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DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNFICANT IMPACT 
 

1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is for Fort Bliss to implement an updated 2017-2021 Fort 
Bliss Texas and New Mexico Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) as 
required under Army Regulation (AR) 200-1; Title 54 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1996, as amended in 2014; Section 106 of the 
NHPA, and Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction  4715.16, which mandates use of the 
ICRMP as the DoD instrument for compliance.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP is needed to describe 
cultural resource stewardship programs and conservation initiatives that would sustain military 
mission capabilities and, concurrently, minimize training constraints.  Impacts of implementing 
the ICRMP on the environment were analyzed through an Environmental Assessment (EA) per 
32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 651 Environmental Analysis of Army Actions 
Subparts 651.10 (b) and 651.33 (h).  Only the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action were 
analyzed in the EA. 
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed management measures set forth in the 2017-2021 
ICRMP would not be implemented.  Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources 
under the goals, objectives, and strategies outlined in the 2008-2012 ICRMP.  However, the No 
Action Alternative would not be in compliance with AR 200-1, which mandates that Fort Bliss 
prepare and implement the updated ICRMP.   
 
Proposed Action 
Fort Bliss proposes to implement the 2017-2021 ICRMP, in cooperation with regional 
stakeholders, to act as the blueprint for management of cultural resources on the Installation 
through 2021.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP is an update of the 2008-2012 plan that would continue 
the management programs currently in place, as well as implement new specific program 
element techniques, goals, objectives, and action items.  This would allow Fort Bliss to manage 
its cultural resources through an updated, integrated, and adaptive management approach 
designed to sustain and be consistent with the military mission.  In addition, the ICRMP would 
be implemented in conjunction with a 2015-2025 Programmatic Agreement (PA) between Fort 
Bliss, the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Texas SHPO, and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Fort Bliss is also entering into a Draft stage of a 
Comprehensive Agreement (CA) in compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act [25 U.S.C. 3001-3013] (NAGPRA) regarding the Inadvertent Discovery and 
Intentional Excavation of Native American Human Remains and Cultural Items with the 
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma, the Fort Sill Apache Tribe, the Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, the 
Mescalero Apache Tribe, the Pueblo of Isleta, the White Mountain Apache Tribe, and the Ysleta 
del Sur Pueblo (Tigua).    
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3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND IMPACTS 
 
The EA determined that implementation of the Proposed Action would have no significant 
adverse effects on land use, soils, biological resources, cultural resources, water resources, air 
quality, and health and safety on Fort Bliss or in the surrounding area.  The new goals, 
objectives, and projects established and undertaken under the Proposed Action are anticipated to 
have beneficial, long-term effects on the environment and cultural landscape. 
 
4.0 CONCLUSION 
 
Based on the analysis of the Proposed Action presented in this EA, I conclude that impacts of 
implementing the ICRMP would not significantly affect the human or natural environment of 
Fort Bliss or the surrounding area and, thus, a Finding of No Significant Impact is warranted.  
Furthermore, the implementation of the Proposed Action would not constitute a major Federal 
action requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement, pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190). 
 
 
 
 
 
__DRAFT________________________    ________________________ 
Mike Hester       Date 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
Commanding 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the effects on the environment from proposed 
actions described in the United States Department of the Army (U.S. Army) Fort Bliss Integrated 
Cultural Resources Management Plan, 2017-2021 (ICRMP).  The ICRMP was developed by Fort 
Bliss in accordance with the Title 54 (54 United States Code [U.S.C] 306101 through 306114) 
and Section 106 (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 79) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction 
4715.16, which mandates use of the ICRMP as the DoD instrument for compliance, and Army 
Regulation (AR) 200-1 Environmental Protection and Enhancement (U.S. Army 2007a).  The 
purpose of the Fort Bliss 2017-2021 ICRMP is to provide guidance for the implementation and 
management of cultural resources on Fort Bliss during the 5-year period from 2016 through 
2020. 
 
The Fort Bliss 2017-2021 ICRMP uses an integrated and adaptive cultural resources 
management approach for sustainability and consistency with the military missions on Fort Bliss.  
The U.S. Army, with the assistance of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with the New Mexico 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Texas SHPO, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP), is responsible under Title 54 and Section 106 of the NHPA and 
the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C 670a-670f, as amended) for carrying out programs and implementing 
strategies to conserve and protect biological and cultural resources on Fort Bliss lands.  
Implementation of this ICRMP is imperative for increasing mission capabilities, minimizing 
military training constraints, and maintaining maximum flexibility.  Implementation of this 
ICRMP could create potential impacts on the natural and human environments and, as such, 
requires an EA per 32 CFR Part 651 Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, § 651.33 (h). 
 
This EA identifies, documents, and evaluates the potential environmental effects of the 
implementation of the ICRMP at Fort Bliss, and has been prepared by Fort Bliss Directorate of 
Public Works  ̶  Environmental Division (DPW-E) to comply with National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law [PL] 91-190;42 U.S.C 4321-4347), as amended.  NEPA 
is a Federal environmental law establishing procedural requirements for all Federal agency 
actions, and directs the Army to disclose the environmental effects of its proposed activities to 
the public and officials who must make decisions regarding a proposed action. 
 
The Fort Bliss 2017-2021 ICRMP, as proposed, is an update of the Fort Bliss Integrated 
Cultural Resources Management Plan 2008-2012 (U.S. Army 2008).  Differences from the 
2008-2012 ICRMP that drive this EA include the following: 
 

• Introduction of program goals and objectives and specific projects for the management of 
individual resources. 

 
• Fort Bliss continues to operate under a 2014 PA, as amended, among the U.S. Army 

Garrison - Fort Bliss, the New Mexico SHPO, the Texas SHPO, and the ACHP for the 
management, operation, and development of historic properties on Fort Bliss under 
Section 106 of the NHPA.  The PA provides stipulations for project review, updates to 
the significance standards, reporting damage to cultural resources, notification and 
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involvement of institutions and interested members of the public, broader Fort Bliss 
outreach, inadvertent discovery of archaeological sites, dispute resolution, annual reports, 
fiscal requirements and sources, amendments, termination of the PA, and duration of the 
PA. 

 
• Under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), Fort 

Bliss has drafted a Comprehensive Agreement (CA) regarding inadvertent discovery and 
intentional excavation of Native American human remains and cultural items with the 
following tribes: Comanche Nation of Oklahoma, Fort Sill Apache Tribe, Kiowa Tribe of 
Oklahoma, Mescalero Apache Tribe, Pueblo of Isleta, White Mountain Apache Tribe, 
and Ysleta del Sur Pueblo (Tigua) within lands managed by Fort Bliss in New Mexico 
and Texas. 

 
• As of July 2016, a total of 20,812 archaeological sites and approximately 1,305 historic 

buildings and structures have been identified on Fort Bliss.  One archaeological district, 
seven historic districts, and 12 historic landscapes have also been identified on Fort Bliss.  
Of the archaeological sites recorded, 3,684 have been recommended as eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (17.7 percent), 10,621 have been 
recommended as not eligible (51 percent), and the remaining 6,507 sites (31.3 percent) 
have not yet been evaluated for eligibility.  Under the 2017-2021 ICRMP, additional 
inventories would be conducted on unsurveyed lands to document any new resources, or 
in areas that require resurvey to locate previously recorded archaeological sites and 
structures and to update those resources, as necessary.  Additional evaluations would be 
conducted for sites, buildings, and structures with undetermined eligibility. 
 

The Proposed Action of this EA is to implement the Fort Bliss 2017-2021 ICRMP, which would 
guide cultural resources management on the Installation through 2020.  The purpose of the 
Proposed Action is to ensure the conservation and sustainability of natural and cultural resources 
on Fort Bliss through compliance with applicable environmental and cultural laws and 
regulations so as to maintain quality lands upon which the U.S. Army can continue to 
accomplish its training mission. 
 
The U.S. Army (and by extension, Fort Bliss) is the lead agency responsible for the completion 
of this EA.  If no significant environmental impacts are determined based on the evaluation of 
impacts in this EA, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) would be determined and signed 
by the Garrison Commander (GC).  If it is determined that the Proposed Action would have 
significant environmental impacts, the Proposed Action would be suspended, revised, and 
reevaluated, or a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
would be published in the Federal Register. 
 
The U.S. Army invites public participation in the NEPA process to promote open 
communication and enable better decision making.  Input and comments would be solicited from 
the public in accordance with NEPA.  The EA and draft FNSI will be made available to the 
public with a Notice of Availability (NOA) published in the El Paso Times, Las Cruces Sun-
News, and the Alamogordo Daily News, and drafts will be distributed to local libraries and to 
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agencies and organizations who have expressed interested in the ICRMP.  The EA will also be 
posted on the Fort Bliss website: 
https://www.bliss.army.mil/DPW/Environmental/EISDocuments2.html.   
 
The EA and draft FNSI (if applicable) will be made available to the public for a 30-day comment 
period.  During this time the U.S. Army will consider any comments submitted on the Proposed 
Action, the EA, or the draft FNSI.  At the conclusion of the comment period, the Army may, if 
appropriate, execute the FNSI and proceed with the Proposed Action. 

https://www.bliss.army.mil/DPW/Environmental/EISDocuments2.html


SECTION 1.0 
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Fort Bliss is a multi-mission United States Department of Army (U.S. Army) Installation 
encompassing approximately 1.12 million acres in western Texas and south-central New 
Mexico.  Approximately 11 percent of the Fort Bliss land area is in El Paso County, Texas, and 
approximately 89 percent is in Doña Ana and Otero counties in New Mexico (Figure 1-1).  The 
main post is adjacent to the city of El Paso and comprises East and West Bliss, Biggs Army 
Airfield, William Beaumont U.S. Army Medical Center, Logan Heights, and Castner Range.  
The Fort Bliss Training Center (FBTC), on which most of the training activities occur, consists 
of the South Training Area in Texas and the Doña Ana Range – North Training Area and 
McGregor Range in New Mexico.  The FBTC comprises several major physiographic features 
including the Organ Mountains, the Tularosa Basin, Otero Mesa and its escarpment, and the 
foothills of the Sacramento and Hueco mountains. 
 
