 1992).
Analyses of aircraft noise impacts and compatible land uses around DoD facilities and airspaces are
normally made using NOISEMAP (USAF, 1990b) and/or MOARange NOISEMAP(MRNMAP) (Lucas
and Calamia, 1994). These computer-based simulation programs calculate Lctn at many points on the ground
around an airfield or military operating area, and draw contours of equal level for overlay onto land-use
maps of the same scale. Each program mathematically calculates the SEL of all aircraft operations for a 24hour period, taking into consideration the number and types of aircraft, their flight paths and engine thrust
settings, the time of day (daytime or nighttime) that each operation occurs, and the onset rate, as appropriate.
NOISEMAP and ROUTEMAP utilize the same physical models and aircraft performance data and are
collectively referred to as "NOISEMAP technology" or simply "NOISEMAP."
Lctn may also be measured directly around an airfield, rather than calculated with NOISEMAP; however,
the direct measurement of annualized Lctn is difficult and costly since it requires year-round monitoring or
careful seasonal sampling.
NOISEMAP provides an accurate projection of aircraft noise around airfields. NOISEMAP also has the
flexibility of calculating sound levels at any specified ground location so that noise levels at
representative points under flight paths can be ascertained. NOISEMAP is most accurate for comparing
"before and after" noise impacts which would result from proposed airfield changes or alternative noise
control actions, so long as the various impacts are calculated in a consistent manner.

''"

...

G.2

NOISE EFFECTS

G.2.1

Hearing Loss

Noise-induced hearing loss is probably the best defined of the potential effects of human exposure to
excessive noise. Federal workplace standards for protection from hearing loss allow a time-average level
of 90 dB over an 8-hour work period, or 85 dB averaged over a 16-hour period. Even the most protective
criterion (no measurable hearing loss for the most sensitive portion of the population at the ear's most
sensitive frequency, 4,000 Hz, after a 40-year exposure) suggests a time-average sound level of 70 dB
over a 24-hour period (EPA, 1974). Since it is unlikely that airport neighbors will remain outside their
homes 24 hours per day for extended periods of time, there is little possibility of hearing loss below a Lctn
of 75 dB, and this level is extremely conservative.

G.2.2

Nonauditory Health Effects

Nonauditory health effects of long-term noise exposure, where noise may act as a risk factor, have never
been found to occur at levels below those protective against noise-induced hearing loss, described above.
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NI

NI

N
NI

N
NI

N'

N'

25
25

30
30
25

30

y•
y•

y-'
y-'

y
y
y
y
y
y
y
y

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N

N
N
N
N
yq

N
N
N
N
yq

y•

N

N
yq

25

30

y•

y-'

30

y•

y3

N
y4

25

30

N

N
N
N
N
N

y
y
yo
y"
y

y•

y-'

25

y7

30

yti

Y4
H
yti

N
N
yti

y1

N
y

N
y

N

y~

y~

N

N

N
N
N

N

N
N
N

y

N

N

N

25

30

25

y

y

Recreational

Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters
Nature exhibits and zoos
Amusements, parks, resorts, and camps
Gold courses, riding stables, and water recreation

y
y
y
y
y

N
y
y
y

N

N

N
N
The des1gnat1ons contamed m this table do not constitute a federal detenmnat10n that any use of land covered by the program 1s
acceptable under federal, state, or local law. The responsibility for detennining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the
relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with the local authorities. FAA determinations under
Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally detennined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities
in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving noise-compatible land uses.
1. Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor-to-indoor
Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in
individual approvals. Nonna! residential construction can be expected to provide an NLR of 20 dB; thus the reduction
requirements are often stated as 5, 10, or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and
closed windows year-round. However, the use ofNLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems.
2
• Measures to achieve NLR 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.
3
· Measures to achieve NLR 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the
public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.
4
• Measures to achieve NLR 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these buildings where the
public is received, office areas, noise-sen~itive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.
s. Land-use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed.
6
· Residential buildings require an NLR of25.
1
· Residential buildings require an NLR of 30.
s. Residential buildings not permitted.
Note: SLUCM =Standard Land Use Coding Manual; Y (Yes)= Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions;
N (No) = Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited; NLR = Noise Level Reduction
(outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and construction of the structure;
25, 30, or 35 = Land Use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dB must be
incorporated into design and construction of structures
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Most studies attempting to clarify such health effects have found that noise exposure levels established for
hearing protection will also protect against any potential nonauditory health effects, at least in workplace
conditions. The best scientific summary of these findings is contained in the lead paper at the National
Institutes of Health Conference on Noise and Hearing Loss, held on January 22-24, 1990 in Washington,
D.C., which states the following:

The nonauditory effects of chronic noise exposure, when noise is suspected to act as one of the risk factors
in the development of hypertension, cardiovascular disease, and other nervous disorders, have never been
proven to occur as chronic manifestations at levels below these criteria (an average of 75 dBA for complete
protection against hearing loss for an 8-hour day). At the 1988 International Congress on Noise as a
Public Health Problem, most studies attempting to clarifj; such health effects did not find them at levels
below the criteria protective of noise-induced hearing loss, and even above these criteria, results regarding
such health effects were ambiguous. Consequently, one comes to the conclusion that establishing and
enforcing exposure levels protecting against noise-induced hearing loss would not only solve the noiseinduced hearing loss problem but also any potential nonauditory health effects in the work place
(von Gierke 1990; parenthetical wording added for clarification).
Although these findings were directed specifically at noise effects in the work place, they are equally
applicable to aircraft noise effects in the community environment. Research studies regarding the nonauditory
health effects of aircraft noise are ambiguous, at best, and often contradictory. Yet, even those studies which
purport to find such health effects use time-average noise levels of 75 dB and higher for their research.
For example, in an often-quoted paper, two University of California Los Angeles (UCLA) researchers
apparently found a relation between aircraft noise levels under the approach path to Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX) and increased mortality rates among the exposed residents by using an average
noise exposure level greater than 75 dB for the "noise-exposed" population (Meacham and Shaw, 1979).
Nevertheless, three other UCLA professors analyzed those same data and found no relation between noise
exposure and mortality rates (Frerichs, 1980).
As a second example, two other UCLA researchers used this same population near LAX to show a higher
rate of birth defects during the period of 1970 to 1972 when compared with a control group residing away
from the airport (Jones and Tauscher, 1978). Based on this report, a separate group at the U.S. Centers for
Disease Control performed a more thorough study of populations near Atlanta's Hartsfield International
Airport for 1970 to 1972 and found no relation in their study of 17 identified categories of birth defects to
aircraft noise levels above 65 dB (Edmonds, 1979).

'""

A recent review of health effects, prepared by a Committee of the Health Council of The Netherlands
(CHCN, 1996) reviewed currently available published information on this topic. They concluded that the
threshold for possible long-term health effects was a 16-hour (0600 to 2200) time-average sound level of
70 dB. Projecting this to 24 hours and applying the 10 dB nighttime penalty used with Lctn, this corresponds
to Lan of about 75 dB. The study also affirmed the risk threshold for hearing loss, as discussed earlier.
In summary, there is no scientific basis for a claim that potential health effects exist for aircraft time-average
sound levels below 75 dB.
G.2.3

Annoyance

The primary effect of aircraft noise on exposed communities is one of annoyance. Noise annoyance is
defined by the EPA as any negative subjective reaction on the part of an individual or group (EPA, 1974).
As noted in the discussion of Lctn above, community annoyance is best measured by that metric.
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Because the EPA Levels Document (EPA, 1974) identified Lan of 55 dB as" ... requisite to protect public
health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety," it is commonly assumed that 55 dB should be
adopted as a criterion for community noise analysis. From a noise exposure perspective, that would be an
ideal selection. However, financial and technical resources are generally not available to achieve that
goal. Most agencies have identified Lan of 65 dB as a criterion which protects those most impacted by
noise, and which can often be achieved on a practical basis (FICON, 1992). This corresponds to about
13 percent of the exposed population being highly annoyed.
Although Lan of 65 dB is widely used as a benchmark for significant noise impact, and is often an
acceptable compromise, it is not a statutory limit and it is appropriate to consider other thresholds in
particular cases. In this PEIS, no specific threshold is used. The noise in each affected area is evaluated
on the basis of the information presented in this appendix and in the body of the PEIS. Particular
attention is given to the ideal 55 dB identified by EPA.

G.2.4

Sleep Interfere nee

Sleep interference is another source of annoyance associated with aircraft noise. This is especially true
because of the intermittent nature and content of aircraft noise, which is more disturbing than continuous
noise of equal energy and neutral meaning.
Sleep interference may be measured in either of two ways. "Arousal" represents actual awakening from
sleep, while a change in "sleep stage" represents a shift from one of four sleep stages to another stage of
lighter sleep without actual awakening. In general, arousal requires a somewhat higher noise level than
does a change in sleep stage.
A recent analysis sponsored by the USAF summarized 21 published studies concerning the effects of
noise on sleep (USAF, 1989). The analysis concluded that a lack of reliable studies in homes, combined
with large differences among the results from the various laboratory studies and the limited in-home
studies, did not permit development of an acceptably accurate assessment procedure. The noise events
used in the laboratory studies and in contrived in-home studies were presented at much higher rates of
occurrence than would normally be experienced in the home. None of the laboratory studies were of
sufficiently long duration to determine any effects of habituation, such as that which would occur under
normal community conditions.
Nevertheless, some guidance is available in judging sleep interference. The EPA identified an indoor Lan
of 45 dB as necessary to protect against sleep interference (EPA, 1974). Assuming a very conservative
structural noise insulation of 20 dB for typical dwelling units, this corresponds to an outdoor Lan of 65 dB
as minimizing sleep interference.

G-14
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Speech Interference

Speech interference associated with aircraft noise is a primary cause of annoyance to individuals on the
ground. The disruption of routine activities such as radio or television listening, telephone use, or family
conversation gives rise to frustration and irritation. The quality of speech communication is also
important in classrooms, offices, and industrial settings and can cause fatigue and vocal strain in those
who attempt to communicate over the noise. Research has shown that the use of the SEL metric will
measure speech interference successfully, and that a SEL exceeding 65 dB will begin to interfere with
speech communication.
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A 1984 publication reviewed the probability of arousal or behavioral awakening in terms of SEL (Kryter,
1984). Figure G-4, extracted from Figure 10.37 ofKryter, 1984, indicates that an indoor SEL of 65 dB or
lower should awaken less than 5 percent of those exposed. These results do not include any habituation
over time by sleeping subjects. Nevertheless, this provides a reasonable guideline for assessing sleep
interference and corresponds to similar guidance for speech interference, as noted above.

G.2.6

Noise Effects on Domestic Animals and Wildlife

Animal species differ greatly in their responses to noise. Each species has adapted, physically and
behaviorally, to fill its ecological role in nature, and its hearing ability usually reflects that role. Animals
rely on their hearing to avoid predators, obtain food, and communicate with and attract other members of
their species. Aircraft noise may mask or interfere with these functions. Secondary effects may include
nonauditory effects similar to those exhibited by humans - stress, hypertension, and other nervous
disorders. Tertiary effects may include interference with mating and resultant population declines.
Many scientific studies are available regarding the effects of noise on wildlife and some anecdotal reports
of wildlife "flight" due to noise. Few of these studies or reports include any reliable measures of the
actual noise levels involved. However, in the absence of definitive data on the effect of noise on animals,
the Committee on Hearing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics of the National Research Council has
proposed that protective noise criteria for animals be taken to be the same as for humans (National
Academy of Sciences [NAS], 1977).

G.2.7

Noise Effects on Structures

Normally, the most sensitive components of a structure to airborne noise are the windows and,
infrequently, the plastered walls and ceilings. An evaluation of the peak sound pressures impinging on
the structure is normally sufficient to determine the possibility of damage. In general, at sound levels
above 130 dB, there is the possibility of the excitation of structural component resonances. While certain
frequencies (such as 30 Hz for window breakage) may be of more concern than other frequencies,
conservatively, only sounds lasting more than one second above a sound level of 130 dB are potentially
damaging to structural components (NAS, 1977).
A recent study, directed specifically at low-altitude, high-speed aircraft on MTRs, showed that there is
little probability of structural damage from such operations (Sutherland, 1990). One finding in that study
is that sound levels at damaging frequencies (e.g., 30 Hz for window breakage or 15 to 25 Hz for wholehouse response) are rarely above 130 dB.
.,.

Noise-induced structural vibration may also cause annoyance to dwelling occupants because of induced
secondary vibrations, or "rattle," of objects within the dwelling - hanging pictures, dishes, plaques, and
bric-a-brac. Windowpanes may also vibrate noticeably when exposed to high levels of airborne noise,
causing homeowners to fear of breakage. In general, such noise-induced vibrations occur at sound levels
above those considered normally incompatible with residential land use. Thus, assessments of noise
exposure levels for compatible land use should also be protective of noise-induced secondary vibrations.

G.2.8

...

Noise Effects on Historical and Archaeological Sites

Because of the potential for increased fragility of structural components of historical sites and buildings,
aircraft noise may affect such sites more severely than newer, modem structures. Again, there are few
scientific studies of such effects to provide guidance for their assessment.
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G.2.9

Noise Effects on Terrain

Members of the public often perceive that noise from low-flying aircraft can cause avalanches or
landslides by disturbing fragile soil or snow structures, especially in mountainous areas, causing
landslides or avalanches. There are no known instances of such effects, and it is considered improbable
that such effects will result from routine, subsonic aircraft operations.
One study involved the measurements of sound levels and structural vibration levels in a superbly
restored plantation house, originally built in 1795, and now situated approximately 1,500 feet from the
centerline at the departure end of Runway l 9L at Washington Dulles International Airport (IAD ). These
measurements were made in connection with the proposed scheduled operation of the supersonic
Concorde airplane at Dulles (Wesler, 1977). There was special concern for the building's windows, since
roughly half of the 324 panes were original. No instances of structural damage were found. Interestingly,
despite the high levels of noise during Concorde takeoffs, the induced structural vibration levels were
actually less than those induced by touring groups and vacuum cleaning within the building itself.
As noted above for the noise effects of noise-induced vibrations of normal structures, assessments of
noise exposure levels for normally compatible land uses should also be protective of historic and
archaeological sites.

G.3

IMPULSIVE NOISE
EXPLOSIVES

ASSOCIATED

WITH

THE

DETONATION

OF

HIGH

Many targets on Fort Bliss are capable of supporting the delivery of live ordnance. This section discusses
the methodology used to quantify these acoustic effects, and develop capacity assessments for these
targets, which indicate the levels of ordnance use they can support without creating environmental
acoustic impacts outside the boundaries of Fort Bliss.
The noise associated with the detonation of high explosives is impulsive in nature, and its main
components emphasize very low frequencies, often equal to or less than 100 cps Hz. Since the noise is
impulsive, it is measured on the "C-weighted" scale.
The noise model used for this impact assessment is the Noise Assessment and Prediction System (NAPS)
developed for the U.S. Army's Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory, WSMR, New Mexico. The NAPS
model is a single-event model that generates sound intensity contours based on meteorological conditions
that influence the speed of sound and the propagation of sound. NAPS calculates sound pressure levels
(SPL) in dBP (unweighted maximum sound pressure level, in dBs) based on the amount of explosive
material normalized to an equivalent weight of trinitrotoluene (TNT). The model uses a ray trace
approach that takes into account spherical spreading, atmospheric absorption, and refraction (U.S. Army,
199ld).
SPLs spread spherically in the absence of wind. This spreading is normally calculated so that for each
doubling of distance from the noise source, the SPL decreases by 6 dB (U.S. Army, l 995j).
The atmosphere absorbs sound energy. However, this absorption is not a significant factor for sounds
with frequencies of 500 Hz or less. For example, at 10 Hz, approximately 0.04 dB is lost to atmospheric
absorption over a 6.2-mile distance, and for a sound at 100 Hz, about 3 .5 dB is attenuated over the same
distance. Conversely, for a sound at 1,000 Hz, approximately 100 dB would be lost over the same 6.2
miles. What is important is that when sound created by the detonation of high explosives is considered,
since these sounds normally occur in the 5 to 10 Hz range or less, atmospheric absorption has little effect
(U.S. Army, 1995j).
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Ground impedance is a measurement of the extent to which an acoustic wave traveling through the
atmosphere would be absorbed into the ground upon contact, or reflected back into the atmosphere. Soft
sands, such as those found on beaches, and fresh, powdery snow are examples of ground with low
impedance, where most of the acoustic energy is absorbed, and little is reflected. Medium impedance
surfaces reflect a majority of the acoustic energy, and most lands within the United States are classified as
medium impedance surfaces for sounds of 200 Hz or less. Surfaces such as water, concrete, and
mountains with rock outcroppings are illustrative of high impedance surfaces which will reflect all, or
almost all of the acoustic energy (U.S. Army, 1995j).
As previously discussed, actual SPLs are usually "weighted" to more closely approximate the response of
the human ear to the sound. The most commonly used metrics for characterizing impulsive noise are
based on the "C-weighting" protocol, which represses SPLs under 100 and over 3,000 Hz. Field
measurements suggest that unweighted SPLs are 22 to 25 dB higher than C-weighted SPLs for high
explosive events (Kerry and Ford, 1994).
The dBP metric utilized by the NAPS model does not reflect the cumulative effects from multiple noise
events over time. The preferred metric for assessing the annoyance level associated with multiple
impulsive noise events associated with use of high explosives is the C-weighted Lctn (Lcctn). Lcctn is
calculated:

Lcdn

= CSEL + (IOLog 10 (N D +ION N ))-49.4

Equation 1

Where:
CSEL = C-weighted Sound Exposure Level for a single event.
N 0 =Number of events per 24-hour period occurring between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. (daytime)
NN =Number of events per 24-hour period occurring between 10:01 p.m. and 6:59 a.m. (nighttime).
Multiplying the events by 10 assigns a 10 dB penalty for noise events at night.
49.4 = 10 Log 10 times 86,400 (the number of seconds in a 24-hour period).
Source: U.S Army, 1986b
Further, the relationship between dBP and CSEL is given by the following:

CSEL :: dBP - 25

Equation 2

Source: Kerry and Ford, 1994
Therefore, a dBP-dependent equation for Lcctn may be written as follows, and, based on substitution:
Equation 3a

and
Equation 3b
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For land use planning purposes, Lcctn 62 is generally considered to be equivalent to Lctn 65. That is,
residential development is normally compatible with noise levels below Lcctn 62.
Although the NAPS model outputs contours in unweighted SPL, this output can be used to represent Lcctn
values. As shown above, if one noise event occurred during daytime in a 24-hour period, then the Lcctn
value would be 74.4 dB lower than the NAPS calculated SPL (Equations 3a and 3b ). Therefore:
LCdn

62

= I 36.4dBP

Equation 4

As the number of events from the same source increases above one per 24-hour period, the value of:

may be subtracted from 136.4 to obtain the SPL contour value from NAPS that is equivalent to Lcctn 62.
For multiple sources contributing different sound levels at given distances, source specific Lcctn values
would be summed logarithmically to obtain total cumulative Lcctn·
Alternatively, if it is desired to keep exposure of a given location at or below a specific Lcdn value, and
the unweighted SPL value is known for that location, the number of permissible day-equivalent events
that can occur may be calculated by:

AntiLog 10 (136.4 - SPL)

=N

DE

Equation 5

As indicated, Equation 5 provides the number of day-equivalent events. Dividing the result by ten would
provide the number of night-permissible events. Mixed day and night events may be determined using a
ratio of one night event to ten day events. For example, 30 day events would equal 3 night events, or 10
day events and 2 night events.

,..
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APPENDIXH

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE OUTREACH CONTACT LIST
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H.O

Environmental Justice Outreach Contact List
El Paso, Texas

Border Agricultural Workers Union (UT AF)

Border Environmental Network

Centro de Salud Familiar La Fe Inc.

City of El Paso Housing Authority

City of El Paso Senior Citizen Centers

El Paso City-County Health District

El Paso County General Assistance Agency

El Paso Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

El Paso Hispanic, c/o Diario de Juarez

EPISO

Fort Bliss Monitor

Hispanic and Business Alliance for Education

International Environmental Alliance of the
Bravo

KBNA and KAMA Radio

KINT TV, Channel 26

KSVE Que Suave Radio and La Caliente Tejano
Radio

LULAC National Office

NAACP

National Association for Hispanic Elderly

State of Texas Department of Human Services

Ysleta del Sur Pueblo

Las Cruces, New Mexico

City of Las Cruces Housing Authority

City of Las Cruces Senior Nutrition Center

Community Action Agency, of Southern New
Mexico

Doiia Ana Community Center

Hispano Chamber of Commerce de Las Cruces

Las Cruces Sun-News, Voz del Valle

NAACP

New Mexico Border Health Office

Piro-Manso-Tiwa Tribe, Las Cruces, New
Mexico

Southern New Mexico Legal Services

State of New Mexico Health Department Las
Cruces Public Health Office

The Salvation Army, Las Cruces Corps

United Way

West Picacho Association

Alamogordo, New Mexico

American Red Cross

City of Alamogordo Housing Authority

NAACP

Otero County Community Action Agency

Otero County Hispano Chamber of Commerce

Otero Public Health Office

United Way of Otero County
H-3
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Other Locations

A YUDA, San Elizario, Texas

Concerned Citizens of Sunland Park, Sunland
Park, New Mexico

Fort Sill Apache Tribe, Apache, Oklahoma

Mescalero Apache Tribe, Mescalero, New
Mexico

Mexican American Legal Defense and Education
Fund (MALDEF) San Antontio

Postmaster, Anthony, New Mexico

Postmaster, Canutillo, Texas

Postmaster, Chaparral, New Mexico

Postmaster, Clint, Texas

Postmaster, Cloudcroft, New Mexico

Postmaster, High Rolls, New Mexico

Postmaster, La Mesa, New Mexico

Postmaster, Mayhill, New Mexico

Postmaster, Mesquite, New Mexico

Postmaster, Organ, New Mexico

Postmaster, Oro Grande, New Mexico

Postmaster, Pinon, New Mexico

Postmaster, Sacramento, New Mexico

Postmaster, San Elizario, Texas

Postmaster, Sunspot, New Mexico

Postmaster, Timberon, New Mexico

Postmaster, Weed, New Mexico

San Jose Community Awareness Council Inc.,
Albuquerque, New Mexico

Southwest Network for Environmental and
Economic Justice, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Southwest Organizing Project, Albuquerque, New
Mexico

Southwest Public Workers' Union, San Antonio,
Texas

Southwest Research and Information Center,
Albuquerque, New Mexico

Texas Center for Policy Studies, Austin, Texas

Texas Rural Legal Aid, Inc., San Antonio, Texas

Tonantzin Land Institute, Albuquerque, New
Mexico
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CENTER AND FORT BLISS
1733 PLEASONTON ROAD
FORT BLISS, TEXAS 79916·6816

June 26, 1997
REP\.Y 10
ATll!NT10NCf'

A TZC-DOE-C (PEIS Comment)
Dear Community Member:
The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Army's continuing effort to ensure that issues
important to our entire community are addressed in Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) being prepared by the Anny in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act. This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement will examine existing and
reasonably foreseeable mission activities and program management changes projected for Fort Bliss, as it
considers implementing actions in three developing plans and a preplanning document: the revised Real
Property Master Plan, the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, the Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan, and the Training Area Development Concept.
Activities supported by Fort Bliss include air defense and air-to-ground training, troop and equipment
maneuvers, and air defense systems testing. The revised Real Property Master Plan includes support of four air
defense brigades. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan will incorporate processes and procedures for the accomplishment of mission activities while
maintaining effective stewardship of the installation's natural and cultural resources. The Training Area
Development Concept considers future uses of Fort Bliss training areas based upon the installation's capability
and potential Army training requirements.
The Anny has identified your organization or tribal government as part of the outreach effort under
Presidential Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations. Executive Order 12898 provides that "each Federal agency shall make achieving
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations." Along with other environmental analysis, the PEIS will include
identification of potential adverse impacts to minority populations and low-income populations resulting from
the proposed activities. We invite your comments and concerns regarding the proposed action and related
alternatives so that they can be considered in the PEIS. In addition; if you are familiar with any other
organizations that should be included in the outreach efforts, please contact the Army at the number listed
below.
To ensure sufficient time to adequately consider public comments during preparation of the PEIS, the
Army requests that comments be forwarded to the address listed below by July 15, 1997. The Army will,
however, accept additional comments at any time during the environmental impact analysis process. The Army
anticipates issuing a draft version of the PEIS in January 1998 and will hold public hearings to receive
comments on the Draft PEIS during the subsequent comment period. The Army will then review public
comments received on the Draft PEIS and a Final PEIS will be prepared. The accompanying fact sheet, called
Preparation of the Fort Bliss Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, provides additional information
on the alternatives that will be considered in the PEIS and the milestones that are part of the PEIS process .
.,..

....

Please direct written comments or request a copy of the PEIS by contacting Ms. Vicki Hamilton, PEIS
Project Manager, Directorate of Environment, U.S. Army Air Defense Center and Fort Bliss, Attn.: ATZCDOE-C (PEIS Comment), Fort Bliss, Texas 79912. If you have questions or require additional information,
please contact Vicki Hamilton (English) at (915) 568-2774 or Rafael Corral (Spanish) at (915) 568-6977.

Carl G. Roe
Colonel, U.S. Army
Garrison Commander
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REPl.Y 'TO
ATle'l'llONCF:

ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS, Comentario)
Estimado Miembro de esta Comunidad:
El prop6sito de esta carta es el de informar a usted de! esfuerzo continuo de! Ejercito para asegurar que los asuntos
de importancia para toda nuestra comunidad sean inluidos en la Declaraci6n de la Misi6n y Plan Maestro
Programatico de Impacto Ambiental (abreviado PEIS por sus siglas en Ingles) de Fort Bliss que esta preparando el
Ejercito en cumplimiento de el Acta de la Politica Ambiental Nacional. Esta Declaraci6n Programatica de
lmpacto Ambiental examinara las actividades actuates y las razonablemente previsibles, asi como los cambios en
el manejo de los programas proyectados para Fort Bliss, mientras considera implementar las acciones de tres
planes de desarrollo y un documento de preplaneaci6n: el Plan Maestro Erunendado de Bienes Raices, el Plan
Integral de Manejo de Recursos Naturales, el Plan Integral de Manejo de Recursos Culturales y el Concepto de
Desarrollo de Area de Entrenamiento.
Las actividades apoyadas por Fort Bliss incluyen defensa aerea y entrenamiento de combate aire-a-tierra,
maniobras de tropas y equipo y pruebas de sistemas de defensa aerea. El Plan Maestro Enmendado de Bienes
Raices incluye el apoyo a cuatro brigadas de defensa aerea. El Plan Integral de Manejo de Recursos Naturales y el
Plan Integral de Manejo de Recursos Culturales incorporaran procesos y procedimientos para la realizaci6n de las
actividades ya mencionadas mientras manteniene un control efectivo de Jos recursos naturales y culturales de esta
instalaci6n militar. El Concepto de Desarrollo de Area de Entrenamiento considera usos futuros de estas areas de
Fort Bliss basimdose en la capacidad de las instalaciones y los posibles requerimientos de entrenamiento del
Ejercito.
Su organizaci6n o gobiemo comunitario ha sido identificado por el Ejercito como beneficiario de asistencia bajo
la Orden Ejecutiva Presidencial 12898, que legisla Acciones Federa/es para Impartir Justicia Ambiental en
Pob/aciones Minoritarias y de Bajos Recursos. Esta Orden Ejecutiva 12898 preve que "cada agencia Federal
tenga como meta el lograr justicia ambiental como parte de su mision, mediante la identificaci6n y consideraci6n,
de acuerdo al caso, de efectos ambientales altarnente desproporcionados y adversos para la salud humana, de los
programas, politicas y actividades en poblaciones minoritarias y de bajos recurses." Conjuntamente con otro
analisis ambiental, el PEIS incluira la identificaci6n de impactos adversos potenciales a poblaciones minoritarias y
de bajos recurses que resulten de las actividades propuestas. Le invitamos a que participe con sus comentarios
sobre las acciones propuestas y sus alterriativas. Asi, estos comentarios podnin ser considerados en el PEIS.
Ademas, si usted sabe de otras organizaciones que deban incluirse para este fin, favor de llamar al Ejercito al los
mimeros que aparcen mas adelante.
Con el objeto de tener tiempo suficiente para considerar adecuadamente todos los comentarios del publico durante
la preparaci6n de! PEIS, el Ejercito pide que estos comentarios sean remitidos a la direcci6n que aparece abajo
antes del 15 de Julio, de 1997. Sin embargo, el Ejercito aceptara comentarios adicionales en cualquier momento
durante el proceso de analisis de impacto ambiental. El Ejercito anticipa la publicacion inicial del PEIS para
Enero de 1998 y programara audiencias publicas para recibir comentarios sobre este documento. El Ejercito
revisara entonces los comentarios del publico recibidos sobre el PEIS iniciat y preparara un PEIS Final. La hoja
evidencial adjunta, titulada Preparaci6n de la Declaraci6n Programatica de Impacto Ambiental de Fort Bliss,
provee informaci6n adicional sobre las altemativas que se consideraran en el PEIS y las metas que son parte del
proceso de! PEIS.
Para enviar sus comentarios por escrito o solicitar una copia de! PEIS favor de dirigirse a Ms. Vicki Hamilton,
PEIS Project Manager, Directorate of Environment, U.S. Army Air Defense Center and Fort Bliss, Attn: ATZCDOE-C (PEIS, Comentarios), Fort Bliss, Texas 79912. Si tiene preguntas o necesita mas informes, favor de
comunicarse con Vicki Hamilton (en Ingles) al telefono (915) 568-2773 6 con Rafael Corral (en Espai\ol) en el
(915) 568-6977.
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Preparation of the Fort Bliss
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

The end of the Cold War and resulting shift in United States defense strategy has required significant
changes in the way in which the Army accomplishes its mission. In response to this new strategic
direction, the Army's Fort Bliss is preparing a PEIS, which will examine its existing mission activities,
reasonably foreseeable mission activities, and planned changes.
A PEIS analyzes environmental effects of adopting actions in a broad program; in this case, management
programs that support existing and reasonably foreseeable missions of Fort Bliss, Texas and New
Mexico, as distinguished from an environmental analysis of a specific potential project, such as
construction of a new facility.
Changes to Fort Bliss Mission and Operations:

Over the last decade, the changing global political environment has resulted in a strategic shift in the way
in which the U.S. deploys its forces. Today, most U.S. armed forces are based in the continental U.S. and
deployed overseas. The role of Fort Bliss in supporting this new military strategy now focuses on the
U.S.-based force with rapid deployment capabilities to hot spots overseas, rather than on a forward
deployed force, which called for troops permanently stationed around the globe.
Fort Bliss must now be ready and capable of bringing in additional active Army, Reserve and National
Guard units with as little as 24 hours notice and deploy them within 72 hours. Recent examples of the
key role Fort Bliss played in the Army's rapid response capabilities to trouble spots overseas include
troop deployment to Kuwait in September 1996, and Operation Desert Storm in 1991.
However, the primary mission of Fort Bliss is to maintain the operational readiness of U.S. forces. It is
one of the largest Army posts in the U.S. and plays a central role in the nation's National Military and
National Security Strategies. Fort Bliss provides air defense weapons training in the Patriot Missile
system and a series of FAADS weapons, such as the Stinger. Fort Bliss also supports troop and
equipment maneuvers, air defense systems testing, and air defense and air-to-ground training for active
U.S. forces, national guard and reserve units, and allied forces.
Alternatives Under Consideration:

The NEPA, which establishes policies and goals for the protection of the environment, requires the Army
to follow a process before implementing the broad actions contained in the programmatic plans. It also
provides opportunities for the public to provide comments. The information the Army gathers through its
environmental analyses and comments provided by the public will assist in the decision-making process.
''"

The NEPA requires the Army to study alternative actions. One alternative the Army will examine in the
PEIS is the "No Action" alternative. This alternative describes impacts of continuing operation of Fort
Bliss under current management practices and serves as the baseline, or standard, from which alternatives
are measured. Management approaches to land use, as reflected in the current RPMP, as well as current
cultural resources and natural resource management practices would continue to be used.
The second alternative addresses the challenges of rapid deployment, and training at Fort Bliss. To meet
these challenges, Fort Bliss is updating and developing several programs to be contained in the
installation's RPMP and contributing plans. These include a land use management program that contains
a number of short-range and long-range construction projects, and resource management practices that
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could have the potential to affect the installation's environment. Areas of program management change
fall into the following broad categories:
•

aligning installation support capabilities with new unit stationing and mobilization requirements, as
contained in the RPMP and its component revisions;

•

ensuring environmental responsibility and stewardship through implementation of an INRMP; and

•

identifying, evaluating and managing historic and archaeological properties as presented in the
ICRMP.

A third alternative considers not only known m1ss1on requirements and revlSlons to management
practices, but also pre-planning efforts by Fort Bliss to improve installation capabilities to support
weapons, fighting, and training systems requirements and emerging technologies, as described in the
TADC.
Other alternatives based on public comment may be considered for inclusion in the PEIS. The Army is
scheduled to make a final decision about the actions proposed in the PEIS in September 1998.
About Fort Bliss:
Fort Bliss, with its history that dates from 1847, now comprises 1.12 million acres of land in west Texas
and southern New Mexico. It is among the largest Army posts in the Continental United States (CONUS)
and is the only troop training installation in CONUS capable of supporting long-range missile firings. The
installation is home to nearly 20,000 military and civilian employees. The population expands temporarily
to accomplish large and small training exercises. Fort Bliss is composed of a complex of facilities and
ranges designed to support Army training and test activities. Key areas include the Main Cantonment
Area (which houses most support facilities and includes Biggs AAF), and three military training ranges,
South Training Areas, Doiia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range.
Among major organizations currently located on the installation:
Army Air Defense Artillery Center;
Army Air Defense Artillery School;
Army Sergeants Major Academy;
William Beaumont Army Medical Center;
Four Army Air Defense Artillery Brigades;
German Air Force Command in the United States and Canada; and the
German Air Force Air Defense School.
For More Information:
To help the Army fulfill the goals of the NEPA and make better decisions, please direct questions or
comments about the PEIS to:
Ms. Vicki Hamilton,
PEIS Project Manager,
Directorate of the Environment,
Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss,
Attn: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS Comments), Fort Bliss, Texas 79916
Telephone: (915) 568-2774 or in Spanish: Rafael Corral (915) 568-6977.
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Preparacion de la
Declaracion Programatica de Impacto Ambiental de Fort Bliss

El fin de la guerra Fria y sus resultantes modificaciones en la estrategia de la defensa de los EE. UU. han
. requerido cambios importantes en la manera en que el Ejercito realiza su mision. En respuesta a esta
nueva estrategia, el Ejercito en Fort Bliss prepani una declaracion programatica de impacto ambiental que
examinara sus actividades militares existentes, las razonablemente previsibles y otros cambios ya
planeados.
Una declaracion programatica de impacto ambiental (PEIS) analiza los efectos ambientales causados por
acciones adoptivas de un programa extenso, en este caso, programa de control que apoye misiones
existentes y razonablemente previsibles en Fort Bliss, Texas y Nuevo Mexico, a diferencia de un analisis
ambiental de un proyecto especifico, tal como la construcion de un nuevo edificio.

Cambios en la Mision y Operacion de Fort Bliss
Durante la ultima decada, el ambiente politico global cambiante ha resultado en un giro estrategico en la
manera en que los EE.UU. despliega sus fuerzas militares. Hoy en dia, la mayoria de las fuerzas armadas
de los EE.UU. tienen su base en el espacio continental con destacamentos en el extranjero. El papel que
desempefiara Fort Bliss en apoyo de esta nueva estrategia militar sera enfocarse en las fuerzas con base en
los EE. UU. con capacidades de rapido despliegue a puntos especificos en el extranjero, en lugar de
preocuparse por fuerzas de avanzada, que requerian tropas permanentemente estacionadas alrededor el
mundo.
Fort Bliss debe ser capaz y estar preparado ahora para reunir unidades del Ejercito Activas, de la Reserva
y de la Guardia Nacional en menos de 24 horns, y desplegarlas a su destino en no mas de 72 horas.
Ejemplos recientes de la participacion clave de Fort Bliss en la capacidad del Ejercito para responder
inmediatamente a situaciones de peligro en el extranjero incluyen el despliegue de tropas a Kuwait en
Septiembre de 1996 y la Operacion Tormenta en el Desierto en 1991.
La mision primaria sin embargo de Fort Bliss, esta en mantener la prontitud operacional de las fuerzas
militares en los EE.UV.. Es una de las instalaciones militares mas extensas del Ejercito y juega un papel
central en las Estrategias Military de Seguridad Nacionales. Fort Bliss provee entrenamiento en armas de
defensa aerea del sistema de Proyectiles Patriota (Patriot) y una serie de armas de defensa aerea para la
Zona de Avanzada, tal como la Pua (Stinger). Fort Bliss tambien respalda maniobras de tropas y equipo,
pruebas de sistemas de defensa aerea, y entrenamiento en defensa aerea y combate de aire-a-tierra para
unidades Activas, de Reserva y de la Guardia Nacional de las fuerzas armadas de los EE.UV. y sus
aliados.

Alternativas Consideradas
El Acta de Politica Nacional Ambiental, que establece normas y metas para la proteccion del medioambiente, requiere que el Ejercito siga un proceso antes de cumplir las extensas acciones contenidas en
los planos programaticos. Tambien provee oportunidades para que el publico contribuya con sus
comentarios. La informacion reunida por el Ejercito mediante un analisis ambiental y los comentarios del
publico apoyaran el proceso de decision.
Esta Acta requiere que el Ejercito estudie acciones altemativas. Una de estas altemativas que el Ejercito
examinara en el PEIS es la altemativa de "no accion". Esta altemativa describe el impacto de un
funcionamiento continua de Fort Bliss bajo la direccion actual y sirve como base, o patron, para evaluar
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otras altemativas. El enfoque en la administracion de las tierras reflejado en el Plan Maestro de Bienes
Raices actual asi como las pnicticas actuales para el manejo de los recursos culturales y naturales
continuarian usandose.
Una segunda altemativa considera las dificultades de un despliegue de tropas rapido, y su entrenamiento
en Fort Bliss. Para resolver estas dificultades, Fort Bliss esta actualizando y desarrollando varios
programas para ser incluidos en el Plan Maestro de Bienes Raices y planos adjuntos de esta instalacion.
Estos incluyen un programa de administracion de tierras que contiene un numero de proyectos de
construcion a corto y largo plaza y practicas para el manejo de recursos que pudieran potencialmente
afectar el medio-ambiente de esta instalacion. Las areas de cambio en el programa admistrativo se
dividen en las siguientes categorias:
Alinear la capacidad de respaldo de esta instalacion con los nuevos requisitos para estacionar y movilizar
unidades militares, de acuerdo a lo contenido en el Plan Maestro de Bienes Raices y sus modificaciones;
Asegurar la supervision responsable del medio-ambiete mediante la implementacion de un Plan Integral
de Recursos Naturales; y
Identificar, evolvar y manejar lugares historicos y arqueologicos de acuerdo a lo presentando en el Plan
Integral para el Manejo de Recursos Culturales.
Una tercera altemativa considera no solamente reqms1tos conocidos de mlSlones militares y
modificaciones en las pnicticas adminstrativas de Fort Bliss sino tambien esfuerzos de pre-planeacion
para mejorar su capacidad de respaldar nuevas tecnologias y requerimientos de los sistemas de armas,
combate, y entrenamiento, descritos en el Concepto de Desarrollo de Area de Entrenamiento.
Otras altemativas con base en los comentarios del publico pueden considerarse para su inclusion en el
PEIS. El Ejercito tiene previsto hacer una decision definitiva sabre las acciones propuestas en el PEIS
para Septiembre de 1998.
Con Respecto a Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss, con su historia que data desde 1847, comprende en la actualidad 1.1 millones de acres en el
oeste de Texas y sur de Nuevo Mexico. Esta entre las instalaciones militares mas extensas del Ejercito en
el espacio continental de los Estados Unidos (abreviado CONUS por sus siglas en Ingles) yes la unica
instalacion en CONUS para el entrenamiento de tropas capaz de respaldar el lansamiento de proyectiles
de largo alcance. Esta instalacion aloja aproximadamente 20,000 empleados militares y civiles. La
poblacion flotante depende de lo extenso de el o los ejercicios de entrenamiento en tumo. Fort Bliss se
compone de un complejo de instalaciones y campos de tiro disefiados para apoyar actividades de
entrenamiento y pruebas militares del Ejercito. Las areas claves incluyen el Area Principal para
Alojamiento de tropas (que constituye la mayoria de las instalaciones de apoyo incluyendo el Campo
Aereo Militar Biggs), y tres campos militares de tiro y areas de maniobras, Area de Maniobras del Sur de
Fort Bliss, Campo de Tiro de Dona Ana, el Complejo de Maniobras del Norte, y el Campo de Tiro de
McGregor.
Entre las organizaciones importantes actualmente ubicadas en esta instalacion se encuentran:
El Centro de Artilleria de Defensa Aerea del Ejercito de los EE. UU.;
La Escuela de Artilleria de Defensa Aerea del Ejercito de los EE. UU.;
La Academia de Sargentos Mayores del Ejercito de los EE. UU.;
El Centro Medico William Beaumont del Ejercito;
Cuatro Brigadas de Artilleria de Defensa Aerea del Ejercito de los EE. UU.;
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El Comando de la Fuerza Aerea Alemana en los EE. UU. y Canaday la Escuela de Defensa Aerea de la
Fuerza Aerea Alemana.
Para mas informacion
Para ayudar al Ejercito a cumplir con las metas del Acta de Politica Ambiental Nacional y tomar mejores
decisiones, favor de dirigir sus preguntas o comentarios sabre el PEIS a: Ms. Vicki Hamilton, PEIS
Project Manager, Directorate of the Environment, Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss,
Atenci6n: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS Comentarios), Fort Bliss, Texas 79916. Telefono: (915) 568-2774 6 en
Espafiol con Rafael Corral (915) 568-6977.
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APPENDIX I

1996 ROAD CLOSURES ON DONA ANA RANGE-NORTH TRAINING AREAS
AND
McGREGOR RANGE
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1.0

1996 ROAD CLOSURES ON DONA ANA RANGE-NORTH TRAINING AREAS
AND McGREGOR RANGE

Access to these areas is provided by U.S. Highway 54, War Highway 11, and New Mexico Highway 506
(Dell City Cutoff). Access may be restricted during certain times of the year and/or at certain times of the
day because of road closures implemented to protect public safety during military operations, exercises,
or other training events. Tables 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 detail Fort Bliss road closures based on available 1996
data. Closures of War Highway 11 (Table 1-1) on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, occurred on
15 days. Closures of New Mexico Highway 506 at the Dell City Cutoff (Table 1-2), on McGregor Range,
were in place on 57 days. Closures of Highway 54 (Table 1-3), which is the boundary between Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas and McGregor Range, were in effect on 8 days. These data indicate that
1996 road closure were never in effect for an entire 24-hour period. The number of closure hours for all
areas ranged from 1 hour on Highway 54 and War Highway 11, to 14 hours on New Mexico Highway
506-Dell City Cutoff.
When the new tactical target complex on McGregor Range is operational, trammg activities on the
USAF-selected Otero Mesa target complex will require that access to areas south of New Mexico
Highway 506 be closed for nonmilitary personnel for approximately 60 additional hours each week. New
Mexico Highway 506 would not be closed for any period due to use of the tactical target complex (USAF,
1998).
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Table 1-1. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: War Highway 11 on
n. . A re as
ona AR
na an2e-N ort hT ramm2
Dates Open
1-7 Jan 96
8-14 Jan 96
15-21Jan96
22-28 Jan 96
29 Jan - 4 Feb 96
5-11Feb96
12-18-Feb 96
19-25 Feb 96
26 Feb- 3 Mar96
4-10 Mar 96
Total
11-17 Mar 96

Dates Closed
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
14-Mar-96
15-Mar-96

Total
18-24 Mar 96
25-31Mar96
1-7 Apr 96
8-14 Apr 96
15-21 Apr96

none
none
none
none
none

22-28 Apr 96

24-26 Apr 96
27-Apr-96

Total

Total
29 Apr - 5 May 96
6-12 May 96

2-3 May 96
8-Mav-96
9-Mav-96
10-May-96

Total
13-19 May 96
20-26 May 96
27 Mav-2 June 96
3 - 9 June 96
10-16 June 96
17-23 June 96
24-30 June 96
1-7 July 96
8-14 July 96
15-21 July 96
22-28 July 96
29 July - 4 Aug 96
5-11 Aug 96
12-18 Aug 96
19-25 Aug 96
26 Aug - 1 Sep 96
2-8 Sep 96
Total
9-15 Sep 96

1-4

Hours
Open
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
1,680

none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
10-Sep-96
l l-Sep-96

Times Closed

1500-1600/1730-2100
0800-0930
162
168
168
168
168
168
840
1000-1500/1900-2400
1000-1500
153
161

1000-1500/2100-2300
1300-1400
0100-0300/0800-1000/1400/1900-2100
0800-1000

157
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
2,856
1000-1400/ 1900-2400
0200-0500/0930-1430/1830-2400

Hours
Closed
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4.5
1.5
6
0
0
0
0
0
0
10
5
15
7

1
8
2
11
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
9
5.5

% Time

Closed

·-

0.00%

3.57%

0.00%

8.93%
4.17%

6.55%

0.00%
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Table 1-1. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: War Highway 11 on
D ona
- A na R ange-N orth T rammg
' . A re as (C ontmued)
Dates Open

Dates Closed

Hours
Open

14-Sep-96
l 5-Sep-96

Total
16-22 Sep 96
23-29 Sep 96
30 Sep-6 Oct 96
7-13 Oct 96
14-20 Oct 96
21-27 Oct 96
28 Oct - 3 Nov 96
Total
4-10Nov96

16-Sep-96
none
none
none
none
none
none

ll-17Nov96
20-24 Nov 96
25 Nov - 1 Dec 96
2-8 Dec 96
9-15 Dec 96
16-22 Dec 96
23-29 Dec 96
Total
Grand Total

1800-2400
0300-0530/1000-1400/1900-2400

136
157.5
168
168
168
168
168
168
1,008

none
none
none
none
none
none
none

0930-1430/1830-2400

0830-1200/1300-1600/1700-2400
0830-1200/1300-160011700-2400

4-Nov-96
5-Nov-96

Total

Times Closed

141
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
1,176
8,627.5

Hours
Closed
6
11.5
32
10.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
13.5
13.5
27
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
108.5

% Time
Closed

19.05%
6.25%

0.00%

16.07%

0.0%
1.26%

...
Table 1-2. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: Dell City Cutoff and
New M ex1co
. ff1g h way 506
Dates Open

,,,

--

9-15 July 90
1-7 Jan 96
8-14 Jan 96
15-21Jan96
22-28 Jan 96
29 Jan - 4 Feb 96
5-11Feb96
12-18-Feb 96
19-25 Feb 96
26 Feb - 3 Mar 96
4-10 Mar 96
11-17 Mar 96
18-24 Mar 96
25-31 Mar 96
1-7 Apr 96
8-14 Apr 96
15-21 Apr 96
22-28 Apr 96

Dates Closed Hours Open
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none

168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168

Times Closed

Hours
Closed
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

% Time
Closed
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Table 1-2. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: Dell City Cutoff and
N ew M ex1co
. ff h way 506 (C ontmued)

·~

Dates Open
29 Apr - 5 May 96
6-12 May 96
13-19 May 96
20-26 May 96
27 May-2 June 96
3 - 9 June 96
10-16 June 96
Total
17-23 June 96

Dates Closed Hours Open
none
none
none
none
none
none
none

24-30 June 96
1-7 July 96
8-14 July 96
15-21July96

24-Jun-96
none
none
none

Total
22-28 July 96
29 July - 4 Aug 96
5-11 Aug 96
12-18 Aug 96
19-25 Aug 96
Total
26 Aug - 1 Sep 96

24-Jul-96
none
none
none
none

0900-1600
1130-2000
0700-2100
138.5
160
168
168
168
504
158.5
168
168
168
168
672

0700-1500

0730-1700

1200-1800
1200-1800
1200-1800
1200-1800

26-Aug-96
27-Aug-96
28-Aug-96
29-Aug-96

Total

144
2-8 Sep 96

3-Sep-96
4-Sep-96
5-Sep-96
6-Sep-96

9-15 Sep 96

9-Sep-96
10-Sep-96
l l-Sep-96
12-Sep-96

16-22 Sep 96

16-Sep-96
l 7-Sep-96
18-Sep-96
19-Sep-96

23-29 Sep 96

23-Sep-96
24-Sep-96
25-Sep-96
26-Sep-96

1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800
1200-1800
140

Total

Total

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800
138

Total

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800
138

Total
30 Sep - 6 Oct 96

I-6

168
168
168
168
168
168
168
4,200

l 7-Jun-96
19-Jun-96
20-Jun-96

Total

Times Closed

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800
138

30-Sep-96

1200-1800

Hours
Closed
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
7
8.5
14
29.5
8
0
0
0
0
9.5
0
0
0
0
0
6
6
6
6
24
6
8
8
6
28
6
6
9
9
30
6
6
9
9
30
6
6
9
9
30
6

%Time
Closed

0.00%

17.56%
4.76%

0.00%
5.65%

0.00%

14.29%

16.67%

17.86%

17.86%

17.86%

-
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Table 1-2. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: Dell City Cutoff and
N ew M ex1co
. ffIE h way 506 (C ontmued)
Dates Open

Dates Closed Hours Open
l-Oct-96
2-0ct-96
3-0ct-96

Total

Times Closed
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800

138
7-13 Oct 96

9-0ct-96
10-0ct-96

14-20 Oct 96

14-0ct-96
15-0ct-96
16-0ct-96
l 7-0ct-96

21-27 Oct 96

21-0ct-96
22-0ct-96
23-0ct-96
24-0ct-96
25-0ct-96
26-0ct-96

Total

0900-1700
0900-1700

152

Total

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800

140

Total
28 Oct - 3 Nov 96

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800
0900-1700
0900-1700

122
28-0ct-96
29-0ct-96
30-0ct-96
31-0ct-96

Total

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800

138
4-10Nov96

4-Nov-96
5-Nov-96
6-Nov-96
7-Nov-96

ll-17Nov96

l l-Nov-96
12-Nov-96
13-Nov-96
14-Nov-96
15-Nov-96
16-Nov-96

18-24 Nov 96

18-Nov-96
19-Nov-96

Total

1200-1800
1200-1800
0900-1800
0900-1800

138

...
Total

1200-1800
1000-1800
0900-1800
1200-1800
1200-1800
1200-1800

127

Total
25 Nov - 1 Dec 96
2-8 Dec 96
9-15 Dec 96
16-22 Dec 96
23-29 Dec 96
Total
Grand Total

1200-1800
1200-1800

156
168
168
168
168
168
840
8,482

Hours
Closed
6
9
9
30
8
8
16
6
6
8
8
28
6
6
9
9
8
8
46
6
6
9
9
30
6
6
9
9
30
6
8
9
6
6
6
41
6
6
12
0
0
0
0
0
0
422

%Time
Closed

17.86%

9.52%

16.67%

27.38%

17.86%

17.86%

24.40%

7.14%

0.00%
4.97%
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Table 1-3. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
an dMc Gregor Range
Dates Open
5-11Feb96
12-18-Feb 96
19-25 Feb 96
26 Feb - 3 Mar 96
Total
4-10 Mar 96
11-17 Mar 96
18-24 Mar 96
25-31Mar96
1-7 Apr 96
8-14 Apr 96
15-21 Apr 96
22-28 Apr 96
29 Apr - 5 May 96
Total
6-12 May 96
13-19 May 96
20-26 May 96
27 May-2 June 96
3 - 9 June 96
10-16 June 96
17-23 June 96
24-30 June 96
1-7 July 96
8-14 July 96
15-21 July 96
22-28 July 96
Total
29 July - 4 Aug 96

Dates Closed Hours Open
8-Feb-96
none
none
none
7-Mar-96
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
10-May-96
16-May-96
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
l-Aug-96
2-Aug-96

Total

5-11Aug96
12-18 Aug 96
19-25 Aug 96
26 Aug - 1 Sep 96
2-8 Sep 96
9-15 Sep 96
Total
16-22 Sep 96
23-29 Sep 96
30 Sep - 6 Oct 96
7-13 Oct 96
14-20 Oct 96
21-27 Oct 96
28 Oct - 3 Nov 96
4-10 Nov 96
ll-17Nov96
18-24 Nov 96
25 Nov - 1 Dec 96

1-8

166
168
168
168
504
166
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
1,344
166
167
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
1,680

none
none
none
none
none
none
19-Sep-96
26-Sep-96
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none
none

Times Closed
0800-1000

0800-1000

0800-1000
0800-0900

0800-0930
0800-0930
165
168
168
168
168
168
168
1,008
166
166
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168
168

0800-1000
0800-1000

Hrs
Closed
2
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
1.5
1.5
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

% Time
Closed
1.19%

0.00%
1.19%

0.00%
1.19%
0.60%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%
1.19%
1.19%

-
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Table 1-3. 1996 Fort Bliss Road Closures: Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas
an d MG
c reg or R ange (C ontmue d)
Dates Open
2-8 Dec 96
9-15 Dec 96
16-22 Dec 96
23-29 Dec 96

Total
Grand Total

Dates Closed Hours Open
none
none
none
none

168
168
168
168
2,184
7,882

Times Closed

Hrs
Closed
0
0
0
0
0
14

% Time
Closed

0.00%
0.18%

,,,.
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APPENDIXJ
AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT FOR AIR QUALITY
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
EL PASO DIVISION
STATE OF TEXAS,
Plaintiff,

v.
U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY
CENTER AND FORT BLISS, and ARMY

AIR FORCE EXCHANGE SYSTEM,
Defendant.

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§

CIVIL ACTION NO.

---

AGREED FINAL JUDGMENT

BE IT REMEMBERED that on this day, the State of Texas ("State"), by and through Texas
Attorney General Dan Morales, on behalf of the people of Texas and the Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission ("TNRCC"), Plaintiff in the above-referenced cause, and the U.S. Army
Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss ("Army"), and the Army Air Force Exchange System

(" AAFES"), Defendants herein, presented to the Court this proposed Agreed Final Judgment
("Judgment"). By and through their duly authorized signatures, the parties represented to the Court
the following: that they understand the terms of this Judgment; that they agree to the terms of this
Judgment; that they have waived all rights of appeal with regard to the alleged violations raised in the
notices of violation; that they acknowledge receipt of copies of this Judgment; that they actively
participated in the negotiations leading up to this Judgment and are well aware of the duties placed
upon them by it and are desirous and capable of carrying out those duties in full; that it represents a
compromise and settlement of all matters arising out of facts alleged by the State of Texas in this
J-3

cause and all matters arising out of facts alleged by the TNRCC (and its predecessor agency the
Texas Air Control Board) as set forth in Notices of Violation issued to Defendant under the Texas

-

Clean Air Act. Chapter 382 of the Texas Health & Safety Code; that it is the intention of the parties
to fully settle, compromise and resolve these matters through the date of entry of this Judgment by
the Court; that no party agrees to this Judgment as a result of duress; that all parties waive any claims
of duress that might be made; that notwithstanding the jurisdictional admissions made above, the

-·

-

Defendant does not admit or deny any of the facts or law as alleged in the notices of violation or other
allegations underlying this Judgment, but enters into this agreement because of the uncertainty and
costs of litigation; and that the injunction contained in this Judgment is sufficiently detailed and
specific so as to be enforceable by the Court.
As used in this Judgment, the parties understand that "Fort Bliss" shall mean all facilities
provided, operated, maintained or managed by the Army at Fort Bliss, Biggs Army Air Field, William
Beaumont Army Medical Centers, and any other entity operating on Fort Bliss under the Department
of Defense.
No provision ofthis decree shall be interpreted as or constitute a commitment or requirement
that Defendants obligate funds in contravention of the Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. Section 1341.
Defendants' obligation to comply with the terms set forth in the injunction contained in this
Judgment may be delayed or excused only to the extent that noncompliance is caused by force
majeure. Force majeure shall mean any event arising from causes beyond the control of the
Defendants that causes a delay or prevents the performance of any obligation under the Judgment,
including acts of God, fire, war, insurrection, civil disturbance, explosion, unanticipated damage to
equipment despite diligent maintenance, adverse weather conditions that were not anticipated,
J-4
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unusual delay in transportation, and restraint by court order or order of public authority. In the event
of a force majeure which impedes or delays compliance with a requirement contained in this
Judgment, Defendants shall notify the Office of the Attorney General and the Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission within twenty-four (24) hours of the delay or anticipated delay. The notice
shall be in writing and shall describe in detail the injunctive requirement involved, the precise cause(s)
of the delay, the anticipated length of the delay, the measures taken and to be taken by the Defendants
to prevent or minimize the delay, and the timetable by which those measures will be implemented.
Defendants shall adopt all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize any delay or noncompliance.
Failure of Defendants to comply with the notice requirements of this paragraph shall render this
paragraph void and of no effect as to the particular incident involved, and shall constitute a waiver
of Defendants' right to request an extension of time to comply with the particular injunctive
requirement.
Notwithstanding the entry by the Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) into this
Agreed Final Judgment for the purpose of resolving alleged previous violations of the Texas Clean

....

Air Act, AAF'ES reserves the right to contest, at any future time, whether, as a Non-Appropriated
Fund Instrumentality of the United States, it is a covered person under the provisions of 30 TAC 3.2.

""'

The parties agree that the participation by AAFES in this Agreed Final Judgment shall have no
precedential value for any purpose other than to enforce the tenns of this Judgment, subject to this
reservation of rights to contest the applicability of State rule in this case.
The Court, having reviewed the recommended Agreed Final Judgment, determines that all
matters between the parties as alleged in the petition have been settled and compromised; finds that

it is proper under the Texas Clean Air Act; and approves this Judgment.
J-5
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Asbestos Management

-

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED, that Defendant Army, its
officers, agents, contractors, and employees, are enjoined to comply with the following prohibitions
and requirements at Fort Bliss located in El Paso County, Texas:
A.

Defendant shall hire and keep on staff at all times an Installation Asbestos Program Manager

("APM"), or interim replacement assigned to the Directorate ofEnvirorunent ("DOE"), whose duties
and authority shall include:
i)

acting as the primary point of contact for all asbestos related projects at Fort Bliss~

ii)

managing communications with any employee, manager, commander (to include senior

commanders at Fort Bliss), or contractor about any asbestos related issue;

iii)

maintaining certification records of all employees who are involved in asbestos related

projects at Fort Bliss and ensuring that all such employees receive and maintain proper certification~
iv)

conducting annual asbestos awareness training for all Fort Bliss employees who work

in construction, demolition, repair or renovation projects at Fort Bliss; and
v)

chairing the Asbestos Management Team of the Environmental Quality Control

Committee, which includes representatives from the Fort Bliss Safety Office, the Staff Judge
Advocate, the Preventative Medicine Service of William Beaumont Army Medical Center, the
Directorate of Public Works and Logistics, the Directorate of Contracting, the Directorate of Civilian
Personnel, and the Public Affairs Office.

J-6
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vi)

maintaining the facilities' constant and continuous compliance with all applicable rules

under the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAP"), 40 C.F.R. Part
6·1, Subpart M.

B.

The APM shall continue to be certified in all areas of asbestos management, including

inspection, design and contract supervision.
C.

The APM shall have authority to stop any activities that he considers to be in violation of

applicable asbestos requirements, 40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart M. No demolition, renovation or other
potential disturbance of asbestos will take place on Fort Bliss without prior notification to, and
approval in writing from, the APM.
D.

For any renovation, demolition, repair, or construction of a structure that possibly contains

asbestos, whether accomplished by in-house staff, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Job Order
Contractor, or a general construction contractor through the Directorate of Contracting, the APM
shall be invited to all pre-construction conferences. The APM shall notify the Asbestos Management
Team about any conferences that involve asbestos management. At the conference, the APM shall

.,

.

notify the contractor and engineering staff of any statutory or regulatory requirements regarding
asbestos abatement, and advise regarding procedures to be followed should potential asbestos be
uncovered or discovered during the renovation or repair process.

,..

E.

The APM shall have authority to inspect any project involving renovation, demolition, repair

or construction of a facility at any time, with or without notice. Final clearance of any containment
or work area and review of air test results regarding compliance with applicable asbestos statutory
and regulatory requirements will be the sole responsibility of the APM or his designated representative, who shall be certified in all applicable areas.

