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Preface

March 2010

Re: Release and review of the Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Reader,

In April 2007, the U.S. Army (Army) signed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Fort Bliss, Texas and
New Mexico Mission and Master Plan Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(2007 SEIS). The SEIS sought to more fully realize the training opportunities at Fort Bliss through land
use changes and range construction to support the stationing of six Heavy Brigade Combat Teams
(HBCTs) at Fort Bliss based on the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) and the
Global Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR) decisions.

In December 2007, the Army signed the ROD for the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment (also known as the Grow the Army PEIS or
GTA PEIS). This ROD directed the stationing of four HBCTs and two light Infantry Brigade Combat
Teams (IBCTs) at Fort Bliss. These stationing changes would leverage the training infrastructure and
range modernization at Fort Bliss.

This current effort — the Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final Environmental
Impact Statement (GFS Final EIS) — tiers from the GTA PEIS, and evaluates alternatives at Fort Bliss for
the use of stationing and training capacity, land use changes, and training infrastructure improvements.

Alternatives comprising the proposed action were grouped into three categories. Category 1 contains
stationing and training alternatives, Category 2 contains alternatives involving land use changes, and
Category 3 contains alternatives involving training infrastructure improvements. All three categories
include a No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative is the same as Alternative 4 in the 2007
SEIS, which is currently being implemented. These Categories and their Alternatives were developed in
internal scoping meetings with the Fort Bliss Garrison, Installation Management Command — West
Region (IMCOM-W), and U.S. Army Environmental Command (USAEC) staff.

This Final EIS (FEIS) has been developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA); with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of NEPA, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508; and with Environmental
Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR, Part 651), the Army’s regulations for implementing NEPA. The
purpose of the EIS is to inform Army decision makers and the public of the likely environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and to provide reasonable alternatives to meet the purpose of and
need for implementing land use changes and improving training infrastructure to support the GTA
stationing decision. This EIS will assist Army decision makers to more fully understand the
environmental issues and social concerns connected with the stationing action. There is sufficient
information regarding existing conditions and potential impacts to environmental resources to allow the
Army to take a fair, objective, and comparatively hard look at the environmental effects of the Proposed
Action Categories and each of their alternatives.

The public comment period will run for 30 days beginning March 12, 2010, and ending April 12, 2010.
During that time, you are welcome to submit written comments to the Army at the address listed below.

March 2010 i GFS Final EIS
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The Army is required to respond in the ROD to all substantive comments on the FEIS. The comment
period mentioned above provides you, the public, with an opportunity to make an impact on the content
of the document and, therefore, potentially affect the decision that will be made after the FEIS is released.

Written comments should be forwarded to: Mr. John Barrera, Attn: GFS FEIS; IMWE-BLS-PWE; Fort
Bliss, TX 79916-6812; or e-mail comments to bliss.eis@conus.army.mil

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT: Ms. Jean Offutt, Fort Bliss Public Affairs
Office; IMWE-BLS-PA; Fort Bliss, Texas, 79916-6812; Tel: (915) 568-4505; Fax: (915) 568-2995;
email: jean.offutt@us.Army.mil.

GFS Final EIS i March 2010
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Lead Agency: Department of the Army,
Cooperating Agencies: U.S. Bureau of Land Management.

Title to Proposed Action: Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final
Environmental Impact Statement

Affected Jurisdictions: El Paso County, Texas and Dofia Ana and Otero Counties, New Mexico

Review and Comment: Written comments should be forwarded to: Mr. John Barrera, Attn: FB GTA
EIS; IMWE-BLS-PWE; Fort Bliss, TX 79916-6812; or e-mail comments to bliss.eis@conus.army.mil.
The document is available on line at: http://www.bliss.army.mil/About%20Ft%20Bliss/NEW-
ElIS/index EIS.htm

Document Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement
Abstract:

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure
Realignment evaluates the Proposed Action at Fort Bliss in the context of three Categories — stationing
and training capacity, land use changes, and training facility improvements. The Army’s Proposed Action
supports the growth of the Army at Fort Bliss and allows for reasonably foreseeable future actions that
take advantage of the training opportunities at Fort Bliss. The Army needs to take the Proposed Action to
implement the GTA stationing decisions for Fort Bliss as identified in the ROD for the 2007 GTA PEIS.
This recent GTA stationing decision, in combination with previous Transformation, BRAC, and GDPR
decisions, and other national defense policy documents, defines the known missions for Fort Bliss and
establishes the near-term training requirements for terrain availability and training infrastructure
improvements. Over the long term, Fort Bliss must continue to support the evolving operations,
infrastructure, training, and testing requirements of the Army.

Alternatives comprising the Proposed Action were grouped into three categories. Category 1 contains
four stationing and training alternatives, Category 2 contains five alternatives related to land use changes,
and Category 3 contains four alternatives involving training infrastructure improvements. All three
categories include a No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative is the same as the Preferred
Alternative in the 2007 SEIS and GTA PEIS, which is being implemented at Fort Bliss. These Categories
and Alternatives were developed in internal scoping meetings with the Fort Bliss Garrison, Installation
Management Command — West Region (IMCOM-W), and U.S. Army Environmental Command
(USAEC) staff. The has identified Stationing and Training Alternative 4, Land Use Change Alternative 5,
and Training Infrastructure Improvement Alternative 4 as the preferred alternatives in this FEIS.

March 2010 iii GFS Final EIS
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Preface

PREFACE

An EIS usually is not read like a book — from chapter one to the end. The best way to read an EIS
depends on your interests. You may be more interested in effects, whereas others might have more
interest in the details of the proposed project or be more concerned about what opportunities were made
available to the public to be involved in the environmental assessment process. Many readers may just
want to know what is being proposed and how it will affect them.

This document follows the format established in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
regulations (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500 to 1508). The following paragraphs outline
information contained in the chapters and appendices so that readers may find the parts of interest to
them.

e Summary: Contains a short, simple discussion to provide the reader and the decision makers with
a sketch of the more important aspects of the EIS. The reader can obtain additional, more-detailed
information from the actual text of the EIS.

e Chapter 1 — Purpose of and Need for Proposed Action: Identifies the proposed action and
describes the purpose of and need for the proposed action, the decisions to be made by the Army,
and the NEPA process.

o Chapter 2 — Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives: Describes the Proposed
Action, the alternative selection criteria used to assess whether a proposed alternative is a
“reasonable” alternative to be carried forward for full evaluation in the FEIS, and alternatives that
were carried forward for evaluation. The three categories of alternatives for implementing the
Proposed Action were identified by the Army as reasonable alternatives capable of meeting the
Army’s need criteria described in Chapter 1. In addition, the No Action Alternative in each
category is described in detail.

o Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: Describes the present
condition of the environment that would be affected by implementation of the Proposed Action or
any action alternative. It also describes the probable direct and indirect to the human environment
that would result from implementing the Proposed Action or alternatives. The discussion also
addresses the short-term uses versus long-term productivity, unavoidable impacts, and
irreversible or irretrievable impacts.

e Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects: Describes the cumulative effects for each of the category and
associated alternatives.

e Chapter 5 — Mitigation and Monitoring: Describes the mitigation and monitoring measures for
each category and associated alternatives.

o Chapter 6 — Preparers and Contributors: ldentifies the people involved in the research, writing,
and internal review of the FEIS.

e Chapter 7 — Distribution and Review of the Final EIS: Lists the agencies, organizations, and
individuals who received a copy of the FEIS.

e Chapter 8 — References Cited: Lists the references cited in the FEIS.

GFS Final EIS iv March 2010
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e Chapter 9 — Acronyms: Contains the words and the acronyms used throughout this document.

e Chapter 10 — Index: Cross references and identifies specific pages where key topics can be
found.

March 2010 \ GFS Final EIS
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In April 2007, the Army signed the ROD for the SEIS. The SEIS sought to more fully realize the training
opportunities at Fort Bliss through land use changes and range construction to support the stationing of
six HBCTs at Fort Bliss through the BRAC 2005 and the GDPR decisions.

In December 2007 the U.S. Army signed the ROD for the GTA PEIS. This ROD directed the stationing
of four HBCTs and two IBCTs at Fort Bliss.

This current effort — the Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Environmental Impact
Statement — tiers from the 2007 GTA PEIS, and evaluates alternatives at Fort Bliss for the use of
stationing and training capacity, land use changes, and training infrastructure improvements. These
alternatives support at Fort Bliss the stationing decisions in that December 2007 ROD, the continued
mobilization and pre-deployment training mission, and reasonably foreseeable future stationing decisions.

Alternatives to the proposed action were developed in internal scoping meetings with the Fort Bliss
Garrison, Installation Management Command - West Region (IMCOM-W), and U.S. Army
Environmental Command (AEC) staff. Alternatives comprising the proposed action were grouped into
three categories. Category 1 contains stationing and training alternatives, Category 2 contains alternatives
that require land use changes, and Category 3 contains alternatives involving training infrastructure
improvements. All three categories include a No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative is
Alternative 4 in the 2007 SEIS and GTA PEIS that is being implemented.

This FEIS has been developed in accordance with the NEPA; the CEQ regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA; 40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508; and with Environmental Analysis of Army
Actions (32 CFR, Part 651), the Army’s regulations for implementing NEPA. The purpose of the EIS is
to inform Army decision makers and the public of the likely environmental consequences of the Proposed
Action and provide reasonable alternatives to meet the purpose of and need for implementing land use
changes and improving training infrastructure to support the GTA stationing decision. This EIS will assist
Army decision makers to more fully understand the environmental issues and social concerns connected
with the stationing action. There is sufficient information regarding existing conditions and impacts to
environmental resources for all reasonable alternatives considered in this EIS. This information allows the
Army to take a fair, objective, and comparatively hard look at the environmental effects of the Proposed
Action and its alternatives.

Need for the Proposed Action

The Army needs to take the Proposed Action to implement the GTA stationing decisions for Fort Bliss as
identified in the ROD for the 2007 GTA PEIS. This recent GTA stationing decision, in combination with
previous Transformation, BRAC, and GDPR decisions, as well as other national defense policy
documents, defines the known missions for Fort Bliss and establishes the near-term training requirements
for terrain availability and training infrastructure improvements. Over the long term, Fort Bliss needs to
continue supporting the evolving operations, infrastructure, training, and testing requirements of the
Army.

March 2010 vii GFS Final EIS
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Executive Summary

Purpose of the Proposed Action
The Proposed Action

o Allows for reasonably foreseeable future stationing actions that take advantage of the training
opportunities at Fort Bliss, including varied terrain; a full suite of training ranges; collocation
with heavy, light, Stryker and aviation combat units; and collocation with various support units.

e Modifies land use on Fort Bliss to better support GTA and future stationing decisions, as well as
continue mobilization and pre-deployment training of units at Fort Bliss.

e Constructs training infrastructure improvements to support the GTA stationing decision, and
continue mobilization and pre-deployment training of units at Fort Bliss.

Scope of Analysis

This EIS has been developed in accordance with NEPA; the CEQ regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of NEPA; 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508; and with
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR, Part 651), the Army’s regulations for implementing
NEPA. The purpose of the EIS is to inform Army decision makers and the public of the likely
environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and provide reasonable alternatives to meet the
purpose of and need for implementing land use changes and improving training infrastructure to support
the GTA stationing decision. This EIS will assist Army decision makers to more fully understand the
environmental issues and social concerns connected with the stationing action. There is sufficient
information regarding existing conditions and impacts to environmental resources for all reasonable
alternatives considered in this EIS. This information allows the Army to take a fair, objective, and
comparatively hard look at the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and its alternatives.

Decision(s) to be Made

The Army decision makers will review the analyses and conclusions drawn in this EIS and decide
whether to implement land use changes and training infrastructure improvements and training
infrastructure improvements to support the GTA stationing decision at Fort Bliss. This EIS identifies and
presents a range of reasonable alternatives capable of meeting the purpose and need for use of stationing
and training capacity, and implementation of land use changes and training infrastructure improvements
at Fort Bliss. The final decision will be based on the information presented in this EIS and on
consideration of other relevant factors, including mission requirements, resultant costs, technical factors,
and environmental considerations.

Public Involvement

The public’s participation is essential to any successful NEPA analysis. The CEQ and Army NEPA
regulations provide several opportunities for the public to participate in this process. These opportunities
include a public scoping process that is initiated with publication in the Federal Register of a Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS, a 60-day public review period for the Draft EIS, and publication of the
FEIS accompanied by a 30-day mandatory waiting period before a final decision can be made and a ROD
issued.

As a matter of Army regulation and policy, public involvement is required for every EIS, and strongly
encouraged for all Army actions. The CEQ requirement for public involvement (40 CFR 1506.6) states

GFS Final EIS viii March 2010
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Executive Summary

that whenever analyzing environmental considerations, when practicable, all potentially interested or
affected parties will be involved. This requirement starts at the very beginning of an EIS process by
developing a plan to include all affected parties and implementing the plan with appropriate adjustments
as it proceeded (AR 360-5). A public involvement plan includes the following:

e Local and installation communities receive information through such means as news releases to
local media, announcements to local citizens groups, and Commander's letters at each milestone
of the project. The dissemination of this information is based on the needs and desires of the local
communities.

o Representatives of local, state, tribal, and federal government agencies coordinate on each
milestone of the project.

e Public comments are invited, and two-way communication channels must be kept open through
various means, dynamic in nature and updated regularly to reflect the needs of the local
community.

Following the requirements outlined above, the Notice of Intent for this EIS was published in the Federal
Register on September 25, 2008 (73 FR 119). Following publication of the NOI, public notices were
published in the Las Cruces Sun News, El Paso Times, and Alamogordo Daily News, announcing the
times and locations of public scoping meetings. These meetings were held between October 14 and 17,
2008, at Las Cruces, Chaparral, and Alamogordo, New Mexico and El Paso, Texas. The 45-day scoping
period began on September 25, 2008, and ended on November 10, 2008.

At the public scoping meetings, a total of 35 people signed in at the four meetings, with individuals and
organizational representatives providing oral comments via court reporters for the Army’s consideration.
The Army also received written comments from six organizations. The Army compiled a scoping report,
identifying and assessing the issues identified through the scoping process. The major concerns and issues
expressed during the scoping process that were determined to be within the scope of the EIS are
summarized below. The issues are organized by each meeting and by those received by mail.

Alamogordo, New Mexico

Other than questions being raised regarding the definition of bivouac, whether an archaeological survey
has been completed, no issues were raised at this meeting.

Las Cruces, New Mexico

A question was raised regarding whether there would be changes to the force structure that was
previously briefed, and whether there would be any changes to the overall infrastructure and to the
numbers of brigade combat teams. A recommendation was made to Fort Bliss to make a greater effort to
get members of local communities and other interested parties to attend the next round of public
meetings.

Issues raised during this meeting included the following:

e The difference between this EIS and the previous one should be made very clear to the reading
public.

March 2010 ix GFS Final EIS
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Executive Summary

e The cumulative impacts section should address how this action will affect neighboring public
lands. It should also address whether there will be populations or subpopulations of wildlife
dispersing onto public lands and what the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will need to do to
manage this, especially big game. Finally, the cumulative impacts section should consider the
increased activity at White Sands Missile Range, as well as at Spaceport America.

El Paso, Texas

The following issues were raised during the EI Paso meeting:

The training infrastructure improvement alternative that includes the proposed rail line should be
seriously considered.

e Impacts to archaeological resources need to be addressed

e Even though Castner Range is not part of the scope of this project, the Army should consider
cleaning up this range and transferring it to the state of Texas. This could be considered as
mitigation to environmental impacts that will occur at other locations on Fort Bliss.

o The Army should address the use of depleted uranium (DU). The use of DU for coating Bradley
tanks and for use in weaponry should be addressed in the EIS.

Chaparral, New Mexico

Only one issue was raised during this scoping meeting. One commenter would like the Army to consider
alternative sources of energy.

WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE

Comments were also received in writing from the following agencies and organizations:
e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

e Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA)
e El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club

e The Southwest Environmental Center

e Otero County Grazing Advisory Board

e County of Otero

Written comments are summarized below.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) submitted written comments to Fort Bliss, which were
received on November 10, 2008. The USFWS provided general comments relating to continuing to
implement the Fort Bliss Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), applying ecosystem

GFS Final EIS X March 2010
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management tools; conserving ecologically important vegetative communities and all species listed by the
State of New Mexico as threatened or endangered; preserving and restoring, if necessary, unique natural
ecological communities and landscape features; protecting migratory bird resources; and employing other
best management practices minimize habitat fragmentation, avoid bird collisions or electrocutions, and
minimize light pollution.

Additional management recommendations were provided by the USFWS relating to federally listed
threatened and endangered species, the northern aplomado falcon, and bat conservation.

Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA)

The AOPA’s comments centered considering the impacts on civil and commercial aviation. Specifically,
they indicated that it would be in the best interest of the Army, as well as to all the users of the national
airspace system (NAS) that the current airspace and ranges infrastructure be examined at potential
installations. The decision to move units into installations with existing ranges would save the Army time
and financial resources, and avoid the need to unnecessarily create redundant special use airspace (SUA)
around the country. Finally, AOPA reminded the Army about the requirement to consider the impact to
civil and commercial aviation.

El Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club

Representatives of the EI Paso Regional Group of the Sierra Club requested that the Army consider the
following when preparing the GFS Final EIS:

o Complete disclosure of DU contamination caused by the utilization of Abrams Tanks and DU
tipped long-rod penetrators (shells).

o Complete disclosure of any other radioactive contamination (no matter how small) created by the

planned expansion of McGregor Range. Include a listing of all radioactive elements and the
amount of contamination.

The Southwest Environmental Center

The Southwest Environmental Center submitted comments on behalf of the following groups:

e The Wilderness Society (Denver)

e The Wilderness Society (Albuquerque)

o Retired Senior Ecologist, Fort Bliss

¢ National Wildlife Federation

e New Mexico Wilderness Alliance

e Wild Earth Guardians
Collectively, these groups represent thousands of members who enjoy and benefit from the myriad
recreational opportunities and ecological values of public lands on (McGregor Range) or in the vicinity of

Fort Bliss. The Southwest Environmental Center expressed their concern over potential changes in land
uses affecting Otero Mesa as a result of the proposed action. The Coalition for Otero Mesa (which

March 2010 Xi GFS Final EIS
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includes most of the groups that signed the letter) submitted a nomination to the BLM for the
establishment of an Otero Mesa Grasslands Wildlife Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).
The purpose of this nomination is to provide landscape scale protection for the unique and threatened
resources of the Otero Mesa desert grasslands. The proposed ACEC includes the portion of Otero Mesa
located within the McGregor Range.

The Southwest Environmental Center expressed concern over potential adverse impacts resulting from
proposed land use changes on Fort Bliss due to the proposed action. These impacts include, but are not
limited to, habitat fragmentation, soil compaction, destruction of vegetation and wildlife, increased
erosion, spread of invasive species, soil contamination, dust, noise, impacts to listed and candidate
threatened and endangered species, and disturbance to wildlife. Because of the many valuable resources
in the pending Proposed Grasslands Wildlife ACEC and the potential impacts of the proposed land use
changes and training expansions, the Southwest Environmental Center provided a series of
recommendations relating to analyzing the no action alternative. This would avoid impacts to the pending
Proposed Grasslands Wildlife ACEC; analyzing the minimum amount of land use changes to meet the
Army’s expansion needs; conducting a cost-benefit analysis of any land use changes, weighing increased
training opportunities against impacts to the many resources and values of the pending Proposed
Grasslands Wildlife ACEC; developing and implementing a mitigation and monitoring program;
developing and analyzing alternatives that consider use of other military lands; analyzing the effects of
the proposed action on long-term regional water resources; and analyzing potential impacts to the view
shed and air quality.

Otero County Grazing Advisory Board

The Otero County Grazing Advisory Board submitted written comments after the scoping period ended.
The Grazing Advisory Board outlined three concerns relating to the GFS Final EIS, including the
following:
e Need for the supplemental EIS on the new short-range air defense (SHORAD) emplacement
north of Highway 506 for live fire practice with the sparrow and stinger missile systems as this is
a major change of mission.
o Fire danger as a result of the firing of the sparrow and stinger missiles and control of such fires.

o Future closing of Highway 506 due to maneuvers associated with the additional missions.

Otero County

The Otero County Manager also submitted comments to Fort Bliss after the scoping period ended. The
County’s concerns include the following:

o Expansion of installation activities on Otero Mesa. While the group of affected citizens may be
small, this group of citizens represent a custom and culture County officials are trying to preserve
in the county and throughout the West.

o Effects of heavy equipment maneuvers on county roads, particularly on County Road 506.

e Cattle ranching issues, including munitions-caused fires destroying range grasses.

e Consideration of stationing firefighting apparatus in the vicinity of the Border Patrol check point

GFS Final EIS Xii March 2010
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on Highway 54.

The comments and concerns of the public and agencies were used to determine the focus of analysis and
selection of alternatives. A summary of the comments received during the scoping process is included in
the project record, organized by location, meeting date, and subject.

Following publication of the Draft EIS, the Army held four public meetings (one in Texas and three in
New Mexico) during a 60-day public comment period that started on October 30, 2009 and closed on
December 30, 2009. The oral comments received from these meetings have been presented to Senior
Army Leadership to provide additional information to decision makers and they have been used to help
shape discussion presented in this FEIS.

In addition to oral comments collected at the public meetings, 61 written comments were received by mail
and e-mail. Comments on the Draft EIS are summarized below.

e Potential closure of Highway 506 due to increased live fire training, vehicles crossing the
highway, and vehicle trips.

e Depleted uranium contamination of the environment due to vehicles and training activities.

e Potential overcrowding of local schools in the Chaparral area due to increased student population.
o Potential impacts to the environment from solid waste disposal at off-site landfills.

e Increase in dust impacts due to Cantonment and range construction activities.

e Increase in potential for wildfires in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 due to
live fire exercises.

e Increase in road maintenance activities on the Fort Bliss Training Complex (FBTC) due to
increased training activities.

o Potential for using the clean-up of Castner Range as part of the mitigation for potential impacts
associated with this EIS.

e Potential impacts to grasslands due to an increase in Fixed Sites, Controlled Field Training
Exercise (FTX) military activities, and Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver military activities.

o Potential for an increase in invasive species due to increased military activities.

e Potential impact of the proposed rail road and increased training activities on endangered species
habitat and erosion within arroyo-riparian areas.

e Potential impacts to animal grazing units and public recreation access (including hunting) due to
an increase in training days, as well as Fixed Site areas, Controlled FTX military activities, Off-
Road Vehicle Maneuver, and Live Fire military activities.

e Concerns over the bird and bat surveys used by the Army to determine impact to natural
resources.

March 2010 xiii GFS Final EIS
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Executive Summary

e Concerns of the Army’s ability to identify cultural resources and relevant studies.

NEPA Process

NEPA is a federal environmental law establishing a national policy of procedural requirements for all
federal government agencies, including the preparation of an EIS for proposed agency actions. Pursuant
to NEPA, the Army must disclose the effects of its proposed GTA activities at Fort Bliss to the public and
officials who must make decisions concerning the proposal.

Tiering

The regulations that implement NEPA encourage tiering EISs. Tiering refers to the coverage of general
matters in broad EISs (such as the 2007 GTA PEIS) with subsequent narrower environmental analyses
(such as those contained within this EIS) that incorporate the general discussions while concentrating
solely on the issues specific to the subsequent analysis (CEQ 2007). Tiering is appropriate when the
sequence of EISs or analyses is from an EIS on a specific action at an early stage (such as site selection)
to a subsequent EIS or analysis at a later stage (site-specific analysis). Tiering in these cases is appropriate
when it helps the lead agency focus on the issues that are ready for decision and exclude from
consideration issues already decided or not yet timely (CEQ 2007). Tiering also helps to minimize
repetition. This EIS assesses use of stationing and training capacity, implementation of land use changes,
and training infrastructure improvements at Fort Bliss. In addition to quoting from the broader coverage
of the GTA PEIS (October 2007) and the SEIS (March 2007) tiers, this EIS also incorporates more
specific information from a variety of other sources referenced in the document bibliography.