As a result of the Base Closure and Realignment Act (BRAC) mandates and Army 
Transformation and Growth Initiatives, Fort Bliss has transitioned from the Army’s Air Defense 
Artillery School to a major mounted training facility that supports the U.S. Army 1st Armored 
Division.  Fort Bliss is a training platform for multiple units deploying to theater and is a focal 
point for the U.S. Army as a major Installation for training Soldiers for combat readiness.  The 
change in mission has resulted in the stationing of approximately 30,000 Soldiers and their 
families at Fort Bliss and has increased the demand and impact on Fort Bliss’s resources.  The 
impacts of this mission change have been analyzed in the Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico 
Mission and Master Plan Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), for which 
a Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on 30 April 2007 (U.S. Army 2007b); and the Fort Bliss 
Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement (GFS 
EIS), for which a ROD was signed on 08 June 2010 (U.S. Army 2010).  This Environmental 
Assessment (EA) would incorporate these documents by reference. 
 
Fort Bliss proposes to implement the Fort Bliss Texas and New Mexico Integrated Cultural 
Resources Management Plan 2017-2021.  The Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan 
(ICRMP) was developed by Fort Bliss in accordance with Title 54 (54 United States Code 
[U.S.C.] 306101 through 306114) and Section 106 (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 79) 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 Environmental 
Protection and Enhancement (U.S. Army 2007a), and Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction 
4715.16.   
 
An ICRMP is a planning document that allows DoD installations to implement land-level 
management of their cultural and historic resources in cooperation with various stakeholders.  
The Fort Bliss ICRMP would provide guidance for the management of cultural resources and the 
implementation of cultural resources programs and initiatives from 2016 through 2020, while 
increasing mission capabilities and minimizing military training constraints.  Implementation of 
the ICRMP would create potential impacts on the natural, cultural, and human environments and, 
as such, would require an analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) per 32 
CFR Part 651 Environmental Analysis of Army Actions subpart 651.33 (h).  



Figure 1-1.  Fort Bliss Vicinity Map
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The proposed ICRMP is a revision of the Fort Bliss Integrated Cultural Resources Management 
Plan 2008-2012 (U.S. Army 2008).  Differences from the 2008-2012 ICRMP that would be 
addressed in this EA include the following: 
 

• Fort Bliss would introduce program element goals and objectives and specific projects for 
the management of individual resources. 

 
• Fort Bliss would continue to operate under a 2014 Programmatic Agreement (PA), as 

amended, among the United States Army Garrison - Fort Bliss, the New Mexico State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the Texas SHPO, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) for the management, operation, and development of 
historic properties on Fort Bliss under Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended.  
The PA provides stipulations for project review, updates to the significance standards, 
reporting damage to cultural resources, notification and involvement of institutions and 
interested members of the public, broader Fort Bliss outreach, inadvertent discovery of 
archaeological sites, dispute resolution, annual reports, fiscal requirements and sources, 
amendments, termination of the PA, and duration of the PA. 

 
• Under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), Fort 

Bliss has drafted a Comprehensive Agreement (CA) regarding inadvertent discovery and 
intentional excavation of Native American human remains and cultural items with the 
following tribes:  Comanche Nation of Oklahoma, Fort Sill Apache Tribe, Kiowa Tribe 
of Oklahoma, Mescalero Apache Tribe, Pueblo of Isleta, White Mountain Apache Tribe, 
and Ysleta del Sur Pueblo (Tigua) within lands managed by Fort Bliss in New Mexico 
and Texas.  The CA would establish guidelines and protocols to be followed regarding 
identification and treatment of Native American remains and mortuary items and 
procedures for consultation to ensure Fort Bliss is in compliance with NAGPRA. 

 
• As of July 2016, a total of 20,812 archaeological sites and approximately 1,305 historic 

buildings and structures have been identified on Fort Bliss.  One archaeological district, 
seven historic districts, and 12 historic landscapes have been identified on Fort Bliss.  Of 
the archaeological sites recorded, 3,684 have been recommended as eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (17.7 percent), 10,621 have been 
recommended as not eligible (51 percent), and the remaining 6,507 sites (31.3 percent) 
have not yet been evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  Under the 2017-2021 ICRMP, 
additional inventories would be conducted on unsurveyed lands to document any new 
resources or in areas that require resurvey to locate previously recorded archaeological 
sites and structures, and to update those resources, as necessary.  Additional evaluations 
would be conducted for sites, buildings, and structures with undetermined eligibility. 
 

1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The Proposed Action is to implement the ICRMP at Fort Bliss that would guide cultural 
resources management on the Installation through 2020.  The ICRMP is the primary tool for 
implementing the goals of the U.S. Army regarding cultural resources management.  The 
Proposed Action would meet the need for Fort Bliss to comply with the body of laws that have 
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been passed to protect and preserve historic properties under the jurisdiction of Federal agencies.  
Environmental management programs (such as an ICRMP or Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan [INRMP]) must undergo environmental impact analysis.  The purpose of the 
Proposed Action is to ensure the conservation and sustainability of cultural resources on Fort 
Bliss through compliance with applicable cultural laws and regulations so as to maintain quality 
lands upon which the Army continues to accomplish its training mission.  The laws, regulations, 
and guidance specifically addressed in this ICRMP are listed in Table 1-1 below. 
 

Table 1-1.  Cultural Resources Laws, Regulations, Executive Orders, and Guidelines 
Public Law 89-665 National Historic Preservation Act of 1996, as amended 
Public Law 96-95 Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 
Public Law 101-601 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 
Public Law 98-341 American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978 
House of Representatives 
(H.R.) 4155, 1994 AIRFA Amendments of 1994 

32 CFR Part 229 Protection of Archaeological Resources 
36 CFR Part 60 National Register of Historic Places 
36 CFR Part 68 The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation Projects 
36 CFR Part 79 Curation of Federally-owned Archaeological Resources 
36 CFR Part 800 Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 
43 CFR Part 10 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Regulations 

48 CFR Part 44716 Archaeology and Historic Preservation:  Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines 

Executive Order 11593 Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (1971) 
Executive Order 12555 Protection of Cultural Resources (1986) 
Executive Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites (1996) 
Executive Order 13084 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (1998) 
Executive Order 13287 Preserve America (2003) 
DoD Instruction  4715.16 Cultural Resources Management (2008) 
AR 200-1 Environmental Protection and Enhancement 

 
Analysis of the current cultural resources management program at Fort Bliss shows that a 
number of actions must be taken during 2017-2021 to address concerns associated with each of 
the laws listed in Table 1-1.  Action plans have been developed in the 2017-2021 ICRMP to 
assist the Garrison Commander (GC) in addressing concerns and achieving compliance with 
these laws.  During the life of this ICRMP, the action plan outlines the following goals that 
would direct the cultural resources program at Fort Bliss: 
 

• Integrate cultural resources and historic preservation compliance requirements with other 
Installation plans, including but not limited to the Installation master plan, the facilities 
maintenance plan, training and range area management plans, natural resources 
management plans, mobilization and deployment plans, and information management 
systems, and with military training, construction, maintenance, real property 
management, land use decisions, and other undertakings.  

• Establish procedures for compliance with Federal laws, regulations, and executive orders 
requiring the protection and management of cultural resources with the least possible 
effect on military training and mission support activities. 
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• Maintain the historic fabric and character of buildings and landscapes contributing to the 
Fort Bliss historic districts. 

• Avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects on all cultural resources and historic 
properties on Fort Bliss meeting criteria for listing, or that are listed, in the NRHP, in 
concert with the execution of military training and support activities. 

• Conduct data recoveries on NRHP-eligible properties under the attached PA, eliminating 
the necessity for an individual Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on each project. 

• Continue development of project manuals and handbooks for the guiding treatment of 
historic buildings, structures, and landscapes, as well as regular systematic inventory and 
evaluation of these properties. 

• Set priorities based on currently available information for the inventory and evaluation of 
cultural resources and establish a procedure for revising those priorities:  (1) survey and 
conduct NRHP evaluation of archaeological sites and historic properties for eligibility in 
all areas where military training has or is expected to have the greatest impact; (2) 
evaluate any site with “undetermined” eligibility; and (3) if adverse impacts are 
unavoidable, seek ways to mitigate those adverse impacts on historic properties, or 
conduct ongoing data recovery of sites in areas expected to receive the greatest impact.  
This plan can incorporate the use of remote sensing, geographic information systems 
(GIS) data, and predictive modeling. 

• Give top priority to management of properties most at risk for adverse effects by the 
military mission. 

• Use a system of internal controls for review of routine and mission-critical undertakings. 
• Eliminate, or exempt from review, undertakings that do not or are not likely to adversely 

affect cultural resources.  
• Enforce Federal laws prohibiting the vandalism of cultural resources or illegal collection 

of archaeological materials on Fort Bliss and strengthen that effort with continued 
training and additional staff (as funding is available). 

• Implement the existing plan to ensure management of archaeological collections relevant 
to cultural resources at Fort Bliss in compliance with 36 CFR Part 79. 

• Make collections available for research by professionals, interested Native Americans, 
and other members of the public at the Fort Bliss curatorial facility during normal duty 
hours. 

• Establish and implement a management plan for currently endangered paper collections 
relating to historic structures, archaeology, cultural landscapes, and objects on Fort Bliss. 

• Work with New Mexico and Texas SHPOs to explore and define Fort Bliss’s interested 
parties.  Once identified, define how the interested parties would be brought into 
implementation of this ICRMP. 

• Implement and enhance the public awareness program, including maintaining a mailing 
list and sending out brochures to interested parties detailing the findings of recently 
completed projects addressing cultural resources. 

• Maintain cultural resources/historic preservation training opportunities for military and 
civilian personnel whose jobs or building occupancies have an influence on cultural 
resources. 