J-7
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F.

The APM shall be advised of the time and location of the transportation and disposal activities

and shall be provided a copy of the disposal form after completion of disposal.
G.

Authorized representatives from the State of Texas and the El Paso City-County Health

District shall have the right to inspect the facility in accordance with Sections 382.015 and 382.022
of the Texas Health & Safety Code. The APM shall make a reasonable effort to accompany the

representatives to any site on Fort Bliss.

H.

The APM is responsible to ensure that Fort Bliss complies with all federal, state, and local

regulations concerning notification to federal and state agencies about asbestos related projects.
I.

All buildings and structures at Fort Bliss shall be considered as asbestos-containing structures

until certified otherwise in writing by the Directorate of Environment, Asbestos Program.
J.

Activities considered 'custodial and housekeeping operations' under Fort Bliss asbestos

policies shall explicitly be stated in such policies to exclude any activities covered under NESHAP,
40 CFR Part 61, Subpart M. Defendant acknowledges its obligation to comply with the asbestos

NESHAP.
K.

The Installation Safety Officer shall notify the APM of each asbestos-related complaint and

include the APM in the investigation process. The APM shall approve the final resolution of each
such complaint.
II.
Dust Control

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED, that Defendant Army, its
officers, agents, contractors, and employees, are enjoined to comply with the following prohibitions
and requirements at Fort Bliss located in El Paso County, Texas:
J-8
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A.

Defendant shall at all times comply with the requirements of 30 TAC Section 101.4 along

Landfill Road and within the Fort Bliss landfill.
B.

Defendant shall establish dust reduction zones along Landfill Road. Within these zones, off-

road vehicles shall be limited to 10 miles per hour.
C.

Defendant shall apply water and/or dust suppressant chemicals to all unpaved roads (including

the shoulder of Landfill Road) at Fort Bliss as necessary to prevent a violation of 30 TAC Sections
IO 1. 4 and 111. 147.
D.

Defendant shall ensure that tarps are installed on all trucks transporting construction debris,

dirt, or other materials, and shall ensure that the tarps fully cover the load being transported to ensure
compliance with 30 TAC Section 111.143 (3).
E.

Defendant shall at all times comply with 30 TAC Section 111. l 01 regarding control of visible

emissions and particulate matter along Landfill Road and within the Fort Bliss landfill.
F.

Whenever vehicles and/or equipment are utilized within the landfill, Fort Bliss shall apply

water and/or dust suppressant chemicals to the affected areas to ensure compliance with 30 TAC
Section 101. 4 and Chapter 111.

m.
Gasoline Truck Inspections
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADmDGED, AND DECREED, that Defendant Army and

...

AAFES, their officers, agents, contractors, and employees, are enjoined to comply with the following
prohibitions and requirements at Fort Bliss located in El Paso County, Texas:
A.

All gasoline trucks with capacities of 1,000 gallons or more shall have valid leak tight test

stickers and supporting documentation as required by 30 TAC Sections 115.234 - 115.239. Fuel shall
J-9
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not be loaded or unloaded from tank trucks that are not in compliance with 30 TAC Sections 115.234
• 115.239.

B.

The Army Air Force Exchange Service, Fort Bliss convenience stores, the Directorate of

Public Works and Logistics, and the Directorate in charge of the General Services Administration
motor pools shall record the leak test certificate number in log books when gasoline is delivered to
satisfy 30 TAC Sections 115.234 - 115.239.

rv.
Oxygenated Fuel

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADruDGED, AND DECREED, that Defendant Army and
AAFES, their officers, agents, contractors, and employees, are enjoined to comply with the following
prohibitions and requirements at Fort Bliss located in El Paso County, Texas:
A.

Gasoline dispensed at Fort Bliss between October 1 and March 31 each year must be

oxygenated gasoline containing at least 2.7 weight percent oxygen.
B.

Labels shall be applied to the pumps to notify employees and users that only oxygenated fuel

will be dispensed at the pumps between October 1 and March 3 1 of each year.
C.

Between September 16 and September 30 of each year, the Directorate ofEnvirorunent shall

take and have analyzed samples of gasoline to ensure that gasoline being dispensed contains at least
2. 7 weight percent oxygen.

v.
Court Costs
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that each party shall pay its
respective costs of Court.

J-10
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VI.
Termination of Injunction

Upon the passage of five (5) years from the date this Judgment is signed by the Court,
Defendants may petition the Court for termination of the injunction contained in this Judgment if the
Defendants have been in compliance with the injunction during the proceeding two (2) years.
Defendants shall serve a copy of the petition for termination of the injunction upon the Office of the
Attorney General at least thirty (30) days prior to submission to the Court. If the Plaintiff objects to
the petition, and there is a hearing before the Court, the burden of proving compliance shall be upon
the Defendants. If the Plaintiff objects to the petition, any objection shall be stated specifically so as
to provide sufficient detail to enable Defendants to address the objections of the Plaintiff.

vn.
Continuing Jurisdiction

Until this Judgment is terminated by the Court, the Court will retain continuing jurisdiction
to enforce and/or modify the terms of this Judgment.

vm.
Other Claims

All claims for relief not expressly granted herein are denied.
SIGNED this ~--- day of -----------~ 1998

JUDGE PRESIDING
J-11
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APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE AND ENTRY REQUESTED:
DAN MORALES
Attorney General of Texas
JORGE VEGA
First Assistant Attorney General
LAQUITA A. HAMILTON
Deputy Attorney General for Litigation
KAREN W. KORNELL
Chief, Natural Resources Division

DAVID PREISTER
SBN 16245800
Assistant Attorney General
Natural Resources Division
P.O. Box 12548
Austin, Texas 78711-2548
Tel: (512) 463-2012
Fax: (512) 320-0052

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
STATE OF TEXAS
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LOIS J. SCHIFFER
Assistant Attorney General
U.S. Department of Justice
Environment & Natural Resources Division

KIM L. STh1MONS
Trial Attorney
Environmental Defense Section
P.O. Box 23986
Washington, D.C. 20026-3986
Tel:
(202) 514-2795
Fax: (202) 514-8865

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS
U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY
CENTER AND FORT BLISS, and
ARMY AIR FORCE EXCHANGE SYSTEM

djp\ftblisslafj .012

.....
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DEPARTMENT Of THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE AR11UERY CENTER AND FORT BUSS
1733 Pt.EASONTON ROAD
FORT BUSS. TEXAS 79916-6816

ATZC-CG
MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION
SUBJECT: Dust Control in Fort Bliss Activities

1. Fugitive dust emissions are a serious concern to Fort Bliss and the City of El Paso. This
memorandum prescribes policies for the management of Fort Bliss activities that may cause
fugitive dust emissions.
2. This policy applies to all military, civilian and contractor personnel who are involved in
activities that may cause fugitive dust emissions, including construction, training and
transportation. This policy applies to all Fort Bliss activities, both contractor and DoD personnel.
This policy does not apply to training activities in areas outside those areas identified in paragraph
3a(4) below.
3. Policy
a. Statement of Policy
(1) Fort Bliss will minimize fugitive dust emissions from Fort Bliss activities.

(2) Any truck transporting construction debris, dirt, or other materials, will be
covered.
(3) Supervisors in charge of construction projects will ensure that when earth
disturbing activities are involved, appropriate watering will be done to control dust.
(4) During training, unit commanders will observe the following dust control
requirements:
(a) When crossing Fred Wilson Road, units will ensure that sufficient water or
other dust suppressant is applied to unpaved areas to control dust.
(b) All off-road traffic will observe the dust reduction zone along Landfill Road
by traveling at the posted speed limit and ensuring that sufficient water is applied when necessary
to control dust emissions.
(5) Fort Bliss military police have authority to stop and correct any activities in

J-14
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ATZC-CG
SUBJECT: Dust Control in Fort Bliss Activities
violation of this policy. Uncovered trucks canying materials that may cause fugitive dust
emissions will be denied access to Fort Bliss.
b. Expiration of Policy
( 1) This policy is exempt from normal administrative review requirements.
(2) This policy will remain active and in force indefinitely.

JOHN COSTELLO
Major General, U.S. Anny
Commanding
DISTRIBUTION:
A

2
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADOUARTERS. U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CENTER AND FORT BUSS
1733 PLEASONTON ROAD
FORT BUSS. TEXAS 79916-6816

ATZC-DOE (200)

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTlON
SUBJECT: Asbestos Management in Fort Bliss Facilities

1. This memorandum prescribes policies, assigns responsibilities, and establishes procedures for
the management of Fort Bliss facilities that may contain asbestos materials.
2. This policy letter applies to all military, civilian, and contractor personnel who occupy,
maintain, renovate, or demolish facilities provided, operated, maintained or managed by the
Army at Fort Bliss, Biggs Anny Airfield, \Villiam Beaumont Anny Medical Center and any
other entity operating on Fort Bliss under the Department of Defense.
3. Asbestos is a mineral that was used in the building trades and their industries due to its
outstanding physical properties. Asbestos is termed as either friable or nonfriable based on its
ability to be crumbled by hand pressure. Many buildings at Fort Bliss were built or renovated
between 1940-1975 when the use of asbestos was still the industry norm. The majority of this
asbestos was in the form of pipe insulation, most of which has been removed and replaced with
non-hazardous materials. Several other types of asbestos containing materials, such as floor tile,
cement siding and wall/ceiling coverings, etc. remain in place throughout Fort Bliss facilities.
This, in itself, does not present a health hazard to personnel as such materials are relatively stable
and do not produce friable asbestos under normal conditions.
4. Policy
a. Statement of Policy
(I) The Directorate of Environment, Asbestos Program Manager, is the primary contact for
all asbestos related projects at Ft. Bliss. He has express authority to communicate with any
employee. manager, commander (to include the Command Group at Ft. Bliss), or contractor
about any asbestos related issues. He has express authority to review, inspect and investigate all
asbestos related activities and take any action necessary to prevent any potential violation of
federal, state and local regulations. He chairs the Asbestos Management Tean1 of the
Environmental Quality Control Council, which will include representatives from the Ft. Bliss
Safety Office, the Staff Judge Advocate, Preventive Medicine Service of 'WBAMC, Directorate
of Contracting, Directorate of Public Works and Logistics, Civilian Personnel and Public Affairs.
J-16
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ATZC-DOE (200)
SUBJECT: Asbestos Management in Fort Bliss Facilities

(2) All buildings and structures at Fort Bliss are considered as asbestos containing structures
until certified otherwise in writing by the Directorate of Environment, Asbestos Program
Manager.
(3) No renovation, demolition, or rehabilitation work will be perfonned on or within an
asbestos bearing structure or building until coordination and concurrence has been obtained from
the Directorate of Environment, Asbestos Program Manager.

(4) No communications, ADP, cable TV, or other similar work will be performed on or
within an asbestos bearing structure or building, if such work will disturb existing walls, ceilings,
floors, or HV AC systems until coordination and concurrence has been obtained from the
Directorate of Environment, Asbestos Program Manager.

.. ,

(5). Repair and maintenance operations which involve the intentional disturbance of
asbestos containing materials (ACM) or presumed asbestos containing materials (PACM) will
not be performed until coordination and concurrence has being obtained from the Directorate of
Environment, Asbestos Program Manager.

(6) All emergency work which will impact any ACM or PACM is limited to minimizing or
preventing health risk, property loss or damage. THERE VIILL BE NO EXCEPTIONS TO THIS
REQUIREMENT.
(7) Custodial and housekeeping operations (vacuuming, waste disposal, care of asbestoscontaining material flooring material and dusting) where there is minimal contact with asbestos
containing materials are covered under the Asbestos Management Plan in accordance with
OSHA's 29 CFR 1926.1101, Asbestos. NESHAP Subpart M will be followed as applicable.
b. Scope of Policy.
( 1) This policy applies to all Ft. Bliss activities, both contractor and DOD personnel.
(2) This policy does not apply to new construction or buildings certified as asbestos free by
an accredited asbestos inspector. An asbestos free building is a building which does not contain
any regulated asbestos containing material.
5. Policy Implementation and Responsibilities
a. Commanding General (CG) will:
(1) Enforce and execute the adopted Fort Bliss Facilities' Asbestos Management Policy.
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ATZC-DOE (200)
SUBJECT: Asbestos Management in Fort Bliss Facilities

b. The Director of Environment (DOE) will:
(1) Designate in writing an Asbestos Program Manager (APM) to administer this policy.
This individual can be reached at (DOE, 568-0931 ).
(2) Transmit all completed Demolition/Renovation Notification Forms (dated 10/10/94) to
the Texas Department of Health and provide a copy to the El Paso City-County Health &
Environment District no later than ten working days prior to commencement of work in
accordance with National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 C.F.R.
Part 61, Subpart M. All notices must be received by DOE no less than 15 working days prior to
a project start date.
(3) Transmit all completed Asbestos Demolition/Renovation Notification (date 6/10/91) to
the New Mexico Envirorunent Department in accordance with National Emission Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 40 C.F .R. Part 61, Subpart M .. All notices must be
received by DOE no less than 15 working days prior to a project start date.
(4) The APM is the designated representative of the facility owner and will be the signatory
on all asbestos notifications.
(5) Provide for quality control/quality assurance on all asbestos remediation and disposal
actions.
(6) Coordinate, execute and enforce the adopted Fort Bliss Facilities' Asbestos Management
Policy.
(7) The APM shall review and approve all plans and specifications, and changes or
modifications thereto, for all asbestos abatement projects.
(8) The APM has the authority to stop any asbestos related activity which is in violation or
has the potential for a violation with any applicable federal, state or local regulations.
c. The Directorate of Public Works and Logistics (DPW&L) will:
( 1) Coordinate with the APM for concurrence on any step taken to manage to asbestos,
including approval of contracts dealing with management, removal, disposal of asbestos
containing materials, asbestos surveys. inspection results, master planning documents, and plans
and specifications for asbestos abatement projects.
(2) Program and budget adequate resources to identify, manage, and control exposure to
asbestos.
J-18
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ATZC-DOE (200)
SUBJECT: Asbestos Management in Fort Bliss Facilities

(3) Maintain records of asbestos surveys and inspection results and plans, and update the
records as changes occur.
(4) Annotate master planning documents and record drawings to indicate real property that
contains asbestos materials.
(5) Designate a Contracting Officer's Representative and supervise all asbestos remediation
and disposal actions.
(6) Review all plans and specifications for asbestos abatement projects on the installation.
(7) Sign as the facility owner/operator of the sanitary landfill for receipt of asbestos
containing material on all Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifests.
(8) Designate an individual to coordinate with the APM all DPW &L asbestos related
activities, inspections, work orders, delivery orders and work approval processes.
d. Preventive Medicine, WBAMC will:
(1) Provide guidance, assistance, and recommendations in the areas of asbestos surveys,
sampling, exposure control, and risk assessments in accordance with TB MED 513 Guidelines
for the Evaluation and Control of Asbestos Exposure.
(2) Maintain health records of all employees and fo1111er employees involved in working
with asbestos, as required by all applicable laws and regulations.
(3) Monitor all work areas occupied by government employees where there is a potential for
asbestos exposure.
e. The Installation Safety Officer will:
(1) Support DOE, DPW&L, and Preventive Medicine, WBAMC in all safety matters
relating to asbestos management.
(2) Receive and investigate asbestos related complaints of unsafe working conditions.
(3) Provide expertise in complying with asbestos related worker safety Federal, State, and
local requirements under 29 CFR Part 1926.
(4) Will notify the APM of each asbestos related complaint, and is included in the
investigative loop, and approves the final resolution of each asbestos related complaint.
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f. Work Performed by Fort Bliss Organizations.
(1) Includes but is not limited to shop personnel, self-help, u-do-it, prisoner labor and
military personnel.

-

(2) The procedures shown for Work Approval are effective immediately see Attachment A.
(3) These procedures apply to all work which disturbs or modifies existing ceilings, walls,
floors, HV AC systems, or any part of an existing building/structure, no matter how minimal or
brief or otherwise comes within the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) 40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart M.
(4) The individual initiating the work order where the work is to be perfonned is
designated the "Responsible Individual" for compliance with the requirements established by the
Work Approval Process for Asbestos Clearance, Attachment A.
g. Work Performed by DPW &L Managed Contractors

(1) The procedures for Work Approval for Asbestos Clearance are effective immediately
see Attachment A.
(2) The DPW&L has the option of pre-notifying its contractors of potential asbestos
presence or contamination and requiring the contractor to mitigate such presence as part of the
contract, or DPWL may perform such mitigation using government personnel or other
contractors prior to the contractors beginning work.
(3) The DPW&L division or office chief responsible for work accomplishment is the
Responsible Individual for compliance with the requirements established by the Work Approval
Process for Asbestos Clearance, Attachment A.. The DPW&L action officer or individual
overseeing a project may be delegated responsibility for compliance with Attachment A.
However, the DPWL division or office chief will remain the Responsible Individual for
accountability purposes.
h. Work Performed by Tenant Activities, Other Organizations and Liaisons.
(1) DPW &L and the APM will be ad\'ised of any work conducted on existing facilities that
will intentionally disturb asbestos or presumed asbestos containing material.

(2) Tenant Activities, etc. have the option of pre-notifying their contractors of potential
asbestos presence or contamination and requiring the contractor to mitigate such presence as pan
of the contract, or DPW&L may perfonn such mitigation using the Fort Bliss asbestos
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requirements contract in accordance with Fort Bliss Asbestos Specifications.
(3) Tenant Activities, etc. may design asbestos abatement specifications or may use Fort
Bliss's Asbestos Specifications; however, all specifications will be coordinated through DPW&L
and DOE Asbestos Program Manager for final review and approval. The specifications must
comply with Subpart M.
(4) The Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) must provide the contractor a copy of
this policy within 5 days after the date of publication.
(5) The COR is designated as the Responsible Individual for assuring compliance with the
requirements established by this policy. Tenants activities are ultimately responsible and
accountable with compliance of all applicable federal, state and local regulations. The APM will
have final review and approval of asbestos related activities.
(6) Tenant Activities, etc., are required to report any suspected problem with asbestos to the
Asbestos Program Manager.
6. Expiration of Policy
a. This policy is exempt from normal administrative review requirements.
b. This policy will remain active and in-force until further notice.

JOHN COSTELLO
Major General , U.S. Anny
Commanding
,.,..

.,

DISTRIBUTION:
A

..
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WORK APPROVAL PROCESS FOR ASBESTOS CLEARANCE
I. WORK APPROVAL PROCESS

a. The normal DA Form 4283-1 Work Order process will be used to obtain asbestos
clearance for all work. A separate DA Form 4283-1 does not have to be processed for asbestos
clearance if the requested work would normally require a DA Form 4283-1 to be processed
through DPWL. The information required would normally be annotated on the Work Order.
b. The responsible individual will prepare a DA 4283-1 Work Order for the proposed work
and attach a short description of the proposed work locations, the work performance method, and
a copy of the "asbestos free" certification (if available). The DA 4283-1 will then be submitted
to the DPWL Engineering Work Reception Office for entry into the IFS-M databank at least two
weeks in advance of the proposed work start date. In the event of an emergency, the DA 4283-1
may be hand carried to the DPWL Work Reception Office for special handling--BUT IT MUST
BE SIGNED OR COUNTERSIGNED BY THE DIRECTOR/OFFICE CHIEF OR TENANT
COMMANDER AND INCLUDE A STATEMENT DECLARING THE NATURE OF THE
EMERGENCY. The activity head MAY NOT delegate this responsibility to subordinate
personnel.
c. The DPW&L Engineering Work Reception Office will process the work order in
accordance with standard procedures. The Chief, Engineering Work Reception has the authority,
to issue an asbestos clearance of work when it does not impact asbestos containing materials or
presumed asbestos containing materials. The Chief, Engineering Work Reception will provide
advance notice to the APM all the projects certified as having no impact on asbestos containing
material to insure compliance with NESHAP 40 CFR Subpart M. Those work orders which have
been determined to require asbestos clearance will be forwarded to the Asbestos Program
Manager, Directorate of Environment who will:
( l) review the request against available records from the installation asbestos inspections;
and
(2) review the request against "asbestos free" certification on file; and/or
(3) schedule an on-site inspection to determine if asbestos is present; if no survey data is
available for subject facility; and
(4) notify the Responsible Individual telephonically or via e-mail of the course of action,
approved or disapproved.
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(a) based on favorable findings (no asbestos or work does not require disturbance of
asbestos) the APM will approve the DA 4283-1 and return it to DPWL Engineering Work
Reception Office for recording of real property data. One copy of the DA 4283-1 wlll be
forwarded to the Responsible Individual upon receipt. The Responsible Individual will use this
copy as approval for work to begin. The DPWL will use the approved DA 4283-1 as authority to
proceed with either self-help, in-house or contract work.
(b) Based on unfavorable findings (asbestos requiring stabilization or removal) the APM
will contact the Responsible Individual and assist in determining the best course of action prior
to continuing the work approval process.
(c) If asbestos inspection and analysis, removal or stabilization is required, the cost of
such work must be charged against the proposed project and funded from within the activity's
approved RPMA funding account.
(d) The proposed work WILL NOT begin until all asbestos related actions have been
completed to the satisfaction of the State of Texas, Texas Department of Health, as determined
by a review performed by APM , Directorate of Environment.
2. Proponency and Compliance Reviews
a. The Director of Environment and the Director of Public Works and Logistics are the
proponents for this policy and its implementing procedures. All changes and updates to this
Appendix will be approved by both organizations.
b. The Inspector General's Office will audit compliance with this policy and
implementing procedures.
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NUMBER:

POLICY

D-6

SUBJECT:

DATE:

Water Conservation Policy

3 April 1998

POLICY:

1. As a good steward of our resources, Fort Bliss must conserve water. Guidance is provided to support our conservation
efforts as we take care of our grounds and lawns. The following policy is effective immediately:
a. No watering on Mondays.
b. For May through September, limit watering to twice a week for a maximum of 45 minutes in any one area of the lawn.
Watering times are 0500-0900 and 1800-2200 on authorized days (Tuesday, Thursday, and Saturday for even numbered
addresses, and Wednesday, Friday, and Sunday for odd numbered addresses).
c. During April and October only, limit watering to the above days and times, but only once per week.
d. During November through March, water lawns once per month when the temperature is above freezing.
e. Plants must be watered from a container on days when watering is restricted.
f. To cut grass, set the cutting height of lawn mower to two or two and a half inches.

''"

g. Private car washing is permitted, using an automatic shut-off nozzle. Fund raising car washes are permitted only at
reimbursable metered facilities and only with automatic shut-off nozzles. For information on metered facilities, contact the
Energy Conservation Office at 568-3107/6627.
h. Hosing driveways, sidewalks, and walls, etc., for cleaning is prohibited.
2. This memorandum supersedes memorandum HQ, USAADACENFB, ATZC-ISE-P, 20 March 1997, Subject: Water
Conservation Policy.

JOHN COSTELLO
Major General, USA
Commanding

""'
ORIGINATING OFFICE

Directorate of Public Works and Logistics
B Form 1028 - E

Previous editions are obsolete
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

-

HEADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARllll.ERY CENTER AND FORT BUSS
1733 PLEASONTON ROAD
FORT BUSS, TEXAS 79916-6816
REPl.Y TO

ATTBiTIOlll OF

ATZC-ISE-P (310-2d)

20 March 1997

-

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION
SUBJECT: Water Conservation Policy

1. As a good steward of our natural resources, Fort Bliss must conserve water.
2. The following policy is effective l April 1997 and will remain in effect until rescinded or superseded:

-

-

a. No watering on Mondays.
b. For May through September, limit watering to twice per week for a ma.'Cimum of 45 minutes in any
one area of the la\vn. Watering times are 0500 - 0900 and 1830 - 2200 on authorized days (even
calendar numbered days for even numbered addresses and odd calendar numbered days for odd
numbered addresses).

c. For April and October only, limit watering to the schedule above, but watering may be once per

-

week.

d. For November through March, water la\\TIS once per month when the temperature is above
freezing.

e. Plants must be \va.tered from a container on days when watering is restricted.
f

Set the cutting height of la,. .n mower to cut grass to a height of 2 - 2 Yz inches.

g. Private car washing is permitted, using an automatic shut-off nozzle. Fund raising car 'vashes are
permitted only at reimbursable metered facilities and only with automatic shut-off nozzles. For
information on metered facilities, contact the Energy Office at 568-3107/6627.
h. Hosing driveways, side,valks, walls, etc., for cleaning is prohibited.
3. This memorandum supersedes memorandum HQ, USAADACENFB, ATZC-ISE-'Nrvf, 30 August
1995, Subject: Water Conservation Policy.

~ELLO

i\lajor General. U.S. Army

Commanding
DISTRIBUTION: A
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WATER CONSERVATION MEASURES FOR FORT BLISS
1. All new family housing construction specifies ground source heat pumps for the HVAC system. This
saves approximately 13,000 gallons of water per cooler per season.
2. All new housing construction specifies 1.6 gallons per flush toilets, low flow showerlleads, and faucet
aerators with restrictors on all sinks and lavatories.
3. All new housing constroction specifies desert (xeriscape) landscaping in the front yard, with water
thrifty or native plants and shrubs.
4. Requested funding for a waterless urinal retrofit for all major buildings.

5. A no-heat/no-cool policy is in effect for the months of May and October each year. During these two
months, no cooling is authorized which saves the water normally used for evaporative cooling.
6. A frequency modulated (FM) control system is in use on all family housing quarters having
evaporative coolers, all barracks, and most training buildings. This system limits the operating hours of
the evaporative coolers to 0900 - 0200 daily. It also cycles off the coolers for 2.5 minutes out of every
20 minutes during the operating time each day. This results in a reduction in the amount of water used
for evaporative cooling.
7. Several projects to replace water mains and laterals have been completed in the last few years. These
projects eliminated a significant amount of leakage due to old piping.
8. The installation cooling policy foibids operation of the cooling systems (primarily evaporative)
before 0900 or after 2200 each day. It also requires the shut off of coolers in administrative areas 1/2
hour before quitting.
9. Only air cooled ice machines are allowed. Water cooled machines circulate water through the heat
exchanger one time then waste it do'Wll the drain.
10. The installation watering policy (attached) is in effect which limits turf watering times and days,
restricts car washes, prohibits washing down pavement areas, etc.
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ATTACHMENT 2
INDEX OF THE APPENDICES

Aesthetics and Visual Resources ............................................... A-15, A-20
Air Defense Artillery I ADA ...................................................... A-68, H-8, H-11
Air Quality ................................................................................. A-15, A-16, A-18, A-23, A-25, A-31, A-32, A-33,
A-53, B-24, J-1
Airport ........................................................................................ A-14, A-27, A-29, G-11, G-13, G-17
Airspace ..................................................................................... A-16, A-19, A-27, A-28, A-29, A-45, A-53, B-3,
B-6, C-4
Alternative l ............................................................................... A-13
Alternative 2 ............................................................................... A-13, A-14
Alternative 3 ............................................................................... A-14
Archaeological Resources .......................................................... A-10, A-16, A-19, A-53, A-57
Area(s) of Critical Environmental Concern I ACEC(s) ............. A-54, A-55, B-23
Army I United States Army ........................................................ A-3, A-4, A-5, A-9, A-10, A-11, A-12, A-14, A-15,
A-51, A-54, A-55, A-56, A-58, A-59, A-66, B-3,
B-5, B-24, B-27, B-30, C-1, C-3, C-4, C-5, D-2, F-3,
F-4, F-5, F-7, F-8, F-9, F-17, F-19, F-20, F-22, F-23,
F-24, F-26, F-28, F-29, F-31, F-33, F-35, F-36, F-37,
F-38, G-17, G-18, H-3, H-7, H-8, H-11
Artillery ...................................................................................... A-43, A-45, A-69
Asbestos ..................................................................................... A-20, A-33, A-47
Biggs Army Airfield I Biggs AAF ............................................. A-14, A-15, A-54, H-8
Bureau of Land Management I BLM ......................................... A-54, A-55, A-56, B-23, B-24, B-25, B-33, B-43,
D-2
Castner Range ............................................................................ F-17, F-23
Ciudad Juarez ............................................................................. 8-5, 8-26, 8-43
Communication(s) ...................................................................... A-16, A-23, A-26, A-27, A-37, A-43, A-53, A-58,
G-12, G-14
Consultation ............................................................................... A-11, A-37, A-40, A-41
Counties ..................................................................................... 8-23, 8-24
Culp Canyon .............................................................................. F-4, F-24
Cumulative Effects ..................................................................... A-10, A-57, B-3, 8-23, 8-25, 8-26, G-18
Day-Night Average Sound (Noise) Level I Lct 0 .••••••••••••••••••.••••.• G-4, G-7, G-10, G-11, G-12, G-13, G-14, G-18, G-19
Dona Ana County....................................................................... B-23, 8-24, 8-25, 8-26, 8-43
Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas ................................... .1-1
El Paso ....................................................................................... A-14, 8-5, 8-6, 8-24, 8-26, 8-43, E-5, F-6, F-7,
F-10, F-11, F-17, F-24, F-34, F-35, H-3
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El Paso County ........................................................................... B-26, B-43, E-5, F-6, F-7, F-10, F-11, F-34, F-35,
H-3
El Paso International Airport I EPIA ......................................... A-14, B-32
Employment. .............................................................................. A-10, A-50, A-51
Energy ........................................................................................ A-16, A-23, A-26, A-27, A-53, B-29, G-3, G-4, G-5,
G-7, G-14, G-17, G-18
Environmental Justice ................................................................ A-17, A-52, A-54, H-1, H-13
Environmental Resource Management ...................................... A-12, A-13, A-14, A-55, A-56
Erosion ....................................................................................... A-20, A-31, A-37, A-69, E-3, E-4, E-5

--

-

Explosive(s) ............................................................................... A-17, A-45, A-47, A-53, A-57, B-5, G-3, G-17, G-18
Facility Construction .................................................................. A-12, A-13, A-14, A-53, A-54
Facility Demolition .................................................................... A-12, A-18
Field Training Exercise(s) I FTX(s) ........................................... A-6, A-12, A-13, B-34, B-42
Fire(s) ......................................................................................... A-12, A-37, A-45, A-47, A-51, A-52, A-55, A-56,
B-5, B-24, B-27, B-31, B-32, B-33
Flight Safety ............................................................................... A-17, A-53
Fort Bliss .................................................................................... A-3, A-5, A-6, A-9, A-11, A-12, A-13, A-14, A-15,
A-17, A-25, A-29, A-37, A-52, A-53, A-54, A-55,
A-56, A-61, A-62, A-63, A-66, A-67, B-3, B-5, B-6,
B-23, B-24, B-25, B-26, B-27, B-30, B-31, B-32,
B-33, B-34, B-35, B-36, C-1, C-3, C-5, D-2, E-3,
F-3, F-4, F-5, F-6, F-7, F-8, F-9, F-10, F-11, F-17,
F-21, F-22, F-23, F-27, F-28, F-29, F-32, F-33, F-34,
F-35, F-36, F-37, F-38, G-17, H-3, H-6, H-7, H-8,
H-9, H-10, H-11, 1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9, K-1
Geology I Geological ................................................................. A-16, A-23, A-29, A-31, A-39, A-53, B-29
German Air Force I GAF ........................................................... B-6, H-8
Grapevine ................................................................................... B-25, F-24
Grazing ....................................................................................... A-31, A-37, A-55, B-23, B-24, B-25, B-26, B-27,
B-31, B-34
Habitat(s) ................................................................................... A-10, A-19, A-31, A-33, A-35, A-36, A-37, A-39,
A-40, A-41, A-43, A-55, A-57, B-24, B-30, F-5, F-8,
F-9, F-17, F-18, F-19, F-20, F-21, F-22, F-23, F-24,
F-25, F-26, F-27, F-28, F-30, F-31, F-32, F-33, F-36,
F-37, F-38
Hazardous Material(s) ................................................................ A-6, A-17, A-18, A-19, A-20, A-47, A-48, A-54,
A-57, A-58, A-67
Hazardous Waste(s) ................................................................... A-19, A-20, A-47, A-66, A-67
Helicopter ................................................................................... A-14, B-5, G-7
Holloman Air Force Base I HAFB ............................................. B-3, B-6
Hueco Bolson ............................................................................. B-5, B-26
Hueco Mountains ....................................................................... F-23, F-26, F-29, F-38
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Impact(s) .................................................................................... A-3, A-4, A-5, A-6, A-9, A-10, A-11, A-15, A-17,
A-19, A-20, A-22, A-23, A-25, A-26, A-27, A-29,
A-31, A-33, A-35, A-36, A-37, A-39, A-40, A-41,
A-43, A-45, A-47, A-50, A-51, A-52, A-53, A-54,
A-55, A-56, A-57, A-58, A-62, A-69, B-3, B-6, B-9,
B-23, B-24, B-25, B-26, B-27, B-28, B-31, B-33,
B-34, C-3, C-4, E-3, E-4, E-5, E-6, F-3, G-3, G-4,
G-5, G-7, G-11, G-14, G-17, H-7
Income ....................................................................................... A-50, A-51
Infrastructure .............................................................................. A-12, A-16, A-20, A-21, A-23, A-24, A-25, A-27,
A-31, A-41, A-45, A-53, C-3, C-4
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan I ICRMP ....... A-13, H-8
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan I INRMP ........ A-13, F-3, H-8
Land Use(s) ................................................................................ A-4, A-9, A-12, A-13, A-14, A-15, A-20, A-21,
A-22, A-53, A-54, A-57, A-58, A-59, B-4, 8-6, 8-23,
8-26, C-4, G-10, G-11, G-12, G-15, G-17, G-19, H-7
Lead-based Paint ........................................................................ A-4 7
Lincoln National Forest ............................................................. 8-25
Low-level Radioactive Waste(s) ................................................ A-47
Main Cantonment Area .............................................................. A-12, A-13, A-15, A-16, A-23, A-24, A-27, A-54,
8-23, H-8
Main Post ................................................................................... A-66
McGregor Range ........................................................................ A-13, A-14, A-54, A-55, A-56, 8-6, 8-23, 8-24,
8-25, B-26, 8-27, 8-34, B-39, 8-40, B-41, 8-42,
E-5, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-9, F-17, F-18, F-19, F-22, F-23,
F-24, F-25, F-26, F-28, F-30, F-31, F-33, F-36, F-37,
F-38, F-39, H-8, I-1, 1-3, I-8, 1-9
Medical and 8iohazardous Waste .............................................. A-47
Military Operations Area I MOA ............................................... 8-6
Military Training Route(s) I MTR(s) ......................................... A-16
Mineral Resources ...................................................................... A-29, A-31
Missile(s) ................................................................................... A-9, A-14, A-17, A-45, A-47, A-53, A-69, B-3, 8-5,
H-7, H-8
Mission Activity(ies) .................................................................. A-3, A-11, A-12, A-13, A-14, A-15, A-33, A-52,
A-53, A-54, 8-5, H-7
Mitigation ................................................................................... A-4, A-15, A-56
Mobilization ............................................................................... A-12, A-13, A-56, C-4
'J"ational Register of Historic Places I NRHP ............................. A-5, A-19, A-41, A-43
No Action Altemative ................................................................ A-12, A-13
Noise(s) ...................................................................................... A-17, A-18, A-23, A-43, A-44, A-45, A-53, A-58,
8-26, C-4, G-1, G-3, G-4, G-5, G-7, G-8, G-9, G-10,
G-11, G-12, G-13, G-14, G-15, G-17, G-18, G-19
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Ordnance .................................................................................... A-17, A-18, A-45, A-47, A-53, 8-5, G-17
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Organ Mountains ....................................................................... B-24, B-31, F-5, F-9, F-17, F-22, F-28, F-32, F-33
Orogrande Range ....................................................................... F-33
Otero County .............................................................................. B-6, B-24, B-25, B-26, B-43, F-18, F-19, F-21, F-22,
F-25, F-26, F-27, F-28, F-29, F-30, F-31, F-32, F-33,
F-37, F-39, H-3
Otero Mesa ................................................................................. B-6, B-7, B-31, F-5, F-8, F-9, F-20, F-23, F-24, F-26,
F-27, F-28, F-33, F-37, F-38, F-39, 1-3
Paleontological Resources ......................................................... A-29, B-24
Patriot. ........................................................................................ B-3, H-7, H-9
Pesticides ................................................................................... A-20, A-33, A-47
Petroleum Storage Tanks ........................................................... A-47
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Polychlorinated Biphenyls I PCBs ............................................. A-20
Population .................................................................................. A-4, A-22, A-39, A-40, A-50, A-52, A-54, A-55,
B-24, C-5, F-22, F-38, G-11, G-13, G-14, G-15, H-8
Public Access ............................................................................. B-24
Real Estate ................................................................................. A-12, A-13, A-14, A-53, A-54
Real Property Management Plan I RPMP .................................. A-13, H-7, H-8
Record of Decision I ROD ......................................................... A-5, A-15, B-6, B-10

-

Recreation(al) ............................................................................. A-23, A-51, A-52, A-55, A-57, B-23, B-24, B-25,
B-26, G-12
Right(s)-of-Way I ROW(s) ........................................................ A-19, A-58
Road(s) ....................................................................................... A-18, A-19, A-23, A-25, A-56, A-57, A-66, A-67,
A-69, B-6, B-25, B-26, B-30, B-36, B-37, B-38,
B-39, B-40, B-41, B-42, E-3, F-8, F-38, 1-1, 1-3, 1-4,
1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8, 1-9
Roving Sands ............................................................................. 8-27, B-34

Sacramento Mountains Foothills ................................................ F-4, F-9, F-17, F-28, F-33, F-38
Safety ......................................................................................... A-5, A-10, A-17, A-22, A-23, A-33, A-45, A-46,
A-47, A-53, B-6, B-24, G-14, 1-3
Sensitive Species ........................................................................ A-16, A-19, A-31, A-37, A-40, A-41, A-53, A-56,
F-3, F-9
Small Arms ................................................................................ A-69
Soil Erosion ................................................................................ A-4, E-4, E-5
South Training Areas ................................................................. A-9, A-54, B-23, B-37, F-3, F-17, F-22, H-8
Surface Danger Zone(s) I SDZ(s) .............................................. A-45
Surface Water. ............................................................................ A-16, A-26, A-31, A-33, A-35, A-36, A-53, F-3
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Traffic ........................................................................................ A-27, A-29, A-43, G-3
Training Area Development Concept I TADC ........................... A-12, A-14, H-8
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Training Area(s) I TA(s) ............................................................ A-6, A-9, A-12, A-14, A-16, A-20, A-27, A-54,
A-56, A-69, B-5, B-6, B-23, B-24, B-25, B-38, C-3,
C-4, E-5, F-3, F-4, F-5, F-9, F-17, F-22, F-36, H-8,
I-3, I-4, I-5, I-8, I-9
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F-38
United States Air Force I USAF ................................................. A-61, B-3, B-6, F-20, F-22, F-23, F-24, F-26, F-28,
F-33, F-38, G-11, G-14, I-3
Utilities ....................................................................................... A-16, A-23, A-25, A-26, A-27, A-53, A-59, G-12
Vegetation .................................................................................. A-16, A-19, A-31, A-35, A-36, A-37, A-39, A-53,
A-54, A-56, A-70, B-3, B-6, B-24, B-27, B-29, B-30,
B-31, B-32, B-33, B-34, B-35, B-36, B-37, B-38,
B-39, B-40, B-41, B-42, E-6, F-3, F-4, F-5
Visual Resources ........................................................................ B-24
War Highway ............................................................................ .1-3, I-4, I-5
Waterfowl .................................................................................. F-17
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Wilderness .................................................................................. A-10, A-56, A-57, B-23, B-24, B-26
Wilderness Study Area I WSA ................................................... A-56
Wildlife ...................................................................................... A-16, A-23, A-36, A-37, A-39, A-40, A-43, A-45,
A-53, A-54, A-55, B-23, B-24, B-26, F-3, G-3, G-15
William Beaumont Army Medical Center I WBAMC ............... H-8
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SUMMARY
Introduction
In July 1998, the U.S. Anny Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss issued the Draft Mission and
Master Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft PEIS) for review by federal, state,
and local agencies, Native American groups, interested organizations, and private citizens. The formal
comment period lasted 80 days, ending November 5, 1998. As part of this comment process, the Army
held public hearings in Alamogordo and Las Cruces, New Mexico, and El Paso, Texas.

This Volume III- Final Comment and Response Document, of the Final PEIS, presents the full text of the
public comments on the Draft PEIS received by the Anny, and the Army's responses. It includes
comments received via mail, fax, e-mail, and public hearing transcripts and statements.
Methodology
The Army reviewed all the comments it received on the Draft PEIS. Some comments required that the
final PEIS be corrected, clarified, or otherwise revised. Every comment was reviewed in light of its
relevance to the environmental analysis presented in Draft PEIS, and is addressed accordingly.
Spoken comments at public hearings were recorded by a court reporter and a verbatim transcript was
produced. The written comments and transcripts were reviewed and individual substantive comments,
recommendations, and questions were identified and placed into a comment tracking system. The
purpose of the comment tracking system was to input comments, develop appropriate responses, and
generally manage resolution of issues and questions arising from public and governmental agency
participation in the NEPA process.
Comments and Themes
The Anny received 294 comments on the Draft PEIS from three federal agencies, two Native American
Cnoups, five State of Texas agencies, two State of New Mexico agencies, one Texas municipality, eight
interested organizations, and eight private citizens. The following table summarizes the number of
comments received by theme or area of concern. Of the 294 comments received, 150 addressed editorialrelated issues only and these are not reflected in the totals below.
. d
c a t eeory andNum b erofC omment s R ece1ve
Number of Comments
Comment Cate:<ory
NEPA Process
59
Impacts to Vegetation or Habitat
23
23
Public Access
14
Cultural Resource and Native American Concerns
Water Conservation and Air Quality
13
Land Use Compatibility with the City of El Paso
6
138
TOTAL

Detailed analysis of these comments suggests that the two principal issues of widespread public interest
or concern with regard to the environmental impact of Fort Bliss are:
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•

Continuing availability of public access to the training complex for a variety of recreational and nonmilitary purposes and,

•

Vegetation, habitat, and other natural resource impacts arising from military training activities.

In addition to the 13 8 comments submitted by the public on specific themes or areas of concern, 6
comments were received that expressed a clear preference for a particular alternative described in PEIS.
The table below summaries these comments.

Preferences for Alternatives

Alternative Preferred
No Action Alternative
Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
None of the Alternatives

Number of Comments
0
4

0
1
1

Organization of This Document

Responses developed for all noneditorial comments received are presented in this volume. The responses
indicate if the text of the Draft PEIS was corrected or revised because of the comment. Some comments
raised topics not pertinent to the environmental analysis in the Draft PEIS, while others were a statement
of opinion. Although the Army acknowledged these comments, they did not result in changes to the text.
Even though opinions do not require a specific response, they are part of the public record and may be
considered during the decision-making process.
The comments are presented by source category in the following order:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Federal Agencies
Native Americans
State of Texas
State of New Mexico
Texas Cities
Interested Organizations
Private Citizens

The complete transcripts of the public hearings are presented at the end of the individual comment letters,
and contain some comments from Interested Organizations and Private Citizens.
In this Volume III, each page of comment-related correspondence is reproduced (in reduced format) on
the left side of the page. Individual comments are identified by a discrete number generated by the
comment tracking system. Sidebars in correspondence, transcripts, and other written comment
documents indicate the specific lines on which the numbered comment appears. The responses to each
comment are presented on the right side of the page, and are identified with the appropriate comment
number.
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Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGIONS
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
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October 5, 1998

a

Ms. Viclci Hamilton
Project Manager
U.S. Army Air Defenae Artillery Center
and Fon Bliu
Attention: ATZC-COU (PEIS COMMENTS)
Building SICSB, P!euonton Road
Fort Bliss, TX79916-al2
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In a.:cordanee with our respomlbWties w1d« Section 309 of tho Clean Air Ad, the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and tile Council on EllViroMlmtal Quality
ROl!Uiatio111 for lmplemenling NEPA, the U.S. Environment&! Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 6 office in Dallas, Te11u. has completed its review of the Dnft Programmatic
Environmenul Impact Statement (DPEIS) for Fort Bliss, Texaa llld New Mexico, Minion and
Master Plan.

~~

= -·

::;·< s·~
0 =
=
e c.=
Ill

The DPEIS includes analy- ofrhe potential environmental conaequences and lllitigation
that the proposed charqiea to the plannins procea, plans, and initiatives may have on land use,
infrastructure, ainpace, earth resourcea, lir quality,
resou.--, biologictl resourcea, c:ullural
resources, noise, aafety, hamdoua lllllerialt Ind itemt of qiecial concern. The proposed actio11
will revise land use pllMillg llld tllhancc mllltiemtft of the land, airspace and inft'allna<l!Ure of
Fort Bliu to op~ the ability to auppon arrre11t and fiiture minions while austainins ita
steward.ship of the environment both naturll and cultural moun:a.

~
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1
2

3

The DPEIS presents fow- alternatives inclading the no action. The Anny hes not yet
selected a preferred lltematiw. Of the tbur reviewed, Altenllllve 3 appears to provide for the
best - - methods and criteria bued Oft NEPA principles far UH by future aclion
proponents and other planners in tiering li'om the OPEIS. Alternltive 3 would be a sood
candidate for selection u the preterr..d altenlllive

The EPA raies yourD.EIS u "LO," i.e., EPAhu 'Lack of Objections" to the lesd
agency'• prosrammadc planning ptocea1. Factors claaely conoidercd include the effects upon,
human health aod welfare, jurisdictional wedlllds, air quality, wildli1il and fisheries hobita1, and
endangered llld threatened species. Our claailic:ation will be published in the &dla:ll Baiml:
acconlina to our responaibiiity under Section 309 ofthe Clean Air Ac:t, to lnfonn !be public cf our
views on proposed Federal llClions.

R.gydrtdllbiay-Gt•bl.• • PMlld wilfl v.g11rati'• Oti Su9d ..,la on 100"' Recyg.d ,,.,., (40%
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1, 2, and 3. Fort Bliss appreciates your contribution to the
environmental analysis process.
Your comment was
considered during preparation of the Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS), and is presented
here to further assist in the decision.
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We appreciate the opportunity 10 reYitw lbe Dl!JS. We request lhat you tend our o!Bce
OM copy of the Flnll EIS It 1hc Slllla lime !hat it is - to the Oft'lce ofFedml Adivi!ica,
(2251A), EPA. 1200 l'e11111YIVllliaAvene, N.W., Wuhinat011,D.C. 20044.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

"'!']

[
~

SUMMARY PARAGRAPH FORM
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U.S. Department of the Interior
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United States Department of the Interior

4.

Planned activities at Fort Bliss are either nonregulated or
of less than sufficient quantity to trigger Clean Air Act Title
V Permit consideration. It would not, at this time, be
economically prudent to obligate scarce funds required to
purchase, install, maintain, and operate PM 10 monitors on
Fort Bliss.

5.

The current installation management practices (no action)
is an alternative in the master planning process in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and Army Regulation (AR) 200-2, Environmental
Effects of Army Actions. Further, AR 210-20, Master
Planning for Army Installations, requires an environmental
impact analysis of revisions to the Real Property Master
Plan (RPMP). In addition, it specifies that installation
environmental,
historic preservation, and natural
resources management plans are contributing plans in the
master planning process.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Post Office Box 649

Albuquerque, New Mnico 81103
INlllPLYUl'll;TQ

October 2, 1998

"".j

ER 98/532

Vicki Hamilton, Project Manager
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
Directorate of Environment
ATI'N: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS Comments)
Building 516B, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
Dear Ms. Hamilton:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the Fort Bliss, Texas and New
Mexico, Mission and Master Plan and Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(DPEIS). In this regard, the following comments are provided for your consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

4

I

5

61

A network for monitoring PM10 emissions should be established on the military reservation as
soon as possible. This network would provide useful current baseline data. If Alternative 2 or
3 is implemented, with their greater potential for dust production, these baseline data could
provide the information needed to measure the effects of mitigation efforts.
The DPEIS addresses four alternatives: No Action; No Action with the implementation of
various resource management plans; and two alternatives dealing with the identical resource
management plans, but with increased development. Because Alternative 1 is essentially the
implementation of management plans that fulfill the Department of Army's mandated
responsibilities under a suite of laws and regulations, we do not believe that a true distinction
exists between the No Action and Alternative 1. Because the implementation of the
management plans should be consistent across all the alternatives, with the differences in types
and degrees of impact to resources defined by the various levels of disturbance and destruction
caused by increased development, we recommend that the discussion of alternatives be
streamlined to three with each of the three incotp0rating the implementation of the
management plans.
The draft document provides an excellent inventory of natural resources of the installation.
However, in addition to the inventory and the significant mapping efforts that have obviously
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The Army believes the document provides an adequate
analysis of relative impacts from the different alternatives.
Cumulative effects on grazing, wetlands, and arroyoriparian habitats, and wildlife and sensitive species are
discussed in Sections 5.1.8.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.3.8.2, and
5.4.8.2. This cumulative impact analysis includes a
quantitative analysis of changes in vegetative cover
across the installation over a 10-year period. There are
management goals listed in the Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan (INRMP). These goals, or
objectives, are listed for each of the ecosystem
management units, and fit the overall goal of maintaining
ecological integrity. Short-term quantitative goals are to
complete four planning level inventories and four
management plans for sensitive species to be completed
in the next 5 years.
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6. Continued
More quantitative goals for individual species will be
established in cooperation with other natural management
agencies.
The PEIS provides a substantial amount of
information on biological resource monitoring studies that
have taken place on Fort Bliss including:
•
•

•
•

The first 2 years of breeding bird monitoring studies at
42 locations on McGregor Range;
The results of a 5-year study of neotropical migrant
and other bird species use of arroyo-riparian habitat on
McGregor Range;
First year of a multi-year study on rodent use of
various habitat on McGregor Range;
Results of fire effects studies on vegetation, reptiles,
and small mammals on McGregor Range and the
Doria-Ana Range-North Training Areas;
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Results of a multi-year fire effects monitoring study of
vegetation and sensitive species in the Organ
Mountains;
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•

Results of a 1-year study of reptiles on Otero Mesa;

=
;-

•

Results of a multi-year monitoring study of wintering
bald eagle use of McGregor Range;

•

Results of a multi-year survey for Aplomado falcon on
Fort Bliss and characteristics of potential habitat on
McGregor Range; and

•

Continued on Next Page
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6.

Continued
•

Multi-year monitoring study of prairie dog towns on
McGregor Range, and numerous other studies for
sensitive species and other biological resources.
Monitoring data are currently being collected in
permanent transects at Field Training Exercise (FTX)
sites, but trend data are not available because study
began only recently. U.S. Army management goals
are specified in the INRMP, which is summarized in
Sections 3.3.5.1 and 5.2.8.1 of the PEIS.
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7.
2

6
Cont.

71
8

9

10

occurred, the document stands in need of an assessment of the impacts on those resources. It
is also lacking in identified or quantifiable management goals for those resources. The DPEIS
has indicated significant steps toward delineating existing conditions, particularly with respect
to composition and distribution of plant communities, but it lacks an adequate analysis of
relative impacts arising from alternative actions under consideration. For the few instances in
which monitoring of the effects of such ongoing exercises as Roving Sands has occurred, no
results are reported upon which to extrapolate future impacts from planned or additional
activities.
The potentially severe environmental impact of habitat fragmentation through construction and
maintenance of the extensive road network on Fort Bliss is not adequately addressed in the
DPEIS. As stated in the document, military roads by themselves constitute almost 45,000
acres of total land cover on the installation and exceed the cover percentage of some plant
community types. There are some very generic statements provided concerning roads, such as
roads have the potential to affect vegetation by: (I) widening existing roads during
maintenance or from repeated driving on the road edge; (2) creating new sections of road next
to sections that are no longer passable; (3) grading roads so they become deeper and are more
susceptible to water erosion; and (4) creating gullies along roads. All of these are undoubtedly
true in the proliferation of roads, but impacts to soils, vegetative communities and other
natural resources on the installation, and how those would be remedied or avoided, are not
discussed. Nor could we could find an adequate assessment of the degree of fragmentation
caused by these roads with respect to the biological resources and habitat integrity of Fort
Bliss; identifiable goals for road closure and rehabilitation to attain viable, self-sustaining
communities are also lacking.

The majority of the discussion of management of natural resources within the DPEIS involves
the assessment of the impacts of military activities on the installation's i'eSOurces. However,
the Master Plan also has other management directives, not just the remediation of adverse
effects, but also proactive management of resources on Fort Bliss. Examples of such proactive
management include working with the New Mexico Department of Gaine and Fish to eliminate
the exotic oryx from the installation, active management of the black grama grasslands as a
whole rather than identified islands separated from each other by habitat disturbance, and
active rehabilitation of areas that have been degraded either from grazing or military uses to
achieve reversion to more natural conditions. Although discussions of relative severity of
impacts arising from Alternatives 2 and 3 state that the implementation of the Integrated
Natural Resource Management Plan would serve to lessen these impacts to wildlife, it gives no
basis for the statement. The Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan appears to be
more directed toward mitigation of impacts than management of resources. Because the
discussions of impacts to species protected by the Endangered Species Act have concluded that
adverse effects to these species are likely from the implementation of the alternatives, we
recommend that the Department of Army initiate consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act.

Although the existing roads do bisect the various habitats
on Fort Bliss, we believe that these roads have not
resulted in habitat fragmentation as severely as impacted
groups of wildlife (neotropical migrant land birds in
forested landscapes) in other regions of the U.S. Detailed
breeding bird and small mammal surveys on McGregor
Range indicate that the wildlife populations are healthy,
and that the species diversity and density are equivalent
or greater than in other habitats. Much of the existing
road system was in place before McGregor Range was
established and there are few, if any, new roads planned.
If unauthorized roads are discovered, access is blocked
and efforts are undertaken to encourage recovery.
Environmental management includes minimizing the
impact of roads required for military training. Fort Bliss
policy states that military units must not deviate from use
of existing roads in areas where off-road traffic is
prohibited.
Fort Bliss also believes that the Army has been a positive
force in terms of preventing the negative effects that
habitat fragmentation can have on biological resources.
Army control of the land has prevented human
development in most of the 1.1 million acres that
comprise Fort Bliss, as well as greatly limiting human
access to its lands. The roads are rarely traveled and
some areas such as the Otero Mesa escarpment and
Hueco Mountains, with their excellent wildlife habitat, are
rarely visited by humans. Therefore, we believe that
Army control of this land has resulted in the development
of an excellent wildlife habitat in many areas and severe
environmental impacts from habitat fragmentation are not
occurring.
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Continued
8.

9.

Impacts to vegetation and other natural resources are
discussed as indicated in response to an earlier comment.
The Army believes that habitat fragmentation related to
Army activities has not taken place as discussed in
response to an earlier comment. The Army believes that
much, if not all, of the open lands on Fort Bliss are viable
and self-sustaining communities, and this is largely
because of limited human development on the land and
restricted human access as described in response to an
earlier comment. Fort Bliss rehabilitates damage to the
land resulting from military activities, as described in the
INRMP and summarized in Section 5.2.8.1 of the PEIS.
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Section 5.2.8.1 provides reasons why the implementation
of various components of the INRMP would lessen
impacts to biological resources.
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10. The Army initiated and has been in informal consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for this
action since September 1997.
Chapter 9 contains
correspondence between the Army and USFWS
regarding biological consultation.
Fort Bliss has
proposed, and the USFWS has agreed to combine
consultation for the Fort Bliss PEIS and the McGregor
Range Military Land Withdrawal Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement (LEIS). This approach is useful for
situations within a common geographic area with similar
actions. Fort Bliss believes that consultation will continue
to be coordinated with the New Mexico Field Office of the
USFWS because there are no listed species in the Texas
portion of Fort Bliss.
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13

14

15

Of particular concern is the lack of analysis concerning McGregor Range. The significant
majority of impacts anticipated from both ongoing and expanded activities are concentrated on
McGregor Range, where some of the most sensitive habitats and species are also located. The
lack of impact assessment on the resources of McGregor Range renders any objective analysis
of impacts of the alternative actions moot.
Complexity of Alternatives: The Alternatives include several component and contributing
plans. A visual depiction in the form of a chart or table would be very helpful and should be
included in the Executive Summary and Chapter 3, Description of Proposed Action and
Alternatives. In Chapter 3, a companion table also should be provided summarizing the
contents of the Real Property Master Plan (RPMP), Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan (INRMP), Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) and the Training
Area Development Concept (TADC).
McGregor Withdrawal: Several comments provide wording to indicate the management and
withdrawal status of McGregor Range where it is unclear, left silent in the DPEIS, or other
management plans are in apparent conflict with the management responsibilities of the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM). As per PL99-606, the resources of McGregor Range are
managed by the BLM. Provisions for Army resource management on McGregor Range
unrelated to Army's mission should be removed from the DPEIS and INRMP. Also, all maps
of McGregor Range should clearly depict the BLM/Army co-use area.
INRMP/BLM-Army MOU Management Overlaps: In Chapter 5 (5.2.1.2) the INRMP is
defined to apply to •Army fee-owned land and managing impacts of military missions on
withdrawn public land, as specified in the MOU." Yet, in many instances in the DPEIS, the
scope of the INRMP seems to conflict with that definition, and overlaps BLM resource
management responsibilities as per PL 99-(J()6 and the McGregor Resource Management Plan
Amendment (RMPA)/MOU. The scope of the INRMP appears to extend beyond ensuring
training areas will support the military mission into actual resource management on McGregor
Range. Because these problematic portions of the DPEIS are drawn from the INRMP, it will
be equally important to resolve these areas in the INRMP as well.
Impacts to Public Use: The nature and frequency of use of the proposed Field Training
Exercise (FTX) sites for Alternatives 2 and 3 are not well enough described to enable an
assessment of their impact (both direct and contribution to cumulative impacts). Existing FTX
sites are used in conjunction with Roving Sands, 2 weeks out of the year. By contrast, the
new FTX sites are proposed for use year-round. Two specific pieces of information must be
provided:
1) Iype of Use. Existing FTX sites are used in conjunction with Roving Sands, but
the new FTX sites would be used year-round. This use, and how it will impact overall
access to McGregor Range, is not adequately described. More description of Air
Defense Artillery (ADA) use could be drawn from the TADC. When the FTX sites are

......
......

11. Most sensitive habitats on Fort Bliss are in the Organ
Mountains and Hueco Mountains. Nevertheless, Fort
Bliss recognizes the sensitivity and significance of
habitats on McGregor Range. The majority of impacts
occur from military activities, such as off-road training
using wheeled and tracked vehicles, that take place
primarily on Doria Ana Range-North Training Areas and
on the South Training Areas. Off-road vehicle training is
prohibited on McGregor Range, with the exception of
Training Area (TA) 8. The Army believes that the PEIS
provides an adequate assessment of impacts of military
activities on each of the components of the Fort Bliss
Training Complex, including McGregor Range.
This
discussion includes the impacts of off-road vehicle
maneuvers on TA 8, the impacts at the FTX sites, and the
effects of fire and noise.
12. Tables have been added to the Executive Summary and
to Section 3. 1, summarizing the alternatives and the
contents of the Component and Contributing Plans.
13. The INRMP meets the congressionally mandated
requirements of the Sikes Act (Public Law [PL] 105-85),
and guides the implementation of the Fort Bliss natural
resources program. It supports the management
philosophy throughout the master planning horizon to
2016. The objective of this program is to ensure the
conservation of Fort Bliss natural resources, as well as
compliance with related environmental laws and
regulations, while maintaining quality training lands upon
which to accomplish the training and testing missions.
The Army recognizes that, in addition to military use of
McGregor Range, the Military Lands Withdrawal Act
Continued on Next Page
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13. Continued
[MLWA] of 1986 (PL 99-606) designated the U.S.
Department of the Interior (DOI} as the natural resource
manager as per the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLMPA}. Following the Act, the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) developed, with the Army, an
Amendment to the White Sands Resource Management
Plan (RMPA) for McGregor Range.
The RMPA
incorporates a 1990 Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) between the Army and the BLM, regarding
environmental resource management on McGregor
Range.
Under the RMPA, the BLM manages the
nonmilitary use of the withdrawn land and Army feeowned land for grazing, protection of wildlife and wildlife
habitat, control of predatory animals, and recreation, to
the extent that they do not conflict with the military
mission. The RMPA also provides for prevention and
suppression of nonmilitary-caused fires by the BLM. Fort
Bliss manages the military uses and their effects on the
environment. Coordination with the BLM is necessary for
implementation of the INRMP as it applies to those areas
of Army responsibility under the RMPA and associated
MOU. The Army/BLM co-use area has been added to
Figure 4.1-11.
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14. The INRMP discusses means to implement the Army's
responsibilities for natural resource management
throughout Fort Bliss. The principles discussed apply to
the entire installation.
However,
management
responsibilities for resources have been defined by
PL 99-606 for McGregor Range. The BLM environmental
resource management responsibilities under the RMPA
apply only to the McGregor Range portion of Fort Bliss.
The Army's responsibility for resource management on
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14. Continued
4

15

in use, will whole Training Areas (fA) be closed? For example, there are two existing
and two proposed FfX sites in Training An:a 17. When the new FfX sites are in use,
one would presume all of TA 17 would be closed, not just the FfX sites. Whether this
is the case or not is not clear in the DPEIS or TADC.