Proposed Action

The Army’s Proposed Action is to implement at Fort Bliss land use changes and training infrastructure
improvements to support the GTA stationing decision. Units considered in the stationing decision include
three types of brigade combat teams (BCTs) —-HBCTs, IBCTs, and Stryker BCTs (SBCTSs) along with the
required support from Artillery (Fires) Brigades, Sustainment Brigade Equivalents (SBEs), and Combat
Aviation Brigades (CABs).

The HBCT, IBCT, and SBCT are self-contained brigades that provide combat power needed to deploy
and fight.

HBCTs have considerable firepower and protective armament. Each HBCT includes four tank
companies, four mechanized infantry companies, three reconnaissance troops (company size), two
engineer companies, a fires battalion, and one surveillance unit.

IBCTs are designed for rapid deployability, speed, and agility. Each IBCT includes two infantry
battalions, a brigade special troops battalion, a reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition
squadron, a fires battalion, a brigade support battalion, and a brigade headquarters.

SBCTs are capable of deploying quickly to respond and prevent, contain, stabilize, or resolve small-scale
conflicts. Each SBCT includes three infantry battalions, a reconnaissance, surveillance, and target
acquisition squadron, a fires battalion, a brigade support battalion, and brigade headquarters.

Fires Brigades, SBEs, and CABs all provide support to the BCTs. The Fires Brigade uses mounted and
towed artillery to provide close support and precision strikes. It employs artillery within the unit but also
can control and direct the fires of other armed forces or coalition partners. An SBE is a generic term
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describing Combat Support and Combat Service Support units of various sizes and compositions. The
support is often in the form of fuel, ammunition, parts, food, and contracting services. This grouping
represents a potential average unit composition and is used for analysis throughout this document, but
other grouping combinations may be present. CABs plan, prepare, execute, and assess aviation and
combined arms operations. They are organized with two attack battalions, an assault battalion, a general
support battalion, and an aviation support battalion.

Specific alternatives comprising this Proposed Action are indicated in each category of alternatives
below.

Alternatives Considered

Three categories of alternatives were identified as critical elements of the Proposed Action, including the
following:

e Stationing and Training
e Land Use Changes
e Training Infrastructure Improvements

Each of the three categories of alternatives analyzed contain a no action and several action alternatives. A
“cafeteria” approach is expected to be taken, where the decision maker will select one alternative from
each of the three categories. These categories and their alternatives are necessary components of action
for meeting the Army’s requirements for use of stationing and training capacity, and implementation of
land use changes, and execution of training infrastructure improvements at Fort Bliss.

The categories, their alternatives, and their impacts are outlined here and discussed in detail in subsequent
chapters. In addition, the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the natural and human environment
of proposed activities are considered in subsequent chapters of this document. Specific alternatives
comprising this Proposed Action are identified in each category of alternatives below.

Category 1: Stationing and Training

Category 1: Stationing and Training includes four alternatives, which are all cumulative. That is the
features described in Alternative 2 are in addition the features described in Alternative 1, the features
described in Alternative 3 are in addition to the features described in Alternative 2, and the features
described in Alternative 4 is inclusive of all four alternatives.

A significant consideration in the development of the alternatives was sustaining force readiness. The
Army has always focused on maintaining an operationally ready force that can respond to emerging
threats and potential contingencies that threaten national security. Maintaining operational readiness
means providing Soldiers and leaders with dedicated time to train and rehearse core mission essential
tasks, fully employ the capabilities of their equipment in a training environment, and maintain their
vehicles, weapons, and other essential combat systems. The Army plan includes a readiness model to
manage the force and ensure the ability to support demands for Army forces. This readiness model is the
process known as Army Forces Generation (ARFORGEN).

ARFORGEN ensures that individual units receive adequate time to prepare for deployment through
training and maintenance activities and that manning, equipping, and resourcing can be synchronized with
unit deployments. The ARFORGEN force readiness model brings units to a full state of readiness in
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terms of manning, equipment and training before they are scheduled to deploy. The ARFORGEN process
is designed to reduce Soldier uncertainty with regards to deployments and provide Combatant
Commanders of the U.S. Army with a consistent level of ready forces to execute operations abroad. In
providing Commanders with “ready” trained, manned, and equipped units, the ARFORGEN model
assumes that active duty units will support one operational deployment in a three year period. This means
that at all times one of the HBCTSs stationed at Fort Bliss would be deployed abroad.

Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (S§T-1)

Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1) is the No Action Alternative. This alternative implements
the GTA Decision as selected in the GTA PEIS, the ROD for which was signed in December 2007. Two
IBCTs would be stationed and train at Fort Bliss. Under the ARFORGEN model, one-third of the four
HBCTs and two IBCTs stationed at Fort Bliss would be deployed each year of a three year deployment
cycle. Under these deployment parameters, one of the three years would likely result in the training of up
to three of the four HBCTs and both IBCTs at the FBTC. This assumes that this level of deployment
would continue through the foreseeable future. One Brigade Combat Team (BCT) would also train at
Fort Bliss each year on a Temporary Duty (TDY) or visiting basis. The environmental impact analysis in
this EIS assumed that the TDY or visiting BCT would be an HBCT. However, the TDY or visiting BCT
could be of other types, such as IBCT or SBCT.

Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2)

Under Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2), the number of BCTs stationed at Fort Bliss would
remain the same as ST-1; however, BCT deployment would be halted and all units would be present and
training at Fort Bliss. As a result, seven BCTs would train within the FBTC each year. These seven
BCTs include the six BCTs stationed (4 HBCTs and 2 IBCTSs) at Fort Bliss, and one TDY HBCT.

Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3)

This alternative seeks to capture reasonably foreseeable future stationing actions based on the availability
at Fort Bliss of flexible maneuver spaces and modernized ranges, and Fort Bliss’ status as a Power
Projection Platform. In this alternative, one SBCT is added to the number of military units stationed at
Fort Bliss. Under this alternative, the stationed BCTs would increase from six to seven and would
include four HBCTs, two IBCTs, and one SBCT

This alternative includes evaluation of capacity of housing, administrative office space, vehicle parking
and maintenance space, and quality of life facilities needed to support the additional population. It also
considers facilities that are funded for future construction and their projected dates of availability. The
alternative analyses evaluate capacity problems and potential construction requirements.

Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4)- The Preferred Alternative

This alternative adds a second SBCT to the number of units stationed at Fort Bliss. Under this
alternative, the stationed BCTs would increase from six to eight and would include four HBCTs, two
IBCTs, and two SBCTs. This alternative would also add a second TDY HBCT training. This would
result in a total of 10 BCTs training at the FBTC each year, including the four HBCTs, two IBCTs, and
two SBCTs stationed at Fort Bliss, and the two TDY HBCTs. With the addition of the second SBCT, the
Other Units would increase by one Fires Brigade and three SBEs stationed at Fort Bliss.
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Table S-1 below provides a summary comparison of the units associated with each alternative. An
explanation of the units represented by the acronyms in the table immediately follows the table.

Table S-1. Summary of Stationed and Training Units by Alternative.

Stationed Units Training Units
SBCT : Other SBCT  Other
HBCT IBCT - Units HBCT  IBCT ~ Units

4 2 *

4 2 5 *

4 2 *
ST-4 4 2 2 6 2 | e
*  Collection of support units that include one Fires brigade, six SBEs, two CABs, and other combat

service and support units at Fort Bliss.
**  Adds one Fires brigade and three SBEs to the collection of Other Units at Fort Bliss.
a. Training HBCTs =4Bliss+ 1 TDY minus 1 deployed.

b. Training HBCTs =4Bliss+ 1 TDY.
c. Training HBCTs =4Bliss+2 TDY.

Category 2: Land Use Changes

This category includes five alternatives. Like Category 1, the features described for each alternative
Category 2 are additive to the features described in the previous alternative.

Land Use Changes Alternative 1 (LU-1)

Land Use Changes Alternative 1 (LU-1) is the No Action Alternative and does not propose any land use
changes.

Land Use Changes Alternative 2 (LU-2)

This alternative would include changes in land use designations in two primary areas of the FBTC. First,
the Army would allow four square kilometers of fixed sites in the Southeast McGregor Range by
removing the Grassland Limited Use Area (LUA) restriction in those four square kilometers areas. These
fixed sites would be within 1,000 m of a road and predominantly on slopes of less than 30 percent and
conceptual location are discussed in this document. Fixed sites would also be allowed in the Sacramento
Mountains of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (no changes to the Culp Canyon
Wilderness Study Area (WSA) by removing the Grassland LUA in this area.

Land Use Changes Alternative 3 (L U-3)

In addition to LU-2, this alternative includes the features described in LU-2 plus introduces Land Use
Category C in Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. This change allows the establishment
of Controlled FTX and Mission Support Facilities, and Live-Fire military uses in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506. This would also establish five square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites
on the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. The Controlled FTX areas would be within
500 meters of existing roads and generally on slopes of less than 30 percent (15 degrees). In addition,
with the Grassland LUA removed in LU-2, a Controlled FTX zone would be established in the
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Sacramento Mountains portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 on all areas
within 500 meters of a road on slopes of less than 30 percent (15 degrees).

Land Use Changes Alternative 4 (L U-4)

Land Use Change Alternative 4 (LU-4) includes the changes proposed in LU-3 and adds Off-Road
Vehicle Maneuver: Light military use within limited areas in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 to the previous land use change alternatives. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver of light wheeled
vehicles (e.g., High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles [HMMWVs]) would be permitted within
500m of an existing road on slopes of less than 30 percent.

Land Use Changes Alternative 5 (LU-5), The Preferred Alternative

This alternative includes all subsequent land use alternatives and allows three square kilometers of
Controlled FTX sites on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 by removing the Grassland LUA
limitations in these areas. These sites would be located adjacent to existing roads.

Category 3: Training Infrastructure Improvements

As previously discussed, the Army has modernized and standardized the inventory of ranges available at
stationing locations that support modular BCTs. This standardization emphasizes the availability of a
suite of modular BCT training ranges to ensure that all BCTs have access to critical training infrastructure
and can meet requirements for pre-deployment training certification. These modernized ranges
incorporate increased levels of digital technology, and they are designed to replicate situations and
scenarios encountered in the contemporary and projected future operating environments.

This category includes four alternatives and each subsequent alternative includes all of the features
described in the previous alternatives in the training infrastructure improvements category.

Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 1 (T/-1)

This is the No Action Alternative and does not propose any improvements to training infrastructure.
Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 2 (T/-2)

This alternative analyzes the construction of additional ranges to support the ROD for the 2007 GTA
PEIS. Construction of these ranges would use a phased approach, with the first phase including
approximately 27 ranges constructed in the FY2010 to 2016 period, with additional ranges constructed as
funds are available and depending upon the stationing and Training alternative selected.

Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 3 (T/-3)

This alternative includes TI-2 and the expansion of existing range camps and construction of Contingency
Operating Locations (COLs) in the FBTC. COL construction is analyzed at the programmatic level, with

total and per-instance acreage and possible general locations indicated. COLs are temporary facilities with
minimal engineering placed in austere locations along unimproved surface roads.
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Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 4 (T/-4), The Preferred
Alternative

This alternative includes all subsequent training infrastructure improvement alternatives and a rail line
connecting the Fort Bliss Cantonment to the FBTC. The rail line would run from the Fort Bliss
Cantonment generally north-northeast parallel to US Highway 54 and an existing rail line to a location
north of the Orogrande Range Complex. This alternative is in conceptual in nature.

Affected Environment

An EIS evaluate effects to the human environment through short term long term direct, indirect and
cumulative factors. These factors are described below.

Short-Term versus Long-Term Effects

Effects may be expressed in terms of duration. The duration of short-term effects is considered to be one
year or less, and long-term effects are described as lasting beyond one year. Long-term effects can
potentially continue in perpetuity.

Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects

The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA define three types of effects. They are direct, indirect, and
cumulative. Direct effects are those that are caused by an action and occur at the same time and place as
the action. Indirect effects are those effects that are caused by an action and that occur later in time or are
farther removed in distance from the action.

Cumulative impact is the cumulative effect on the environment that results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.

In addition to the CEQ regulations requiring the analysis of cumulative effects, the Army’s implementing
regulations to NEPA, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR Part 651), also requires that
cumulative actions, when viewed with other proposed actions that have cumulatively significant effects,
be discussed in the same impact statement. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects should be viewed
together to determine the full effects from each alternative identified in this EIS.

This EIS may identify significant direct or indirect effects for certain resources while finding that there
are no significant cumulative effects for the same resource. In addition, the converse may occur where a
less than significant direct or indirect project-level impact may tip the scale and cause a significant
cumulative impact to the same resource. This difference is normally due to the different geographical
context (Region of Influence [ROI]) for measuring direct and indirect versus cumulative effects. The ROI
for cumulative impact analysis is generally larger than the ROI for project-related effects. This is because
effects to resources at a project level can result in synergistic effects to the same resources at a larger
scale, such as regional air quality or the population levels of a certain species.

Valued Environmental Components

In 1997, CEQ published specific guidelines for Cumulative Effects Analysis (CEA), establishing new
impact assessment approach (or paradigm) that focuses on important regional resources, as opposed to the
traditional action-impact approach used for direct and indirect effects. The new assessment approach
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focuses on valued environmental components (VECSs), or resources that are important in a specific region.
In May 2007, the Army published its NEPA Analysis Guidance Manual. This manual is based on the
need for a specific, detailed Army methodology to implement NEPA analysis requirements outlined in the
CEQ CEA guidelines. Fort Bliss used the VEC methodology put forward in the CEQ guidance manual in
the preparation of this EIS.

Impact Methodology and Significance

A systematic approach to analysis of effects has been developed for this assessment. This approach
consists of a description of the components of each alternative, identification of each VEC, development
of methods to analyze effects, identification of significance criteria to determine the intensity of effects,
and development of mitigation measures that may be implemented to reduce or eliminate effects.

The effects are classified into the following categories:

e Significant

e Significant, but mitigable to less than significant
e Less than significant

e No impact

o Beneficial impact

Summary of Environmental Effects by Category and Alternative

A summary of the classification of direct and indirect, and cumulative effects of implementing each
action alternative in each of the categories for implementing the GTA stationing decision at Fort Bliss are
presented below on Tables S-2 and S-3, respectively.

Preferred Alternatives

The Army has selected ST-4, LU-5, and TI-4 as the preferred alternatives for this FEIS. These
alternatives were selected as the preferred action because together they provide all the stationing, training
and facility improvement benefits of the other alternatives and offer the most capacity and flexibility to
accommodate foreseeable future stationing and training, land use, and facility requirements.
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Table S-2. Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects Associated with the Proposed Action Alternatives

Training Infrastructure

Stationing and Training Land Use Changes I
mprovements
VEC LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5
ST-1 |ST-2| ST-3| ST-4
ST-1/ ST-2 | ST-3 | ST-4 | ST-1 | ST-2 | ST-3 |ST-4 || ST-1 | ST-2|ST-3 ST-4| ST-1| ST-2| ST-3| ST-4|| ST-1| ST-2| ST-3 ST-4 TI-1 | TI-2 TI-3 TI-4
Land Use O @) 0] [OlN NON O IO ENON IO ENCH O EON O] o ©) 0] o o 0] o 0] 0] o o O o S S
Earth Resources O] o O] o [ON OO} O o o o O o O] o o © © ) ) ) o ) ) @] 0] o ®
Natural ot |ot| o o |er|er|er ||| |||l |ttt @ | @ | o] @ e @
Resources
Cultural o' || o o |0 | ||| ||| || ||| ||| | 9| | 02| | | o
Resources
Air Quality o ©) o [OlN NON OO ENON IO ENCH O EON O] o 0] O] o o 0] o 0] O] o o o o O] 0]
I Water Resources O © O o ol O o o © O O o © O o N © O ) ) S o o © O o N o I
Facilities o 0] o O |||l O |O|lO|O|0O] OO0 o 0] O] o o 0] o 0] O] o o ® o O] 0]
Transportation © |lo|lo| o |o|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|lo|o|lo|lo|lo|lo|o|lo|lo|lo|l]o|lo]o|o|]o|o]| oo
and Traffic
Air Space ® ® ® ® ® | ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ® ®
Energy O 0] o O |OjlO|lO|O|lO|O|0O]|O|O o 0] 0] 0] o 0] o 0] 0] o O] O O (0] 0]
Solid Waste and
Hazardous o 0] o O ||l O0O|lO|lO|O|0O]| OO0 o 0] O] o o 0] o 0] ©) o o o o 0] 0]
Materials/ Waste
Noise
Socioeconomics

Significant

Significant but mitigable to less than significant

Less than Significant

No Impact

1  Classification of impacts to the Fort Bliss Cantonment only.

2 Classification of impacts to the Fort Bliss Training Complex only.

OO0 o®
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Table S-3. Classification of Cumulative Effects Associated with the Proposed Action
Alternatives.

Training Infrastructure

Improvements

TI2 | TI-3

Stationing and Training Land Use Changes

VEC

w
—

-1 ST-2 | ST-3

()]
I
EAN
-
c
-
c

-2

-
C

-3

L
-
c
-
=
4
Iy

©
o

Land Use

o

Earth Resources

Natural Resources

Cultural Resources
Air Quality
Water Resources

Facilities

Transportation and
Traffic

Air Space

O|O| @ |O|O|O|O0|0|0|0O
O|O| © |O||O0|0[0|0
OO0 © |O|0|O0|0|0|0
OO0 @ |O||O0|0|0|0|06
O|O| O |O|O|0O|O|0|O|O
O|O| O |O|O|0O|O|O|O|O
O|O| O |O|O|0O|O|O|O|O
O|O| O |O|O|0O|O0|0|O|0|C
O|O| O |O|O|0O|O0|O|O|O
O|O| O |O|O|O|0|O|O|O
O|O| O |O|O|O|0|O|0O|O
OO O |O|O|0O|0O|0O|0O
O|O| O |O|O|O|0|O|O|0O

Energy

Solid Waste and
Hazardous
Materials/

Waste

Noise

Socioeconomics

O  Significant but mitigate to less than significant.
O  Less than Significant
O No Impact
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Chapter 1 - Purpose, Need and Scope

CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROPOSED
ACTION

1.1 Introduction

This Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment Final Environmental Impact Statement
(GFS Final EIS) is intended to inform Army decision makers and the public of the likely environmental
consequences of various stationing, land use, and training infrastructure alternatives to support
implementation of the 2007 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Army Growth and
Force Structure Realignment (2007 GTA PEIS) and Global Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR)
decisions as they pertain to Fort Bliss.

Fort Bliss is a multi-mission United States Army installation located on approximately 1.12 million acres
in Texas and New Mexico (Figure 1-1). It consists of the Cantonment Area and the Fort Bliss Training
Complex (FBTC). The Cantonment Area is comprised of the Main Post, William Beaumont Army
Medical Center (WBAMC), and Logan Heights. The FBTC is comprised of three large geographic
segments: the South Training Areas, the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and McGregor Range.

Fort Bliss was first established in 1849. Since 1957, the installation has been the home of the U.S. Army
Air Defense Artillery Center, with its primary mission to support the Army’s Air Defense Artillery
training. In recent years and under the 2007 GTA PEIS and GDPR decisions, Fort Bliss serves as a
Power Projection Platform for regular Army, Army Reserve, and Army National Guard troops mobilizing
for deployment.

The Army is continuing the 30-year process of transforming the Army from a Cold War focus to one that
addresses new, unconventional threats to national security. The Army has completed the initial phases of
this modular transformation effort and continues to implement those actions needed to maintain training
and operational readiness levels, preserve a high quality of life for U.S. Army Soldiers and Families, and
fieltd a force that is best configured to meet the evolving national security and defense requirements of the
21% century.

The Army has taken action to:
e Realign existing forces.

e Increase its end strength permanently to a size and configuration that is capable of meeting
national security and defense objectives.

e Sustain unit equipment and training readiness.
o Ease the deployment burden on its Soldiers and Families.

In April 2007, the U.S. Army signed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Fort Bliss Texas and New
Mexico Mission and Master Plan Final Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(2007 SEIS). The 2007 SEIS sought to realize more fully the training opportunities at Fort Bliss through
land use changes and range construction to support stationing of six Heavy Brigade Combat Teams
(HBCTSs) at Fort Bliss based on the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission and the
GDPR decisions.

March 2010 1-1 GFS Final EIS
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Chapter 1 - Purpose, Need and Scope

In December 2007, the Army signed the ROD for the 2007 GTA PEIS. This ROD directed the stationing
of four HBCTs and two light Infantry Brigade Combat Teams (IBCTs) at Fort Bliss. These stationing
changes will leverage the training infrastructure and range modernization at Fort Bliss.

In order to further Army transformation, the Army needs to increase its overall size and restructure its
forces in accordance with modular transformation decisions. The resulting increase in the personnel
numbers and changes in unit configuration will enhance operational readiness by allowing Soldiers more
time to train and maintain their equipment. Additionally, this transformation allows Soldiers and families
more time together at home station while providing the nation with greater capability to respond
effectively to increased national defense and security challenges.

This GFS Final EIS tiers from the 2007 GTA PEIS, and evaluates the Proposed Action and alternatives
for Fort Bliss stationing, land use changes, and training infrastructure improvement. The alternatives
support Fort Bliss stationing decisions identified in the GTA PEIS ROD, the installation’s continued
mobilization and pre-deployment training mission, as well as reasonably foreseeable future stationing
decisions. The GFS Final EIS will assist Army decision makers’ understanding of the environmental
issues and social concerns connected with the stationing action. The information regarding existing
conditions and impacts to environmental resources for all alternatives in this GFS Final EIS will allow the
Army to make a fair, objective, and comparative assessment of the environmental effects of the Proposed
Action and its alternatives.

1.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to support the growth of the Army and to allow for reasonably
foreseeable future stationing actions, land use changes, and training infrastructure improvements that take
advantage of the Fort Bliss’ varied terrain; full suite of training ranges; collocation with heavy, light, and
aviation combat units; and collocation with various support units.

The Army needs to implement the Proposed Action to support stationing decisions applicable to Fort
Bliss as identified in the ROD for the 2007 GTA PEIS. This recent stationing decision, in combination
with previous Transformation, BRAC, and GDPR decisions, as well as other national defense policy
documents, defines the known missions for Fort Bliss, and will assist the Army in fielding a sustainable
force that matches mission requirements. It allows for the adjustment of the composition of Army forces
to accommodate Army transformation objectives and create additional unit capabilities in high demand
areas where mission requirements exceed current manning authorizations. The Proposed Action also is
necessary to determine land use changes on Fort Bliss to better support the 2007 GTA PEIS decisions and
future stationing decisions, as well as continued mobilization and pre-deployment training of units at Fort
Bliss. Lastly, the Proposed Action includes training infrastructure improvements supporting the various
mission requirements at Fort Bliss. Over the long term, Fort Bliss is a designated military installation
whose mission is to continue supporting the evolving operations, infrastructure, training, and testing
requirements of the Army.

1.3 NEPA Process

This document has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Public Law 91-190) with regulations published at 40 CFR 1500 et seq. and
at 32 CFR 651 et seq. NEPA is a federal environmental law establishing a national policy of procedural
requirements for all federal government agencies, including the preparation of EISs for proposed agency
actions. NEPA directs the Army to disclose the effects of its proposed GTA activities at Fort Bliss to the
public and officials who must make decisions concerning the proposal.
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1.3.1 Tiering

Tiering refers to the coverage of general matters in a broad EIS (such as the 2007 GTA PEIS) with
subsequent narrower environmental analyses (such as those contained within this Final EIS [FEIS]) that
incorporate the general discussions while concentrating solely on the issues specific to the subsequent
analysis (CEQ 2007). Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of analyses for EISs moves from an EIS
on a specific action at an early stage (such as site selection) to a subsequent EIS or analysis at a later stage
(site-specific analysis). Tiering in these cases is appropriate when it helps the lead agency focus on the
issues that are ready for decision and exclude from consideration issues already decided or not yet timely
(CEQ 2007). Tiering also helps to minimize repetition. This FEIS assesses use of stationing and training
capacity, land use changes, and training infrastructure improvements at Fort Bliss and analyzes the
impacts of the improvements on Fort Bliss and the adjacent off-post areas or region of influence (ROI).
The ROI discussed in this FEIS may vary but generally consists of a three-county area comprised of El
Paso County in Texas and Dofia Ana and Otero Counties in New Mexico. In addition to referencing and
quoting from the broader coverage of the GTA PEIS (October 2007) and the SEIS (March 2007), this
FEIS also incorporates more specific information from a variety of other sources referenced in the
document bibliography.