• Establish realistic budgetary goals based on ongoing and future projects and available 
industry data. 
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• Ensure that staff responsible for cultural resource management meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation, (Federal 
Register Vol. 48, No. 190, pp. 44717-44742) and receive continuing training.  

• Through the implementation of this ICRMP, develop an innovative program that may 
serve as a model for other Federal facilities, demonstrate the value of cultural resources 
and historic preservation management programs, and publicize and promote the 
commitment of Fort Bliss to those programs. 

 
1.3 SCOPE 
 
This EA identifies, documents, and evaluates the potential environmental effects of the 
implementation of the ICRMP at Fort Bliss, and has been prepared by Fort Bliss Directorate of 
Public Works – Environmental Division (DPW-E) to comply with the NEPA of 1969 (Public 
Law [PL] 91-190;42 U.S.C. 4321-4347), as amended.  NEPA is a Federal law establishing 
procedural requirements for all Federal agency actions, and directs the Army to disclose the 
environmental effects of its proposed activities to the public and officials who must make 
decisions regarding a proposed action.  Preparation of the EA follows instructions established in 
32 CFR 651, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions; 40 CFR 15000-1508, Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations; and AR 200-1, Environmental Protection and 
Enhancement (U.S. Army 2007a). 
 
1.4 DECISION(S) TO BE MADE 
 
The U.S. Army, Fort Bliss, is the lead agency responsible for the completion of this EA.  If no 
significant environmental impacts are determined based on the evaluation of impacts in this EA, 
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) would be signed by the GC.  If it is determined that 
the Proposed Action would have significant environmental impacts, the Proposed Action would 
be revised and reevaluated, or a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) would be published in the Federal Register. 
 
1.5 PUBLIC AND AGENCY PARTICIPATION 
 
1.5.1 Public Participation 
The U.S. Army invites public participation in the NEPA process to promote open 
communication and enable better decision making.  Input and comments will be solicited from 
the public in accordance with NEPA.  This draft EA and draft FNSI wwill be made available to 
the public with a Notice of Availability (NOA) published in the El Paso Times, Las Cruces Sun-
News, and the Alamogordo Daily News, and will be distributed to local libraries and to agencies 
and organizations who have expressed interest in the ICRMP.  This EA will also be posted to the 
Fort Bliss public environmental documents website at:   
https://www.bliss.army.mil/DPW/Environmental/EISDocuments2.html.   
 
This draft EA and draft FNSI (if applicable) will be made available to the public for a 30-day 
comment period.  During this time, the Army will consider any comments submitted on the 
Proposed Action, the draft EA, or the draft FNSI.  At the conclusion of the comment period, the 

https://www.bliss.army.mil/DPW/Environmental/EISDocuments2.html
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Army may, if appropriate, execute the FNSI and proceed with the Proposed Action.  A 
distribution list for the EA can be found in Appendix B. 
 
1.5.2 Agency Participation 
The ICRMP was prepared in cooperation with the agency stakeholders listed below: 
 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).  The ACHP is an independent 
Federal agency responsible for reviewing policies and programs of Federal agencies to 
ensure their consistency with the policies and programs of the NHPA.  The ACHP 
provides guidance on the application of the procedures in the Section 106 process and 
generally oversees the operation of the Section 106 process.  Although identified as an 
interested party, the ACHP is a concurring party in the Army’s management of historic 
properties under the NHPA and is included in the PA between Fort Bliss and the New 
Mexico and Texas SHPOs. 

 
• El Paso County Historical Commission (EPCHC).  EPCHC has statutory 

responsibility to initiate and conduct historic preservation programs suggested by the El 
Paso County Commissioners Court and the Texas Historical Commission (THC).  In El 
Paso, the EPCHC works in a dynamic and positive partnership with the THC to preserve 
El Paso’s heritage for the use, education, enjoyment, and economic benefit of present and 
future generations.  It has been responsible for the preservation of historic buildings, 
artifacts, documents, and other pieces of Texas history.  The EPCHC is also responsible 
for reviewing applications for state historical markers in the El Paso area, including those 
at Fort Bliss, before they are sent to the THC.  It also serves as advisor to the 
commissioner’s court on matters of historic preservation. 

 
• El Paso County Historical Society, Inc.  The mission of the El Paso County Historical 

Society is to study El Paso and El Paso County history, foster local research, acquire and 
preserve historical documents and archives, make collections available to the public for 
research and information, encourage historical writing and publication, and maintain and 
restore the Richard F. Burges House, which is home to the Society.  Fort Bliss is 
significant in the history and development of the city and the county. 

 
• El Paso Historical Landmark Commission.  The City of El Paso is a Certified Local 

Government (CLG).  This means that the city has a preservation program certified by the 
Texas SHPO and the National Park Service (NPS) as meeting the minimum standards to 
participate as a partner in the NHPA preservation programs and receive grant funds.  As a 
CLG, the City of El Paso carries out the purposes of the NHPA on the local level.  The El 
Paso Historical Landmark Commission acts on behalf of the City of El Paso. 

 
• El Paso Preservation Alliance.  The mission of the El Paso Preservation Alliance is to 

promote the preservation of El Paso’s history as it is manifested in the community’s 
historic buildings.    
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• New Mexico Heritage Preservation Alliance.  The New Mexico Heritage Preservation 
Alliance is a state-wide, private, non-profit organization that promotes, protects, and 
advocates for New Mexico’s heritage. 

 
• Preservation Texas.  Preservation Texas, with offices in Austin, Texas, is a statewide 

non-profit organization dedicated to the preservation of Texas’s historic resources 
through education, promotion, and advocacy. 

 
• State Historic Preservation Officer.  Pursuant to Section 101 of the NHPA, the SHPO 

is responsible for administration of a State Historic Preservation Program as approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior.  Although identified as an interested party, the SHPO is a 
consulting party in the Army’s management of historic properties under the NHPA.  In 
addition, SHPO staff members are available to lend technical assistance in cultural 
resources management issues.  Fort Bliss, with lands in both New Mexico and Texas, 
coordinates with the New Mexico and Texas SHPOs.  They are also included in the PA 
between Fort Bliss and the ACHP. 

 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) - U.S. Forest Service (USFS).  The USFS is 

not a signatory party to the ICRMP or EA; however, the USFS has management 
responsibility on lands withdrawn from public use in the Lincoln National Forest 
(approximately 17,000 acres), for use by the Department of the Army.  Fort Bliss shares 
this land and has management responsibility for any military activities.  This 
responsibility is defined by PL 99-606, the Military Lands Withdrawal Act (MLWA) of 
1999, the Federal Lands Policy Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, and the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Fort Bliss and the USDA (1971).  The 
MOU establishes the USFS as the administering agency for all non-defense land uses and 
further establishes that these lands will be open to all forest users when not in use by the 
military.   

 
• U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) - Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  The 

BLM is not a signatory party to the ICRMP or EA; however, the BLM has management 
responsibility for non-military activities on withdrawn lands on Fort Bliss (McGregor 
Range).  This responsibility is defined by PL 99-606, MLWA, FLPMA, and the MOA 
between Fort Bliss and the USDI (2007).  These responsibilities include management of 
cultural resources in withdrawal areas.  

 
The following are Federally recognized Native American Tribes that have expressed interest in 
Fort Bliss’s management of cultural resources.  Although identified as an interested parties under 
this section, Native American Tribes have a government-to-government relationship with Fort 
Bliss and should be consulted with at that level.  Native American Tribes are also part of an 
effort to establish a CA between Fort Bliss and other tribes regarding the inadvertent discovery 
and intentional excavation of Native American human remains and cultural items.  
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Federally Recognized Native American Tribes 
 

• Comanche Nation of Oklahoma   
• Fort Sill Apache Tribe   
• Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
• Mescalero Apache Tribe 
• Pueblo of Isleta 
• White Mountain Apache Tribe 
• Ysleta del Sur Pueblo (Tigua) 



 

SECTION 2.0 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

 



Fort Bliss ICRMP EA 10 Draft 

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed management measures set for the 2017-2021 
ICRMP would not be implemented.  Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources 
under the goals, objectives, and strategies outlined in the 2008-2012 ICRMP.  The No Action 
Alternative would not comply with AR 200-1; Title 54 of the U.S.C., NHPA of 1996, as 
amended in 2014; or Section 106 of the NHPA.  Fort Bliss requires an ICRMP review every 5 
years in accordance with AR 200-1.  The No Action Alternative serves as the baseline against 
which Federal actions can be evaluated and, as such, inclusion of the No Action Alternative is 
prescribed by CEQ regulations. 
 
2.2 PROPOSED ACTION 
  
Under the Proposed Action, Fort Bliss would implement the 2017-2021 ICRMP, which supports 
the management of cultural resources on the Installation and is a revision of the 2008-2012 
ICRMP.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is also to continue the management programs 
currently in place.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP reviews the cultural resources activities undertaken at 
Fort Bliss since the implementation of the 2008-2012 ICRMP and proposes new projects and 
initiatives for the next 5 years.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP is a living document and is designed to 
be a valuable, dynamic management tool that changes as the military mission or cultural 
resources conditions change.  It serves as a practical guide for the management, sustainment, and 
stewardship of all cultural resources present on Fort Bliss, thus helping to ensure no net loss of 
mission capabilities. 
 
The ICRMP establishes Installation-specific cultural resource management goals and objectives 
consistent with DoD 4715.16, AR 200-1; Title 54 of the U.S.C., NHPA of 1996, as amended in 
2014; and Section 106 of the NHPA, as well as overall U.S. Army policy and guidance.  
Additionally, the ICRMP presents a series of projects and activities that would enhance cultural 
resources for multiple use, preservation, and protection without affecting other Installation plans, 
activities, or the overall mission.  The goals and objectives would allow Fort Bliss to manage its 
cultural resources through an integrated and adaptive cultural management approach that is 
designed to sustain and be consistent with the military mission.  The complete Draft 2017-2021 
ICRMP can be found at www.bliss.army.mil/DPW/Environmental/EISDocuments2.html.  

http://www.bliss.army.mil/DPW/Environmental/EISDocuments2.html


 

SECTION 3.0 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
In accordance with NEPA and the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7[3]), 
the analysis of environmental conditions only needs to address those areas and environmental 
resources with the potential to be affected by either of the alternatives.  A Table of Valued 
Environmental Components (VECs) was used to determine which resources would potentially be 
affected by either of the alternatives (U.S. Army Environmental Command [USAEC] 2007).  
The following resources are not affected by the Proposed Action and, as such, are not addressed 
in this EA: 
 

• Airspace:  The Proposed Action would not affect, or be affected by, the use of Fort Bliss 
military airspace or adjacent civilian airspace.   