Cont.

2) Expected Fn:qnenc)' of Use. Proposed FfX use is expressed as a 'percent of

scheduled use." No frequency of use is indicated other than 'throughout the year."
Some frequency of use, expressed in hours per week, should be estimated and used for
purposes of analysis. If the use is frequent, and whole TAs are closed, this could
virtually preclude public use south of Highway 506 on McGregor Range. This is
particularly true when combined with USAF and German Air Force (GAF) use of the
Target Complex (TC) on Otero Mesa which alone will close the Otero Mesa portion of
McGregor Range for up to 60 hours per week.
Until the FfX proposal is clarified and elucidated for public review in the DPEIS, it is not
possible to analyze the direct and cumulative impacts.
Cumulative Impacts: Again, it is our opinion that the cumulative impact assessment is
incomplete for land use and for biological resources. In the first instance, as noted above, the
Fl'X proposal is not well enough described to know the cumulative impact it will have,
particularly on access. The direct impact of the USAF Target Complex and the cumulative
impact of the USAF Target Complex combined with Army mission activities are generally
understated.

16

11

I

The cumulative impact sections for biological resources are inconsistent with the approach for
the other resource areas. In the biological resources cumulative impact sections, the impacts
of the Target Complex and the impacts of grazing are described, but no summation of the
cumulative impact is made. The 'cumulative impact' should be the impacts of the Army
missions, the USAF missions, and the non-military activities as they combine and interact.
This is lacking from the Biological Resources cumulative impacts assessment and left to the
reader to interpret the cumulative impact of the proposed action with other military and nonmilitary actions on Biological Resources. This section should be revised accordingly.
SPECIF1C COMMENTS

......

w

181

Cover Sheet, Page CS-I, b. It is not clear the alternatives are additive. Use wording that
clearly describes Alternatives building upon one another. •Alternative 2 consists of Alternative
I plus 13.5 .... " 'Alternative 3 consists of Alternative 2 plus installation initiatives .... "

191

Cover Sheet, Page CS-1, b. Wording in this paragraph implies Fl'X sites will be evenly
distributed across installations. It would be appropriate to be more specific in the location of
proposed FI'X sites.

McGregor Range will be in accordance with the 1990
MOU with the BLM, as specified in Section 5.3.2 of the
INRMP. Specific resource management responsibilities of
each agency are specified in the 1990 MOU that is
included in Appendix D of the PEIS, and Appendix A of
the INRMP.
15. Any additional impacts to public access will be addressed
in an Environmental Assessment (EA) of the development
of the FTX sites if Alternative 2 or 3 is selected. When a
training area is in use for military purposes, it is closed for
public access. The MOU between the BLM and the U.S.
Air Force (USAF) provides that routine public access to
the USAF target complex will be from 1:00 p.m. Friday
through 9:00 p.m. Sunday. Military use would generally
occur Monday through Friday morning. The scheduling
for the target complex and the FTX sites will be controlled
by the U.S. Army Combined Arms Support Battalion
(USACASB) Range Scheduling Office, in a manner that
generally allows USAF use of the target complex and
Army use of the additional FTX sites. Concurrent use is
planned to meet most of the demands.
16. Additional site-specific, direct and indirect impacts will be
addressed in additional environmental documentation that
specifically analyzes the impacts of FTX sites if
Alternative 2 or 3 is selected. Text has been revised in
Chapter 5.0 to reflect potential impacts to land use from
increased use of FTX sites. The assessment of the
biological impacts of the use of the FTX sites on biological
resources has been expanded. In addition, language has
been added to the cumulative impacts sections in
Chapter 5.0, to tie the military mission activities to
Continued on Next Page
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16. Continued
cumulative impacts from the Tactical Target Complex, as
well as from grazing. The direct impact of the USAF
target complex is described in the Proposed Expansion of
German Air Force (GAF) Operations at Holloman AFB
(HAFB), New Mexico EIS. The analysis in the Mission
and Master Plan PEIS was appropriately defined at a
programmatic level for the Army planning activities
addressed in this document.
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17. In general, the cumulative impacts assessment in other
natural resource areas are similar to the cumulative
impacts assessment in the biological resources section.
That is, most sections consider non-Army activities on
Fort Bliss such as the Tactical Target Complex, as well as
activities outside of Fort Bliss, as was done for biological
resources.
18. The wording describing each alternative has been
changed on the Cover Sheet. For example "Alternative 1
includes all the actions described in the No Action
Alternative and addresses ... " to indicate that Alternative 1,
2, and 3 are additive.
19. Alternative 2 addresses the use of an additional 13.5
square miles for controlled access FTX on the installation.
The following has been added to the Cover Sheet and to
Section 3.4:
"These would be located on suitable terrain within specific
training areas in the Tularosa Basin and Otero Mesa
portions of McGregor Range."
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20

21

221
23

241
25

Executive Summary, Page ES-1. Another purpose of this document is reference for the
Withdrawal LEIS. It would be appropriate to add a sixth bullet, with wording from 2.2, page
2-5, paragraph 3: 'Provide information for the EIS required for the McGregor Range Military
Land Withdrawal Renewal Application.•
Executive Summary, Page ES-2. In paragraph 2, please add from page 5.2-6, section 5.2.1.2:
"On McGregor Range, the INRMP applies to Army fee-owned land and managing impact of
military missions on withdrawn public land, as specified in the BLM/Army MOU (Appendix
D). The BLM retains management for public access uses on withdrawn and Army fee-owned
land as enumerated in Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), PL 99-t506, and
the McGregor Range RMPA (BLM, 1990). •
Executive Summary, Page ES-2. In paragraph 3, please add from page 5.2-7, section 5.2.1.2:
'The ICRMP would complement BLM management of cultural resources on McGregor Range
as specified in the RMP A for McGregor Range.•
Executive Summary, Page ES-3 (prior to Proposed Action and Alternatives). This discussion
of the role of Fort Bliss should include a brief description of the use of Fort Bliss by foreign
allied governments (i.e., Japanese weapons testing and German Air Force (GAF)). Following
this, it would be appropriate to briefly explain the ongoing associated action of renewal of the
McGregor withdrawal.
Executive Summary, Page ES-5, Paragraph 1. The wording in this paragraph implies FTX
sites will be evenly distributed across the installation. It would be appropriate to be more
specific in the location of proposed FTX sites.
Executive Summary, Page ES-7. It is unclear whether the land use impacts of the FfX sites
extend beyond the FTX site area. Of more relevance to land use is the frequency of use and
how much area is closed when the FTX site(s) is in use. These FfX sites are noted as being
used "throughout the year." These impacts may not be 'minor." Therefore, we recommend
rewording as such:
Alternative 2 Impact on Training Complex: 'Same as Alternative 1 except there could
be additional impacts to public use and BLM administered grazing and resource
programs due to new controlled access FfX sites.•
Mitigation Action: 'Increase scheduling notification and coordination efforts regarding
BLM and public access.•

261
......

Vi

Executive Summary, Page ES-7. Access by BLM and public will be impacted by No Action
and Alternative 1 as well: The area south of 506 may be closed up to 60 hours per week by
the GAF training. See comment for section 5.1.1.4 as well.

20. While this document does provide information used in the
LEIS required for the McGregor Range Military Land Withdrawal Renewal Application, use of the information results
from its availability, but is not a purpose for the document.
21 . The requested addition involves details about natural
resource management responsibilities on Fort Bliss that
are not appropriate for the summary-level information
provided in the Executive Summary.
22. The requested addition involves details about cultural
resource management responsibilities on Fort Bliss that
are not appropriate for the summary-level information
provided in the Executive Summary.
23. Details about specific user groups, including allied
governments, is not appropriate for the Executive
Summary. Allied government use is discussed in Section
3.2.3.2, Fort Bliss Training Complex.
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24. The suitable terrain for additional FTX locations was more
specifically identified in the Executive Summary as being
on McGregor Range.
25. When an FTX site is in use for military training, the entire
training area will be closed to public access. While the
FTX sites are available for military training use throughout
the year, they would not be used continuously. Tables
ES-3 and 6-1, and Sections 5.3 and 5.3.1.2 have been
modified to clarify potential impacts. Text in Section
5.3.2.1 has been modified to describe effects of additional
FTX sites.
26. Text has been expanded in Section 4.1.2.1 to describe
use of the new Tactical Target Complex on Otero Mesa,
and agreements between the USAF and BLM to
coordinate training and grazing operations .
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27

Executive Summary, Page ES-9, Proposed Mitigation for Potential Impacts of Alternatives by
Resource. Wind erosion on soils cannot be monitored by satellite, especially erosion that
occurs in coppice dune fields. Also, air quality mitigation efforts are not explained in this
Table.

281

Executive Summary, Page ES-10. Cumulative impacts do not emanate from a single activity.
We recommend rewording as follows: "Cumulative Impacts to the Fort Bliss ecosystem from
military and non-military uses in the training complex.• See discussion below for section
5.1.8.2.

291
30

31

Chapter I, Page 1-8, 1.5. Scope and use of document includes its reference information for
the Withdrawal EIS. In this regard, we recommend that a sixth bullet be added with wording
from 2.2, page 2-5, paragraph 3: "Provide information for the EIS required for the McGregor
Range Military Land Withdrawal Renewal Application."

I

33

35

Chapter 2, Page 2-2, Table 2.1-1, Biological Resources: Executive Order 11987 of May 24,
19TI, restricting the introduction of exotic species into the natural ecosystems on lands and
waters which they own, lease, or hold for purposes of administration, should be included.
Chapter 2, Page 2-5, 2.2. The stated region of influence (2.4.2, page 2-11) includes• ...
military training routes that enter/exit Fort Bliss airspace •.. • Therefore, the bullet for
Proposed Expansion of GAF Operations at HAFB (USAF, 1998), should add the related
NEPA document: EA for Proposed Airspace Modifications to Support Units at Holloman
AFB."

32

34

Chapter 1, Page 1-3, 1.1. We recommend that a sixth bullet be added as follows: Provide a
training complex for foreign allies, generating revenue and a level of self-support and selfsufficiency for the Fort Bliss TC.

Chapter 2, Page 2-14, 2.5.4. After the sentence "This land area supports the activities
described in the installations's RMP, INRMP, ICRMP, TACS, and other installation
initiatives,' add "McGregor Range additionally supports public uses as outlined in the BLM's
RMP Amendment for McGregor Range.•

I

Chapter 3, Page 3-1, 3.0. After• ... potential impacts to soil and vegetative cover,' it would
be appropriate to add "and the BLM RMP A for McGregor Range.•
Chapter 3, Page 3-1, 3.1. Add before alternative descriptions: "The No Action Alternative,
and therefore the subsequent alternatives which are additive upon the No Action Alternative,
has imbedded within it variations based on the McGregor Range withdrawal boundary which
could be selected by Congress. For purposes of this DPEIS analysis, the present configuration
of McGregor Range is used. Potential impacts of varying boundaries of McGregor Range are

27. The cited section does not state that wind erosion will be
monitored by satellite. However, satellite remote sensing
can detect, and in some cases quantify, bare soil vs. soil
with vegetation cover. This is a useful measure of soil
erosion and removal. Air quality mitigation efforts are not
explained because no significant air quality impacts under
any of the alternatives were noted; therefore, mitigation is
not appropriate.
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28. The requested change has been made to Table ES-3.

.,""Q

29. The suggested phrase is not a key element of the Fort
Bliss mission, but allowing allied use of the installation is
consistent and compatible with the overall mission.
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30. While the PEIS does contain information incorporated in
the McGregor Range Withdrawal LEIS, providing such
information for the LEIS is not specifically part of the
scope of the PEIS.
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31. Executive Order (EO) 13112 (Invasive Species) replaced
EO 11987, and was added to Table 2.2-1.
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33. Section 2.5 is intended to describe the primary
programmatic evaluation criteria used to focus analyses of
the three alternatives presented in the PEIS.
The
Continued on Next Page
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32. The airspace Region of Influence (ROI) for this PEIS is
specific to Fort Bliss and its interface with adjacent
airspace. The portions of the Military Training Routes
(MTRs) within this ROI are the entrance and exit points of
the restricted airspace over the Fort Bliss Training
Complex. The ROI description in Section 2.4.2 was
clarified. Military training routes in Fort Bliss airspace
were not affected by the actions evaluated in this EA.
Therefore, it is not considered a related environmental
document. It serves as a reference document that is
unrelated to the scope of this PEIS.
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33. Continued

.

----

discussion of land use and facility requirements criteria I
(Section 2.5.4) relates to military training requirements
only, not nonmilitary land uses or public uses. Nonmilitary
use of McGregor Range is discussed in Section 4.1.2.1,
Existing Use, McGregor Range.

34. The PEIS evaluates four programmatic alternatives that
are composed of various military actions typically
occurring on Fort Bliss. These alternatives consist of four
main groups of mission activities described in Section 3.0.
The Environmental Resource Management activity
encompasses only U.S. Army (Fort Bliss) management
programs.
35. The programmatic environmental analysis presented in
the PEIS is based on Fort Bliss mission alternatives being
conducted within existing installation boundaries.
Reconfiguration of the Doria Ana Range-North Training
Areas and McGregor Range was considered, but not
carried forward because these alternatives could not
support the current mission of Fort Bliss. The McGregor
Range Renewal LEIS addresses the potential effect of
withdrawal configurations for the congressional decisionmakers.
Following the congressional decision, as
missions change, these specifics will be addressed in
additional specific mission NEPA documentation.
Potential variations in the McGregor Range withdrawal
boundary have not been imbedded in the alternatives
addressed in the PEIS.
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36. The Army/SLM co-use area was added to Figure 4.1-11.
7

35
Cont.

I

361
37

38

39

I
41 I
42 I
40

43

analyz.cd in the Withdrawal Legislative EIS in progress, and are incorporated by reference
within this DPEIS."
Chapter 3, Page 3-2, Figure 3.1-1, Map of Fort Bliss. Add to map and map legend:
'Army/BLM Co-Use Area." Add map to follow Figure 3.1-1 showing the withdrawal
alternatives.
Chapter 3, Page 3-3, 3.1. Alternative 2 wording implies FI'X sites will be evenly distributed
across installation. It would be most appropriate to be more specific in the location of
proposed FrX sites. Additional information concerning of how often FrX will be used should
be included as well. It is clear that concurrent public use to the FrX is prohibited. When in
use, will only the FrX site be closed to use, or will the entire TA be closed? This infonnation
should be provided to facilitate subsequent analysis in Chapter 5.
Chapter 3, Page 3.2-1, 3.2, Paragraph 1. Insert: •... the Fort Bliss Training Complex ...
includes the South Training Areas, the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, and the
McGregor Range (Figure 3.1-1). Dona Ana and McGregor are both withdrawn public land.
Dona Ana is withdrawn in perpetuity. McGregor Range is withdrawn until 2001. As per PL
99-606, the BLM manages the natural and cultural resources in accordance with the FLPMA .
Chapter 3, Page 3.2-1, next to last sentence of first paragraph: Limiting the discussion of the
Castner Range as an integral component of the management and the resources of Fort Bliss
within a document that will serve for master planning on the Fort appean counterproductive.
Although certain training or other uses are certainly restricted by the potential for unexploded
ordnance, the Range still has value for biological resources and should be managed to
rehabilitate and enhance those resources.
Chapter 3, Page 3.2-10, 3.2.3.2. Following USAF EIS description, add description of 'EA.for
Proposed Airspace Modifications to Support Units at Holloman AFB.
Chapter 3, Page 3.2-11, Figure 3.2-3, Public Access Areas on Fort Bliss. Add to map and
map legend: 'Army/BLM Co-Use Area.'
Chapter 3, Page 3.2-12, 3.2.3.2, Paragraph 1: Delete 'District" insert 'Field."
Chapter 3, Page 3.2-21 to 3.2-22, 3.2. 7. It should be noted that management of grazing,
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), Culp Canyon Wilderness Study Area
(WSA), and vegetation of the McGregor co-use area are the responsibility of the BLM. BLMauthoriz.cd grazing does not occur elsewhere on the Fort Bliss TC.

37. The potential new FTX sites would be on McGregor
Range. The entire training area containing an FTX will be
closed to public access when the FTX site is in use. Any
additional impacts to public access will be addressed in an
environmental document that specifically analyzes the
impacts of FTX sites if Alternative 2 or 3 is adopted.
38. The requested phrase ("Doria Ana and McGregor are
both ... ") would be out of context if inserted in the section
requested (Section 3.2). Paragraph 1 of Section 3.2 is
intended to describe the main components of the
installation, not the land withdrawal status of particular
training ranges. The requested phrase has been more
appropriately inserted in Section 4.1.2, which provides an
overview of land use on the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
39. The lack of training activity has resulted in few impacts to
Castner Range. Castner Range has been inactive for
years.
Because of this, there has been little active
environmental management, and rehabilitation is not
required.
However, the Fort Bliss Directorate of
Environment (DOE) is involved in the removal of explosive
ordnance items from Castner Range. The installation also
attempts to control public access to Castner Range for
safety reasons and trespass grazing.
40. The airspace ROI for this PEIS is specific to Fort Bliss and
its interface with adjacent airspace. The portions of the
MTRs within this ROI are the entrance and exit points of
the restricted airspace over the Fort Bliss Training
Complex. The ROI description in Section 2.4.2 was
clarified. Military training routes in Fort Bliss airspace
were not affected by the actions evaluated in this EA

Continued on Next Page
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I 40.

Continued

I

Therefore, ii is not considered a related environmental
document. It serves as a reference document that is
unrelated to the scope of this PEIS.
41. The Army/BLM co-use area was added to Figure 4.1-11.
"l!j

42. The requested change was made in Section 3.2.3.2, and
elsewhere, as appropriate.
43. Providing the requested information would not be
appropriate in Section 3.2. 7 because the purpose of the
section is to describe U.S. Army actions that reduce
environmental impacts under the No Action Alternative.
However, the requested information is already provided in
Section 4.1.2.1 (Existing Land Use).
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44

Reword: "Work with other agencies within existing agreements to assure that optimum
training and ecosystem vegetation conditions are mainlllined on the Fort Bliss Training
Complex, particularly McGregor Range, where the BLM manages grazing.•
Chapter 3, Page 3.3-14, 3.3.3.2. The acreage and management agency is not consistent in the
second paragraph. Reword: "McGregor Range is part of the Fort Bliss Military Reservation .
.. McGregor Range is comprised of 698,482 acres, of which 608,385 acres were withdrawn
for military use under the Military Lands Withdrawal Act (MLWA) of 1986 (PL 99-606), and
71,083 acres ... are owned in-fee by the DOD. In addition, there are 1,010 acres of
previously state-owned land. As per PL 99-606, the BLM manages the natural and cultural
resources of McGregor Range in accordance with the FLPMA. The U.S. Forest Service
(USPS) manages 18,004 acres that are used through cooperative agreement as a safety buffer
and for ground troop maneuvers.•

45

461
47

I

481

49

Chapter 3, Page 3.3-16, Figure 3.3-7, Terrain Flying Areas Over McGregor Range. Add to
map and map legend: "Anny/BLM Co-Use Area."
Chapter 3, Page 3.3-18, Figure 3.3-8. Current Training Area Land Use for the McGregor
Range. Add to map and map legend: •Anny/BLM Co-Use Area."
Chapter 3, Page 3.3-21, 3.3.3.2. It would be appropriate to elaborate on reasons why
environmental activity is higher on McGregor Range, and describe types of public use of the
Training Complex. For example, McGregor Range has been subject to a significantly higher
level of environmental study than the other ranges/training areas, as shown by the generally
moderate to high levels of environmental management use noted in Table 3.3-6. This is due to
three factors. First, McGregor Range is, and has been, used for FTX, Roving Sands, and
other troop training exercises which require environmental compliance. Second, the GAF
Bombing Range required environmental studies. Third, several studies are ongoing in support
of the McGregor Range Withdrawal Renewal LEIS. Public access use is very low and
generally comparable to or slightly lower than Dona Ana Range-North Training Area. Public
access use on McGregor is for hunting, hiking, wildlife-watching, and similar activities.
Permits for public access are issued by the Anny and by the Las Cruces Field Office of the
BLM. Additionally, the McGregor grazing units are contracted to the public through a bid
system administered by the BLM. In cither case, public use is substantially less than at the
South Training Areas, where public use, although still low, is two to three times higher than at
McGregor or Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Chapter 3, Page 3.3-29, 3.3.5.1. To clarify management responsibility on McGregor Range,
add to paragraph beginning 'Ecosystem management will ... ":
•. . . emphasis on partnerships with its ncighbors. On McGregor Range, the INRMP
applies to Anny fee-owned land and managing impacts of military missions on
withdrawn public land, as specified in the McGregor RMPA and MOU. The BLM

44. Section 3.2. 7 was reworded as follows: "Work with other
agencies within existing agreements to assure that
optimum training and ecosystem vegetation conditions are
maintained on the Fort Bliss Training Complex, including
McGregor Range, where the BLM manages nonmilitary
activities such as grazing, recreation, and mineral
exploration."
45. The stated acreages were reviewed and revised. In
Section 3.3.3.2, the sentence beginning with "The
USFS ... " has been changed to read as follows: "Through
a cooperative agreement with the USFS, Fort Bliss uses
18,004 acres of USFS land on northern McGregor Range
(TA 33) as a safety buffer and for ground troop training.
Fort Bliss uses another 608,385 acres of land (TAs 8 - 32)
on McGregor Range withdrawn for military use under the
MLWA of 1986 (PL 99-606). This is used for mission
support facilities, weapons firing, surface impact, safety
buffers, off-and-on-road vehicle maneuvers, FTX sites,
dismounted training, aircraft operations, and range
camps."
The requested information regarding
management agencies is provided in Section 4.1.2.1.
46 and 47.
The Army/BLM co-use area was added to
Figure 4.1-11.
48. Environmental resource management has focused on the
Organ Mountains and McGregor Range for the past few
years. The suggested text in Section 3.3.3.2 has been
added.
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49. The Army environmental programs apply to all of Fort Bliss
except for nonmilitary activities on McGregor Range.
Appendix D includes the 1990 MOU between the Army
Continued on Next Page

~

~

Federal Agencies
U.S. Department of the Interior

49. Continued
9

491

retains management for public access uses on withdrawn and Army fee-owned land.
The ICRMP complements BLM management of cultural resources on McGregor Range
as specified in the RMPA and MOU .. ."

501

Chapter 3, Page 3.3-29. Also, the goal concerning non-native species should be strengthened
from a statement of prevention of expansion to one of active control and eradication of existing
exotics.

I

Chapter 3, Page 3.3-29, 3.3.5.1. This should be explained. It is unclear under what authority
would Fort Bliss conduct a tree harvest for firewood sales.

Cont.

51

521
53

54

55
561

N

Chapter 3, Page 3.3-30, 3.3.5.1. Delete the following from the list of activities subject to
review through the Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM), INRMP, and ICRMP:
Grazing activities as specified in an MOA with the BLM. Grazing will be managed by the
BLM in accordance with BLM regulations, not the INRMP, ICRMP, or ITAM.
Chapter 3, Page 3.4-1. Alternative 2 needs a table for "McGregor Range Projected Level of
Use" for comparison to Table 3.3-6 McGregor Range Current Level of Use and Table 3.5-5
McGregor Range Projected Level of Use (Alternative 3). The percent level of FTX use should
be translated to estimated hours per week, and the cumulative impact of the FTX closures
combined with the USAF (60 hours per week) should be expressed in combined hours per
week. (Note: Tables 4-3, 4-4, 4-5 in TADC Jack footnote numbers.)
Chapter 3, Page 3.4-1, 3.4.3.2. In this section, additional FTX description is provided, but
information is still Jacking: "As with the existing sites used for Roving Sands, sites selected
within these areas could be rotated for use from year to year, but would be available for use
throughout the year.• What kind of use would take place "year-round?" Are additional Roving
Sand-type exercises envisioned? Outside the context of a Roving Sand level exercise, how will
FTX sites be used? Insert more description from TADC of ADA use. Will TAs be closed
when the FTX sites are in use? The description in the DPEIS is unclear and, in this regard,
we recommend further detail.
Chapter 3, Page 3.4-2, 3.4.3.2. Before beginning Section 3.4.4, describe how this alternative
changes due to the GAF Target Complex. That does not seem to have been considered in
reference to this alternative. Does Army have primary use? When Army FTX sites are in use
"throughout the year,· how will that impact GAF use, which was proposed to be up to 60
hours per week? Is this identified as an impact of the Alternative? Further clarification and
analysis is required.
Chapter 3, Page 3.4-3, Figure 3.4-1, Existing and Proposed Controlled Access FfX Sites on
McGregor Range. Add to map and map legend: "Army/BLM Co-Use Area, Public Access
Area."

and the BLM regarding environmental resource
management responsibilities on McGregor Range. The
revised wording has been added to the appropriate
discussions in Section 3.3.5.
50. The Army has active projects to assess the status of
invasion of exotic plants on Fort Bliss, primarily on the
training complex. A preliminary exotic and noxious weed
survey is ongoing and there are currently unfunded plans
to monitor exotic animals on the ranges. The installation
has implemented the use of native seed harvested on the
installation for revegetation projects to reduce the
inadvertent introduction of non-native species associated
with commercially produced seed. Currently, there are no
Army requirements to actively control and eradicate
non-native species on Fort Bliss. The installation cannot
commit to expanding its existing program of non-native
species prevention due to funding uncertainties.
51. Under the 1990 MOU with the BLM, Fort Bliss has the
responsibility for vegetation management on Army
fee-owned lands. Installation commanders are authorized
to sell small volumes of forest products in accordance with
AR 405-90 (Disposal of Real Estate).
52. The text has been replaced in Section 3.3.5.1 with a
statement that applies to grazing activities on areas of
Fort Bliss other than McGregor Range, where grazing is
managed by the BLM.
53. A new table (Table 3.4-1) has been provided to give
level-of-use information for McGregor Range under
Alternative 2. Table 3.3-6 has been adjusted to reflect
use of the new Tactical Target Complex on Otero Mesa.
Continued on Next Page
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53. Continued
The level-of-use tables are derived from proposed
increases in some mission activities based on activity
levels in 1996 and proposed expansion of capabilities
(e.g., newly approved FTX sites).
54. The following description from the Training Area
Development Concept (TADC) of the Air Defense Artillery
(ADA) use has been added to the existing description
"Normal use would be
found in Section 3.4.3.2:
headquarters elements/units, communication sections,
maintenance units, and/or Battery-size units. The 8,640
acres (13.5 square miles) would also be available to
support Joint Training Exercises (JTX) in the future, to
include Roving Sands. Up to 1,235 acres of the existing
approved Roving Sands sites have been found to be
environmentally and militarily unsuitable. These existing
sites will be removed from the inventory of controlled
access FTX sites. The additional sites will provide greater
latitude for air defense training in a tactical environment."
The additional FTX sites will be available for military
training use throughout the year. This does not mean
they would be used continuously. The entire training area
containing the FTX sites will be closed to public access
when the FTX is in use. Any additional impacts to public
access will be addressed in the EA on the FTX sites.
55. The USAF-proposed Tactical Target Complex is
described as part of the No Action Alternative, not
Alternative 2. It is included in Alternatives 1, 2, and 3,
along with other current activities. As described in Section
5. 1.1.4, when the target complex is constructed, training
area use will increase in TAs 17 through 23. A surface
Continued on Next Page
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55. Continued
impact area will be introduced into TAs 17 and 21. Range
access could have ADA training concurrent with use of the
Tactical Target Complex. The scheduling for the target
complex as well as for FTX sites will be controlled by the
USACASB Range Scheduling Office in a manner that
generally allows the USAF use of the target complex and
Army use of the additional FTX sites. Concurrent use is
planned to meet most of the demands of both missions.
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Further clarification and analysis of this issue will be
provided in an EA that will be prepared by Fort Bliss if
Alternative 2 or 3 is selected.
56. The Army/SLM co-use area was added to Figure 4.1-11.
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57. The Army/BLM co-use area was added to Figure 4.1-11.
10

57

I

591
I

61

62

I

631
64

I

651
66

58. The sentence in Section 3.5.3.2 was revised to include
TA 16.

Chapter 3, Page 3.6-1to3.6-5, 3.6.1. This section is inaccurate. The reason stated for the
McGregor reconfiguration alternative being 'considered but not carried forward for full
analysis' is in error. That alternative is not subject to analysis in the DPEIS, but it is subject
to analysis in the McGregor Withdrawal Renewal LEIS. It is not carried forward because it is
outside the stated scope of the DPEIS, not because of conflict with the mission.

59. As described in Section 5.1.1.4, when the target complex
is constructed, training area use will increase in
TAs 17 through 23.
A surface impact area will
be
introduced into TAs 17 and 21. Range access could have
ADA training concurrent with use of the Tactical Target
Complex. The scheduling for the target complex and for
FTX sites will be controlled by the USACASB Range
Scheduling Office in a manner that generally allows the
USAF use of the target complex and Army use of the
additional FTX sites. Concurrent use is planned to meet
most of the demands of both missions.
Further
clarification will be provided in an environmental document
that specifically analyzes the impacts of additional FTX
sites if Alternative 2 or 3 is selected.

Chapter 4. Throughout Chapter 4, delete BLM 'District" and insert BLM "Field Office.'

60. The Army/BLM co-use area was added to Figure 4.1-11.

Chapter 4, Page 4.3, second paragraph. Although the average wind speeds are lowest in the
summer months, the summer thunderstorms can produce dust storms that carry large quantities
of PM10 emissions high into the atmosphere.

61. The programmatic environmental analysis presented in
the PEIS is based on Fort Bliss mission alternatives being
conducted within existing installation boundaries. Varying
the boundaries of McGregor Range was considered but
not carried forward since the alternatives proposed could
not support the current mission of Fort Bliss.
The
McGregor Range Renewal LEIS addresses the potential
effect of boundary changes for the congressional
decision-makers. Following the congressional decision,
as missions change, these specifics will be addressed in
additional NEPA documentation.

Chapter 3, Page 3.5-10, 3.5.3.2. We recommend that the fifth paragraph be revised as
follows: 'Figure 3.5-3 illustrates future training area land use for McGregor Range ... the
only areas that would experience a change in the types of uses conducted are TA 10, ... TA
25 . . . and TA 16 for the potential FTX locations.•

58

60

Chapter 3, Page 3.5-3, Figure 3.5-1, Projected Training Area Land Use for Fort Bliss. Add
to map and map legend: 'Army/BLM Co-Use Area."

Chapter 3, Page 3.5-10, 3.5.3.2. As above, before beginning Section 3.5.4, describe how this
alternative changes due to the GAF Target Complex. With potential Army mission increases,
would GAF use become unfeasible? Is this identified as an impact of the Alternative? This
should be clarified.
Chapter 3, Page 3.5-11, Figure 3.5-3, Projected Training Area Land Use for McGregor
Range. Add to map and map legend: 'Army/BLM Co-Use Area."

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-21, Figure 4.1-9, Location of Existing Army and Proposed USAF
Facilities on McGregor Range. Add to map and map legend: •Army/BLM Co-Use Area."
Chapter 4, Page 4.1-22, 4.1.2.1, Nonmilitary use. We recommend that this paragraph be
revised as follows: In addition to military use of McGregor Range, the withdrawal action (PL
99-606) designated the DOI to manage the natural and cultural resources in accordance with
FLPMA, including grazing, protection of wildlife .... "
Chapter 4, Page 4.1-22, 4.1.2.1, Nonmilitary use. This paragraph also lacks a description of
Border Patrol use. Drag roads were established in FY 95 near the 506 and 54 intersection.
For information, see Hart, Jeanie (Aug 1994) Arch Survey for US Border Pa1rol Drag Roads,
Prepared for the US Anny Corp of Eng, JTF6, Ft. Bliss, 7X. According to that report, 586
acres were surveyed on McGregor Range.

62. The requested
Chapter 4.0.

changes

were

made
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Continued
63. Windblown dust is discussed in Section 4.6.1. "Summer
thunderstorms can produce dust storms that carry large
quantities of particulate matter less than 10 micrometers
in diameter (PM 10) high into the atmosphere" was added
to Section 4.6.
64. The Army/BLM
Figure 4.1-11.

co-use

area

has

been

added

to

65. The recommended sentence repeats information already
presented in Section 4.1.2.1.
66. Information was added to Section 4.1.2.1 about Border
Patrol activities and the use of drag roads near or within
the Fort Bliss boundary on U.S. Highway 54 at the
intersection with State Highway 506.
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671

681
69

I

72

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-26, 4.1.2.1. We recommend that the second paragraph, third sentence,
be revised as follows: 'The U.S. Army has annual rights to ... Sacramento River and
Carrisa Springs for preservation of fish and wildlife.•
Chapter 4, Page 4.1-26, 4.1.2.1. The last sentence of paragraph 2 refers the reader to data to
be found in Section 3.7; however, there is no Section 3.7 in the DPEIS.
Chapter 4, Page 4.1-27, 4.1.2.1. In description ofOrazing (Non-military Existing land use)
add at end of section, prior to USFS paragraph: 'When the GAF target complex is
constructed, it will remove 5,000 acres from grazing in grazing units 9 and 13 (TAs 17 and
21) for use as an air-to-ground impact area. Training activities will result in closures of the
units south of Highway 506 for up to liO hours per week.•

70

71

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-23, 4.1.2.1, Water Use: Water license should be changed to water ri&ht.
Grazing: The sentence in the second paragraph should be revised as follows: 'In addition to
acquiring fee-owned lands and gtazing tights, a portion of the current McGiegor Range . • • ••

I
I

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-29, 4.1.2.1. The description of deer hunting implies that how licenses
are issued and whether hunts are in accordance with deer herd sizes is different between the
Big Game Management Units.
Chapter 4, Page 4.1-29, 4.1.2.1. The last sentence of paragraph 4 refers the reader to data to
be found in Section 3.8; however, there is no Section 3.8.

731

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-29, 4.1.2.1. Cultural Resoun:es: A description of when and by whom
Escondida Pueblo was fenced should be included for clarification purposes.

741

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-32, 4.1.2.2. "The BLM public domain lands surrounding Fort Bliss are
administered by the BLM Las Cruces Field Office. BLM public lands are managed for
multiple use and sustained yield under FLPMA. Resource Management Plans (RMPs) are the
framework for management actions.•

751
76

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-34, 4.1.2.2., last paragraph. It should be noted that the Dripping Springs
Natural Area is no longer managed jointly with the Nature Conservancy.
Chapter 4, Page 4.1-37, 4.1.2.2. For clarification pwposes, revise paragraph 1 to delete• ...
as an attachment to the New Mexico Wilderness Bill.• Also, add the following: "Within the
proposed National Conservation Area (NCA) is the Organ Mountain, Organ Needles, and Pena
Blanca WSAs .... • Delete the second, third, and fifth sentences of the paragraph. They are
not correct. Paragraphs 3 and S, add "proposed Organ Mountain NCA• and "proposed NCA."
Paragraph 3, rewrite the first two sentences as follows: "The BLM has been consolidating
land through disposal and acquisition, primarily through exchanges. Land is also made
available for municipal uses under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act. About 9,000 acres

I I

67. Section 4.1.2.1. (Water Use and Grazing) was changed to
refer to "water right" and to delete "grazing right."
68. Section 4.1.2.1. (Grazing) was changed as suggested.
69. The sentence in Section 4.1.2.1 was revised to reflect the
correct section (Section 4. 7).
'rj

e;·

70. Text has been added in Section 4.1.2.1 to describe
removal of 5,000 acres from grazing lands and
USAF/GAF use that may result in approximately 60 hours
per week of training use.
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71. An entry permit is required to hunt on Big Game
Management Unit 28. The number of permits issued is
based on herd size. These are issued through a drawing
of names of all the permit applicants. The text has been
revised in Section 4.1.2.1 to reflect this clarification.
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72. The sentence in Section 4.1.2.1 was revised to reflect the
correct section (Section 4.8).
73. The Escondido Pueblo was proposed to be fenced in the
McGregor Range Management Plan Amendment. This
text has been added to Section 4.1.2.1.
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74. The recommended wording has been incorporated in
Section 4.1.2.2.
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75. Section 4.1.2.2 has been revised to reflect the requested
change.
76. The second, third, and fifth sentences of the cited
paragraph in Section 4.1.2.2 have been deleted as
requested.
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Cont.

77

Chapter 4, Page 4.1-46, 4.1.3.2. We recommend that you add to the conclusion of the
aesthetics and visual resources section the following: The BLM has completed preliminary
work on evaluating the Otero Mesa as part of a rural historic landscape potentially eligible to
the J:lfational Register. Other historic landscapes may also be present on Fort Bliss. Therefore,
in addition to adherence to the Visual Resource Management (VRM) classification, proposed
actions must also be evaluated in respect to intrusion (visual and aesthetic) on historic
landscapes and how that may impact the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
eligibility of the landscape(s).

I
79 I

Chapter 4, Page 4.4-5, 4.4.4. This section lacks a description of USAF/GAF training routes
associated with use of Target Complex on McGregor Range.

80

Chapter 4, Page 4.5-12, 4.5.6. It may have been more accurate to divide the soils into three
categories to discuss Otero Mesa separately, instead of lumping it in with the Mountain areas.
As presently written, this section needs minor rewording to clarify: "Military uses are limited
in the mountainous areas because of steep slopes and rough terrain .... " Also, soils with
large amounts of clay are moderately erodible when undisturbed; however, when these soils
are disturbed, especially by off-road tracked vehicle maneuvering, they become highly
erodible and a possible source of PM10 emissions.

78

81

82

831
N
-..J

of state and private land within the Organ Mountains NCA have been acquired through
exchanges." In addition, in paragraph 4 delete "Within the Mimbres RA."

Chapter 4, Page 4.5-5, 4.5.2. Padernal Uplift (two occurrences in first paragraph) should be
changed to "Pedemal Uplift."

Chapter 4, Pages 4.5-17 and 4.5-22, 4.5.6. BLM management precludes overgrazing as an
"activity." It would be more accurate to word the last paragraph on page 4.5-17 as follows:
(See Withdrawal EIS) "Other activities can deplete the vegetative cover and expose the soil
surface to erosion. This is occurring in localized areas on Fort Bliss. Grazing by livestock has
reduced the vegetative cover and exposed the soil surface to erosion in localized areas on Otero
Mesa, such as holding areas, watering points, and mineral licks."
Qualitative observations during the BLM' s 1979 field season indicated that near water
facilities, the soil is compacted by livestock over areas as large as 10 acres. On clay soils, the
compaction could reduce infiltration capacity by as much as 50 percent. On most other soils,
the reduction could be 15 to 30 percent. There is no effect on sandy or gravelly soils.
Because of the reduced infiltration, soil moisture is reduced in the vicinity of water supplies,
and the survival potential of seeds may be reduced slightly. In areas away from water the
effects of grazing generally relate to the breaking of soil crusts by trampling (BLM 1990).
Chapter 4, Page 4.6-3, 4.6.2. The prevailing wind direction for high wind speeds is from the
SSW, but there are no monitoring sites north-east of the military reservation where significant

1

1

77. Text to clarify the conclusion has been incorporated in
Section 4.1.3.2.
78. Table 4.4-4 (Military Training Routes within the Region of
Influence) describes the training routes associated with
the use of the target complex by the USAF/GAF. Use of
the target complex does not require any modifications to
existing airspace.
79. Section 4.5.2 has been changed to read "Pedernal Uplift."
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80. The sentence in Section 4.5.6 has been modified to read
"Military uses are limited in the mountainous areas
because of steep slopes and rough terrain, ... " The other
sentence has been modified to read "Soils with large
amounts of clay are moderately erodible when
undisturbed; however, when these soils are substantially
disturbed, they become highly erodible and a possible
source of PM 10 emissions." Steep slopes are not limited
to mountainous terrain. Fort Bliss limits military use of
steep slopes regardless of landform association. There
are no training areas on Otero Mesa where land use
designation allows off-road vehicle maneuvers.
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82. Text has been added to Section 4.5.6 as suggested.
83. Fort Bliss does not generate significant levels of PM10 and
serves as a buffer zone from sources of air pollution
associated with industrial development. However, training
Continued on Next Page
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81. In Section 4.5.6, the sentences have been modified to
read "Other activities can deplete the vegetative cover and
expose the soil surface to erosion. Grazing by livestock
has reduced the vegetative cover and exposed the soil
surface to erosion in localized areas on Otero Mesa.
Examples of these areas are livestock holding areas,
watering points, and mineral licks."
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83. Continued
13

PM10 values might be occurring. In addition, the city of El Paso, south of the base, is a
moderate nonattainment area for PM 10 and the prevailing wind direction for 5 months of the
year is from the north (page 4.3), possibly adding emissions from the military reservation to
the city of El Paso area.

83
Cont.

Chapter 4, Page 4.7-9, 4.7.3.1. 'The U.S. Army holds Water Right Number 10652 for the
diversion. The stated beneficial use of the Army's water right was changed to 'for the
preservation of fish and wildlife' from 'livestock and domestic purposes' in 1963. The right
entitles the Army to divert 60,CKXJ gpd of surface water flow from the Sacramento River and
50,CKXJ gpd from Cmisa Springs.

84

851

The McGregor pipeline system . . . "is a large gravity fed water network operated and
maintained by the BLM for wildlife and livestock.'
Chapter 4, Page 4. 8-10, 4. 8.1. Paragraph 2 is inconsistent with surrounding discussion that
suggests poor recovery even when grazing ceases. This also does not account for excellent
condition of grazing units. 'The exclusion of grazing over much of Fort Bliss for as many as
86 ye<in, as well as improved current grazing management on graz.ed areas of Fort Bliss, has
resulted .... Similarly, the grazing units on Otero Mesa contain grasslands in excellent
condition. The black grama grasslands in this area are particularly .... •

86

Chapter 4, Page 4.8-32, 4.8.4.4. Aplomado falcon discussion should include another
important factor which may affect habitat suitability: Wintering bird populations (migratory
populations) may directly correlate with falcon populations. At end of section add •...
further study is necessary .... The BLM recently initiated a 5-year study (mid 1996), along
with White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) and New Mexico State University (NMSU). The
biological assessment for the GAF target complex includes a 10-year monitoring program."

87

881

Chapter 4, Page 4.9-17, 4.9.4.3. Escondido Pueblo is the fifth bullet; however, the next
paragraph states: 'These include, Escondida and McGregor Pueblos . . .. " It is unclear if
there are both Escondida and Escondido sites.

891

Chapter 4, Page 4.10-5, 4.10.1.3. This section lacks a description of USAF/GAF training
routes associated with use of the Target Complex on McGregor Range. This infonnation
would be useful.

90

I

Chapter 4, Page 4.11-2, 4.11.1.2. This section also lacks a description of USAF/GAF
training routes associated with use of Target Complex on McGregor Range.

91

I

Chapter 4, Page 4.11-4, 4.11.1.3. Generally, first response to fire on the grazing units is
provided by BLM. Also, there is no mention of established communication between agencies
(Fort Bliss, Holloman AFB, BLM, and Lincoln National Forest) on aircraft releasing slurry

activities may produce short-term, localized generation of
PM 10 . The Army has monitored PM10 emissions at the
Fort Irwin National Training Center, and Fort Bliss has the
capability to support military training activities such as
those at Fort Irwin. However, as discussed in Section
5.4.6, potential Fort Bliss training activities would be less
likely to generate PM 10 emissions than those at Fort Irwin.
Therefore, significant PM 10 emissions are not anticipated
under any of the alternatives investigated. Text has been
added to Section 4.6.2 to clarify the current attainment
status for Fort Bliss PM 10 emissions.
84. The U.S. Army holds water right number 01657 for the
diversions. The following has been added to Section
4. 7.3.1: "A change in the beneficial use from "livestock
and domestic purposes" to "the preservation of fish and
wildlife" was granted in 1963 by the New Mexico State
Engineer's Office (NMSEO). The right entitles the Army to
divert 60,000 gpd of surface water flow from the
Sacramento River and 50,000 gpd from Carrisa Springs."
85. The sentence in Section 4. 7.3.1 has been changed as
requested.
86. The beginning of the paragraph in Section 4.8.1 has been
revised to indicate that some areas that are currently
grazed are also high quality grasslands.
87. Language has been added in Section 4.8.4.4 that
indicates Fort Bliss and the BLM are conducting aplomado
falcon habitat evaluation studies, including the evaluation
of winter bird use.

Continued on Next Page
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Cont.

I

I
93 I
92

94

during fire fighting activities. Will Fort Bliss and Holloman AFB ground all flights during
firefighting activities on the Otero Mesa? If so, this should be discussed.
Chapter 4, Page 4.13-32 to 33, 4.13.5, Law Enforcement. It is unclear what is meant by
'proprietary jurisdiction?" Last paragraph on page 32 states that Fort Bliss is the "exclusive
military user: This may not be entirely accurate because of eminent use by USAF and others.
Chapter 4, 4.13.5.1. This section lacks any discussion about the Border Patrol or their
activities; this should be included and analyred, particularly for cumulative effects.
Chapter 4 through 5, Earth Resources. The discussions of geology and minerals in the Earth
Resources portion of Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences/Cumulative
Effects are adequate with one exception. The military will be using mineral materials for
undisclosed construction. There is no further mention of this resource in the earth resources
sections.

951
96

Chapter 5, Page 5-2, 5.0. Please revise the discussion regarding BLM lo 'The BLM (a Bureau
of the DOI), Las Cruces Field Office encompasses the portions of Fort Bliss in New Mexico.
Two RMPs have been issued that describe BLM activities with potential to affect portions of
Fort Bliss, or be affected by Fort Bliss' activities.•
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-8, 5.1.1.4. The impact described in this section is not identified in the
impact tables of the Executive Summary or Chapter 6. Impacts described relate to all
alternatives, increasing with Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 (due to FfX). Some readers will
refer directly to the tables, looking for the 'bottom line' of the impacts of the proposed
actions. These impacts must be included in the tables in the FEIS. The cumulative impacts to
land use are understated. We recommend rewording as follows:
'However the Otero Mesa site would affect both BLM and public access. Grazing
management could be difficult due to reduced access. Subsequent impacts could
include reduced revenue from the grazing contracts and adverse impacts to wildlife if
the water system cannot be maintained. Recreational use of the area south of Highway
506 would be restricted up to 60 hours per week.•

97

I

981
991
N

'°

Chapter 5, Page 5.1-9, 5.1.1.4, second paragraph. Delete Mimbres and Caballo and insert
White Sands RMP.
Chapter 5, Page 5. 1-14, 5.1.4.2. This section lacks a description of USAF/GAF training
routes associated with use of Target Complex on McGregor Range which should be included
to facilitate complete analysis.
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-20, 5.1.5.2., fifth paragraph. It is unclear if all these activities are
actually taking place on McGregor Range.

88. The spelling in Section 4.9.4.3 has been corrected to
"Escondido."
89. Table 4.4-4 (Military Training Routes within the Region of
Influence) describes the training routes associated with
the use of the target complex by the USAF/GAF. Use of
the target complex does not require any modifications to
existing airspace. The noise impacts associated with
USAF/GAF use of MTRs that lead to and exit from the
Tactical Target Complex are evaluated in the
Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Expansion of
German Air Force (GAF) Operations at Holloman AFB,
New Mexico (USAF, 1998). The ROI for noise impacts
addressed in the PEIS is composed of the Main
Cantonment Area, Biggs Army Airfield (AAF), the Fort
Bliss Training Complex, and impulsive noise on the Fort
Bliss firing ranges.
90. Table 4.4-4 (Military Training Routes within the Region of
Influence) describes the training routes associated with
the use of the target complex by the USAF/GAF. Use of
the target complex does not require any modifications to
existing airspace. This action is unrelated to the use of
the MTRs for entrance to or exit from Fort Bliss Restricted
Airspace.
91. The following has been added at end of Section 4.11. 1.3:
"The Army and BLM respond to fires in the grazing units
on McGregor Range. Should fires become extensive, the
USACASB Fire Management Plan provides for
coordination between all responding agencies, and
affected training would be suspended until safe conditions
returned." Fort Bliss will manage airspace in accordance
with appropriate operational use.
Continued on Next Page
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Continued
92. Propriety jurisdiction refers to use of the land and differs
from exclusive or concurrent federal jurisdiction which
deals with law enforcement authority on the land. This
clarification has been added to Section 4.13.5.
"'!'j

93. The following has been added to Section 4.13.5.1: "The
Border Patrol currently maintains a station in Alamogordo
and a checkpoint on U.S. Highway 54 between New
Mexico Highway 506 and Orogrande. The Border Patrol
has plans to relocate their checkpoint to the Highway
54/506 intersection which will assist both in their mission
and help reduce trespassing on Fort Bliss. The Fort Bliss
Law Enforcement Battalion (BN) interaction with the
Border Patrol is limited to calling upon the latter entity
when illegal immigrants are apprehended."
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94. The potential use of mineral materials for construction is
discussed in Section 5.1.5.1 under the No Action
Alternative. The use is typically for road maintenance.
Road maintenance is anticipated to occur under all
alternatives but is discussed only once, under the No
Action Alternative.
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95. The requested changes were made in Section 5.0.
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96. Text has been revised in Sections 4.1.2.1 and 5.1.1.4 to
address use of the GAF target complex and issues
affecting grazing and access. Potential impacts and
mitigation have been added to Tables ES-3 and 6-1.

~

97. The requested changes have been made in Section
5.1.1.4.
98. Table 4.4-4 (Military Training Routes within the Region of
Influence) describes the training routes associated with
Continued on Next Page
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98. Continued
the use of the target complex by the USAF/GAF. Use of
the target complex does not require any modifications to
existing airspace. The airspace management impacts
associated with USAF/GAF use of MTRs that lead to and
exit from the Tactical Target Complex are evaluated in the
EIS, Proposed Expansion of GAF Operations at Holloman
AFB, New Mexico (USAF, 1998).
99. The techniques mentioned in this section illustrate the
range of potential soil impacts associated with
environmental resource management on Fort Bliss, not
necessarily activities currently taking place on McGregor
Range.
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100

I

101

Chapter S, Page S.1-21, 5.1.5.3. The DPEIS needs to explain how 'Livestock management
practices by the BLM, the USPS, and ranchers could add to the soil loss on parts of the
McGregor Range."
ChapterS, Page 5.1-24, 5.1.6.3. It is our opinion that the following statement in the first
paragraph is more applicable to the No Action Alternative:
'Mission activities, described in the No Action Alternative, remain the same for
Alternative 1 with exception of the are the current Anny misAon plus the USAF's
proposal to expand GAF operations at HAFB . . . ."

102

1031
104

105

Chapter 5, Page 5.1-30 to 31. 5.1.8.1. The positive impacts offrre are not described, and
little distinction is made between short and long term effects. Short term may be catastrophic
followed by long tenn benefits due to new vegetation growth stimulated by fire. This
infonnation should be included in future documentation.
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-32, 5.1.8.1. The numbers of controlled access FTX sites are not
consistent. In some discussions, the number is 24, in others 25; in some discussions, the
smaller sites are listed as 20 acres apiece, in others they are 30 acres. This disparity should be
resolved.
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-36, 5.1.8.1. We disagree with the conclusion presented in the second
complete paragraph stating that vegetation degradation and human activity at sites on Otero
Mesa would have negligible impacts on the aplomado falcon and the mountain plover because
(1) these areas have been part of the landscape for a number of years, (2) use of the sites is
infrequent during the year, (3) sites may not be used every year, and (4) there is a large
amount of potential habitat elsewhere on McGregor Range. The very existence of these sites
and their use during critically important breeding periods may be adversely affecting these
species attempting to establish breeding areas. Further elucidation of the data upon which Fort
Bliss has based this conclusion should be presented prior to any concurrence with this
statement.
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-40 to 50, 5.1.8.2. A cumulative impact 'is the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time."
(CEQ 1508. 7). The Biological Resources Cumulative Impacts sections only discuss impacts of
grazing and the GAF Target Complex. This is not a complete cumulative impact assessment
because, in part, it does not elaborate on how those impacts combine and interact with the
impacts of the Anny and other activities. Another problem with this section is that distant
study areas (Arizona, Chihuahua) may not be appropriate for comparison to Otero Mesa to

100. In Section 5.1.5.3, the referenced sentence has been
changed to read "Livestock management practices by the
BLM, the USFS, and ranchers could cause additional soil
loss on parts of the McGregor Range if management
practices such as increased stocking rates or changes in
livestock distribution are implemented."

...
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101. The No Action Alternative is described in Section 5.1.
The wording in Section 5.1.6.3 has been changed to
reflect the correct alternative.
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103. The correct number is 25.
Section 5.1.8.1.
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102. Text was added to Section 5.1.8.1 regarding some
positive aspects of fire and short-term versus long-term
fire affects.
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104. The impacts of the controlled access FTX sites on Otero
Mesa are very minor. There are only 15, 247-acre FTX
sites on Otero Mesa, and most of these are in grassland
vegetation. In 1996, 1997, and 1998, Fort Bliss monitor
teams used the Geographic Positioning System (GPS) to
"footprint" the location of units occupying these FTX sites.
The total area inside these polygons was 78 acres in
1996, 138 acres in 1997, and there was no use of these
sites in 1998. Eight sites were in use in 1996, the largest
was 26 acres, and in 1997 there were six sites, the largest
of which was 105 acres. The majority of these areas are
about 10 acres, on an average. The majority of these
sites are in the same condition as surrounding areas not
used as FTX sites. The cumulative impact analysis
(Section 5.1.8.2, and Appendix B) showed that there was
little difference in vegetative cover in grazed FTX areas
and grazed grassland areas outside of the FTX sites.
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104. Continued
The primary reason that these areas have such similar
vegetative cover is because the impacts occur only once
per year, if that often. Only 8 of 15 sites were used in
1997, and none were used in 1998. However, all of the
sites could be used in any one year. These FTX sites
have been part of the Fort Bliss landscape for the last 6 or
7 years.
The FTX sites have had a negligible impact to potential
habitat of both the Aplomado falcon and the mountain
plover. Fort Bliss has been conducting surveys, several
times each breeding season for Aplomado falcons. This
is probably more intensive than any other land
management agency, with the possible exception of White
Sands Missile Range (WSMR). No Aplomado falcons
have been seen on adjacent portions of Otero Mesa
outside the Fort Bliss boundary. The only reported
Aplomado falcon sighting was of a single bird in a shrub
dominated habitat below and west of the Otero Mesa.
Subsequent searches could not confirm the sighting;
therefore, the bird was assumed to be passing through the
area. FTX site use has generally occurred in May and
June, late enough in the year so that if any nesting had
been initiated by Aplomado falcons, those areas could
have been found and appropriate measures taken.
Aplomado falcons in the Chihuahuan Desert start nesting
in January and February, and late first nesting attempts
are usually initiated no later than March. The idea that
FTX site use has prevented Aplomado falcons or
mountain plovers from establishing breeding areas on Fort
Bliss is highly unlikely.

Continued on Next Page
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104. Continued
Mountain plovers inhabit open grasslands. There have
been two sightings of this bird in Otero county since 1980.
The most recent sighting was during Spring of 1999. The
single bird was not seen again and was assumed to be a
transient.

~
;·

In fact, mountain plovers have experienced a range
contraction, and no breeding populations occur near
Otero Mesa.
Mountain plovers inhabit more open
grasslands than Aplomado falcons tend to use. The very
few acres where FTX site impacts have resulted in
reduced grass cover would not impact the habitat quality
of those areas for mountain plovers. Fort Bliss has
conducted surveys for mountain plovers for several years,
and no birds have been seen. Information has been
added to Section 5.1.8.1, explaining why use of FTX sites
on McGregor Range has had a negligible impact on
Aplomado falcon and mountain plover habitat.
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105. The cumulative impacts analysis also includes activities
such as wood gathering, timber harvest, and recreation,
as indicated in Section 5.1.8.2. Text was added to
Section 5.1.8.2 to relate Fort Bliss military activities to
other cumulative impacts.
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1051

Cont.

1061
107

Chapter 5, Page 5.1-47 to 48, 5.1.8.2, Grazing. The DPEIS addresses impacts from livestock
grazing on wetlands when in fact these 'wetlands" are manmade stock tanks that are built and
maintained for livestock use. It is very inaccurate to describe these areas as heavily used
wetlands without reiterating that they are manmade and not natural. This section should be
modified to reflect the manmade nature of these wet areas. Also, the statement 'Therefore,
grazing would likely continue to have an adverse cumulative effect on wetlands on Otero
Mesa" may not be entirely accurate; information to support this conclusion should be included
or the statement should be deleted.
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-48, 5.1. 8.2. The second paragraph should be corrected to read '. . .
shrub-dominated (mostly little-leaf sumac).•

109

Chapter 5, Page 5.1-49, 5.1.8.2., third paragraph. The reader is led to believe that under
current grazing practices, populations of reptiles and small mammal populations would
continue to decline in species numbers and diversity. This is not supported by the data
present, which only states there is relatively less species richness and abundance, not a
continually declining situation. The last sentence implies that overgrazing is taking place on
McGregor Range. If this is in fact accurate, data must be portrayed to support this conclusion.

I

111

1121
113

VI

Chapter 5, Page 5.1-41, 5.1.8.2. The description of the LANDSAT monitoring system to be
used in the future would be more appropriate in the mitigation section or as a 'best
management practice incorporated within the proposed action.•

1081

110

...,,

illustrate effects of grazing. The cumulative effects of all ongoing and relaled activities should
be fully described and analyzed.