1.3.2 Cooperating Agencies

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Las Cruces Area Office, and United States Forest Service
(USFS) are cooperating agencies on this FEIS as defined in 40 CFR Part 1501.6. BLM has joint
responsibility for managing public lands on McGregor Range that have been withdrawn for military use.
BLM also provides expertise in resource management and livestock grazing on McGregor Range. The
USFS has joint responsibility for managing the Lincoln National Forest within Training Area (TA) 33.

1.3.3 Public Involvement

The public’s participation is essential to any successful NEPA analysis. The CEQ and Army NEPA
regulations provide several opportunities for the public to participate in this process. These opportunities
include a public scoping process that is initiated with publication in the Federal Register of a Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS, a public review period for the Draft EIS, and publication of the FEIS,
accompanied by a 30-day mandatory waiting period before a final decision can be made and a ROD
issued.

Public involvement is required for every EIS and, as a matter of Army policy, strongly encouraged for all
Army actions. The requirement for public involvement (40 CFR 1506.6) requires that agencies make a
diligent effort to involve interested or affected parties, whenever analyzing environmental considerations.
This requirement starts at the very beginning of an EIS process by developing a plan to include all
affected parties and implementing the plan with appropriate adjustments as it proceeded (32 CFR 651.47).
The public involvement plan for this EIS included multiple avenues of communication such as:

e The NOI was published on September 25, 2008 in the Federal Register.

e Four scoping meetings were held for the public. Meetings were announced in the local papers and
scheduled for four separate locations (Alamogordo, Chaparral, Las Cruces, New Mexico, and El
Paso, Texas). Meetings were held during the week of October 13 through 17, 2008. Each
meeting included a presentation by the Army concerning the Proposed Action and the
alternatives.  Participants were then offered the opportunity to provide written and oral
comments.  Additionally, information stations were established around the room offering
participants information about the FBTC and the associated proposed action and alternatives.

GFS Final EIS 1-4 March 2010
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Chapter 1 - Purpose, Need and Scope

The results of the public scoping included a variety of statements that were reviewed and
considered during the preparation of the FEIS.

Moving forward, local and installation communities receive information through such means as
news releases to local media, announcements to local citizens groups, and Commander's letters at
each milestone of the project. The dissemination of this information is based on the needs and
desires of the local and installation communities.

Representatives of local, state, tribal, and federal government agencies coordinate at each
milestone of the project. At Fort Bliss, consultation with the tribal government occurred from
June 7 through 12, 2009.

The GFS Draft EIS along with a notice for public meetings, and a public comment form were
distributed to individuals and organizations on the Distribution List and submitted to U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) on October 30, 2009.

The Notice of Availability (NOA) was published by the Army in the El Paso Times, Las Cruces
Sun-News, Alamogordo Daily News, and Fort Bliss Monitor on October 30, 2009 and in the
Federal Register on November 3, 20009.

Copies of the GFS Draft EIS were made available for public review at eight libraries in the region
and on the Fort Bliss website.

The public review period for the GFS Draft EIS ended December 30, 2009. During the review
period, Fort Bliss conducted two field visits and held four public meetings. The field visits,
conducted on November 12, 2009 and December 14, 2009, provided interested members of the
public an opportunity to tour the FBTC, specifically the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506. The public meetings were held in Alamogordo, New Mexico on November 16,
2009; Las Cruces, New Mexico on November 17, 2009; Chaparral, New Mexico on November
18, 2009; and EI Paso, Texas on November 19, 2009. During each meeting, the Army provided a
presentation describing the Proposed Action, the associated alternatives, and the EIS process.
Displays and handouts summarizing the Proposed Action, the other alternatives and their
environmental consequences were distributed to participants and available throughout the
meeting.

Following the presentation, members of the public had the opportunity to make oral comments on
the GFS Draft EIS. A total of nine oral comments were received as a result of all four public
meetings. All of these comments were recorded for the record by a court reporter. By the end of
the 60-day comment period, the Army had received 11 letters, one comment form, and nine e-
mails, which contained a total of 61 written comments. A total of 70 oral and written comments
were received and addressed from the public review period. Copies of the written comments and
responses to all 70 oral and written comments are included in Appendix C of this FEIS.

Communication with public affairs officers at all Army, USEPA, and cooperating agency levels.
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1.4 CHANGES BETWEEN THE DRAFT AND THE FINAL EIS

The following changes and additions have been made to the GFS Draft EIS in response to the public
comments:

e A new appendix (Appendix C Comments and Responses) has been added. It contains transcripts
of the public meetings held to accept comments on the GFS Draft EIS and copies of all written
comments received during the review period. It also contains responses to those comments.

e Additional information has been added to Sections 2.2.2, 3.1.1.4.5, 3.2.6, 3.2.7, 3.2.8, 3.2.9,
3.4.11, 3.5.35, 3.6.1.3, 3.7.4.4, 3.7.5.5, 3.10, 3.21.2.1.7, Table 4-2, and Table 5-1 to clarify or
expand upon land use, impacts from live fire training, invasive species management, impacts to
natural resources, cultural resource analyses, air quality analyses, lack of depleted uranium at Fort
Bliss, cumulative impacts, and mitigation and monitoring. Minor additions and corrections have
been made in various parts of the document.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

CHAPTER 2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the Proposed Action and alternatives that the Army evaluated for this FEIS. The
Purpose and Need described in Chapter 1 sets forth a context in which to analyze the alternatives. The
Purpose and Need, while defining necessary elements, allows consideration of several alternatives that
comprise the Proposed Action. Specific criteria for evaluating the various alternatives in each category
include mission support, technical viability, economic feasibility, and sustainability.

2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action will assist the Army in the implementation of actions needed to support the Army’s
decisions on growth, realignment, and modernization at Fort Bliss as documented in the ROD for the
2007 GTA PEIS, dated December, 2007 and the May 11, 2009 Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) modernization plan (U.S. Army 2009). These actions would allow the Army to achieve a size
and composition that is better able to meet national security and defense requirements, modify the force in
accordance with Army Transformation, sustain unit equipment and training readiness, and preserve
quality of life for the Soldiers and their Families. The Proposed Action will be comprised of elements
from each of the three categories defined in this analysis: the GTA and reasonably foreseeable
stationing/training actions, land use changes, and training infrastructure improvements. Most of Fort
Bliss’ current Air Defense mission will continue to include Patriot and other missile firings, Theater High
Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) radar battery testing and training, and Joint Land Attack Cruise Missile
Defense Elevated Netted Sensor System (JLENS) training.

2.2 Alternatives Considered

A significant consideration in the development of the alternatives is sustaining force readiness. The Army
focuses on maintaining an operationally ready force that can respond to situations that may threaten
national security. Maintaining force readiness means providing Soldiers and leaders with time to train
and rehearse on core mission-essential tasks, fully employ the capabilities of their equipment, and
maintain their vehicles, weapons, and other essential combat systems.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action were developed in internal scoping meetings with the Fort Bliss
Garrison, Installation Management Command — West Region, and the U.S. Army Environmental
Command staff. These alternatives were presented in public scoping meetings in Alamogordo, Las
Cruces, and Chaparral, New Mexico; and El Paso, Texas, during the week of October 13 through 17,
2008. The purpose of the public scoping meetings was to provide a clear explanation of the Proposed
Action, and to engage the public in the decision making process by soliciting input on the range of
alternatives and potential environmental impacts proposed for analysis.

The following three categories were identified for evaluation as part of the Proposed Action:
e Stationing/Training
e Land Use Changes

e Training Infrastructure Improvements

Each of the three categories analyzed contains a No Action and several action alternatives. These
categories and their alternatives are necessary components of action to meet the Army’s requirements for
use of stationing and training capacity. They also comprise the associated necessary land use changes and
training infrastructure improvements at Fort Bliss.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The categories, their alternatives, and their impacts are separated out in this chapter and subsequent
environmental analysis chapters for ease of comparison and understanding. The direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects on the natural and human environment are considered in subsequent chapters of this
document. Specific alternatives within each category comprising the Proposed Action are identified
below. A description of each alternative is also provided.

2.2.1 Category 1: Stationing/Training

The Category 1 alternatives address the stationing and training of various units at Fort Bliss. Units
considered in these alternatives include three types of brigade combat teams (BCTs) — Heavy BCTs
(HBCTs), Infantry BCTs (IBCTs), and Stryker BCTs (SBCTs) — along with the required support from
Artillery (Fires) Brigades, Sustainment Brigade Equivalents (SBEs), Combat Aviation Brigades (CABS),
and other combat support and service units (all referred to as *‘Other Units’).

The stationing component of Category 1 alternatives accounts for the facilities necessary to station each
of the alternative’s units at Fort Bliss. These include garrison operations for the units and quality of life
facilities for the Soldiers and their families. Adequate garrison facilities are required to ensure that the
units are administratively prepared and functionally equipped to support deployments. Stationing of units,
particularly BCTs, requires dedicated administrative office space, motor pools, vehicle maintenance
facilities, and weapons armories. Quality of life facilities include adequate housing and living space,
schools, medical facilities, and recreational facilities. These facilities are generally located in the
Cantonment.

The training component of Category 1 focuses on the units training at the FBTC and includes the units
stationed at Fort Bliss as well as units stationed elsewhere but deployed to Fort Bliss to accomplish some
or all of their training requirements. Other aspects of training are also examined in the other Categories.
Category 2 alternatives focus on the land use associated with training on the FBTC. Category 3
alternatives, in contrast, examine construction or emplacement of training infrastructure.

Table 2-1 provides the number of military units that comprise each stationing and training alternative. As
shown in Table 2-1, Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1) and Stationing and Training Alternative
2 (ST-2) would contain the same number of military units stationed at Fort Bliss. One BCT would also
train at Fort Bliss each year on a TDY or visiting basis. This FEIS assumed that the TDY or visiting BCT
would be an HBCT. However, the TDY or visiting BCT could be of other types, such as IBCT or SBCT.

The training units under ST-1 and ST-2 differ, however, because under ST-1 one of the stationed HBCTs
would be deployed and would not train at Fort Bliss. Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3) adds
an SBCT to the units stationed and training at Fort Bliss. Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4),
the preferred stationing and training alternative, adds a second SBCT to the units stationed and training at
Fort Bliss, along with a second TDY or visiting HBCT. In addition, one Fires Brigade and three SBEs
would station and train at Fort Bliss under ST-4. Each stationing and training alternative are further
discussed in the following sections.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-1.  Summary of Stationed and Training Units by Alternative.

Stationed Units Training Units
Alternative| HBCT [IBCT| SBCT | Other Units| HBCT | IBCT | SBCT | Other Units
ST-1 4 2 0 * 4° 2 0 *
ST-2 4 2 0 * 5 2 o *
ST-3 4 2 1 * 5¢ 2 1 *
ST-4° 4 2 | 2 *x 6 2 2 o

*  Collection of support units that include one Fires brigade, six SBEs, two CABs, and other combat service and support units at Fort Bliss.
**  Adds one Fires brigade and three SBEs to the collection of Other Units at Fort Bliss.

The preferred stationing and training alternative for the FEIS.

Training HBCTs = 4 Bliss + 1 TDY minus 1 deployed.

Training HBCTs = 4 Bliss + 1 TDY.

Training HBCTs = 4 Bliss + 2 TDY.

oo o

The HBCTs, IBCTs, SBCTs, and Other Units vary in terms of mission, equipment, and personnel. The
HBCTs, IBCTs, and SBCTs are self-contained brigades that provide combat power needed to deploy and
fight. HBCTs have considerable firepower and protective armament. Each HBCT includes four tank
companies, four mechanized infantry companies, three reconnaissance troops (company size), two
engineer companies, a fires battalion, and one surveillance unit.

IBCTs are designed for rapid deployment, speed, and agility. Each IBCT includes two infantry
battalions, a brigade special troops battalion, a reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition
squadron, a fires battalion, a brigade support battalion, and a brigade headquarters.

SBCTs are capable of deploying quickly to respond and prevent, contain, stabilize, or resolve small-scale
conflicts. Each SBCT includes three infantry battalions, a reconnaissance, surveillance, and target
acquisition squadron, a fires battalion, a brigade support battalion, and brigade headquarters.

Fires Brigades, SBEs, CABs, and other combat support and service units provide support to the BCTs.
The Fires Brigade uses mounted and towed artillery to provide close support and precision strikes. It
employs artillery within the unit but also can control and direct the fires of other armed forces or coalition
partners. An SBE is a generic term describing Combat Support and Combat Service Support units of
various sizes and compositions. The support is often in the form of fuel, ammunition, parts, food, and
contracting services. This grouping represents a potential average unit composition and is used for
analysis throughout this document, but other grouping combinations may be present. CABs plan, prepare,
execute, and assess aviation and combined arms operations. They are organized with two attack
battalions, an assault battalion, a general support battalion, and an aviation support battalion.

Each military unit contains an estimated quantity of tracked and wheeled vehicles that are grouped
according to the low (L), medium (M), and high (H) soil contact pressure exerted on the underlying soils
by each wheel or track. The vehicle soil contact pressures shown in Table 2-2 are based on vehicle
weight. The vehicle weight was based on normal design loads or combat weights, equipment, cross
country tire pressures, and crews as the conditions would be under full operational deployment in typical
off-road movements.

As summarized in Table 2-2, a majority of the wheeled vehicles are generally classified as L or M, with
the exception of the Heavy Expanded Mobility Tactical Truck (HEMTT) and the Stryker type vehicles
that have an H classification. Tracked vehicles are generally classified as L, with the exception of the
M1A1 Abrams Tank and M88 Recovery Vehicle which have an M classification.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-2. Contact Pressure Classification for Common Military Vehicles.
Weight | Total tire/track pad SOFI’II’(ECSZSIEZICt Soil Contact Pressure
Type of Vehicle (tons) contact width (cm) (kg/cm?) Classification
Wheeled Vehicles
HEMTT (M977) 19.4 44.5 6
High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled
Vehicle (HMMW\V/) (M998) 26 26.7 2 L
Light Medium Tactical Vehicle
(LMTV) (M1078) 7.4 31.8 3 M
MTV (M1084) 11.8 35.6 3 M
All Terrain Lifter Articulated System
(ATLAS) 16.75 59.7 4 M
Stryker 19 40.6 5 H
Tracked Vehicles
Self-Propelled 120mm Mortar (M1064) 13.8 38.1 2 L
Abrams tank (M1A1) 68 63.5 4 M
Bradley fighting vehicle (M2/M1) 335 53.3 2 L
Recovery vehicle (M88) 70 711 3 M
Armored Personnel Carrier (M113) 12.9 38.1 2 L
cm centimeter

Kg/cm2  kilograms per square centimeter

The number of Soldiers and vehicles/aircraft are listed in Table 2-3 for the military units that would be
stationed at Fort Bliss. As shown in Table 2-3, a majority of the tracked vehicles with L and M
classifications are contained in an HBCT. IBCTs contain the most wheeled vehicles with an L
classification, and SBCTs contain the most wheeled vehicles with an M and H classification. SBCTs
employ the most Soldiers and consequently, have the largest count of total vehicles, all of which are
wheeled. Both the HBCTs and IBCTs contain the same number of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVS),
while rotary wing aircrafts (RWAS) are exclusive to the CAB support unit.

Table 2-3. Number of Soldiers and Vehicles/Aircraft in each Military Unit Stationed at Fort
Bliss.
Number of Vehicles/Aircraft
L M H
Military Unit | Soldiers | Classification Classification Classification | UAVs RWA!
w T w T w T

HBCT 3,800 438 247 241 91 128 0 16 0

IBCT 3,500 621 2 230 0 112 0 16 0

SBCT 4,100 426 0 282 0 486 0 4 0

Other Units” 18,300 1,535 18 720 10 350 0 0 220

Other Units™ 21,400 3,784 36 1,362 20 464 0 0 220
* Collection of support units that include one Fires brigade, six SBEs, two CABs, and other combat service and support units at Fort Bliss.
il Adds one Fires brigade and three SBEs to the collection of Other Units at Fort Bliss.
T Tracked vehicles.
w Wheeled vehicles.
UAVs Unmanned aerial vehicles.
1. Rotary wing aircraft (RWA) include attack helicopters, utility helicopters, cargo helicopters, and medevac helicopters.
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The number of non-military and dependent personnel, the required military unit vehicles, the required military unit aircraft, and the development
within the Cantonment associated with the stationed and training alternatives are included in Table 2-4. The number of military dependents was
based on a multiplier of 1.52 from the Army Stationing Installation Plan (ASIP 2008).

Table 2-4. Personnel, Vehicle, and Cantonment Details for each Stationing and Training Alternative.
Number of Personnel Number of Vehicles/Aircrafts Cantonment

Stationed and L Mo H Extent of Additional Extent of
‘L’raining Ur)its Other iltary Classification | Classification | Classification Déggg;)ogz:]t Coi‘;{'ﬁ,'gt?on Ip\n?selp\?lgﬁg

y Alternative Military® :Personnel?: Family® Total w T w T w T |RwWA uAv (acres) (ft)) Surface (acres)
ST-1

Stationed Units | 40,500 17,4007 61,600 | 119,500 |4,529 1,010 | 2,215 374 | 1,120 0

Training Units* | 36,700 | 3,800 | N/A 40,500 |4,529 1,010 | 2,215 @374 7 1,120 0 220 % 0 0 0
ST-2

Stationed Units | 40,500 ; 17,400% : 61,600 | 119,500 |4,529 1,010 | 2,215 374 | 1,120 0 220 96 0 0 0
Training Units* | 40,500 3,800 N/A 44,300 |4,967| 1,257 | 2,456 | 465 | 1,248 0 112

ST-3

Stationed Units | 44,600 : 19,200* : 67,800 | 131,600 |4,955 1,010 | 2,497 =@ 374 | 1,606 0 100

— . | 220 240 1,660,000 315

Training Units™ | 44,600 3,800 N/A 48,400 |5,393| 1,257 | 2,638 | 465 | 1,734 0 116

ST-4

Stationed Units | 51,800 | 22,300% | 78,700 | 152,800 |5,381 1,010 | 2,779 | 374 | 2,092 0 220 104 480 3,320,000 630
Training Units* | 51,800 7,600 N/A 59,400 6,373 1,275 | 3,212 . 475 | 2,334 0 136

All numbers are approximate.
ft2 Square feet of building capacity

ooo~Nool

10
12

NA Not applicable. 1. Active duty, permanent party U.S. military assigned to Fort Bliss.

RWA Rotary wing aircraft. 2. Includes non-U.S. military, civilian employees, students, and military temporary duty personnel training on the FBTC.
T Tracked vehicle. 3. Estimation based on a 1.52 multiple of military column values.

UAV  Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 4. Training unit numbers are inclusive of units stationed at Fort Bliss, and TDY under the ‘Other Personnel” column.

W Wheeled Vehicle

a. Estimation based on a 0.43 multiple of military column values.

March 2010
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Using the number of vehicles presented in Table 2-4, the percent of wheeled and tracked vehicle in each
vehicle soil pressure contact classification can be determined for each stationing and training alternative
(Table 2-5). As shown in Table 2-5, a majority of the vehicles with L and M classifications are
wheeled, while the vehicles with H classifications are 100 percent wheeled.

Table 2-5. Composition of Wheeled and Tracked Vehicles Training under Each Stationing and
Training Alternative.

L M H
Stationing and Classification Classification Classification
Training Alternative| W T W T w T
ST-1 82% 18% 85% 15% 100% 0%
ST-2 80% 20% 83% 17% 100% 0%
ST-3 81% 19% 82% 18% 100% 0%
ST-4 83% 17% 85% 15% 100% 0%

BCT units train in accordance with the Army doctrine standards in Training Circular (TC) 25-1. TC 25-1
provides unit-specific information detailing the size of the maneuver training box in squared kilometers,
the number of annual training repetitions, and the total days per each repetition to determine a total square
kilometer days (km°d) annual maneuver space requirement.

The annual maneuver space requirements for each stationing and training alternative are summarized in
Table 2-6. The annual maneuver space requirements are accomplished by rotational scheduling of units
into Training Areas (TAs). Correlation between annual maneuver space requirements to Army doctrine
standards and actual training that occurs at any particular installation may vary based on numerous
scheduling influences and operational requirements. Based on TC 25-1 and input from unit operational
planners, an HBCT has an annual maneuver space requirement of 109,000 km’d (SEIS 2007).

The annual maneuver space requirements for one IBCT and one SBCT are based on ratio multipliers from
the maneuver land requirements for an HBCT (170,000 acres [688 square kilometers]), an IBCT (112,000
acres [453 square kilometers]), and an SBCT (225,000 acres [911 square kilometers]), which are the
planning numbers from the Department of Army Military Operations, Training (DAMO-TR) information
paper dated June 2, 2008. Applying these ratio multipliers resulted in 72,000 km?d and 144,000 km*d
annual maneuver space requirements for each IBCT and SBCT, respectively.

In accordance with the Army Training Support Center’s (ATSC) Army Ranges and Training Land
Program Requirement Model calculations, the annual maneuver space requirement for Other Units was
collectively calculated at a 1.35 multiplier of the 109,000 km?d for an HBCT, which resulted in an annual
maneuver space requirement of 147,000 km?d (SEIS 2007). To account for the increase in support units
under ST-4, the annual training capacity for the Other Units was increased from a 1.35 multiplier to a 2.0
multiplier of the 109,000 km?d for an HBCT, which resulted in an annual maneuver space requirement of
218,000 km“d.
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1
2  Table 2-6. Summary of Annual Maneuver Space Requirement by Stationing and Training
3 Alternative.
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Annual Number of Annual Number of Annual Number of Annual Number of Annual
Military | Requirement | Training Requirement | Training Requirement Training Requirement | Training Requirement
Unit (km?d) Units (km?d) Units (km?d) Units (km?d) Units (km?d)
HBCT 109,000 4 436,000 5 545,000 5 545,000 6 654,000
IBCT 72,000 2 144,000 2 144,000 2 144,000 2 144,000
SBCT 144,000 0 0 0 0 1 144,000 2 288,000
Sr:?éi 147,000° N/A 147,000 N/A 147,000 N/A 147,000 0 0
Other a
Units** 218,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 218,000
Total 727,000 836,000 980,000 1,304,000
4 @ Based on ATSC model calculations, support units are collectively calculated by a multiplier of the HBCT.
5 *  Collection of support units that include one Fires brigade, six SBEs, two CABs, and other combat service and support units at Fort Bliss.
9 **  Adds one Fires brigade and three SBEs to the collection of Other Units at Fort Bliss. Applies only to ST-4.
8 Based on TC 25-1 and input from unit operational planners, the average percent of on-road and off-road
9  distance driven by L, M, and H vehicle classifications under each alternative can be determined (Table 2-
10 7). As shown on Table 2-7, the percent of vehicles with an L-classification that are driven on-road
11  steadily decreases from 54 percent under ST-1 to 45 percent under ST-4. Conversely, the percent of
12 vehicles with an H-classification steadily increases from 13 percent under ST-1 to 26 percent under ST-4.
13  This increase in H-classification vehicles under ST-3 and ST-4 is based on the presence of SBCTs and
14  associated Stryker vehicles, which have an H-classification and conduct 90 percent of vehicle maneuver
15  training on-road. Under all alternatives, an average of 30 percent of all vehicles driven on-road have an
16  M-classification. The percent of all vehicles driven off-road with L-classifications (65 percent), M-
17  classifications (27 percent), and H-classifications (8 percent) generally remains the same under all
18  alternatives. This is also based on the presence of SBCTs, which only conduct 10 percent of vehicle
19  maneuver training off-road.
20
21  Table 2-7. Average Percent of On-Road and Off-Road Distance Driven by Vehicle
22 Classification in each Alternative.
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Military Unit On-Road Off-Road|On-Road Off-Road |On-Road Off-Road |On-Road Off-Road
L-Classification 54% 65% 53% 66% 48% 65% 45% 64%
M-Classification | 33% 27% 33% 27% 30% 27% 29% 27%
H-Classification 13% 8% 14% 7% 22% 8% 26% 9%
23
24 Based on TC 25-1, the quantity of military units training at Fort Bliss (Table 2-1), and the average percent
25  of on-road distance driven (Table 2-7), a total linear kilometer on-road vehicle maneuver distance can be
26  determined as part of each military unit’s annual on-road training requirement (Table 2-8).
27
28
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-8. Annual On-Road Vehicle Maneuver Distances Required by Stationing and Training
Alternative.
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
On-Road On-Road On-Road On-Road On-Road
Military: Distance | No.of - Distance | No.of = Distance | No. of Distance No. of Distance
Unit (km) Units (km) Units (km) Units (km) Units (km)
HBCT | 358,100 4 1,432,400 5 1,790,500 5 1,790,500 6 2,148,600
IBCT 462,100 2 924,200 2 924,200 2 924,200 2 924,200
SBCT | 1,154,000 0 0 0 0 1 1,154,000 2 2,308,000
Sg:‘;i 297,400 1 297,400 1 297,400 1 297,400 0 0
Ot.he*r* 438,200 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 438,200
Units
Total 2,654,000 3,012,100 4,166,100 5,819,000

*  Collection of support units that include one Fires brigade, six SBEs, two CABs, and other combat service and support units at Fort Bliss.
**  Adds one Fires brigade and three SBEs to the collection of Other Units at Fort Bliss. Applies only to ST-4.