• Geology:  The Proposed Action would not affect, nor be affected by, the use of 
geological and mineral resources on Fort Bliss provided that activities associated with 
geologic and mineral resources avoid cultural resources or are subject to the provisions of 
the PA and CA.  The implementation of the 2017-2021 ICRMP would not change the 
geology of the area, but some ground disturbance could be associated with the 
implementation of the ICRMP, particularly if it includes subsurface testing as part of the 
ICRMP either during survey, site evaluation testing, or data recovery efforts.   While 
such activities would have an impact on soils, the potential impacts on geological or 
mineral resources would be insignificant. 

• Groundwater:  The Proposed Action would not affect groundwater resources. 
• Noise:  The Proposed Action would have no impact on the current noise emissions that 

would occur on Fort Bliss.   
• Socioeconomics:  The Proposed Action would not affect socioeconomics, as no 

additional personnel or facilities would be added to the Installation.  
• Environmental Justice:  No disproportionate health or environmental effects on 

minorities or low-income populations or communities would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Action.  The protection of cultural resources and historic properties could 
provide indirect benefits to low-income populations and communities by enriching and 
preserving the cultural heritage (e.g., historic properties and districts) of low-income 
communities.   

• Traffic and Transportation:  No public transportation routes or methods would be 
affected by the Proposed Action.   

• Air Quality:  The Proposed Action would have no impact on air quality and any actions 
would comply with National Ambient Air Quality Standards.   

 
The VECs that could be affected by the Proposed Action are Land Use, Cultural Resources, 
Biological Resources, Soils and Ecosystems, Hazardous Materials and Waste, and Health and 
Safety.   
 
3.1 LAND USE 
 
Fort Bliss is an Army Installation used primarily for military training.  Several Plans, MOUs 
(BLM, USFS), a PA (Texas and New Mexico SHPO and the ACHP), a Draft CA for Inadvertent 
Discovery and NAGPRA with affiliated Native American tribes, and EISs direct the land use 
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planning and management at Fort Bliss.  Various management plans include the Range Complex 
Master Plan (RCMP), the Real Property Master Plan (RPMP), the 2015 INRMP, the Integrated 
Training Area Management Plan (ITAM), the SEIS, the GFS EIS, and the 2008-2012 ICRMP.   
 
To better manage the land use on Fort Bliss, the FBTC has been divided into Land Use 
categories.  These categories are based on such resources as soils, topography, vegetation type, 
cultural resources, and limit what type of training activity can occur in that area (i.e., on-road 
maneuver, off-road maneuver, dismounted maneuver, live fire, and mission support).  Fort Bliss 
has established special land use designations for certain areas of the FBTC.  These include the 
Culp Canyon Wilderness Study Area (WSA), the Black Grama Grassland Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACECs), Limited Use Areas (LUAs), Off-Limits Areas (OLAs), and 
Controlled Field Training Exercise Sites (FTXs).  These land use designations are based on 
protecting the underlying resources (i.e., riparian areas, grasslands, cultural resources), and 
impact or Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) areas (Figure 3-1 and Table 3-1) (U.S. Army 2010).    
 

Table 3-1.  FBTC Land Use Categories 
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A ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●   ● 
B  ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●   ● 
C   ● ● ● ● ● ● ●   ● 
D   ● ● ●  ● ● ●   ● 
E   ● ● ●   ● ●   ● 
F   ● ● ● ●   ●   ● 
G   ● ● ●    ●   ● 
WSA/ACEC*    ● ●    ●   ● 
Impact Areas     ●    ● ●   
Range Camps     ●  ●  ●  ● ● 

Source:  U.S. Army 2010 
* WSA = Wilderness Study Area 
* ACEC = Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
 
Non-military uses such as public road access and utility easements, hunting, hiking, and birding 
are allowed on portions of Fort Bliss, provided they do not conflict with military uses or pose 
safety risks to the public (Figure 3-1).  Hunting on Fort Bliss is co-managed by Fort Bliss, the 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), and the New Mexico Department of Game and 
Fish (NMDGF).  Currently, hunting is allowed on portions of the Doña Ana Range – North 
Training Areas, McGregor Range, and the South Training Areas.  The total acreage available for 
hunting is approximately 681,000 acres.  No hunting is permitted within the Main Post Area or  



Figure 3-1.  Fort Bliss Land Use Categories
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Castner Range.  All non-military uses can only be undertaken when military training is not 
ongoing and when authorized by Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2010) (See Figure 3-1). 
 
Per the MLWA, the Las Cruces District Office of the BLM manages livestock grazing on 14 
grazing units (Figure 3-2) covering approximately 270,000 acres of the McGregor Range, while 
the USFS manages grazing within the Sacramento Mountains portion of the Lincoln National 
Forest.  The number of grazing units and the number of livestock allowable per unit each year 
varies depending on ecological conditions.  When active grazing units are utilized by the 
military, livestock are rarely relocated (U.S. Army 2010).  Co-use of grazing units by the 
military and livestock have been occurring for more than 20 years with very few conflicts.  This 
is due to restrictions on live-fire munitions and off-road vehicle maneuvering within grazing 
units. 
 
The BLM uses four categories for rating visual aesthetics of landscapes.  They are Class I and II, 
the most aesthetically valued; Class III moderate value; and Class IV the least aesthetically 
valued.  A corridor along US 54 and NM 506 on McGregor Range has been designated as a 
Class III.  The objective of the Class III designation is to partially retain the existing character of 
the landscape.  The BLM has ranked Culp Canyon WSA on McGregor Range as Class II.  A 
Class II designation indicates that changes to the characteristic landscape should be low impacts.  
The BLM objective is to retain the existing character of the landscape.  The USFS also assigns 
visual classifications to its co-managed areas ranging from Preservation to Maximum 
Modification.  The Lincoln National Forest adjacent to McGregor Range is classified as a 
Modification Area due its relatively low visual quality, its alterations such as roads and signage, 
and evidence of productive uses (U.S. Army 2010) (see Figure 3-2). 
 
3.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Cultural resources represent the material manifestations of the knowledge, technologies, beliefs, 
art, morals, laws, and customs particular to the people who have resided in a region (U.S. Army 
2010).  Cultural resources on Fort Bliss are managed and protected through historic preservation 
laws, regulations, and other provisions including, but not limited to, NHPA, AIRFA, ARPA, 
NAGPRA, Executive Order 11593 Protection of the Cultural Environment (1971), Executive 
Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites (1996), Army Regulation 200-4 (Cultural Resources 
Management), and the PA between Fort Bliss and the New Mexico and Texas SHPOs and the 
ACHP.  Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, Traditional 
Cultural Properties (TCPs), sacred sites, historic buildings, structures, artifacts, cultural 
landscapes, and historic districts.  Fort Bliss has a designated historic district on the main 
cantonment, and OLAs have been established within the FBTC to protect a representative sample 
of significant cultural resources.  The Fort Bliss Texas and New Mexico, Mission and Master 
Plan, Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (U.S. Army 2000) describes in detail the 
cultural history of Native Americans and post-contact inhabitants in the region.  The 2017-2021 
ICRMP also contains detailed information regarding the history of Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2016).  



Figure 3-2.  Fort Bliss Land Use and Aesthetics
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As of July 2016, a total of 20,812 archaeological sites and approximately 1,305 historic buildings 
and structures have been identified on Fort Bliss.  One archaeological district, seven historic 
districts, and 12 historic landscapes have been identified on Fort Bliss.  Of the archaeological 
sites recorded, 3,684 have been recommended as eligible for the NRHP (17.7 percent), 10,621 
have been recommended as not eligible (51 percent), and the remaining 6,507 sites (31.3 
percent) have not yet been evaluated for NRHP eligibility.  In addition to archaeological sites, 
historic properties, and historic districts, Fort Bliss manages TCPs and sites that are sacred to 
affiliated Native American Groups.    
 
Previous investigations have identified sites that span the range of cultural and temporal periods 
from the Paleoindian to the Protohistoric and range from large multi-room pueblos to small lithic 
scatters and rock art.  The Historic Period begins with Spanish exploration and culminates with 
the Cold War era.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP provides a detailed culture history of Fort Bliss and 
its surrounding environment, including the variety of types of sites that are known or can be 
expected within the Installation. 
 
3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Fort Bliss exhibits a high degree of biodiversity due to its varied topography and large size 
(approximately 1.12 million acres).  Plant communities on the Installation range from 
Chihuahuan desertscrub in the Tularosa Basin to Rocky Mountain conifer forests in the Organ 
and Sacramento Mountains.  The major plant community types in the lower areas of Fort Bliss 
are desert grasslands, Chihuahuan desertscrub, and plains mesa sandscrub.  Vegetation types that 
occur in the mountains are juniper savanna, coniferous and mixed woodlands, and montane 
conifer forests.  The Main Post contains trees and other landscaped shrubbery (U.S. Army 
2007b). 
 
Fort Bliss is generally characterized as a shrub-grassland vegetation community, as over 95 
percent of the Installation is classified by these two general vegetation types.  Grassland plant 
communities account for more than 26 percent of the land on Fort Bliss.  Approximately 3 
percent of Fort Bliss is sandy plains and basin desert grasslands, 11 percent is mesa and 
piedmont grasslands, and 12 percent is foothills desert grasslands.  Approximately 31 percent of 
Fort Bliss is mesquite-dominated plant communities, most of which are coppiced dunes, while 
another 30 percent of the Installation is covered by creosote-dominated plant communities.  
Basin sandscrub communities cover about 8 percent of Fort Bliss and are areas where a high 
diversity of annual and perennial plant species can occur during years of average to above-
average precipitation.  Woodland plant communities cover approximately 1 percent of Fort Bliss 
(U.S. Army 2007b).  The land cover vegetation types are shown in Figure 3-3. 
 