Chapter 5, Page 5.1-59, 5.1.10.2. This section lacks a description and analysis of
USAF/GAF training routes associated with use of Target Complex on McGregor Range.
Chapter 5, Page 5.1-63, 5.1.11.2. Please expand the statement "The increased use of the
airspace associated with the McGregor Range will have some safety impacts.• We are unsure
what types of impacts are being discussed. Perhaps the use of the Airspace Modification EA
would be applicable.
Chapter 5, Page 5.2-7, 5.2.1.2, Habitat Conservation: The sentence 'Use of prescribed bums
to improve habitat conditions would need to be coordinated with BLM. • This is inconsistent
with the RMPA/MOU which states that BLM will be responsible for wildlife habitat
management (as per PL 99-606).
Chapter 5, Page 5.2-7, 5.2.1.2, Water Quality Management. Reference is made to the
sentences: •Activities on areas with unstable, erodible soil . . . . Specific watershed areas
could have more restrictions placed on permitted uses, particularly for grazing on McGregor
Range." This paragraph again poses a conflict between the Army's INRMP and the

106. The National Aeronautics Space Administration (NASA)
LANDSAT monitoring program was described in Biological
Resources, Section 5.1.8.2, in order to present the
explanation of the process along with the results indicating
cumulative effects from all man-made and natural causes
on vegetation. A commitment to continuing development
of the Fort Bliss Comprehensive Landscape Monitoring
Program was made in Chapter 6.0, Mitigation.
107. The phrase "man-made" was added to the paragraph in
Section 5.1.8.2.
108. The correction was made to the text in Section 5.1.8.2.
109. The phrase "would continue to have" has been removed
and replaced with "has" in Section 5.1.8.2. Also changed,
is "overgrazing" to "grazing." We agree that populations
would not continue to decline, but are probably relatively
stable, at least in terms of responding to grazing.
110. Table 4.4-4 (Military Training Routes within the Region of
Influence) describes the training routes associated with
the use of the target complex by the USAF/GAF. Use of
the target complex does not require any modifications to
existing airspace. The noise impacts associated with
USAF/GAF use of MTRs that lead to and exit from the
Tactical Target Complex are evaluated in the EIS,
Proposed Expansion of GAF, Operations at Holloman
AFB, New Mexico (USAF, 1998). The ROI for noise
impacts addressed in the PEIS is composed of the Main
Cantonment Area, Biggs AAF, the Fort Bliss Training
Complex, and impulsive noise on the Fort Bliss firing
ranges.
The following has been inserted in Section 5.1.10.2 " ... to
be significant. A proposed military training route provides
Continued on Next Page
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110. Continued

access to these range areas. However, it is not part of the
McGregor Range restricted airspace. Furthermore, noise
levels on this route are not significantly high, ranging from
Ldnmr 50 to 54."
l'!'_j

111. The ROI for safety impacts addressed in the PEIS is

;·

a

composed of the Main Cantonment, Biggs MF and the
Fort Bliss Training Complex. The Airspace Modification
EA is not applicable.
Fort Bliss employs Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) to minimize identified risks.
Section 5.1.11.2 has been modified to read " ... have some
safety impacts. The added numbers of aircraft using the
range, as well as the additional flight hours associated
with the range use, will increase flight risk to some small
degree."
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112. The Army is responsible for natural resources on lands

~

that it owns or controls.
The INRMP provides the
management framework for these lands. Under PL 99-606,
the BLM has responsibility for natural resources on
withdrawn lands in McGregor Range, as stated in Section
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4.1.2.1.
113. Text has been revised in Section 5.2.1.2 to clarify the

S-

areas of responsibility of the BLM under PL 99-606 and
the RMPA, and the Army. Section 5.2.1.2 has been
revised to eliminate duplicative analysis. The INRMP
provides goals and objectives for natural resources on all
Army-owned and managed lands, and provides for
managing the land in accordance with laws and
regulations. The Army is responsible for complying with
laws and regulations, and therefore, using and
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113

RMPA/MOU which states that BLM will be responsible for resource management (as per PL
99-606). Also, how is this relevant to water quality? It speaks more directly to soil, yet in
Soil section 5.1.5.3, the statement is made "However, with the exception of localized areas,
overgrazing is not a problem on the McGregor Range. Therefore, cumulative effects
associated with grazing practices will be negligible because no changes are anticipated in
management." Although stated elsewhere (5.2.1.2 ERM), this is not the intention of the
JNRMP; if Army intends to use the INRMP to manage the natural resources of McGregor
Range (though in conflict with PL99-606) and foresees restricting grazing and other currently
permitted uses, this must be disclosed as an impact. This is again indicative of a serious
inconsistency between the INRMP and the RMPA/MOU (as per PL 99-606).

Cont.

Chapter 5, Page 5.2-7, 5.2.1.2, Hunting/Trapping. "Goals and objectives for hunting and
trapping of animals in the INRMP would result in activities similar to current activities." We
are not sure why the DPEIS addresses this issue. How does this relate to the Army's mission
or the condition of the Training Complex for suitability to carry out Army missions? Please
provide this clarification.

114

1151
116

111

Chapter 5, Page 5.2-11, 5.2.8. In the Biological Resources section, please add wording from
the Environmental Resource Management (ERM) paragraph on page 5.2-6: "On McGregor
Range, the INRMP applies to Army fee-owned land . . . . •
Chapter 5, Page 5.2-13 to 15, 5.2.8.1. On page 5.2-14, "grazing" is indicated to refer to
potential grazing on Dona Ana and South Training Areas. Is this a realistic prospect? This
section also contains another INRMP/MOU inconsistency: Table 5.2-1 includes grazing and
game harvest management. If grazing is retained in the table, it should be clearly indicated
this is potential grazing on Dona Ana and South Training Areas. Everywhere grazing is
mentioned in the following narrative, it should be preceded by the word "potential," assuming
it refers to potential grazing on Dona Ana and South Training Areas.

I

118

1191

Chapter 5, Page 5.2-21, 5.2.11.1. It is unclear how the INRMP is 'expected to enhance
safety on the training complex."
Chapter 5, Page 5.3-1, 5.3. The statement is made that "Land use designations on McGregor
Range would not change." It is equally important from a BLM and public access perspective
to know the frequency of land use in order to assess the impacts. The second to last paragraph
also states "Potential effects to grazing and recreational access to withdrawn lands are the
primary potential land use impacts." This should be included in the tables (ES and Chapter 6)
summarizing the impacts. In addition, the last paragraph includes the statement •. . . military
use would preclude concurrent public access." Is that for the FfX site area only or the whole
TA in which the FfX site is located?
Chapter 5, Page 5.3-2, 5.3.1.2. "If the new sites are used year-round but intermittently, as
proposed, recreational access ... could be reduced to the extent of additional use." For

:

maintaining resources that may be affected by military
activities. The INRMP provides guidance for protecting
and preserving resources that may be affected by any of
its uses. Specific management actions on withdrawn
lands on McGregor Range would need to be coordinated
and approved by the BLM.

114. The INRMP addresses land resources on the entire Fort
Bliss installation, and therefore, includes goals and
objectives for public hunting on lands for which it is
responsible. Therefore, management plans for hunting
and trapping resources have been considered in the
PEIS. For example, hunting occurs on the South Training
Areas and Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas, as
well as McGregor Range. The text has been revised in
Section 5.2.1.2.
115. The suggested language has been added to the text in
Section 5.2.8.
116. Text has been added to Section 5.2.8.1 to clarify that
there is currently no grazing on the South Training Areas
or the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas.
Table 5.2-1 covers all of Fort Bliss.
Respective
responsibilities of the U.S. Army and BLM in relation to
McGregor Range and the INRMP are explained in Section
3.5.5, and the MOU is attached as an appendix for easy
reference.
117. The following text has been added to Section 5.2.11.1 to
clarify this issue: " ... involved in military range use. These
factors, along with the attendant removal or mitigation of
hazards in the area, will have a positive safety impact."

Continued on Next Page
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Continued
118. The following text has been added to Section 5.3.1.2 to
clarify FTX effects on land use, public access, and
grazing: "The FTX sites may be unfenced so that cattle
could continue to graze.
When being used for an
exercise, the training area in which the site is located
would be closed to public access. In any case, the land
use designations presented under Alternative 1 in Figure
3.3-8 (Current Training Area Land Use for the McGregor
Range) would not change." Because it is not currently
known how frequently sites would be used and which
grazing units would consequently be most affected, an
environmental document that specifically analyzes the
impacts of additional FTX sites would be completed if this
action is carried forward. However, potential effects to
grazing from loss of productive grazing land and loss of
access to perform grazing management tasks, and
reduced access to withdrawn lands for recreation, are the
primary potential land use impacts.
119. The Army does not currently know how frequently FTX
sites would be used in the future. For programmatic
evaluation, it was assumed that training areas containing
FTX sites would be used about 50 percent more
frequently than they have been (based on 1996 data).
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119

puipose of analysis, could not some predictioo of frequency of use be assumed7 What does
'additional use' mean7 Was the word supposed to be 'occasional?" Language used in the
DPEIS is very unclear and should be modified/explained accordingly.

Cont.

120

I

121

I

Chapter 5, Page 5.3-3, 5.3.6. The mission activities for Alternative 2 include, ' ... increased
wind and water soil erosion ... • (page 5.3-5), and therefore, increased PM10 emissions should
be included in this section as an environmental impact.
Chapter 5, Page 5.3-4, 5.3.8.1. Again, this section contains a potential conflict between
INRMP and MOUs: 'Forestry, grazing, and other RMPs would not be implemented until it
was determined that they were consistent ... (with the) INRMP."
Chapter 5, Page 5.4-7, 5.4.1.2. 'Reduced access for grazing operations, resulting from
envisioned implementation of installation capabilities could impede BLM's ability to manage
its grazing program. Recreational resources would be less available for public use .... '
What part of Alternative 3, in contrast to Alternative 2, would result in this impact? Does
FTX use increase over Alternative 27 Does the target launch facility account for the elevated
impact over Alternative 27 These impacts are probably equally true of Alternative 2. Because
frequency of use of FTX sites is not known, this is difficult to evaluate. If access is so
restricted as to impact BLM's ability to manage grazing, certainly public use would be
adversely impacted as well. This information and analysis should also be included in impact
tables in ES and Chapter 6.

122

Chapter 6, 6.0. We recommend revision of Table 6-1 as follows:

123

Land Use Impact of Alternative 2, on the FBTC, 'Same as Alternative 1 except that there
could be minor additional impacts to public use and BLM administered grazing and resource
proanum at due to new controlled access FTX sites.'

124a
125
124b
126

w

'°

I
I

I

Mitigation Action: 'Increase scheduling notification and coordination efforts regarding
grazing BIM and public access.•
The impacts to USAF use if FTX sites are in use frequently should be analyred.
Given cumulative impacts of USAF and Army, access by BLM and public will be impacted by
No Action and Alternative 1 as well: The area south of 506 may be closed up to 60 hours per
week by the GAF training alone. See comment for section 5.1.1.4.
Biological Resources Impact of No Action, on the FBTC: Cumulative impacts do not emanate
from a single activity. Reword: 'Cumulative Impacts to the Fort Bliss ecosystem from
grazing military and non-military uses rn1 w use lands mid by bespass g1azing dscwhue in
the training complex.' See discussion above for section 5.1.8.2.

120. Section 5.3.6 (Air Quality) of Alternative 2 states that
"Under this alternative, there is the potential for a
moderate increase in air emissions due to utilization of
additional controlled FTX sites." This potential increase in
emissions would include PM 10 emissions. Because these
sites would be widely spaced with low levels of air
emissions (including PM 10) at individual sites, effects
would be localized, short-term, and confined mostly to
Fort Bliss.
121. The INRMP addresses management of natural resources
throughout Fort Bliss.
On McGregor Range, it is
consistent with the 1990 MOU between the BLM and the
Army.
Text in Section 5.3.8.1 has been modified
accordingly.
122. Under Alternative 3, the Tactical Ballistic Missile (TBM)
target use could result in range-wide closures during
Patriot missile firings, in addition to Alternative 2. Text
has been added to Sections 5.4.1.2 and 5.4.11.1.
123. The following has been added to Tables ES-3 and 6-1,
Alternative 2- Impact: "... additional..."," ... public use ... ",
and "... and resource programs."
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124a & b. The following text was added to Tables ES-3 and
6-1, No Action Alternative, Impact, Fort Bliss Training
Complex: "Potential conflict between military training and
public use of the training areas on Otero Mesa portion of
McGregor Range." For Mitigation Action of this impact,
the following was added to Tables ES-3 and 6-1:
"Scheduling practices to minimize conflicts and enhance
notification of military use." For Mitigation Action for
Alternative 2, the existing sentence was revised to read:
"Increase scheduling notification and coordination efforts
regarding grazing and public access."
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125. Continued
125. Tables ES-3 and 6-1 summarize only proposed mitigation
for resource areas for which impacts are expected. Use
of the target complex does not require any modifications
to existing airspace. As described in Section 5.1.4.2,
because the Tactical Target Complex would lie within
existing McGregor Range airspace, the development of
the complex would have no impacts on airspace use and
management. Therefore, airspace mitigation is not listed in
Table 6-1.
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126. The impact portion of Tables ES-3 and 6-1, Biological
Resources, No Action Alternative, was modified to read,
"Disturbances to ecosystems from military activities such
as vehicle maneuvers ... " and " ... Fort Bliss ecosystem
from nonmilitary use on co-use ... "
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127. The requested changes in Section 8.0 were made.
19

127

I

Persons Consulted, Page 8-1.
Aguirre, Julie - Change title from Grazing Specialist to Range Clerk at the Las Cruces
Field Office
Christensen, James - Las Cruces Field Office
Creager, Bernie - Las Cruces Field Office

128

I
I

130

I

131

132

1331
134.

Glossary, Page 12-5. We suggest including a FTX definition.
Glossary, Page 12-7. Change definition of intermittent streams to Briggs, Mark K. 1996
Riparian F.cosystem Recovery in Arid Lands - Strategies and References, page 24, version
which is more focused: •An intermittent stream is a stream or reach of a channel that flows
only during certain times of the year (e.g., when it receives water from springs or seeps).'
Volume TI, Appendix A, Page A-18, A.2.3.1. Contributing Factors which should be included
for consideration of impact rank is 'Land Use' and 'Land Users."
Significant Adverse: Add 'The activity precludes a current land use, such as recreational
access to a Training Area."
Adverse: Add "The activity restricts a current land use, such as recreational access to a
Training Area.'
No Impact: 'The activity does not preclude or significantly restrict a current land use.'

"""

130. The cited reference (1986b) in Section 11.0 was removed.

6
IJQ

131. "Ephemeral stream" and the suggested definition were
added to the glossary (Section 12.0).

-= ....

'"d

References, Page 11-10. At the top of the page there are two references to RMPs. However,
only the first (1986a) is appropriate because the second (1986b) is not in existence.
Glossary, Page 12-4. Add Ephemeral Stream and define it using Briggs, Mark K. 1996
Riparian Ecosystem Recovery in Arid Lands - Strategies and References, page 24 •An
ephemeral stream is a stream or reach of a channel that flows only in direct response to
precipitation in the immediate locality, whose channel is at all times above the zone of
saturation.•

I

[

References, Page 11-7.
Aguirre, J. - change title to Range Clerk in the Las Cruces Field Office.

~

129. The requested changes in Section 11.0 were made.

Persons Consulted, Page 8-3.
Phillips, Tom - Change title to Rangeland Management Specialist, Las Cruces Field
Office

129

128. The requested changes in Section 8.0 were made.
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132. A definition and description of FTX was added to the
glossary (Section 12.0).

133. The definition of "intermittent stream" was changed in the
glossary (Section 12.0) as requested.

134. The training area land use classification system described
in the TADC is based on permitted training uses that are
assigned and designated for military mission compatibility.
While this system specifically allows nonmilitary uses such
as recreational access, the designated uses remain
military. Temporary closure of these lands designated for
military training to public access is consistent with the
installation Master Plan, does not affect local land use
planning or military zoning, and thus has no impact.
Impacts on land users are evaluated using other more
appropriate rankings of the safety, socioeconomic, and
environmental justice contributing factors.
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1341

Beneficial Impact: 'The activity enhances opportunities for compatible current land uses.•

135

Volume II, Appendix B, Page B-6, B.2. This section should reference the USAF Airspace
Modification environmental assessment.

Cont.

136

137

138

139

Volume II, Appendix B, Page B-23 to 24, B.3. We recommend that the first paragraph be
revised as follows: The Fort Bliss Region of Influence (ROI) is within the New Mexico State
Office of BLM (that includes New Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas). Within the
New Mexico State Office arc two relevant BLM Field Offices (FO): the Las Cruces FO in
New Mexico and the Tulsa FO that includes Texas. Although the Main cantonment Area and
the South Training Areas arc within the Tulsa FO, there arc no BLM public lands in Texas
adjacent to Fort Bliss boundaries.
Please reword the fifth paragraph as follows: The Las Cruces Field Office encompasses
portions of the Fort Bliss Training Area Complex: the Dona Ana Range-North Training Areas
and the McGregor Range. Two RMPs have been published that describe the agency's
activities that could contribute to cumulative effects in this region. The RMPs (Mimbres
Resource Area RMP and White Sands Resource Area RMP) have also had EISs developed in
conjunction with them to identify possible impacts to the human environment from the planned
actions.

135. Use of the Tactical Target Complex does not require any
modifications to existing airspace.
As described in
Section 5.1.4.2, because the Tactical Target Complex
would lie within existing McGregor Range airspace, the
development of the complex would have no impacts on
airspace use and management, and would not result in
cumulative impacts. Therefore, the USAF Airspace
Modification EA does not apply to this section.
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Volume II, Appendix B, Page B-24, B.3. Please reword the last paragraph as follows: The
White Sands Resource Area RMP (WSRA/RMP) encompasses approximately 1. 8 million acres
of public lands in Sierra and Otero Counties, New Mexico, as well as small portions of
Lincoln, Chaves, Eddy, Dona Ana, Socorro, and Luna Counties. Only Otero County is within
the ROI of this DPEIS. Within Otero County's 4,248,320 acres, the FO manages 929,578
acres of public land. Other entities manage the following acres of public land within this part
of the FO: withdrawn lands including DOD (military withdrawal) - 1,459,752 (includes that
portion of McGregor Range cooperatively managed by BLM and U.S. Army which is
approximately 608,385 acres), other Federal lands (U.S. Forest Service and National Park
Service) - 497,296, Indian lands - 4(i(),22S acres, State lands - 449,908 acres, and private
lands - 451,531 (BLM, 1986a) ... on the BLM portions of lands within the area covered by
the WSRA/RMP ... to the WSRAIRMP, the RMP Amendment, McGregor Range (BLM,
1990) specifically addresses the . . . .
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Section B.3.1 was revised as

Please reword the sixth paragraph as follows: The Mimbres Resource Area RMP encompasses
over 3 million acres of public land in Dona Ana, Luna, Hidalgo, and Grant counties,
New Mexico. Only Dona Ana County is in the ROI of this DPEIS. Within Dona Ana
County's 2,441,190 acres, the FO manages 1,126,270 acres of pubic land. Other entities
manage the following acreages of land within Dona Ana County: Forest Service - 0, National
Park Service - 52,(i()O, DOD (military withdrawal) - 503,560, other withdrawn lands 155,840, State Trust lands - 287,500, and private lands - 315,420 (BLM, 1993) ... of land
within the area covered by the BLM Mimbres RMP: . . . .
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140. Histograms in Section 8.4.7.2 were appropriately labeled.
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Volume Il; Appendix B; Pages B-36, 37, 39, 41, 42; B.4. We note on Tables 84, BS, B7,
B9, and BIO that the histograms are missing labels.
Volume Il, Appendix B, Page B-34, B.4. 7.2. It is not clear what the following observation
means: 'Vegetation cover in Roving Sands controlled access FfX sites is not significantly
different from vegetation cover in grazed areas." Most FfX sites are in grazed areas. Does
this observation mean that the Roving Sands FfX sites are indistinguishable from surrounding
area or that vegetation loss at Roving Sands FfX sites is comparable to vegetation loss due to
grazing? Is that grazing in general or in comparison to grazing at localiud heavy grazing
areas (i.e., stock tanks)? This needs to be clarified where it is used in the DPEIS text as well.
Volume Il, Appendix F, Page F-3, F.1.1. Actively maintained man-made features such as
stock tanks are not regulated by the USACE because they are not considered jurisdictional
wetlands.
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan

Chapter 2, Page 2-4 to 2-5, 2.3. The McGregor Withdrawal must be included in this section,
including a discussion of the management responSibilities as per 99-606, RMPA, and MOU.
Also, please delete "Caballo Resource Area" and replace with 'Las Cruces Field Office.•
Chapter 4, Page 4-2, 4.3. Under discussion of water supply, please explain the 600 gallons
per hour from Prather Ranch Well. We are uncertain if it is a declaration or an adjudicated
water right. Change the last sentence to read: This water is used to support BLM grazing
contracts and wildlife on McGregor Range (USDI, 1990).
Chapter 5, Page 5-2 to 5-3, 5.3.2. This section gives the impression that Fort Bliss is
responsible for managing some of the resources (soil, water, air, lands, vegetation, cultural
resources). According to 99-606, management will be under FLPMA by the Secretary of the
Interior, and FLPMA includes all resources. Authoriz.ation of non-military actions will be
with the Army's concurrence.
Reword: "The BLM also has natural resources. . . . The BLM has the prinmy responsibility
of grazing management on McGregor Range .... Under the cancnt MOU RMPA, the BLM
has management objectives which mast ha1e atilij co11cwmice, for the following resources:
minerals, livestock grazing, wildlife habitat, recreation Qirnited), visual resources, wilderness,
and fire. Projects are implemented contingent upon Army concurrence. Additionally, Fort
Bliss manages die followi11g has compliance responsibilities objccttmi for soil, water, air,
lands and realty, vegetation, and cultural resources for its proposed actions.•
Chapter 6, Page 6-10, 6.5. BLM management precludes overgrazing as an 'activity.• It
would be more accurate to word as follows: 'Other activities such as omg1azing b] livestock
can deplete the vegetative cover and expose the soil surface to erosion. This is occurring in

"""
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141. The observation means that the average percent change
between 1986 to 1996 in vegetation cover on McGregor
Range where existing FTX sites are located (Table 8-10),
and where grazing has occurred (8-8), is not significantly
different. This is true for all vegetation cover types except
one. The only significant difference between these areas
is within the Foothills Grasslands vegetation type. In
these areas, cover on FTX sites decreased 22 percent,
while cover on grazed areas decreased 10 percent. This
text has been added to Section 4.7.2.
142. Language was added to Section F.1.1 to indicate
wetlands at actively maintained stock tanks are not under
the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USAGE).
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP)
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Detailed comments on the INRMP
will be considered in that document.
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localized areas in g1azing allotmuils 01tits on Fort Bliss. Grazing by livestock has reduced the
vegetative cover and exposed the soil surface to erosion in localized areas on Otero Mesa, such
as holding areas, watering points, and mineral licks.'
Qualitative observations during the BLM's 1979 field season indicated that near water
facilities, the soil is compacted by livestock over areas as large as 10 acres. On clay soils, the
compaction could reduce infiltration capacity by as much as 50 percent. On most other soils
the reduction could be 15 to 30 percent. There is no effect on sandy or gravelly soils.
Because of the reduced infiltration, soil moisture is reduced in the vicinity of water supplies,
and the survival potential of seeds may be reduced slightly. In areas away from water, the
effects of grazing generally relate to the breaking of soil crusts by trampling (BLM 1990).
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Chapter 6, Page 6-17, 6.6.1, fourth paragraph. Reword first sentence to read: The McGregor
pipeline system (exclusive of the Oro Grande system) is a large gravity-fed water network
which is primarily owned by the BLM. The pipeline is maintained by the BLM for livestock
and wildlife.
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Chapter 6, Page 6-17, 6.6.1. Actively maintained man-made features such as stock tanks are
not regulated by the USACE because they are not considered jurisdictional wetlands.

Detailed comments on the INRMP
will be considered in that document.

Chapter 6, Page 6-31, 6.7.1, second paragraph. Please reword the first sentence as follows:
"The exclusion of grazing over much of Fort Bliss for the past several decades, as well as
current grazing management practices, has resulted in large areas of land that have made
significant recovery from grazing practices earlier in the century; some of the .... •
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Third paragraph, seventh sentence, should change "malta thistle" to "malta star thistle.·
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Chapter 8, Page 8-1, 8.1.1. Within this section it should be mentioned closer to the beginning
of the discussion that BLM has the major responsibility for managing natural resources on
McGregor Range.
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Chapter 8, Page 8-14, 8.4. Under Grazing Management, reword second sentence to read:
Public Law 99-606 gives BLM the major management responsibility for grazing on McGregor
Range.

~

Chapter 8, Page 8-15, 8.4.1. The second sentence should be modified to be appropriate for
the McGregor Range grazing area, i.e., livestock do not graze on wetlands. Also, explain
how livestock grazing interferes with outdoor recreation.
Chapter 8, Page 8-16, 8.5, second to last paragraph. Please reword the first sentence as
follows: • ... and such activities will be conducted in accordance with BLM planning
decisions and will be in accordance with applicable federal, state, local, and military laws and
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regulations. These activities will be coordinated with the Army so that they will not conflict
with their mission."
Chapter 8, Page 8-18, 8.6.1, fourth paragraph. The second sentence needs to be rewritten to
make it clear. What is the rule referred to in this sentence?
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Fourth paragraph. The last sentence appears to conflict with the discussion on transplanting
found on page 8-24.
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Chapter 8, Page 8-19, 8.6.1, first sentence. Change cloth lace habitat to rock face habitat.
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- Wetlands, playas, and springs - Sixth paragraph - clarify the difference between 'intermittent
lakes or ponds" and 'earthen water collecting tanks" (page 8-20). Are either of these stock
tanks that are used by livestock and wildlife for watering purposes? The number of Jakes and
ponds would also help in defining the magnitude of the issue. Artificial water sources are not
regulated as wetlands.

Chapter 8, Page 8-24, 8.10, TRANSPLANTS AND STOCKS. This section states that blacktailed prairie dogs from Otero Mesa have been used . . . . Did these actually come from
McGregor Range portion of Otero Mesa? If so, how would this fit with previous discussion
on page 8-18?
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Chapter 15, Page 15-1to15-2, 15.2 to 15.4. DOD will review all military and natural
resource management activities performed on Fort Bliss to assess the need for NEPA
documentation. BLM is responsible for NEPA compliance for non-military activities
performed on withdrawn lands. This discussion should distinguish between withdrawn lands
and other lands when discussing development of natural resource management activities and
who is responsible for this coordination and development.
Chapter 16, Page 16-3, 16.7, WILDERNESS DESIGNATION. Please include a citation
following quotation 'BLM stated Culp Canyon was not suitable for designation as wilderness."
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Detailed comments on the INRMP
will be considered in that document.
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Chapter 15, Page 15-1, NEPA RESPONSIBILmES AND IMPLEMENTATION. 'For
example, BLM would be the lead agency for a new grazing unit established on McGregor
Range ... ." Is this a real example? If not, use a realistic one.

:l.

-

Eighth paragraph: Change Sledded to Soledad. Also, a map showing these springs and a
reference would be helpful.
Chapter 8, Page 8-22, 8. 7, first paragraph. Please cite the regulation or otherwise explain the
reasoning for requiring hunters to have passed a state certified or NRA hunter education class.
Also, it is not clear why Game Harvest Management is a component of the INRMP. How
does this relate to maintaining McGregor Range training conditions?
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Chapter 16, Page 16-4, 16.8. The rationale for the following statement is not clear: 'As a
result of the expansive nature of McGregor Range and the extent of the management
agreements, the INRMP includes policies for the continued co-management of these lands
(Chapter 8). • The MOUs provide the guidelines for co-management lands. The INRMP
should simply clarify Army's NEPA compliance procedures for military actions.
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico, Mission and

!.

Master Plan Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. We trust the above
comments will be of use during development of subsequent environmental documentation.
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Glenn B. Sekavec
Regional Environmental Officer
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Detailed comments on the INRMP
will be considered in that document.
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National Radio Astronomy Observatory

From:

Sent:
To;

cc,
Subject'

Dan Mertel y [SMTP: dmertel y@aoc . nrao edu]
Friday, October 16, 1998 14 '21
PEIS@emhlO. bliss. army. mil

---~I

dmertel y@aoc. nrao. edu; wbrundage®aoc. nrao. edu; rsramek@aoc. nrao. edu
NRAO Review of Draft PEIS

Dear Ms. Hamilton:
I have lately reviewed the "Ft Bliss, Texas and New Mexico 1 Mission and
Master PLan Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement" (PEIS), and
would like to use this email forum to comment on it.

I would first like to thank you for providing the opportunity for the
National Radio Astronomy Observatory (NRAO) to comment on the PEIS. The
information I have received from my two predecessors in this office indicates
an excellent relationship between NRAO and the military community at Ft Bliss
and the White Sands Missile Range (WSMR). I greatly hope this relationship
can continue and expand.
The National Radio Astronomy Observatory (NRAO) operates two radio telescope
facilities from its Socorro, New Mexico Array Operations Center: The Very
Large Array (VLA) , and The Very Long Baseline Array (VLBA) . The VLA is an
array of twenty-seven 25-meter diameter radio antennas distributed over a 36kilometer diameter area on the Plains of San Agustin in south central New
Mexico. The VLBA is a transcontinental array of ten 25-meter diameter
antennas located as far east as St. Croix in the U. S. Virgin Islands and as
far west as Mauna Kea on the island of Hawaii. The VLBA receivers at Ft
Davis, TX, Pie Town, NM and Los Alamos, NM are three of these VLBA sites
which are located in the Texas/New Mexico area. Both the VLA and VLBA are
operated by NRAO for the National Science Foundation, and are among the
foremost scientific research facilities in the U. S. Government inventory.
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All of these antennas are equipped with low noise radio receivers in the 73
MHz to 83 GHz frequency range, and are designed to detect the extremely weak

signals from cosmic radio sources. Radio sources are routinely studied with a
spectral power flux density of -300 dB (W/m2/Hz) which is about lxl0-13 of
the strength of a typical telecommunication signal. As a result, in order to
conduct our research we have to be mindful of possible Radio Frequency
Interference (RF!) from radar, instrumentation, and communications
transmitters associated with new facilities proposed in the vicinity of the
LA or VLBA sites.
The plains of San Agustin on which the VLA is situated, are a remote, high,
grasslands region, ringed by mountains, which were singled out during the
development of the VLA as a geographical resource particularly low in manmade electro-magnetic (EM) radiation. As such, the plains have been uniquely
suited for the location of the the VLA's extremely sensitive radio astronomy,
microwave receiver systems. The VLA occupies the northern one third of the
area of the Plains of San Agustin, and is located about 170 miles north,
northwest of Ft Bliss.
Interest by the National Radio Astronomy Observatory (NRAO) in the proposed
Draft PEIS is limited exclusively to the effect each of the alternative
proposals would have on the EM environment of southern New Mexico.
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In reviewing the Draft PEIS (volumes I and II), I failed to find any mention
of the EM environmental consequences of any of the alternative proposals.
Although the distance to the VLA is apparently large, the low mountains
between Ft Bliss and the V1A do not attenuate EM signals sufficiently to put
even weak signals at ground level fully below the Harmful Power Density (HPD)
Thresholds established by the International Telecommunications Union (ITU)
for successful radio astronomy observations in P-band (328 MHz), and L-band
(1414 MHz). As an example please note that several computer based

propagation analysis based on the widely accepted Longly-Rice propagation
model show that a 1 watt transmitter, located at ground level at Biggs AAF,
the McGregor Launch Complex, and the McGregor Class c Bombing Range would
present Power Density levels of from -199 c!BW/m'2 to -178 dBW/m'2 at the VLA.
The ITU however, in ITU-R RA769, sets the HPD threshold as low as -204
dBW/m'2/10 KHz in P-band, which is a level at least 3X lower than the
computer model predicts a low power signal would be. As a result, it was my
hope that some recognition of the possible effects of Ft Bliss and McGregor
Range communications, jamming, and radar emissions on the VLA and regional
VLBA receivers would be made.

143
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143. Information on the possible effects of the Fort Bliss radio
frequency electromagnetic emissions on the National
Radio Astronomy Observatory's (NRAO) very large array
(VLA) and very large baseline array (VLBA) receivers has
been included in the PEIS. Existing conditions for this
subject will be discussed in Section 4.2.4, Main
Cantonment Area Infrastructure Communications, and in
Appendix A (Figure A-3 and Section A.2.3.2), NEPA
impact term definitions, contributing factors, and
evaluation methodology.

In the January 1998 WSMR Range-Wide EIS, specific mention of the existing and
potential impact of EM emissions beyond WSMR was made in the 11 Summary of
Issues" (1.5.5), "Description of Proposed Action and.Alternatives 11 (2.13),
"Environmental consequences 11 (4.13.2.3), and "Mitigation Measures 11 (5.14}
sections. I would like to recommend that similar sub-sections on EM be
included in the final Ft Bliss PEIS.
currently, Frequency coordination efforts by the DoD Regional Frequency
Coordinator, along with scheduling inputs from this office have helped keep
spectrum usage conflicts and RFI at a working, acceptable minimum. I believe
that significant mention of the EM, environmental impact of operations at Ft
Bliss will help raise the awareness of this issue at all levels of command,
and in doing so, help to preserve an orderly and relatively clear EM
environment for both military and civilian users of the spectrum in southern
New Mexico.
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Daniel J. (Mert) Mertely
VLA/VLBA Frequency Coordinator
National Radio Astronomy Observatory
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Sincerely;

Socorro, NM
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Once again, thank you for the invitation to comment on the Draft PEIS, and
for your concern for the biological AND electro-magnetic environment of
southern New Mexico. If I may be of further help, or if you have any
questions about the VLA or Radio Astronomy in New Mexico, please do not
hesitate to contact me by telephone, mail, or email.
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Ms. VICkl Hamilton, Project Manager
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
Directorate of Environment
Attention: ATZC-COE-C (PETS COMMENTS)
Building 5168, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss Texas 79916
Re:

Response of Yslela del Sur Pueblo to Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Hamilton:
Enclosed herein, please find the Response of Ysleta del Sur Pueblo lo the Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. Adolph M. Greenberg, Ph. D., prepared
the Response on behalf of the Pueblo. Dr. Greenberg is a professor of Anthropology in
the Department of SociOlogy. Gerontology, and Anthropology at Miami University, Oxford,
Ohio. For the last six years, Or. Greenberg has been engaged In ethnographic research
with Ysleta dei Sur Pueblo.
Sincerely,

Ronald L. Jackson
RLJ:lsb
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Native Americans
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo
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YSLETA DEL SUR RESPONSE TO:
I) FORT BLISS, TEXAS AND NEW MEXICO MISSION AND
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MASTER PLAN (PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT VOLL) AND

~

..,"d0

II) UNITED STATES ARMY INTEGRATED CULTURAL
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR FORT BLJSS
(THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2000)
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A. Secdo• 4.9.l (Pace •.9-1) Delinldonof tile Resource

I
145 I
144

tbe area uader quettloa. 1Milre Importantly, however, tbe kleatlllcatlon of TCP'1 requires
on-site etliliocr1pblc consulllltlon with 1 trained etbnocrapher not •• arcbeologlst; the
YII.ell del Sur Tribe form.ily requests 1ucb action. The Tribe would refer Ft. Bliss to the
National Parle Service Cultural Resou= Management doclDllent known 118 NPS-28 dealing with
the management of ethnographic resources to wit: "Sites defined a• an:heological for
preservation purposes, for example, are ethnographic if 1raditional religious practitioners
consider them significant sources of spiritual power. Members of mociated groups may also
ascribe meaning to properties in park coUcctions perceived as sacred or as items of cultuml
identity and heritage. GrouJli also assign their own cultural meanings to natural landscapes and
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L COMMENTS ON A."lllD RESPONSE TO PROGRAMMATIC ENYIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT l'OL. L

The language on page 4.9·2 Slates that the Tigua have "long been absent from the region,
and has (not) identified TCP's on Fort Bli&&." Ysleta del Sur Pueblo, a federally recognized
Indian Tribe, asseiu a prior aboriginal right of possession to the lmds oow called Fort Bliss,
Texas. In the aftermath of the Pueblo Revolt of 1680, a large number of the residents oflsleta
Pueblo of New Mexico, including the leaders and instruments of pueblo government, were
relocated 1o the El Paso area and renamed Ysleta dcl Sur Pueblo. Ysleta del Sur Pueblo
subt!equently absorbed the regionally distinct and important Piro, Manso, Suma, and Jumano
communities and cultural traditions. The tn"be asserts prior legal rights to the former Senecu and
Socorro Pueblos of Piro Indians. In addition, the tribe asserts affiliation with the Jomada
Mogollon cultural horizon which overlays all of Fort Bliss (and the Hucco Bolson) based on the
absorption of Manao and Suma cultural traditions and repetitive, continuous wie of the area up
until such access and use was prohibited by the eslablishment of the military installation. The
Tribe bas neither "long been ahleai from tlle recton" nor have Ibey volaalllrily abandoned
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144. The last sentence of this paragraph in Section 4.9.1 has
been deleted
145. The following has been added to Section 4.9.1: "The
Army has initiated consultation with the Tigua and
Mescalero Apache. One purpose of the consultation is for
the Tigua and Mescalero Apache to identify traditional
cultural resources on Fort Bliss facilities. A project to
survey sacred sites is included in the Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP).
This project
includes ethnographic research."
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Ysleta del Sur Pueblo
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localities" (Natiooal Park Service - 28 1991: 168). Yaleta de! Sar objee~ to the Ille e>f
lll"Cbeology Hd arcll11eOlo11kal lnterpretatloa 11 the e>nly ba1ll for tbei attrtllod.oo of
cultural rnource stat111 la die Ft. Bliss 1tody.
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146. The project to survey sacred
ethnographic research.

I

sites

also

includes
~

Moreover, ethnographic coosultation points to the inapplicability Of traditional
management distindi.on& betweeo natural and cultural resources. "Wheo natural resources
acquire meaning according to the different cultural coustructs of a particular group, they become
ethnographic and thus cultural resources ..." (NPS-28 1994: 168). For example, plants
inventoried as natuml resources are often defined as cultural resources by Indian people and have
sacred and/ar medicinal properties. The Fort Bliss military base occurs in the southern United
States straddling the borders of New Mexico and Texas. With the relativ~ly large size and
placement of the facility, the base baa within and near its boundaries an aJ!ray ofhabitats. These
habitats include desert grasslands, Chihuahua desert scrub, plains mesa sandstrub, Juniper
savanna, conifer and mixed woodlands, and montane comfer forests. The Tigua Tribe is known
to use 72 species of plants within the Ysleta Grant and Ysleta Del Sur clalm area. These 72
species are dililributed amOllg '8 geocm in 3S families. They are known lo occur and to have
been collected for cultural use in a diverse array of areas including tho HJeco Bolson.

The exact relationship of the species used by the Tigua and the Pon Bliss military bai;e
region is unknown because neither access to the site nor a complete llorilhc list have been
provided to lbe tribe In addition, the Fort Bliss Mission and Master PlAn brovldes a liSI of
sensitive species known to occur within the base boundaries, but only by common name. The
probability of a common name being used unequivocally is low, making ii difficult for tho Tigua
to identify their culturally significant plants as named in the document. The close proximity of
the Anny Base and its large land uea, covering 3 major babi1at types and 31 mapping units,
makes it highly likely that all of the 1pecies used by the Tigua occur within some oflhese
habitats.
CondR1IH1:

147

-It 1bould be assumed thal all species used by tile Tipa occur oa Fort Bliss until an exact
list of the plant species la ~ Fort BUn area b11 been provided.

-It should be determined whether the senlldve plant spedes lilted fot the Forr Btin area
are 111ed by tke Tlgua Tribe 10 u to ronstnct a noa -deetructive use ma11aeement plan.
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The tribe affirms the 29 April, 1994 Executive Order requiring "the development of effective
day-to-day working relatiombips wilh sovereign tribal governments." The various legal
mandates noted on pege 4.9-4 require consideration of Native American interests. The tribe
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147. Consultation with concerned Native American tribes will
continue regardless of the alternative selected. This
consultation could include identification, by the Tigua, of
plant species important to the Tigua, and then
determination of their presence or absence on Fort Bliss
facilities. The Section of culturally sensitive species will
be included in the ethnographic research of the sacred
sites survey. In Table 4.8-3, sensitive species known to
or having the potential to occur on Fort Bliss include
scientific as well as common names. Once the culturally
sensitive species are known, incorporation into the
INRMP will be considered.

-The above require oll-llte etbao&raphlc con1ultatloo.

B. Paee 4.!l-4
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148. The project to survey sacred sites includes ethnographic
research.
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1481

Cont.

H:~s

e-015 58B 6979

~.IT.

RES. BR.

ii!I008

1ubmit1 that full eompliaace with NHPA, AIRFA, ARPA, NAGPRA, •nd E.O. 13007
canaot be aceompllslled In the absence of effective, comprebenlive 01-'llte etbn91raplllc

consultation.

c. Section 4.9.3.2 (Paae 4.9-8) lliilerlc Native Alllericau
1491
1501

Ysleta del Sur Pueblo does not recognize nor 8'Cept the European colonial distinction
between prehistory a.nd history. !!n. addition, tbe Ysleta Grant was mde ill t 7S I,
1682. The
tribe notes its displeasure with the approach taken by TRC to elicit oral bi,tory via a
questionnaire which effectively confiscates the tribe's tradition and !lllbo~tes it to the socailed science of the dominant society, ootably archeology.

oot

D. Sedion 4.9.4.4 (Page 4.9-18) TCP bventorles

151

1521

1531
1541

The language in this section reads: "'...the Tigua have oot identified aoy specific areas on the
installation as sacred." Tiie tribe objects to this lan11111ae as It lmpUes that tlle Ttcua do ll!!l
have any sacred areas on tlle l11taUation'1 laada. fie Tribe 11 Cllrfflitly conferring with Its
elden regarding 1pecillc areas, particularly In the soutllern part of tile illltallatloa, which
!!! have 1acred dgnlftcance.. Again, it should be noted that the Tribe has not had access to the
area under quostion for some years and that an on-site ethnographic assessment would resolve the
issue of traditional cullllral properties.
·
The Pueblo of Yslcta del Sur also objects to the characterization of the area surrouruling Ft.
Bliss as Apadie territory. Yes, the Apache raided in the area or visited 1hb peace settlements
es1ablished near El Paso by Spanish and Mexican military operations, buethey did not live thm:
nor did they defend tbe area against owiden;. Apache settlementll or "'raru:hcril8" sites are
found in the Sacramento and Guadalupe Mountains to the east. The~ sum:nmding Fort
Bliss, particularly those so111hem portions are claimed by the Tigua basedj on aneestral
possession, repetitive use, and tenitoriality. As stated above, Ysleta del $ur Pueblo, having
historically absorbed such diverse, but regionally prominent cultural traditions and groups of
Manso, Piro, Jumaoo and Suma, has a deep-seated, longstanding attac~nt to and interest in the
Jomada Mogollon cultural horizon md the lands of FL Bliss. Docwnent4tion for the tribe's
po11ition in this matter can be found in the office of the tribe's attorneys, l:>iamond, Rash, Gordon
& Jackson, P.c.
Mention is made of the identification ofMescalero sacred features in'tbe region based on
Carmichael (1994). Is Dr. Cannicbael an enrolled member of the Me&calero tribe'? Has Dr.
Cannichael woded with the M=alero Tribe in a government to govemment capacity? Has he
bcc:n empowered by the Mescalero tribal government to reveal sacred si~s or for that matter
cany out any tn'bally approved resesrob?

149. These sections were renamed Native American History
and Euroamerican History.
150. The date 1751 is correct, and the erroneous date was
corrected in the Section 4.9.3.1. Nicholas P. Houser cites
this date (1979. "Tigua Pueblo", page 340, in Southwest,
edited by Alfonso Ortiz. Volume 9, Handbook of North
American Indians, edited by William C. Sturtevant,
Smithsonian Institution), as does Faunce (1997:12). This
sentence in Section 4.9.4.4 was moved to before the
sentence reading, "The Tigua at Mission Ysleta were
moved again ... "
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151. The second paragraph of Section 4.9.4.4 was rewritten to
read, "Fort Bliss has contacted the Tigua regarding their
concerns about traditional cultural resources that may be
present on the Fort Bliss installation (Bowman, 1997).
Although the Tigua have not yet specifically told Fort Bliss
the location of sacred or important areas, consultation will
continue."
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152. Ethnographic information for eastern New Mexico and
western Texas would seem to indicate that there were
overlapping territories throughout
this region.
The
introductory sentence in the last paragraph of Section
4.9.4.4 has been rewritten to state, "The entire area
surrounding Fort Bliss also falls within ... "
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Continued on Next Page
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Why were human remains removed from some sites? Were the Tiguo, appropriately
consulted with in this matter?

1

Q.
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153. Dr. D.L. Carmichael is the author of Places of Power:
Mescalero Apache Sacred Sites and Sensitive Areas. in
Sacred Sites. Sacred Places, edited by D.L. Carmichael,
J. Hubert, B. Reeves, and A. Schanche, published by
Rutledge, New York, 1994.
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Native Americans
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo

Continued
154. As stated in Section 4.9.4.4, "As required by NAGPRA,
tribal groups with historic ties to the area (the Apache and
Tigua) were notified by letter of the materials [human
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of
cultural patrimony] and asked for their comments.
Fort Bliss is currently in consultation with the Tigua."
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E. Section 4.9.5.2 (Pqe 4.~19) South Training Arel1

155. The Army will consider the request.

~
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A. Ysleta de! Sur desires on-site consultation during the mitigation of any of the 4,090
archaeological sites in the South Training Areas.

1551
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U. COMMENTS ON AND RESPONSE TO UNITED STATES ARiW INTEGRATED
CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR FORT BUSs THROUGH
FISCAL YEAR lOOO
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These detailed comments will be considered.
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A. Pa1es 27, JO, alld 33 Fiscal Yean 98, 99, a11d 2000 Blmrlc ArchlieologyApaclle/Spanllh/Protoldstorlc Site Survey aad Eval11atloa•..1Prehlttoiic Archaeolo1Y - Site
Millpdoa b Bueeo Mountain Project Area.-
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I. Historic Archleology - Ysleta de] Sur Pueblo objects to the identification of such sites
based only on "a record search and review of ethnographic literature." The Tribe requires access
to said sites under the auspices of a comprehensive, on-site ethnographic assessment in order for
lribal consultation to proceed aa mandated by legislation. The Tribe ohjel:ts to archaeologicallyhased definitions of cultural resources and traditioDBI cultural properties as arrogantly
speculative, presumptuous and uninformed. Neither do oral bistory quesponnaires collb'!itute
consultation with Ysleta dcl Sur Pueblo or any other stakeholder fedenlly·recognized tribe.
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2. Prehistoric Archaeology - Yslcla del Sur Pueblo objects to continued excavation in the
Hueco Mountain Area. The Hueco Mountains are held sacred by the Tribe.
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B. NAGPRA Concerns
I. Ysleta de! Sur Pueblo requires full consultation over NAGPRA imlluding full inventories
of human remains and associated funerary items, sacred objects, and cultµral patrimony, and on.
site consultation regarding same. Cullllral affiliation cannot and should iiot be the exclusive
domain of archaeologists and must be detennincd in consultation any stakeholder federally
recognized Indian Tribe and under the auspices of a comprehensive ethnbgraphic assessment by
trained ethnographers.
C. Tndltlonal Cultural Properties
I. TCP's cannot be identified by archaeologists or SHPO's. An ethnographic assessment and
4
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Native Americans
Ysleta de Sur Pueblo

on-site consulmtion is necessary, but does not appear anywhere in the document. The Tribe's
experience with National Park Service projects in this regord always involved such activities.
~
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Pueblo of San Juan de CUada.l.upe
P.O. Box 16243
Laa Cruces, ?few Msxico 88004
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26 January 1999

Vicki Hamilton
U.S. /\rmy Air l:Efense Artillery Center & Fort Bliss,
Directorate of the Fnvironnent,
Attn: ATZC-!XJE-C ( PEIS)
Ruilc1ing 516 B, Pleasanton !'bad,
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
W.: (A). Fort Bliss Mission & f>Bster Plan, Prograrnatic Fnviromnental
Impact Statement ( DRAIT)
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These comments were received after the close of the 80-day
comment period on November 5, 1998.
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The Army acknowledges and appreciates your contribution to
the environmental analysis process. Your comments are
presented here to further assist in the decision.
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Dr, Andrew Vliet, DPhil

Et

;-

a

tD

=

11E: (B). McGregor Range, New Mexico, I.and Withdrawal Renewal,
Legislative Environmental Irnpact Statement (DRAFT)

(b),

~

-

"1.

Program f>Bnager, McGregor Renewal
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center & Fort 1lliss
Attn: P.O. Box 6020
Fort Bliss, Texas 79906

ENCWSURES: (a).

Q..

a~

Bureau of Indian Affairs Acknowledgement cases
CUltural/Historical Assessment of the Piro/Manso/Tiwa Tribe
by Nick Houser, cultural Anthropologist

Ms Hamilton and Dr. Vliet:
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Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe

I
'!he Piro/Manso/Tiwa Indian Tribe, l?ueblo of San Juan de Qiadalupe,
P.O. E!Ox 16243, Las Cruces, New Me."<ico 88004, hereby St±mits written C'O!mlents
to reference (A) and {fl) Draft. Env:Lronroerital Impact statements.
".!'j
Where applicable, the Tr:lbE?!

~~<pres!W-.s

a c:::.moon carment by refere."1cing the

appropriate section and/or paragraph of the applicable EIS document(sl.
Please note that the Tribal cx:mnents are limited only to tl'e "DRAFr" EIS
documents that have been suhnitted to U1e Tribe for review. All e>tlmr.
docU!JIE>.ntation referenced in the EIS documents were not provided with the
"DRAFTt 1 Rep:trts.
Pi ro/Manso/Tiwa Indian Tribe
A~

"-"""""'1""

Fort Bliss EIS, 4. 9 (.Ult:.ural Reso1,.11·ce-s, an.a
Md'.:i:egar EIS, 3.9 CUltural Resources

For the record, the Pi:::o/Manso/Tlwa Indian Tribe, sul:mits the followi"9
o:mr.'ntary to correct and update EIS deficiences and an.ission.~ of. t."te CUltural
hlslory and affiliation of this Tri.be in New Mexico, Texas and the El Paso
del norte geographical laril areas.

l. '!'!1c Piro/Manso/Tiwa Indian Tri.be, Pueblo of san Juan de Guadalupe ofticJ.ally
filed a Petition for Federal Rl.>eognition with the Bureau of lndian Affairs
in January 1, 1992. '1he Petition of the Tribe is under re.ady conside.rat.ion
by tJie Bureau and tlie Tribe is listed as nuntJer 8 on a Ready status. ( see
enclosure (a) ) •
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The people of the Piro/""nso/Tiwa Indian Tribe, Pueblo of San Juan d<•
Guadalupe, las Cruces, New Mexico are lineal descendants of the Piro Pueblos
of Abo, Alamillo, Gran Q.li.vi.r.a, Q,Jarai, Senecu, SOCorro and 'l'ajique of the
Sali.nas Pueblos of central New MP.><ico, Senecu del SUr and Socorro 1'.el SUr of the
El Paso del Norte areas. Ah;o, the Tribe is canprised of de<Ic""'-'.ant.e frcm the
Tiwa Pueblos of Isleta, New l"'"'-"ico and Ysleta del Sur, T~s. ln addition,
th., Tribe is ~rised of deseendants oi the Manse (Athapaskan) Indians, who
were the aroriginal inhabitants of the Mesilla Valley of southern New MeXico
and who occupJ.€d the geographical areas from the Mimbres Valley to the
Gu<ldalupe mountains of ·rexas and in.to northern Mexico as encountered b>l the
Spa,"lish Explorer Coronado .in 1540. The Organ MOunta1ns are identified as the
l>i.l>.'iSO 1-UJN'rAINS in earlier Spanish geographical maps and &x:ument.s. The
11."Ulso people and descen<iant.s have used the Franklin and Organ Mc>tmtain r.<mges
for sa=ed =rship. FurtJ1er, the ·.rribe claims official cultural affiliation
to the Mimbres-Mcqollon <,"ltl.t:urns and t.he Jornada-Mogol lon cult\lre5 of wtuch
ardiaeological sites and burial grounds are evident in the Fl:lrt Bli.ss/McGregor/
White Sands/HollOOlail Al'l! Military canplexes and National Park Service grounds.
Pursuant to Public law 101-601, Native American Graves Protection and
R"patri.ation Act, (NAGPRA), tJie Tri.be has filed claims of 0.1ltural affiliation
on the Human remain and associated funerary objects with; ( 1) Salinas Pueblo
M.i.ssions National Mcmllltmt, (2) Carlsbad Caverns National Park, ()) Guad~lupe
~bmtains National Park., ( 4 l White sands National Mom.urent, ( ~>) Gila Cliff
Dwellings National flolmlll<•nt, (6) Cl>amisal National Me!rorial, {7) San ()iego
flUSeum of Man, (8) Cibola ~lational Forest and the same is applicable to Fort
l'!Uss and ~~Gregor.
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Native Americans
Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe
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The Tribe utilizes certain mountain sites inconjunction with permits fran the
Bureau of Land Management and other Federal jurisdictions. Also, the Tribe for
cerE!Jlk)nial and religious uses obtains penni ts for use of plants, minerals and
vegetation for seasonal religious and traditional Native l\merican observances.
The Tribe requests that the two EIS documents be amended to reflect the
cultural affiliation of the Tribe to Fort Bliss and the McGregor Range. Further,
the Tribe would appreciate copies of the inventories of Human remains and
associated funerary objects and Archeaolog1cal studies. AS a supplement to our
camients, the Tril::e subnits enclosure (b), a cultural/Historical Assessment of
the Piro/Manso/Tiwa Indian Tribe by Nick Houser, CUltural Anthropologist.
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GENERAL ro+11Nl'S:
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VOLUME II, FORT W..ISS EIS APPENDIX D, APPENDIX Tl., 'lcmEG01< TABLE 1 •. 6-1.
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Question: Upon rea<ling both EIS' s. an<l in particular concerning
Archaeological, cultural and Historical llesources, the REPORTS
make references to consultation with 1'1ative Anerican Tribes, however
the Appendix does not contain any Merrorandums of Agreements {f'IJA) or
Meroclrandt.nnS of Understanding (MOO) with any Native American Tribes??
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McGregor EIS 3. 9. 4. 2, pages 3. 9~6, 3. 9-7 reflect the various Federal
llcts, but how are they impleirented without ~AS or MCUs with the
applicable Tribes??
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VOLCME II, FORT BLISS EIS, APPENDIX B , 4. 7 WA'!'Ell RESOORCES
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Pursuant to Public Law 101-601 Native l\merican Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), the Tribe claims cultural affiliation to the
Fort Sliss and McGregor llanges and requests bi-lateral cultural consultation
on NAGPJ1A issues.
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If ad<litional information is required, please contact the Piro/~so/Tiwa
Indian Tribal Office, P.O. Box 16243, Las Cruces, !'lew Mexico 83004,
telephooe (505)271-5012 or (505)647-5372.

Sincerely,

ltJuLs
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The Tribe wishes to thank Fort Bliss and McGregor for affording us the
opportunity to ccrnment on the DRAFI' Environmental Impact statements.
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CPESITON: RE: B,3. 7 and 4. 7 Water Resources. In Isleta Pueblo V.
City of Albuquerque, certain purity standards of the Safe Drinking
Water Act were adjudicated by the 9th Circuit Court. Is Fort Bliss,
Mcgregor and other city entities ptlllling and/or discharging water
into L'le aquifers and River basin effected by these standards??
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Enclosure: (a)
FrKlay, October 16, 1996
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-· Biioxi, Chitimacha Confederation of Muskogees, Inc. (#56a) (Withdrew from the United Houm.1 Natiun,
Inc. 916195: responding to same Proposed Finding; comment period closed 5/12/1997)
~·Point Au Chien Indian Tribe (#56b) (Withdrew from the United Houma Nation, Inc. 7/22/1996;
responding to same Proposed finding: comment period closed l l/6197)

Final Determination Pendinc - 5
"!j

l 7616 United Houma Nation, Inc., LA (#56) (Active 5/20191: proposed negative finding pub'd 12122194;
comment period closed l 1/13/96; respn to 3rd-party comments recv'd 214197)
!65 Yuchi Tribal Organization, OK (#12 l) (complete 4123/93; proposed negative finding pub'd 10/24/95;
comment period clooed 4/22196; comment period extended to 11129196; petitioner's respn to corrunents 5/5/97)
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140 Match-E-Be-Nash-Shc-Wish Band of Pottawatomi Indians of Ml (formerly, Gun Lake V1llagc Band ..
(#9a) (Active 12/24196; proposed positive finding pub'd 7116197; comment pniod closed 1/12/98; 60 day
period for petitioner to respond to third pany comment> period dosed 3113198)
1517 Cowlitz Tribe of Indians. WA (#16) (Active 7111/95; proposed JXlSitive finding pub'd 2/12/97; comment
period closed 8111197; comment period extended to l l/17/97; 60 day period for petitioner to respond to
third-party comments closed l/!6/98)
356 Duwamish Indian Tribe, WA (#25) (Active 5/l/92; proposed negative finding pub'd 6128/96; conunent
period extended to 7125/97; comment period extended to 12122197; comment period extended to 1121198; reply
period closed 3123/98 J

&tjtioner Commenting on Proposed Findine · 2
836 Snohomish Tribe of Indians, WA (#l 2J (Active ln/81; proposed negative finding pub'd 4111/83; edited
staff notes provided 3/25/91; corrunent period reopened 1211/9 l, extended indefinitely at petitioner's request
pending resolution of Samish litigation; comment period reopened; comment period closed 4/12198; comment
period extended to
911 !198)
l,566 Chinook Indian Tribe/Chinook Nation, WA (#57) (Active l/28/94; propo~ negative finding pub'd
8/22197; comment period closed 12122197; comment period extended to 06/15198; comment period extended to
7130/98)
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Readv~ Waitin~

for Active Consideration · 12

Petitioner'i have corrected deficiencies and/or stated their petition should be considered ''ready" for active
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PETITIOM UNDER CQ'IS!DERATION WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT Of THE
INTERIOR
(a> of June 17, 1998, continued)
READY STATUS
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Native Americans
Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe

°'0

Fr~ay.

O<:tober 1G. 1998

tltl~:ffwww

do1_govlb•a/0617stal hlm

consideration. Priority among "ready" petitions is based on the date the petition is determined
"ready" by the Branch of Acknowledgment and Research (BAR).

Ready DateName of Petitioner
10/26195 Burt Lake Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, Inc., Ml (#101) (09/1211985; doc'n recv'd
9/40/95; TA ltr 4/5/95; respn 10126195; complete)

"'J!'l
;·

1/17/96 St. Francis/Sokoki Band of Abenakis of VT (#68) (OD ltr 6/14/83; "ready" 811/86; petitioner says "not
ready' 9/18/90; complete 1117196)

a

2/12/96 Juaoeno Band of Mission Indians, CA (#84a) (doc'n recv'd 2/24/88; OD ltr 1125/90; respn recv'd
9/24193, complete; removed from "ready" list 05/19/95; respn recv'd 9/28/95)

~
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2/14/96 Mashpee Wampanoag, MA (#15) (doc'n recv'd 8116190; OD ltr 7/30/91; respn recv'd 1124/96; ready
2114/%)

~

2/28/96 Brothertown Indians of Wisconsin. WI (#67) (4/15/80; doc'n recv'd 2/13/96; ready 2128/96)
5123196 Juaneno Band of Mission Indians, CA (#84b) (withdrew from #84a 12117/94; fonnal letter of intent
318/96; doc'n recv'd 3/8/96; TA ltr 5/15/96; respn recv'd 5123196)

~ ...
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7/30/96 Tolowa Nation, CA (#85) (1/31/83; doc'n recv'd 5/12/86; OD ltr 416/88; respn recv'd 8/22/95 and
I !/22/95; limited TA ltr 5/16196; respn recv'<l 7/30/96)
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5129197 Piro/Manso/Tiwa Indian Tribe of the Pueblo of San Juan de Guadalupe (formerly Tiwa Indian Tribe),
NM (#5) (1/1817 l; doc'n recv'd 3/24/92; OD Hr 8/25/93; respn recv'd 1/10197)

n

Q.
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6/2197 Schaghticoke Indian Tribe, CT (#79) ( 12114/81; doc'n recv'd 1217/94; TA hr 615195; rcspn recv'd
4/16/1997)
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10/6/97 Meherrin Tribe, NC (#l l9b); partial doc'n recv'd 9111/95; TA !tr 3/15/96; respn recv'd 8/22/97)
l/16/98 Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation (#82) (formerly American lndian Council of Mariposa County aka
Yosemite), CA (4/24182; doc'n recv'd 4/19/84; OD !tr 5/1185; respn 12112186; 2nd OD ltr 4/11/88; respn
1/26/95; respn 1116198)

t'l

S"
;-

3/26198 Muwekma Indian Tribe, CA [fonnerly Ohlone/Coastanoan Muwekma Tribe) (#111) (5/9/89; doc'n
recv'd 10/1195; BIA letter re: previous recognition 5/24196; TA hr 10/10196; respn recv'd 111/14/96 and
3/28/97; TA ltr 6/30/97; partial respn recv'd 1116198; add'! doc'n recv'd 6/10/98)

e

....g

IN POST-FINAL DECISION APPEAL PROCESS
In Post-Final Decision Appeal Process - 3
Before the Interior Board of IDdian Appeals (IBIA) • 3
82 Golden Hill Paugussett Tribe. CT (#81) (negative final determination pub'd 9/26/96; eff 12126196;
petitioner requested reconsideration from !BIA 12126/96; decision affirmed by !BIA subject to supplemental
proceeding 6/ I0/98)
313 Snoqualmie Indian Tribe, WA (#20) (pmitive final determination pub'd 8/29197; eff. 11/28/97; Tulahp
Tribes requested reconsideration from !BIA l tn6/97)
c4000 MOW A Band of Choctaw, AL (#86) (negative final determination pub'd 12/24/97; cff 3/24/98;
petitioner requested "consideration from IBIA 3123/98)

PETITIONS RESOLVED
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Native Americans
Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe

fuclosure:

From:

Mr. And=v J. Roylal
CoordinaLOr, Piro Manso Tiwa JnJian Tribe (las CnKics, ~C'IV Mexico)
Cdlt.....iJ!futorical A.ssessmenr of the PMT Indian Tribe
Nick Houser, Resc:an:h Consult.in(, Cultural Anlhropologijt1Hi$lorian

D""':

Jaauory 24,1996

To:
Subject:

(b)

Dear Mt. Roybal:
lt is a plcasu!c to !ef\lc a.s a consui!an\ to the PMT and coordinate rny ~h .activili~ wil.h lbC' Triba.l
Council and wiUi l>r. Howard Campbell (UTEP). l hereby prorida a stumu:nt which is an W:C:S.StnCJlt C"7QCCmin1::
thecultlnl and historical relationship of the !'MT a< •distinct Natl\'cAmericat1 Tribe and the ..ces1ra1 rdatioashirs
lo other Indian t'omn>unities of Southern New Me.tico and the El Paso Disuic1 (particularly Yslc:u.. Scoetli and El
Paso del N-)I have ~ewed much or the documc:uW'Y materials which you aM otber tribal mcmben have devdopcd
u well aa lh°"' by contn1et <-Wlallls. I am ilnpnzsed wUh tbc deplh oC .....re!i and lhc amlyoi< - '
inla'pl"CtatiOU.. I ID.vi=: altcmptcd lo augment iafcmm.tioo from my rac:ardl as neassary only in those an::t!li wbc:R;

I have additicnal bowledae md QD coatn'bute 10 your rmeucb eudc:avon. For ex:ample. I bl\'e iotroducul you
3lld Mr. c.mpbcU to Nati'lidad Camarco, the blc M..... desamdant of Slit'-"'=" (Cd. J.W.Z, Mc.Uco). I have
olso includ<d addllioml f'Cf...,.,_ lo !be Mama; of the El Paso ..d the Piros of Scllcc~ de! Sur (Cd. Jv.i=J- I
am also aware of th~ !Dstorial iotetxtioas aud n::b.lioashlps between Ysleta Pueblo and the lodiam or the Lu
Cnrccs a.= (i.<., PM1).