For off-road vehicle use, the estimated annual training requirement is measured in square kilometers. The
guantity of military units training at Fort Bliss (Table 2-1), vehicle classifications (Table 2-2), and
average percent of off-road distance driven (Table 2-7), can be used to determine the physical wheel/track
off-road footprint from the vehicles (a total off-road ground [square kilometers] contact) as part of each

military unit’s annual off-road training requirement (Table 2-9).

Table 2-9. Summary of Annual Off-Road Ground Contact by Stationing and Training
Alternative.
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Ground | Number of | Ground | Number of | Ground | Number of | Ground | Number of | Ground
Military | Contact | Training | Contact | Training | Contact | Training | Contact | Training | Contact
Unit (km?) Units (km?) Units (km?) Units (km?) Units (km?)
HBCT 460 4 1,840 5 2,300 5 2,300 6 2,760
IBCT 180 2 360 2 360 2 360 2 360
SBCT 90 0 0 0 0 1 90 2 180
Othei 555 1 555 1 555 1 555 0 0
Units
Other
Units** 780 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 780
Total | 2,755 3,215 3,305 4,080
*  Collection of support units that include one Fires brigade, six SBEs, two CABs, and other combat service and support units at Fort Bliss.
**  Adds one Fires brigade and three SBEs to the collection of Other Units at Fort Bliss. Applies only to ST-4.
GFS Final EIS 2-8 March 2010
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.1.1 Alternative 1 — No Action (ST-1)
2.2.1.1.1 Units Stationing and Training at Fort Bliss

ST-1 is the selected alternative from the 2007 ROD for the SEIS (Alternative 4) as modified by the ROD
for the 2007 GTA PEIS. It includes the stationing at Fort Bliss of four HBCTs and two IBCTs (Table
2-1).

Under ST-1 and as shown in Table 2-1, four HBCTs and two IBCTs would train at Fort Bliss each year.
Under the Army's force generation (ARFORGEN) model, one-third of the four HBCTs and two IBCTs
stationed at Fort Bliss would be deployed each year of a three year deployment cycle. Under these
deployment parameters, one of the three years would likely result in the training of up to three of the four
HBCTs and both IBCTs at the FBTC. This assumes that this level of deployment would continue through
the foreseeable future. The equivalent of one HBCT would also train at Fort Bliss each year on a TDY or
visiting basis. A total of 40,500 Soldiers would train at the FBTC annually under ST-1.

The number of Soldiers stationed at Fort Bliss under this alternative would be approximately 40,500 and
the overall stationed population of Fort Bliss (including military families) would be approximately
119,500 people (Table 2-4).

2.2.1.1.2 Training Requirements

This alternative would result in a total maneuver requirement of 727,000 km?d (Table 2-6). The
kilometers of on-road vehicle maneuver would be approximately 2,654,000 kilometers (Table 2-8). The
ground contact from off-road vehicle maneuver each year would total approximately 2,755 square
kilometers (Table 2-9).

2.2.1.1.3 Cantonment Construction for Stationed Units

Under this alternative, approximately 40,500 Soldiers would be stationed at Fort Bliss (Table 2-4). No
additional development of the Cantonment or renovation of existing structures would be required.
Approximately 4,000 acres are being developed within the Cantonment, and an additional 1,500 acres
on the east side of Biggs Army Airfield (AAF) and along the existing camp areas are being
developed. This acreage includes approximately 1,300 acres of additional impervious surface area and
21.9 million square feet of new building construction. The new development extends the Cantonment
to the north and east, up to and extending east of Loop 375 into a portion of TA 1B. This on-going
development of the Cantonment and renovation of existing structures was previously analyzed (SEIS
2007). The facilities within the Cantonment would be constructed in accordance with the minimum
antiterrorism standards identified in the current Unified Facilities Criteria 4-010-Oland subsequent
updates.

2.2.1.2 Alternative 2 — No Deployment (ST-2)

2.2.1.2.1 Units Stationed and Trained at Fort Bliss

Under ST-2, the number of BCTs stationed at Fort Bliss would remain the same as ST-1; however, BCT
deployment would be halted and all units would be present and training at Fort Bliss. As a result, seven

BCTs would train within the FBTC each year. These seven BCTs include the six BCTs stationed (four
HBCTs and two IBCTs) at Fort Bliss, and one TDY or visiting HBCT (Table 2-1).
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The number of Soldiers stationed at Fort Bliss would be the same as for ST-1. The number training
would increase by one HBCT (the HBCT that otherwise would be deployed) to 44,300 Soldiers (Table 2-
4).

2.2.1.2.2  Training Requirements

This alternative would result in a total maneuver requirement of 836,000 km’d (Table 2-6). The
kilometers of on-road vehicle maneuver would be approximately 3,012,100 kilometers (Table 2-8). The
ground contact from off-road vehicle maneuver each year would total approximately 3,215 square
kilometers (Table 2-9).

2.2.1.2.3 Cantonment Construction for Stationed Units

Under this alternative, approximately 40,500 Soldiers would be stationed at Fort Bliss (Table 2-4). As
discussed for ST-1, no additional development of the Cantonment or renovation of existing structures
would be necessary beyond that previously analyzed.

2.2.1.3 Alternative 3 — Additional Stryker Unit (ST-3)
2.2.1.3.1 Units Stationed and Trained at Fort Bliss

ST-3 adds one SBCT to the number of military units stationed at Fort Bliss. Under this alternative, the
stationed BCTs would increase from six to seven and would include four HBCTs, two IBCTs, and one
SBCT (Table 2-1).

A total of eight BCTs would train at the FBTC each year, including the four HBCTs, two IBCTs, and one
SBCT stationed at Fort Bliss, and one TDY or visiting HBCT (Table 2-1). This would result in a total of
48,400 Soldiers training annually at the FBTC.

Under this alternative, the number of Soldiers stationed at Fort Bliss would increase to approximately
44,600 and the overall stationed population of Fort Bliss (including military families) would increase to
approximately 131,600 people. Redevelopment and the associated construction disturbance, along with
new impervious surfaces would be expected within the Cantonment (Table 2-4).

2.2.1.3.2  Training Requirements

Under this alternative, the annual maneuver space requirement for the five HBCTs, two IBCTs, one
SBCT, and the Other Units would be 980,000 km?d (Table 2-6). The kilometers of on-road vehicle
maneuver would be approximately 4,166,100 km annually (Table 2-8). The ground contact from off-road
vehicle maneuver in this alternative would be 3,305 square kilometers annually (Table 2-9).

2.2.1.3.3 Cantonment Construction for Stationed Units

Under this alternative, 44,600 Soldiers would be stationed at Fort Bliss (Table 2-4). Redevelopment in
the Cantonment would be needed to meet requirements for garrison operations and quality of life facilities
for the Soldiers and their Families. This would not result in expansion of the existing Cantonment
footprint, but would require redevelopment within the existing Cantonment. The area of redevelopment
would be 240 acres and additional building construction would be 1.66 million square feet for the
additional SBCT stationed. The new facilities within the Cantonment will be constructed in accordance
with the minimum antiterrorism standards identified in the current Unified Facilities Criteria 4-010-01and
subsequent updates. The additional impervious surface is expected to increase by 315 acres (Table 2-4).
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.1.4 Alternative 4 — Additional Units (ST-4)
2.2.1.4.1 Units Stationed and Trained at Fort Bliss

ST-4, the preferred stationing and training alternative, adds a second SBCT to the number of units
stationed at Fort Bliss. Under this alternative, the stationed BCTs would increase from seven to eight and
would include four HBCTs, two IBCTs, and two SBCTs. With the addition of the second SBCT, the
Other Units would increase by one Fires Brigade and three SBEs stationed at Fort Bliss (Table 2-1).

ST-4 would add a second TDY HBCT training. This would result in a total of 10 BCTs training at the
FBTC each year, including the four HBCTs, two IBCTs, and two SBCTs stationed at Fort Bliss, and the
two TDY or visiting HBCTs (Table 2-1). This would result in a total of 59,400 Soldiers training annually
at the FBTC.

Under this alternative, the number of Soldiers stationed at Fort Bliss would increase to approximately
51,800 and the overall stationed population of Fort Bliss (including military families) would increase to
approximately 152,800 people. Redevelopment and the associated construction disturbance, along with
new impervious surfaces would be expected within the Cantonment (Table 2-4).

2.2.1.4.2 Training Requirements

The training requirements for ST-4 would increase from ST-3 by two HBCTSs, one SBCT, one Fires
Brigade, and three SBEs. Under this alternative, the annual maneuver space requirement for the six
HBCTs, two IBCTs, two SBCTs, and Other Units would be 1,304,000 km?d (Table 2-6). The kilometers
of on-road vehicle maneuver would be approximately 5,819,000 kilometers annually (Table 2-8). The
ground contact from off-road vehicle maneuver in this alternative would be 4,080 square kilometers
annually (Table 2-9).

2.2.1.4.3 Cantonment Construction for Stationed Units

Under this alternative, 51,800 Soldiers would be stationed at Fort Bliss (Table 2-4). Redevelopment in
the Cantonment would be needed to meet requirements for garrison operations and quality of life facilities
for the Soldiers and their families. As with ST-3, ST-4 would not result in expansion of the existing
Cantonment footprint, but would require redevelopment within the existing Cantonment. The area of
redevelopment would be 480 acres and additional building construction would be 3.32 million square feet
for the additional SBCT stationed. The new facilities within the Cantonment will be constructed in
accordance with the minimum antiterrorism standards identified in the current Unified Facilities Criteria
4-010-01and subsequent updates. The additional impervious surface is expected to increase by 630 acres
(Table 2-4).

2.2.2 Category 2: Land Use Changes

The Category 2 alternatives address changes to land use in the FBTC that would be needed to support the
training of units included in the Category 1 alternatives (Section 2.2.1). This category includes five
alternatives. The features described for each alternative in Category 2 are additive to the features
described in the previous alternative. For example, Land Use Change Alternative 3 (LU-3) includes the
features of Land Use Change Alternatives 1 (LU-1) and 2 (LU-2) plus the features specific to LU-3, and
Land Use Change Alternative 4 (LU-4), the preferred land use alternative, includes the features of LU-1
through LU-3 plus the features specific to LU-4.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

As shown in Table 2-10, the FBTC contains 4,383 square kilometers of land and consists of three
large geographical segments: the South Training Areas in El Paso County, Texas; the Dofia Ana
Range-North Training Areas, in Dofia Ana and Otero Counties, New Mexico; and the McGregor
Range, in Otero County, New Mexico. McGregor Range is further divided into the Tularosa Basin,
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, and the
Southeast McGregor Range. The FBTC is subdivided into numbered TAs to manage and schedule the
different training missions (Figure 2-1).

Table 2-10. Summary of Land on the FBTC.

- 2 Total Training Space
FBTC Subdivision Total Area (km?) Available (km?)
South Training Areas 373 373
Doia f\na Range-North Training 1,196 1,057
Areas
Tularosa Basin of McGregor 1,440 1,440
Range
Southeast McGregor Range 392 392
Northeast McGregor Range
North of Hwy 506 424 424
Otero Mesa South of Hwy 506 558 558
FBTC Total 4,383 4,244

1 Approximately 139 km? of land area in the Organ Mountains west of the Dofia Ana Range impact areas are primarily used for safety
danger zones for the ranges, and separated from those ranges and other maneuver space by duded impact areas, and are not included
in calculations for km? of space used for maneuver.

Using the 4,244 square kilometers of total training space available, the FBTC contains 1,549,060
km?d of maneuver space within a year training period. The square kilometer day metric is used for
direct comparisons of percent training days scheduled between subdivisions of the FBTC. The
comparison of the km“d percentages between the subdivisions is a more precise index than the
specific percentage or number of days of expected use in any particular subdivision of the FBTC.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.2.1 KeylLand Use Management and Planning Documents

Several plans direct the land use planning and management process on Fort Bliss. They include the Range
Complex Master Plan (RCMP), Real Property Master Plan (RPMP), Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plan (INRMP), Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan (ICRMP), Integrated
Training Area Management Plan (ITAM), and ITAM Range and Training Land Assessment (RTLA)
Plan. This section briefly describes these key components of the Fort Bliss installation land use planning
and management process. Land use planning and management on Fort Bliss, including a description of
activities by fiscal year, is further described in the 2007 SEIS.

The objectives of these plans are to manage installation resources to provide the optimum environment
that sustains the military mission; develop, initiate, and maintain progressive programs for land
management and utilization; and maintain, protect, and improve environmental quality, aesthetic values,
and ecological relationships. The primary results of these objectives are reduced environmental damage
and effective land rehabilitation, reduced costs for land management and environmental compliance, and
enhanced land stewardship. These plans and procedures form the foundation for land use management at
Fort Bliss and are common to all the alternatives considered in this EIS.

Range Complex Master Plan. Developed pursuant to Army Regulation (AR) AR 350-19, The Army
Sustainable Range Program, the Fort Bliss RCMP supports the installation’s integrated sustainable
range planning process. It details the land requirements and the plan for range and maneuver training
construction and modernization, as well as the constraints that impact range and training land assets.
The RCMP provides information that is used for the development of the Fort Bliss RPMP. The
RCMP is being updated in response to recent stationing actions at Fort Bliss.

Real Property Master Plan. Developed pursuant to AR 210-20, Real Property Master Planning for
Army Installations, the RPMP describes the current physical composition of Fort Bliss and the plans
for orderly long-range development of facilities, especially those in the Cantonment. The Fort Bliss
RPMP includes the Long Range Component (LRC), Capital Investment Strategy (CIS), and Short
Range Component (SRC), all of which date to December 2006. The LRC establishes future
development goals and objectives, and the CIS and SRC are continuously evolving mechanisms to
implement the overall LRC objectives. Long range planning goals specific to the development of this
document include: construct new, self-contained maneuver mission campuses with a distinctive
physical identity and needed linkages; expand and modernize range training lands and capacities;
maintain and increase land inventories through maximum utilization of major buildable and
development areas, co-location strategies, planned land use density increases and strategic land
acquisitions; and integrate important environmental needs into all planning and construction projects
to efficiently improve overall installation environmental quality.

Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan. Developed pursuant to AR 200-1, Environmental
Protection and Enhancement, and AR 200-3, Natural Resources-Land, Forest and Wildlife
Management, the INRMP provides guidance for the implementation and management of natural
resources on Fort Bliss. It serves as the installation’s master plan for managing its natural resources.
The goal of the Fort Bliss INRMP is to ensure conservation of the installation’s natural resources,
comply with environmental laws and regulations, and maintain quality lands upon which to
accomplish training and testing missions. Environmental conservation efforts and range utilization
are maximized by thoroughly integrating the INRMP into Fort Bliss mission and master plan
activities. Currently, the INRMP, approved in November 2001, is being updated.
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Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan. The ICRMP provides direction for the protection
and management of cultural resources on Fort Bliss in compliance with the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) and other legal requirements. The ICRMP describes surveys and other activities undertaken
by Fort Bliss to ensure compliance with its Programmatic Agreement (PA) and other agreement
documents. The ICRMP was updated in April 2008 to incorporate the PA, a legal agreement between the
Army, the State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) of Texas and New Mexico, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and other agreement documents. The PA and the ICRMP
include standard operating procedures (SOPs) for the management of historic properties on Fort Bliss and
that apply to all entities conducting activities which may affect those properties.

Integrated Training Area Management Plan. The ITAM program is a core component of AR 350-
19, The Army Sustainable Range Program, and its primary function is to establish policies and
procedures to achieve optimal, sustainable use of military training and testing lands. The four
components of the ITAM program are the Training Requirements Integration (TRI), integrating
training and testing requirements with training land capacity; the RTLA, assessing land quality,
monitoring land conditions and recommending land rehabilitation options; Land Rehabilitation and
Maintenance (LRAM), rehabilitating and maintaining training land; and Sustainable Range
Awareness (SRA), educating land users to minimize adverse impacts. The ITAM program is fully
integrated into the installation staff and works closely with the Environment Division. Additionally,
ITAM has partnerships with external organizations, such as the New Mexico Natural Resource
Conservation Service, Jornada Experimental Range, and the WSMR ITAM program. The Fort Bliss
ITAM Five Year Plan, FY2008 to 2012, signed on March 27, 2009, identifies detailed projects
planned through FY2012.

The RTLA Plan of the ITAM, approved December 2007, is a land condition monitoring plan. The
plan provides a tool for monitoring and assessing the impacts of live training and testing activities,
and prioritizing land management activities to maximize the capability of the land, ensure
sustainability, and maintain the training mission. Specific projects of the RTLA Plan through 2013
include: delineating and characterizing gullies in the maneuver/training areas; maintaining landscape
diversity in maneuver/training areas; assessing soil stability; delineating and monitoring concentrated
use areas; and assessing and mitigating combat/tank trail erosion.

Other Plans and Tools. Additional management plans on Fort Bliss, which are further described in the
SEIS, include the following: Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP); Integrated Solid Waste
Management (ISWM) Plan; Pollution Prevention (P2) Plan; Installation Pest Management Plan (IPMP);
Waste Analysis Plan (WAP); Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP); and
Asbestos Management Plan (AMP).

Fort Bliss uses various land management tools, including land trades, easements, and buffer zones, to
address encroachment and conflicting land issues. Fort Bliss participates in the Army Compatible Use
Buffer (ACUB) Program: Title 10, Section 2684a of the United States Code authorizes the U.S.
Department of Defense (DoD) to partner with non-Federal governments or private organizations to
establish buffers around installations (Fort Bliss, 2008). Fort Bliss also has received funds under the DoD
Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative (REPI) (Wolters 2008).

Under the authority of the ACUB Program and with REPI funds, Fort Bliss is acting upon several land
management priorities (Wolters 2008). For example, as a result of a noise analysis associated with the
BRAC/GDPR stationing decisions, the Department of the Army recently purchased an easement from the
New Mexico State Land Office of approximately 5,200 acres adjacent to the southern boundary of the
Dofia Ana Range Complex. The easement establishes restrictions on certain types of development
(including residential uses) for 75 years.
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1 2222 Military Uses at Fort Bliss
2 The FBTC supports a wide variety of military and other non-military uses. The military uses are
3 described in Table 2-11.
4  Table 2-11. Description of Fort Bliss Training Complex Military Uses.
Military Use Description

Off-Road Vehicle
Maneuver: Heavy

Space for ground units to practice movements and tactics. Different unit types may work in
support of one another (combined arms), or a unit may operate on its own to practice a
specific set of tasks. The "Heavy" designation refers to areas where maneuver may consist
of all types of vehicles and equipment, including both tracked and wheeled vehicles. This
category includes fixed sites (e.g., bivouac, assembly, command, logistic support), limited
digging (e.g., fighting positions), and other miscellaneous training activities.

Off-Road Vehicle
Maneuver: Light

Space for ground units to practice movements and tactics. Different unit types may work in
support of one another (combined arms), or a unit may operate on its own to practice a
specific set of tasks. The "Light" designation refers to areas where vehicle maneuver is
restricted to light, wheeled vehicles (e.g., HMMWY). This category includes fixed sites
(e.g., bivouac, assembly, command, logistic support), limited digging (e.qg., fighting
positions), and other miscellaneous training activities.

Dismounted Maneuver

Space for ground units to practice movements and tactics. Different unit types may work in
support of one another (combined arms), or a unit may operate on its own to practice a
specific set of tasks. The "Dismounted" designation refers to areas where maneuver is
restricted to foot traffic only. This category includes fixed sites (e.g., bivouac, assembly,
command, logistic support), limited digging (e.g., fighting positions), and other
miscellaneous training activities.

On-Road Vehicle
Maneuver

Use of wheeled or tracked vehicles on existing roads.

Aircraft Operations

Fixed-wing and rotary-wing over flights and air-to-air training

Controlled Field
Training Exercise
(FTX)

Fixed sites (e.g., bivouac, assembly, command, logistic support), limited digging (e.g.,
fighting positions), and concentration of troops and vehicles may occur only at designated
locations. Controlled FTX allow for fixed sites and specified activities described in this
military use at designated locations regardless of the underlying maneuver use.

Mission Support
Facilities

Ranges (including live-fire); test facilities; landing zones/pads/strips; drop zones; radar
facilities; etc.

Live-Fire

Firing of individual and crew-served weapons systems (surface-to-surface, surface-to-air,
and air-to-surface); launch sites and firing points; laser certified ranges; etc. These
activities occur under controlled conditions.

Safety Danger Zone
(SDZz)/Safety
Footprint

Target debris areas and safety footprints for weapons and laser use.

Surface Impact

Areas in which range activities are expected to produce unexploded ordnance (UXO).

Range Camps

Built environment providing limited administrative, living, quality of
life, and other support services in closer proximity to training locations.

Environmental
Management

Environmental management and training area maintenance activities; conservation efforts.

GFS Final EIS

2-16 March 2010




O~ wWwN -

(o3}

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The collection of military uses (Table 2-11) that occur on any particular FBTC subdivision results in a
Land Use Category. The FBTC Land Use Categories and the military uses that occur within each
category are shown in Table 2-12. For example, military uses that may occur in Land Use Category G
include On-Road Vehicle Maneuver, Dismounted Maneuver, Aircraft Operations, SDZ/Safety
Footprints, and Environmental Management (Table 2-12).

Table 2-12. Fort Bliss Training Complex Land Use Categories.
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NOTE: Land Use Category codes do not follow those used in the 2007 SEIS.