The borderlands region of New Mexico and Texas is a center of biodiversity in temperate North 
America for birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles.  Likewise, Fort Bliss supports a relatively 
high faunal diversity.  Approximately 335 species of bird, 58 species of mammal, 39 species of 
reptile, and eight species of amphibian are known to occur on Fort Bliss lands.  In addition, many 
more species have the potential to occur on Fort Bliss due to the presence of suitable habitat, but 
have not been documented to date.    



Figure 3-3.  Fort Bliss Plant Communities
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Seven exotic plant species considered noxious occur on Fort Bliss.  African rue (Peganum 
harmala) is the only actively controlled invasive species on Fort Bliss.  It invades disturbed areas 
and, once successfully established, can spread and outcompete native grasses.  Russian thistle 
(Salosa tragus) is another species that has been established on disturbed ground throughout Fort 
Bliss.  Saltcedar (Tamarix ramosissima) exists at some stock tanks and at other widely scattered 
locations on Fort Bliss.  Malta starthistle (Centaurea melitensis) is another invasive species that 
grows on Fort Bliss along U.S. Highway 54, and may occur along other roadways on the 
Installation as well.  Other exotic species of concern include Johnsongrass (Sorghum halepense) 
which occurs in some drainages, Bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon) which is found on some 
abandoned farmland that is no longer irrigated, and kochia (Bassia scoparia), which occurs on 
Otero Mesa (U.S. Army 2015).   
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and the 
states of New Mexico and Texas list various species of flora and fauna that are known to occur, 
or have the potential to occur, on Fort Bliss as threatened, endangered, or species of concern.  
Additionally, Locally Important Natural Resources (LINRs) have been identified for protection 
by Fort Bliss.  LINRs include black grama grasslands, sand sagebrush communities, shinnery 
oak islands, and arroyo-riparian drainages and playas (U.S. Army 2010).  Fort Bliss has 57 
sensitive, threatened, or endangered species of flora and fauna that are known to occur, or have 
the potential to occur, on the Installation (U.S. Army 2010).  Of these 57 species, nine have 
Federal special status.  Eight species are Federally listed as threatened or endangered (T&E) and 
one is a candidate for listing.  Of the eight listed species, only the Sneed’s pincushion cactus 
(Escobaria sneedii var. sneedii) occurs on Fort Bliss.  The remaining seven species, Kuenzler’s 
hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus fendleri var. kuenzleri), interior least tern (Sterna antillarum 
athalassos), yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), southwestern willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus), piping plover (Charadrius melodus), northern aplomado falcon 
(Falco femoralis septentrionalis) and the Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), are not 
known to occur, have no suitable habitat or insufficient habitat to maintain a population, or exist 
as rare, transitory, or seasonal migrants, and breeding is not known to occur on Fort Bliss.  The 
northern aplomado falcon is a Nonessential Experimental Population within the states of New 
Mexico and Arizona.  The species is known to occur on Otero Mesa.  Sprague’s pipit (Anthus 
spragueii) is a Federal candidate species for listing as endangered and occurs on grasslands of 
Otero Mesa in winter.   
 
3.4 SOILS AND ECOSYSTEMS 
 
Most of Fort Bliss is located in a large intermontane basin called the Tularosa-Hueco Basin.  The 
basin lies between the Franklin and Organ mountains to the west, and the Sacramento and Hueco 
mountains to the east.  Fort Bliss elevations range from the basin floor at approximately 3,800 
feet above sea level, to over 8,800 feet in the Organ Mountains.  The region is part of the Basin 
and Range Physiographic Province of the western United States, as well as the northern part of 
the Chihuhuan Desert, an interior continental desert which receives most of its rainfall during the 
hot summer months (USAEC 2013). 
 
Fort Bliss uses pedological, geomorphic, vegetative, and other criteria to define Ecological 
Management Units (EMUs) that contain similar natural characteristics.  Fort Bliss EMUs were 
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created for use as a management tool to maintain ecological connectivity between Fort Bliss and 
surrounding lands (Figure 3-4) and to assist in the development of goals for ecosystem 
management.  The EMU concept helps promote better land stewardship and sustainment 
practices on Fort Bliss within the INRMP (U.S. Army 2010). 
 
Fort Bliss EMUs consist of areas of similar vegetation, fauna, topography, soils, and climate and 
are as follows: 
 

• Basin Aeolian:  Major landforms of the Basin Aeolian EMU are wind-driven, large 
shifting sands, coppice dunes, and sandsheets.  Elevations range from 3,900 to 5,200 feet.  
Wind-deposited (Aeolian) coppice dunes anchored by mesquite (Proposis glandulosa 
var. torreyana) and other shrubs, cover most of the basin floor.  The dune soils are 
mainly Entisols, exhibiting little soil horizon development, and having formed only 
within the last few hundred years.  They are sands and loamy sands that are highly 
susceptible to wind eriosion due in part to the lack of soil structural development and 
sparse vegetative cover.  Typically underlying the coppice sand dunes is a much older 
(Pliocene-Pleistocene) calcrete soil up to 7 meters thick.  The calcrete (“caliche”) is a 
massive white calcium carbonate unit that generally has a soil texture of sandy clay loam.  
Where calcrete horizons are exposed on the surface or are shallowly buried, the soils are 
classified as Aridisols, a soil order having diagnostic subsurface soil horizons (in this 
case, calcrete) (USAEC 2013) 

 
Vegetation associated with the coppice dunes includes mesquite, broom snakeweed 
(Gutierrezia sarothrae), and four-winged saltbush (Atriplex canescens).  Large-scale 
wind-driven shifting sand dunes contain typical sand-obligate plant species including 
sensitive briar (Mimosa quadrivalvis), pink plains penstemon (Penstemon ambigus), sand 
reverchonia (Reverchonia arenaria), bindweed heliotropium (Heliotropium 
convolvulaceum), hoary rosemary mint (Poliomintha incana), and shinnery oak (Quercus 
havardii).  Shinnery oak occurs in the northern portions of McGregor Range and 
represents one of the westernmost outlier stands for the species’ geographic distribution.  
Outside the dune systems, sandy soils persist on the piedmont to the basin bottom 
transition, forming sparse desert grassland and shrublands of sandscrub (Ceanothus spp.), 
mesquite, and a mix of mesa dropseed (Sporobulus flexuosus), four-wing saltbush, and 
creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) (U.S. Army 2010). 
 

• Basin Alluvial:  The Basin Alluvial is the landform intermediate between Basin Aeolian 
and the Foothill-Bajada Complex EMUs.  Water-mediated erosion and deposition are the 
major terrain-forming processes as indicated by intermontane valleys, arroyos, alluvial 
fans, alluvial plains, and playas.  Soils are mainly Entisols and Aridisols, and are 
predominantly alluvial (derived from water-deposited sediments).  Elevation ranges from 
3,900 to 5,200 feet, with upper elevations composed of mainly gravelly soils.  At lower 
elevations loamy and silty soils occupy depressions adjacent to Basin Aeolian sandsheets 
and dunes.  Silt and clay soils are found in low-lying playas and other depressions that 
are subject to occasional flooding (USAEC 2013).  



Figure 3-4.  Regional and Fort Bliss Ecological Managment Units
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Desertscrub with scattered inclusions of desert grassland occurs on the shallow rocky 
soils and tarweed (Madia spp.) is found on the lower, gently grading to flat bottom areas 
with siltier soils.  Sandy-loam soils support mesquite, sandsage (Artemisia filifolia), and a 
mix of mesa dropseed, four-wing saltbush, and creosote bush.  The basin alluvial areas 
are the most productive lowland areas and are valuable for wildlife habitat (U.S. Army 
2010). 
 

• Foothill-Bajada Complex:  The Foothill-Bajada Complex EMU is located in two 
separate areas of Fort Bliss:  (1) near the western boundary on the east and south slopes 
of the Organ Mountains, and (2) running north to south along the western edge of the 
Sacramento Mountains, Hueco Mountains, and Otero Mesa.  Elevation is between 4,000 
and 5,500 feet.  This EMU comprises a gently sloping piedmont dissected by drainages 
originating from the Organ, Franklin, Sacramento, and Hueco mountains, and Otero 
Mesa.  The texture for these alluvial soils is typically sandy loam, but the soils also 
contain variable amounts of rock fragments eroded from the adjacent mountains.  Soils in 
the upper elevations of this EMU consist of shallow loamy or gravelly soils atop 
sedimentary or igneous bedrock.  These soils are susceptible to gully and sheet erosion 
from running water and less prone to wind erosion (USAEC 2103). 

 
The Foothill-Bajada Complex EMU supports a diversity of shrubs such as beargrass 
(Nolina spp.), sotol (Dasylirion wheeleri), feather pea bush (Dalea formosa), Mormon tea 
(Ephedra viridis), mariola (Parthenium incanum), javelin bush (Condalia ericoides), 
acacia (Acacia spp.), mesquite, dropseed (Sporobulus spp.), grama grass (Bouteloua 
spp.), muhly grass (Muhlenbergia spp.), and numerous cacti.  The area also has high-
quality grama grasslands in portions of the EMU (U.S. Army 2010). 
 

• Franklin Mountains:  The Franklin Mountains are a relatively small EMU located 
within the Castner Range.  Elevations range from 4,300 to 5,500 feet.  Vegetation is a 
mix of desertscrub with some riparian vegetation and a high diversity of cacti.  Water 
erosion is a potential hazard if plant cover is disturbed (U.S. Army 1996).   