P1msc rmd cccloocd a (I) 'Chronology of Sienificant Evmts • Piro, M>nso, T!Wa"; (2) 'Mamo Rc=tn:h
Biblioztapby" (c:mplmi• •pen the Mamo anc:cst<y of lhc PM1); ()) 1784 Ys.!cta Ccusus: (4) J784 Scneai Census:
(S) 1787 Ysleta C-US: (6) J7S7Socom>Ccnsus:(7)17!7 ScncC11 Ccmus: (8) 179'2 Ysleta BapU.U..: and (9) 1841
Y•l= and Sai=I Tribal Leaders UaL Iba"<' oUicr census n>atcrials which.,. not included but I hclieve y<lllt m ..
.,.y C<Jlllain lhat iaf°"""~'"'· I read lhc well ,......died rq>ort by Rey.iojds -1 Taylor and realiztd Iha< some of
lhe sumamcs !bit pcruin to PMT ladi- ...,.. aat tnccd to SCllO:d or Ysleta. Maity of these lnW.. >urrwn<S are
obvious Mmso IAd.i.tn. uma and an: rueaUoacd iD the archival reports and pertain to lhc pueblos of Chmtizll~ ~
Jooe, Barri.II. Al""1o Gnnde, Son Lomuo ond Puobli».
I bavc an atensi?e background U. cultural anthropology and bUtory, particularly relaom to lhc Piro. M..,.o
ml Tigua ladiam of lhc El Puo area. I bavc devola! more !hon 6 yous of <ouecnlnkd slUdy of these groups - i
bavc beetJ U.Vohod U. this ......,,,b, from time to ti111e, since 1966. I bavc a BA in History, MA in AnlhropalolY
and• MPH Jn Hcahh Educ:atioa. I bavc worbd wilh Native American cotlllmUDties in !be Uniom SW... and utin
America. for over 20 yc:an.

I..--• dlapt<r in !he Handbook of Nonh Alllcrican lndi2ns (Voll&lllC 9) published by the 5mitruoal1tt
IustituUoa wbidi coaccmed th< Tigua lndi>m of Y•l<U de! Sur Pueblo (El J'Qo, Tc-...) but also mmlioocd \lie Piro
and Manso ~latitm.'ihips as well as the Iodim ccnmnunity ofTortups (Las Crnc:es. New Mexico). I bave offered
my tcrumony as m c1pert witnes.! before the US Scm.te (Indian Affairs Cmunitl.CC) as well .as before the State
l..egisbt.ivc CommiUoc (Austin, Tcu.s). I have worbd on SCYen.I cl.aims C&St$ (Yslct.t. dcl Sw-, and Tonto Apatbc).
1 have mote Ihm 25 )'CU'S of apcriencc working with Iodian ieormnuaitits in the American Southwest (primarily
Arizona, Tcus. Nc:nda. Utah, New Mexico and California).

I have bcco. CZJgagcd in ~ in the Chsdad 1uatc'l a.rc:a and worked ._,ilb the desc:endaots of Lhe Mano
and Piro Indians U. that vicini•y - u Coloma Sar! lose (Manso) and S<na:u del Sur (Piro). I have an extensive
expcricoce in working with Spanish and Englisb dO<UDtcnts (deed ra;ard,, reports, civil and chun:h ra;.,ro,) and
an .a cuhur.J anlhropolozjst have conducted n:::sc:u'Ch throughout the El Puo, Cd. JU&rQ and Las Cruea areas.

°'....

CJpyright r0 1J?6 by Tnrt.!8 River Nat.ion Inc.
f'Jl Rights reserv'>'.l. No par~ of tlus work
:nay be r<;produc<ed or copi~d many form.
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Native Americans
Piro-Manso-Tiwa Indian Tribe
0\
N

I believe that I m1 well qualified as culttnl anthropologist and historian, who ha:s bDctl itiYolved in
c.t\em:ivc rc:search in this regioo, to comment on tbc MID60 TiW'l Tribe {PMT) .. 1bey are the only triba.I entity that
fonmlly ra:opi= (as their ..,.. implies) their tribal ana:suy lo lhe primary iadigcnous peoples of this n:giou 1hc M...o, the Piro aad the Tigua. They rq>rC$ODI DO\ only the survivors or dcocendanu of these iroups but a
living lop:y tho• loday •till is vital Ind lliwe and pnctica the •ie old tndi'"'"5 of the U.- &fUUPO- This is
ua!W,, the ~15 in Cd. Juan:t who acla>owledge !heir Piro and Manso bcrita1• but liave las! !heir i;uh..,.J
ideotity and tribal l(A'ctmocDL and ao loager can be considc:raJ as Native Americans.

~

5·

a

I beliovc: that the PMT anoeslJy lo the w Cru= uea pn:da... lhe period of eontac:t with non-lndiam.
'The Las Ctua:s ~eioo was Manso a"'-1rizjJ1AI taritory which t:Ucndt:d Crom Prt:sidio. Tcus north 10 the Gila River
in Mew Mexico. ihe PMT are a Natiw American trit.1 group ..,ho ban coalesced from three m.jor t.riba groups
in old.er to survive. This was not a mcrgiag of tribes bot ""5 a gradual procoa of inlermarriage bel""ccn local tribal
'""""'' E..,. 1hc Tip of Ys!eta dd Sur ~floet llW inlermaniage plll<nl although Ibey have 1"1aiacd li>Cr Tip&
identity. This conlilluity ofideolity imd lribal cbancla bas surmed dcspi10 ...,.atol auad:s 1odmuoy Ibis iclmlity
lhal is doeumentcd lh:uuah ""°'a paiod four bUlldml yan. Thac allacb have takoa on many forms tbal im:lude
the followiq: milsioaizalloa - · ....tia:ation of Uibol ludl, eafon:aueut by law which denied the risJtt lo
pa<tiee ...U.. niigiou,...., and millJlly aetiou apimt the nali.. -peopte, sl•""'Y· for=l lahound
fon:ecl
removal from homelands. d<llial of u.fitioaal resources. and aubjuption lo alien diseases (epidomks). The PMT
have also s.- IJl<eSIJy. al thou ah h:sa pronom><ed.
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Tm cultunJ identity or lhc PMT is obvious lo ay COmpc:leDl social scientist Qr hisloriu. Cmnmenci.og
wilh my lint visit &o the Us Cnx:es area in J966, I became aw~ lbal tb=e were two disl.inc:t groups who
c-<midered lhemsel"IC:S •.lnd.i.am" and dlllf. a splil was oecunin.1 between tbmo two pcopla. The fmt croup WCR
oftoo called the "The Tip" ..d pclUCAC'I an ....,.1ry tha1 included not only the Tigua (of YJ!cta del Sur Pueblo)
but !be Piroof s.-ildelSUr IDd Mmsoo of Cd. Jua=. ID Cd. luan:t I fooacl families (aa well .. documems and
photographs) of Mmsoo and Piros who.,... tdatod lo the PMT of Las C.U-. New Memo. I also 'll'i1nesaed the
iD1etaetion tho PMT 6'nilies and lhoso of the Tip of YJ!eta del Sur Pueblo. This intoradioa involved
common cultunl ilDd Wally a.saociatioas and involvcmc::nl in triW aDd rt!li&ious observa.nc:c::s at citha location.
Tigua oral hislory meutioacd tt:localioa of family members to Los Cni= and lbe ac;quisition or almagn: mineral
faao pUPI p i - I ftom the Us Ctuees people.

=i. 5·
0

=

!'D

Q.

e= =
=

s.a=::

•"'
e ;-

'= .,

'"cl
.n=. =
=

I have e,...Uacd the PMT ,.,,..Uogieal records whil:b dearly demonsln"' lbe tribal am:eslJy to lbe Mamo,
Tigua md Piro groups ol !be El Paso dialricl. lo fact, I have ••bmit!Od llC'Oiy discovered inlnnnal.iOll concemln&
PM!' bistQIJ' (several lhe luir<:z ll!tili'l<O that <Olllain nameo of lribal 1t11:111ben from !be Piro Pueblo of Senc<!I and
the ldanso lmrios of 8anial lad Sao loot). I have also inlroduc:ed PMT mcmben to Manso dea:endauts in Cd.
1-.

00

;-
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e
=
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The PMT - a llauve AnlcriClll lribol entity who haVc 1enealogieal ml c:ullUn.l rool5 10 !he lhRe base
c:ultu=. The PMT an: an xti.. tribe that iqirescuu a long bislorical lndition of self govermnoe Iha• bas be<e
m:ognized by lbe US ao..n.m..1 (BIA lndiaa School, hidian Sc:ou15 for the US Army), Stale ofllew Mexico (New
Mexico militis), and the IOY<TOlll<llls or Me>i<O (lribal lands aod right>) and Spain (lribal land> and rigbu). Thi>
lepey is °'pn:ssed in the lribal guvemmeot. community aod family life and in cot=IOuiol and religious
observmt;cs. 1be teo.lcious cultural strmg\h of the PMT is the major factor in 1bcir survival as a viable Native

!'D

American tribe,
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1bc Organ Mountains ia Spmish Limes *ere rcfe:m:d lo as Siema de los Mamos. Spanish records mcnUon
I.bat Manso illblbiijog lb< r.... Cnxa r<gion. espoc;atly the Organ Moun,,a;•s. On sevenl oocnions, Sponilb
governmml offlcizls entered lb.al rqioo to parley for peace with the Mamos or conducted war nP:diliom to
annihibtc the Mamas. The Piro alld Tigua ancestry of lhe PMT is aJso derived £roin the Saline Pueblos cul of
So:omi, N.., Mexico. Tbis is a sbaml a.....uy with the peapl< of Yslela dd Sur. The Fodcnl GoYemmcnt (Parlt
St:rvioe) has n:r;op.izcd this IDU:Stty .u evidenc:e in the rc~itUemment of human remains dlat ..ere. $lOn:d at the
Ari%.,,. SI>"' Uaivmi<y (Tempe,. The Saliae Pueblos-. abandoned during tbe 1670's as result or continued
dn>ugbl ..d depmb.tioos by hostile LmWui groups.

The: ~ .-el'; the origiaal IAdian group UJ the fl Paso area. The Piro and TigtQ a.rri'Ved with lhe J680
Pueblo RcvoU as n:fugees (some urivfd by force and otbet vohmlarily). Tbere were already (in 1659) .some: Piro
families in the MaNo settlema>l at the Pass of I.he North who provided assistaJxt- to the farst fruc:iscan missicnaty.
Fray Gard& de Su fnDci.sco y Z.Wp. 1beR: were some Pueblo Indians from New Mc-.ico (Tiwas, Piros. Tuos.
T.,...) livmg at El Paso dcl None. prior to the Pueblo Revolt. At this early ti1DC (1659-1680), this ,.....
illtcrmarriagc bctw..., the M..,os aDd other Pueblo Indian peoples.

Tb< PMT iopracnl an: Pueblo !Jx!WJ. II is well docuroc:aled that the Tigva aDd Piro •ete Pueblo IDdiao.
Also. the evidax:e is Ova' wbdmi.I:ag lhll Ibo Mamo were Pueblo lndiu as wdJ. MWcan and AmericaA records
refer to the Mamou Pueblo ladiam. Tlois - also cstablisliod by Adolph &.addicr wbo \'isilOd the r.... Cruea
aDd EJ Paso dcl NorlO r<gioas (Cd. Julr=) ud DOied the c:ullunJ commooalitieo Of the Mamo with the .....blO
lndiaos of New Mc:J.ico. Tbc:sc usotiations included elms Md tribal government.
1hc first recorded Land tr.tmar.:tioa in the El Paso area iovolvcd lite purchase of a llact of land near the
Maoso mission of N..,... Sciiora de Guadalupe f""" Ilse Manso Indiaos by th• Spanish govmuneo1 (Govemor
Aotooio Otmo!o) in order lo ....blisb the beadqoart<n of the gov.......,. of the pro...UX.. of New Mexico. The
origiml missi011 built by the Mamo lodWl5 slill slallds today (the only El Puo Mis.ioc ino.ct) aod Ille old civil
buildillg behind tho d11zn:h stands on the land "bicb the govaoor ptll<hascd lnlm the Indiaos.

Dcspi"' tho olm:ilia commillcd by the Spanish Govmimct1t oo the Mam<>, Tigua ud Piro peoples, thsl
go•crnmtDI was _ . tolcnol aDd prnleclOd !JxlWJ rights (cspocially lud) Ihm did the Mnioan and Ameriem
govemmcul>. ill b<:I. the three groupo mliolained their sovcn:ignly and l:i.od during the two bundn:d year period

of Spmish rule.
1be saacdocss of lbe mounlains is common among Pueblo Indiam (and olher Native Americ:zns). This
loog tndiLion among the PMT is ~de=td in the hi.Jtoric:a.J rccOfd prnaining to the Las Cruces area (Orgaa.
MOW>lairu) znd among the Tigua, Piro :i.od Maoso pueblos or Ille El Paso dislrict. I bavc included old oc,..poper
n:fcrmocs lo the MallSO aod thcir ceremonies that relalOd lo Cemi de la Bola (Jui= Mouol.xim). The Mamo
)n<fj.., of El Paso dd Norte made froquml pil&riJnap lo the .....,tains aad the hUtoric:al r=ml dcmonstrales lhat
these activitica involved olber fcas\5 ill additioa to I.he Guadalupe: Feast Day. la fact, Mc xi~ .iulhoritics attempted
to Lermimic lbese mountain vigils by fora.

The

paltQll of the

Musa M;..;on ill El Paso del Nor.. ..... Old udy Of Goadalupe. This t«Ognition

coati11ucd with I.he cmblishment of Tortvgas who bas lhc smlC pa.tron. PMT mcmbcn: traditiooally have $hrinc:$
to Guadalupe in 1hcir homes aod the main feast was bold in mid dc=nber on Gu.dlaupc Day (Dee. 12).
I =uialy eoocur with the analysis of Or. Howud Campbell eo"""11ing modem PMT eul1ur.d life and
commwrity iotcndioa which is very viable and is rqnaentativc of a loDg 1taditio11 that bu elisled in the Lu
CnJCCS a.rca for some coe bwidra:I years aod ca.a be l%accd to iis Piro, Ma.mo and Tiwa ;uitcccdc:nts. I have attended
two LribaJ rncetiop a.ad btvc: observm the self government proc:c,,s z!ld the spirituality ud sense of conunwtity lba1

c:bzncteriz.a each ptheriog. The Jau.er invclvC$ pr3ycr, clc:&DSing aJ1d n:vm:ncc for mother earth.
Evidence of tribal govnmnea1 and commwUty interaction is weJJ doc:umeotcd from the 1950's to lhc prcscnl (oral
bisiory, """'P'P"f uticl<>, lribaJ mioui.s aod documcncs aod graphically recorded family phOlognph .tbums).

°'
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The Piro Manso Ti ... Tribe an: as the aomo implies :m des=idanis from the Piro (mainly Sencc1i del Su.in Cd.
Mako). Mamo (El Puo del Notto or modem day Cd. Ju:ircz. Mexico. •nd the Las Cru<es region
of New Mc>.ico) and the Tiga (Yllda dd Sur. Tcus). The PMT also x:knowl°"'le IO be dcscondanis or lhe Tiaua
and Tompiro lndilllS of the Gan QuiYin or Saline Pnchlos to the northeast. In tbis ....... so are the Tip or
Yolm dd Sur Pueblo or •hom Ibo PMT-also rmted. Tho Tigua s.1iao 111CeS1ry is primarily f1UJ11 Quari Pueblo
aod the Piro (or Tornpiro) is from Aho Pueblo.

J..,.,..

"!'j

s·

Tbt PMT bave lcgilimalc claim to thc lmilory in southern New Maico, especially wilhin the La. c,,.,..
.,.. and Orpn Mowitaim, which is dOC11111cnt«I in 1hc hi>lorical and anlhtopological litcr.atun:. This clam is
lbrough 1hc Mamo Indians wbo lr.lditiomlly occupied the rivcnin region and adjaa:ot ploins and moun'3ins from
_....., New Muico to Prt.ridio, Tcus. The Orpn Mounlains .,,ere historically (io lhe Spanish poriod) bown
IS the Siem. de Joo Mansos. Their claim to the w Cruea area is logia! aod ii is possible that tho Manso balllb
may line ccolinmlly h1ll1lcd and pthcml in Ibis region, and from U- to ti111C lived in this region during the
period from 1659 (fouadil>g of .El Puo de! Non. and the Manso Miuioo or Nuostra Sc6on de Gmdalup:). It ls
liidy, that duriog periods of threat from hostile Indians (Apcbcs and Commu:bm), the Mamo rcualed lo the El
Paso del Nor1e area.
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The ancient lrl<lilion of lipting fins co lhe mounlaim in mid Dca:mbcr is from tbc Mamo Indians of .El
Paso dcl Nort<. Tbil tndition is wdl Clslablisbcd in the historical lilcsaluno. It may originale Crom the lighting of
f1teSon thcniptofthcfcast orGuadalupeand is d""1llllOlllcdin the historical litcr.atld'CcooomiingTonups Pncblo
in w c,,_. This practice appcon to original<: ft11111 the mid-winier sols1icc as celebrated by the PMT.
The PMT -
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the only Nati"" Amorican group that fomially m:ogoir.c their Piro, Manao llDd Tigua

hcrilal". In this sense, they are survivors of 1bc Mamo and Piro wbo ""' ...,., alinct IS a lribol entity. Their
historic associalion with the VIrpa or Guadalupe is from tbc Manso Indians or El Paso dcl Nor1e.

tD

Q.

!.
....

=

s. ~

m:.m

It is this -1icr's opinion. bosod"" tbe historical record and
oral history, that the Manso practical
some agriclll!Ure but relied bmvily oa a blllllin& and pthcring economy llld oxploiled the R!o Grande arm from
""'5iclio lo southun New Mclic:o 111111 moy have exlalded IS far north as tbc Gila River. At lhe time oC cOBllCI ...;lb

~

e ;"CS .,

the While Man, cullllrally, they were probably Pueblo ladi>ns but no longer li•cd in sedcutaty pueblos as did their
rolalivcs 10 tbc North (Piro and Tip lndiam).

.=
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I ...uh to lhlDk lbc Pt.{T IDdim Tribe for lhcit cooperation and interest in supponing my rescazch and
coUabonlion .nth Dr. C>mpbcll.
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Si~ly,~/~
NicliolJr.
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Written Comment Sheet
McGregor Range Land Withdrawal Renewal
Draft Legislative Environmental Impact Statement

I

---

Thank you for your input
DATE

PLEASE PRINT

January 1999

Tribal letter carments enclosed.
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lDuis Royb,>l, Governor, Piro/Manso/Tiwa Indian Tribe, Pueblo of 5an Juan de Guadalupe
NAME:

-

--

-

ADDRESS:

P.O. Dex 16243
Las Cruces,

Cm':
STATE. ZIP CODE
PHONE

t¢.
I

-----~·

~ ~xico

NIJMBER_~

88004

647-5372

Area Code

Pl..,.
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State of Texas
Office of the Governorff.C. Adams
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RE: TX·R·19980814·0001·50·00
DRAFT PEIS: FORT BLISS MISSION AND MASTER PLAN
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Dear Ms. Hamilton:

=r o·

Your environmental impact statement for the project referenced above
has been reviewed. No substantive comments were received.
We appreciate the opportunity afforded to review this document.
let me know if we can be of further assistance.
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Sincerely
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T. C. Adams. State Single Point of Contact
TCA//mhr
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Ms. Vicki Hamilton
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center
Building 5166, Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916·6812
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State of Texas
Office of the Governor/John L. Howard, Jr.
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STATE

OFFICE

OF

OF

THE

TEXAS
GOVERNOR
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GEORGE W. BUSH

[

GOVERNOR

August 18, 1998

~

IJQ

~

., 0

a :l

Mr. Wallace B. Hobson, Jr.
Colonel, U.S. Anny
Garrison Commander
Department of the Anny
1733 Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, TX 79916-6816
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Dear Colonel Hobson:

§~

Thank you for providing Governor Bush a copy of the Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan.
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If we have any comments, we will contact you.
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. John L. Howard, Jr.

Environmental and Natural Resources Policy Director
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Poor OmCI! Box 12428 AumN, TEICAS 78711 (512) 463-2000 (VOKZ)/(512)475-3165 (1D0)
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September 15, 1998

Ms. Vicki G. Hamilton
Directorate of Environment· Conservation Division
Headquarters, U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss

fD

a~

a:.i
.... "'
.§ &'

Re: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS} Volume I/II,
Fort Bliss, El Paso County, Texas (Army-FB F2, F19, 02, Dl9, N2, N19)

'"d
n. =
.....=
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Dear Ms. Hamilton:

00

Thank you for providing us a copy of the draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DPEIS) for review and comment The Archeology Division, Division of
Architecture, and Local History Programs Division have reviewed the document. Our

=
;~

comments are provided below.
The Archeology Division has reviewed the report for potential impacts to archeological
properties. The document describes three alternatives for the future mission
orientation and resulting land use at Fort Bliss, in addition to the No Action alternative
which would maintain the current mission status and level of land use. Our position is
that Alternative 1 would be preferable to the No Action alternative since Alternative 1
includes provisions for the further development and implementation of the Fort Bliss
lCRMP. We feel that the implementation of the ICRMP would help streamline

individual Section 106 reviews required to evaluate and manage cultural resources on a
case-by-case basis.

P. 0. Bo, l2276
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Auotin, TX 78711-2276
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AITN: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS)
Bldg. 516B, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
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512/463-6100

•

Fu 512/475-4872

•

TDD 1·800-735-2989

156. The recommendation will be
implementation of the ICRMP
Alternatives 1, 2, or 3.
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would occur
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State of Texas
Texas Historical Commission
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Ms. Vicki G. Hamilton, cont.

P. 2

1571

However, we are concerned that the Mitigation Action listed under Alternative 1 in
Table ES-2 indicates that mitigation of effects to historic properties would not be
required. Since Alternative 1 is similar to the No Action alternative, in that both have
provisions for maintaining current land use patterns involving off-road maneuvers,
training, and facility construction or demolition, it would appear that impacts to
archeological sites will continue. Accordingly, efforts to inventory and evaluate
archeological properties, and, in some cases, to mitigate effects on properties
determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, will remain

157. The concern is noted and is addressed through the
structure of the ICRMP.
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a component of both the No Action alternative and Alternative l.
Alternatives 2 and 3 involve an expanded mission that will result in an increased level
of training and construction activities throughout the cantonment and maneuver areas.
We agree that actions involved with these alternatives should be reviewed under the
National Environmental Policy Act.
The Division of Architecture and Local History Programs Division have reviewed the
DPEIS to determine potential effects to architectural historic properties. Specifically,
the Division of Architecture wishes to comment on Sections 3.2.4 and 3.3.4, Facility
Construction and Demolition. These sections outline two alternatives for new facility
construction and demolition of existing structures at Fort Bliss. Of particular interest to
us is the potential demolition of all 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s buildings located in the
William Beaumont Army Medical Center (WBAMC) and certain structures in the Main
Cantonment Area of the Fort Bliss Historic District (FBHD).
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158. Fort Bliss consulted with the Texas State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) regarding proposed
demolition in the William Beaumont General Hospital
Historic District, in accordance with 36 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 800 which implements Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). A sitespecific Environmental Assessment, which addressed a
number of alternatives, including demolition, partial
demolition, and lay away of historic structures and a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), was completed
in 1999.

As you know the National Register Programs Deparbnent has determined the majority
of existing structures in the WBAMC are eligible for listing in the National Register of

Historic Places. They are eligible as contributing elements in a historic district under
criterion A (significant contribution to history) and criterion C {distinctive construction
characteristic). Structures scheduled for demolition in the FBHD are duly established as
contributing elements under criterion A and criterion C. For properties listed on or
eligible for listing on the NRHP the regulations of 36 CFR 800 apply.

1581
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We are extremely concerned that these structures are slated for demolition. We
recommend a study, with our consultation, of potential adaptive use of structures
deemed contributing and/ or eligible in the WBAMC and FBHD. Through successful
planning and implementation, adaptive use will not only save historic structures but
also save money that could be directed for other purposes.
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State of Texas
Texas Historical Commission
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Ms. Vicki G. Hamilton, cont.
P.3
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For question about the archeological review, please contact Myles Miller of the
Archeology Division at 512/ 463-5864. For questions about effect to buildings,
structures, objects, or districts, please contact Lyman Labry, Division of Architecture, at
512/305-9109. For questions about eligibility of buildings, structures, objects, or
districts, contact Greg Smith, History Programs Division, at 512/ 463-6013.
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We look forward to further consultations with your agency during the future stages of
the PEIS process. Thank you for your interest in the cultural heritage of Texas, and for
your compliance with this federal and state review process.
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Sincerely,
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pYL~a._~
J-James E. Bruseth, Ph.D.
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Director, Archeology Division
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State of Texas
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
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Ms. Vickl Hamilton
US Army Ail Defense Artillery Ccruer and
Fon Bliss, Directoratl' of lhe En>Jironmeat
Atrn: AT7..C·DO&C (PEI.~). Building 5llil!
Piea!IOll!On Rllld
Fort Bli>S. Tew 7991S·5a12
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Dear Ms. Hl!llilton:

Ill

a. ::

The Data Collection Setlion lw reviewed infurmatioo Rganling the Drift l'rogt>mmarit Enviromnental
Impact Statement llld !!UppOltiDg doCUl!lentation, we ba,. tile fullowing tollUDellts:

!.
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Section 3.4.17. Air Pollution Sour=. p<JO HI, dbcusscscomiderations fornitrogen oxides (NOJ in
Ibo ozone cllllllol sttaleiY· According to tho ropon, "The TelW Nllural :Resam:e Conservllioll
Commiuioo (TNJICC) is phaaioj NO, 0111 of the ozone reqoiremetm. Wbon NO, is ao l011ger coosidoml
1 CQll!pOneDI of ozooe. fort Bliss will be in a NO. attainment acea. • ID order It> provide a more ICQlrlle
,,....,..., olthii il!Ue, we provide the foftowinl brief DYO!Vlew which may lleJp in rev~ing r1te section,

r:J)
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approprialo.
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The evaluatioll of El Paso air qualily issue! is govmt<d by special provisions of the FCAA fOr intemalioul
bord<r areas. Jn eddilioo, El P,,., bu received 1 fodcral waiver from NO, control requiromoots - d ""
pbotochrmical dispersloo modeling showing that, but !oromia&lonsmt1DAting from Mexlco. the area "ould
be inattainmnt ol rhe ....,. The continuario• of Ibis waiver is cl>ldidoned upon the resu!U of
fltturemodeliq. Jased ll[JOO these ftlblrenwdelini results, the fedeiat waiver could eirher remain in etrect
for El Paso, or NO, colltrDls could possibly be iroposc1! in the El Pa5D .,.. on one or bOlll sldet of the
• border.
r.O.BozlJ(l87

•

Austin, Toas78711·30S7

•

5121239-lOOO
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"Loq-llaago CCllJIPOllfbt lor 0.. Rn! l'IOperty ~Plan for Fort llHn, Tew," Final Report,
May19":

The NllllODll Ambicll! Air Quality Staodacis (NAAQS) defiltt allowable lll!lbienl concen!l'ltiom fur six
cnrma pollnwits, inclnding nilrogen diotide (NO,) aJX! ozone. El Paso County Is ciwificd as a
nondaimnent ma for ozone, but is in atllimnem of che NOJ standard. Because O'lODe is not directly
cmilled, bur other crca11!d in complex reltlioos involviJI& volalile orpnic compoundJ (VOC), NO., and
""'1ight, D!DDO control Aralll&ioa fOtns Oil coolrol ofVOC and NO, 11 precursors., ozone.
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~ 5.

The foll""iq &tiff of Ibo Tew Naatral Resoutce Co°""'atioll COlllllllssion (TNRCC) baa revie~'Od tl!t
sbove-rcferenced project and offer the following common~;

159
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Re: Fort Bliss Miasioo and Master Plan l'rogrammltfc Eoviroomental lmpa<t Sla'"'1C11t

U you deeOI
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159. Section 4.6.2 has been modified to incorporate the
language suggested by the Texas Natural Resources
Conservation Commission (TNRCC).

Interrietiddrc.u:wwwtnnx.stat1.b:us
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State of Texas
Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission

tl)JL3t98

18~25

9915 fitiS 6979

"l.'\T. RES. RR.

M!. Vicki Hamilton
1'1lgo2
October I, 1998
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Therefore, it is not entirely accurai. to say that NO, is being phased out of the °"'""control stratt;gy in
the El Puo .,... Changing the ,...., classification ID attainment for o.zooc would depend ou tbc multl
of future ambient air monitoring. ln any case, the area would.no« be classified aa a •Nq attaimnent area"
because NO, is not a criteria pollutant to which a NAAQS applies. A NAAQS does apply for NO,. for
whicb the El Paso area is iD attaimnent Since N01 and ozone are monitored and cvalua1Cd as separate
criteria pollut.anis, attaimuent of the NOz staadartl does not necessarily hnpty attainment of che ozone
sandard

Thankyoa fordleOAJOrtllnity toceview thispro_,ect. HI may heoffurtber9CrYice, p1easecaUmeat(512)
239-1486.
Siac~rely.
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State of Texas
Texas Parks and Wildlife
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August 19, 1998
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RICHl'lRO!OIC>:tHEATH
VOCE.CHAIRM .... CALLAS

Ms. Vicki Hamilton, Project Manager
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss

1

Directorate of Environment

rJCI

Attention: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS Comments)
Building 516B, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
SUS•N HOW ARO CHRAN[
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Department staff has reviewed the document referenced above which was
received on August 17, 1998.
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The PEIS identifies four alternatives: The first is a No Action Alternative which
involves conducting on-going missions and implementation of planned
development and maintenance activities without any new management plans
associated with natural resources or cultural resources. Alternative I includes
revised components of the Real Property Master Plan and implementation of an
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) and Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). Alternative 2 includes implementation
of the INRMP and ICRMP with additional planned use of 13.5 square miles for
field training exercise sites. Alternative 3 includes all actions included in
Alternative 2 with additional implementation of projects not currently funded or
included in the Army's planning cycle through the year 2002. We understand
the Army is currently considering the No Action Alternative as the preferred
alternative.
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With implementation of any of the four alternatives, adverse impacts to existing
vegetation and wildlife habitat are expected to occur. In comparing the
alternatives, least impacts would occur with Alternative 1. Under this
alternative, similar or slightly less impacts would occur than the No Action
Plan, less land area would he affected than with Alternatives 2 or 3, and cultural
and natural resources would be benefited by implementation of the Integrated
Cultural and Natural Resources Management Plans. The Department therefore
recommends Alternative I as the Selected Plan.
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160. Fort Bliss appreciates your contribution to the
environmental analysis process.
Your comment was
considered during preparation of the Final PEIS and is
presented here to further assist in the decision.

AUSTIN TEXAS787•• :,;i_g1
~12-:189-4600
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Re: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement - Fort Bliss, Texas
and New Mexico, Mission and Master Plan
Dear Ms. Hamilton:

... DREW SANSOM
f;:XECUTIVE01ftECTOR
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State of Texas
Texas Parks and Wildlife

Ms. Vicki Hamilton
Page 2

The Army is to be complemented on the quality and content of the draft PEIS,
including appendices documenting biological resources. The Department also