Within the installation’s Lands Uses as shown in Table 2-12, Fort Bliss has applied special land use
designations to certain areas on the FBTC. This includes the Culp Canyon Wilderness Study Area
(WSA) and Black Grama Grassland Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) on McGregor
Range, which are managed to protect valuable biological resources and to study the ecology of
undisturbed grasslands, respectively. The designations consist of Off-Limits Areas (OLAS) and Limited
Use Areas (LUAS), whereby limitations on military uses are defined according to the degree of protection
necessary to protect the value of the underlying resource. The designations can be applied to protect any
resource type (i.e., they can be applied to protect natural, cultural, or any other resource). Figure 2-
2 presents existing OLAs and LUAs on the FBTC (U.S. Army 2008, Knight 2008). LUAs are open to
military training activities, but are off-limits to static vehicle positions, concentrations of vehicles, or
digging, to include the following types of operations: all logistical, training unit assembly areas; fuel
depots; any digging or excavation; field fortifications; bivouac areas; Tactical Operations Centers
(TOCs); and any other proposed concentrations or vehicles or personnel or ground disturbance.
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1 No military uses are allowed in OLAs. OLAs are noted on maps and surrounded by siebert stakes
2 (distinctly colored fiberglass cylinders atop t-posts). Per the Fort Bliss ICRMP, additional OLAs are
3  planned on McGregor Range and will be implemented as survey and site evaluations are completed (U.S.
4 Army 2008).
5  The following table summarizes the land use change alternatives for the proposed action.
6  Table 2-13. Summary of Land Use Change and Part of FBTC Subdivision Affected by
7 Alternative.
FBTC
subdivision
Alternative’ Land Use Change Locations Affected
LU-1 No Action: No Land Use Changes
Allowing four km? of fixed sites in Southeast McGregor Range by
removing the Grassland LUA limitations in these areas. These areas TAs 24 - 27 1%
would be within 1,000m of existing road and predominantly on slopes
LU-2 of less than 30% (15 degrees).
Allowing fixed sites in the Sacramento Mountains portion of Northeast TAs 12E,
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 by removing the Grassland 13, 14, 16N, 31 %
LUA limitations in this area (no changes to the Culp Canyon WSA) 33
Alternative 2 plus, adding a new Land Use Category C, which would
allow establishment of Controlled FTX and Mission Support Facilities, TAs 12E,
and Live Fire military uses in Northeast McGregor Range North of 13, 14, 15N, 100 %
Highway 506 (no changes to the Culp Canyon WSA and Black Grama 16N, 33
Grassland ACEC).
LU-3 Establishing five km? of Controlled FTX sites on the Northeast TAs 12E,
McGregor North of Highway 506 within 500m of existing roads and 14, 15N, 1%
predominantly on slopes of less than 30% (15 degrees). 16N
Establishing Controlled FTX zones on all areas within 500m of existing TAs 12E
roads on slopes of less than 30% (15 degrees) in the Sacramento 13. 14 16N 10%
Mountains portion of Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway ’ 353 ’ 0
506.
Alternatives 2 and 3 plus, adding a New Land Use Category B, which
will allow the Off-road Vehicle Maneuver: Light wheeled military uses TAs 12E,
LU-4 to all areas within 500m of existing roads on slopes of less than 30% 13, 14, 15N, 27 %
(15 degrees) in the Northeast McGregor North of Highway 506 (no 16N, 33
change to the Culp Canyon WSA and Black Grama Grassland ACEC).
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, plus establishing three km? of Controlled FTX TAs 155
LU-5% sites on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 by removing the ’ <1l%
AR 16S, 17-23
Grassland LUA limitations in these areas.
8 1. Alternatives are additive to the features described in the previous alternative.
9 a. The preferred land use alternative for the FEIS.
10
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

TAs represent a range of geographies on Fort Bliss and experience different types of military uses.
Consequently, and as a result of the existing LUAs, the distribution of BCT maneuver on the FBTC will
vary.

The current land use at the FBTC is shown on Figure 2-3 and described in Table 2-12. Training doctrine,
the existing operational environment, and the current land use categories, can be used to determine the
distribution of training days scheduled (Table 2-14).  This distribution is based upon general
training preferences. The following guidelines to the general training preferences applied to all
stationing and training alternatives:

e More than 80 percent of training days scheduled for a BCT are platoon and company level
exercises. Based on historical use, most of the platoon and company level exercises would likely
occur in areas closest to the Cantonment, specifically the South Training Areas.

o Higher levels of Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver by HBCTs would occur in the South Training
Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, and to a
lesser extent, the Southeast McGregor Range (due to limited access to the area).

e Higher levels of Dismounted Maneuver by IBCTs would occur in rugged/broken terrain such
as found in TA 2D in the South Training Areas and the entirety of Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506. While similar terrain is found in TAs 24 through 27 in the Southeast
McGregor Range, limited availability reduces preference for this area.

e Higher levels of On-Road Vehicle Maneuver by SBCTs would occur in the road networks of
the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range.

2.2.2.3 Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative (LU-1)

LU-1 is the No Action Alternative and would not change any current land use (Figure 2-3). The current
designations of land use categories and military uses were determined in the ROD for the 2007 SEIS.

Under LU-1, fixed sites and off-road vehicle maneuver are not allowed in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506. As a result, some of the IBCT training preference for this area would
shift to other FBTC subdivisions (Table 2-14).

GFS Final EIS 2-20 March 2010



Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

FORT BLISS ARMY GROWTH AND FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT EIS

Dofia Ana County
Ctero County

White Sands
Missile Range

Castner

K RangeE

Map Index

. =

[T,

| 2,

| Mo theast Mofrege

I i 4fangs i

| Horthot.
VA8

. _,/ F|

Public Access

[ Culp Canyon WSA

B Etisting Controlled FTX Sites B Impact Area
Meote: Refer to Fig 2-2 for specific Off-Limit Areas ‘ Range Camp
within designated public access

/-.\-._._/
ziE
= =
-, g o
\ HE
NV/F \N'\-‘ 10 E ;"'
MEXICO™ z |2
\
‘\\.
A
LEGEND N
® clyfoan ] countysstate Boundary
— Interstate [ Black Grama Grassland ACEC e Fiaan bl
— State /U.S. Highway Land Use Categories 0 5 10
= Railroad A
=il [ ‘ E Ililes
e SRS, o FIGURE 2-3
[ Training Area = -
D Fort Bliss Boundary = g LAND USE ALTERNATIVE 1:

NO ACTION

ANALYSISAREA Dofa Ana & Oters Caunties, NV El Paso County, TX

Author: MSH

| Pagust 25, 2009

2 Figure 2-3.

Land Use Alternative 1: No Action.

March 2010

2-21

GFS Final EIS



OCOO~NOUITRWN

Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-14. Estimated Percent of Training Days Scheduled for the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 1.

FBTC Available?

Percent of Training Days Scheduled? Under LU-1

Total ST-12 ST-2° ST-3¢ ST-4¢

Subdivision® (km?) HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT :{ SBCT ! Other Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other

Total

South

Training 373 50% 25% 15% 90% 60% 25% 15% | 100% 60% 25% 5% 15% | 105% | 70% 25% 10% 20%

Areas

125%

Dofia Ana
Range-North
Training
Areas

1,057 40% 5% 10% 55% 50% 5% 10% 65% 50% 5% 10% 10% 75% 60% 5% 20% 15%

100%

Tularosa

Basin of 1,440 40% 5% - 10% | 55% | 50% = 5% - 10% | 65% | 50% = 5%  15% = 10% | 80% | 60% - 5% 25% - 15%

McGregor
Range

105%

Southeast

McGregor 392 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 5% 20% 10% 5% 10% 10%

Range

35%

Northeast
McGregor

Range North 424 - 25% - 5% | 30% - 25% - 5% | 30% - 25% - 5% . 5% | 35% - 25% . 15% = 15%

of Hwy 506°

55%

Otero Mesa

South of 558 - 10% 10% 20% - 10% 10% 20% - 10% 5% 10% 25% - 10% 10% 10%

Hwy 506°

30%

1

2

FBTC subdivisions with less than 1 percent training days scheduled would receive unquantifiable levels of both On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted maneuver military uses.
Refer to Figure 2-3.

Percent training days/ scheduled in a 365 day year to meet maneuver requirements. FBTC subdivisions with total training days scheduled equal to or exceeding 100 percent would
require concurrent use. It is noted that percent training days scheduled can be up to 300 percent and still remain sustainable.

Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

Percent maneuver in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted Maneuvers. Off-
Road Vehicle Maneuver in these subdivisions is not allowed under LU-1.

Majority of support for units training in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 occurs in fixed sites located on the northern portion of the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

There are no additional training preferences unique to LU-1/ST-1 (Table 2-14).

ST-2 adds one HBCT training at the FBTC. Therefore, under LU-1/ST-2, the HBCT percent
training days scheduled would increase in the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North
Training Areas, and Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range. No increased IBCT training would occur.
The Other Unit percent training days scheduled would also remain the same (Table 2-14).

ST-3 adds one SBCT training at the FBTC. Under LU-1/ST-3, the HBCT, IBCT, and Other Unit
percent training days scheduled would remain the same as LU-1/ST-2. SBCT percent training days
scheduled in the South Training Areas and the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506
(excluding Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver) would be less due to the higher percentage of HBCTs and
IBCTs, respectively. The SBCT percent training days scheduled in the Southeast McGregor Range
and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would also be less due to the limited access and limitations
on military uses, respectively (Table 2-14).

The increase in training days associated with the additional HBCT training under LU-1/ST-4 would
be evenly distributed in the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, with a slight increase in the Southeast McGregor Range. The
additional SBCT training would increase the percent training days scheduled in all FBTC
subdivisions in similar context to LU-1/ST-3 methodology, with one exception. The Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would experience the same level of increased percent
training days scheduled (not associated with Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver) as the Dofia Ana Range-
North Training Areas and the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range. This would be based on the
percent training days scheduled equaling or exceeding 100 percent in the South Training Areas,
Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, and Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range; and the limited
access and the limitations on military uses in the Southeast McGregor Range and Otero Mesa South
of Highway 506, respectively. The Other Unit percent training days scheduled would increase by
five percent in all FBTC subdivisions, with a 10 percent increase in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506. The Other Unit increase in this FBTC subdivision would be due to the
distance of this area from the Cantonment, which equates to a higher demand for support units
(Table 2-14).

As shown in Table 2-14, in some instances, the percent training days scheduled would equal or exceed
100 percent in the FBTC subdivisions. While these assumptions provide a conservative (worst-case)
scenario of potential impacts, in reality, increasing maneuver demands would require training day
scheduling efficiency and concurrent use between military units within the FBTC. According to HQDA
(2/25" Stryker EIS, 2008), percent training days scheduled can be up to 300 percent and still remain
sustainable. Under LU-1, the FBTC subdivisions are scheduled less than 300 percent and, therefore,
can meet the training day scheduled requirements.

Based on input from unit operational planners, examples of concurrent use include the following:

e Fires Brigade, SBE, and CAB units would complete maneuvers while training with the BCT
being supported.

e Two BCTs could complete annual maneuver space requirements during force-on-force training or
while sharing portions of the FBTC. Example: Two SBCTs would occupy portions of the same
roadway segment during On-Road Vehicle Maneuver.

o TA maintenance activities would be completed as part of the annual maneuver space requirement.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Based on the number and type of vehicles per each BCT (Table 2-1) and the percent training days scheduled for each military unit (Table
2-14), an estimated distribution of percent training days scheduled by L, M, and H classified vehicles in the FBTC subdivisions can be
determined (Table 2-15). Table 2-15 examines estimated distribution of percent of training day scheduled by vehicle classification rather
than unit type.

Table 2-15. Estimated Distribution of Percent Training Days by Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings in the Fort Bliss Training
Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 1.

Distribution of Percent Training Days by Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings Under LU-1?
BTC A T‘_’Itat')l ST-1° ST-2 ST-3° ST-4¢
vallable
Subdivision* Area (km?) L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
SOU%TE?S'”'”Q 373 64% 20% 6% | 90% | 71% | 22% 6% | 100% | 73%  24% : 9% | 105% | 85% : 28% : 12% | 125%
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 1,057 39% 12% 3% | 55% | 47% @ 15% 4% | 65% | 50% : 17% © 8% | 75% | 64% & 22% ' 14% | 100%
Areas
I/lljcl?sr?;;o??;;?];ef 1,440 39% 12% 3% | 55% | 47% @ 15% 4% | 65% | 52%  18% : 10% | 80% | 66% . 24% . 16% | 105%
SO“theaFftan'\ggGregor 392 10% 4% 1% | 15% | 10% 4% 1% | 15% | 12% © 5% : 4% | 20% | 20% i 8% : 7% | 35%
Northeast
Mﬁsrr&ggfr 53&‘)?9 424 20% 7% 3% | 30% | 20% 7% 3% | 30% | 22% - 8% 5% | 35% | 31% _ 13% = 11% | 55%
506°
OtirfOH'\\’l've;"’;gge“th 558 13% 5% % | 20% | 13% 5% 3% | 20% | 14% = 6% . 5% | 25% | 16% . 7% . 7% | 30%

Refer to Figure 2-3.

Percent of L/M/H classified vehicles extrapolated with 365 training days/year.

& Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

¢ Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

¢ Vehicle use in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle Maneuvers. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in
these subdivisions is not allowed under LU-1.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

1  The FBTC contains approximately 3,887 kilometers of roadways that are used for On-Road Vehicle Maneuver. Using the On-Road
2 Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and Table 2-8), the percent of vehicle classifications training in each FBTC subdivision
3  (Table 2-15), and the total kilometers of road network available in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-16), the number of vehicle trips can be
4  determined (Table 2-16). Vehicle trips are defined as the number of times an L, M, or H classified vehicle would travel the entire FBTC
5  subdivision roadway network annually.  The results of Table 2-16 are heavily influenced by percent of training day scheduled and
6  kilometers of roadway available in each FBTC subdivision (fewer kilometers of roadways results in more vehicle trips) (Table 2-16).
7 Under LU-1/ST-1, the highest number of vehicle trips would generally occur in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, followed by the
8  South Training Areas, and the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 2-16). Under LU-1/ST-2, the additional HBCT
9  training results in a somewhat even distribution of increased vehicle trips in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, the Dofia Ana Range-
10  North Training Areas, and the South Training Areas. The Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would still contain the third
11  highest number of vehicle trips due to the presence of the IBCTs training and fewer kilometers of roadways (Table 2-16). The addition of
12 one SBCT training under LU-1/ST-3 would increases vehicle trips throughout the FBTC subdivisions. The scarcity of roadway network in
13 Southeast McGregor Range would result in a relatively significant increase in number of vehicle trips in that area (Table 2-16). Under LU-
14  1/ST-4, the additional HBCT, SBCT, and Other Units would continue the trend established in LU-1/ST-3. The Northeast McGregor Range
15  North of Highway 506 incurs the second highest number of vehicle trips under this alternative due to a less extensive roadway network
16  (Table 2-16).
17  Table 2-16. Estimated Annual Vehicle Trips completed on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 1.
On-Road Vehicle Trips Completed Under LU-1
Roadway ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Auvailable . - . - - : :
FBTC Subdivision (km) L M : H Total L : M - H Total L M : H Total L M : H Total
South Training Areas 446 517 | 307 128 | 952 | 558 | 348 | 146 | 1,052 | 653 | 390 | 197 | 1240 | 794 468 276 1,538
NDOﬁa Ana Range- 1149 | 367 | 215 | 78 | 660 | 422 | 259 | 93 | 773 | 517 | 317 | 200 | 1,044 | 687 428 360 1,475
orth Training Areas
L‘I"amsa Basin of 1,066 539 316 © 114 | 969 | 620 . 380 : 136 | 1,135 | 784 : 497 . 394 | 1675 | 1,035 663 615 2,314
cGregor Range
Somheifan'\ggemgor 165 242 161 8 | 490 | 233 166 = 94 | 493 | 311 - 231 245 | 787 | 554 406 466 1,426
Northeast McGregor
Range North of Hwy 221 394 252 152 | 797 | 379 © 258 166 | 804 | 470 & 319 ' 288 | 1,076 | 690 520 627 1,836
506
Otero Mesa South of 491 144 100 | 74 | 327 | 139 | 112 | 81 | 332 | 180 | 146 153 | 478 | 211 170 228 609
wy 506
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The maximum ground contact under LU-1 can be determined from vehicle specifications (i.e., tire/tread width) (Table 2-2), the Off-Road
Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and Table 2-9), and the percent of vehicle classifications training in each FBTC

subdivision (Table 2-15). These calculations are presented according to vehicle classification (Table 2-17).

Table 2-17. Estimated Maximum Ground Contact for Off-Road Vehicle Military Uses on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land
Use Change Alternative 1.
Maximum Ground Contact Under LU-1 (km?)
ST-2 ST-3
FBTC
Subdivision L M H Total L M - H Total L M - H Total L M H Total

i?gg; Training 340 140 44 525 | 382 157 46 586 366 144 32 542 411 159 39 609
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 596 242 66 904 714 288 72 ,1074 714 289 84 1,088 877 359 124 1,360
Areas
Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range 812 330 90 1,232 | 972 392 99 1,463 | 1,005 420 146 1572 | 1,225 517 197 1,939
go;]g]:aa McGregor | g4 2 11 93 57 26 1 94 62 30 14 106 101 49 23 174
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

The number of times the ground would be driven over was calculated by dividing the area driven over by the area available for Off-Road
Vehicle maneuver. The area available for Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in each FBTC subdivision is limited by OLAs, range footprints,
impact areas, and existing land use categories (Table 2-18).

The drive-over value assumes uniform distribution of the Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver throughout the FBTC subdivision; however, in
practice, some areas would be driven over more often than others. This would be influenced by such factors as terrain, management areas,
and the location of range facilities, among others.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Example: Under LU-1/ST-1, approximately 356 square kilometers of the 373 square kilometers South Training Area would be available for
Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver. Within a training year, approximately 96 percent of the 356 square kilometers would be driven over once by
a vehicle with an L classification, approximately 39 percent would be driven over once by a vehicle with an M classification, and
approximately 12 percent would be driven over by a vehicle with an H classification. The 1.5 total drive-over rate indicates that within a
year, 100 percent of the 356 square kilometers would be driven over by a vehicle and 50 percent of this area would be driven over a second
time by a vehicle.

Table 2-18. Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Annually as Part of Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver under Land Use Change
Alternative 1.

Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Under LU-1
Area ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
FBTC Available
Subdivision (km?) L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
S"”tglr;'”'”g 356 0.96 0.39 0.12 15 1.07 0.44 0.13 16 1.03 0.40 0.09 15 116 0.45 0.11 17
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 996 0.60 0.24 007 | 091 | o072 0.29 007 | 108 | 072 0.29 0.08 11 0.88 0.36 0.12 14
Areas
Tularosa Basin of |, ;45 068 | 028 008 | 103 | 081 0.33 0.08 12 | o084 | 035 0.12 13 1.03 0.43 0.16 16
McGregor Range
SO“theaRs"an'\ggGregor 387 0.15 0.07 003 | 024 | 015 0.07 003 | 024 02 0.1 0.04 0.27 0.26 0.13 0.06 0.45
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hivy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Under LU-1, the highest level of drive-over rates would occur in the South Training Areas, followed by the Tularosa Basin of McGregor
Range, and the Dofla Ana Range-North Training Areas. Within each FBTC subdivision, the L classification drive-over rate would be the
highest, followed by the M classification, and the H classification. The drive-over rates would gradually increase from LU-1/ST-1 through
LU-1/ST-4. The drive-over rate in the Southeast McGregor Range is less than half of the average total drive-over rate in the other FBTC
subdivisions. This is based on limited HBCT access to the area (Table 2-18).

March 2010 2-27 GFS Final EIS




Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.2.4 Alternative 2 — Allowing Fixed Sites in Southeast McGregor Range
and Sacramento Mountains Portion of the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506(L U-2)

LU-2 would include changes in land use designations in two primary areas of the FBTC. First, the Army
would allow four square kilometers of fixed sites in the Southeast McGregor Range by removing the
Grassland LUA restriction in those four square kilometers. These fixed sites would be within 1,000m of a
road and predominantly on slopes of less than 30 percent. Conceptual locations for three fixed sites are
shown in Figure 2-4. This would affect approximately 1 percent of the Southeast McGregor Range area
(Table 2-13). Second, fixed sites would be allowed in the Sacramento Mountains of the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (no changes to the Culp Canyon WSA) by removing the
Grassland LUA in this area (Figure 2-4). This would affect approximately 31 percent of the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 2-13).

Under LU-2, training military units would be allowed to engage in the full range of activities associated
with the military uses supported by the existing land use in the four square kilometers area of the
Southeast McGregor Range and the Sacramento Mountains of the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 (no changes to the Culp Canyon WSA). Specifically, military units would be allowed to
concentrate in fixed sites and perform limited digging (e.g., fighting positions) activities as part of
maneuver. This alternative, however, would not, change the military uses allowed by the existing land
use designation in these areas. Further, any LUA designation applied for a different reason (e.g., arroyo
riparian habitat buffer) would remain in effect.

Under LU-2, the percent training days scheduled, on-road maneuver training, and off-road maneuver
training would remain approximately the same as LU-1 (refer to Tables 2-14 through 2-18).
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FORT BLISS ARMY GROWTH AND FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT EIS

Note: Land Use Alternative 2 proposes to remove the Grassland
LUA in the Sacramento Mountains north of Highway 506 and
infour selected 1 km2 areas within TAs 24-27 in Southeast
McGregor. Three polential sites in Southeast McGregor are
shown; the location of the fourth site will be determined at a
later date.
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Figure 2-4. Land Use Alternative 2: Fixed Sites Allowed Within Grassland Limited Use Area.
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2.2.2.5 Alternative 3- New Land Use Category Allowing Controlled FTX in
the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (LU-3)

In addition to the land use changes identified for LU-2, LU-3 would introduce Land Use Category C in
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. This change allows the establishment of Controlled
FTX and Mission Support Facilities, and Live-Fire military uses in the Northeast McGregor Range North
of Highway 506 (Figure 2-5). LU-3 would also establish five square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites
on the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. The Controlled FTX areas would be within
500 meters of existing roads and generally on slopes of less than 30 percent (15 degrees). In addition,
with the Grassland LUA removed in LU-2, a Controlled FTX zone would be established in the
Sacramento Mountains portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 on all areas
within 500 meters of a road on slopes of less than 30 percent (15 degrees). Establishing the five
Controlled FTX sites and the Controlled FTX zone would affect approximately 10 percent of the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 2-12).

Military uses permitted with Controlled FTX would include establishing fixed sites and limited digging
(e.g., fighting positions) at designated locations. Live-fire training would also occur in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506, affecting 100 percent of this subdivision. The live-fire
activities would occur under controlled conditions. This training could involve individual and vehicle-
mounted weapons (e.g. helicopter door gunnery) that do not produce dudded rounds (i.e., have no residual
explosive hazard). The use of pyrotechnics is allowed under existing conditions and is expected to
increase in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 under LU-3. Figure 2-5 shows
conceptual locations for the five Controlled FTX areas and the Controlled FTX zone in the Sacramento
Mountains.
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FORT BLISS ARMY GROWTH AND FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT EIS
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Figure 2-5.

Land Use Alternative 3: Proposed Land Use.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-19 presents the estimated training day scheduled for the FBTC subdivisions under LU-3. In general, LU-3 would make the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 a more attractive training destination for IBCTs by allowing Controlled FTX activities near existing
roadways. This would result in an approximate five percent shift in IBCT and Other Unit percent training days scheduled from the Otero
Mesa South of Highway 506 to the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 under all stationing and training alternatives (Table
2-19). The HBCT and SBCT percent training days scheduled for all stationing and training alternatives would remain the same as LU-1
(Table 2-19). As with LU-1 and LU-2, LU-3 would not allow Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway

506.
Table 2-19. Estimated Percent Training Days Scheduled for the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 3.