 
• Hueco Mountains:  The Hueco Mountains EMU is at the southeastern border of Fort 

Bliss.  Elevation ranges from 4,500 to 6,000 feet.  Steep limestone mountain and hill 
slopes with shallow soils alternate with narrow to broad mountain valleys that drain 
northwest through alluvial piedmonts to the basin floor.  Water erosion is a potential 
hazard if plant cover is disturbed (USAEC 2013). 

 
Succulent communities with agave, sotol, yucca (Yucca spp.), beargrass, and cacti 
populate the lower elevations; juniper (Juniperus spp.) grows sparsely on the higher 
slopes and in canyons.  Although there are mesic canyons, there is no montane riparian 
vegetation or perennial water.  In addition, lechuguilla (Agave lechuguilla), creosote 
bush, and mariola dominate the shallow soils on the steep, rocky limestone slopes.  
Sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula) and occasionally black grama (Bouteloua 
eriopoda) desert grasslands occupy gentle slopes, as well as gravelly, somewhat deeper 
soils on the upper piedmont.  The lower piedmont often supports creosote bush 
communities (U.S. Army 1996). 
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• Organ Mountains:  The Organ Mountains EMU encompasses the slopes and peaks of 
the Organ Mountains, which are at the northwest border of Fort Bliss.  Elevation ranges 
from 4,500 to 8,800 feet.  Topographic relief is high with steep, precipitous slopes 
alternating with deep canyons.  Steep elevation gradients combine with diverse geologic 
substrates to support the highest vegetation diversity of any EMU on Fort Bliss (USAEC 
2013). 

 
Pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and juniper are dominant forest types, but ponderosa pine 
(Pinus ponderosa) and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) stands occur at the higher 
elevations.  Oak woodlands are found on the middle slopes along with montane 
grasslands.  Chihuahuan Desert grassland and scrub occur at lower elevations.  Water 
erosion is a potential hazard if plant cover is disturbed (U.S. Army 1996).   
 

• Otero Mesa:  The Otero Mesa EMU is located adjacent to the Sacramento Mountains 
and the Foothill-Bajada Complex.  This area is tableland (a nearly flat, elevated plateau) 
with a broad drainage system that originates in the Sacramento Mountains to the north 
and the Otero Mesa escarpment to the west.  Elevations on the mesa range from 4,756 to 
5,248 feet, with average cooler temperatures and rainfall several inches higher than 
adjacent lowlands (U.S. Army 1996). 

 
Otero Mesa contains deep, well-drained, sandy and loamy soils and has a large expanse 
of relatively intact black grama grassland mixed with shrubs.  Vegetation includes grama 
grasses, muhly grasses, and three-awn (Aristida spp.), with swale areas having coarser 
grasses such as tobosa grass (Pleuraphis mutica).  Four separate plots of land at Fort 
Bliss have been designated as ACECs and were established to ensure that portions of 
black grama grasslands remain intact (U.S. Army 1996). 
 

• Sacramento Mountains:  This EMU comprises the southern end of the Sacramento 
Mountains, which occur at the northeastern border of Fort Bliss.  The elevation range is 
4,450 to 7,700 feet.  This area is made up of a complex of limestone foothills of diverse 
aspects alternating with steep-sided canyons and narrow to moderately wide valleys.  The 
entire mountain range includes coniferous forest, riparian zones, and springs.  Water 
erosion is a potential hazard if plant cover is disturbed (USAEC 2013). 

 
Fort Bliss occupies only a small portion of the Sacramento Mountains range which 
primarily consists of pinyon-juniper and mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus) at 
higher elevations, and sandscrub and Chihuahuan desertscrub at lower elevations.  There 
is no montane riparian vegetation and very little ponderosa pine forest on the McGregor 
Range portions of the Sacramento Mountains. 

 
More detailed information on Fort Bliss soils and ecosystems can be found in the Fort Bliss Soil 
Survey (USDA 2004), which includes physical, chemical, and engineering properties, as well as 
limitations for military uses and ecological site descriptions and classifications.  The soil survey 
contains data characterizing current conditions of soils, vegetation, and overall ecology, which 
may be useful in planning military actions and selecting locations for construction and training 
purposes.  
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3.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 
 
Hazardous materials are substances that cause human physical or health hazards (29 CFR 
191.1200).  Materials that are physically hazardous include combustible and flammable 
substances, compressed gases, and oxidizers.  Health hazards are associated with materials that 
cause acute or chronic reactions, including toxic agents, carcinogens, and irritants.  Hazardous 
materials are regulated in Texas and New Mexico by a combination of mandated laws 
promulgated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ), and the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED).  In 
addition to the mandates established by these agencies, Fort Bliss manages hazardous materials 
under the Installation Hazardous Waste Management Plan (IHWMP).   
 
3.6 HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
Federal, state, and Fort Bliss guidelines, rules, and regulations are in place to protect personnel 
throughout and near the Installation.  Safety information and analysis is found in literature 
published by Fort Bliss, such as Fort Bliss Regulation 385-63 and AR 385-10, Army Safety 
Program (U.S. Army 2011).  Health programs are promoted through the U.S. Army Public 
Health Command and Medical Command.  Fort Bliss has also established various procedures to 
meet health and safety requirements of the Installation.  Health hazards throughout the 
Installation include exposure to UXOs, dehydration and heat illness, venomous wildlife, 
exposure to smoke, bird/wildlife aircraft strike hazard (BASH), vehicle accidents, and exposure 
to pests.  Major pests include mice, gophers, skunks, termites, mosquitos, flies, cockroaches, 
crickets, ants, spiders, and ticks (U.S. Army 2015).  Such pests are managed under the Integrated 
Pest Management Plan (IPMP), Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico (Fort Bliss DPW-E 2012a).    
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
Environmental impacts (consequences or effect) can either be beneficial or adverse, and can be 
either directly related to the action or indirectly caused by the action.  Direct impacts are those 
effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR 1508.8[a]).  
Indirect impacts are those effects that are caused by the action and are later in time or further 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8[b]).  As discussed in 
this section, the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action may create temporary (lasting 
the duration of construction), short-term (up to 3 years), long-term (greater than 3 years), or 
permanent impacts.  
 
Environmental impacts on each resource can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly 
noticeable change to a total change in the environment.  For the purpose of this analysis, the 
intensity of the impacts would be classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major.  The 
intensity thresholds are defined as follows: 
 

• Negligible:  A resource would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the 
level of detection, and changes would not result in any measurable or perceptible 
consequences. 

• Minor:  Effects on a resource would be detectable, although the effects would be 
localized, small, or of little consequence to the sustainability of the resources.  Mitigation 
measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be simple and achievable. 

• Moderate:  Effects on a resource would be readily detectable, long-term, localized, and 
measurable.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be extensive 
and likely achievable. 

• Major:  Effects on a resource would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial 
consequences on a regional scale.  Extensive mitigation measures to offset the adverse 
effects would be required and success of the mitigation measures would not be 
guaranteed. 

 
Resources that would be impacted by the Proposed Action and discussed in this EA are land use, 
cultural resources, biological resources, soils and ecosystems, hazardous materials and waste, 
and health and safety.  A summary of the impacts on these resources are shown in Table 4-1.   
 
4.1 LAND USE 
 
4.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources as 
detailed within the 2008-2012 ICRMP, MOU, MOA, PA, CA, existing guidelines, rules, and 
regulations currently in place.  These primarily address the management of its cultural resources 
from an individual activity or project basis.  No changes in current land use would occur and 
land use would continue to be managed under guidelines, rules, regulations, and MOUs currently 
in place.  However, the No Action Alternative does not meet the long-term needs of Fort Bliss as 
a sustainable military training Installation. 
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4.1.2 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would not affect the land use or change the character of the landscape, as 
the primary land use would remain military.  Instead, the Proposed Action establishes goals, 
objectives, and projects that would have a long-term beneficial impact on land use and how it is 
managed.  The goals, objectives, and projects would allow Fort Bliss to become a sustainable 
military training Installation. 
 
The Proposed Action would integrate cultural resources and historic preservation compliance 
requirements with other Installation plans including, but not limited to, the Installation master 
plan, the facilities maintenance plan, training and range area management plans, natural 
resources management plans, mobilization and deployment plans, and information management 
systems, and with military training, construction, maintenance, real property management, land 
use decisions, and other undertakings.  It would also establish procedures for compliance with 
Federal laws, regulations, and executive orders requiring the protection and management of 
cultural resources with the least possible effect on military training and mission support 
activities.  The Proposed Action would ensure that Fort Bliss is in compliance with AR 200-1 
and other Federal laws and would ensure the protection and management of cultural resources, 
which would allow land use at Fort Bliss to continue as a sustainable military training 
Installation with minimal impacts on the mission.  Implementation of the 2017-2021 ICRMP 
would not affect recreational activities such as hunting, hiking, or birding, except where sensitive 
cultural resources may require additional protection.  The Proposed Action would also not 
significantly alter the landscape or visual aesthetics of the area.  
 
Archaeological and historical districts, as well as cultural and historical landscapes, may limit 
certain land use categories, such as Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver areas and certain training 
activities (e.g., live fire, surface impact) that could alter, damage, or destroy cultural resources 
within districts/landscapes.  For example, newly identified cultural resources including 
archaeological sites, historic buildings, archaeological districts, historic districts, and historic 
landscapes would potentially change the land use categories of the Installation where new sites 
are found in areas where they were no known cultural resources.  Areas classified currently as A 
or B may need to be changed to F or G, or WSA/ACEC, to limit off-road traffic and ground 
disturbance.   
 