1s1

I

supports directing management of natural resources according to an ecosystem
approach as documented in the draft PEIS.
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment.

~~~1~

Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program
Wildlife Division
RGF:dab

161. Your comment was considered during the preparation of
the Final PEIS and is presented here to further assist in
the decision. The INRMP, which would be implemented
under Alternatives 1, 2, or 3, proposes to implement an
ecosystem management approach for managing natural
resources on Fort Bliss.
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State of Texas
Texas Department of Transportation
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Texas Department of Transportation
September 28, 1998
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Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Fon Bliss Mission and Master Plan
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Ms. Vicki Hamilton
U.S. Army Air Defense Anillery Center
and Fort Bliss
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Directorate of the Environment
Attn: ATZC-DOE-C (PEJS)
Building 516B
Pleasanton Road
Fon Bliss, TX 79916-6812
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Dear Ms. Hamilton:

a~

The Depanment has reviewed the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan.
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We have no comments to offer at this time. Thank you for the opportunity to review
the document.
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Sincerely,
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Ken Bohuslav, P.E.
Deputy Division Director
Environmental Affairs Division

An Equal Opponumty Employer
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State of New Mexico
Office of the Lieutenant Governor

1-i)- - -1 - - OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR
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STATE CAPITOL ROOM 417
SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87503

WALTER BRADL£Y

UELiE.~Alli GOVERNOR
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Toi: (505) 827·3050
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October 5, 1998
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Vicki Hamilton
U S. Anny Air Defense Artillery Center
Directorate of the Environment
Bldg. 516B, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
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Dear Ms. Hamilton:

Thank you for the opportunity to collllllCnt on the Draft Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plan (INRMP) for Fort Bliss a.1d the Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico,
Mission and Master Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}.
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These document has not been re1-iewed by the State Engineer's Office, the New Mexico
Department of Agriculture nor the Department of Energy Minerals and Natural
Resources. However, the New MeKico Game and Fish Department has reviewed both
documents, while the Environment Department has only reviewed the Programmatic

rJ'J.
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Environmental Impact Statement.
New Mexico seen an eJCtension commenting date of these documents from October 5,
1998 to October 16, 1998. We would appreciate the opportunity to lu!ve our appropriate
departments review these two doCWllents.
Mission and Master Plan Programmatic Environmeittal Impact Statement (EIS).

1621
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The New Mexico Game a.'ld Fish Department support$ Alternative One as described in
the EIS. The EIS presents an objective description of acti01lS, impacts and cumulative
effects ilS required by NEPA Alternative One improves management .liooe the 11'<'RMP is
proposed for implementation.
The New Mexico Environment Department has directly responded to you regarding the
concerns that are within water quality, air quality and hazardous waste (attached}

"rj
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162. Fort Bliss appreciates your recommendation for the
environmental analysis process. Your comment was
considered during preparation of the Final PEIS and is
presented here to further assist in the decision. The
implementation of the INRMP would occur under
Alternatives 1, 2, or 3.
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State of New Mexico
Office of the Lieutenant Governor
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Vicki Hamilton
October5, 1996

~

"I

~

"!'j

=0
"I

"I

=..
i ~

=· ~::::

Draft Integrated Natul'll Resom:e Management Plan (INRMP) for Fort Bliss
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The New Mexico Game and Fish Department has reviewed this document One area of

interest this department bas is in the monitoring plan. The Inventory and Monitoring
section comists of a system to regularly monitor indicators of ovcrall ecosystem
integrity, planning for soils, wetland.!, aurface waters, Oora and fauna. The Game and
Fish Department anticipates working jointly with Fort Bliss on a habitlt management
plan.
Should you have any questions, please contict my assistant Cecilia Abeyta at (505) 827-

INRMP
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Detailed comments on the INRMP will be considered
in that document.
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Sincerely,
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Attachment

cc:

Governor Gary Johnson
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State of New Mexico
Environment Department

State of New Mexico

®

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Harold Runnels Building
1190 St Francis Drive, P.O. Box 26110
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-6110
Telephone (505) 827-2855
Fax (505) 827-2836

GA.RYE. JOHNSON
GOVERNOR

~
PETER MAGGIORE

~

!kadary
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October 5, 1998
Vicki Hamilton
U.S. Army Air Defense
Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
Directorate of the Environment
ATTN: ATZC-DOE-C(PEIS)
Building 5168
Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, TX 79916-6812
Dear Ms. Hamilton:
RE:

FORT BUSS MISSION AND MASTER PLAN: DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT; DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CENTER AND FORT BLISS;
AUGUST1998

This transmits New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) statt comments concerning the abovereferenced Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS}.

WATER QUALITY

163

1.
Although the DPEIS contains a physiographic Features Map, we strongly recommend that
it also include a topographical map, which would be significantly more useful to the Department's
Surface Water Quality Bureau (SWQB) in evaluating the DPEIS with regard to impacts to surface
water features such as watersheds, watercourses, and others.

164

2.
It is not clear how proposed changes in the DPEIS will impact environmental restoration (ER)
sites located on or near watercourses. SWQB has requested that Fort Bliss (FB) identify these sites
but the information from FB has not yet been provided. This information is necessary to determine
whether the activities described in the DPEIS would impact ER sites associated with watercourses
and has not been considered in the DPEIS evaluation for impact to surface waters.

1651
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3.
The erosional/stormwater controls stated in pages 3.2-20 through 3.2-22 should be
addressed in a storm water pollution prevention plan before changes indicated in the DPEIS are
made in the FB Mission. A Compliance Evaluation Inspection of FB for their National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit #TXR05D076 in November of 1997 by Mr. Richard
Powell of the SWQB resulted in an unsatisfactory rating for the inspection. The facility has not

IJQ

2

163. Figure 4.7-2 shows surface water drainage on Fort Bliss.
This, and other figures in the Draft PEIS (DPEIS), are
overviews of resources and are not intended to be a
substitute for detailed analysis or water quality planning
using U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic and
related maps.
164. Drawings indicating surface water courses and restoration
sites were forwarded to the New Mexico Environment
Department (NMED) by Fort Bliss DOE on 29 October
1998. The Installation Restoration Program (I RP) is
designed to identify, characterize, and remediate
contamination on military installations, including identified
sites associated with water courses. Remedial action is
site-specific and based on the results of site investigations.
165. Fort Bliss operates under the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Multi-Sector
General Permit NMR05A423 for operations within the
State of New Mexico. Updating of the Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was completed in
March 1998.
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166. Recommendation noted.
Vicki Hamilton
October 5, 1998
Page2

165
Cont.

166

I

1671
168

I

1691
170

I

applied for the required NPDES permit coverage for New Mexico. The facility recently applied for
multi·sector pennlt coverage and has tenninated its NPDES baseline industrial permit coverage, but
has not updated the required stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPP). We request that the
facility address the deficiencies stated in the November, 1997 inspection report before the proposed
changes in the DPEIS are made.
4.
The FB facility is contained within a watershed that recharges the Tularosa Basin, impacts
wetlands, bolsons, etc. Statements are made in the DPEIS (pg. 5.1-30) referring to no or some
potential impacts on arroyo-riparian drainages. However, it is not clearly defined in the DPEIS how
any impacts will be repaired/prevented. This comment also applies to addressing industrial
discharges to unclassified tributaries in the watershed which drain to playa lakes located in the Rio
Tularosa Basin. A watershed management plan which incorporates input from all stakeholders using
water from the watershed should be developed as part of the DPEIS commitment to Public input and
Environmental Justice.
5. The DPEIS states that future activities on White Sands Missile Range (WSMR) and expanded
operations at Holloman Air Force Base (HAFB) could contribute to cumulative impacts when
combined with actions under various alternatives in the DPEIS, and that this could affect land use
on FB. We recommend that all comments made previous to this one be considered when these
alternatives are evaluated.
HAZARDOUS AND RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS
1.
Section 4.12 (Hazardous Materials and Items of Special Concern) references FB's RCRA
Subpart X, Open Detonation Treatment Penni! but fails to mention the Permit's Hazardous and Solid
Wastes Amendment (HSWA) module containing eleven (11) locations where solid wastes have
possibly been released to the environment. FB should know that risk-based closure of these sites
may have implications for the future land use of the site and any future property transfers.
2.
The Department's Hazardous and Radioactive Material Bureau (HAMB) is currently working
with all New Mexico Department of Defense (DoD) facilities, including FB, to detennine how best to
undergo risk-based corrective action. This process may involve the following activities or tracking
mechanisms mentioned in the DPEIS:
- the Real Property Master Plan (RPMP),
- the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP),
- the Training Area Development Concept (TADC).
HAMB would like to discuss the above processes and mechanisms with FB's Directorate of

Environment, as well as the land use categories listed on Table 2.5-1.

171

3.

We recommend that in addition to the federal environmental statutes and regulations listed

on Table 2.1-1, FB should list similar state requirements.

172

4.

HAMB staff, and we are sure others, would have found it extremely useful to have had a

tabulation of acronyms and their meaning while reviewing the DPEIS.

167. To date, we have not identified any discharges into
arroyo-riparian drainages, nor to unclassified tributaries,
which might drain into playa lakes. Storm water Best
Management Practices (BMPs) have been and continue
to be implemented at all Fort Bliss facilities, including the
10 Fort Bliss industrial facilities which occur in New
Mexico. These BMPs will preclude storm water impacts,
and are described in the Fort Bliss SWPPP. Fort Bliss
continues to monitor storm water discharges from its
industrial areas, and is pursuing the development and
execution of various storm water related projects. These
actions demonstrate that Fort Bliss has resolved to
comply with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Storm Water regulations and correct any
deficiencies identified during previous inspections.
168. Recommendation noted.
169. The sentence referred to provides context for subsequent
evaluation of cumulative impacts. It is possible that these
could affect land use on Fort Bliss, and these are
evaluated under each alternative.
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170. The following paragraph was added to Section 4.12.3.1:
"The NMED Subpart X permit HWSA module listed 11
SWMUs that required RCRA Facility Investigations (RFls).
RFls have been completed for the following nine sites and
are awaiting review by the NMED Hazardous and
Radioactive Materials Bureau:
FTBL-021 McGregor
Range Oxidation Pond SWMU 19; FTBL-022 Oro Grande
Oxidation Pond SWMU 25B; FTBL-023 Dona Ana
Oxidation Pond SWMU 27B; FTBL-051 Meyer Range
Oxidation Pond SWMU 76; FTBL-013 McGregor Range
Rubble Pit/Landfill SWMU 18; FTBL-015 McGregor
Continued on Next Page
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State of New Mexico
Environment Department

1170. Continued
:

Range Open Detonation Area SWMU 20; FTBL-014
Oro Grande Range Rubble Pit/Landfill SWMU 25;
FTBL-027 Dona Ana Range Rubble Pit/Landfill SWMU 27;
and FTBL-011 Dona Ana Range Sanitary Landfill SWMU
29. RFls for the following two sites were completed in
1990 and reviewed by the NMED. Field work to address
data gaps identified by NMED was completed in October
1998: FTBL-045 Waste Drum Storage Area (McGregor)
SWMU 22 and FTBL-032 McGregor Former Fire Training
Area SWMU 21 ". The following was inserted in Section
4.12.3.1:
"... require site investigations, including the
11 sites investigated for the subpart X permit HWSA
module (Blough, 1997, 1999)."

171. The following has been added to Section 2.1:
"Table 2.1-1 is intended to provide an overview, not an
exhaustive list, of federal rules and requirements that
pertain to federal agency planning in general, and the
NEPA process in particular.
Fort Bliss strives for
compliance with applicable state regulations."
172. A fold-out table of acronyms is presented in Chapter 14.0.
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Vicki Hamilton
October 5, 1998
Page 3

AIR QUALITY

173

I

1741

1.
FB is located in southern New Mexico, east of Las Cruces and extends into Texas east of
El Paso. The New Mexico part of FB is in an area that is currently in attainment for all National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). However, the new particulate matter (PM) standards
should be carefully considered in future environmental assessments at the site, as areas nearby in
Dona Ana County are currently in nonattainment for PM 10 . Based upon the information provided for
this DPEIS, however, we would not anticipate significant ambient air quality problems as a result of
the basic mission of FB.

"':!
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173. The Army will consider air quality impacts on Fort Bliss,
including the PM 10 standard, in future NEPA documents.

IJQ

2.
Another consideration for future environmental assessments is to use the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)-approved air quality models in EPA-450/2-78-027R, Guideline on Air
Quality Models. If there are no EPA-approved models that simulate aircraft activities effectively, it
would be useful to provide the Department's Air Quality Bureau with model documentation to review
before applying tor a Title v permit.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document. Please let us know ii you have any
questions.

..,

174. Fort Bliss will coordinate with the Air Quality Bureau on air
quality model documentation relative to future application
for a Title V permit.
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Texas Cities
City of El Paso/Nat Campos, Director, Department of Planning

CARLOS M. RAMIREZ
MAYOR

MONICA D. CUNNINGHAM

CITY COUNCIL

I

JAN SUMRALL
DISTRICT NO I

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

MIGUEL A. CORONA

JESUS TERRAZAS. JR.
DISTRICT NO. 2

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE MAYOR

MARK THREADGILL
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE MAYOR

LARRY M. MEDINA
DISTRICT NO. 3

'rj

STAN ROBERTS

[

DISTRICT NO. 4

PRESI ORTEGA, JR.

October 5, 1998
Ms. Vicki Hamilton
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
Directorate of the Environment
ATTN: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS)
Building 5 I6B
Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812

DISTRICT NO. 5

176

DISTRICT NO. 'l
DISTRICT "'O 8

In addition, the plan should encourage compatible land use and transportation networks
between the City of El Paso, Texas and military development.
I would like to discuss the concepts in the plan with you prior to finalization of the report.
I can be reached at 915-541-4745.
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175. The two pieces of land described are the sites of water
tanks. The Army classifies land used for water tanks as
Industrial.
The future land use plan reflects a
simplification of designated land use around these
facilities. Fort Bliss does not intend to construct industrial
facilities in these areas.
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176. Potential mitigations exist to minimize adverse impacts
between incompatible land uses on and off post.
Section 5.2.1.1, and Tables ES-3 and 6-1 identify these
mitigations.
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Sincerely,

Two Civic Center Plaza • El Paso, Texas 79901-1196 • (915) 541· 4000 • FAX (915) 541- 4501
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ELVlA G. HERNANDEZ

In reviewing the Long-Range Component for the Real Property Master Plan/or Fort
Bliss, Texas my staff have expressed some concerns. These primarily relate to proposed
land uses bordering and adjoining the City of El Paso, Texas. For example, two sites: one
located northwest of William Beaumont and another west of Logan Heights area are
shown as existing open space with some industrial and are proposed for total industrial in
the future. Industrial properties are not generally compatible with residential uses.

I
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LUIS G. SARINANA

Dear Ms. Hamilton:

175
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BARBARA PEREZ
DISTRICT NO. ti

-8ltbe Comer of
Texas and Old Mexico

=

Texas Cities
City of El Paso/Rosemary Staley, Chief Planner
00
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From:

Rosemary A. Staley

Sent:
To:

Monday, October OS, 1998 3:51 PM
'PEIS@emhlO.bliss.army.mil.'

Subject:
Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement
See attached letter from Mr. Nat Campos, Director of Planning for the
City of El Paso, Ttexas. A signed copy is in the mail.

1771

The City is also concerned about the future of Castner Range west of
Patriot Freeway. Please consult with the City prior to finalization of
land use proposals for that area.

177. Fort Bliss will continue to consult with the City of El Paso
as land use proposals progress.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the report .

"rj
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~

Rosemary Staley,
Chief Planner
City of El Paso
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Texas Cities
City of El Paso/Rosemary Staley, Chief Planner

From:

Rosemary A. Staley[SMTP:StaleyRA@ci.el-paso.tx.us]

Sent:

Thursday, November 05, 1998 16:03

To:

'PE!S'

Cc:
Subject:

Beatrice N. Maestas; Natividad Campos
RE: Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan Programmatic

- I
I

Environmental mpact Statement

November 5, 1998

'rj
In response to the extended comment period, the following items were
noted by staff reviewing the report.

178

1791
180

In previous correspondence I mentioned a concern regarding land use
compatability and your were going to have someone call me. To my
knowledge no one did. My concern related to proposed land uses
bordering and adjoining the City of El Paso, Texas. For example, two
sites: one located northwest of William Beaumont and another west of
Logan Heights area are shown as existing open space with some
industrial development. The proposal for the future is shown as total
industrial. If possible, I would like a written response.
As new development or redevelopment occurs on military property in
proximity to adjacent to property within the City Limits of El Paso, I
would request the military discuss with the Department of Planning and
the Metropolitan Planning Organization those issues which could impact
civilian land use and transportation patterns.
Noted from the report
is that during mobilization, WBMAC could be used to capacity, resulting
in increased local traffic in residential areas immediately to the
south and west of the hospital where the entrance/exit feeds directly
from/into residential streets. Congestion and safety of pedestrians
may be a concern during these periods. This may have an effect on the
City's thoroughfare plan. However, the report states that "Although
inconvenient, these conditions would not sgnificantly affect land use.
Local neighborhood commercial uses in El Paso may benefit slightly from
increased sales" (p. 5 .1~3 Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement) .
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Also have you talked to staff and does anyone wish to submit a resume
for possible council appointment to the El Paso Historic Landmark
Commission?
Rosemary Staley

00

U"I

178. The two pieces of land described in Figure 3.3-1 are the
site of water tanks. The Army's land use classification for
water tanks is Industrial. The future land use plan reflects
a simplification of designated land use around these
facilities. Fort Bliss does not intend to construct industrial
facilities in these areas.

179. Fort Bliss will continue to work to improve communications
with the City of El Paso regarding installation planning that
has potential effects on the community.

180. Activities during mobilization would be short-term for the
duration of a national emergency or state of war. There
may be temporary impacts on traffic around WBAMC
during mobilization when on-post traffic levels would be
higher than during peacetime. This should have no effect
on long-term transportation plans. If specific projects are
underway on local roadways during mobilization,
Fort Bliss may select alternate access roads into WBAMC.
Use of small local roads could temporarily effect residents.
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El Paso/Trans-Pecos Audubon Society
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FOllT BUSS MISSION .t MASTE!l PIAN
DllAFI' aOGBAMMATIC l!NVD.ONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Commmts: Jolin Kiseda/ Consemtion Chair El Puofl"Illlt-Pecos Audubon Society
Th• need lbr OUJ nation'• anna:l fon:es al Port Blisa ID be Ible to lblfill their primaty million ol maintaining apentional
in peai:etime and in limM ti anr., Is ti obriou"""""' to 111. We . . capr.ant <I the neod ol ow anned fems to
condud adivitia dua 111. •timer, cl a dmr:ruetiw nnn=. i.a order to ftdfill their .m.lon activities.

...m...

~ ulion'1 mililllY .....aam COldllin of the ltaplt. moat impntmt, cootip>uS parcel• of land thal have ""13ined
relmivoly IUllCllbld liam latge all, lnimat dMlGpmmlal pre1111191. Many <(U- Ii.., include ..,. and mdangeted fauna and
Bora tha! ...S ID!le ~natonlyfrottt ottbido ~and influences. but alJo front the mluion activities of OW' anned

ron:a on tblM-r-

-of

This bri• .-Id, M beliew lhJI: it i1 crucial that cur armed fon:ea fblfi11 their du.ti• in an environmentally respms11Xe manner
that is copizlnl olllte need filr tho _,..iiao and ptoto<tim <I important luliitall, ecosystems, spcies of conoem, and
-ned'mllapnd &-species. Tbe "'al hmle" actiona of""' atmed fotcll ltlllll be <andu<tod in a manner thal limi"
the nepti.. lllVi!aamontll
their aetM!i.._ not only to thooe ama tha! an: of!- import as biological resources,
bu( also in scale. tf it ii &alible to cmduct umed fartel million activities in a manner that yields pcsitivt milirary J?:SUJts. while
at the ame limo mittimmng negali>e enviionmmtal impo<IS (eopocially ID.,... and opecies of-1al concern) this methodology
of ctaDdardopnil!g~lhouldal""Y'bo lllilized.

Scx!Je-onlhednl!IPl!IS:

101

I

182

GencralTbe ~ze ltld Illa """I"' of tbU dnft Pl!IS lhould have necesaita!ed tho provi1ion <I a lon&"f public comment period; the 4l day
comment period appears to b3\'e bera in.mmcient far a more thorotJlh and detailed scrutiny and comment on the document.
4.1-41:
McGregor lbttgo: It is thoulht tlW minil!ldlD dillWIC<t for aimaft front ioolmod sttUctUres ("swned to be cl\wllings \\ith
residents) lhoald be !000' llloral dialan<e and a minimumwttical distance of llOO'. This miglit provide residl!n!S with a gieater
anoa of poroal oomfott, while DOI odwrllly atfocting the quolity of air missions.

4.1·1:
It appean tha! then ii an enor in the number ribird spoci• natod to be found in New Mexico (761)(this wai; also noted in !he
Fon Blia ln...,....i Naunl - - Man>pment Plan]. In the "New Mexico Bird finding Guido" (editor: Zimmerman, Dale,
ti al. 1992) ii ii DOied tha! then ""460 conlinned bird apoci11 oboerved in New Me.i<o. The Audubm Society Encyclopedia <I
Nonh -'-icltl Birdo (Jo!Jn K. Temo, 1980) that 796 bird ap«ies"""' ~by the American Omithologim Union
in ii& 19l7 North Ammam bitdi checktiat
mill1llDs indicalrs lo me tha! tho avialilwJa oa Ft Bliss should be
'"lalded a !eta then pmioully thought (only- 460 apecies in the state, not 768) and thus mono de..rving of

Thi&_..,,

. - . . . ond prdKliolt.

1831

l.1-lO·
Wetland & >.nayo-riporim Jlninast!s: PMt and fU!ure manouver dioonbance by vehicles, appean to be planned to be minimized,
10 • ,,eat-.n (eopocially by the men m.olM! use ol pmiClllllly ""1lapdimodill.ed arw "18116 new areas). My question is,
M>y wuld ........
Wloy can't ..rude movement lie prahibit.dli'om previously undialwbed .,.., of
~al,_.,,, nch., . - , and reloaadel-. ID IW>iUU ofldl rarity and impot17 This is especially imponant, based on
1he 1ecent filtdlnp olKazma ~ng .-apicll mlgm bird .,. of tb.,. drainages

184

l.1-3!;
Wildlife: Ewa in the "no adim" alte:mative, aren't there e-lble methods to decreBe direct wildli& mortaliry, via miligation
etrorll" Cu the mono rr.poi ... <I low quality wildlift! luliitat far million ai:tiono replace the need to use ond thus
degrade lligb quolity bll>itat.,....? Call ""3in miliwy Kliviti• ochoduled ID_, during the wildlife "non-breeding
teason" vei:M *tin& the ""bnldin& ..au."7 Cao m11 men prctec.tive mtlllW'l8 be instituted for .mission act.ioru lO be rout!d
awoyfram pmiOUlly undistmbod -of~ oona:m. such., thooe usod by speciu of 'P"'ial concern and be nolocated
el11Mlereto tbDle nas and habitlll rl.lts1 rarity aod iropm? Can ordnance llCJt be "'laid dawn'' primarily in poor environme;ntJ7

-be_..,,.,

be

00
-...i

181. The text has been clarified in Section 4.1.2.3. Other than
Army mission facilities, there are no occupied buildings on
the Fort Bliss Training Complex.
182. The number of bird species (listed in Section 4.8) in New
Mexico was changed to indicate there are 509 species.
This figure is from the most recent "Checklist of New
Mexico Birds," issued by the New Mexico Ornithological
Society in March 1997.
183. None of the alternatives provide new areas for off-road
vehicle maneuvers. The limited arroyo-riparian habitat
within off-road maneuver areas are utilized primarily for
crossing drainages. Use at arroyo-riparian drainages is
discouraged, but some use is required in traveling from
one place to another. Kozma's study occurred in areas
where no off-road maneuvers are allowed, as is the case
for the vast majority of arroyo-riparian habitat on Fort
Bliss.
184. The approaches mentioned to minimize mission impacts
take place as management practices.
The off-road
maneuvers described are almost entirely limited to
mesquite coppice dunes and do not occur in unique or
sensitive areas. Impact areas are also found in less
sensitive or unique areas. (Compare Figure 3.3-6 with
Figures 4.8-1, 4.8-2, and 4.8-3). The practices mentioned
are always considered when managing mission impacts .
However, as pointed out in Section 5.1.8.1, some direct
mortality occurs even though most of the mortality occurs
to more common species in abundant vegetation types.
This mortality almost entirely involves invertebrates and
small vertebrates such as snakes, lizards, or small
mammals that are accidentally run over by maneuvering
vehicles.
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FORT BUSS MISSION & MASTEll PIAN
DMFT PllOGMMMATIC ENVmONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Conmmts: John Kisedll Coasavation ChJir El Puofl'rms-Pecos Audubon Socioty
Pg2
Samo__..ootbedraftpl10:

1851

c:oodnuod. .....

S.H6:

GraziJlg: S• it ii - i n the-Wt i i _ . - dm loog-wm, hea"J' paiog 1111 had a neptive impact oa the Ciera Mea,
a -pmlnaplaa .iiauld be iD\'ellipPd ad impl_,,tod, in ordor to""""" neptivc cll'tds. Tbe draft documcnl sllles
noplaa o f - tolid in nipnll to thi.l
....very.

.,...iaod'•-

l.1-47

1861

Wetland 41: Am!Jo-riporian Dodnap Oroziq: Wby im'1botterprae..,.;on or.- important areas and their vegeblion port at
the plaa7 If.,;- of caltle ....... ii all9ldy cletermioed to be ber<y It cortaill - . wily aren't repair and mitip!ion
- . pi.-fnr ar ,..,,....rl Tbil i1 lllp0Cially imponut. Ima! on !he """'' 6ndinp of Kozma ,...,..iing neottopical
migian!bird •

1871

cif----.

S.1-47141:
Wetlandll: ~ Drailllp FMC c-umon: C.. it be ro-lited to 1111..,. and i_,- areas due 11>tbe probable
nepliw CIODlllali" implcll to"'" only.........., N IO~ -.pical avioa migranl Ylgllation and babilal7 This is
"""ially ~. .. the ....... - . a(I<azma rqarding-..pical mip;uttbird ... of lh... drai-.

__

CammaUon tbe-WI to tbe no-plan; Alt I, All 2 and Alt J·

_....,._.

In the c:umnr-l'arm oflhl Pll!S, ihe are to ...,.xt ony or all afthepropooed altemaliYI plans.,. must be ret.,.i to the
fKt llJal ; . _ - - . opeQOI and.,.. will hedegiBdldorclellroyed.
to oppooe thele alternative plans."" ate in
~ totbo . _ . , . DIOdrtow """"'fillasforMme_..tltion of lheirfilcilities. Neither situation is desired, and

1881

..., ...

I!.,..,.

-to

Ii-

The opeQllc adcumulaiw rt-tllrWe.,.......ialtemaliw pl1111to "llo action",
be increasingly men....,.
and Mpli'" to the iDlll!llation'I biolop:al """""'"'· •the .U. and the oomp1exity af propooed ~ ehlln&es to tbe 1111tallmion
are ;.....-; iJ thi.I ~I• it not poaible, tbroucJi con:IUI IOalysia ollhe propooed plans to "'" only mee1 the
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185. Grazing on Otero Mesa is not managed by Fort Bliss, but
by the BLM. Modifications to grazing management are
not part of the alternatives discussed in the PEIS.
186. Grazing on Otero Mesa is not managed by Fort Bliss, but
by the BLM. Two types of sites are discussed, wetlands
and drainages. The wetlands on Otero Mesa are mostly
man-made, i.e., stock watering locations, thus they
naturally receive heavy grazing. However, the BLM h.as
fenced at least one of these man-made and bird
community wetlands. These drainages and swales are
important to grassland birds, but are very different from
the habitats characterized by Kozma's studies.
In
addition, they are probably used much less by the bird
species that Kozma documented from his habitat types.
187. The cumulative construction impact discussed in
Section 5.1.8.2 is for the construction of the Tactical
Target Complex. There will be no construction associated
with the new FTX sites. FTX sites are only used as
temporary locations for small unit training. All equipment
is removed when training is complete and no permanent
improvements remain. The Otero Mesa target complex
location contains 8. 7 miles of arroyo-riparian habitat. Only
a small proportion of the 8. 7 miles (less than 1 percent) of
total arroyo-riparian habitat on Fort Bliss will be impacted.
The USAF is working with Fort Bliss to minimize the
impacts of construction.
188. The purpose of the INRMP, ICRMP, RPMP, and TADC is
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to environmental
resources. The TADC, for example, designates areas for
specific training activities that reduce the effects on soils,
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188. Continued
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vegetation, and wildlife habitat that could result from
random access within the Fort Bliss Training Complex. As
specific projects are proposed in the future for various
installation capabilities, additional NEPA documentation
will be developed to address reasonable alternatives for
the specific proposals.

189. The FTX sites are placed in areas which will have
minimum ecological impact, while sustaining the military
mission. Individual sites will only be chosen if Alternative
2 or 3 is implemented. To qualify as a potential site for
these FTX areas, the slopes must be minimal. There are
no construction activities on FTX sites. Arroyo-riparian
drainages are avoided whenever possible. If Alternative 2
or 3 is selected, an environmental document that
specifically analyzes the impacts of additional FTX sites
will be prepared.
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LA.SEN, INC.
Vicki Hamilton
US Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss, Directorate of Environment
Building 516B Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-ea12
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Email:peis@emh10.bUss.anny.mil
Attention: ATZC-DOE·C (PEIS)

!!!..
'"d

September 10, 1998
Dear Ms. Hamilton:
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190. Thank you for the information.
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The following information is supplemental to the objectives expressed in the Fort Bliss
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Mission and Master Plan Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The objective

.... "'
~~
= ...

of this report is to analyze land use; infrastructure management programs and policies; and to
describe any environmental effects that could be associated with projects and activities
conducted at Fort Bliss.
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Considering that Fort Bliss, Texas is composed of 1.2 million acres of land; a system is

needed to reduce the manual activity of collecting data on environmental impact. Currently the

Q

US Air Force Research Laboratory, with support from Senator Pete Dominici and Congressman
Joe Skeen, is constructing an Airborne Mid-Infrared Laser System that can detect various

"

molecular chemical species including volatile organics in lhe atmosphere or on the ground by

Q.
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means of differential laser absorption. This airborne system requires the integration of laser,
software, imaging, and processing technologies to produce a laser mapping system that is "user

"Cl .,
r:o '"d

friendly". This system, called the environmental laser mapper, ELM, will allow one to fly over and

n r:o
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map various chemicals at a cost comparable to ground surveys. Moving into the twenty-first

rl'J.

century, federal regulations have been expanded to embody numerous items not even thought

S'
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about twenty years ago. The downsizing of the military and civilian personnel has left massive
military installations at the mercy of having to choose daily events that could indeed impact the

....

success of mission strategy. There is a requirement for being able to rapidly detect, identify and
produce maps that can be quickly accessed by field personnel. Such a system could be utilized
to detect and map chemical agents, and events such as chemical attacks or acciden~I spiHs.
This system could also be used for environmental purposes such as base remediation and
withdrawal renewals.
The data obtained by the ELM system is processed to include both video and infrared
imagery overlapped onto a GIS digital map. This map can be provided on a CD-ROM within 20
hours of the fly-over. Because of the ELM system ability to rapidly map and identify areas of
300 N. TELSHOR • sum 600
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO 88001•(505)522-51 tO
FAX (505) 522-6355
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Interested Organizations
LaSen, Inc.

--1
contamination, various agencies can reduce operational costs of environmental impact studies

(EIS), base withdrawal renewals, and base remediation by reducing field personnel and
concentrating available resources on a priority bases.
The system has two primary sub-systems; the airborne laser sensor, ALS, and the
interactive integrated database 12DB. The ALS component contains all the laser, optical,
electronic, and data pre-processor and data storage systems. The ALS subsystem should be
capable of producing 6 to Blaser lines in the 3 µm region simultaneously. The entire ALS
subsystem including aircraft mounting hardware will not exceed 500 pounds. Typical detection
limits of the path-integrated column will be <5 ppm at a flight speed of 125 mph.
l'DB is a data processing system which processes ALS data, formats it and produces a
CD-ROM for field use. l'DB also compares data from previous flights and formats this data such
that field personnel can overtay data onto the CD-ROM to enhance changes in data.
Once completed, the ELM system will provide
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High spatial resolution chemical mapping from a light aircraft

•

Interactive data on a CD-ROM

•

Visual and IR imaging

•

GPS and GNS maps and data coordinates

•

Data tum around time of 20 hours

•

Comparative analysis of both current and historical data
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Therefore the primary technical objective of this effort is to design, assemble and integrate the
necessary laser/electronic/AIRFRAME and computer technologies into a reliable, cost-effective
airborne chemical sensor/mapping system.
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In an age where information is the true power, any system that significantly enhances
information exchange immediately becomes a necessity. LaSen, Inc would like to present our
system, and our vision to you and your key personnel at your ear1iest convenience. If you would like

to contact me, please feel free to call me at(505) 522-5110.
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Allen Geiger
CEO; LaSen, Inc.
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Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
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EL Mtvironmental Laser Mapping
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Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

The ELM Sya18m is a state-of-the-arl airborr
chemical mapping system which provides
customers with interadive chemical maps
and video data.

ALS
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ALS: The ALS System util~es U.S. Patented laser
tecMology to remotely detect chemicals This
technology allows for greater sensitivity wnh less
transmitted laser energy at faster airspeeds. The
system integrates the laser data with visual and

thermal images and various on board sensors that
include GPS positional information.
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I' DB: The ALS system transmits the collected
data. tt is then fed into an Integrated Interactive
Database{ I' DB). which organizes and stores the
information. Reporting tom this system includes
exception studies, comparison studies, torecastin~
and performance evaluation studies. Reporting w
be sent to dients through CD-ROM interactive
presentation as well as conventional reporting
methods.

Client Data: Reporting would ueually be provided
within twelve houra from the Al.S system's
transmission. The client interacts with a menudriven presentation written to CD-ROM. These
presentations will include visual imaging, thermal
imaging, and GIS maps lntegated with current
and archival comparisons from collected data.
The CD-ROM, loaded on a portable computer,
could be used in the fteld to provde field peraonn•
with visual and chemical maps of the areas of
interest and concern. Those areas are located b)

means of a GPS receiver connected to the
computer.

Interrogated site
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From:

Reply To'
Sent:
To:

Subject'

ae494@rgfn. epcc. edu [SMTP: ae494@rgfn. epcc. edu]
ae494®rgfn. epcc. edu

Wednesday, September 30, 1998 17 '04
PEIS®emhlO .bliss .army .mil
Ft. Bliss Mission/Master Plan PEIS

Dear Ms. Hamilton:

"'!"!
;·

The El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club wishes to request an extension
on the comment period for the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan.
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~
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We 1 re sending you a letter to that effect, but we wanted to expedite our
request via e-mail.
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The Draft PEIS is a lengthy, complex document with a short comment period.
To do an adequate job reviewing and commenting on it, we need more time.
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191. The public comment
November 5, 1998.

period

extended

was

to
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Thanks for considering this request. Please call me at 915-545- 5157 or email me at the address below if you have questions.

< ~

:;· 5·

=
=
e=
=

John Sproul
El Paso, Texas
ae4 94@rgfn. epcc. edu
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Interested Organizations
El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club/Jim Bell
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September 30, 1998
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Ms. Vicki Hamilton

"I

Directorate of the Environment
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U.S. Anny Air Defense Artillery Center and Fon Bliss
Building 516B, Pleasonton Road
Fon Bliss, TX 79916-6812
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Fon Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Draft Proirammatic Enyjmnmental Impact Statement
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Dear Ms. Hamilton:
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We are in the process of reviewing the Draft PEIS and the associated Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan. These are lengthy and complex documents, and we find the
45-day comment period is not sufficient for a careful evaluation.

1921

We wish to request that the comment period be extended for an additional 45 days. We
believe a better final document will result if the public has more time to digest the Draft
PEIS and develop constructive comments on it.
We understand the Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club has asked that the Draft PEIS be
revised and re-issued due to inadequate availability of supponing documents, unclear
language in the text, and incomplete analysis of cumulative impacts. We suppon that
request.
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The El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club appreciates the Army's commitment to good
environmental stewardship, and we appreciate the opponunity to comment on the Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Fon Bliss Mission and Master
Plan.
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192. The
public comment
November 5, 1998.

period

was

extended

to
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Interested Organizations
El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club/Jim Bell
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Ms. Vicki Hamilton
September 30, 1998
Page 2
The National Environmental Policy Act process works best when the public has a full
understanding of the issues being evaluated in an environmental impact statement and has
sufficient information to contribute meaningfully to the dialog on those issues. A Revised
Draft PEIS can help ensure these conditions are met for the Fon Bliss Mission and Master
Plan.
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Thank you very much for your consideration of these requests.
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Yours truly,

~,/?7 1 A__(J_~z .~

l1Q

Jim Bell
Chairman
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Interested Organizations
El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club/Elizabeth Walsh

From:
Sent:

Elizabeth Walsh [SMTP' ewalsh@utep edu]
Monday, October 05, 1998 21051

To:
Subject,

PEIS@emhlO. bliss. army. mil
Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan

-1

October 5, 1998

Ms. Vicki Hamilton
Directorate of the Environment
u. s. Army Air Defense Artillery center and Fort Biiss
Building 516B, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, TX 79916-6812
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PEIS@emhlO. bliss. army. mil
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Re:
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Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Request for Extension of Public Comment Period
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Dear Ms . Hami 1 ton:
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The El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club appreciates the Army's
commitment to good environmental stewardship, and we appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan.
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We are in the process of reviewing the Draft PEIS and the associated
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) . These are lengthy and
complex documents, and we find the 45-day comment period is not sufficient
for a careful evaluation.
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We wish to request that the comment period be extended for an additional 45
days, until November 14, 1998. We believe a better final document will result
if the public has more time to digest the Draft PEIS and develop constructive
comments on it.
We understand the Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club has asked that the
Draft PEIS be revised and re-issued due to inadequate availability of
supporting documents, unclear language in the text 1 and incomplete analysis
of cumulative impacts. We support that request.
The National Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) process works best when the
public has a full understanding of the issues being evaluated in an
environmental impact statement and has sufficient information to contribute
meaningfully to the dialog on those issues. A Revised Draft PEIS can help
ensure these conditions are met for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan.
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We understand that the intent of this Draft PEIS is to require only
Environmental Assessments (EAs) in the future. In general, it seems to us
that in the Draft PEIS potential actions are insufficiently analyzed to
preclude possible need for any additional Environmental Impact Statements.
Upon first review, it seems that there is not a high enough level of detail
as required by NEPA. We also are not sure whether Fort Bliss presently
conforms to NEPA requirements. If this is the case, we want to be sure that
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193. The public comment
November 5, 1998.

period

was

extended

to

194. The PEIS analyzes potential environmental impacts and
mitigations associated with land use and management.
This document provides information to help commanders,
directors, heads of partner organizations, other users of
Fort Bliss facilities, and their staffs make environmentally
sound operating and siting decisions. To the degree
possible given existing data, it evaluates the potential
environmental impacts of essential mission and
supporting management activities on Fort Bliss. Sitespecific projects and future actions will be evaluated in the
appropriate NEPA document: Categorical Exclusion (CX),
EA, or EIS.
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Cont.

195. A NEPA review was conducted for the Soledad well field.
The review resulted in a CX, and a Record of
Environmental Consideration (REC).
Based on the
opinions of professional hydrologists and geologists,
Fort Bliss believes that the appropriate level of NEPA
documentation is a CX and the accompanying REC. The
impact to the aquifer in the area is minimal because of: ( 1)
the highly unlikely impact to springs in the watershed; (2)
the localized nature of the aquifer at the Soledad reentrant; (3) documentation of the stability of the water
level in the wells; and (4) the amount of water being
pumped from the wells is less than the estimated
recharge rate.

the purpose of NEPA is clearly understood and carried out by responsible
people at Fort Bliss.
Here are examples of our concerns. Since the PEIS is so daunting and several
people are contributing to this letter, these items are in no particular
order:

1. We understand that Fort Bliss developed a water well field several years
ago in the Soledad Canyon Aquifer, and has been pumping water to White Sands
Missile Range. This apparently was done without a NEPA review, impact
assessment, or NEPA document and public review. All this was done despite
concerns that such pumping could dry up springs on the flats west of the
wells, possibly effecting the springs in the Organ Mountains. We request that
Fort Bliss stop pumping immediately, pending NEPA compliance. If this is not
done, we request monitoring the springs that could be effected and ceasing
the pumping if the spring discharge decreases.

195

2. Fort Bliss recently built another golf course. Despite being able to use
recycled gray water from the city, the fort reportedly drilled a new water
well into the aquifer. Instead of conserving water, it is apparently pumping
from this disappearing source. We request that Fort Bliss commit to using
gray water for all golf courses, parade grounds, and landscapes. This
commitment should be included in the PEIS, with a specific completion date.

196

3. At the September 30th general meeting of the Sierra Club, at which Fort
Bliss representatives were present, a member asked about water conservation.
Fort Bliss has publicly stated a commitment to water conservation by
implementing the same watering rules as the City of El Paso. This commitment
is seemingly contradicted by reports that the parade grounds and other lawn
areas were being watered between noon and two o'clock in August. We live in a
desert. Every drop of water should be carefully used.

197

4. At the same meeting, Fort Bliss indicated that water would be conserved
through a xeric landscape plan, which is more conscionable in a desert. To
ensure that this plan is funded, we request that Fort Bliss commit to the
plan's implementation as a mitigation measure with a final, specific
completion date.

198

5. The PEIS states that Fort Bliss is not a major contributor to aquifer
draw-down. This may be an accurate statement. However, there is apparent lack
of an attempt on Fort Bliss 1 part as noted above to adopt meaningful water
conservation measures, even when available. We get the sense that Fort Bliss
feels it doesn't have to be a major part of the solution, since it isn't a
major part of the problem. This doesn't sit well with those of us who, as
individuals and home owners, sacrifice to conserve water even thought we
individually are a minuscule part of the problem.

199

6. Predator control is one of the actions that may be undertaken under the
INRMP (page 3. 3-29) . This is a 1950 1 s management anachronism that certainly
does not protect 0 the properties and functions of natural ecosystems". Nor is
it "ecosystem management". Would Fort Bliss conduct predator control with
only doing a REC as implied on page 2-17 in the first page of the PEIS and on
page A-13 of the Appendix?

200
201

These wells are on the alluvial slope east of the
Organ Mountains and withdraw groundwater from a
localized aquifer called the Soledad re-entrant.
The
closest springs to the wells are two ephemeral springs;
3.7 miles to the northwest of the wells, at elevations 1,000
feet above the water levels of the wells. The permanent
springs in the Organ Mountains are even farther away, at
even higher elevations. The location of all these springs
places them on bedrock rather than on alluvial fill
according to a USGS technical report published in 1981
(Ground-water Resources of the Soledad Canyon Reentrant and Adjacent Areas, White Sands Missile Range
and Fort Bliss Military Reservation, Dona Ana County,
New Mexico. Water-resources Investigation 81-645).
Because the wells in question are considerably down
gradient from the springs, any amount of pumpage from
the wells does not, and will not, have any effect on the
spring flow. Conversely, diversion of the water from the
springs could cause a decrease in the well yields,
although probably not to a noticeable extent.

I

7. Another area that we would like to be addressed is whether there is a
multiplier effect, similar to the economic multiplier effect, that results

Continued on Next Page
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1195. Continued
The REC produced for the Soledad well field specifies
management actions for the wells. In particular, the water
withdrawals will not exceed 750 acre feet per year. The
USGS report cited above estimates recharge from the
Soledad watershed to the re-entrant to be 750 acre feet.
Records from WSMR show that the acre feet pumped has
ranged from 359 to 728, with an average of 534 acre feet
over the last 8 years. Elevation of the water level in the
wells has been stable, around 3, 776 feet above sea level.
196. Current Fort Bliss water policy is described in Appendix K
of the PEIS. Policies are based on residential water
conservation, xeriscaping new residential construction, and
replacement of fixtures and related water delivery systems.
Fort Bliss has begun investigating the use of gray water for
irrigating large turf areas including golf courses and parade
grounds.
197. Fort Bliss is investigating the installation of a timer system
to water turf areas at night, which is more efficient than the
current method of manually turning systems on and off
during the day.
198. Current Fort Bliss policy requires xeriscaping in all new and
remodel construction projects, and in the front yard of all
new housing construction projects. The program is being
phased in as funds become available.
199. Fort Bliss pumps or purchases 2.4 percent of the total
annual water demand (234,056 af) in the El Paso-Ciudad
Juarez region for on-post use.
However, military and
civilian employees who work on Fort Bliss but reside
off-post, and military retirees and the families of these
groups, contribute indirectly to the water demand resulting
from the presence of Fort Bliss. Indirect military use,
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199. Continued
that is water for domestic use of the 65,700 area residents
who live in the El Paso area as a result of employment
and services at Fort Bliss, accounts for an additional
5.3 percent of the regional demand. Further details were
added to Section 5.1.7.2, Cumulative Impacts. However,
water conservation is a major concern. Fort Bliss has
adopted a number of substantial water conservation
measures to include: xeriscape landscaping on new
construction; low-flow toilets, showerheads, and faucets;
watering time restrictions; car wash restrictions; and
replacement of evaporative coolers with ground-source
heat pumps on new housing construction.
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201. There is no general "multiplier effect" similar to that used
for economic analyses that can be used for determining
environmental impacts from troop strength. The impact of
increasing troop strengths varies greatly depending on
which resource is being analyzed, and which type of
military training those particular troops will conduct. For
example, the addition of troops may cause a near linear
increase in water usage, yet impacts to different natural
resources may be near zero, or at a rate much higher than
a "per capita" average would suggest depending on the
training being conducted and its location.
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200. The pages mentioned illustrate the process for
determining the impact of any project and how NEPA
compliance will be achieved. It is not implied that predator
control has no impacts to the environment.
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201

from increasing troop strength. We suggest this be addressed in the section
on cumulative impact.

Cont.

202
203

I

2041

205

8. The PEIS states that only the plans and their implementation are being
evaluated under NEPA, and that future actions stated in Alternatives 2 and 3
will each be evaluated separately under NEPA. Indeed, none of the listed
future actions are sufficiently evaluated for impacts in the PEIS to comply
with NEPA. Please clarify if we read this correctly. Also, please confirm
that, in the absence of NEPA, adoption of Alternative 2 or 3 does not result
in the automatic decision to implement these at a later date. To don so would
be a clear violation of NEPA.
9. The first paragraph in Chapter 2 (page 2 -1 7) seems to be in direct
contradiction to commitment to do separate NEPA follow-on for actions in
Alternatives 2 or 3. This paragraph refers to Chapter 3, Description of
Proposed Action and Alternatives. It states that "If the future proposed
action ... is adequately analyzed in one of these sections [in Chapter 3] there
may be no need to develop a separate EA or EIS. 11 Chapter 3 is only the
description of action section. There is no analysis in this chapter,
especially that required for NEPA compliance, i.e. environmental
consequences. What does this mean? To compound the confusion, Appendix A has
a flow chart that seems to direct an action proponent to do a REC if
"programs evaluated in this PEIS include actions similar to the proposed
action 11 {page A-7). This seems to be in conflict with NEPA.
10. We understand that the specific mitigation commitment to repair earthen
stock tanks on McGregor Range for wildlife that was made in the On-Going
Mission EIS in 1978 and 1984 was never done. We understand that funds were
never provided by the army. Although this was a legal requirement, the reason
for not funding was that the EIS never stated a final date for completion.
The merits of providing additional wildlife water is not an issue; the fact
that a relatively inexpensive mitigation measure was never carried out 20
years ago is. With such a poor mitigation compliance record for Fort Bliss,
we find it difficult to rest assured about anything committed to in the
mitigation section of the current PEIS. Therefore, we request that all
mitigation have specific start/completion dates. Commitments should be
specific about what, how many, and how much of anything is being committed

206

to.
11. We request commitment to funding all projects in the INRMP, CRMP, and
ITAM. We understand that funds for ITAM were diverted from that program this
year to non-environmental projects. Since the army is referencing the INRMP
and !TAM as programs to reduce impacts, these should be funded.

207

2081

13. we request commit to retaining the biological and cultural staffs so
critical to execution of the INRMP and CRMP. We are concerned that staff
levels could be cut after the PEIS is finalized and the McGregor withdrawal
completed. We believe that management of 1.1 million acres under extremely
consumptive land uses requires a staff of permanent professionals.

209

-0

210

12. We understand that army commanders are allowed to divert funds earmarked
for environmental compliance and management projects to non environmental
projects by army commanders. We request commit to no diversion of funds away
from environmental projects.

I

14. We request a visible commitment to water conservation measures. These
should include using gray water; adopting and enforcing water restrictions

202. The PEIS programmatically evaluates installation
capabilities.
Additional NEPA documentation will be
developed as required for site-specific projects that take
advantage of installation capabilities.
203. This document provides a programmatic NEPA analysis of
the capabilities identified in Alternatives 2 and 3. However,
adoption of Alternative 2 or 3 does not result in an
automatic decision to implement these capabilities. Should
specific projects be proposed in the future to make use of
capabilities,
additional
site-specific
NEPA
these
documentation will be required. The decision to implement
projects will include consideration of this analysis. Adoption
of a specific alternative would be a programmatic Army
decision that would broadly effect the installation's
operation.
Implementation timing of specific mission
activities, facility construction and demolition, environmental
resource management, and real estate actions described
under an alternative would depend on a variety of factors,
notably funding.
204. Step 3 in Section A.2 has been modified to clarify the
procedure as follows: Sections 3.3 and 3.4 identify and
describe a variety of known requirements for mission
activities, master plan projects, resources management
actions, and mobilization plans either underway or
planned for Fort Bliss. In addition, Section 3.5 discusses
the types of missions and installation capabilities that
could be considered during the planning horizon, but are
not currently planned. Programs specifically analyzed in
this PEIS are shown in Table A-1. When considering
potential impacts of the proposed action, the proponent
should review the environmental consequences of the
programmatic actions listed in Table A-1 and described in
Continued on Next Page
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Cont.

211

I

I

that mirror those of the City of El Paso; and implementing the xeric
landscaping plan.

204. Continued
Chapter 5 of the PEIS (Environmental Consequences and
Cumulative Effects). This review should focus on the NEPA
documentation for those projects or activities determining if
the proposed action's potential impacts have already been
programmatically evaluated.
The Fort Bliss DOE will
confirm that the existing conditions and potential impacts
have not changed, and that conclusions regarding the
appropriate program or plan evaluated in this PEIS are valid
in regard to the action being proposed. Specific projects
consistent with the capabilities in Section 3.4 and most of
Section 3.5 will require additional NEPA documentation.

15. We request commit to providing to the public information on what projects
were and were not funded. This could be done as part of the Mitigation Action
Plan.

Thank you very much for your consideration of these requests.

Yours truly,

Jim Bell

Chairman

John Sproul
El Paso, Texas
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ae4 94@rgfn. epcc. edu

Liz Walsh
Department of Biological Sciences
University of Texas at El Paso
El Paso, TX

79968

roll

205. The flow chart (Figure A-1) has been modified to clarify
relationships between this programmatic document, future
programs, and site-specific projects proposed at Fort Bliss.
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206. The mitigation actions included in this document are
programmatic and are, therefore, ongoing. Mitigation for
significant effects of specific projects will be specified in the
NEPA documentation for those projects or activities.
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207, 208, and 209. The U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) did not fund the Integrated Training
Area Management (ITAM) Program for Fiscal Year (FY) 00,
and future funding is uncertain. However, Fort Bliss will
continue to integrate training area management with cultural
and natural resource management to the extent possible. As
such, Fort Bliss will strive to maintain optimum training and
sustain the military mission and maintain, protect, and
improve environmental quality.
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210. Fort Bliss has committed to water conservation through the
following measures:
xeriscape landscaping on new
construction; low-flow toilets, showerheads, and faucets;
Continued on Next Page
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919157795509551
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COMMENTS

211. Fort Bliss appreciates your contribution to the environmental
analysis process. Your comment was considered during
preparation of the Final PEIS, and is presented here to
further assist in the decision.

PUBLIC HEARING

ff BUSS TEXAS ~D NEW MEXICO
Ml::;Mu.N AND Mt\STER PLAN
DRAFT "PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Hilton Howl, L..,. Cw=>, New Mexico
September 10. 1998. 6:30 PM

Mv neme is Marianne ·ibaeler, I 2Dl the Military Issues Chair for the Rio
Grande L1111Plw oftlle Sierra Club and a m<mbor of tho National Sima Club
!.<mds Mmaacm(.nt Ccmmitt~ •• a spooialist m military issues.
i reside at2015 Huntington Dr. Las CllJQCS. Nc:wMn:ico S8011

I.A'~~.~ ~;. ~~ t ~1kt.1lr:Ers ~.
l am here to mab: " !Olma! roquost, which will be submrtUod in wnting pnor to the ·

Ootobcr 5, 1998 JooJ!iu•.

w, N:'q_W~ th:tt ft. B1i9s f'(HM•ue a n~"' Drnft PElS for the Ft. BliH, Texas and New
Mexioo MiHion and MllStel' Plan in order tha'. the public cao have another
cpportuni!)• to prcxnt Comments. Said new Draft shollld ClOllSider 1bc following
p<.n.nU:

. All inteNoled on6"1tiootd potties did oot reee1\'ed l>OP\CS ofthls Ul'~, llld an: Dllt
"" the diSlribution.liil!, although the ttl<t iDdi<'...... they .... 1 speoitiQIJly rem to the
ronolll:n who ""'idlr....t ofMaoGr9gor rans< ,+.o ""'woll kDow to Ft. Btm u the)""' nctiticd ot' rolld olosures and i-e auc:od<ti heeMgs ill the paat.

2121

I
214 I
215 I

- The p~ of this document is not olcar, since a Mission and Maslcr P11111. doa not
c:rnt arul <.'.haptcr 3, Description Qf Pro,looed Aotion and Alternatives canoot be

213

Ull<k."Stood as mitten.

-·n.~n.• ai&r'C nun\~n.>l.1¥ Plar:ci l-.&n~ in th.: tc~:t,. whi..,h nee not part of the Worlc Plan

I
217 I
......

0

w

- Not until C h - S did I diao<l'-.., who< Cl:o,,,.,, ; wu suppooed to hav• said. Buth
~~c two Ch:lpte.-. ;:re illc011$i$lo:nt.

39\ld

S\1X3.J. OS\1d '13 8!"5

60996LL916

OE :91

213. The PEIS discusses the on-going missions assigned to Fort
Bliss. The RPMP is composed of a series of documents:
the Long-range Component, the Short-range Component,
the Mobilization Component, and the Capital Improvement
Strategy. The following plans contribute to the master
planning process: the INRMP, the ICRMP, and the TADC.
The missions and supporting planning actions are described
in Chapter 3.0.

215. The relationship of the component plans and contributing
plans are explained in Section 1.2 of this document. The
component and appropriate contributing plans are
summarized in Section 3.1.

·;::,.No A"tion A!tcrnative is not listed as a ?i.ablo A!termlive 83 mi,uirod by NEPA

~0

212. The distribution list for the PEIS was developed from a
variety of sources including interest expressed at scoping
meetings, informal meetings with interested parties, and
letters and e-mail sent to the Army requesting copies of the
document. The Army made every effort to ensure everyone
who had requested a copy of the DPEIS received one.
Approximately 320 copies were mailed to public agencies,
interested organizations, and private individuals.

214. All the plans that are part of the proposed action are
summarized in Chapter 3.0 and are analyzed in the
document. Other plans mentioned provide background
information.

- l'hc dOC1ll]lellt IS ftau;mcnced. Componen~ m referred to in the text. but thoyarc
not oo:incctcd to Chapter 3 or a Master Plan There appear.! to be no relaliol\lhip
~ them. All ~m-cnQCd Phin> Cid Component. ""'"' not beeo made available
lo lil• pllbllc.

216

210. Continued
watering time restrictions; car washing restrictions; and
replacement of evaporative coolers with ground-source heat
pumps on new housing construction.

866111>1/60
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Continued
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216. Chapter 3.0 is the description of the action and alternatives.
Chapter
5.0
presents
the
analysis
of
the
environmental consequences of actions discussed in
Chapter 3.0

2171

Cont.

218

ll.•rher,

I

arg~•.,..,

made in the text again<! the No Action Altenmtivc

· The viable Alternative prcse.'ltl:d durin& Scop±ng wu disl:ountcd and not analyzed.
·1 hi< •11"""''""' ""-"'kl h•tv~ ""'<>i"'zed thr rhgabihty of°*" M..., .. • Mtil'.lm!
historio land-i>e with .oatiowol historic site$.

- Ci~. inactive, and .etive nmps aro nol <iefined. Aiicl tit• l1L Bliaa nmges ce
misidentified b this document These ar.. imp~rumt otTOt'S of fact which inf1UC11Ce the
""""'" docwnmt CllSl1C7 ?1111S• 18 not an ioa<;tive range; it is a closed range. Dona Ana
1s no< an aaivc rB11g.:; it is an inactive Range Tlic text does not reflect the

2191

ddf.ereMcH so thfte. are <.-onf>'iRtent errors: jn th~ uge oftengea,

I
221 I
222 I
223 I
224 I
225 I
226 I
220

- Chapters an mislabeled. Pvographs arc in the ~"?Ong order

""'P•.,. not menneed in tllc text

- Map& are no1 labeled prop«Jy, unexplained ''r undefined Idler clesipuitions mean
nnthing
· t ~on ;luplic;at.c; ~cs '\\1liob follow= 1111o!htir in Ille same pngraph.

"lit•r• ar• ~urllle refe19llCU to Appcodic~s. Appondioee me not cocnplew.

·Acw.lyms llR not all l~tcd, som~ ans not used propuly, and the tnt doe1 not clcfinc
rltem.

I
228 I
229 I
230 I

-rot.p.,. with the """1• roman numeral• ha,·e different meanings in diffctcnt parts
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218. Historic landscapes and sites will be evaluated as required
by the NHPA, as described in the Fort Bliss ICRMP.

. Jugou i• used whidi bao 11.i melllling to the pub:1c. Some examplss aro: real estate
S"'"t•, partl\el' unit,•, inform,.JI)• specified l!llld . - , and e!l1'imnmerflal O'l'erlapo.

nut

-Tab! .. mu!
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217. In accordance with NEPA guidelines, the No Action
Alternative is listed as a "viable" alternative in Chapters 2.0
and 3.0. The environmental impacts of implementing the
No Action Alternative are also analyzed in Chapter 5.0.
The No Action Alternative is the current missions and
organizations assigned to Fort Bliss without implementing
the planing documents presented in Alternative 1.

of the - t ..ml U1 dif!'.nnt "'bles.

- H1ihwaY$ are m1"labelcd.
· Some hmd uoe policy deorsinn• that O\'C <>Ider th•~ 10 years are no longer c"""idered
vahd, bUl ~t. Hhes oanbn1'0$ to 011e them. altllo»gh rt Sim has been told to do
ot.~-:ro.vU:c

- :o..pprvpr1atc u..: of vut of date stud~ dara from 1959 and uom 1979-1988 is crted.

0

219. Fort Bliss changed the nomenclature in previous
documents from "Doria Ana Range" to "Doria Ana RangeNorth Training Areas," and from "Texas Areas" to "South
Training Areas" in order to distinguish the general location
from specific firing ranges located on these training areas.
Doria Ana Range-North Training Areas, South Training
Areas, and McGregor Range currently support military
training activities and are, therefore, active facilities.
Castner Range is no longer used for military training and is
classified as inactive. Range 41, the Engineer/Demolition
Training Range, on the Doria Ana Range-North Training
Areas was placed in an inactive status in February 1993,
and relocated to Meyer Range 23 on McGregor Range. All
references and omissions to these range name changes
that could be located in the document were corrected.
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220. The chapters that could be identified as mislabeled or
misnumbered, have been corrected.
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Continued
221. The terms specified were defined in the Glossary.
222. The document was checked for proper references to
tables and figures.
223. All maps were reviewed and corrected as discrepancies
were identified.
224. Errors were corrected as the final
completed.

document was

226. The document was re-checked for acronyms, their usage,
and explanations. An acronym key was inadvertently
omitted from some copies of the DPEIS. The Army
regrets the inconvenience. A corrected acronym fold-out
is included at the end of the Final PEIS.
227. The categories have been reviewed and inconsistencies
that could be identified, addressed.
re-checked

to

verify

highway

229. This PEIS analyzes the current Army policies as reflected
in the cited plans.
230. The best available data were used for analysis in the
PEIS.
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225. The document was checked for proper references to
Appendices and for completeness of the Appendices.
Corrections were made for identifiable discrepancies.

228. All figures were
designations.
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232. The comment apparently refers to Figure 4.3-2 (Dona Ana
Range-North
Training Areas Authorized Vehicle
Crossings). As indicated on the figure legend, the words
"Golf' and "Hotel" represent vehicle crossings.

text mdi<411cs oome of what is included is thus speoolabon.

237

231. The proposed Organ Mountains National Conservation
Area (NCA) would include several discrete and
overlapping areas that are currently managed for a variety
of specially valued resources. While it has not yet been
designated, it is convenient to refer to the area
collectively. Use of this name was not intended to imply
that the area has already been designated as a nationally
protected resource. Section 4.1.2.2 has been revised to
clarify its proposed status.

IJQ
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As wntten. no member of the public call be V:peC'led 10 ti81J"' ou.t what this !'EIS is
~bvut, whitt it refers to, or what Records of Decision flowi113 from this docll!;lelrt
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235. Section 4.9.3.2 provides an overview of the history of Fort
Bliss including leases, expansions, purchases and
withdrawals of land. This history summary is not intended
to be comprehensive, but to give the general outline of
use of the range.
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236. The horizon for the Army's real property master planning
process is 20 years. As stated in Chapter 2.0, planning
beyond the current budgeting cycle (FY 02) is speculative
and will vary as Army planning progresses to meet
emerging global conditions. The specifics of implementing
:,:1THL F
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234. A map showing hunting areas, including hunting areas for
U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) personnel, on Fort
Bliss is presented on Figure 7-1 of the Draft INRMP. This
area was added as new Figure 4.1-7 of the PEIS.

In con<luoion, we respcctfully ~ucst that ft Bliss teissUe 1.new Dr.di wbiQb.
<-Ofl81~ the pomtsmad• here. aiid that the public bo pven onoeher OpportlK1ity to

0
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233. Information about Solid Waste Management Units
requiring Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA)
facility investigations on Fort Bliss was added to Section
4.12.3.

The d1'dben; ofthl• doo11t>1ent ob\~OU$ly ha•·~ mt road lt in roto, Ind have not made
on s11c visiis to the area oiwhioh they write.
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236. Continued
the 20-year planning process during this period will be
subject to project-specific NEPA evaluation.
237. Chapter 7 lists individuals who were primarily responsible
for the content review, and management leadership
during the development of the document. Project
personnel such as principal investigators' and project
managers' familiarity with the Fort Bliss region was
enhanced through multiple visits to the installation and
surrounding communities throughout the preparation of
the document.
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The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
September 26, 1998
"'!'j

Si"
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Col. Wallace B. Hobson, Jr .. Garrison Commander
Headquarters, US Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
1733 Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6816
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Vicki Hamilton, US Army Air Defense Artillety Center and
Fort Bliss, Directorate of the Environment
ATTN: ATZC-OOE-C (PEIS)
Building 5168
Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
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RE: Requests for R»-Issue of"Draft PEIS for Ft Bliss, Texas and New Mexico
Mission and Master Plan" for public Comments, and Comment Period
Extensions
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Dear Col. Hobson and Vicki Hamilton:

(")

As per the letter, August 13, 1998, signed by Col. Hobson, Garrison
Commander, the Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club appreciates the
opportunity to continue to participate in the development of the Final
Programmatic Enviromncntal Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Fort Bliss Texas
and New Mexico Mission and Master Plan.
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As per our public Comments at the formal public hearing, September 10, 1998,
in Las Cruces, New Mexico on the Draft PEIS (DPEIS), we herein formally
request that a new corrected vmion of the DPEIS be issued to the public for
Comments, or the present DPEIS be withdrawn and a new DPEIS be submitted
to the public for Comments. (See reasons below.)
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We also request that all Comment Periods be extended for at least 30 days,
because the Concept and Plans to be adopted via this PEIS process are so
lengthy. A member of the Ft. Bliss Environment Directorate staff also has
asked that we request this extension to allow Ft. Bliss staff time to read the
documeols.
We request the DPEIS be re-issued for the following reasons:

238

239

240

241

2421
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- All copies of the DPEIS were distributed to the public by Federal Express.
Federal Express does not make deliveries to rural addresses or post office boxes.
Affected ranchers and affected and interested individuals and their
organizations have P.O. Boxes. Thus, the DPEIS was not widely made
available.
- All affected parties .did not receive copies of the Draft Concept and Plans
referenced in the DPEIS, which are to be adopted by this PEIS process.
Also, the Integrated Natural Resources Plan (INRMP), as published, is not
marked "Draft", nor is it referenced in its text as "Draft", and it has not been
through the NEPA process.
- Upon our investigation, all the Concept and Plans exist in only one public
location in New Mexico, the New Mexico State University, Branson Librmy.
Public Parking without a Special Permit is only allowed at this location on
Saturdays from 11 AM to 6 PM, and Sundays from noon to midnight. The
Plans are so lengthy that one cannot read them during the times they are
available to the public.

- The language the DPEIS uses does not comply with the recently issued
Executive Order of the President, which requires that all govmunent documents
must be written in Plain English. Example: Although some (not all) copies of
the DPEIS and the Plans have Acronym Tables. the DPEIS Executive Summary
and "Chapter 3 Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives", throughout,
use undefined acronyms and jargon which is not Plain English.
- Furthermore, the cumulative impacts analysis of the PEIS and the INRMP do
not include impacts from the Ft. Bliss proposed actions. Thus, the public cannot
ascertain the proposed actions nor the potential impacts.

238. Copies of the DPEIS were distributed by the U.S. Postal
Service (priority mail) to those members of the public with
rural addresses or P.O. boxes where Federal Express
overnight delivery is not available. Distribution to other
members of the public with street addresses was via
Federal Express overnight delivery. These methods were
used to increase the time available for public review and
decrease costs to the government through bulk shipping
rates for documents of this size.
239. As stated in Chapter 1.0 and Chapter 10.0 of the DPEIS,
copies of these referenced plans are available for public
review in these ten libraries in the region. In addition, as
part of the public hearing notification materials on the
DPEIS, a notice of document locations for these plans
was mailed to the public in mid-August 1998. These plans
(INRMP, ICRMP, Long-range Component [LRC], and
TADC) are internal Army installation planning documents
which would be implemented if Alternative 1, 2, or 3 is
selected. The plans were summarized in Chapter 3.0
(Description of Proposed Actions and Alternatives). The
DPEIS analyzes the impacts of implementing these plans.
Copies of these plans were made available to the public at
five libraries in New Mexico and five libraries in Texas.
The Army checked the libraries and found the copies had
been received and were available in all libraries except
Westside Branch Library in El Paso. These were re-sent
on August 18, 1998. Fort Bliss is currently exploring
methods to make these plans more readily accessible to
the public.
240. Concurrent with public distribution of the DPEIS, copies of
the DPEIS, INRMP, ICRMP, LRC, and TADC were made
available in ten public locations in the region.
In
New Mexico, these included the Alamogordo Public
Continued on Next Page
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Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club/Marianne H. Thaeler
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240. Continued
Library, the New Mexico State University (NMSU)
Branson Library, the NMSU at Roswell Library, and the
Cloudcroft, New Mexico Public Library. In Texas, these
included the El Paso Public Library Main Library, the
Irving Schwartz Branch of the El Paso Public Library, the
Westside Branch of the El Paso Public Library, and the
University of Texas at El Paso Library.
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241. The document meets commonly accepted practices for
presentation of technical information and is consistent
with other NEPA documents of similar size and scope.
This document has been reviewed and previously missing
items that could be located were added to the acronym list
and glossary.
242. Cumulative impact
resource area under
has made every
cumulative impacts
programmatic level.
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sections are included for each
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. The Army
effort to accurately characterize
for its proposed actions at the
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Again, we respectfully request that the DPEIS be corrected and resubmitted to
the public for Comments, and that all Comment Periods be extended.
We respectfully reserve the right to present additional Cotmnents during this
on going NEPA process.
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Sincerely,

0

l1Q

~Ff-~
Marianne H. Thaeler, CODSe!Vlltion and Militacy Issues Chairs
Rio Grande Chapter, Sierra Club
2015 HlUl.tington Dr.
Las Cruces, New Mexico 88011-4931
phonelFAX 505-522-3421
e:mail mariaone.thaeler@sierraclub.org
cc: Robert Lawrence, EPA; Katy McGinty, CEQ
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The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club

October 3, 1998
"zj

;·
Vicki Hamilton, US Anny Air Defense Artillery Center
and Fort Bliss, Directorate oftheEnvirooment
ATIN: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS)
Dr. Brian Locke, US Anny Air Defense Artillery Center
and Fort Bliss, Directorate of the Environment
ATIN:ATZC-OOE..C (INRMP)

Building 5I6B Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
Re: Comments DPEIS Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico, Mission and Master
Plan, Concept and Ancillary Plans
Dear Vicki Hamilton and Dr. Brian Locke:

The five minute time limit for public comments at the hearing on the Draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement Fort Bliss, Texas and New
Mexico, Mission and Master Plan ( DPEIS) held in Las Cruces, New Mexico,
was not enough time for the length and complexity of the DPEIS presented. We
herein submit additional comments.

243
244
245
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2471

The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club believes the DPEIS is premat=,
may be a mis-use of the National Enviroomental Policy Act (NEPA) process,
and may be in conflict with a Legislative EIS being prepared by the US Anny
Ft. Bliss as mandated by PL 99-606. The DPEIS also proposes to mis-use the
NEPA process during nonnaI operations ofFt Bliss.
This DPEIS, as written, appears to be for the adoption of a long range Concept
and three (3) ancillary Plans now, which is inconsistent with the Legislative EIS
also being prepared by Ft. Bliss now. To the best of our knowledge the NEPA

243. The objective of the DPEIS is to address current missions
and capabilities of the installation, and activities that will
occur prior to Congressional action on McGregor Range.
244. The Army continues to make every effort to comply with
the NEPA process in conjunction with the adoption of the
master planning effort.
245. This DPEIS describes the current missions and
capabilities of Fort Bliss as a complete installation. The
LEIS discusses congressional decision to renew the
military land withdrawal for the McGregor Range portion of
Fort Bliss as it currently exists and for five other
alternative boundary configurations. The documents
complement each other.
246. The DPEIS provides a programmatic evaluation of
installation planing documents and capabilities.
It is
consistent with the NEPA process as required by Army
regulation and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
guidelines.
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247. The DPEIS is a programmatic evaluation of the current
mission, capabilities for possible future missions, and the
master planning process at Fort Bliss within the current
boundaries of the installation. These boundaries include
McGregor Range.
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Cont.

248
249

I

process is not for the adoption of a Concept. This DPEIS is inconsistent with
the Congressional mandates of PL 99-606 (temponuy withdrawal of McGregor
Range under joint agency management until 2001.) This DPEIS references
"Components" which confuse readers.
We believe this DPEIS may be an attempt by the US Army Training and
Indoctrination Command (TRADOC) to use the NEPA process to put its own
Training Area Development Concept (TADC) before Congress as a presently
on-going set of actions without regard to other viable Alternatives and existing
Congressional mandates. This is a misuse of the NEPA process.
The Otero Mesa and mountain foothills portion of McGregor Range are
presently managed, as mandated under PL 99-606, under the Federal Lands
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (withdrawal expires in 2001):
"Any of the public lands withdrawn under paragraph (1) of this
subsection which. as of the date of enacttnent [1986 for IS years)
of this Act are managed pursuant to section 603 of Federal Lands
Management Act of 1976 (43 USC 1782) shall continue to be
managed under that section until Congress determines otherwise."
Otero Mesa and the Sacramento mountains foothills are presently managed by
the Dept. of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), as public access
areas for grazing, hiking, camping, bunting, and wildlife watching. The State of
New Mexico owns all wildlife in New Mexico and regulates all the bunting
seasons, including hunting seasons on the OOD Personnel Only hunting areas
not on Otero Mesa and the foothill portion of McGregor Range.

250
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The viable Alternative presented by the Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
at the Scoping meetings for this DPEIS is not analyzed in this DPEIS. We
asked that this DPEIS analyze an Alternative for the management of Otero
Mesa and the Sacramento mountains foothills as a National Conservation Area,
recognizing the National Historic Landscape and National Historic Sites on
McGregor Range. This viable Alternative was dismissed and was not
considered or analyzed in any portion of this DPEIS. The Legislative EIS being
prepared by Ft. Bliss, as mandated by Congress, does include an analysis of a
National Conservation Area Alternative, according to all their publications.

~
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248. The term "Component" was added to the Glossary.
249. The TADC is a Fort Bliss refinement of the installation
master planning categories for training ranges to provide
land use guidance for future planning. As stated in
Chapter 1.0 of the PEIS (Purpose and Need), this
improvement in the planning process supports current and
future uses of the installation.
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250. The NCA alternative described is considered in the
McGregor Range Renewal LEIS as requested during
scoping for the LEIS. The NCA was not proposed during
scoping for this document.
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The DPEIS Chapter 5 and the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(INRMP) are not consistent with each other. One recognizes some BLM

mandated management ~ibilities, the INRMP does not. Thus, this DPEIS
would adopt Plans now, which if adopted as written would create overlapping
management jmisdictions in violation of PL 99-606 mandates, and these
overlaps are not explained.

I
253 I
254 I
255 I
252

The INRMP to be adopted through this PEIS NEPA process was submitted to
the public with a cover letter stating it was a "Draft," but it was published in
final fonn. That is, it is not marked as "Draft'', nor does it mention "draft" in its
text. To the best of our knowledge, no Scoping meeting were held for this
docwnent; no public bearing were held on the "Draft." This docwnent assumes
the management of all natural resources by Ft Bliss, including McGregor
Range. This docwnent presents no mitigations for proposed actions under the
Concept.
The DPEIS Alternatives 2 and 3, and the INRMP to be adopted, would indicate
from the frequency of use of military proposed field training exercise areas
(FTXs) will be year round. Public access, out of necessity, would thus be
eliminated. This is a conflict with PL 99-606 mandates.

256

The Real Property Management Plan does not re1:ognize the existing
management for public uses and cultural resources, nor does it show the DOD
Personnel Only bunting areas. There are no plans to mitigate potential impacts
to the en\ironment.
Thus, we are led to believe that the Training Area Development Concept
(TADC) and the ancillary Plans and activities to be adopted through this PEIS
process sets forth, and argues for, a US Army Training and Indoctrination
Command position in the Legislative PEIS process. This is an attempt to show
on-going activities on Otero Mesa prior ID Congressional actions in violation of
PL 99-606, as cited above.

257

258
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Of particular concern is the Appendix A in Volume Ilofthe DPEIS.
This Appendix sets forth a NEPA process which allows for the use of
Categorical Exclusions (CXs) using a Record ofEnvironmental Consideration
(REC) process. This REC process does not provide for an analysis of surface

251. The DPEIS and the INRMP are consistent in addressing
the Army and the BLM management responsibilities for
McGregor Range. The topic is discussed in Sections
4.1.2. McGregor Range, Nonmilitary Use and 5.2.1.2 of
the DPEIS. It is also addressed in Section 5.3.2 of the
INRMP.
252. The INRMP was submitted to the public in draft form.
"Draft" designation was inadvertently omitted from
INRMP cover when it was published in July 1998.
Army regrets the omission and any inconvenience
may have caused.
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253. The Draft INRMP was distributed to federal and state
natural resource agencies in the region for review and
comment. As stated in Chapter 1.0 and Chapter 10.0 of
the PEIS, copies of the INRMP were available for public
review in ten libraries in the region. In addition, as part of
the public hearing notification materials on the DPEIS, a
notice of locations where the INRMP could be reviewed
was mailed to the public in mid-August 1998.
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254. The purpose of the INRMP is to guide the implementation
of the natural resources program on Fort Bliss. Part of
this program includes partnerships with various agencies
including the USFWS, New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish (NMDGF}, and the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, all of whom have signatory approval authority
of the INRMP.
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255. The INRMP provides a natural resources management
framework to support and be consistent with the Fort Bliss
military mission, regardless of the alternative selected for
the PEIS. This framework includes biodiversity protection,
ecosystem management, integrated natural resources
management, and partnerships.
Continued on Next Page
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I 256. As

stated in Section 5.3.1.4, public access may be
reduced but not eliminated. These FTX sites will be
available for military training use throughout the year.
This does not mean they would be used continuously.
Public access is provided when consistent with military
activities, therefore, this is not in conflict with PL 99-606.

257. The current missions and capabilities of Fort Bliss on the
Otero Mesa, described in the PEIS, are military activities
being carried out in accordance with PL 99-606.
258. Appendix A describes the NEPA process including CX,
REC, EA, and EIS documentation. The analysis of surface
and low-level flight disturbing impacts on threatened and
endangered species and/or cultural resources would be
addressed using the airspace, biological, and cultural
resource contributing factors. Visual, audible, and
atmospheric elements have been added as a contributing
factor for cultural resource analysis.
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259

260
261

262
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and low level overflight disturbing impacts on threatened and endangered
species and/or cultmal resources. This abuse of the NEPA process to
circumvent full public disclosure of potential environmental impacts should no
longer be tolerated. In the five years we have followed military issues at Ft.
Bliss, we have expressed in writing OlD' desire to receive copies of all NEPA
documents. With the exception of LEIS and PEIS level documents and one
Environmental Assessment which was acquired through a Freedom of
Information Act request, we have received no NEPA documents. Therefore, we
must believe that the CX-REC process is an on-going process at Ft. Bliss.
Appendix A should be eliminated. Ft. Bliss should monitor for full NEPA
compliance.
The propo!ied 20 year planning cycle proposed in this PEIS coupled with a 20
year use of the ex REC process is not acceptable, and violates the intent and
the spirit of full NEPA compliance.
The cumulative effects analysis within this DPEIS does not analyze the
cumulative impacts from the US Anny's own proposed actions outlined in the
Training Area Development Concept, although it attempts to ma1yze the
impacts of others.
For the above reasons, we again ask that this DPEIS be withdrawn, corrected,
and re-issued to the public for Comments. Minimally the DPEIS should be
corrected and re-submitted to the public for Comments. The INRMP also needs
to be corrected and re-submitted to the public for Comments. And, because of
the length of the documents, we ask that all Comment Periods be extended.
We respectfully reserve the right to present additional comments in the future.
Most Sincerely,

Lr;~~~

Marianne H. Thaeler, Conservation Chair and Military Issues Chllir
Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
2015 Huntington Dr.
Las Cruces, New Mexico 88011
phone 505-522-3421
cc: Lawrence, EPA; McGinty, CEQ

259. AR 200-2 (Environmental Effects of Army Actions) is the
NEPA-implementing regulation on all Army installations
including Fort Bliss. AR 200-2 allows use of the CX-REC
process only when certain criteria are met and strict
limitations apply. However, if a proposed action meets the
specified criteria for a CX-REC, the additional NEPA
documentation (EA, EIS) need not be prepared. Typically,
excluded activities are small, routine undertakings with no
potential significant environmental effects. The CX-REC is
an ongoing process included in full NEPA compliance.
Appendix A provides guidance to assist project
proponents and installation environmental personnel for
future NEPA actions at the installation. This procedure
includes monitoring for full NEPA compliance.
260. The 20-year planning horizon relates to the long-range
vision of the installation. The specifics of implementing
this vision during this period will be subject to projectspecific NEPA evaluation. Some future projects that
support this vision may meet the NEPA criteria for
CX-REC as provided for in the NEPA Other projects,
such as the future projects described under Alternatives 2
and 3, will be subject to EAs or EISs as provided for under
AR 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions.
261. A cumulative effects analysis that includes impacts from
actions outlined in the TADC is found at the end of each
respective resource area discussion in Section 5.4.
262. The Army considered the comments in preparation of the
Final PEIS.
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SENT VIA FACSIMILE TO 9151568-3548
HARD COPY TO FOLLOW
November 5. 1998

Ms. Vicki Hamilton
Department of the Anny
Headquart<rs, U.S. !Umy Ganison Command
L733 Pleasooton Road
Fort Bliss. TX 79916

263. and 264.
The Army is committed to maintaining,
protecting, and improving environmental quality, aesthetic
values, and ecological conditions while sustaining the
military mission. Fort Bliss and all Army installations are
required
to
employ
professionals
to
manage
environmental issues.
The Fort Bliss environmental
program is a multi-million dollar program and is expected
to stay healthy in the foreseeable future. However, the
language in the DEIS referred to as "defeatist" was
intended to remind the public that budgets ultimately rely
on congressional appropriations.

RE· Fort Bllss Mj5sjpn and :yfaster Plan Proerammatic EIS

Deai Ms. Hamilton:
Thank you for providing us ,.ifu additional time to comment on the fort Bliss
Ptogrammatic Draft Env~onmental lmpoct Statement (DEIS). Following are our brief
comments.:

• Although the DEIS and Integrated Nature! Resources Management Plan outline
some commendable goals and necessary mitigation measures, the success of these
will obviously depend on adequate numben of staff versed in ecology, biology,
environmental planning, etc. The EIS's statement on page 17-l of the EIS is thus
very distwbing. Given the already extremely limited military staff dedicated to
such endeavors, the Anny should be taking every measure to retain sod augment
the staff. The DEIS instesd takes a defeatist attitude with respect to its ecologists
and other environmental staff. Given the extremely !llllall amount of mililal)'
budgot allocated to this """'- the !Umy sbould be able to at least commit to
retaining existing staff while retaining the ability to conduzt rnititacy ttaining.

263

264

I

2651

• A listing of all projects funded and unftmded should be made available to the
public each yeor.

• The cumulative effects with respect to Otero Mesa is inadequate to meet the
mandate of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This analysis should
be amended to in~lude substantive tom1ideration of the c;umulative effecrs of
grazing, military operations, fire, drought, uid all other impacts on Otero Mesa.

TUC&>H Ol'FICE

Po. 3ox 71 o. :ucsoN. AZ.
L~· ~20 623.52!52

......
......

-.I

6~702

FAX: 520.623.Q7~n ?:.·MAIL swcsc<@sw-<:t:NT!:R OFIC"J
HTT1" /WW.V.5W-CENTER ORO

265. Cumulative effects on grazing, wetlands, and arroyoriparian habitats, and wildlife and sensitive species, are
discussed in Sections 5.1.8.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.3.8.2, and
5.4.8.2. In addition, the cumulative effects of the total
man-made and natural impacts on Otero Mesa through
1996 are addressed through the analysis of vegetation
cover using NASA LANDSAT imagery. The results of this
analysis are presented in Sections 5.1.8.2 and B.4.1. The
Otero Mesa portion of McGregor Range, for which
imagery was available, includes TAs 17, 18, 20, 21, 22,
and 23. The results of the change in vegetative cover (a
measure of cumulative impacts on wildlife habitat,
vegetative communities, and soils) is illustrated in
Figures 5.1-1 and B-6. These training areas primarily
contain the Mesa Grasslands vegetative community. The
change in vegetation cover (cumulative effects) is
presented in Tables B-7 through B-10.
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2661

lB: to

NAT. RES. BR.

09111 !!88 6979

• Related lo the above diseusllion with ,.,peel to staffing, the Army llbould eosun>
that neceosary mitigotion measUJ'es are properly ilmdod, u opposed to th<
stat<menl on !'08• ES-1 l of the DEIS that mitisotion will be implemented within
1
tavailabJe ftmding constraints."

lillou

266. Funds for all Army activities, including mission execution,
training, and environmental mitigation, are appropriated by
Congress in varying amounts each year.
'!!'j

;·

Tlus co11Cludes our comrncnu. Thank for you for providing thi• opportunity.
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Private Citizens
Jim Bates

Written Comment Sheet
Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico Mission and Master Plan
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Thuk yoa for your Input
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267. Under all alternatives, general public access will continue
(within Fort Bliss guidelines and conditions) over much of
the installation. Areas excluded from public access will
continue to be surface impact areas on Dona Ana RangeNorth Training Areas and the Tularosa Basin portion of
McGregor Range.
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268. The Army has an extensive program for environmental
management on the installation.
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****CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE •***
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NAME:

~

~ ~ ~~ ki).)4
cm:Jf,J=

ADDjS:

ST.a.~

PHONE

NUMBER_~)_<"_,
0""-/'"'Cl_"'°--__,_),,,;?l<.:SJ-&!ll--------------
Area Code

D

Please check If you would like to receive a copy of the Final PEIS (Phone Number Required for Federal Express Delivery)

PLEASE HAND THIS FORM IN OR MAIL BEFORE OCTOBER 5, 1998 TO:

-'°

Ms. Vicki Hamilton, Project Manager
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
Directorate of Environment
Attention: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS Comments)
Building 5168, Pleasonton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
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Private Citizens
Mark T. Bentley
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695 Sagewood Drive

Chaparral, New Mexico
88021-7418
824-0005 (local EP number)
September 5, 1998
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c\o Ms.Vicki Hamilton
U.S.A.AD.A.C. & Fort Bliss
AITN: ATZC-DOE-C (PE!S)
Building 5 l 6B Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, Texas 79916-6812
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Dear Ms. Hamilton:
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269. The Army
contribution to
comment was
PEIS, and is
decision.

I prepared this document for conunent and inclusion into the Fort Bliss PEIS Administrative Record. I fully
support the efforts ofthe Department of Defense at Fort Bliss in its overall mission - and associated NEPA
documentation to successfully complete and implement the PEJS at Fort Bliss.
My professional knowledge ofthe cultural resrurces at Fort Bliss began in the 1970's. I participated in the
majority of field investigations, laboratory analyses, the data management of over 93,000 sites, compiled Fort
Bliss NAGPRA provenancing documentation for the St. Luis COfJls ofEngineers (at the request of Fort Bliss
managers) as well as cultural resource assessments of Castner Range (requested by Mr. Bowman and Mr.
Landreth).
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lfl may be of assistance just contact me.

Sincerely,
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?."

Mark T. Bendey
eologist
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I possess NEPAcertiJication and saved as core team leader at U.S. Anny Yuma Proving Ground(YPG) working
on their Range-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (RWElS). My responsibilities included comprehensive
cultural resource analyses of both prehistoric and historic resources at that installation. As core team leader, I
headed scqiing meeting<1 related to cultural resource and socio-economic issues. In addition, I was responsible
for socio-economic impact analyses of YPG as well as surrounding conununities.
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acknowledges and appreciates
your
the environmental analysis process. Your
considered during preparation of the Final
presented here to further assist in the
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Private Citizens
Jeanne French and Kevin von Finger

From:

Sent:
To:

270

I

Cc:

Subject:

Cechein@aol.com [SMTP: Cechein@aol.com]
Wednesday, September 23, 1998 21, 11
peis@emhlO .bliss .army. mil
talk2silver@mail .house. gov; thanley@nm. blm .gov
Fort Bliss Mission & Master Plan EIS

Respectfully request a 30 day extension on the review and comment
period for the subject EIS, beginning on October 6. We are requesting
this extension for the following reason. The EIS will govern NEPA
compliance for Fort Bliss for over one million acres. The EIS,
appendix, and INRMP (not including the CRMP and RPMP) comprises an

estimated one thousand seven hundred pages of very complex and
occasionally contradictory test. In order to clearly understand/digest
what is being presented and coherently prepare a response to a document
that has no line reference numbers we require this extension. In the
absence of an extension we cannot provided Fort Bliss with our comments
pursuant to and in the spirit of the NEPA process.
Thank You
Jeanne French
Kevin von Finger
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270. The public comment
November 5, 1998.
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Private Citizens
William M. Leff, D.C •
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WIWAM M. LEFF, D.C.
LEFF CHIROPRACTIC CENTER

September 2, 1998

3130 Montana Ave..

TO:

I

Vicki Hamilton, U.S. Army Air Defense
Artillery Center & Fort Bliss,

Directorate of the Environment,
Attn: ATZC-DOE-C (PEIS),
Building 516 B,
Pleasonton Road, Fort Bliss, TX

271

I

E1Paso,Texas79903
Telephone:

(915) 566-9671

79916-6812

Dear Ms. Hamilton,

With regard to your Fort Bliss mission and master plan, I
would like to make the comment that putting some types of trails
for off road vehicles in the form of dirt bikes, 4 wheelers, and
4 wheel drives, is a very helpful community minded project. In
addition, there are parts of Fort Bliss that would be excellent

areas of simple recreation, not necessarily for overnight and as

272

an example would be Soledad canyon which has some of the rarest

water in this area and some natural scenery that is quite unique
for this area. I would encourage you to change the impact area in
this area and allow people into Soledad canon for day trips only.
This is a special historic area and there is certainly other
br9ad areas of Fort Bliss that can be designated for impact areas
sotely. The amount of ordinance and artillery training necessary
do not necessarily justify using such a gigantic area of Fort
Bliss for this purpose. In addition, some of the areas of land
close to El Paso are certainly open and free at the moment in the
sense that there are many dirt roads, trails, and other types of
activities for off road vehicles. I would encourage that continued use and allow some of this in the future.
I would also urge you to stay away from any type of wilderness designation and in fact if Casner range does go to the city
or state I would encourage the fact that the roads that are in
existence on Casner range are open for continued 4 wheel use. It
is a real shame that some of the land that was donated to the Mt.
F'ranklin state Park is now wilderness in orientation. This is not

273

2741

really a wilderness in the normal consideration and has been
changed into a hiking area only. These types of deserts are much
more amendable to 4 wheel drive trucks and 4 wheelers, and dirt

271. Fort Bliss is interested in supporting public access for
off-road vehicle (ORV) use that is consistent with the
military mission, environmental resource management,
and public safety. In this regard, AR 200-3 (Natural
Resources-Land, Forest and Wildlife Management) allows
ORV use on Fort Bliss, provided such use protects
resource values and public safety. However, AR 200-3
prohibits ORV use in ordnance impact areas, areas of
unique and sensitive ecological value, areas which
contain historic and cultural sites, and in other areas
where ORV use in incompatible with installation land use
because of noise, vehicle emissions, or other factors. In
addition, EOs 11644A and 11989 (Off-Road Vehicles on
Public Lands) provide the Army authority to regulate ORV
use on Army land for resource protection, public safety,
and to minimize user conflicts. EO 11989 allows closure of
areas to ORV use if environmentally adverse effects
occur.
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272. As described in Sections 3.6.2 and 4.11.1.2, the current
and historic impact areas on Doria Ana Range-North
Training Areas have the potential to be unsafe due to
ordnance and explosive hazards.
Therefore, public
access will be restricted regardless of the configuration of
the impact areas.
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Respectful~,...(

~ fh },h

or. William M. ~'Jlrf
Leff Chiropractic Center
3130 Montana Ave

El Paso, TX 79903

WML/me
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e

bikes. Four wheel trucks and sports utility vehicles allow the
disabled access to this areas as well. The wilderness idea cuts
off access for every person that cannot hike long distances or
carry back packs.

Q.
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273. None of the Alternatives presented would significantly
change the installation's current access areas for off-road
vehicle recreation.

=

274. Transfer of Castner Range from Army ownership would
be a real estate action requiring authorization under AR
405-80 (Management of Title and Granting Use of Real
Property) and additional NEPA documentation. AR 405-80
stipulates that, for non-Army use, it is Army policy to
Continued on Next Page
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Private Citizens
William M. Leff, D.C.

274. Continued
decontaminate real property using the most appropriate
technology consistent with the proposed use of the
property. The level of contamination and associated cost
of decontamination may preclude making the property
available.
AR 200-1 (Environmental Protection and
Enhancement) specifies the required assessments and
notices needed to make this determination.
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James Newlin
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275. The public comment
November 5, 1998.
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Private Citizens
John Sproul
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From:
Reply To:
Sent:
'!'o:

Subject:

ae494@rgfn. epcc. edu [SMTP: ae494@rgfn. epcc. edu]
ae494@rgfn.epcc.edu
Wednesday, November C4, 1998 16:28
PEIS@emhlC .bliss .army .mil
Comments on :>raft PEIS

November 3, 1998
~

[
"'d
a

Ms. Vicki Hamilton
Directorate of the Envirorunent
U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Aliss
Building 516B, Pleasanton Road
Fort Bliss, TX 79916-6812
ATTN:

[fQ

e

Re:
Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan Draft Programmatic Environmental
.Impact Statement

t"'] a:
=
...
< ~

Dear Ms. Hamil ton:
thank the Army for extending the comment period on the draft Prograrranatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Fort Bliss Mission and Master
Plan. It is a comprehensive document that does no':. lend itself to rapid
review and comment.

:;· =·=
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~

:'he draft PEIS gives an excellent description of the Fort Bliss installation,
mission activities and existing environmental conditions.
It will be a
valuable platform on which to tier subsequent National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) documents involving Fort Bliss.
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In contrast, the discussion of NEPA screer.ing for fu:.ure projects in Sec.
2. 5. 7 implies that some projects identified in the PEIS have been adequately
evaluated in :.he PEIS and will need no further NEPA analysis. And the
discussion of Fort Bliss's NEPA evaluation methodology in Appendix A seems to
consider virtually every action discussed in the PEIS to be a "typical
project" (Table A-1) for which "a separate EA [environmental assessment} or
EIS may not be required" and for which "It is anticipated that, in most
cos~s, a REC [record of envirorunental consideration] will be sufficient to
allow the proponent to proceed with the proposed action. ~ This approach is
not consistent with the intent of NEPA and misreads the purpose of tiering.
The broad, general analysis in a PEIS should serve as the foundation for more
detailed, specific analyses in project-specific EAs or EISs, not as a
substitute for them.
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The language in the draft PEIS sends mixed rr.essages 1 though, on just how the
PEIS will be used in the NEPA process. The Executive Summary rightly notes
that the PEIS "presents a broad ana1ysis, rather than present:.ng detailed
analyses of specific projects and sites" (pages ES-1 and ES-11). It will be
"a foundation on which to base (tier) subsequent environmental documentation
for actions proposed in the mission, facility, cultural, and natural resource
management programs.
Likewise, the discussion of impacts associated with
Alternative 3 {Sec. 5.4) repeatedly notes the conceptual nature of the
planned actions and the need for additional NEPA documentation once more
specific plans are formulated.
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ATZC-DOE-C (P1'IS)

276. The wording of Sections 2.5. 7 and A.2 was revised to
clarify that most specific projects involving more intensive
mission support activities consistent with the capabilities
in Section 3.4 and most of Section 3.5, will require
additional NEPA documentation.
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John Sproul
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2781
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I recommend revising Sec. 2. 5. 7 and Appendix A to make it clear that projects
discussed in the PEIS aormally will require further N3PA analysis in a
project-specific EA or EIS. The information developed in the PEIS is of
great value: It allows those project-specif:..c documents to be more focused
and concise. But it does not eliminate the need for them.
For the specific projects identified in Alternatives 2 and 3, the broad,
general impact analysis in the PEIS is not adequate to support a record of
decision under NEPA. It lacks the level of site-specific detail and the
evaluation of alternatives needed to ensure environ."Tle:i.tally
.
sound decisions
about such projects.
Given the need for additional NEPA analysis before decisions are made about
specific projects in Alternatives 2 and 3, Alternative 1 sho':.Ild be identified
in the final PEIS as the preferred alternative. The Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan provides sound guidance for stewardship of natural
resources on Fort Bliss. I have not read the Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan but anticipate it is of similar high quality. '11hose plans
should be adopted., and the PEIS should include a clear commitment to provide
the funding needed to implement them.
Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

John Sproul

601 W. Yandell Dr. ~25
El Paso, TX 79902-3867
915/545-5157
915/532-4876 fax
ae494@rgfn. epcc. edu

277. As stated in the Executive Summary and in the
Description of Proposed Action for Alternatives 2 and 3,
this is a programmatic document presenting a broad, not
detailed, analysis of specific projects and sites. For
example, should Alternative 2 or 3 be selected, the
appropriate environmental document that specifically
analyzes the impacts of additional controlled access FTX
sites on McGregor Range will be developed. Table 3.5-1
summarizes future activities in terms of their likelihood
and lists projects for which NEPA documentation is
ongoing or completed.
278. Your comment was considered during preparation of the
Final PEIS, and is presented here to further assist in the
decision.
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From:
Sent:
To:

btafanel@nmsu.edu (SMTP :btafanel@nmsu. eduJ
Thursday, September 24, 1998 13: 46
peis@emhlO.bliss.army.mil

Dear Sir:

27,

I have been trying to read your Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan and your Programmatic EIS. Due to the complexity of the material
and the volume of pages(about 1700) I will be unable to comment
effectively in the time frame alloted. It takes a great deal of time
when you have to refer to several other parts of this huge document in
order to keep things straight. Therefore I am requesting an additional
30-45 days in order to properly comment on this very important
document.
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279. The public comment
November 5, 1998.
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Thank you for you consideration.
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Sincerely,
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Robert Tafanelli
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Robert Tafanelli

12118198

18:(13

091.5 568 6979

j\j.'\'f. RES. BR.

30 October 1998

Ms. Vicki Hamilton, Project Manager

U S. ARMY AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CENTER AND FORT BLISS
DrRECTORATEOFENVIRONMENT
AT!E1'110N: ATZC·DOE-C (PEIS COMMEl\'TS)
BUllDINO 516b, PLEASONTON ROAD
FORT BLISS, TEXAS 79916-6812
DeorMs.llllJnilton:
Thank you for th.is ~portunity lo comment on the Draft Prognmunatic Environmental Impact
Slatemenl. I feel tbm aro some serious sboncomings ID this document that mal<e it impossible
to comment effectively on any of the details.

280

281

I

First, this docwnent does not ad.U.S. any cumulative impacts of a variety of other activities
taking place oo fort Bliss such as Roving Sends. l know that scparato EIS's are being prepared
for these activities but it is impossible to assess en\'ironmental impacts treating each activity
separately. To do this invalidates the EIS. lbereforc it is imperative that a comprehensive EIS
be dome to access the cumulative impacts of ALL activities planned for Fort Bliss..
Second, this Draft EIS does not appear to have any scientific dilla in it. Any EIS, especially one
dealing with cumulative effects, rnllSI be based on scientific studies. These studios must have
sul1iciently large sample si7'0 to make them statistically sound and credible.
These statistically sound scientific studies on the cumulative effects should be clearly stated in
the mi ligation commitments and in th~ Record of Decision. If the cumulative effects are
evoluated with statistically sound scientific studies I believe that a much better EIS cen be
prepared and tho true environmtnW impacts will be knov.n.
Thaok you for your time.

Sincerely,

IfJ,utjc'f(rdi:
Robert Tafanem

-'°
N

@002

280. The cumulative environmental effects of military and
nonmilitary activities on vegetation on Fort Bliss over a
10-year period is being monitored using LANDSAT
Thematic Mapper (TM) satellite imagery, and is presented
in Section 5.1.8.2.
The results of the change in
vegetative cover (a measure of cumulative impacts on
wildlife habitat, vegetative communities, and soils) is
illustrated in Figures 5.1-1 and B-6. The change in
vegetation cover (cumulative effects) is presented in
Tables B-7 through B-10. These changes include the
effects of military training (such as Roving Sands),
grazing, and natural processes. Cumulative effects on
grazing, wetlands, and arroyo-riparian habitiats, and
wildlife and sensitive species are discussed in Sections
5.1.8.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.3.8.2, and 5.4.8.2.
281.The information contained in this document is based on
extensive scientific and technical data. These data were
used to help establish baseline environmental conditions
as described in Chapter 4.0 and to assess impacts as
described in Chapter 5.0.
Much of these data are
presented in tables and figures depicted throughout the
PEIS.
A complete list of regulations and technical
references used to prepare the document is found in
Chapter 11.0. In addition, Volume II of the PEIS contains
technical resource documents which form the scientific
foundation and basis of conclusions reached for
comprehensive landscape monitoring using satellite
imagery, wind and water erosion, biological resources,
and noise.
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The above meeting was held at the Marriott Hotel, El
Paso, Texas, on Tuesday, September 8, 1998, at 6:30 p.m.
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MR. RUFFENNACH:
coming this evening.

Good evening.

I thank everyone for

This is a public hearing on the draft

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, or P.E.I.S., on
the Fort Bliss mission and master plan, which concerns current

'!'j

and future land use and land use management plans at Fort

[

Bliss.
My name is Ron Ruffennach and I will be presiding over
this evening's meeting.

Before any decision is made to

~

(JQ
..,

a=;:

~

10 I

these planning documents, the Army must do a complete analysis

11 I

of them.

= ...~
< ~

12 I

as a programmatic E. I. S., rather than the more commonly known

Q

13 I

E. r.s., which analyzes a specific project proposed by the

~

14 I

government.

15 I

comment on the P. E. I. S., which was written over the past 18

16 I

months following the scoping meetings which were held back in

17 I

January of 1997.

This type of broad analysis of plans is referred to

Part of the process involves receiving public

At those scoping meetings we asked for the

18 I

public input on the scope or range of future land management

19 I

issues and use that were not previously identified and should

20 I

be considered as part of the analysis of this P.E. I.S.

21 I

Comments received during scoping have been considered in the

22 I

development of this document.

23 I

The draft P.E.I.S. was distributed for public review

24 I

and comment on August 13, 1998.

25

this meeting and the hearings that are going to be scheduled

Based on input received from
3
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implement land use programs and accompanying strategies in
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in Alamogordo tomorrow night and Las Cruces on Thursday
evening, and until the public closing comment period on
October 5th, all the additional analyses will be evaluated
and/or performed and will be part of the final E.I.S. --

l"!j

P.E.I.S.

!.

sr

~

If you have not had an opportunity to read the draft

IJQ

P.E.I.S. before tonight's hearing, you are encouraged to do so

as soon as possible.

l"!j

~ 0

!3 ::l.
!3 !:a

A listing of the document locations is

=

= "'
....

available and you may read this summary of the potential

;:;· f.tl

10 I

environmental impacts in a handout which is available at the

11 I

information table at the back of the room.

12 I

the P.E.I.S. will be addressed in the presentations, however,

13 I

this evening.

14

We have two goals tonight:

::;· o·

=
=
=
!3 =
0

you about the analysis of potential impacts to the environment

16 I

resulting from the proposed land use plans contained in the

17 I

draft P.E.I.S., but more importantly, to receive your comments

18 I

on the plans.

19 I

about their proposed actions.

20 I

again, as I said earlier, in the final P.E.I.S.

ti>

am not an expert on the draft

P.E.I.S., nor have I had any connection with its development.

24 I

I am a civilian employee and I work for the U. s. Army Corps

25 I

of Engineers.

My purpose is to ensure that we have a fair,
4
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Before introducing our speakers, I'd like to explain my

23 I

~

....=
!3
g....

comments will be responded to,

role in this hearing.

~

n. =
--=
.=
=

This will help the Army address all concerns

22

ti>

~~
-=
....
"'
!3 ;-

To provide information to

15 I

21 I

t'l'J ~
=
....
< ~

Again, findings of

i
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orderly hearing this evening, and that all who wish to be
heard have a chance to speak.
Now I' 11 introduce our speakers for this evening's

meeting.

"!'j

Two Army representatives are here to present

;·
!.

information on Fort Bliss's programs and the planned
activities and alternatives that are proposed in the planned
P.E.I.S.

They are Colonel Wallace B. Hobson, Jr., the Fort

Bliss garrison commander; Captain Dave Luna, an environmental
attorney at Fort Bliss; and Theresa Hanley, interagency

Cl

coordinator for the Bureau of Land Management, Las Cruces

11 I

field office.

12 I

sitting up here to my right, who is documenting tonight's

13 I

proceedings,

Also with us is the Court Reporter who is

"'!

0

"'!

a cc
=
.... =

~i...
=
< ~

:;· =
=·
=
a= =
0

~

Here is this evening's schedule.

"!'j

=
a ....
~

10 I

14

"'d
IJCI

Colonel Hobson will

Q.

s. 3:
!. =

a.... ;-== "'d
~

15 I

provide a short five-minute overview of Fort Bliss's mission.

16 I

Then Captain Luna will present a description of the proposed

"'!

.. =
=
f')

17 I

action and alternatives, and the analysis of findings contained

18 I

in each of the alternatives.

19 I

minutes.

His remarks will take about 15

He will be followed by Ms. Hanley, who, again,

2O I

said, is with the Bureau of Land Management.

21

Land Management is a cooperating agency on this P.E.r.s.

22

w

The Bureau of

Following these presentations we will take about a

23

10-minute break, and during that time you may visit with Army

24

representatives in the back of the room for more informal

25

one-on-one discussions or to get any points clarified that may

Vt
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have been said during the presentations.

The displays and the

fact sheets behind you will provide you additional information
also in preparing your remarks.
You can comment at this hearing in one of three ways:
5 I

On the comment sheets, for those who would like to handwrite
comments, and that's provided, again, on the table in the back

...
"l'j

=
e:.
.,"'d
., "l'j
Q

of the room; orally during the comment period; or directly to
the Court Reporter following the general session tonight.
Questions will not be answered during the comment period this
10 I

evening.

11 I

out a registration card, and one of these should have been

12 I

brought in to you when you signed in out front.

13 I

not filled the card out, you may do so when we take our short

14 I

break.

15 I

People wanting to make oral comments need to fill

If

you have

When we return I'll go over the comment proceedings.
The closing of tonight's comment period will end the

l1Q

Q

==
....
"'
~i!;;'

=
=
e= =
=
s. :::
e:. =
....
e ;-"'
.=. "'d=
.... =
....=
< "'
::;·
er
Q

~

meeting, but we will be available after the meeting for more

17 I

one-on-one discussions and again, to clarify any questions or

18 I

concerns you might have concerning the P. E. I. S. document in

19 I

its current state.

20 I

are informal and will not be part of the administrative

21 I

record.

r:>

23 I
24
25 I

Q..

'C .,

16 I

22 I

.,

ee= ....t:l:I

Again, these discussions after the meeting

At this point I'd like to introduce Colonel Hobson for
his part of the presentation.

COL. HOBSON:

Thank you, Ron.

I'm pleased to be here

tonight to discuss Fort Bliss's mission in the P.E.I.S.

Fort
6
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doctrine command installation.

It comprises approximately 1.1

million acres in Texas and New Mexico.

With over 19,000

military and civilian employees, it's one of the largest posts

"'!j

in the United States, and plays a central role in our nation's

a

new national, military, and national security strategies.
As the global political environment has changed, the

5i"

"'Cj

~

., .,"'!j0
e ....
e
=
....
... "'
~
= ...:=

(JCI

s:.:i

United States military is downsized with armed forces being
restructured from a foreign-deployed force with troops
10 I

permanently stationed abroad, to a continental United

11 I

States-based force capable of rapid overseas projection to

12 I

various regional hot spots for conflicts around the world.

13 I

Fort Bliss has been designated as one of the installations

14 I

from which these forces are deployed, and in military terms,

15 I

we call that an Army power projection platform.

16 I

of those in the United States Army.

17 I

There are 14

This installation must be ready and capable of bringing
on additional active Army, reserve, and National Guard uni ts

19 I

with as little as 24 hours' notice, and be able to deploy them

20 I

within 72 hours.

Additional active duty forces must be

21

balanced with the reserve and National Guard capabilities.

22

This force structure must be supported by an infrastructure

23

that meets both the training and rapid deployment

24

requirements.

Recent examples of the key role Fort Bliss has played
7
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00

in the Army's rapid response trouble spots include those

overseas in Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and Bahrain this past

February, which I had the pleasure of spending 90 days of my
life.

...

That deployment was to help ensure that the Iraqi

"'!'j

=
e:.

government complies with its agreement to allow United

.,"'d

Nations' inspectors unlimited access to suspect weapon sites

0

., 0.,"'!'j
=

IJQ

and to combat tactical ballistic missile threats from SCUD
missiles.

e
e
=

In September 1986, 18 hours after receiving

10 I

Iraqi troop movements towards the Gulf border in patterns

11 I

similar to movements prior to the Gulf war in 1990 along the

12 I

Iraqi border areas.

13 I

Bliss's stature as a unique power projection platform, rapidly

14 I

becoming the only United States military installation able to

15 I

quickly project a fully capable theater air and missile

16 I

defense force to continue these theaters of operation.

-==

-= ...a:

notification, Fort Bliss soldiers were sent in response to

r;·

"'
Cll

t"'l

< ~

:;· c·

=
=
e=
=
Q.

0

These rapid deployments reaffirm Fort

~

~

a:
-=
....
e ;-"'
="'d
-==
=

'Cl .,

r.. -

17 I

The installation's primary mission is air defense

18 I

artillery training to the United States and allied air defense

19 I

artillery men and women in order to maintain the operational

--=e
00

20 I

readiness of the United States and allied forces.

21 I

training complex consists of the south training areas, Dona

~
~

Our

22 I

Ana range, and the north training areas, and McGregor Range.

23 I

Our training complex supports air defense and air-to-ground

24 I

training, soldiers training on foot in wheeled or track

25 I

vehicle maneuvers in appropriate training areas, and air
8
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I
defense systems testing.

I

Fort Bliss accomplishes its mission

by providing simultaneous support capabilities for training

and testing in a single service, joint for combined arms
"'rj

environment.

;·

Fort Bliss provides air defense weapons training in the
Patriot missile system and for a series of foreign area air

defense weapons such as the Stinger missile system.

Fort

Bliss, with McGregor Range, is the only troop installation in
the United States that can provide our troops with overland

!.

~

(JCI

"'rj

e

i:l::j

= .,
e-

.,

0

a ir; ·
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10

live fire training opportunities for the Patriot and THAAD

11

missile systems, among others.

12
13
14

Army Airfield.

15

installation are the Army Air Defense Artillery Center, the

16

Army Air Defense Artillery School, the Army Sergeants Major

17

Academy, four Army air defense artillery brigades assigned to

18

the Army's Forces Command, the 6th Air Defense Artillery

19

Brigade that supports the Air Defense Artillery School,

20

William Beaumont Army Medical Center up on the hill, and the

21 I

German Air Force Command in the United States and Canada.

22 I

That's just the military part of our mission.

23 I

......
w

'°

Another key area on post is the main contonement area,

which houses most important facilities, and includes Biggs
Major organizations currently located on the

M~
< ~

=
-·
::;· s·

0

=

ti>

Q.

e= =
=
a~
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....e =
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~

-=
;ti>

e

ti>

Another integral component of our mission is serving as

24 I

a good neighbor and a good steward of the environment.

25 I

role as caretakers of the environment, we believe
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0

environmental stewardship is a priority and can be
accomplished hand in hand with the military mission.

We

accomplish this through our internal management plans and
~

:r

agreements with other government agencies, such as the Bureau

a

of Land Management and the United States Forest Service to

~

provide for both military and nonmilitary uses of the land.

c

IJCI

~

We manage our installations to sustain diverse

e~
e= =

=

environments and monitor the condition of natural resources,

.... "'

including land condition, water quality, and biological

~i...
=
< ~

10 I

resources to ensure any potential degradation is kept to a

11 I

minimum.

12 I

the integrated natural resources management plan and the

c

13 I

integrated cultural resources management plan, which will be

tD

14 I

discussed later, helps ensure sound management of our

15 I

environment.

16 I

installation will manage its natural and cultural resources

-i:.:i

for the next several years, it is important to us that you

19 I

our decision-making process.

i:.:i ""d
n -i:.:i
....

rJ1

Et

;-

e

Again, thank you for your time and attention.

a
....

On that,

21 I

I'll ask Captain Luna to come up and he'll discuss the

22 I

alternatives analyzed and the findings and the analysis to

23 I

P.E.I.S.

Captain Luna.

CAPT. LUNA:

Thank you, Colonel Hobson.

i:.:i

Q.

e.... ;-"'
"O .,

provide your comments on what we' re proposing to assist us in

24

=
=
e=
=
~
Et ....

Because these plans represent the way the

18 I

25 I

::;· o·

Implementation of plans and activities proposed in

17 I

20

~

c

Good evening.

Tonight I will present to you information on the purpose of
10
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I

the draft P.E.I.S. alternatives that have been analyzed in the
documents and potential consequences to the environment and
resource areas such as land use, biology, water, cultural,

4 I
5 I

noise, safety, and others for each of the four alternatives
that were analyzed.

The purpose of the Fort Bliss mission and

master plan P.E.I.S. is to provide national environmental
policy act analysis for revised land use planning which will
8 I

enhance management of the land, air space, and infrastructure

10 !

missions, and sustain stewardship of the land and its natural

11 I

and cultural resources.

for Fort Bliss, optimize support for current and future

12 I
13 I

potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures

.i;:..
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a= =
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a a=
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"C .,
~
.n=. =
=
=
0

-

14 I

associated with land use and management decisions regarding

15 l

installation assets, capabilities, and infrastructure to

~

16 I

support current and future missions; to create a foundation on

17 I

which to base or tier future NEPA documents that evaluate

18 I

specific projects; to provide impact assessment methods and

19 I

criteria for installation planners, as well as military

20 I

organizations and other federal agencies proposing activities

21 I

on Fort Bliss to ensure consistent tiering from this P.E.I.S.,

22 I

and to describe the existing environment in sufficient detail

23 I

to form the basis for future documents.

rJ1
~

-=
~

24 I

To meet these goals and objectives, we periodically

25 I

update components of our real property master plan and its

Q.

-a

11

-

.,~
ll'Q

0

The objectives of the P.E.I.S. are to describe
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contributing plans.

The real property master plan is made up

of documents that help installation for garrison commanders
insure that land use and facilities are planned and managed to
meet the current and future mission support requirements.

"'!'j

s·I»

We

-a"'=

recently updated the long-range component of the real property
master plan and have ongoing revisions to several of the other

IJQ
"'I

components, such as the short-range component, capital

I»

5! ....
5!

investment strategies, and the mobilization component that are

11

Master planning for a large military post, such as Fort
Bliss, is analogous to that of a small city or county.

< ~
::;· 5·

The

12

master plan must take into account the land use relationship

i

13

between housing areas, training areas, commercial, and

tD

14

industrial areas, roads and sewers, and many of the other

15

aspects of the installation infrastructure.

16

compatible land use within an installation's infrastructure is

17

a dynamic process that constantly undergoes changes as a

18

result of evolving mission requirements and available

19

resources.

20

5!

I»

'=

contributing plan that implements the natural resources

23 I

helps ensure the conservation of natural resources, as well as

rJl

£t
;-

=
....

The program

24 I

compliance with related environmental laws and regulations.

25 I

This plan also helps ensure the maintenance of lands upon
12
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The integrated natural resources management plan is a

program on the installation from 1998 to 2002.
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21 I
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Planning for

22 I
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discussed in the P.E.I.S.
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which quality training may be completed to accomplish the
installation mission.
The integrated cultural resource land plan also is a

contributing plan that establishes routine procedures for
addressing projects in compliance with federal laws,
regulations, and executive orders requiring the protection or
management of historic resources while minimizing the effect
on military training and mission support activities.

Historic

preservation of compliance requirements are integrated within
10 I

the planning and conduct of military training, construction,

11 I

maintenance, real property transaction, land use decisions,

12

I

and other un?ertakings.

This plan requires renewal in 2001

13

with a new or revised plan prepared by Fort Bliss.

Fort Bliss

14 I

also prepares a preplanning document to assist in the long

15 I

range application of the installation's capability to support

-·
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16 I

potential Army and other Department of Defense requirements.

--e
-=
I')

17 I

The training area development concept is a document

18 I

that describes current land use and training capabilities in

19 I

the Fort Bliss training complex, potential training range

20 I

enhancements, and future land use changes should capabilities

21 I

such as the availability of appropriate land areas for

22 I

additional controlled access field training exercise sites be

23 I

required.

24 I

nongovernmental organizations, and members of the public have

25 I

an opportunity to provide input on proposed actions contained

The NEPA process ensures that government agencies,

13

.......
+..

w
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in the plans and accompanying alternatives which may have the

2 I

potential for significant impact to the environment.

As a

result of scoping, we analyze three alternatives to our
~

existing programming plans which was analyzed as the no action
alternative.

er

a

Here's a summary.

No action.

~

This alternative consists of using existing

IJQ

planning process.

~

=
.,
a-

plans and not approving the revisions to the Fort Bliss

., 0

The no action alternative is essentially

a~

the base line for comparing environmental impacts of any of

a.

FF

t'!j

:=

;:;· r.tJ

10 I
11

the proposed alternatives.
Alternative one.

= -·
:;· o·
=
="'
a=
< ~

Alternative one incorporates the

12 I

current mission assigned to Fort Bliss as described in the no

13 f

action alternative.

14 I

approval of the recent updates for the long range component of

15 I

the Fort Bliss real property master plan, ongoing and formal

0

In addition, alternative one includes

~

Q.

s
:=
-"'
....a "';-

"Cl .,

16 I

modifications to the short range component, and the

17 I

mobilization component, and a programmatic description of

18 I

capital investment strategies.

"'~
n
-

-=
S"
fl).=

;-

ag

19 I

In addition, the integrated natural resources

20 I

management plan and the integrated cultural resource

21 I

management plan and a definitive land use plan for the Fort

22 I

Bliss training complex presented in the training area

23 I

development concept would be approved.

24 I

plans would authorize the steps leading to program-appropriate

25 I

project implementation as described in the P.E.I.S.

-

Adoption of these

14
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I
Alternative two.

Alternative two includes adoption of

the general land use plan for increasing the availability of
controlled access field training sites on the Fort Bliss
4

5

;·

If approved programmatically, evaluation of proposed specific

!.

~

sites will be subject to certain NEPA -- National
Environmental Policy Act documents that may be tiered from or

based on the following P.E.I.S. that follows this draft
9
10

P.E.I.S.
Alternative three.

Includes approval of the general

~i

= i:J-·
<

:;· s·

12

Fort Bliss training complex in addition to actions in

0

13

alternative one and two.

14

evaluation of specific projects proposed in the future will be

~ 3:

15

subject to the provisions and requirements of the National

a""""';;-

16

Environmental Policy Act.

17

Fort Bliss is expected under the no action, alternative one,

18

or alternative two.

If approved programmatically, the

Little to no growth or expansion of

=
=
a=
=

fD

-=

S"

However, under alternative three, additional permanent

personnel could be stationed at Fort Bliss and additional

21 I

temporary duty personnel could be trained at Fort Bliss.

22 I

specific numbers of additional personnel at Fort Bliss cannot

The

23 I

be definitively determined until specific project descriptions

24 I

are developed.

25 I

the draft P. E. I. S. may be approved programmatically,

While the broad class of projects evaluated in
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land use plan for conceptual use of the capabilities of the

20

......

>,rj
., 0

lfQ

11

19

Ul

>,rj

training complex in addition to actions in alternative one.

a
=
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fD
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°'

evaluation of growth or expansion resulting from the specific
projects proposed in the future will be accomplished under the
National Environmental Policy Act provision for tiering from

...
".!'j

or based on this evaluation.

=
!:!..

The conclusion in the draft P.E.I.S. with respect to

.,""c:I

potential environmental impacts indicates that no significant

0

IJQ

impacts to human health and the environment are anticipated

5! ::.
5!

=
...= "'=

from the approval of revisions to components of the Fort Bliss
real property master plan and adoption of the integrated
10 I

natural resources management plan, integrated cultural

11 I

resource management plan, and the training area development

12 I

concept.

13 I

~i
= ...

:;·0< s·~

=
=
5! =
=

The findings indicate that potential environmental

~

14 I

impacts from each alternative may include changes to land use,

15 I

increased soil erosion, impacts to biological resources and

16 I

cultural resources, and cumulative impacts to water

17 I

resources.

18 I

the type of land use varies slightly from alternative to

19 I

alternative, the intensity of use may increase under

20 I

alternatives two and three.

21 I

practices are anticipated with the adoption of the subject

22 I

plans under alternatives one, two, and three.

While the type of land varies -- excuse me.

".!'j

~ 0

Q..

a~

=

!:!..
""""'
5! ;"C .,

""c:I
...= =
=
...=...
t'l

While

-

00
~

23 l

5!~

...=

However, improved management

Mitigation measures, which themselves are programmatic,

24 I

address broad potential effects from adopting the proposed

25 I

land use planning process.

For example, mitigation of

16
MARIA C. CHAVEZ, C.S.R.
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

i

~

i

l

'

Public Hearing Transcripts
El Paso, Texas

cumulative regional impacts to water resources by water
conservation measures.

The Army also seeks to reduce impacts

on environmental resources by providing personnel and
"'!'j

equipment, within funding constraints, to implement
programmatic plans in a manner that reduces adverse impacts to

cultural, vegetation, and wildlife resources due to increased

::r
a
..,-=
Q

.., "'!'j..,
=
5! ....

flCI

demolition or construction, soil and/or vegetation

Q

disturbance, or from vehicle maneuvers, weapons strikes, and

10

Again, thank you for your time and attention.

11 I

Ms. Hanley will discuss the BLM's participation in the

12 I

P.E.I.S.

13

... =

....5! ..,,..,,
~
= a=...
C)

fires.
Now

< ~
:;·
o·
=
=
=
5! =
Q

Ms. Hanley.

MS. HANLEY:

Thank you, Captain Luna.

As has been

14 I

noted, the BLM is a cooperating agency on the mission and

15 I

master plan E.I.S.

tD

Q.

aai:.ia=
.... ..,,

5! tt
..,

That's primarily because BLM has

'O
16 )

co-management responsibility for McGregor Range, which, as you

17 I

have seen and has been noted, is an important part of the Fort

18 I

Bliss training complex.

19 I

Fort Bliss complex indicated in red on the map.

....= -==
.... =
=
....
!')

20 I

......
~

......

That's the portion of the overall

tD

5!

tD

....=

Co-management of McGregor Range was established in

21 I

public law in 99606, which withdrew McGregor Range from

22 I

military use for a period of 15 years, 1986 through 2001.

23 I

manages the natural and cultural resources at McGregor Range

24 I

and follows a multiple use land management philosophy.

25 I

1990, the Army and the BLM cooperatively prepared a management
17
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00

plan for McGregor Range and also entered into a memorandum of
understanding delineating each agency's responsibility for the
range.
'!!'j

I'm going to step out here to speak so that you can

sr

!.

have a better view of these with visual aid; a closer view of
McGregor Range.

"'d

Examples of SLM management, special areas,

Cl

IJQ
""l

and public activities on McGregor Range are natural and

I»

a ...

cultural resource management activities, the auction grazing
system.

which is auctioned by the BLM, so we have a grazing program on

11

McGregor Range.

12

a=
=
....... ="'

Each one of these outlined areas is a grazing unit

10

'!!'j

0

""l

~ ;·
a:
=
~- ~-

0 =
=
a=

Because the Tularosa Basin area of McGregor Range is

I»

13

the impact area, it's really not a compatible area for public

14

use or BLM management, so our management responsibilities have

15

primarily been restricted to the northern part of McGregor

16

Range, Tularosa Basin, the mountain foothills area, and the

17

Otero Basin.

18

native grasslands in excellent condition.

19

here are grassland areas and a critical environmental concern,

20

and this also supports habitat for a prime antelope herd.

21 I

mountain foothills are also excellent habitat for wild life.

~

I»

....
a ;-"'

"Cl

This area denotes a wilderness study area called canyon
wilderness study area.

24 I

cultural resources and historic landscape.

25 I

historic and customary uses such as hunting and recreation

"'d

rJJ.

=

S"

;

These dark areas

23 I

""l

I»

a=

The Otero Basin contains a wonderful example of

22 I

Q.

a a:
!.

~

....
=

The

The entire area has significant
It supports
18
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---- ----use.

-

I

Recreation use includes camping, hiking, wildlife

watching, et cetera.

At this point in the E.I.S. process the BLM's role is
to help evaluate the draft E.I.S. to provide comments, to
5 I

review the public's comments, and to assist the Army with

aspects of the preparation of the final E.I.S.

The Army has

not stated a preferred alternative, and similarly, the BLM is
8 I

The BLM perspective on the alternative in relation to

11 I

the BLM co-management area is, alternative one, as you have

12 I

heard, addresses adoption of several plans that would apply to

13 I

all of Fort Bliss.

14 I

s·
e:.

~

"!']
.., 0

IJQ
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=
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:;· s·
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=
13= =
s. ~
....13e:. ;-"'=
=
n -=
s- =
1313 -t;l:j

awaiting public comment to help us recommend a preferred

alternative.

10 I

"!']

0

~

Alternative two is alternative one plus a proposed

15 I

expansion or -- let me word this correctly -- plus provisions

16 l

for 15 square miles of new field training exercise sites on

17 I

McGregor Range.

18 I

sites known as FTX.

19 I

McGregor Range.

Q..

"O ..,

20 I

There are existing field training exercise

Alternative two would add FTX sites to

Alternative three, again, it's an additive to
alternative two, would add more FTX sites and other activities

22 I

on Dona Ana Range and McGregor Range, including a proposed

23 I

launch facility in the northern Tularosa Basin, what is the

24 I

BLM grazing unit one.
These are some of the specifics of the alternatives
19

+:-

\0

00
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13~

21 I

25 I

'"Ci
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that BLM considers important in evaluating the alternatives.
BLM will be evaluating the alternatives in relation to public
use and our management practices for McGregor Range and

adjacent areas to the training complex.

""J

We are very

[

interested in receiving public comments on those aspects of
the alternatives.

""d

a ""J

Thank you.

MR. RUFFENNACH:
break scheduled.

Thank you, Ms. Hanley.

f1Q

i2

We do have a

e
e

think we're going to go ahead and do that,

and by my watch, it is 7 o'clock.

0

::l.

~

-;, 3:

a·"'i-

We'll reconvene at 7:10,

10

and during that 10-minute break, I encourage you to again meet

11

with some of the presenters or the technical subject matter

:;· 5·

12

experts who are back here at the displays to clarify any

0

13

questions or concerns that you might have about what you heard

II>

14

in preparation for the public comment which, again, we will

15

start at 10 minutes after 7:00.
R

16

c

E

E

= -·
=
=
e c.=
< ~

a
:=
e!.i:o
.... "'
-=e ;-.,

We'll see you then.

s

I»

s

I»

""d

n 17
18

MR. RUFFENNACH:

I

19

same fashion that we will conduct the one tomorrow night in

20

Alamogordo and the one Thursday night in Las Cruces.

21 I

- =

think it's important to note that we

\I).=

it
....

are conducting the proceedings for this meeting in the exact

a
II>

a

So with that, if you'll let me begin, again, you were

22 I

given a card and you were asked i f you'd like to speak this

23 I

evening.

Right now I only have one card.

Again, I will still

24 I

go through the proceedings for this evening's meeting just to

25 I

set the ground rules and for everyone to understand exactly
20
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I

how we're going to conduct this.
we have a Court Reporter here who will record
word-for-word everything that is said from the public comment
microphone in the center of the room.
5 I

will become part of the final P.E.I.S.

The verbatim record
This will allow the

document preparers to review inputs exactly the way they were

...,
:r
!.
~
0

IJCI

stated so that we can make sure your comments are accurately
and completely addressed.

Once again, we are here to take

your comments on the P.E.I.S. for the Fort Bliss mission and
10 I

11 I

master plan.

With that in mind, let me enforce the ground rules for

12 I

tonight's proceedings.

13 I

recognize you.

14 I

it in the box for written comments at the back of the room, or

15 I

you may read it aloud, or both, as long as it's done within

First, please speak only when I

If you have a written statement, you may leave

...,

., 0
=
.,
ee -l:IO

-=~i=
"'

= -·

< ~
::;·
cs·
0

=

e= c.=
=
~

~~

-=
e""""';-

"C .,
16 I

the time limits.

=
-=
=
n

17 I

second, please speak clearly and slowly into the

18 l

microphone starting with your name, address, and the capacity

19 I

in which you appear; for example, public official, designated

20 I

representative of a group, or interested citizen.

21 I

help our Court Reporter prepare the transcript.

22

-Vl

Third, please observe the time limits.

This will

Everyone will

23 I

be given five minutes to speak.

24 I

seconds of your allotted time, my associate sitting here in

25 I

the first chair will hold up a caution card letting you know
21

When you are within 30

MARIA c. CHAVEZ, c.s.R.
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

"'d
-

rJ'1

=
;e

~

=

Public Hearing Transcripts
El Paso, Texas

VI

N

that you have about 30 seconds to complete your comments.
ask at that time that you begin closing your comments and then

3 I

he will show you a red indicator asking you to stop.
Fourth, please honor any requests I make of you to stop

speaking after your allotted time has elapsed.

If you have

~

take time now to prioritize them so that the most important
If you later decide you have more

comments following the meeting or have additional
10 I

considerations you wish to have addressed, please provide them

11 I

in writing to us either at tonight• s meeting or by mail.

12 I

Fifth, please do not speak while another person is

13 I

speaking.

14 I

again, we want to hear from you, so questions will not be

15 I

answered during the public comment period.

16 I

called in the order of elected officials first, and others

17 I

will be called in the order in which they signed in at the

18 I

table.

19 I

ask i f there's anyone who would like to make a comment; those

20 I

who have not registered prior to the start of the meeting.

Only one person will be recognized at a time.

s·

!.
"'Ci

more comments than you can present in five minutes, please

comments are spoken first.

"!j

Once

lfQ

"!j

~ 0
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Speakers will be
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21

And then at the end of the meeting we will once again

We will now begin the comment period.

As I said

22 I

earlier, I have one person who has indicated that they'd like

23 I

to speak, and that person is Marguerite Davis.

24

25 I

MS. DAVIS:

Good evening.

attended most of these meetings.

I'm Marguerite Davis.

I've

Sometimes I'm the only one
22
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there, so it's a pleasure tonight to see so many talks here.
I usually am representing and am tonight, also, the El
Paso Archeological Society, but I also will be speaking from
my personal point of view.

I'll be incorporating those

together.
First of all, we're extremely sensitive to the fact
that you have a lot of worries.

space and you need training, and we can't possibly understand
10

the extent of your concerns.

11

cultural environment, the water, and so forth, the use of it,

Vl

w

However, I think that -- and the

The thing that I have the concerns about are, and

Archaeological
Survey
and
Testing
Multipurpose Range in Boulder Canyon

on

the

""'.!
;·

a
~

0

(JQ

""'.!

~ 0

5l ::l.
5l

•
•

Archaeology of the Hueco Bolson

•

Caves and Rock Shelters in the Hueco Mountains - An
Archaeological Inventory on Fort Bliss Military
Reservation

that's all of our problem, not just yours and not just mine.

13

282

•

Put simply, to keep us safe,

to match the cold war to no war to peace time, and you need

12

282. In response to your comment, the Fort Bliss Conservation
Division has prepared a series of brochures describing
completed cultural and natural resources projects,
including archeological projects, and plans to continue this
practice with future projects. These brochures may be
mailed to interested persons and are available in Building
The following
624, Pleasanton Road, Fort Bliss.
brochures are available:

-=~=i:=;=)"
"'

Bastion on the Border: Fort Bliss, Texas

::;·< "'o·

=
=
=
5l =
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tD

14

perhaps recommendations, I think we need simpler, better

•

15

reporting.

•

The Division Air Defense (DIVAD) Archaeological
Project

•

Eolian Evolution and Paleo-Environment - Implications
for Archaeological Studies

-=

•

Fire-Cracked Rock in the Hueco Bolson, Fort Bliss
Texas - a Study of Patterns Identified in Prehistoric
Burned Rock and Caliche Sites and Features

-

For example, I've lived here for 40 years, have

Checklist of Birds, Fort Bliss, Texas

16

been when Albertson's was the edge of town ·and my kids played

17

out in the sand dunes.

18

Fort Bliss grow, and much of it has been positive.

19

can I clearly -- I would love to see you develop a simple

20

bulletin as you move through each of these phases saying

21

what's happening.

22

by Keith the last time I went to a meeting, of everything

•

Fort Bliss History: 1890 - 1940

23

that's happened -- or not everything -- in flora, fauna,

•

Fort Bliss Main Post Historic District

24

water.

•

25

archeological sites, a nice overview of what you're doing with
23

Fort Bliss Main Post Historic District Context and Guide Map

I've watched the town, the area grow,
But never

For example, we saw a beautiful slide show

I don't know, there were squirrels, caves,
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282. Continued

282
the land.

Cont.

And we would love to know just a brief overview of

that for the public, either a TV show or a brochure like you
did on Magoffin -- not Magoffin -- on Fort Bliss historical

area.

I think we really need that as John Q. Public to help

us understand your problems and for you to hear what -- so we

283

can understand and know and help you, as a matter of fact.
I think that we need to -- the public needs to know
8

where can one go.

I might be able to find out about, but

•
•
•
•
•

where can you go if you want to know where you store any of

284

How could John Q. Citizen go

10

the resources that you collect.

11

take a look at what's going on of the things, or could he, as

12

far as the flora, the fauna, the cultural, archeological

13

sites, and so forth, that maybe people would like to come and

14

take a look and see what you're doing and applaud you for the

15

kind of work.

16 I

everything that comes by, the daily paper, magazines, and so

17 I

forth, but I really couldn't help i f you asked me.

18 I

test.

19 I

sites, for example, land use.

20 I

forefront.

21
22

We just don't know right now and I read

I couldn't tell you.

•

The Fort Bliss Preacquisition Project
Maneuver Areas 3 - 8 Survey

s·

Soil Stratigraphy and Paleoclimatic Characteristics of
the Fort Bliss Maneuver Areas

..,"'d

Tobin Well Archaeological Project - Archaeological
Survey and Testing at the Hawk Radar Facility, Fort
Bliss, Texas
Traces of the Trails - The Spanish Salt Trail and the
Butterfield Trail on Fort Bliss

283. Please contact Fort Bliss DOE Conservation Division,
located at 1733 Pleasonton Road, Fort Bliss, TX 799166812, to obtain information about its environmental
resource collection.

I'd have a

e:.
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ti>
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Please keep this in the

=
....

I don't want to open The Times someday and say that
Castner Range above the Wilderness Museum, that John Q. Smith

23

is going to build 40 new houses up there.

24

have a fighting opportunity to help save some of that beauty

I would like to

25 I

around the mountain, but we normally don't do that.

We
24

284. Fort Bliss appreciates your contribution to the
environmental analysis process. Your comment was
considered during preparation of the Final PEIS, and is
presented here to further assist in the decision.

flJ

M~
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What you're doing out there with
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I

operate on crisis and secrecy a good deal more than we
should.

So I think we'd like to know what are you thinking

about as far as this land, or what are the choices when it
does, or if it becomes available in my lifetime.
Finally, when we go to the alternatives two and three,

285

you're asking for some more land to do some training, perhaps
extensive training, but we don't know what's on the land right
now.

Only you will know whether you're going to be, so I

think we'd like to know -- You see, I have these documents.

10 I

!:?.
"'d

;a

iJCI

~

= .,
ee= =
=
"'
.,

0

-= ...
;::;· rn

t"'1 ::
< ~

:;· o·

end and get to the summary and say, aha, I see now.

12 l

me several hours to go through those.

13 I

little -- I applaud your efforts and so forth, but sometimes

I'!)

Q.

14 I

just don't know, have enough information to make informed

~

::

15 I

decisions.

'Q

.,

18

I

Thank you.

Ms. Davis.

As I said

earlier, that was the only card that we had of someone who
wanted to speak.

19 I

did not register?

20 I

comment period.

21 I

It took

So could you give us a

Thank you.

MR. RUFFENACH:

17 I

Vi
Vi

And I had to really work hard to get to the

~
;·

11 I

16

......

read them all.

285. Fort Bliss appreciates your contribution to the
environmental analysis process.
Your comment was
considered during preparation of the Final PEIS, and is
presented here to further assist in the decision.

Is there anyone who would like to speak that
Okay.

With that, we will close the public

Again, I encourage you to meet with folks after this

22 I

meeting.

23 I

clarify anything that you heard this evening.

24 I

of you who have -- want to take the opportunity to provide

25 I

your comments through the end of the close of the comment
25

They will be available to answer any questions or
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0\

period, which is October 5th of this year, you may do so in
writing to that street address or the e-mail address that you

see on the screen, and I believe that is also on some printed
"'!j

material that's part of the handouts in the back of the room.

;·
e?.

Again, thank you for your time and your comments and

.,"'d

for coming out this evening and providing us very valuable
input.

0
IJCI "'!j
., 0

Thank you.

1:1)

.,

ee -c:;

(The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m.
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CERTIFICATE
THE STATE OF TEXAS
COUNTY OF EL PASO

I, MARIA c. CHAVEZ, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and
for the State of Texas, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing contains a true and correct transcription of all the
proceedings conducted at the Draft Programmatic Environmental

Impact statement on the Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
10
11

12
13
14
15
16

17

meeting.
WITNESS MY HAND this the

_<y.n+1~
-,-

/.::5 fl
~

1998.

certified Shorthand Reporter
certificate No. 2090
Date of Expiration:
12/31/98
1300 Bassett Tower
El Paso, Texas 79901
(915) 545-1410

~i

= -·
::;· er
=
=
e=
=
s. ~
e:. =
e.... ;-"'
=
.n. ""d=
1J'J

;
;-

etD

21
22
23
24
25
27

Q,.

'C .,

=
....

20

-..J

=

....~ "'

tD