Percent Training Days Scheduled Under LU-3?
Total c
Area ST-12 ST-2° ST-3 ST-4°
FBTC Available
Subdivision* (km?) HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other Total
50“‘2\2;‘"'”9 373 50% 25% - 15% | 90% 60% 25% 15% | 100% | 60% 25% 5% 15% | 105% | 70% 25% 10% 20% | 125%
Dofia Ana
Range-North 1,057 40% 5% 10% | 55% 50% 5% 10% | 65% 50% 5% 10% 10% | 75% 60% 5% 20% 15% | 100%
Training Areas
Tularosa
N?fé'r”e;’;r 1,440 40% 5% 10% | 55% 50% 5% 10% | 65% 50% 5% 15% 10% | 80% 60% 5% 25% 15% | 105%
Range
Southeast
McGregor 392 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 5% 20% 10% 5% 10% 10% 35%
Range
Northeast
McGregor
424 - 30% © 10% | 40% - 30% 10% | 40% - 30% 5% 10% | 45% - 30% 15% 20% 65%
Range North
of Hwy 506°
Otero Mesa
South of Hwy 558 - 5% 5% 10% - 5% 5% 10% - 5% 5% 5% 15% - 5% 10% 5% 20%
506°

- FBTC subdivisions with less than 1 percent training days scheduled would receive unquantifiable levels of both On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted maneuver military uses.

Refer to Figure 2-5.

2 Percent training days/ scheduled in a 365 day year to meet maneuver requirements. FBTC subdivisions with total training days scheduled equal to or exceeding 100 percent would
require concurrent use. It is noted that percent training days scheduled can be up to 300 percent and still remain sustainable.

*  Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTSs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

®  Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTSs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

¢ Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTSs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

¢ Percent maneuver in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted Maneuvers. Off-

Road Vehicle Maneuver in these subdivisions is not allowed under LU-3.
f Majority of support for units training in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 occurs in fixed sites located on the northern portion of the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-20 examines estimated distribution of percent of training days scheduled (Table 2-19) by vehicle classification rather than military
unit type.

Table 2-20. Estimated Distribution of Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings in the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use
Change Alternative 3.

Distribution of Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings Under LU-3?
Tota! Area ST-1° ST-2° ST-3¢ ST-4
FBTC Available
Subdivision® (km?) L ™M  H Total L M H Total L M . H Total L M H Total
South Trainin
Areas 9 373 64% 20% 6% 90% 71% 22% 6% 100% 73% 24% 9% 105% 85% 28% 12% 125%
Dofia Ana
Range-North 1,057 39% 12% 3% 55% 47% 15% 4% 65% 50% 17% 8% 75% 64% 22% 14% 100%
Training Areas
Tularosa Basin
of McGregor 1,440 39% 12% 3% 55% 47% 15% 4% 65% 52% 18% 10% 80% 66% 23% 16% 105%
Range
Southeast 392 10% 4% 1% 15% 10% 4% 1% 15% 12% 5% 4% 20% 20% 8% 7% 35%
McGregor Range (] (] (1 0 (1 0 (1 0 0 (1 0 0 (1 0 (1] 0
Northeast
McGregor
Range North of 424 27% 10% 4% 40% 27% 10% 4% 40% 28% 11% 7% 45% 37% 15% 13% 65%
Hwy 506°
Otero Mesa
South of Hwy 558 6% 3% 1% 10% 6% 3% 1% 10% 8% 4% 4% 15% 10% 5% 6% 20%
506°

QQOwoo~NoOYO

Refer to Figure 2-5.

2 Percent of L/M/H classified vehicles extrapolated with 365 training days/year.

& Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

b Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

¢ Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

¢ Vehicle use in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle Maneuvers. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in these
subdivisions is not allowed under LU-3.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Using the On-Road Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and Table 2-8), the percent of vehicle classifications training in
each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-20), and the total kilometers of road network available in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-21), the
number of vehicle trips can be determined under LU-3 (Table 2-21).

Under LU-3, the five percent shift and the fewer kilometers of roadways in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 results in
this area containing the highest number of vehicle trips under LU-3/ST-1 and the second highest number of vehicle trips (below the
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range) under LU-3/ST-2, LU-3/ST-3, and LU-3/ST-4. The total vehicle trips on the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 would be the lowest, reduced to less than half of the next highest number of vehicle trips on the FBTC.

Table 2-21. Estimated Annual Vehicle Trips completed on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 3.

On-Road Vehicle Trips Completed Under LU-3
Roadway ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
FBTC Available : : : : : : : :
Subdivision (km) L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
South Trainin
Areas 9 446 520 310 130 959 561 351 148 | 1,059 656 392 198 1,246 797 471 277 | 1,546
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 1,149 369 217 79 665 424 260 94 778 520 319 211 1,049 690 431 361 1,481
Areas
Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range 1,066 542 318 116 976 623 382 137 | 1,143 788 499 396 1,683 1,039 663 617 | 2,320
Southeast McG
eRangg A T 243 163 88 493 | 234 167 95 | 497 | 312 232 247 | 791 556 409 468 | 1432
Northeast
McGregor Range 221 518 346 217 1,082 499 356 236 | 1,091 606 423 357 1,386 834 624 698 | 2,155
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 491 72 55 37 165 70 57 41 167 101 86 113 300 128 112 188 427
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Using the vehicle specifications (i.e., tire/tread width) (Table 2-2), the Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and
Table 2-9), and the percent of vehicle classifications training in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-20), the maximum ground contact under
LU-3 can be determined. These calculations are presented according to vehicle classification (Table 2-22).

Table 2-22. Estimated Maximum Ground Contact for Off-Road Vehicle Training Activities on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under
Land Use Change Alternative 3.

Maximum Ground Contact Under LU-3 (km?)
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
FBTC Subdivision L M H |Toa| L M H |Toal| L M H |[Total| L M  H Total
South Training Areas 340 140 42 522 | 382 157 46 586 | 366 144 32 542 | 411 160 39 609
Dofia Ana Range-North 596 242 62 | 900 | 714 288 73 | 1074 | 714 289 84 | 1087 | 877 360 124 1,361
Training Areas
Tularosa Bﬁ;ﬂ;‘: McGregor | 519 330 85 | 1,227 | 972 392 99 | 1463 | 1,005 | 420 146 | 1571 | 1,225 | 515 196 1,937
Southeast McGregor Range 56 26 10 92 57 26 1 94 62 30 14 106 | 101 49 23 174
Northeast McGregor Range
North of Hvy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Otero Mesas(s)g“th of Hwy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The number of times the ground would be driven over was calculated by dividing the area driven over by the area available for Off-Road
Vehicle Maneuver. The area available for Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in each FBTC subdivision is limited by OLAs, range footprints,
impact areas, and existing land use categories (Table 2-23).

Under LU-3, the number of times a FBTC subdivision would be driven over generally remains the same as LU-1. This is due to the five
percent shift in training days scheduled occurring between the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 and the Northeast McGregor Range

North of Highway 506, which do not allow Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver under LU-3.

Table 2-23. Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Annually as Part of Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver under Land Use Change
Alternative 3.
Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Under LU-3
Area ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
FBTC Available E
Subdivision (km?) L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
50“2\:;2”“9 356 096 | 039 | 012 | 15 | 107 | o044 | 013 | 16 | 103 | 040 | 009 | 15 | 12 | o045 | o011 | 17
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 996 0.60 0.24 0.06 0.90 0.72 0.29 0.07 1.08 | 072 0.29 008 | 109 | o088 0.36 0.12 1.4
Areas
Tularosa Basin of 1,195 068 | 028 007 | 1203 | o081 0.33 0.08 12 | o084 | 035 0.12 13 1.0 0.43 0.16 16
McGregor Range
Somheastan“ggeregor 387 0.5 0.07 003 | 024 | 015 0.07 003 | 024 | 016 0.08 004 | 027 | 026 0.13 006 | 045
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.2.6 Alternative 4 — New Land Use Category Allowing Light Off-Road
Vehicle Maneuver in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 (LU-4)

LU-4 adds Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver: Light military use within limited areas in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 to the previous land use change alternatives (Figure 2-6). Under
LU-4, Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver of light wheeled vehicles (e.g., HMMWYV vehicles) would be
permitted within 500m of an existing road on slopes of less than 30 percent. This would affect
approximately 27 percent of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 2-13),
resulting in the Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver: Light military use shifting from other FBTC subdivisions
that allow Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver to this area.

Under this alternative, the Controlled FTX (allowed under LU-3) and the off-road military activities
would make the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 the most attractive training
destination for the IBCTs in the FBTC.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

FORT BLISS ARMY GROWTH AND FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT EIS
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-24 presents the estimated training days scheduled for the FBTC subdivisions under LU-4. Under LU-4, the IBCT percent training
days scheduled would shift by approximately five percent from the South Training Areas to the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 under all stationing and training alternatives. In addition, the Other Unit percent training days scheduled would increase by
five percent in this FBTC subdivision. These increases would result in LU-4 allowing the highest percent of training days scheduled for
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506.

Table 2-24. Estimated Percent Training Days Scheduled for the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 4.
Percent Training Days Scheduled Under LU-4
Total c
Area ST-1° ST-2° ST-3 ST-4¢
FBTC Available
Subdivision® (km?) HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT Other | Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other | Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other Total
South Training
Areas 373 50% 20% 15% 85% 60% 20% 15% 95% 60% 20% 5% 15% 100% 70% 20% 10% 20% 120%
Dofa Ana
Range-North 1,057 40% 5% 10% 55% 50% 5% 10% 65% 50% 5% 10% 10% 75% 60% 5% 20% 15% 100%
Tralnlng Areas
Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor 1,440 40% 5% 10% | 55% 50% 5% 10% | 65% 50% 5% 15% 10% | 80% 60% 5% 25% 15% | 105%
Range
Southeast
M;Gregor 392 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 5% 20% 10% 5% 10% 10% 35%
ange
Northeast
McGregor 424 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0
Range North 35% 15% 50% 35% 15% 50% 35% 5% 15% 55% 35% 15% 25% 75%
of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa
SOU?OZE Hwy 558 5% 5% 10% 5% 5% 10% 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 10% 5% 20%
- FBTC subdivisions with less than 1 percent training days scheduled would receive unquantifiable levels of both On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted maneuver military uses.
! Refer to Figure 2-6.
2 Percent training days/ scheduled in a 365 day year to meet maneuver requirements. FBTC subdivisions with total training days scheduled equal to or exceeding 100 percent would
require concurrent use. It is noted that percent training days scheduled can be up to 300 percent and still remain sustainable.
8 e Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.
4 b Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.
5 ¢ Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.
6 d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.
¢ Percent maneuver in the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted Maneuvers. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in this subdivision is not
allowed under LU-4.
f Majority of support for units training in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 occurs in fixed sites located on the northern portion of the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-25 examines estimated distribution of percent of training days scheduled (Table 2-24) by vehicle classification rather than military
unit type.

Table 2-25. Estimated Distribution of Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings in the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use
Change Alternative 4.
Distribution of Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings Under LU-42
Total Area ST-18 ST-2° ST-3¢ ST-4¢
FBTC Auvailable :
Subdivision® (km?) L M = H Total L M - H Total L M H Total L M H Total
South Traini
e 373 60% | 19% | 6% | 85% | 68% | 21% | 6% | 95% | 70% | 22% | 8% | 100% | 82% | 27% | 12% | 120%
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 1,057 39% 12% 3% 550 | 47% 15% 4% 65% | 50% 17% 8% 75% 64% 22% 14% 100%
Areas
McGregor Range, 1,440 30% 12% 3% | 55% | 47% | 15% 4% | 65% | 52% 18% | 10% | 80% | 66% | 23% 16% | 105%
TUIarOSa BaSIn y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
McGregor Range, 392 0, [ 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0, 0, 0, o, o,

Southeast 10% 4% 1% 15% 10% 4% 1% 15% 12% 5% 4% 20% 20% 8% 7% 35%
McGregor Range,

Northeast 424 3% | 12% . 6% | 50% | 33% . 12% . 6% | 50% | 34% = 13% = 8% | 55% | 43% = 18% . 14% | 75%
MCGregor Range (1] (] (] 0 0 (] 0 0 (1] (1] (1] 0 (] (] (] (1]
North of Hwy 506
McGregor Range,

Otero Mesa South 558 6% 3% 1% 10% 6% 3% 1% 10% 8% 4% 4% 15% 10% 5% 6% 20%
of Hwy 506°

' Refer to Figure 2-6.

2 Percent of L/M/H classified vehicles extrapolated with 365 training days/year.

& Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

b Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

¢ Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

¢ Vehicle use in the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle Maneuvers. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in these subdivisions is not allowed under LU-4.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Using the On-Road Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and Table 2-8), the percent of vehicle classifications training in
each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-25), and the total kilometers of road network available in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-26), the
number of vehicle trips can be determined under LU-4 (Table 2-26).

Under LU-4, the total vehicle trips in the FBTC subdivisions would be the highest in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506, followed by the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range and the South Training Areas. It is noted that the shift in vehicle trips between
the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and the South Training Areas is not a 1 for 1 shift. This is due to the amount of
roadway available in the South Training Areas being greater than in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506.

Table 2-26. Estimated Annual Vehicle Trips completed on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 4.
On-Road Vehicle Trips Completed Under LU-4
Roadway ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
FBTC Available
Subdivision (km) L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
South Traini
ou Arezas'”'ng 446 487 289 117 892 529 329 134 992 620 370 186 1175 | 760 | 449 265 1,474
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 1,149 366 214 77 656 421 257 91 769 516 316 208 1,040 | 686 427 359 1,471
Areas
Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range 1,066 537 314 113 964 618 377 134 | 1,129 | 782 494 391 1,667 | 1,033 | 658 613 2,304
Southea!RsthggGregor 165 241 160 85 486 | 232 165 93 | 490 | 310 229 24 | 783 | 552 405 | 465 | 1,423
Northeast
McGregor Range 221 634 433 273 | 1,340 | 612 445 298 | 1,355 | 736 519 421 1,675 | 969 719 761 2,449
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 491 72 54 36 162 69 56 40 165 100 85 112 297 127 111 187 425
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Using the vehicle specifications (i.e., tire/tread width) (Table 2-2), the Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and
Table 2-9), and the percent of vehicle classifications training in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-24), the maximum ground contact under
LU-4 can be determined. These calculations are presented according to vehicle classification (Table 2-27).

Table 2-27. Estimated Maximum Ground Contact for Off-Road Vehicle Training Activities on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under
Land Use Change Alternative 4.
Maximum Ground Contact Under LU-4 (km?) g
T
FBTC ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4 g
Subdivision L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
SO“tZLfS'”'”g 202 134 = 42 | 468 | 33 151 = 44 | 530 | 322 138 30 | 490 | 364 = 154 37 565
Dofia Ana
Range-North 542 245 67 854 | 658 290 74 | 1,021 | 660 291 84 | 1,035 | 808 362 124 1,295
Training Areas
Tularosa Basin
of McGregor 738 334 91 | 1,163 | 896 395 100 | 1,391 | 928 423 147 | 1,498 | 1,130 | 518 197 1,845
Range
Southeast
McGregor Range 51 26 11 88 52 27 11 90 57 30 14 101 94 49 23 166
Northeast
McGregor
Range North of 181 0 0 181 | 184 0 0 184 181 0 0 181 | 220 0 0 220
Hwy 506
Otero Mesa
South of Hwy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
506
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The number of times the ground would be driven over was calculated by dividing the area driven over by the area available for maneuver.
The area available for Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in each FBTC subdivision is limited by OLAs, range footprints, impact areas, and
existing land use categories (Table 2-28).

Under LU-4, the number of times of drive-over in the South Training Areas, Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas, Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range, and Southeast McGregor Range would decrease from the LU-3 rates, with the most significant reduction occurring in the
South Training Areas. The drive-over rate for wheeled vehicles with an L classification would range from 1.25 to 1.53 times per year on the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. It is noted that no tracked or wheeled vehicles with M and H classifications would be
allowed to off-road maneuver in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 under this alternative.

Table 2-28. Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Annually as Part of Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver under Land Use Change
Alternative 4.

Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Under LU-4
Area
FBTC Available ST ST2 ST °T
Subdivision (km?) L M H Total L M H Total L M H | Total | LGPV MGPV = HGPV | Total
South Traini
e 356 082 | 038 | 012 13 094 | 042 | o012 15 090 | 039 |o009| 14 | 10 0.43 0.10 16
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 996 0.54 0.25 0.07 0.86 066 : 0.29 0.07 1.03 0.66 029 008 | 1.04 0.81 0.36 0.12 1.3
Areas
Tularosa Basin of 1,195 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 075 | 033 | 008 1.2 078 | 035 |o012] 13 | 09 0.43 0.17 15
McGregor Range ! : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : :
Southeast McGi
eRangg regor 387 013 = 007 . 003 | 023 | 013 007 003 | 023 | 015 . 008 004 | 026 | 024 : 013 0.06 0.43
Northeast
McGregor Range 144 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25 128 . 0.00 : 0.00 1.28 1.26 0.00 : 0.00 | 1.26 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.53
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.2.7 Alternative 5 — Selected Grassland LUA Removal on Otero Mesa (L U-5)

In addition to the land use changes identified for LU-1 through LU-4, Land Use Change Alternative 5 (LU-5) allows three square kilometers of
Controlled FTX military activities on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 by removing the Grassland LUA limitations in these areas. The
Controlled FTX activities would be located adjacent to existing roads and would affect less than 1 percent of the Otero Mesa South of Highway
506 (Table 2-13). The conceptual locations for Controlled FTXs are shown on Figure 2-7. This is the preferred land use alternative for the FEIS.
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FORT BLISS ARMY GROWTH AND FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT EIS
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Figure 2-7. Land Use Alternative 5: Proposed Land Uses.
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Table 2-29 presents the estimated percent training days scheduled for the FBTC subdivisions under LU-5. Under this alternative, the
additional Controlled FTX military activities on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would make this area attractive for the additional Other
Units added under ST-4. This would result in an approximate 5 percent shift of Other Unit training days scheduled from the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506 to the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 under LU-5/ST-4 only (Table 2-29).

Table 2-29. Estimated Percent Training Days Scheduled for the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 5.
Percent Training Days Scheduled Under LU-5
Total Area ST-12 ST-2° ST-3° ST-4¢
FBTC Available
Subdivision® (km?) HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other Total HBCT IBCT SBCT Other | Total
South Training
Areas 373 50% 20% 15% 85% 60% 20% 15% 95% 60% 20% 5% 15% 100% 70% 20% 10% 20% | 120%
Dofia Ana
Range-North 1,057 40% 5% 10% 55% 50% 5% 10% 65% 50% 5% 10% 10% 75% 60% 5% 20% 15% | 100%
Training Areas
Tularosa Basin
of McGregor 1,440 40% 5% 10% 55% 50% 5% 10% 65% 50% 5% 15% 10% 80% 60% 5% 25% 15% | 105%
Range
Southeast 392 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 15% 5% 5% 5% 5% 20% 10% 5% 10% 10% 35%
MCGregOr Range 0 0 0 (] 0 0 (] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Northeast
McGregor 424 () 0 0 0 (" 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0
Range North of - 35% 15% 50% - 35% 15% 50% - 35% 5% 15% 55% - 35% 15% 20% | 70%
Hwy 506
Otero Mesa
South 01: Hwy 558 - 5% 5% 10% - 5% 5% 10% - 5% 5% 5% 15% - 5% 10% 10% | 25%
506°

- FBTC subdivisions with less than 1 percent training days scheduled would receive unquantifiable levels of both On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted maneuver military uses.

Refer to Figure 2-7.

2 Percent training days/ scheduled in a 365 day year to meet maneuver requirements. FBTC subdivisions with total training days scheduled equal to or exceeding 100 percent would
require concurrent use. It is noted that percent training days scheduled can be up to 300 percent and still remain sustainable.

8 a Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

40 Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

5o Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

6 d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

¢ Percent maneuver in the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle and Dismounted Maneuvers. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in this subdivision is not
allowed under LU-5.

f Majority of support for units training in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 occurs in fixed sites located on the northern portion of the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2-30 examines estimated distribution of percent of training days scheduled (Table 2-29) by vehicle classification rather than military
unit type

Table 2-30. Estimated Distribution of Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings in the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use
Change Alternative 5.

Distribution of Ground Pressure Vehicle Groupings Under LU-5

Total Area ST-1° ST-2° ST-3¢ ST-2¢
FBTC Available :

Subdivision* (km?) L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total

South Training

Areas 373 60% 19% 6% 85% 68% 21% 6% 95% 70% 22% 8% 100% 82% 271% 12% 120%

Dofia Ana
Range-North 1,057 39% 12% 3% 55% 47% 15% 4% 65% 50% 17% 8% 75% 64% 22% 14% 100%
Training Areas

McGregor
Range, Tularosa 1,440 39% 12% 3% 55% 47% 15% 4% 65% 52% 18% 10% 80% 66% 23% 16% 105%
Basin

McGregor Range,

Southeast 392 10% 4% 1% 15% 10% 4% 1% 15% 12% 5% 4% 20% 20% 8% 7% 35%

McGregor
Range,
Northeast
McGregor
Range North of
Hwy 506

424 33% 12% 6% 50% 33% 12% 6% 50% 34% 13% 8% 55% 41% 17% 13% 70%

McGregor
Range, Otero
Mesa South of

Hwy 506°

558 6% 3% 1% 10% 6% 3% 1% 10% 8% 4% 4% 15% 12% 6% 7% 25%

Refer to Figure 2-7.

Percent of L/M/H classified vehicles extrapolated with 365 training days/year.

*  Distribution percent based on the following training units: 4 HBCTSs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

b Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, and Others Units.

¢ Distribution percent based on the following training units: 5 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 1 SBCT, and Others Units.

d Distribution percent based on the following training units: 6 HBCTs, 2 IBCTs, 2 SBCTs, and Other Units plus 1 Fires Brigades and 3 SBEs.

¢ Vehicle use in the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 is limited to On-Road Vehicle Maneuvers. Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver in this subdivision is not allowed under LU-5.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Using the On-Road Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and Table 2-8), the percent of vehicle classifications training in
each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-30), and the total kilometers of road network available in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-31), the
number of vehicle trips can be determined under LU-5 (Table 2-31).

Under LU-5, the total vehicle trips in the FBTC subdivisions would remain the under LU-5/ST-1, LU-5/ST-2, and LU-5/ST-3. Under LU-
5/ST-4, the number of vehicle trips on the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would decrease, resulting in an increase in
vehicle trips on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506. In addition, the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range would contain the largest
number of vehicle trips on the FBTC.

Table 2-31. Estimated Annual Vehicle Trips completed on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under Land Use Change Alternative 5.

On-Road Vehicle Trips Completed Under LU-5
Roadway

FBTC Available ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Subdivision (km) L M H | Total | L M H |[Total | L M H | Total | L M H | Total
SO“tnge?s'”'”g 446 487 289 117 | 892 | 529 © 329 : 134 | 992 | 620 - 370 : 186 | 1175 | 759 | 448 - 264 | 1471
Dofia Ana Range-

North Training 1,149 366 214 77 656 | 421 | 257 1 91 | 769 | 516 @ 316 . 208 | 1,040 | 684 | 426 : 358 | 1,468
Areas
Tularosa Basin of |4 ¢ 537 314 113 | 964 | 618 : 377 : 134 | 1,029 | 782 .« 494 . 391 | 1667 | 1,031 . 657 : 612 | 2,299
McGregor Range
SomheaRStm'\ggGregor 165 241 160 85 486 | 232 165 ¢ 93 | 490 | 310 i 229 i 244 | 783 552 1 405 | 464 | 1,420
Northeast
McGregor Range 221 634 433 273 | 1,340 | 612 : 445 : 208 | 1,355 | 736 : 519 : 421 | 1675 | 905 : 662 : 716 | 2,283
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South 491 72 54 36 162 69 56 40 | 165 | 100 8 : 112 | 297 164 144 212 | 520
of Hwy 506
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Using the vehicle specifications (i.e., tire/tread width) (Table 2-2), the Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training requirements (Table 2-7 and
Table 2-9), and the percent of vehicle classifications training in each FBTC subdivision (Table 2-30), the maximum ground contact under
LU-5 can be determined. These calculations are presented according to vehicle classification (Table 2-32).

Table 2-32. Estimated Maximum Ground Contact for Off-Road Vehicle Training Activities on the Fort Bliss Training Complex under
Land Use Change Alternative 5.