4.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
4.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources as 
detailed within the 2008-2012 ICRMP, MOU, MOA, PA, CA, existing guidelines, rules, and 
regulations currently in place.  The proposed management measures set forth in the 2017-2021 
ICRMP would not be implemented.  However, the No Action Alternative does not meet the 
long-term needs of Fort Bliss as a sustainable military training Installation.  The No Action 
Alternative would not be in compliance with AR 200-1, which mandate that Fort Bliss prepare 
and implement the ICRMP.  The No Action Alternative does not meet the long-term needs of 
Fort Bliss as a sustainable military training Installation.  
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4.2.2 Proposed Action 
Any operations that involve ground-disturbing activities have the potential to adversely affect 
cultural resources on Fort Bliss.  Mission activities that may affect archaeological sites include 
excavation and ground-disturbing activities associated with military training, off-road 
maneuvers, construction of new facilities, and static positions where troops, vehicles, or 
equipment are concentrated.  Mission activities likely to affect architectural properties include 
demolition of historic properties, construction of new facilities, landscaping, or maintenance and 
renovation.   
 
Fort Bliss manages its cultural resources through the ICRMP, PA, CA, MOA, and MOUs.  
Archaeological sites, historic buildings, and districts can be identified through survey and 
evaluation prior to disturbances associated with activities described above.  Protections also 
extend to historic buildings that are rehabilitated utilizing the provisions outlined in the ICRMP.  
In unsurveyed areas, prior to any ground disturbance for a specific project, an archaeological 
survey must be performed to ascertain if any cultural resources are present in accordance with 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).  If any cultural resources are encountered, an evaluation 
as to their eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP must be conducted.  SOPs 1 through 5 of 2017-
2021 ICRMP would provide for review of new activities and construction, and as a result, 
protect cultural resources from impacts while at the same time allowing for the successful 
completion of mission activities:   
 

• SOP No. 1:  Compliance with ARPA 
• SOP No. 2:  Compliance with NAGPRA 
• SOP No. 3:  Native American Consultation under NHPA 
• SOP No. 4:  Identifying Consulting Parties 
• SOP No. 5:  Curatorial and Collection Management of Archaeological and Historical 

Collections and Associated Records. 
 
If a site is found eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, appropriate mitigation measures are then 
prescribed.  The preferred measure is usually avoidance of the site.   
 
With the implementation of the 2017-2021 ICRMP, archaeological surveys are planned to be 
conducted on more than 55,000 acres of land that were not previously surveyed for cultural 
resources.  In addition, Fort Bliss would evaluate more than 140 buildings constructed between 
1921 and 1972, evaluate and test dozens of previously recorded sites, monitor and evaluate rock 
art, and conduct data recovery at select sites.  These surveys, evaluations, monitoring, testing, 
and data recovery efforts would identify previously unrecorded cultural resources and known 
archaeological sites that would have potentially been adversely impacted by mission activities 
conducted on the Installation.  As a result, significant cultural resources can be identified and 
protected before they can be impacted by mission activities.  In addition to the provisions 
outlined in the ICRMP, the Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan (IWFMP) identifies 
wildfire protection measures regarding cultural resources (DPW-E 2013a).  Implementation of 
the 2017-2021 ICRMP would ultimately have long-term beneficial impacts on cultural resources.    



 

SECTION 4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
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4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
4.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources as 
detailed within the 2008-2012 ICRMP, MOU, MOA, PA, CA, existing guidelines, rules, and 
regulations currently in place.  The biological resources would continue to be managed as 
detailed within the 2015 INRMP, the MOUs, the guidelines, rules, and regulations currently in 
place.  However, the 2008-2012 ICRMP does not meet all updated guidelines, rules, and 
regulations of the 2015 INRMP and undertakings with a cultural resources component could 
have the potential to adversely affect the biological resources and sensitive species.  The No 
Action Alternative does not meet the long-term needs of Fort Bliss as a sustainable military 
training Installation. 
 
4.3.2 Proposed Action 
It is possible that provisions within the ICRMP may require survey, testing, and data recovery in 
biologically sensitive areas or near the presence of endangered and protected species.  Ground-
disturbing cultural resources investigations also have the potential to promote the spread of 
invasive species, though on a very limited scale, if the disturbed areas are not subject to 
environmental restoration (e.g., backfilling and hydroseeding, if necessary).  While 
implementation of the ICRMP may involve ground-disturbing activities and possible disturbance 
of habitat and endangered species, actions conducted under the implementation of the ICRMP 
would also be subject to the provisions outlined in the INRMP.  Adherence to the provisions of 
the INRMP would avoid, minimize, or mitigate any potential effects on biological resources.  As 
a result, no adverse impacts on biological resources are anticipated from the implementation of 
the 2017-2021 ICRMP.  Furthermore, the 2017-2021 ICRMP would better integrate with the 
2015 INRMP to ensure avoidance or minimal impact on T&E species and ACECs.  Protection 
and avoidance of cultural resources and landscapes may inadvertently provide added protection 
to select flora and fauna species. 
 
4.4 SOILS AND ECOSYSTEMS 
 
4.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources as 
detailed within the 2008-2012 ICRMP, MOU, MOA, PA, CA, existing guidelines, rules, and 
regulations currently in place.  Soils and ecosystems would continue to be managed as detailed 
within the 2015 INRMP and the Fort Bliss Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) guidance.  However, the 2008-2012 ICRMP does not meet all updated guidelines, 
rules, and regulations of the 2015 INRMP and undertakings with a cultural resources component 
could have the potential to adversely affect soils (e.g., causing erosion) and sensitive ecosystems 
(e.g., introducing invasive and disturbed-ground species).  The No Action Alternative does not 
meet the long-term needs of Fort Bliss as a sustainable military training Installation. 
 
4.4.2 Proposed Action 
It is unlikely that implementation of the 2017-2021 ICRMP would adversely affect soils or 
ecosystems, but relatively minor ground disturbance could result, particularly from subsurface 
testing during survey, site evaluation testing, and data recovery efforts. Soil erosion as a result of 
minor excavations would not be significant.  Such ground-disturbing activities would conform to 
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provisions outlined in the 2015 INRMP, and would include measures such as a SWPPP, 
backfilling of spoils, and revegetation of disturbed areas to prevent or limit the spread of invasive 
species.   
 
The 2017-2021 ICRMP would better integrate with the 2015 INRMP to ensure avoidance or 
minimal impact on soils and ecosystems.  Implementation of the 2017-2021 ICRMP may 
indirectly protect soils, ecosystems, and ACECs within and surrounding archaeological sites and 
historic properties through avoidance and monitoring.  
 
4.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 
 
4.5.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources as 
detailed within the 2008-2012 ICRMP, MOU, MOA, PA, CA, existing guidelines, rules, and 
regulations currently in place.  Hazardous materials and waste would continue to be managed 
under guidelines, rules, and regulations currently in place.  Materials that are physically 
hazardous include combustible and flammable substances, compressed gases, and oxidizers, but 
are typically not associated with cultural resources activities.  The primary health hazard 
associated the cultural resources would be exposure to asbestos and lead during the rehabilitation 
of historic structures.  The 2008-2012 ICRMP does not necessarily conform to up-to-date laws 
regulating hazardous materials and waste by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA), Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), and the New Mexico 
Environment Department (NMED), or the Installation Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  The 
No Action Alternative does not meet the long-term needs of Fort Bliss as a sustainable military 
training Installation. 
 
4.5.2 Proposed Action 
Cultural resources investigations do not typically result in the generation of hazardous materials 
and waste.  However, hazardous materials can often be associated with historic building 
materials (e.g., asbestos treatment, particularly tiles; lead paint), so rehabilitation and 
conservation efforts would often encounter issues with hazardous materials.  Hazardous 
materials would be disposed of properly, and replaced with new, non-hazardous, in-kind material 
to avoid adverse effects on health and safety of personnel. 
 
The 2017-2021 ICRMP would ensure that proper procedures are followed in the rehabilitation of 
historic structures, minimizing adverse effects associated with the exposure to hazardous 
materials such as asbestos and lead. 
 
4.6 HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
4.6.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Bliss would continue to manage its cultural resources as 
detailed within the 2008-2012 ICRMP, MOU, MOA, PA, CA, existing guidelines, rules, and 
regulations currently in place.  Federal, state, and Fort Bliss guidelines, rules, and regulations are 
in place to protect personnel throughout and near the Installation.  Safety information is found in 
literature published by Fort Bliss, such as Fort Bliss Regulation 385-63 and AR 385-10, Army 
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Safety Program (U.S. Army 2011).  Fort Bliss has also established various procedures to meet 
health and safety requirements of the Installation.  The 2008-2012 ICRMP does not contain 
current guidelines associated with health hazards throughout the Installation such as exposure to 
UXOs, dehydration and heat illness, venomous wildlife, and exposure to pests.  The No Action 
Alternative does not meet the long-term needs of Fort Bliss as a sustainable military training 
Installation. 
 
4.6.2 Proposed Action 
Personnel participating in cultural resources fieldwork have the potential to be exposed to 
wildlife, dehydration, and heat illness, and would follow standard safety protocols to minimize 
health and safety dangers.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP would ensure compliance with Fort Bliss 
Regulation 385-63 and AR 385-10, Army Safety Program (U.S. Army 2011) and the Integrated 
Pest Management Plan (IPMP), Fort Bliss, Texas and New Mexico (Fort Bliss DPW-E 2012a).  
The rehabilitation of buildings that could contain hazardous materials, such as asbestos and lead, 
has the potential to affect construction personnel.  Removal and disposal of hazardous materials 
would be done by professionals who follow standard protocols to minimize health and safety 
threats during the rehabilitation of historic structures.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP would ensure that 
proper procedures are followed in the rehabilitation of historic structures minimizing exposure to 
hazardous materials such as asbestos and lead on Soldiers, families, employees, contractors, and 
the general population.    



 

SECTION 5.0 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Cumulative Impacts are defined as the impacts on the environment that result from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions.  The Proposed Action is to implement a revised ICRMP, which would have 
beneficial cumulative impacts on the management and sustainability of cultural resources on Fort 
Bliss, when added to or augmenting the programs and procedures already in effect under the 
2008-2012 ICRMP.  The 2017-2021 ICRMP would be used to address numerous actions and the 
following examples are a representative sample of the types of actions and the cumulative 
impacts. 
 