~~~) rL~0
MARfA C. CHAVEZ

MARIA c. CHAVEZ, c.s.R.
OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER

Q

Q

19

Ul

~ ""'1
=
e .,....
e l:l:j

IJQ
.,

< ~

day of

18

-

""'1
;·
e:.

=

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

-

-

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

158

Fort Bliss Mission and Master Plan
Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Page 1

1

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

COUNTY OF OTERO

2

3
4

5
6

IN THE .MATTER OF THE PUBLIC HEARING
CONCERNING FORT BLISS, MISSION AND
MASTER PLAN, PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

7

8

9

10
11

12

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

13

September 9, 1998

14
15
16
17

18
19
20

BE IT REMEMBERED that on September 9, 1998, at 6:35 PM at

21

the ALAMOGORDO CIVIC CENTER, Alamogordo, New Mexico, a public

22

meeting was held before RON RUFFENACH, Public Affairs Manager,

23

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the following transcript was

24

produced by R. JAN WIMBERLY, a Court Reporter and Notary Public

25

within and for the State of New Mexico.
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I

MR. RUFFENACH: Let me go ahead and get started
this evening.
evening.

Let me first thank everyone for coming out this

This is the public hearing on the draft programmatic

!.

Mission and Master Plan, which concerns current and future land

a
= "'....
a

6 I use and land use management plans at Fort Bliss.

My name is

Ron Ruffenach, I will be presiding over this evening's meeting.
Before any decision is made to implement land use

10

documents, the Army must do a complete analysis of them.

11

type of broad analysis of plans is

12

programmatic EIS, rather than the typical EIS, which analyzes a

13

specific project proposed by the government.

14 I

~eferred

""d

(JQ

"1'j

"'0

a=
= ::
....-·"'"'

programs and accompanying strategies in these planning
This

~ :=

=
< -·
~

::;·er

to as a

Part of the process involves receiving public comment

0

=

tD

Q..

=
a=
=
~ :=

-=
....
"'
a ;-

15

on the draft PEIS, which has been written over the last 18

16

months, following scoping meetings which were held back in

't:I "'

17

January of 1997.

18

public input on the scope or range of future land use

19

management issues that were not previously identified and

20

should be concerned in the analysis of this PEIS.

21

received during scoping have been considered in the development

-=a
-=

22
23
24

At those scoping meetings, we asked for

Comments

of this draft document.

I

The draft PEIS was distributed for public review and

comment on August 13th, 1998.

Based on input received during

25 I this public meeting and until October 5th, the closing of the

......
0\
......

"1'j

er

environmental impact statement, or PEIS on the Fort Bliss
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comment period, additional analyses will be evaluated or
performed and changes will be made to the draft PEIS as
necessary.

This is the second in a series of three public

"1'j

4

meetings, last evening we held a public meeting in El Paso and

5

there is one more public meeting scheduled for tomorrow night

;·
~

~

in Las Cruces.

0
.,

IJQ

PEIS before tonight's hearing, you are encouraged to do so.

A

information about the environmental impacts are available in

11

handouts at the back of the room as you came in.

12

will be addressed in the presentations, however, that follow.
We have two goals tonight:

13

e

~~
=
...
< ~

:;· c·

=
=
e=
=
0

To provide information to

you about the analysis of the potential impacts to the

15

environment resulting from the proposed land use

16

contained in the draft PEIS, and to receive your comments on

17

our plans.

18

the proposed action.

19

final PEIS document.

ft>

~=

~lans

~"'
'C .,

e ;-

"'d
n. . =
.=
re;.=

Comments will be responded to in the

S"

20

Before introducing our speakers, I'd like to explain

21

am not here as an expert on the draft

~
=
.....
ft>

22 I PEIS, nor have I had any connection with the development of
I am an employee of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

23

it.

24

purpose is to ensure that we have a fair, orderly hearing and

25

that all who wish to be heard will have a chance to speak.
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This will help the Army address all concerns about

my role this evening.
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All findings

14

0
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listing of where the documents are located and also additional
10

"1'j
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If you have not had an opportunity to read the draft

My
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Now I'll introduce our speakers for this evening's
meeting.

Two Army representatives are here to present

3

information on Fort Bliss' programs and the planned activities

"!'.j

4

and alternatives that are proposed in the draft PEIS.

5

Colonel Ben Hobson, Jr., Fort Bliss Garrison Commander and

e:.

They are

Captain Dave Luna, an environmental attorney at Fort Bliss.
Also Ms. Theresa Hanley, interagency coordinator for t.he Bureau
of Land Management, Las Cruces field office, is also here.
Also up front is the court reporter who will be recording
10 I tonight's meeting proceedings.
11

Here is this evening's schedule.

Colonel Hobson will

12 I provide a short five minute overview of Fort Bliss' mission,
13

and Captain Luna will present a description of the proposed

14

action and alternatives, and the analyses of the findings

15

contained in each alternative.

16

Hanley with the Bureau of Land Management, who is a cooperating

He will be followed by Ms.

sr
'"d

Cl

(IQ

a

18

agency on the PEIS.
Following these presentations we will then take

19

public comment.

I encourage you, however, during the time

20

after the meeting to meet with Army officials and others to

21

discuss or refine any questions that you might have concerning

22

the contents of the document.

23

this evening, we are going to be taking comments in three

In preparing for the comments

24 I different ways.
25 I

......
O'I

w

You can provide your comments in writing and there's
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a comment table at the back of the room, you can actually sit
there and write your comments and hand them in that way, or you
may make them during the public comment period at the

4
5

I

microphone here, they will be recorded by the court reporter.
Following the meeting, however, you may also meet with the
court reporter and again provide your comments to her

period this evening.

People wanting to make oral comments need

10

to fill out a registration card, which was given to you when

11

you came in.

12

the meeting but we will be available, as I said earlier, for

The closing of tonight's comment period will end

13 I some additional one-on-one discussion.

Those discussions,

14

however, will be in effect informal and will not be a part of

15

the administrative record.

I would like to begin this

COLONEL HOBSON: Thanks, Ron.

I'm pleased to be here

18

tonight to discuss the Fort Bliss mission and the PEIS.

19

Bliss is a multi-mission United States Army Training and

20

Doctrine Command installation that comprises 1.1 million acres

21

in Texas and New Mexico.

22
23
24
25

I

""Cj

"'l'l

Fort

With over 19,000 civilian and

military employees, it's one of the largest Army posts in the
continental United States and plays a central role in this

I

nation's National Military Strategy and National Security

Strategy.

DAMA'S REPORTING SERVICE
P.O. Box 2022, Alamogordo, New Mexico

a :l
a=

...= ="'

~i...
=
< ~
::;·cs·
0

=

==
a
=
Q.
~

a~
!.

...a ;-"'=

"C ..,

evening's presentation with Colonel Hobson.
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Questions will not be answered during the comment

17

!.
l1Q

directly.

16
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I

As the global political environment has changed, the
United States military has downsized, with armed forces being
restructured from a forward-deployed force with troops

"!!j

permanently stationed across the globe, i.e. in Germany and

;·

5 I Korea, to a continental United States ba'sed force, capable of

'"d

a
"'!

rapid overseas projection to various regional '"hot spots'",

9

"'!

Fort Bliss has been designated as one of the Army's
14 power projection platforms.

This installation must be ready

10

and capable of bringing additional Army, active reserve

11

National Guard units with as little as 24 hours' notice and

12

being able to deploy them within 72 hours.

Active duty forces

°'
Ul

~i...
=
< ~
::;· c·
=
e= =
=
s.e!.=::
0

must be balanced with Reserve and National Guard capabilities
and this force structure must be supported by an infrastructure

15

that meets both the training and rapid deployment requirements.

16

Recent examples of the key role Fort Bliss has played

'e

17

in the Army's rapid response to trouble spots overseas includes

f')

18

the recent troop deployment to Kuwait this past February, where

19

I got to spend 90 days of my life, to Saudi Arabia, and Bahrain

20

in February of this year.

21

that the Iraqi government complies with its agreement to allow

22

United Nations• inspectors unlimited access to suspect weapons

23

sites and to combat tactical ballistic missile threats from

That deployment was to help ensure

In September 1996, 18 hours after receiving
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notification, Fort Bliss soldiers were sent, in response to

Iraqi troop movement in patterns similar to what happened
during Desert Storm.

These rapid deployments reaffirmed Fort

'!'j

sr
!.
.,0"'l:1

Bliss' status as a unique power projection platform, rapidly
becoming the only United States military installation able to
quickly project a fully capable theatre air and missile defense

(IQ

'!'j

=
.,
51 -

., 0

force to contingency theatres of operation.

10 I artillery men and women, in order to maintain operational

-... "'=

11 I readiness of both the United States and allied forces.

< ~

The installation's primary mission is air defense

51

training complex consists of south training areas, Dona Ana

13

Range-North training areas, and McGregor Range.

14

~

Our training complex supports air defense and

15

air-to-ground training, soldiers training on foot and wheeled

16

on track vehicle maneuvers in appropriate training areas, and

17

air defense systems testing.

mission by providing simultaneous support capabilities for

19

training and testing, in a single service, joint or combined

20

arms environment.

f')

23

defense systems, such as the Stinger.

24

McGregor Range is the only troop training installation in the

25

United States that can provide our troops with overland,

;~

51

=

Fort Bliss with its
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Fort Bliss provides air defense weapons training in
the Patriot missile system and for a series of forward area air

'
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22

Q.

"C .,

Fort Bliss accomplishes its

18

21

~~
=
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:;· o·
0 =
=
=
51 =
=
;- ~

Our

12

t;l:I

~

artillery training to United States and allied air defense
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I

live-fire training opportunities for the Patriot and THAAD
missile defense systems, among others.

Another key area on the post is the Main Cantonment
Area, which houses most of the support facilities and includes
Biggs Army Airfield.

Major organizations currently located on

Fort Bliss and the installation are:

The Army Air Defense

Artillery Center, The Army Air Defense Artillery School. the
Army Sergeants Major Academy, there are four Army Air Defense
Brigades, all Patriot, 6th Air Defense Artillery Brigade, which

10

I

supports the school, William Beaumont Anny Medical Center and

~

~
~ Q
e ::I.
e~ =

lrQ

....
e;·

"rj

=

"'

Vl

to'] ::

the German Air Force Command in the United States and Canada.

=
-·
< ~

12

That's just the military part of our mission.

Q

14

Another integral part of our mission is serving as a
good neighbor and good steward of the environment.