Maximum Ground Contact Under LU-5 (km?)
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
FBTC
Subdivision L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total
South Training
Areas 292 134 42 468 335 151 44 530 321 138 ¢ 30 490 366 154 37 557
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 542 245 67 854 658 290 74 1,021 659 291 84 1,035 813 362 124 1,299
Areas
Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range 738 334 91 1,163 896 395 100 1,391 928 423 147 1,498 | 1,136 518 197 1,851
Southeast McGregor
Range 9 51 26 11 88 52 27 11 90 57 30 14 101 94 49 23 167
Northeast
McGregor Range 181 0 0 181 184 0 0 184 181 0 0 181 207 0 0 207
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(ep]

March 2010 2-49 GFS Final EIS



(BN

w

o1

10
11
12

Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

The maximum area of ground contacted can be divided by the area available (Table 2-32) to determine the number of times a FBTC
subdivision is driven-over by ground pressure vehicle grouping under each LU-5 stationing and training alternative (Table 2-33).

Under LU-5/ST-4, the shift in Other Units to the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (which does not allow Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver)
would result in a nine percent decrease of drive-over rates on the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 2-33).

Table 2-33. Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Annually as Part of Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver under Land Use Change
Alternative 5.

Number of Times Ground is Driven Over Under LU-5
Area

FBTC Available ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Subdivision (km?) L M H Total L M H Total L M H | Total L M H | Total
50“21:;”'”9 356 0.82 0.38 0.12 13 0.94 0.42 0.12 15 0.90 0.39 0.09 14 10 043 © 010 | 16
Dofia Ana Range-

North Training 996 054 i 025 007 | 086 | 066 0.29 007 | 103 | 066 0.29 008 | 1.04 | 082 036 : 012 | 13
Areas
Tularosa Basin of | ;o5 062 028 008 | 097 | 075 033 o008 | 12 | o78 035 o012 | 13 | 10 = 043 017 | 15
McGregor Range
SO“theaFftan'\ggGregor 387 0.13 0.07 003 | 023 | 013 0.07 003 | 023 | 015 0.08 004 | 026 | 024 013 = 006 | 043
Northeast
McGregor Range 144 125 0.0 000 | 125 | 128 0.00 000 | 128 | 1.26 0.00 000 | 126 | 144 - 000 . 000 | 144
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South

of Hivy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2.2.3 Category 3: Training Infrastructure Improvements

The Army is modernizing and standardizing the inventory of ranges at Fort Bliss to support modular BCTs. This standardization emphasizes
availability of a suite of training ranges to ensure that all BCTs have access to critical training infrastructure and can meet requirements for pre-
deployment training certification. These modernized ranges incorporate increased levels of digital technology, and are designed to replicate
situations and scenarios encountered in the contemporary and projected future operating environments.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

A variety of ranges are needed to meet the training requirements of BCTs. Ranges are needed for Soldiers
to qualify semi-annually with their individual and crew-served weapons. In addition, ranges are needed to
meet the requirements for combined arms live-fire training exercises. These exercises require
considerable planning and coordination and are conducted to ensure proper integration and
synchronization of the different types of units in combat scenarios. Descriptions of the primary ranges
needed for training of the BCTs at Fort Bliss were obtained from TC 25-8 and are included as Appendix
A.

In addition to ranges, the FBTC includes three Range Camps — identified as McGregor Range Camp,
Dofia Ana Range Camp, and Orogrande Range Camp — and a variety of miscellaneous facilities. Range
Camps are defined as built environment providing limited administrative, living, quality of life, and other
support services in closer proximity to training locations to support the Soldiers (e.g., billet space or
living quarters).

The following table summarizes the Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternatives for the FBTC.
Further detail of each alternative is discussed in the following sections.

Table 2-34. Summary of Training Infrastructure Improvements by Alternative.

Alternative Improvement
No Action: No additional improvements beyond those analyzed previously in a
TI-1
NEPA document.
TI-2 Construction of new ranges to accommodate stationing decision from Category 1.

Alternative 2 improvements, plus expansion of existing range camps and
construction of Contingency Operating Locations (COLs") in FBTC as follows:

TI-3 - Six COLs in the South Training Areas
- Five COLs in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range
- Five COLs in the Dofia Ana Range - North Training Areas

Alternatives 2 and 3, plus construction of rail line connecting Fort Bliss

_ a
Tl-4 Cantonment to FBTC.

1 COLs are temporary facilities with minimal construction placed in austere locations along unimproved
roads.

a. The preferred training infrastructure improvement alternative for the FEIS.

2.2.3.1 Alternative 1 — No Action (TI-1)

Training Infrastructure Improvement Alternative 1 (TI-1) is the No Action Alternative. Under this
alternative, no additional improvements to training infrastructure would be constructed other the ranges
that have been previously analyzed in previous NEPA documents. TI-1 would meet the range
requirements for the four stationed HBCTs (five training HBCTS) identified in the 2007 ROD for the
SEIS.

Table 2-34 shows ranges that currently exist or have previously been analyzed for construction in
previous NEPA documents, at Fort Bliss. Figure 2-8 shows the distribution of these ranges throughout the
FBTC.
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Table 2-35.
Alternative 1.

Ranges Present on Fort Bliss under Training Infrastructure Improvements

Range Type

Range Location

Range #

Detainee Operations McGregor Range Detainee Ops
Gas Chamber w/Confidence Course McGregor Range Gas Chamber
Individual Tactical Training McGregor Range Range 1
Hand Grenade Qualification Course McGregor Range Range 2
Hand Grenade Distance and Accuracy Course McGregor Range Range 3
Hand Grenade Familiarization Range McGregor Range Range 4
Fire and Movement Range McGregor Range Range 5
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (ECP) McGregor Range Range 6
Combat Pistol Qualification Course McGregor Range Range 7
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (Pistol) McGregor Range Range 8
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (ARM) McGregor Range Range 9
Non-Standard Small Arms (Law Enforcement) (FBI) McGregor Range RG 10- FBI

Non-Standard SA (Department of Homeland Security-
Special Operations)

McGregor Range

RG 11- BORTAC

Combat Pistol/MP Firearms Qualification Course McGregor Range Range 12
10-25 Meter Zero Range McGregor Range Range 13
10-25 Meter Zero Range McGregor Range Range 14
10-25 Meter Zero Range McGregor Range Range 15
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (Shotgun Range) McGregor Range Range 16
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (10-m Zero Range) McGregor Range Range 17
Machine Gun Field Fire McGregor Range Range 18
Modified Record Fire McGregor Range Range 19
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (25-m Zero Range) McGregor Range Range 19
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (CPQC) McGregor Range Range 20
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (MPQC) McGregor Range Range 21
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (25-m Zero Range) McGregor Range Range 22
Grenade Launcher Range (M203 TP) McGregor Range Range 23
Modified Record Fire (MRF) McGregor Range Range 24
Live Fire Breach and Light Demolition Range McGregor Range Range 30
40-mm (Grenade) Machine Gun Familiarization Range McGregor Range Range 34
Urban Assault Course McGregor Range Range 35
Shoothouse McGregor Range Range 36
Convoy Live Fire McGregor Range Range 37
Convoy Live Fire McGregor Range Range 38
gﬂﬂnsetr?,?g;rgyglgm? ose Range (Aviation McGregor Range Range 39
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Range Type Range Location Range #
Modified Record Fire (MRF) Dofia Ana Range Range 53
Non-Standard Small Arms Range (25-m Zero) Dofia Ana Range Range 54
égb??eated Combat Pistol/MP Firearms Qualification Doffa Ana Range Range 55
Known Distance Range Dofia Ana Range Range 56
Inactive Boresight and Direct Fire Dofia Ana Range Range 59
Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Dofia Ana Range Range 60
Infantry Squad Battle Course Dofia Ana Range Range 62
Infantry Platoon Battle Course Dofia Ana Range Range 63
Grenade Launcher Range Dorfia Ana Range Range 67
Mortar Range Dofia Ana Range Range 68
MOUT Assault Course (Match) Dofia Ana Range Range 69
Urban Assault Course Dofia Ana Range Range 71
Urban Ops Village Dofia Ana Range Range 72
Southwell Convoy Live Fire McGregor Range Range 80
Digital Air Ground Integration Range (DAGIR) Orogrande Range Range 83*
Urban Assault Course Orogrande Range Range 85
Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex (DMPRC) Orogrande Range Range 88**
Combined Arms Collective Training Facility Orogrande Range Range 87
Short Range Air Defense (SHORAD) Orogrande Range Range 91
* Proposed construction start date, FY2010.
** Proposed construction start date, FY2009.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.3.2 Alternative 2 — Construction of New Ranges (T/-2)
Under Training Infrastructure Improvement Alternative 2 (T1-2), Fort Bliss would construct new ranges
in the FBTC to accommodate the stationing and training alternative selected (Section 2.2.1). These ranges
would accommaodate the needs of the BCTs stationed at Fort Bliss.
Table 2-36 identifies the minimum number of ranges that would be constructed under TI-2 (i.e., those
necessary to support ST-1 and ST-2). The 27 future ranges would be constructed during FY2010-2016 to
accommodate the training of four HBCTs and two IBCTs stationed at Fort Bliss (ST-1 and ST-2). Table
2-35 lists these ranges, their general location, and the expected fiscal year during which construction
would begin. Existing roads will be refurbished or new roads constructed to provide access to these
ranges. Figure 2-9 shows the distribution of the minimum number of future ranges throughout the FBTC.
Table 2-36. Future Ranges supporting Stationing and Training Alternative 1.
Range Type Range Location Range #
Fiscal Year 2010
Known Distance McGregor Range 25
Sniper Field Fire McGregor Range 20
Multi-Purpose Machine Gun McGregor Range 33
Scout Recce Gunnery Dofia Ana Range 70
Light Demolition Range Dofia Ana Range 64
Infantry Platoon Battle Course Orogrande Range 82
Fiscal Year 2011
Squad Defense Range McGregor Range 26
Shoothouse McGregor Range 27
Heavy Sniper Range McGregor Range 32
E)[;glg\;ltslTl\Fgl)ultl—Purpose Training Range Dofia Ana Range 61
Scout/RECCE Gunnery Complex Dofia Ana Range 65
Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Orogrande Range 86
Light Demolition Range Orogrande Range 89
Fiscal Year 2013
10/25M Zero Range McGregor Range 22
Modified Record Fire McGregor Range 29
Multi-Purpose Machine Gun McGregor Range 9
Infantry Squad Battle Course Orogrande Range 81
Fiscal Year 2014
Combat Pistol/Military Qualification Course McGregor Range 31
(Dl\l/lgpl'slcl)vlultl-Purpose Range Complex Doffa Ana Range 50
Fiscal Year 2015
Combined Arms Collective Training Facility Orogrande Range 87
(CACTF) Phase 2
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Range Type Range Location Range #
Fiscal Year 2016
Hand—-Grenade Qualification Course Dofia Ana Range 51*
Hand-Grenade Familiarization Dofia Ana Range 52*
Modified Record Fire McGregor Range 21
Qualification Training Range Orogrande Range 90
Grenade Launcher Qualification Course Dofia Ana Range 57
Anti-Armor Tracking and Live Fire Training Dofia Ana Range 58
Range
Infantry Platoon Battle Course Orogrande Ranges 92
1 * Range 51 and 52 locations to be determined.
2  The stationing of an SBCT at Fort Bliss under ST-3 would also require the completion of one Battle Area
3 Complex (BAX), which could accommodate training for up to four SBCTs. The construction of this range
4 would occur as the need arises and funds are available. The site would be selected and analyzed for site-
5  specific impacts at that time.
6  Later phases of construction would occur to accommodate any additional ranges required for the
7  stationing of the second SBCT and additional support units, pursuant to the selection of ST-4. The
8  construction of future ranges (Table 2-36) would occur as the need arises and funds are available. Sites
9  would be selected and analyzed under NEPA for site-specific impacts at that time. This EIS looks at the
10  impacts of these projects at a programmatic level. Specific sites would be selected to minimize impacts to
11 grasslands, arroyo riparian buffer zones, and other LUAs, and Off-Limits Areas. All National Register
12 cultural sites would be avoided or mitigated.
13  Table 2-37. Future Ranges analyzed Programmatically, Pending Selection of Stationing and
14 Training Alternative 4.

Range Type Number of Ranges

10-25 Meter Zero Range 1

Modified Record Fire (MRF)

Known Distance

Automated Combat Pistol

Multi-Purpose Machine Gun

LAW Range

NP W RPN

Scout Recce Gunnery

Digital Multi-Purpose Training Range
(DMPTR)

Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex
(DMPRC)

Stationary Gunnery Range

Urban Assault Course

Hand-Grenade Qualification Course

Grenade Launcher Qualification Course

RlRr R~

Hand Grenade Familiarization Range

GFS Final EIS 2-56 March 2010



A WO -

O O oo ~NO O

12

13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28
29

Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Range Type Number of Ranges
Heavy Sniper Range 1
Squad Defense Range 1
Infantry Squad Battle Course 1
Infantry Platoon Battle Course 2
Combined Arms Collective Training Facility 1
Battle Area Complex (BAX) 1 (under ST-3)

Descriptions of ranges are included in Appendix A.

2.2.3.3 Alternative 3 — Expansion of Range Camps and Construction of
Contingency Operating Locations (T/-3)

In addition to the improvements identified under TI-2, Training Infrastructure Improvement Alternative 3
(T1-3) would include expansion of existing Range Camps and construction of Contingency Operating
Locations (COLs) in the FBTC. Billet space (temporary living quarters) is projected to increase from
3,121 to 5,000 at McGregor Range Camp; decrease from 1,783 to 1,750 at Dofia Ana Range Camp; and
increase from 364 to 1,750 at Orogrande Range Camp. Projected civilian work force is expected to be 473
at McGregor, 291 at Dofia Ana and 235 at Orogrande.

Under this alternative, 16 COLs would be established in the FBTC. They would include:
e Six in the South Training Areas
o Five in the Tularosa Basin Portion of McGregor Range
o Five in the Dofia Ana - North Training Areas

COLs are designed and constructed on an expedient basis along unimproved roads and characterized by
austere facilities requiring minimal engineer effort. They are intended to support training unit operations
for a limited time ranging up to 14 days. The facilities for COLs require an area of approximately one
square kilometer. Thus, the area of full disturbance with heavy equipment would be approximately 125
acres per site. The COLs would be constructed in accordance with the minimum antiterrorism standards
identified in the current Unified Facilities Criteria 4-010-01and subsequent updates.

Construction of COLs is analyzed at the programmatic level considering total and per-instance acreage
and possible general locations. Specific sites would be selected avoiding grasslands, arroyo riparian
buffer zones, and other LUAs, and Off-Limits Areas would not be used. All National Register cultural
sites would be avoided or mitigated. In addition, any berms constructed or holes dug in the development
of a COL would be restored after use by removing the berms and backfilling the holes. Once cleared for
use, the same areas used for COL development would be used again, rather than constructing new COLs
in undisturbed areas.
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Chapter 2 - Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.3.4 Alternative 4 — Rail Line Construction (TI-4)

In addition to the training infrastructure improvements included in TI-2 and TI-3, Training Infrastructure
Improvement Alternative 4 (T1-4) would involve the construction of a rail line connecting the Fort Bliss
Cantonment to the FBTC. In general, the rail line would run from the Fort Bliss Cantonment north-
northeast, to the east of and parallel to U.S. Highway 54 and the existing commercial rail line, to a
location on McGregor Range, north of the Orogrande Range Complex (Figure 2-10). This is the preferred
training infrastructure improvement alternative for the FEIS.

Construction of the rail line would follow standard rail engineering, design, and installation practices, and
would be designed to carry personnel, vehicles, and materiel.

2.3 Preferred Alternatives

The Army has selected ST-4, LU-5, and TI-4 as the preferred alternatives for this FEIS. These
alternatives were selected as the preferred action because together they provide all the stationing, training,
and facility improvement benefits of the other alternatives and offer the most capacity and flexibility to
accommodate foreseeable future stationing and training, land use, and facility requirements.,
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FORT BLISS ARMY GROWTH AND FORCE STRUCTURE REALIGNMENT EIS
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 Land Use and Visual Resources: Affected Environment

Land use encompasses the general land use patterns, land ownership, land management plans, and special
use areas on Fort Bliss. The land use region of influence (ROI) includes the installation and areas
adjacent to Fort Bliss boundaries in EI Paso County, Texas; and Dofia Ana and Otero Counties, New
Mexico.

Visual resources are defined as natural and man-made physical features that contribute to a particular
landscape’s character and value. Features that contribute to the overall impression of an area
include landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and man-made (cultural)
modifications. The ROI for visual resources includes those areas of the installation that are visible
when traveling along public roadways within Fort Bliss and surrounding areas and from
overlooks at higher elevations that are located both within and outside the installation boundaries.

Fort Bliss land uses and visual resources are presented in detail in the SEIS, March 2007, and the
ROD, April 2007 (USACE 2007a, 2007b). This section summarizes the affected environment for land
uses and visual resources.

The installation presents two major settings: the developed Cantonment adjacent to the urban and
suburban areas of the City and County of El Paso, Texas; and the extensive open TAs, surrounded
primarily by undeveloped, publicly-owned lands. The TAs encompasses approximately 98 percent of
the installation’s areal extent (Table 3-1).

Table 3-1. Fort Bliss Installation Components.
Square Kilometers | Percent of
Component (km? Total

Cantonment area including Biggs Army Airfield 96 >2
Castner Range 27 <1
South Training Areas 373 8
Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas 1,196 27
McGregor Range 2,814 62

Total 4,506 100

Source: Fort Bliss, 2009.
3.1.1 Fort Bliss Cantonment Area
3.1.1.1 Land Use

The Cantonment, presented in Figure 3-1, contains the heaviest concentration of facilities and mission
support activities on Fort Bliss. It covers one percent of the total acreage of Fort Bliss, and includes
all of the installation south and west of Loop 375, and a portion east of Loop 375. Support services in
the Cantonment include administration, maintenance, service, storage and supply buildings, housing,
and medical and community facilities. The Cantonment also includes the largest active army airfield
in the world.
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The Cantonment is undergoing major development and redevelopment to accommodate infrastructure
and facility needs associated with BRAC and GDPR stationing decisions, as per the 2007 ROD for
the SEIS. The Cantonment projects are identified from FY2009 through FY2015 on this programmed
future development plan, dated December 11, 2008. Many of these projects renovate and upgrade
existing facilities on the Main Post for reuse. Approximately 16 square kilometers (4,000 acres) are
being developed within the Cantonment and an additional 6 square kilometers (1,500 acres) on the
east side of Biggs AAF and along the existing ramp areas are being developed. This acreage includes
approximately 5 square kilometers (1,300 acres) of additional impervious surface area and 2 square
kilometers (21.9 million square feet) of new building construction. The new development extends in
the Cantonment is occurring to the north and east, up to and extending east of Loop 375.

The Cantonment is designated for a single mixed-use land use designation, as opposed to having
specific areas designated for individual land use categories. Facilities siting and development will
continue to follow Army land use compatibility criteria. In the Cantonment, single-use “tactical
campuses” accommodate the BCTs. As presented in the 2007 SEIS, a single mixed-use land
designation supports the Army’s transformation to a modular force by enabling BCT facilities to be
planned as integrated enclaves, and also provides greater flexibility in responding to evolving mission
and facility requirements. Furthermore, proximity of the BCT campuses to the South Training Areas
reduces travel distances for training brigades, and minimizes intrusion of BCT vehicular activity into
the remaining Cantonment area.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.1.1.2 Visual Resources

The physical development of the Cantonment is guided by the Installation Design Guide (IDG). The
IDG defines the character of Fort Bliss as a product of its mission; historical character; and the
climate, culture, and geography of the region. The IDG identifies five visual themes for the Fort Bliss
Cantonment:

Historic — reflecting the development phases of the installation since 1891

e Community life — including Troop and family housing, recreation facilities, and schools
e Support operations — including mission support, supply and storage, and administrative
e Military education — including military training

e Power projection — including air deployment facility

These themes apply to the different geographical areas of the Cantonment, creating in each a
distinctive visual architectural character defined by the unique buildings and natural features
(USACE 2006). The IDG provides design guidelines and specific recommendations for all
renovation and new construction projects. The SEIS provides a description of visual character of the
Cantonment and its different geographic areas.

Much of the existing Cantonment currently is geographically organized around these themes.
However, the 2007 stationing decisions expand the Cantonment through the development of mission
enclaves, or “tactical campuses,” for each of the BCTs. The focus of the BCT enclaves is a “town
center” of personnel support facilities such as shopping, indoor recreation, a community center, and
greenway space. The eastern portion of the Cantonment, which includes Biggs AAF and areas east up
to and beyond Loop 375, is continuing to urbanize. Within the existing Cantonment, replacement and
infill projects continue, creating an increasingly dense visual context with less open area between
facility groupings. While it is visible from Loop 375, the new development is consistent with the
existing surrounding context of industrial and commercial development.

3.1.1.3 Castner Range

Castner Range located in ElI Paso County north of Logan Heights and adjacent to the Franklin
Mountains, is a former training and weapons firing area. The Army has no plans for future use or
disposal of Castner Range. Consequently, Castner Range is not discussed any further in this
document.

3.1.1.4 Fort Bliss Training Complex

3.1.1.4.1 Overall Land Use

Chapter 2 describes existing land use categories, land use restrictions, and land use management activities
on Fort Bliss. As shown in Tables 2-11 and 2-12 and on Figure 2-3, the FBTC supports a wide variety of
military activities. Sections 3.1.1.4.3 through 3.1.1.4.5 describe military land uses unique to the South

Training Areas, the Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas, and McGregor Range.

Non-military land uses on Fort Bliss include livestock grazing and public recreation. Livestock grazing is
permitted on McGregor Range and is described in Section 3.1.1.4.5. The FBTC issues Recreation Access

GFS Final EIS 3-4 March 2010



e
PO WOWO~NOOUAWNE

=
N

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

28

29
30

31
32
33
34

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Permits and to allow limited public access to the South Training Areas, TAs 3-7 of Dofla Ana Range
TAs, and TAs 10-23 and the northern portions of TA 29 in McGregor Range. Public access must be
compatible with the military activities onsite at the time. Figure 2-3 shows the available public access
areas within the FBTC. (Refer to Figure 2-2 for specific OLAs within designated public access areas.)
Examples of recreational activities include hunting, hiking, and bird watching. There are approximately
300 recreational passes issued annually; approximately 25 percent of which are for recreational activities
other than hunting. The most frequented areas for recreation are the South Training Areas, in particular
TAs 1A and 1B (Locke 2009). Recreational vehicular traffic is limited to designated roads and trails.
When military activities are incompatible with public use, the entire TA is closed to public access.
Sections 3.1.1.4.3 through 3.1.1.4.5 describe other nonmilitary land uses on the South Training Areas, the
Dofa Ana Range—North Training Areas, and McGregor Range.

3.1.1.4.2 Overall Visual Resources

The FBTC is located in the semi-arid to arid Chihuahuan Desert, which is characterized by vistas
framed by distant mountain ranges dominated by the overlying blue sky. The FBTC is surrounded on
three sides by portions of the Organ, Franklin, Hueco, and Sacramento mountain ranges. Due to
variations in elevation and precipitation, a range of vegetative regimes exists. Bunched or continuous
grassy vegetation and areas of scattered shrubby vegetation create a patchwork of varying textures
and patterns in the middle and distant landscape. Mixed hues of reddish brown and gray-colored soils,
rocks and woody vegetation provide the dominant colors of the ground plane. In some areas, clumped
or grassy vegetation introduces a range of pale sage and dark gray hues. The landscape is defined by
both the natural setting and human modifications. Human-made features, including paved and
unpaved roadways, fences, wooden corrals, isolated old homesteads and associated water windmills,
watering tanks, pipelines, antennae, power lines, and satellite dishes, provide evidence of past and
current uses. While many of these features are noticeable in the foreground, in the distant landscape
they are either not perceptible or defined by subtle lines or forms. Sections 3.1.1.4.3 through 3.1.1.4.5
present the visual resources unique to each geographical segment of the FBTC.