Fort Bliss proposes to implement Net Zero energy, water, and waste goals by 2020, while 
meeting energy mandates for renewable energy production and greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction (DPW-E 2013b).  Fort Bliss plans to implement Alternatives 2 through 7, which 
include conservations policies and procedures, a water reclamation pipeline, a waste-to-energy 
plant, geothermal energy facility, dry-cooled concentrating solar power technology, and to 
implement other renewable energy technologies.   The only significant impact would occur on 
parade-ground vegetation from irrigation with reclaimed water; however, this action is no longer 
foreseeable.  All other impacts are less than significant, and the Section 106 process would be 
completed prior to any construction associated with Alternatives 2 through 7 (DPW-E 2013b).  
Following procedures and guidelines of the 2017-2021 ICRMP, extensive archaeological 
inventories and evaluations of identified sites would be necessary.  Fort Bliss would consult with 
Texas and New Mexico SHPOs, tribal governments, and other possible interested parties.  If 
NRHP-eligible historic properties are identified, strategies for avoidance and mitigation would 
be developed and carried out prior to construction in accordance with the procedures outlined in 
the PA and the CA. 
 
Fort Bliss proposes to construct, operate and maintain mountain village training facilities within 
Fort Bliss on northern McGregor Range (USACE 2012a).  Under Alternative 2 (Preferred), there 
is one archaeological site of undetermined NRHP eligibility that would require further testing to 
determine whether adverse effects would occur as a result of the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative.  The site would be avoided by all actions and no adverse effects on cultural 
resources are anticipated.  Under Alternative 2, there were two sites of undetermined eligibility 
and two that were recommended eligible.  All four sites would be delineated with stakes for 
avoidance.  If avoidance is not possible, a mitigation plan for their treatment would be developed 
under the PA in accordance with the 2017-2021 ICRMP.  No adverse effects are anticipated.   
 
Fort Bliss proposes to issue a renewable permit to Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
to construct, operate, and maintain one or more buildings totally approximately 90,000 square 
feet on approximately 19 acres within Fort Bliss, Texas (Fort Bliss DPW-E 2012b).  No adverse 
impacts on cultural resources are anticipated.  The parcel had been previously surveyed as part of 
three separate investigations, followed by subsequent testing and evaluations.  A re-evaluation of 
the sites recommended that none were NRHP-eligible.  However, any unanticipated subsurface 
cultural resources encountered during the construction of the proposed ICE facility would be 
properly mitigated under Fort Bliss supervision in accordance with the procedures set forth in PA 
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between Fort Bliss and the Texas State Historic Preservation Officers, the CA, and the 2017-
2021 ICRMP. 
 
The U.S. Army proposes to sell two parcels on the periphery of the Fort Bliss Cantonment to 
provide land for private housing and light commercial development suited, but not exclusive, to 
Fort Bliss military personnel (USACE 2012b).  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to 
optimize the land use of certain areas on the margins of the Fort Bliss Cantonment to meet 
crucial U.S. Army needs in terms of additional military housing, buffer areas, and other uses.  
Under Alternatives 2 through 5, there could be minor impacts to cultural resources.  Numerous 
cultural investigations have been conducted in the various parcels associated with each 
Alternative.  Several of the archaeological sites have also been subject to archaeological testing.  
NRHP-eligible archaeological sites would remain protected through avoidance, or would need to 
be subject to mitigation as outlined in the PA and 2017-2021 ICRMP if avoidance is not 
possible.  Individually eligible structures/buildings and landscape features  would be subject to 
Historic American Buildings Survey, Historic American Engineering Record, and Historic 
American Landscapes Survey documentation to mitigate any adverse effects as per the PA and 
2017-2021 ICRMP, if avoidance/preservation in place is not feasible.  All cultural resources and 
historic properties (undetermined, unevaluated, or eligible) would be managed under the 
guidelines of the 2017-2021 ICRMP and PA with the ACHP and Texas and New Mexico 
SHPOs.   
 
Ultimately, the Proposed Action would result in the greatest possible protection and management 
of cultural resources while complying with Federal law and ensuring no net loss of mission 
capabilities.   
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studies 

Fort Bliss EA review 
and comment 

Belinda C. 
Mollard 

Fort Bliss DPW 
Environmental Division, 
Cultural Resources 
Manager 

Archaeology 

19 years 
archaeology and 
Federal cultural 
resource 
management and 
compliance 

Fort Bliss Project 
Manager 

Steve Oivanki Gulf South Research 
Corporation Geology/NEPA 

36 years natural 
resources and 
NEPA studies 

EA review and 
comment 

Dave Hart Gulf South Research 
Corporation Archaeology 

22 years cultural 
resources 
management 

EA preparation`` 

Liz Ayarbe-Perez Gulf South Research 
Corporation GIS/Graphics 

14 years 
GIS/graphics 
experience 

GIS analysis and 
graphics 

Logan Mccardle Gulf South Research 
Corporation Biology 10 years biological 

studies Biological resources 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 

 



































































































 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B 
EA CORRESPONDENCE AND DISTRIBUTION 

 



 

 

Fort Bliss Regulation ICRMP EA Mailing List 
  

(Updated 31 October 2016) 
 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
Bill Childress, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
1800 Marquess 
Las Cruces, NM 88005-3371 
 
Jim Bowman 
Conservation Branch Chief 
DPW-E-C 
Environmental Division, Bldg 163 
White Sands Missile Range, NM 88002 
 
J.R. Gomolak 
Archaeologist 
49th CES/CEAO 
550 Tabosa Avenue, Building 55 
Holloman AFB, NM 88330-8458 
 
Gilbert Anaya 
Chief, Environmental Management Division 
International Boundary and Water Commission United States and Mexico 
The Commons Building, Suite 310 
4171 N. Mesa Street 
El Paso, TX 79902 
 
Jennifer Montoya, NEPA Coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management 
1800 Marquess 
Las Cruces, NM 88005-3371 
 
Reid Nelson 
Director 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Ave NW, Suite 809 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
  



 

 

Stephen R. Spencer 
Regional Environmental Officer 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
1001 Indian School Road, NW, Suite 348 
Albuquerque, NM 87104 
 
Robert Trujillo 
Supervisor 
Lincoln National Forest 
3463 Las Palomas 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 
 
STATE AGENCIES – NEW MEXICO 
 
Dr. Jeff Pappas 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
State of New Mexico Office of Cultural Affairs 
Historic Preservation Division 
Bataan Memorial Building 
407 Galisteo Street, Suite 236 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
 
STATE AGENCIES – TEXAS 
 
Mark Wolfe 
Archaeology Division  
Texas Historical Commission  
108 West 16th Street 
El Rose Bldg., 1st Floor 
Austin, TX   78701 
 
Carter Smith 
Executive Director 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
4200 Smith School Road 
Austin, TX 78744 
 
F. Lawrence Oaks 
Texas Historical Commission 
P.O. Box 12276 
Austin, TX 78711 
 
Preservation Texas 
P.O. Box 12832 
Austin, TX  78711 



 

 

DOÑA ANA COUNTY, NM 
 
Julia Brown 
County Manager     
Doña Ana County  
845 N. Motel Blvd 
Las Cruces, NM 88007 
 
CITY / COUNTY OF EL PASO, TX 
 
The Hon. Oscar Leeser 
Mayor, City of El Paso 
300 N. Campbell 
El Paso, TX 79901 
 
El Paso County Historical Commission, Inc. 
P.O. Box 28 
El Paso, TX  79940 
 
El Paso Preservation Alliance 
P.O. Box 3670 
El Paso, TX  79923 
 
Bernie Sargent 
El Paso County Historical Commission 
819 West Sunset Road 
El Paso, TX 79922 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

 
COMANCHE NATION 
Mr. Wallace Coffey, Chairman  
Comanche Nation 
6 SW D Avenue, Suite A 
Lawton, OK 73507 
historicpreservation@comanchenation.com 
 
Susan Nahwooks, THPO 
Comanche Nation 
6 SW D Avenue, Suite A 
Lawton, OK 73507 
historicpreservation@comanchenation.com 
  

mailto:historicpreservation@comanchenation.com
mailto:historicpreservation@comanchenation.com


 

 

Margaret Murrow, NAGPRA Director 
Comanche Nation 
6 SW D Avenue, Suite A 
Lawton, OK 73507 
historicpreservation@comanchenation.com 

 
KIOWA TRIBE OF OKLAHOMA 
Ron D. Twohatchet, Chairman 
Kiowa Culture Preservation Authority 
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 369 
Carnegie, OK 73015 
 
Kellie Poolaw, Acting THPO 
Office of Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 50 
100 Kiowa Way 
Carnegie, OK 73015 
 
MESCALERO APACHE TRIBE 
Danny H. Breuninger, Sr., Tribal President  
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 227, 101 Central, 88340 
Mescalero, NM 88340 
 
Holly Houghten 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
101 Central Avenue 
Mescalero, NM 88340 
 
YSLETA DEL SUR PUEBLO 
Carlos Hisa, Governor  
Ysleta Del Sur Pueblo Council 
P.O. Box 17579 
El Paso, TX 79917-7579 
 
Ric Quezada 
Director of Cultural Preservation 
P.O. Box 17579 
El Paso, TX 79917-7579 
 
Javier Loera, War Captain 
Ysleta Del Sur Pueblo Council 
119 South Old Pueblo Road 
El Paso, TX 79907 

mailto:historicpreservation@comanchenation.com


 

 

PUEBLO OF ISLETA, NEW MEXICO 
Dr. Henry Walt, THPO 
P.O. Box 1270 
Isleta, NM  87022 
 
FORT SILL APACHE TRIBE 
Jeff Haozous, Tribal Chairman 
43187 US Hwy 281 
RR2, Box 121 
Apache, OK 73006-9644 
      
Michael Darrow, Historian 
43187 US Hwy 281 
RR2, Box 121 
Apache, OK 73006-9644 
 
WHITE MOUNTAIN APACHE     
 Ronnie Lupe, Chairman 
Box 700 
White River, AZ 85941 
 
Mark Altaha, THPO 
Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 507 
Fort Apache, AZ  85926 
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