In our role

15 I as caretakers of the environment, w~ believe environmental

16

stewardship is a priority and can be accomplished hand-in-hand

17

with the military mission.

18

internal management plans and agreements with other

19

governmental agencies, such as the Bureau of Land Management

20

and the United States Forest Service, to provide both military

21

and non-military uses of the land.

22
23

We accomplish this through our

We manage our installation to sustain diverse
environments and monitor the condition of the natural

24 I resources, including land condition, water quality and
25 I biological resources to ensure any potential degradation is

---I

s·

11

13

°'-

"rj
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kept to a minimum.
Implementation of plans and activities proposed in
the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and the

"".j

=·e:..

4 I Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan, which will be
discussed later, h0lps ensure sound management of our

environment.

"'d

6

Because these plans represent the way the

IJQ

~i

10 I decision-making process.

12
13

Again, thank you for your time and attention.

I

ti)

15

evening.

purpose of the draft PE1S, alternatives that have been analyzed

17

in the document, and potential consequences to the environment
in resource areas, such as land use, biology, water, cultural,

19

noise, safety and others, for each of the four alternatives

20

that were analyzed.

~

"'d
n. =
.=
~=

....iit
eg
....
ti)

The purpose of the Fort Bliss mission and master plan

for revised land use planning which will enhance management of

24

the land, airspace, and infrastructure of Fort Bliss.

25

support of current and future missions.

f;

l

i

Optimize

Sustain stewardship of
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PEIS is to provide National Environmental Policy Act analysis

23

Q.

=
71
iit ...

Tonight I will present to you information on the

18

.~

0

Good

16

21

§.

::;· s·

Captain Luna.

CAPT. LUNA: Thank you, Colonel Hobson.

14

22

= -·
=
=
=
e=
< ~

Now

Captain Luna will discuss the alternatives· analyzed and the
findings of the analyses of the PEIS.

0

e~
a i-

the next several years, it is important to us that you provide
your comments on what we're proposing, to assist us in our

11

"".j

= .,
e-

.,

installation will manage its natural and cultural resources for
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---i

the land and its natural and cultural resources.
The objectives of the PEIS are to describe potential
3 I environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated with
land use and management decisions regarding installation
assets, capabilities, and infrastructure to support current and
future missions.

To create a foundation on which to base or

l"!j

er

a

..,~
0
..,

IJQ

l"!j

"tier•• future NEPA documents that evaluate specific projects.

I»

..,

To provide impact assessments methods and criteria for

5!5! -t;l:j

installation planners as well as military organizations and
10

other federal agencies proposing activities on Fort Bliss to

11

ensure consistent tiering from this PEIS.

12

existing environment in sufficient detail to form the basis for

13

future documents.

And to describe the

0

-= :==
n· "'
tn

l"'J

:~;· ra·==·
=
5! =
0

I»

14

;.-r::o:=
....5! "'tt

update components of our Real Property Master Plan and its

16

contributing plans.

17

of documents that help installation or garrison commanders

18

ensure that land use and facilities are planned and managed to

n - r::o
00

meet the current and future mission support requirements.

;-

19

l.O

To meet these goals and objectives, we periodically

Q.

15

20

-°'

tD

The Real Property Master Plan is made up

we recently updated the long-range component of the

21

Real Property Master Plan and have ongoing revisions to several

22

of the other components, such as the short-range component,

23

capital investment strategies and the mobilization component

24

that are discussed in the PEIS.

25

military post such as Fort Bliss is analogous to that of a

Master planning for a large
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small city or county.
The master plan must take into account the land use
relationship between housing areas, training areas, conunercial

"!'J

[

and industrial areas, roads and sewers, and many of the other

51 aspects
6

of the installation infrastructure.

Planning for

"'d

~

compatible land use within an installation's infrastructure is

(JQ

-= ...:=

of evolving mission requirements and available resources,
The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan is a
10

contributing plan that implements the natural resources program

11

on the installation from 1998 till 2002.

ensure the conservation of natural resources, as well as

13

compliance with related environmental laws and regulations.

14

This plan also helps ensure the maintenance of lands upon which

15

quality training may be completed to accomplish the

16

installation mission.

17 I
18

< ~
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The Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan

00.

also is a contributing plan that establishes routine p.rocedures

19

for addressing projects in compliance with federal laws,
regulations and executive orders requiring the protection or

21

management of historic resources while minimizing the effect on

22

military training and mission support activities.

-

Historic preservation compliance requirements are

24

integrated with planning and conduct of military training,

25

construction, maintenance, real property transactions, land use

DAMA'S REPORTING SERVICE
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a dynamic process that constantly undergoes changes as a result
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decisions and other undertakings.

l

This plan requires renewal

2 I in 2001 with a newer revised plan prepared by Fort Bliss.
Fort Bliss also prepares a planning document to
4 I assist in the long-range application of the installation's
5 I capability to support potential Anny and other Department of
Defense requirements.

The training area development concept is

a document that describes current land use and traininq
capabilities in the Fort Bliss training complex, potential

training range enhancements and future land use changes

10

I

11
12

-...I

utilized.
The NEPA process ensures that government agencies,

13

non-governmental organizations, and members of the public have

14

an opportunity to provide input on proposed actions contained

15

in the plans and accompanying alternatives which may have the

16

potential for significant impact to the environment.

17

result of scoping, we analyzed three alternatives to our

18

existing program plans, which was analyzed as the no action

19

alternative.

20 I

-

associated with the development of capabilities not currently

As a

"1'j
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a
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0
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Here is a summary.

The no action alternative, this action consists of

21

using existing plans and not approving the revisions to the

22

Fort Bliss planning process.

23

essentially the base line for comparing environmental impacts

The no action alternative is

24

of any of the proposed alternatives.

25

Alternative 1 implements land use management plans which

Alternative 1.
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incorporate for the first time a land use approach to both the
training ranges and the main cantonment areas.
All the alternatives in the EIS are additive, thus

3

"!'J

[

alternative one also incorporates the current missions assigned
5 I to Fort Bliss as described in the no action alternative.

.,"C

The

land use plans which would be implemented under alternative one

0

f1Q

10
11
12
13

Fort Bliss Real Property Master Plan, ongoing informal
modifications to the short-range component ar.d the mobilization

~

I
I

a Cd
n·

;.
r:.n

M~
< ~

component, and a programmatic description of capital investment

= -·
-· -·=
a= =
=

strategies.

., 0

The integrated natural resources management plan, the

0

integrated cultural resources management plan and a definitive

II>

15

the training area development concept would be approved.

16

Adoption of these plans would

17

program and appropriate project implementation as described in

autho~ize

-=

the steps leading to

'C

TJJ

;-

Alternative 2 includes the adoption

20

of the general plan for increasing the availability of

21

controlled access field training sites on McGregor Range.

II>

alternative also includes the actions in Alternative 1.

23

approved programmatically, evaluation of proposed specific

24

sites will be subject to a separate National Environmental

25

Policy Act document that may be tiered from, or based on the
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18 I the draft PEIS.
Alternative 2.

Q.

~~
a..... ;-"'

14 I land use plan for the Fort Bliss training complex presented in

19

"!'J

= .....,
a
., 0

would include the recent update to long-range component of the
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final PEIS that follows this draft PEIS.
Alternative 3.

2

Includes approving of the general

land use plan for conceptual uses of the capabilities of the
4 I Fort Bliss Training Complex.

This alternative also includes

5 I the actions in Alternative 1 and 2.

If approved

the future will be subject to the provisions and requirements
8 I of the National Environmental Policy Act.

10 I expected under the no action alternative, Alternative 1 or a

13

I

However, under· Alternative 3, additional

permanent personnel could be stationed at Fort Bliss and
additional temporary duty personnel could be trained at Fort

......
-.I

w

IJQ

;..;

~ 0

= :l.

-= ....a:

==
=
"'

;;· rJ':I

M
< ~

::;· c·

=
=
==
=
0

II>

Q..

~

14 I Bliss.
15

The specific numbers of additional personnel at Fort

16

Bliss cannot be definitively determined until specific project

17

descriptions are developed.

18

evaluated in the draft PEIS may be approved programmatically,

19

evaluation of growth or expansion resulting from specific

20

projects proposed in the future will be accomplished under the

21

National Environmental Policy Act provision for tiering from,

22

or based on this evaluation.

23

a

g:j

Little to no growth or expansion of Fort Bliss is

12

c:r

e:.

'"d

programmatically, evaluation of specific projects proposed in

11 I Alternative 2.

;..;

While the broad class of projects

The conclusion in the draft PEIS with respect to

24

potential environmental impacts indicates that no significant

25

impacts to human health and the environment are anticipated
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from the approval of revisions to the components of the Fort
Bliss Real Property Master Plan and adoption of the Integrated
3 I Natural Resources Management Plan, Integrated Cultural

"'lj

5i'
!.

Resources Management Plan and the training area development
concept.

'"Cl

a

The findings indicate the potential environmental

IJQ
.,
Ill

impacts from each alternative may include changes to land use,

"'lj
0
.,

e ...
e= =

...n· =
"'

8 I increased soil erosion, impacts to biological resources and
cultural resources and cumulative impacts to water resources.

f.tl

M~
=
...
< 1:J

10 I While the type of land use varies slightly from alternative to
11 I alternative, the intensity of use may increase under

:;· 5·

However, improved management practices

=
=

12

Alternative 2 and 3.

13

are anticipated with adoption of the subject plans under

e

14

Alternatives 1, 2 and 3.

a~

0

=Ill

15

~

!.

...e ;-"'

Mitigation measures, which themselves are

16

programmatic, address broad potential impacts from adopting the

17

proposed land use planning management process.

18

mitigation of cumulative regional impacts to water resources by

Q.

Ill

'Cl .,

Ill '"Cl
f'l Ill
...

For example,

r.n
;-

19 I water conservation measures.

;-

20

The Army also seeks to reduce impacts on

21

environmental resources by providing personnel and equipment,

...=

22

within funding constraints, to implement programmatic plans in

23

a manner that reduces adverse impacts to cultural, vegetation

24

and wildlife resources due to increased demolition or

=

e
~

25 I construction, soil and/or vegetation disturbance, off road
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I

I

vehicle maneuvers, weapon strikes and fires.
Again, thank you for your time and attention.

Now

3 I Ms. Hanley wi.' discuss the BLM's participation in the PEIS.
MS. HANLEY: Good evening.

4

As you've just heard,

5 I BLM is a cooperating agency on the Mission and Master Plan
EIS.

Being a cooperating agency ensures our ability to have

concrete input at specific points in the EIS process.

Also, as

you may know, BLM has co-management responsibilities for

McGregor Range, which as you've heard is an important part of
10
11

the Fort Bliss training complex.
Co-management of McGregor Range was established in

12

Public Law 99-606, which is the law that wittdrew McGregor

13

Range for military use for a period of 15 years, that being

14 I 1988 to 2001.
15

prepared a management plan for McGregor Range and also entered

16

into a memorandum of understanding that delineates the

17

management responsibilities of the two agencies.

18

......

-...J
VI

In 1990, the BLM and the Army cooperatively

BLM manages the natural and cultural resources of

19

McGregor Range and follows the multiple use plan and management

20

philosophy.

Now, because the Tularosa Basin impact area, which

21

on the map is the central and southern areas, because that's

22

been the historic impact and military use area that's basically

23

incompatible with public access and multiple land use, so BLM's

24

management activities have mostly been restricted to the

25

northern Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range, which are
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labeled Unit 1 and 2 and portions of Unit 3, the mountain
foothills, which are the other portions of Unit 3 and Unit
and 5 and the Otero Mesa, which is Unit 7 and 8 and the

"'.j

;·

remaining units south of highway 506.

-=~

Examples of BLM management, special areas and public
6 I activities on McGregor Range are natural and cultural resource

IJQ

management projects and the auction grazing system.

., 0

8 I the irregularly shaped but outlined units on the map are
grazing units.

They are contracted with the public on a bid

10

auction system.

11

program is used to support personnel that work on McGregor

12

Range and maintenance of the facilities.

13

that runs through McGregor Range and provides water to

14

livestock and wildlife.

-·"'

~~
=
...
< ~

The revenue that's generated from the grazing

:;· o·
g=

We have a pipeline

a=
ti>

15 I

...-=
a ;-"'

The Otero Mesa contains an excdllent native
grassland.

17

areas, those are the black grama area of critical environmental

18

concern, basically that's a study area on grasslands.

The darkened-in areas, there's four darkened-in

19

Otero Mesa supports a prime antelope herd.

foothills contains the Cull Canyon Wilderness Study area, which

21

is the red crosshatched area under the green Forest Service

22

section an the northern part of the map.

23

foothills also contain excellent wildlife habitat.

I

"O

I')

=

;-

The mountain

a
=
....
ti>

And the mountain

Throughout McGregor Range there are significant

cultural resources, and part of the historic landscape McGregor
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I
Range supports historic and customary uses including hunting
and recreation, such as hiking, camping and wildlife watching.
At this point in the EIS process, the BLM's role is to evaluate
4 I the draft, provide comments, review the public's comments and
assist the Army with certain aspects of the final EIS.·
The Army has not stated the preferred alternative at

~
;·

e:..

a

flCI

this time.

And BLM also is awaiting public comment to. help us

0

"'I

e t=
= "'

11

you heard, is the same as Alternative 1, plus provisions for

12

13.5 square miles of new field training exercise sites, called

0

13

FTX sites, these would be on McGregor Range.

Alternative one, as you've

heard, addresses adoption of plans that would apply to all of
10 I Fort Bliss, including the training complex.

Alternative 2, as

14

Alternative 3 addresses everything that was included

15

in Alternatives 1 and 2, including those FTX sites, plus other

;::;· rll

t"'.j :::

< ~

::;· :s·
=
e"'= c.=
=

~
-=
.....
e ;-"'
=
-==
:::

16

potential capabilities on the rest of the training complex,

"Cl

17

Dona Ana Range and McGregor Range.

18

could include an enhanced helicopter training area in the

19

southern part of the range and a TBM target launch point in the

-=

20

northern Tularosa basin in what is labeled as grazing area Unit

On McGregor Range this

21 I 1.
22

-...J
-...J

"'I

-= =-·

recommend a preferred alternative.

......

~

e= -

There are many more specifics to the alternatives and

23

they of course deserve careful reading, these are just some of

24

the specifics of the alternatives that BLM considers important

25

in evaluating the alternatives.

BLM will evaluate the
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alternatives in relation to public use and management practices

for McGregor Range and areas adjacent to all of the training
areas.

"!!'.!

=·e:.

Our goal will be to ensure that natural and cultural
resources and public access will contin~e to

be

~

protected and

0

we are particularly interested in receiving public comments on
these two topics.

IJQ
"'I

"'I

moderator.

this evening.

12

a break, but if Mrs. Hale would confirm that we do not have any

< ~

:;· =·=
=
e=
=

At this point in time wa would normally schedule

13

speakers preregistered at this point in time, I will dispense

14

with then going through how we will handle tte public speaking

15

portion of it.

16

are in the audience, if there is anyone who still o;Juld like to

17

make a comment, they may do so by coming to the center mike,

18

even though you did not preregister.

0

once again, there are several people here this evening that can

22

answer your questions or address your concerr.s about the
contents of the draft PEIS and they'll stay around as long as

24

you'd like to stay around.

~

...g

If you would still like to make a comment, you may do

DAMA'S REPORTING SERVICE
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However,

23

"CS
t')

Again, as no one has indicated that they would like

21

Q.

...= "C=
\I).=

I'll ask for that now.

to speak, that will conclude this evening's meeting.

~

~~
-=
e""'""';-

But I will also ask that for those of you who

20

25 I

~~
=
....

MR. RUFFENACH: Thanks to all of our speakers

11

19

0

e~
~~
.... "'

presentation, thank you very much and I'll hand it back to our

10 I

~

=
e ...

That concludes my portion of the
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-

I

so through the end of the comment period, which runs through
October 5th of this year.

3
4

I

You can do that by mailing it to the

address on the screen or E-mailing it to the address on that
screen or we will ask that the court reporter stay behind for a
few more minutes this evening, in case You'd like to share your

comments directly with her this evening.

8 I your attendance, thank you.
(Hearing adjourned at approximately 7:10 PM.)
10 I STATE OF NEW MEXICO
Reporter's Certificate

SS

12 I COUNTY

OF

OTERO

13

14
15

State of New Mexico, do hereby certify that the foregoing and
attached Transcript of Proceedings of the Public Meeting held

17

September 9th, 1997, at 6:35 o'clock P.M., was reported by me,

18

and that the transcript is a true and accurate record of the

19

meeting, to the best of my knowledge, skill and ability.
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20

-
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.., 0
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l'I>

I, R. JAN WIMBERLY, CCR No. 13 within and for the

16

25

!.
~
0
(fQ

Again, thank you very much for corning, we appreciate

11

""i
;·

R.

Janimb: :RN0:13\
ly,
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2
MR. RUFFENACH:

1

If you will go ahead

2 II and take your seats, we will get started.
3

II

Good evening.

Thank you all very much for coming.

4

This is a public hearing on the Draft Programmatic

5

Environmental Impact Statement, or PEIS, on the Fort

6

Bliss mission master plan which concerns current and

7

future land-use and land-use management plans at Fort

8

Bliss.

9 II

~

er
e:.
~

a

13

documents, the

14

This type of broad analysis plan is referred to as a

1511 programmatic

Army

:;· o·

=
a a:
e:. =
0

e= =
=
Q.

~

must do a complete analysis of it.

e~"';-

EIS--rather than the more commonly known

"Cl .,

~
n. =
.=
=

17 II government.
18
19

II

00
;-

;-

Part of the process involves receiving public

e

....g

comment on the draft PEIS which has been written over

20

the last 18 months following scoping meetings in

21

January of 1997.

At the scoping meetings, we asked

22

for public input on the scope or range of future land

23

management issues and uses that were not previously

24

identified and should be considered for analysis in

25

this PEIS.

t:e

~i

EIS, which analyzes a specific project proposed by the

16

::i

=
-·
< ~

Before a decision is made to implement land-use
programs and accompanying strategies in the planning

e
e

=
.... "'=

My name is Ron Ruf fenach, and I will be presiding

12

~

~ 0

1011 over this evening's meeting.
11

lfQ

Comments received during scoping have been
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3

111 considered

in the development of this draft document.

2

The draft PEIS was distributed for public review and

3

comment on August 13, 1998.

4

"rj

Based on input received at this public hearing and

5

until October 5, 1998, the close of the comment
period, additional analysis will be evaluated and/or

71\ performed and changes will be made to the draft EIS as
8 II necessary.
9 II

10 II that were scheduled on the draft PEIS.

On Tuesday

1111 evening, we held a meeting in El Paso.

Last evening,

12
13

II

!.

~

l1Q

e ::i
e=

-==
"'

;:;· fl'J

M~
< ~

= -·
==
e=

:;· s·
Q

there was a meeting in Alamogordo.

And this is the

final meeting this evening here in Las Cruces.

"rj

~ Q

~

I»

Q..

!~

15

draft PEIS before tonight's hearing, you are

-=
.... ;-"'
e
"O .,

16

encouraged to do so.

I»

14

If you have not had the opportunity to read the

A listing of where the documents

17

can be found is available in the back of the room,

18

along with a summary of the potential environmental

19

impacts, which is also in a handout in the back of the

20

room.

21

tonight during the presentations.

22

......
00
w

This is the third meeting in a series of three

;·

The findings, however, will be addressed

We have two goals tonight: To provide information

23

to you about the potential impacts to the environment

24

resulting from the proposed land-use plans contained

25

in the draft PEIS, and more importantly to take your
MICHAEL PORTER, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO (505) 523-8233
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4

1

comments on those plans.

This will help the Army

2

address all concerns about the proposed actions, and

3

comments will be addressed and responded to in a final

"'.l!j

;·

4 II PEIS.
511

explain my role this evening.
7

II expert

8

12 II

~

IJQ

iJ

on the draft PEIS, nor have I had any

connection with its development.

1011 ensure

"'d

I am not here as an

911 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

11

a

Before introducing our speakers, I would like to

!3 ::l.
!3 c:i

=

I am an employee of

= "'
....

My purpose is to

~i
=
-·
< ~

that we have a fair, orderly hearing and that

:;· 5·

all who wish to be heard will have a chance to speak.

0 =
=
=
!3 =
aa=~

I would like to introduce our speakers for this

13

evening.

14

evening to present information on Fort Bliss' programs

15

and planned activities, and the alternatives that are

16

proposed in the draft PEIS.

tD

Two Army representatives are here this

"'d
n =
....=

They are Col. Ben Hobson,

TJJ

18 II Luna, environmental attorney at Fort Bliss.

£t
;-

19

!3tD

Also with us this evening is Ms. Teresa Hanley
interagency coordinator for the Bureau of Land

21

Management, Las Cruces Field Office.

22

court reporter here this evening who will be recording

23

tonight's proceedings.

24
25

=
....

Also, we have a

Here is the schedule for this evening.

Q.

""""'
-=a ;-.,

17 II Jr., Fort Bliss Garrison commander; and Cpt. Dave

20

"'.l!j
0

Col.

Hobson will provide a short, five-minute overview of
MICHAEL PORTER, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
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1

II Fort

Bliss' missions; and Capt. Luna will present a

description of the proposed action and alternatives

2
3

and the analysis of the findings contained in each

4

alternative.

5

the Bureau of Land Management, who is the cooperating

6

agency on the PEIS.

"".j
., 0

we have scheduled for this evening.
did - - I'll address this now.

10

However, if you

When you registered

=
e .....,
e.... =
==
~

~;:
=
...
< ~
::;· o·

11

and you were given a card asking whether or not you

12

wanted to make a comment tonight, if you did not get

13

one of those cards and you would like to get one,

14

can raise your hand, and we will have someone bring

15

those by to you.

'C .,

you

17

can conunent on the PEIS.

18

written sheet, which is also out in the lobby.

19

you can hand that in this evening or take that with

First, by filling out a

you and mail it back to us.

20
21

!!

0

=

"'

Q.

!.
....

=

e= =
=
a~
~

e ;-

There are a number of ways this evening that you

16

OQ
Vi

"'Ci

Cl

take a break, depending on the number of speakers that

8

[
IJQ

Following these presentations, we may or may not

7

......

"".j

He will be followed by Ms. Hanley with

And

You can make your

comments at the mike this evening. which will again be

22

documented as part of the permanent record, or you may

23

meet directly with the court reporter and provide

24

conunents to the court reporter following the public

25

hearing.
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111

Questions will not be answered during the public

2

comment period.

3

again, we have asked you to fill out these

4

registration cards.

5

People wanting to make oral comments,
~

c:r
e:..

We encourage you, however, following the meeting

~

to spend time meeting with the technical people who

your question answered or to clarify any points that

10
11

you would like to make about the contents of the draft
PEIS.
And with that introduction, let me go ahead and

12

turn this over to Col. Hobson, who is going to run

13

down the Fort Bliss mission.
COL. HOBSON:

14

Thanks, Ron.

16

mission in the PEIS.

18

19

1.1 million acres

20

19,000 civilian and military employees, it's one of

in Texas and New Mexico.

the largest U.S. Army posts in the continental United

22

States.

23

national military and national security strategies.

Q.

...e "'it

~
r.o =
...=
=
7J1

S"
it

e
a

With over

21

~.

'C .,

Fort Bliss is a multimission, U.S. Army Training
and Doctrine Command Installation that comprises about

25

Q

ae:.. =~

I am

pleased to be here tonight to discuss the Fort Bliss

24

.,

~

Q

~

15

17

Q

=
e .,...
= "'=
=
...e-·"'
~~
= ~·
:i.
=
e= =
=

are here and who will stay as long as you like to get

9

Q
IJQ
.,

~

It plays a central part in our nation's new

As the global political environment has changed,
the United States military has downsized with the
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1 II armed forces being restructured from that is forward
deployed with troops permanently stationed in places
3

II

like Germany or Korea--although we still have them
there--to a continental United States' based force

4

5 II capable of rapid overseas projection to various
6

regional hot spots around the world.

7

the 14 installations in the United States that are

9 II called "power projection platforms,"

must be ready

10 II and capable of bringing in additional Army Reserve and
1111 National Guard units with as little as 24 hours notice
12

II

and deploying them within 72 hours.

Active-duty

13

forces must be balanced with Reserve and National

14

Guard capabilities, and this force structure must be

51 ....
51 C:j

~ =
....
"'
-·"'

~~

= -·~o·
<
:;·
0

=
=
51 =
:.;

"

Q.

e.a~:.;
....
"'
51 ;-

supported by an infrastructure that meets both

"CS .,

training and rapid deployment requirements.

:.; ""d

A recent example of the key role Fort Bliss plays
in the Army's rapid response to trouble spots

1911 overseas, include troop movements to Kuwait, Saudi
20 II Arabia, and Bahrain this past February. I have
21

11

firsthand knowledge, as I spent over 90 days of my

22

II

li~e

23
24 II

in the great city of Kuwait during that little

SOJOUrn.

That deployment helped the Iraqi government to

2511 comply with its agreement with the United Nations

-...J

~

.,0

15

18

00

0
.,
:.;

16
17

......

.,""d

IJQ

Fort Bliss, which has been designated as one of

8

~

:r
e.
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1

inspectors, thereby giving them unlimited access to

2

suspect weapon sites and to combat tactical ballistic

3

missiles and the threat provided by scud missiles.

4

In September of 1996, 18 hours after receiving

5
6

-·=
~

!.

notification, Fort Bliss soldiers were sent in in

II response

...-=

0

to Iraqi troop movements in patterns similar

7

to those prior to the Gulf War in 1990.

8

deployments reaffirmed Fort Bliss' status as an unique

9

power projection platform, rapidly becoming an United

(JQ

=.1

10

States military installation fully capable of

11

deploying theater air and missile defense units, such

~

0

e ::l.
e t:i::i
~ =
....
"'
;:;·Cl.I

This rapid

M~

.......= -·-·
=
e= =
< ~
0

0

12
13
14

has the Patriot and THAAD missile systems.

Ill

~

The installation's primary mission is air defense
artillery training and Allied air defense artillery

15 II training, training men and women, in order to maintain
16 II the operational readiness of the United States and

Ill

-=
.... =
r.i

17 II Allied forces.
18

Q.

;. ~
e...- ;-"'=
"Cl ...
-=
-

rri

....
e
Ill

OUr training complex consists of South Training

19

Areas, Dona Ana Range, North Training Area, and

20

McGregor Range.

21

defense and air/ground training, soldiers training on

22

foot, and wheeled and track vehicles maneuvering in

23

appropriate training areas and air defense artillery

~

~

....
=

Our training complex supports air

24 II testing.
25 II

Fort Bliss accomplishes its mission by providing
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111

simultaneous support capabilities for training and

2

testing in a single service, joined for combined armed

3 II environment.
4

II

Fort Bliss provides air defense weapon

training in the Patriot missile system and for a

5

series of forward deployed, air defense weapons such

6

as the Stinger missile.

"!'i

=·e:.
"'d
"I

7
8

Fort Bliss, with its McGregor Range, is the only
II

911

0

"I

a=;.

~

t;•

10

live-fire training opportunities for the Patriot and

11 II

THAAD missiles.

=
...
< ~

Another key area on this post is the main

13

II

cantonment area which houses most of the support

15

II

organizations currently assigned to the installation

16

II

of Fort Bliss are the Anny Air Force Defense Artillery

Major

17

Center; the Army Air Defense Artillery School; the

18

Army Sergeant Major Academy; four U.S. Army Air

19

Defense Artillery Brigades--all Patriot--the 6th Air

20

Defense Artillery Brigade supports the Air Defense

21

Artillery school; the William Beaumont Medical Center;

22

II the

23

II

24

II part

Gennan Air Force Conunand for the Germans in the

United States and Canada, and that's just the military
of our mission.
Another integral component of our mission is
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facilities and includes Biggs Army Air Field.
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25

-'°

troop training installation in the continental United

"!'i
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States that can provide our forces with overland
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1 II serving as a good neighbor and a good steward of the
2

11

environment.

In our role as caretaker of the

3

environment, we believe environmental stewardship is a

4

priority and can be accomplished hand-in-hand with the

[

5

military mission.

.,"ti

6

"'l

Q

We accomplish this through our internal management

IJQ
.,

Bii Bureau of Land Management and the United States

911
10

12 II
13

We manage our installations to sustain diverse

14

-

ti>

=;·

o·

=

=
e=
=
cw
a~
!!. =
e~
'C .,
Q

environments and monitor the conditions of natural

II resources,

Q

~i...
=
< ~

Forestry Service to provide for both military and
nonmilitary uses of the land.

1111

"'l

= .,
ee= =
=

7 II plan and agreements with other agencies such as the

tD

including land conditions, water quality,

and biological resources to ensure any potential

..... ti>

1511 degradation is kept to a minimum.
16

the integrated natural resources management plan and

18

the integrated cultural resources management plan,

19

which will be discussed later, help ensure the sound

20 II management of our environment.

2111

= ;-"ti
a

Implementation of plans and activities proposed in

17

"'=
lit

tD

e

~

Because these plans

represent the way the installation will manage its

22

natural and cultural resources over the text several

23

years, it's important to us that you provide your

24

conunents on what we are proposing to assist us in our

25

decision-making process.
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Again, thank you for your time and attention.

1

2

will ask Cpt. Luna to come forward to discuss the

3

alternatives outlined and the findings of the analysis

511

CPT. LUNA:

Thank you, Col. Hobson.

Tonight I will present to you information on the
7

II purpose

8

of the draft PEIS, alternatives that have been

analyzed in the document, and the potential

9 II consequences to the environment and resource areas,
10

such as land use, biology, water, cultural, noise,

11

safety, and others, for each of the four alternatives

12

that were analyzed.
The purpose of the Fort Bliss mission and master

13
14

plan, PEIS, is to provide a National Environmental

15

Policy Act analysis for revised land-use planning,

16

which will enhance management of the land and air

1711 space and infrastructure of Fort Bliss, optimize the

".l!j

~·

flJ

=
51 .,
....
51 =
....= "'=
= ...~
< ~

: ;· =·=
=
51 =
=

0

~

s.

22

II potential

The objectives of the PEIS are to describe
environmental impacts and mitigation

24 II decisions regarding installation assets, capabilities
25 II and infrastructure; to support current and future
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21

0

t"'l

18 II support of current and future missions, sustain

23 II measures associated with land-use and management

......

.,'"d
0
.,

IJQ

19 II stewardship of the land and its natural and cultural

20 II resources.

'°......

".l!j

[

411 of the PEIS.
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1

II missions; to create a foundation on which to base or

2

tier future NEPA documents that evaluate specific

3

projects; to provide impact assessment methods and

4

criteria for installation planners as well as military

5

organizations and other federal agencies proposing

"!'1

s·

!.

-=0
"'I

6 II activities on Fort Bliss; to ensure consistent tiering

711

from this PEIS; and to describe the existing

8

environment in sufficient detail to form the basis for

"!'1
~ 0

IJQ

a ::l.
a=
~ =
....
-·"'"'
~~

9 11 future documents.
10

=
-·
::;·<0 o·~
=
=
=
a=

To meet these goals and objectives, we

11

periodically update components of our real property

12

master plan and its contributing plans.

The real

tD

13 II property master plan is made up of documents that help
14 II installation or garrison commanders ensure that land

a ;=
~ -=
.. =
rJJ. =
....

15 II use and facilities are planned and managed to meet the

"Cl

16 II current and future support requirements.
17

We recently updated the long-range component of

18

the real property master plan and have ongoing

....=
tD

19

revision to several of the other components, such as

tD

a
=
....

20 II the short-range component, capital investment
21 II strategies, and the mobiliza':ion component that are

22 II discussed in the PEIS
23

Master planning for a large, military post such as

24

Fort Bliss is analogous to that of a small city or

25

county.

The master pla:1 must take into account the
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111 land-use relationship between housing areas, training
2 II areas, commercial and industrial areas, roads and
sewers, and many of the other aspects of installation
4 II infrastructure.
5 II

Planning for compatible land use within an

6 II installation's infrastructure is a dynamic process

""l
;·

!.

.,"'C
0

(JCI

""l

:.:i

.,

., 0

711 that constantly undergoes changes as a result of the
8 II evolving mission requirements and available
resources.

The Integrated Natural Resources

10 II Management Plan is a

co~tributing

plan that implements

1111 the natural resources pL'ogram on the installation from
12 II 1998 through 2002.

The

prog~am

helps ensure the

13 II conservation of natural resources as well as
14 II compliance with related environmental laws and
15

II regulations.

16

This plan also helps ensure the

maintenance of land upon which quality training may be

17 II completed to accomplish the installation's mission.

18 II
19

The integrated cultural resources plan, also, is a

II contributing

20

plan which establishes routine procedures

for addressing projects in compliance with federal

2111 laws, regulations, and

\0

w

orders requiring the

22

protection or management of historic resources while

23

minimizing the effect on military training and mission

24

support activities.

25 II

-

execu~ive

Historic preservation compliance requirements are
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1 II integrated with planning and conducting military
2

11

training, construction, mai11tenance, real property

3 II transactions, land-use decisions, and other
4
5

or revised plan prepared by Fort Bliss.

7

also prepares a preplanning document to assist in the

8

long-range planning - - excuse me, of the long-range

Fort Bliss

9

application of the installation's capabilities to

10

support potential Army and other Department of Defense

11

requirements.
11

document that describes current planned use and

14

training capabilities in the Fort Bliss training

15

complex, potential training enhancements, and future

16

land-use changes associated with the development of

17

capabilities not currently utilized.
11

(JQ

a~
a=
=-... "'~
~ :=
=
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< ~
::;· o·
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a
=
Q.
ae?.=:=
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a ;"Cl .,
~

= ;--=
~
00

S"
....

a~

19 II nongovernmental organizations, and members of the

....

20 II public have an opportunity to provide input on the
11

proposed actions contair.ed in the plans and

22

11

accompanying alternatives that may have potential for

=

0

The NEPA process ensures that government agencies,

21

23 II significant impact to the environment.
24 II
25

11

"'l

~ 0

The training area development concept is a

13

18

a

.,-=0

This plan requires renewal in 2001 with a renewed

6

12

"'l
;·

undertakings.

As a result of scoping. •.•e analyzed three
alternatives to our existing program plans, which was
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111 analyzed as the "no action" alternative here in the
2 II sunnnary.
The no-action alternative consists of using
4

II

5
6

existing plans and not approving the revisions to the
Fort Bliss planning process.

II

7

The no-action

alternative is essentially the baseline for comparing
environmental impacts of any other proposed

8 11 alternative.
9

Alternative 1.

Alternative 1 implements land-use

10

management plans which incorporate for the first time

11

the land-use approach to both the training areas and

12 II the main cantonment areas.

All the alternatives of

13 II PEIS are additive.
14 II

Alternative 1 also incorporates the current

15 II missions assigned to Fort Bliss as described in the
16 II no-action alternative.

-'°
Vt

17

The land-use plans which would be implemented

18

under alternative 1 include the recent updates to the

19

long-range component of the Fort Bliss real property

20

master plan; ongoing formal modifications to the

21

short-range component and the mobilization component,

22

and a progrannnatic description of the capital

23

investment strategy; the Integrated Natural Resources

24

Management Plan, the Integrated Cultural Resource

25

Management Plan, and a definitive land-use plan for
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16
1 II the Fort Bliss training complex presented as a
2 II training area development concept.
3

Adoption of these plans would authorize the steps

4

leading to program appropriate project implementation

5

as described in the draft PEIS.

.,"d

7

plan for increasing the availability of controlled

8

access field training sites on McGregor Range.

9

alternative includes the action in alternative 1.
If approved programmatically, the evaluation,

11

which proposes specific sites, will be subject to

12

separate National Environmental Policy Act documents

15
16

Q
IJQ

II

e
e

-=~i-·
"'

~
:<;· =·=
e= =
=
s. ~
!!!.. =
e.... ;-"'
= "d
Q

t'I>

that follows this draft PEIS.
Alternative three includes approval of the general

of the Fort Bliss Training Complex.

also includes the actions in alternative one and in

19

alternative two.

20

evaluation of specific projects proposed in the future

21

will be subject to the provisions and requirements of

22

the National Environmental Policy Act.

-e
00

S"
t'I>

-

If approved programmatically,

Little to no growth or expansion of Fort Bliss is

24

expected under the no-action alternative, alternative

.,

(")

This alternative

23

Q.

-=-=

'C

land-use plan for conceptual uses of the capabilities

18

::l.

==
=

that may be tiered from or based on the final PEIS

17

"!'j

~ Q

This

10

14

c:r

!!!..

Alternative two includes the adoption of a general

6

13

"!'j

t'I>

=

25 II 1 and alternative 2; however, under alternative 3,
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2

Fort Bliss and additional temporary duty personnel

3

could be trained at Fort Bliss.

4

""i

Specific numbers of additional personnel at Fort

5

Bliss cannot be definitively determined until specific

6

project descriptions are developed.
II

While the broad

class of projects evaluated in the draft PEIS may be

8 II approved programrnatically, the evaluation of growth or
expansion resulting from specific projects in the
10

II

future will be accomplished under the National

11 II Environmental Policy Act provisions that we are
12

II tiering

13

The conclusion of the draft PEIS with respect to
II

potential environmental impacts indicate that no

15

II

significant impacts to human health or environment are

16

anticipated with the approval or revision of

17

components of the Fort Bliss real property master plan

18

and adoption of the integrated natural resources

19

management plan, integrated cultural management plan,

20

and the training area development concept.

21

The findings indicate that potential environmental

II

impacts from each alternative may include changes to

24

II

resources and cultural resources, and cumulative

25

II

impacts to water resources.

23

......

\0

-...)

from, based on this evaluation.

14

22

I

additional permanent personnel could be stationed at

1

7

I

land use, increased soil erosion, impact to biological

While the type of land
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111

use varies sightly from alternative to alternative,

2

the intensity of use may be increased under

3 II alternatives 2 and 3; however, approved management
4

II practices

5

""'.!

i

are anticipated with the adoption of the

subject plans under alternatives 1, 2 and 3.

6 II

~

IJQ

7

programmatic, address broad, potential impacts from

8

adopting the proposed land-use planning process.

9

example, mitigation of cumulative regional impacts to

10 II
11 II

0
.,

Mitigation measures, which themselves are

For

Army

~~
=
...
< ~

::;· o·

also seeks to reduce impacts on

0

~

13 II equipment within funding constraints to implement

...

15 II impacts to cultural, vegetation and wildlife

't:l

soil and/or vegetation disturbance,

=
;-

off-road vehicle maneuvers, weapon strikes, and

5!~

19 II fires.

2011
21

Again, thank you for your time and attention.

Thank you.
MS. HANLEY:

23

25

....=

Now, Ms. Hanley will discuss the BLM's participation

22 II in PEIS.

24

.,

= ;--=
a
oo =
....

16 II resources. Due to increased demolition for

II construction,

Q.

=-~
e:. =
"'
5l ;-

14 II programmatic plans in a manner that reduces adverse

18

=

=
=
5l =

12 II environmental resources by providing personnel and

17

0

l:;!;j

water resources by water-conservation measures.
The

""'.!

=
5l .,
....
5l
=
....... ="'

II

Thank you.

You have heard

that BLM is a cooperating agency on the mission and
master plan environmental impact statement.
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2

have concrete input at specific points in the EIS

3

process.

4

area adjacent to Fort Bliss' Dona Ana Range.

BLM manages the Organ Mountain recreation

As many of you know, BLM has comanagement

6

responsibility for McGregor Range.

7

McGregor Range was established by public law 99-606,

Comanagement of

6

which withdrew McGregor Range from military use for a

9

period of 15 years, from 1966 through 2001.

10

And in 1990, BLM and the Army cooperatively

I

~

[

"'d

6

., =
ee ==
"'

l1Q

"'!'j

II)

.,

-= ...
t:1:I

;:;· flJ

l'!'j~

< ~

:;· c·

11

developed a resource management plan for McGregor

12

Range.

13

understanding that delineates the responsibilities of

e= ~=
"' Q..

14

the two agencies.

!.

15

We also entered into a memorandum of

The Tularosa Basin portion of the McGregor Range

16

has been historically used as an impact area, so it's

17

incompatible with public access.

16

BLM's management activities are mostly restricted

19

to the northern Tularosa Basin portion of the McGregor

20

Range, which are units one and two, to the mountain

21

foothills, which are units three, four, and five, and

22 II to the Otero Mesa, which are units seven and eight,
23
24

II and

the remainder of the units south of Highway 506.
Each of the outlined areas on the map labeled as

25 II units are BLM grazing areas.

......

---

Being a cooperating agency ensures our ability to

5

IO
IO

I

And sometimes these
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1

II areas are referred to as the covered use area.

It's

2 II the public access area.
3 II

Grazing contract revenues are used to support

"'1'j

[

4 II personnel and management activities. This includes
5 II maintenance of an extensive pipeline system that
6

provides water to livestock and wildlife. The mountain

7

foothills contain wildlife habitat and the Culp Canyon

8

Wilderness Study Area.

9

native grasslands and high antelope herds.

11

hunting and recreation such as hiking, camping and

12

wildlife watching.

~i....
=

< ~

::;· o·

=
=
=
5! =
s. a=
!. =
0

13

At this point in the EIS process, BLM'S role is to

14

evaluate the draft, provide comments, to review public

15

comments, and assist the

16

preparation of the final EIS.

17

a preferred alternative yet.

18

comments to help us recommend a preferred alternative.

Army

~

"O .,

"ti
.=
.=
~=

The Army has not stated

!')

BLM is awaiting public

S"

;

Alternative 1, as you have heard, addresses

....~

Fort Bliss, including the training complex.

22

Alternative 2 addresses everything in alternative

23

1, plus provisions for 13.5 square miles of new field

24

training exercise areas called FTX areas on McGregor

Q.

•"'
5! ;-

with aspects of

20 II adoption of varying plans that would apply to all of
21

0

g:j

McGregor

Range supports historic and customary uses including

"'1'j

=
5! .,
....
5!
....co="'

Otero Mesa contains excellent

10

19

~

0
.,

IJQ

25 II Range.
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1

Alternative 3 addresses everything that was in

2

alternative 1--the plans, the FTX sites--plus other

3

potential mission capabilities on the training

4

complex.

5

enhanced helicopter training area in the southern part

6

of the range and a TBM target launch point in the

On McGregor Range, this could include an

7 II northern Tularosa Basin in what is labeled "BLM
81/ grazing unit one."
9

On the Dona Ana Range, the mission capabilities

10

could include heavy division and National Guard

11

training.

12

II

13

II alternatives,

14
15

There are many more specifics to the
and they deserve a very careful reading.

I have mentioned just some of the specifics that BLM
II

16

considered important in evaluating the alternatives.
BLM will be evaluating the alternatives in

17

relation to public use and land management practices

18

for McGregor Range and public lands adjacent to the

19

training areas.
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2111 cultural resources and public access will continue to
22

II

23

II

receiving the public's comments on these topics.

24

II

Thank you very much.

2511

-

N
0

be protected.

We are particularly interested in

MR. RUFFENACH: Thank you, Ms. Hanley.
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1

At this point in time, we would normally take a

2

break, but I think we are going to dispense with that,

3

because at this point in time I only have two people

4

who have preregistered to make comments this evening.

5 II

""1

5i"

a

.,0'"d

I will, also, probably dispense with the ground

6

rules with how we would conduct this portion of the

7

meeting, given that, normally, we would expect 30 or

8

40 people wanting to speak.

IJQ

""1

=
.,
ee =
... "'=
., 0

-

i:::c

And we have some rules

9 II and procedures that we would try to lay out for folks
10

so that people have an understanding of how we would

11

like to conduct this portion of the meeting.

~~

1n·
::;·<= "'o·
=
e= =
=
0

12

The one procedure that we will continue to follow,

~

13

as we have in the past two evenings, is the

14

five-minute time limit on speakers.

15

end of the two who have preregistered, we will ask if

16

there is anyone else who would like to speak.

1711

And again, at the

=
'"d
n -=
=

-=

And again, if you have questions or comments, or,

18

specifically, rather questions, those questions will

19

not be answered during the public comment period;

20

however, if you do ask questions, they will be

Cl"J.

S"
~

e
~

2111 addressed in the final document.
22

II

23
24
25

Q..

a~
!.=
""'"'
e ;'O .,

Also, you may address your questions to some other
information and concerns that you have with the

II

technical experts following the meeting.

And with

that, I am going to go ahead and begin the public
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LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO (505) 523-8233

i

~

I

J

i

r

I

~

J

~

I

I

I

J

I

J

•

I

~

Public Hearing Transcripts
Las Cruces, New Mexico

1

conunent portion of it.

And for those of you who are

2

speaking, there will be someone sitting here in this

3

front chair who will give you a 30-second caution when

4

you are getting close to the end of your time.

5

We would like you, at that point in time, to

6

summarize your conunents, and he will indicate with a

7

red sign when you are being asked to stop.

""J
;·

!.
"Ci
~

MS. THAELER:

12

My name is Marianne

am the military issues chair for the Rio

13

Thaeler.

14

Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club, and a member of the

15

National Sierra Club Land Management conunittee, as a

16

specialist on military issues.
I reside at 2015 Huntington Drive, Las Cruces, New

17

What Cpt. Luna described is contrary to what the

19

I

PEIS says.

I am here to make a formal request which

will be submitted in writing prior to the October 5th,

22 II 1998, deadline.
23
24

II

We request that Fort Bliss reissue a new draft
PEIS for the Fort Bliss, Texas, and New Mexico mission

2511 and master plan, in order that the public can have
MICHAEL PORTER, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
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286. The response to the formal request and comments
delivered during the public hearing may be found with the
letter from the Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
dated September 26, 1998. This letter is found in this
document with those of other interested organizations.
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Mexico.
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name.

11

0
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If you would come to the mike, and state your

10

20
21

~

Thaeler.

9
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Our first speaker this evening is Marianne

8
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111 another

draft should consider the following points:

2
3 II
4

All interested and affected parties did not

II receive

5

8

~

sr

copies of this DPEIS and are not on the

!.

distribution list, although the text indicates they
are.

7

opportunity to present comments, said new

II

~
., 0
=
e ...,
e=
=
=

I specifically refer to the ranchers who reside

IJQ

east of McGregor Range and are well-known to Fort

.....~~"'

Bliss as they are notified of road closures and have

9 II attended hearings in the past.
10

11

=
...
< ~

The purpose of this document is not clear, since a
mission and master plan does not exist.

::;· s·
g=

And chapter

12

three, description of proposed actions and

13

alternatives, cannot be understood as written.

e
~

There

16

-=
e ;~"'

part of the work plan.

"Cl .,

The documents is fragmented.

"d
..= =
=

Components are

17

referred to in the text, but they are not connected to

18

chapter three or a master plan.

19

no relationship between them.

20

and components have not been made available to the

21

public.

22

was supposed to have said.

23

chapters are inconsistent with each other.

24

~

Q.

~~

14 II are numerous plans named in the text which are not
15

~

f':I

-

rri

S"
;-

There appears to be

eg

..

All referenced plans

Not until chapter 5 did I find what chapter 3
Now, both of the two

The no-action alternative is not listed as a

25 II viable alternative as required by NEPA.

Rather
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II

arguments are made in the text against the no-action

2 II alternative.
3

The viable alternative presented during scoping

4

was discounted and not analyzed.

5

would have recognized the eligibility of Otero Mesa as

6

II

This alternative

a national historic landscape with national historic

711 sites.
8

II

9

II

Closed and inactive ranges are not defined, and
the Fort Bliss ranges are misidentified in this

10 II document.
11

II

12 II

These are important areas of fact which

Casner Range is not an inactive range, it's a

14

II

II

range.

16

II

there are consistent errors in the use of tenses of

Dona Ana is not an active range, it is an inactive
The text does not reflect the differences, so

17 II verbs.
Chapters are mislabeled.
wrong order.

Paragraphs are in the

Jargon is used, which has no meaning to

20

the public.

out-grants, partner units, informally specified land

22

II

Some examples are:

Real estate

uses and environmental overlaps.
Tables and maps are not referenced in the text.

24

Maps are not labeled properly.

25

undefined letter designations mean nothing.

Unexplained and
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1

There are duplicate sentences which follow one

2

another in the same paragraph.

3

references to appendices.

4

complete.

There are inaccurate

Appendices are not

Acronyms are not all listed.

"!"!

=·e:.

Some are not

.,"'C

511 used properly and the text does not define them.
6 II
7

Q

Categories with the same Roman numerals have

IJCI

8

and in different tables.

9

Some land-use policy decisions that are older than ten
years are no longer considered valid, but Fort Bliss

11

continues to cite them, although Fort Bliss has been

12

told to do otherwise.

.,

Q

e

i:=

.......~ =

Highways are mislabeled.

10

"!"!

e= .....,

different meanings in different parts of the texts,

~
~

~~
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::;·< =·~
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Q

13 II

~

Inappropriate use of out-of-date study data from

14 II 1959 and from 1979 through 1988 are cited.

There are

~

15 II also gross errors of fact, and there are omissions.

"Cl .,

16 II The Organ Mountains are not a national conservation

f")

17 II area; yet two pages are used to describe the present
18

e

~

....=

On the other hand, hazardous waste sites are not

II mentioned.

23

2411
25

~

golf facility, which it does not.

21
22

....

A map shows Dona Ana Range as having a hotel and

20

-

r:L1

management as such.

19

Q.

A map is not included that shows the DOD

personnel-only hunting area.
The history of McGregor Range is incomplete, as it
does not included the repeated withdrawal, expiration,
MICHAEL PORTER, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO (505) 523-8233

~

l

t

I

f

·~

t

I

I

f

I

I

I

i

I

~

Public Hearing Transcripts
Las Cruces, New Mexico

27
1

II

use anyway, rewithdrawal scenarios that have taken

2

II

place.

3

II

The geology, earth resources, and water sections

5

II

The 20-year planning process is excessively long,

6

II ten

years or less is the norm.

8

The text indicates

some of what is included is thus speculation.

II

9

The drafters of this document obviously have not
read it in toto and have not made onsite visits to the

10

expected to figure out what this PEIS is about, what

13

it refers to, or what records of decision flowing from
11

15 II
16

II

this document might be.
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~
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made here, and that the public be given another

18

opportunity to comment.

S"
~

~

MR. RUFFENACH: Thank you, Ms. Thaeler.

MR. POPP:

22

rri

e

Thank you.

2111 Our next speaker is Tony Popp.
I always hate following

23

II

Marianne Thaeler.

My name is Tony Popp.

I am

24

II

president of the Dona Ana County Associated

25

11

Sportsmen.

I reside at 455 El Prado in Las Cruces.
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Bliss reissue a new draft which considers the points
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In conclusion, we respectfully request that Fort
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As written, no member of the public can be
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287

1

11

2

II group

3
4

My concern, of course, as a member of an outdoor

and user of McGregor Range, is that we have

public access to that area.

II Otero

5

The traditional area is

Mesa, the foothills area, and the north part of

McGregor Range.

611
7

287. None of the Alternatives presented would programmatically
change the installation's public access land use patterns
and associated recreational activities. Potential changes in
access time from use of installation capabilities will be
addressed in appropriate, site-specific NEPA documentation as projects are proposed.
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I would like to see included in any of these

IJQ

= .,

documents plans to continue that access by sportsmen

a-

-

a==
=
n· "'

8 II and recreationalists to be able to continue to use
9 II those areas.

And if, in fact, we are planning to

(/l

trJ ~

13 II permanent, or whatever, any plans to include more use

= -·
=
=
=
a=

14 II on that area should probably be limited as much as

!.

1011 adjust those areas in any fashion through use, we
11

II should

12

area.

< ~
:;·
o·

remember that this is a temporary withdrawal

0

Until that decision is made to make it

1511 possible.
16

tD

Thank you.
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MR. RUFFENACH: We do have a third

MR. SCHEMNITZ:

19 II Schemnitz.

00

15

Consolidated Sportsmen, which represents

21

sportsmen organizations in Dona Ana County and

22
23

2881

My name is Stanford

24

-=

I am the chairman of the Southwest

20

tD

groups of

southern New Mexico.

II

We are particularly concerned about figure 3.4-1
on page 3.4-3, which shows a map of the FTX sites.

25 II And we are concerned, alarmed and opposed to this

=

a.... "';;'C .,

17 II speaker, S.D. Schemnitz.
18

Q.

a~

288. The Army has programs to avoid or minimize effects on
these resources.
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289

1

proliferation of these sites because of the potential

2

for disturbing wildlife, upsetting livestock

3

operations and public access limitations.

4 II
5

We don't see - - the document doesn't describe

II adequately

the justification for this large increase.

6 And the sportsmen use this area from September to the
711 middle of February.

And quite likely, we will be

8 II restricted to these FTX sites.

There are numbers of

9 II them, and we wonder why they aren't adequate and
10 11 suitable.
11 II

290

12

plan.

13

about the damage to the vegetation, for example,

14

yuccas, which are potential nest sites for falcons, an

15

291

I

292 I

Secondarily, we see no range fire-management

16
17

It's totally lacking; and we are concerned

II endangered

species.
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Who is responsible for fire suppression, and who
will pay the cost of this suppression?

18

Thirdly, mention is made of the concerns of the

19

document at the south end of the Organ Mountains of

20

trespass cattle, and people hiking in an area that is

21 II contaminated with munitions.

I wonder why there is no

22

mention made of an effort on the part of the military

23

to clean that area up, so there won't be any dangers

24

to the public who are using the area for hiking and

25

other recreational uses.

So if you look at that map I
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289. The proposed increase of 13.5 square miles for additional
FTX sites represents approximately 3 percent of the total
publicly
accessible
area
of
McGregor
Range
(1,425 square miles). The additional FTX sites would be
available for training use year round, but this does not
mean they would be used continuously. The training
areas containing FTX sites will be closed to public access
when the FTX is in use. Any additional impacts to public
access will be addressed in an environmental document
that specifically analyzes the impacts of the FTX sites.
The justification for the increase in the number of FTX
sites, as discussed in the T ADC, was added to Section
3.4.4.2: "All training ranges outside of McGregor Range
have unlimited maneuver, allowing placement of sites
throughout those areas within the limits of the range
SOPs. Training and proper ADA development requires
additional sites to meet future training requirements.
Current sites do not meet the full range of tactical
scenarios required for ADA training."
290. Fort Bliss has a fire suppression plan for the training
complex that is included in the INRMP.
Fort Bliss
manages activities to minimize impacts to species of
concern. Damage to vegetation must also be viewed as a
natural part of the ecosystems on Fort Bliss, and may
have positive effects on nutrient recycling, vegetation
community, landscape dynamics, and biodiversity.
291. The BLM is responsible for monitoring and suppressing
on
nonmilitary
fires
and
associated
costs
McGregor Range and Army fee-owned land. Fort Bliss is
responsible for monitoring and suppressing all fires
caused by military activities.
Continued on Next Page
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2921
Cont.
293

1

referred to initially, the areas suitable for

2

controlled access and proposed, there isn't much area

3

left that isn't included in that category.

4

So we would like to see restrictions in the number

5 II of FTX areas.

And if they are used, we want to make

6 II sure that they are not permanently polluted with
7 II munitions.

Thank you.

8 II
9

MR. RUFFENACH: That's the three people
who preregistered to speak.

Is there anybody else who

1011 would like to make a comment?

2941

MR. SCHEMNETZ:

11

12
13

II

comment.

One additional

by Ms. Thaeler.

15

II

ask if there is anyone else who would like to make a

16

II

comment at this time?

MR. RUFFENACH: Again, I would like to

14

~
., 0
e ...
e= =
=

293. The 13.5 square miles of additional FTX sites proposed
under Alternative 2 represents approximately 3 percent of
the total publicly accessible area on McGregor Range.
Only munitions such as blanks for small arms and
pyrotechnics are expended at FTX sites.

evening's meeting.

19

spend time speaking to the technical people following
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Ill

294. These concerns were addressed in response to
Ms. Thaeler's comments. These responses are found in
this document with those of interested organizations.

~

Q.

a~
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..e ;-"'
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00

...£t

Again, I will encourage you to

20

II

the meeting.

21

II

comments will be taken through October 15th at this

;
=
...
~

To remind you once again, written

address, that they can be mailed to, or they can be
And again, thank you for coming.

24 II appreciate your attendance.

~

Ill

...n· "'

Not hearing so, we will go ahead and close this

23 II E-mailed.

l1Q

.,

Ill '"d
ti Ill
...

18

22

~

[

We concur with many of the concerns raised

II

17

292. The findings of the Army's recent archive search report of
ordnance and explosive usage on Dona Ana Range were
added to the text of Section 4.11.3.4. The following was
added to Section 4.11.3.5, as indicated: "... Missile debris
areas. These range areas have been in constant use as
impact areas for years, and they will continue to serve this
purpose. Access to these areas is not permitted due to
the potential hazard of unexploded ordnance."

Thank you.

We

Excuse me,

2511 October 5th was the closing date.
MICHAEL PORTER, CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO (505) 523-8233

I

l

I

~

f.,

I

I

I

I

I

I

=

Public Hearing Transcripts
Las Cruces, New Mexico

I

---

I

31
1 II STATE OF NEW MEXICO
2

3 II COUNTY OF DONA ANA
4

II

i"!'j

I, Michael Porter, Certified Court Reporter for

5

the State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I

6

reported, to the best of my ability, the proceedings

7

heretofore transcribed in page numbered 1 through 30,

.,

i"!'j

=

inclusive, and they are a true and correct transcript

9

of my stenographic notes, reduced to typewritten

....= "'en
n·

10

transcript by me; and that on the date I reported

t""1

11

these proceedings, I was a New Mexico Certified Court

13
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:;- =·=
e= =
=
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II Reporter.
Dated at Las Cruces, New Mexico, this 20th

tD
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~
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14 II day of September, 1998
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LIST OF ACRONYMS
AAF
ACHP
ADA
AR
BLM
BMP
BN
CEQ
CFR

ex

DIVAD
DoD
DOE
DOI
DP EIS
EA
EO
EPA
FLPMA
FONS I
FTX
FY
GAF
GPS
HAFB
ICRMP
INRMP
IRP
ITAM
JTX
LEIS
LRC
MLWA
MOU
MTR
NASA
NCA
NEPA
NHPA
NMDGF

Army Airfield
Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation
Air Defense Artillery
U.S. Army Regulation
Bureau of Land Management
Best Management Practice
Battalion
Council on Environmental Quality
Code of Federal Regulations
Categorical Exclusion
Division Air Defense
U.S. Department of Defense
Directorate of the Environment
U.S. Department of the Interior
Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement
Environmental Assessment
Executive Order
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency
Federal Land Policy and
Management Act
Finding of No Significant Impact
Field Training Exercise
Fiscal Year
German Air Force
Global Positioning System
Holloman Air Force Base
Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan
Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan
Installation Restoration Program
Integrated Training Area
Management
Joint Training Exercise
Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement
Long-range Component
Military Lands Withdrawal Act
Memorandum of Understanding
Military Training Route
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
National Conservation Area
National Environmental Policy Act
National Historic Preservation Act
New Mexico Department of Game
and Fish

NMED

New Mexico Environment
Department
NM SEO
New M{:xico State Engineer's
Office
NMSU
New M{:xico State University
NPDES
National! Pollution Discharge
Elimination System
NRAO
National! Radio Astronomy
Observatory
ORV
Off-road Vehicle
PEIS
Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement
PL
Public Law
Particulate Matter Less Than 10
PM10
Microm~ters in Diameter
RCRA
Resourne Conservation &
Recovery Act
REC
Record of Environmental
Concern
RFI
RCRA Facility Investigation
RMPA
Resource Management Plan
Amendment
ROI
Region oflnfluence
RPMP
Real Property Master Plan
SHPO
State Historic Preservation
Office(r)
SOP
Standard Operating Procedure
SWPPP
Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan
TA
Training Area
TADC
Training Area Development
Concept
TBM
Tactical Ballistic Missile
TM
Thematic Mapper
TNRCC
Texas Natural Resources
Conservation Commission
TRADOC
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine
Command
USAADACENFB U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery
Center and Fort Bliss
USACASB
U.S. Army Combined Arms
Support Battalion
US ACE
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USAF
U.S. Air Force
USFWS
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS
U.S. Geological Survey
VLA
Very Lairge Array
VLBA
Very Long Baseline Array
WBAMC
William Beaumont Army
Medical Center
WSMR
White Sands Missile Range
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