3.1.1.4.3 South Training Areas
The South Training Areas consists of seven TAs (TAs 1A-1B; 2A-2E).

Military Land Use. The South Training Areas are used primarily for on- and off-road vehicle maneuvers
and close-in military training ranges.

Non-Military Land Uses. The South Training Areas contain public utility infrastructure, including water
treatment facilities, deep-well injection sites, water wells and gas and water pipelines. The Fred Hervey
Water Reclamation Plant is located in TA 1A and the Kay Bailey Hutchinson Desalination Plant is
located in TA 1B. The Fort Bliss Rod and Gun Club, open to the public, is located in TA 1B.

Visual Resources. The South Training Areas are comprised primarily of mesquite coppice dunes. East of
the South Training Areas, the foothills of the Hueco Mountain rise from the desert floor, providing visual
interest in the distance. The lower slopes have limited, mostly low-growing vegetation. Chain link fencing
defines the Loop 375 highway corridor to the southwest. Portions of the South Training Areas have been
disturbed by off-road vehicle operations, leaving denuded patches that are highly noticeable in the
foreground, but do not alter the middle and distant visual character. As cited in Section 3.1.1.2, since the
implementation of the stationing decisions, the Cantonment’s built-environment has expanded to include
portions of TA 1B, further extending the built environment and altering the relatively stable degraded
landscape of the South Training Areas.
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23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.1.1.4.4 Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas

The Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas consists of 19 TAs (TAs 3A-3B, 4A-D, 5A-E, 6A-D, and
7A-D). War Highway (New Mexico Route 213) divides the Dofia Ana Range complex from the North
Training Areas.

Military Land Use. A complex of weapons firing ranges are located to the west of War Highway, with
their impact areas located in the foothills of the Organ Mountains. The North Training Areas are used
primarily for on- and off-road vehicle maneuvering. Aerial drop zones and artillery firing areas are
located in the western part of the North Training Areas. Two range camps, Orogrande Range Camp and
Dofia Ana Range Camp, provide mission support facilities.

Non-Military Land Uses. War Highway (New Mexico Highway 213 and Ranch Road 3255 in Texas), a
public access road, serves as the primary link between the City of El Paso and White Sands Missile
Range. Utility easements crossing portions of the Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas include above-
ground electric lines and underground gas pipelines. There is limited recreation in the Dofla Ana—North
Training Areas. The public’s recent level of use of the Dofla Ana—North Training Areas is low and can
only be permitted when the training areas are not being used by military activities.

Visual Resources. Bordering the northwest corner of the Dofia Ana Range, the Organ Mountains have
outstanding scenic quality. The remaining areas on the Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas are
comprised of mesquite coppice dunes that form a homogenous pattern of dark shrubs against a sandy
ground plane. The height of the dunes obstructs a viewer’s visual field when moving through them. Some
of the weapons ranges on the west side of War Highway have visible features from the road, but most are
hidden by the terrain. Additionally, Dofia Ana Range Camp is visible when traveling along some
roadways, but specific qualities of the built environment are not discernible.

3.1.1.45 McGregor Range

McGregor Range is approximately 62 percent of the total Fort Bliss land area and contains 26 TAs
occupying roughly 2,833 square kilometers (700,000 acres). Approximately 87 percent of McGregor
Range (more than 2,428 square kilometers [600,000 acres]) is public land administered by the BLM and
co-managed by Fort Bliss and the BLM under a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), per Congressional
withdrawal of public lands for military use (Public Law [PL] 106-65). Per the MOA between BLM
and Fort Bliss, Fort Bliss controls construction and maintenance of improvements in hazardous and
Army fee-owned areas, to include the boundary fence for McGregor Range. Approximately 10 percent
(287 square kilometers or 71,000 acres) is land owned-in-fee by the Department of Army. The
remainder of McGregor Range, approximately three percent (73 square kilometers or 18,000 acres), is
part of the Lincoln National Forest, which is public land managed by the USFS. (Note that the majority
of the Dofia Ana—North Training Area is also land withdrawn under Public Land Order 833 [circa 1952];
unlike McGregor Range, however, all management of the surface acreage is under jurisdiction of the
Army.)

Military Land Use. McGregor Range is used for a variety of missile testing and training programs,
individual and collective training ranges, and unit field maneuver. Two complexes of ranges exist:
Orogrande Range Complex east of the town of Orogrande, and Meyer Range Complex adjacent to the
McGregor Range Camp north of the Texas/New Mexico border. Wilde Benton, a 2-mile long dirt airstrip,
exists slightly north and east of the Orogrande Range Complex. Approximately half of McGregor Range,
1,425 square kilometers (352,000 acres), permits the Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver: Heavy military use.
Controlled FTX military activities (allowing concentrations of personnel and vehicles at fixed sites, and
digging) are designated in areas where off-road vehicle maneuver is not permitted, except TA 33. Under a
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the USFS and the Army, military uses are permitted on
TA 33 with the concurrence of the USFS (US Army 1999). In accordance with the USFS Travel
Management Policy, military activities are limited to dismounted maneuvers through-out TA-33 and off-
road vehicle use is prohibited off designated routes with the exception of traveling up to 300 feet (90m)
from designated routes to access dispersed campsites (USFS 2009).

Holloman Air Force Base uses the Centennial Bombing Range, consisting of approximately 21 square
kilometers (5,200 acres) on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (occupying portions of TAs 17 and 21),
for air-to-ground target training.

Non-Military Land Uses. Non-military uses are allowed on McGregor Range provided they do not
conflict with military uses or pose safety risks to the public. The BLM’s Record of Decision and
Resource Management Plan Amendment (ROD/RMPA) for McGregor Range, May 2006, details the
most recent management plan for the 2,453 square kilometers (606,233 acres) of public land now
withdrawn from the public domain for military use (BLM 2006). The RMPA details the co-management
responsibilities of BLM and Fort Bliss on withdrawn lands and Army-fee owned lands with regard to
lands, rangeland management, and recreation, as well as habitat management and special species
management, cultural resources, and fire management. In May 2006, Fort Bliss signed a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) with the BLM regarding the RMPA for McGregor Range. This document
includes best management practices (BMPs) that when applied properly, minimize adverse impacts on the
McGregor Range ecosystem, and retains the reclamation potential of the disturbed area while
accommodating land-user objectives.

Below is a summary of some key BLM/Fort Bliss responsibilities with respect to land use on McGregor
Range, inclusive of the RMPA MOU:

e Public Road Access and Utility Easements. The BLM authorizes rights-of-way (ROWS) on a
case-by-case basis with the concurrence of Fort Bliss (BLM 2006). Fort Bliss is responsible for
authorizing right-of-way and short-term leases and permits on the Army fee-owned lands.
Highway 506 provides access to the southeastern portion of Otero County and to Dell City,
Texas, as well as to communities in the southern part of the Sacramento Mountains. For certain
training activities, Fort Bliss closes Highway 506. Smaller range roads provide the only ingress to
some grazing allotments in the northern part of McGregor Range on USFS land and in the Culp
Canyon Wilderness Study Area (WSA). The RMPA designates two linear corridors to
accommodate future utilities (e.g., power line, pipeline, fiber optics) and identifies 171,948 acres
to be excluded from consideration for any type of right-of-way unless otherwise mandated by law
(right-of-way exclusion areas).

o Public Recreation. Fort Bliss and the BLM share responsibilities for access permits on both the
withdrawn lands and the Army fee-owned lands. The BLM does not allow recreational off-road
vehicle use on McGregor Range. (Per Executive Order [EO] 11644, amended by EO 11989, this
prohibition does not apply to combat or combat support vehicles when used for national defense
purposes.) The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF), Fort Bliss and the BLM
share responsibilities for hunting on McGregor Range. The NMDGF authorizes hunts for deer,
antelope, and other big game on McGregor Range in the joint-use areas. The 2007-08 New
Mexico Deer Harvest Report shows that 20 hunting permits were issued for NM Game
Management Unit 28 (McGregor Range). A total of 23 out of 63 licenses sold in 2007-08 for
Antelope Harvest Management Unit No. 29 (which includes McGregor Range from Highway 506
south to the Texas state line) were assigned to McGregor Range (NMDFG 2009).
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Livestock Grazing. The BLM is responsible for livestock grazing, including permitting/leasing
and overall management on both the withdrawn lands and the Army fee-owned lands. The BLM
and Fort Bliss share responsibilities for livestock water maintenance. The maintenance and
construction of livestock control fences and water pipelines are the responsibility of the BLM for
areas on McGregor Range outside impact areas. Fort Bliss is responsible for maintenance and
construction of livestock control fences inside impact areas on McGregor Range.

Per PL 106-65, the BLM manages livestock grazing on approximately 1,093 square kilometers
(270,000 acres) (Figure 3-2). The BLM grazing is limited to 14 grazing units. The USFS
manages livestock grazing on TA 33, also known as Grapevine Canyon. The actual number of
units available each year for grazing, their season of use, and the livestock use of each grazing
unit varies, depending upon ecological conditions. The ROD/RMPA for McGregor Range
provides a detailed discussion of livestock grazing activities and responsibilities on Fort Bliss,
and is incorporated herein by reference. Table 3-2 provides an update of animal unit months
(AUMSs) contracted by the BLM by grazing unit since 2004. Due to drought conditions, grazing
was significantly reduced in the early 2000s, and no units were contracted in the 2002-03 and
2003-04 seasons. In general, the total number of AUMs contracted in the past three seasons,
approximately 20,000 to 24,000 AUM s per season, is lower than the number of AUMSs contracted
in the late 1990s, which ranged from approximately 24,000 to 27,000 AUMs per season.

During drought recovery periods, the BLM issues nine-month leases, generally from early/mid
October through early/mid July, to lessen activities during the dry, somewhat growth prohibitive,
summer months. As conditions improve, leases may be let for up to 36 months (Christensen, J.
2009). In the current year, a combined Unit 4/5 has a 36-month lease, and Units 15, 11-North, and
8 have 19-month leases. In general, the shorter, nine-month leases have been let in the northern
Tularosa Basin and the longer leases have been let on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506.
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Table 3-2. BLM Animal Unit Months for Grazing Units on McGregor Range.

BLM Animal Unit Months Contracted
Grazing Unit 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
1 898 1,225 1,351 1,802 1,801
2 0 0 0 0 721
3 0 0 1,351 1,351 1,351
4/5* 0 0 2,701 1,575 2,937
7 1,126 2,402 1,201 2,626 2,626
8 535 594 2,401 1,400 2,400
9 2,285 3,303 1,652 3,594 2,097
10 1,142 1,801 901 2,097 1,223
1IN 898" 1,351 1,500 875 1,800
11S # 450 3,502° 3,501° 3,501°
12 898 676 * * ¥
14 1,126 1,351 * * ¥
13 2,178 3,286 2,464 2,397 1,798
15 450 676 1,500 875 1,500
TOTAL 11,536 17,115 20,524 19,696 23,755

OCOO~NOOITRWN

Source: U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Las Cruces Field Office, 2008-2009.
Notes: This table represents AUMs contracted by the BLM only. No AUMs were contracted by the BLM for the 2002-03 and
2003-04 seasons due to drought conditions.

*  Units 4 and 5 Combined.
#  Includes Units 11-North & 11-South.
+  Includes Units 11-South, 12 & 14.
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Figure 3-2. Livestock Grazing on McGregor Range.
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o Wilderness Study Areas. The BLM and Fort Bliss share responsibilities regarding WSA
management and compliance on the withdrawn lands. Pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and the Wilderness Act of 1964, WSAs are roadless areas that the BLM
manages so as not to impair their suitability for preservation as wilderness until Congress acts to
either permanently protect them as Wilderness Areas or release them from WSA status to non-
wilderness areas. Culp Canyon WSA consists of approximately 45 square kilometers (11,000
acres) in TA 12. While Fort Bliss uses the WSA for military training, activity within the Culp
Canyon WSA is limited to dismounted maneuver.

e Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). The 15 square kilometer (3,718-acre) Black
Grama Grassland ACEC is situated on four sites in the northeastern portion of McGregor Range.
The BLM, Fort Bliss, and New Mexico State University share responsibility for management of
the Black Grama Grassland ACEC through a cooperative agreement among the three entities.
The Black Grama Grassland ACEC is closed to motorized vehicle use. Refer to Figure 2-2 for the
location of BLM-designated environmental stewardship areas on McGregor Range.

e Future Watershed and Habitat Plans. The RMPA includes future development of six
watershed management plans and two habitat management plans (HMPs) for a total of 830 square
kilometers (205,109 acres) in the Sacramento Mountains foothills on grasslands on Otero Mesa.

Visual Resources. McGregor Range is a composite of three landscapes: the Tularosa Basin, which is
visually typical of the Chihuahuan Desert landscape; Otero Mesa, which is predominantly grassland; and
the foothills of the Sacramento Mountains. The Otero Mesa grasslands provide a distinctive and appealing
expanse of vegetation. The southeastern part of McGregor Range is a transition area between the basin
and the mesa escarpment that has more varied terrain and vegetation, with a mixture of grasses, shrubs,
and cacti, broken up by small drainages along the escarpment edge. The existing landscape has existing
dispersed human-made elements which, for the most part, are not visible off the installation except from
higher viewing locations along the roadways.

Changes to the general landscape of McGregor Range over the past several years include the
construction of Centennial Range on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 and increased military activities
associated with the stationing decisions. From the fence line of the 21 square kilometers (5,200-acre)
Centennial Range, several targets are clearly visible. Within the fenced area, the vegetation is natural;
creosote bushes and yucca are present. Night training occurs in the complex, with the use of illumination
flares; however, the temporary light sources off-post are small and unobtrusive. Off-road vehicle
maneuver training occurs in the Tularosa Basin Portion and Southeast McGregor Range. The SEIS
projected that over time the land could undergo major changes in the landscape, with more gullies, less
vegetation, and increased erosion. The resulting change in character could be perceived as a reduction in
the visual quality of the landscape (Fort Bliss 2007). Due to the application of the LUA designations,
however, existing protected resources on the FBTC are not directly impacted by training and retain their
visual quality.

The BLM has developed a basic tool for the inventory, planning, and management activities for visual
resources on BLM-managed land. Under its Visual Resource Management (VRM) guidelines, the BLM
has classified land areas on McGregor Range according to the following:

e Scenic quality, defined as a measure of the visual appeal of a tract of land.

e Sensitivity to alteration, which is a measure of public concern for scenic quality.
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o Distance zones, that is, the relative visibility from travel routes or observation points (BLM
2006).

Figure 3-3 identifies the Visual Resources on McGregor Range, mapped according to BLM aesthetic
value. The four class categories are Classes | and I, the most aesthetically valued; Class 111 of moderate
value; and Class 1V, of the least aesthetic value (BLM, Manual H-8410). The majority of McGregor
Range holds a Class IV ranking, indicating that the level of change to the characteristic landscape can be
high. The BLM objective in a Class IV area is to provide management for activities which require major
modifications of the existing character of the landscape. These modification activities may dominate the
view and be the major focus of viewer attention. However, careful location, minimal disturbance, and
repeating the basic elements would minimize the impact of these activities. The western border of
McGregor Range is rated as Class Ill, indicating that the level of change to the characteristic landscape
should be moderate. The BLM’s objective in a Class 1l area is to partially retain the existing character of
the landscape. Management activities may attract attention but should not dominate the view of the casual
observer. Changes should repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the
characteristic landscape.

Only the Culp Canyon WSA on McGregor Range is ranked as Class Il, indicating that the level of
change to the characteristic landscape should be low. The BLM objective in this area is to retain the
existing character of the landscape. No areas within McGregor Range received a Class I ranking.

Similar to the BLM’s rating system, the USFS assigns visual classifications to its managed-areas,
ranging from Preservation to Maximum Modification. The Lincoln National Forest land adjacent to
McGregor Range is classified as a Modification area due to its relatively low visual quality and its
alterations, such as roads, signage, and evidence of productive uses.
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Figure 3-3.

VRM Classifications on McGregor Range.
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3.1.1.5 Land Uses Surrounding Fort Bliss

The following section addresses existing land uses in the Fort Bliss ROI, including a description of major
land owners and their current land use/management plans. Figure 3-4 presents the jurisdictional land
ownership in the Fort Bliss region.

City of El Paso, Texas. The population of the EI Paso Metropolitan Statistical Area (including the City
and County) was 679,622 in 2000, and is estimated to grow to 804,087 people by 2010, and 928,129
people by 2020 (Texas State Data Center 2009).

Since the development of the City of El Paso’s Master Plan in 1999, the City has commissioned special
area master plans and studies. The City’s Annexation Assessment and Strategy noted that in both the
northeastern, and east and lower valley sections of the City, the increasing military presence at Fort Bliss
and the need for increased off-post housing are issues to consider with annexation proposals (City of El
Paso 2007).

El Paso Water Utilities Public Service Board (EPWU) has developed a Smart Growth Plan for the
Northeast, a master plan for the development of 73 square kilometers (18,000 acres) in the northeast
portion of El Paso, between U.S. Highway 54 (US-54) and the New Mexico State line, and in proximity
to the western border of the South Training Areas (City of EIl Paso 2007). Phase I plans include a mixed-
use development of 16 square kilometers (3,900 acres), with single and multi-family residential
development, regional retail, schools, and open space. The City is consulting with Fort Bliss regarding
growth management; an official plan, however, such as a Joint Land Use Study, does not yet exist
(Christensen 2008).

Dofia Ana County, New Mexico. The “Rio Grande Corridor” — the area from El Paso, Texas, in El Paso
County, to Las Cruces, New Mexico, in Dofia Ana County — has experienced significant economic and
population growth. According to the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau, the population of Dofia Ana County
increased 29 percent between 1990 and 2000, with the most significant growth occurring in the central
and southern portions of the county. Population estimates for July 2007 indicate a 14 percent population
increase between 2000 and 2007 (University of New Mexico Bureau of Business and Economic Research
2009). By 2020, the City of Las Cruces is expected to increase by over 49 percent compared to 1990
levels, and Dofia Ana County is expected to increase by over 38 percent (Dofia Ana County 2008).
Urbanized and incorporated areas in Dofia Ana County, such as Las Cruces, Sunland Park, Mesilla, and
Anthony, have been identified as growth centers. In 2000, Dofia Ana County developed a comprehensive
plan covering the Las Cruces Extraterritorial Zoning jurisdiction, which addresses lands within five miles
of the city limits. The goal of the County’s current planning effort, Vision 2040, is to develop a guide for
future land use planning through 2040 and beyond, and will include comprehensive plan updates for Las
Cruces and Dofia Ana County (Dofia Ana County 2008).
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Otero County, New Mexico. Otero County’s population was 62,298 in 2000, with the majority of the
population concentrated in and around the Alamogordo and Tularosa corridor, and a low population
density in the western half of the county. The population has experienced a steady increase in population
since 1990, growing at an annual rate of 1.8 percent between 1990 and 2000. The population growth rate
is estimated at four to five percent per decade between 2010 and 2030 (Otero County 2005). Communities
adjacent to Fort Bliss include the town of Orogrande with a 2000 population of 1,435, located on US-54
directly west of McGregor Range; and the community of Timberon with a 2000 population of 309,
directly northeast of McGregor Range and adjacent to the Lincoln National Forest. A major historical
contributor to Otero County economic and population growth has been military spending. It is anticipated
that future growth will continue to be tied to military growth (University of New Mexico 2008).
Approximately 67 percent of the land area of Otero County is managed by federal agencies, including the
DoD (Holloman AFB, WSMR, and Fort Bliss). The Otero County Comprehensive Plan, dated October
2005, identifies a number of land use goals and policies relative to public land use. Particularly relevant to
Fort Bliss land use are opportunities for livestock grazing on federal land at sustainable levels, and where
conditions justify, increasing AUMs.

Bureau of Land Management. As shown on Figure 3-4, the BLM manages a significant portion of land
bordering and surrounding the FBTC in Sierra, Otero, and Dofla Ana Counties. Several recently
completed and proposed BLM plans address development in the three-county area:

e Tri-County Resource Management Plans/EIS. Due to an increased urban-rural interface in
southern New Mexico, the BLM is updating its management of public lands in Otero, Dofia Ana,
and Sierra Counties through the Tri-County Resource Management Plans (RPMSs)/EIS. The Tri-
County RMPs/EIS will include a Resource Management Plan Revision (RMPR) for Sierra and
Otero Counties; an RMPA for Dofia Ana County; and an EIS to address the BLM’s management
of public lands in Sierra, Otero, and Dofia Ana Counties. The Tri-County RMPS/EIS will examine
different alternatives for trails and travel management, livestock grazing, recreation, land
disposal, and ACEC designations. Although McGregor Range is excluded from the Tri-County
RMPs/EIS, lands adjacent to the FBTC will be evaluated; including the Sacramento Escarpment
north of McGregor Range, the special management area west of the Dofia Ana Range, and the
three WSAs which border the Dofia Ana Range (BLM 2006) The RPMS/EIS is expected to be
released in 2009/2010.

Resources Management Plans for the Organ Mountains. The BLM completed the Mimbres RMP in 1993
that addressed two WSAs bordering the Dofia Ana Range: Pefia Blanca, totaling 19 square kilometers
(4,780 acres) to the west; Organ Needles, totaling 31 square kilometers (7,604 acres) to the northwest.
This RMP also designated a portion of the Organ Mountains west of the Dofia Ana Range as a scenic
ACEC and managed as a Class | area, with the objective of preserving the existing character of the
landscape. The BLM has prepared a Coordinated Resources Management Plan (CRMP) that addressed
the Organ Mountains WSA, totaling 30 square kilometers (7,283 acres) to the northwest.White Sands
Missile Range. WSMR, an 8,903 square kilometers (2.2 million) acre tri-service installation, adjoins
Fort Bliss and comprises the majority of the north boundary of the Dofia Ana Range—North Training
Areas. WSMR and Fort Bliss share training resources. Together, WSMR and Fort Bliss comprise more
than 12,141 square kilometers (three million acres) of dedicated DoD land and airspace.

States of New Mexico and Texas. Key New Mexico State Trust Lands adjacent to Fort Bliss are located
in Dofa Ana and Otero Counties, adjacent to the Dofia Ana—North Training Areas, and in Otero County
in the vicinity of Orogrande. The New Mexico State Trust lands are used primarily for grazing, although
some mining leases exist. New Mexico State Land Office manages State Trust lands. Texas Parks and
Wildlife manages the Franklin Mountains State Park, adjacent to Castner Range, and the Hueco Tanks
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1  State Historic Site, just east of the City of El Paso and the South Training Areas. All other state lands in
2  Texas in the vicinity of Fort Bliss are managed by the Texas General Land Office.
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1 3.2 Land Use and Visual Resources: Direct and Indirect Effects

2  Table 3-3 classifies the direct and indirect effects to military and non-military land use and visual resources at Fort Bliss.

3  Table 3-3. Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects to Land Use and Visual Resources.
- Training and
Statlon-m-g and Land Use Changes Infrastructure
Training Improvements
VEC lsT1|sT2|sT3| sT4 LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5 TI-L (T2 | TI-3 | TI-4
ST-1|ST-2|ST-3|ST-4|ST-1|ST-2|ST-3|ST-4||ST-1|ST-2|ST-3|ST-4(ST-1|ST-2|ST-3| ST-4 |[ST-1|ST-2|ST-3| ST-4
Mieylo|lo|lo|o|o|lo|lo|lolo|o|lo|lo|o|o|o|lo|o|o|o|o|o|lo|lo|lo]o|lo|lo|o
Non-
Military | # | # | # | # | O|O[O|O|O|O|O|O]O|O[O|OCO|OIO|O[O|O|O|O|lO|JO|O|I0O]|O0O
Land Uses
R;ngﬁf‘cleSOOG O NONNONNONNON NONNON NONNON NONNONNONNON NORNONNON MO NONNONNON NON NON NONNONNO,
4 O No impact
5 0O Less than significant
6 N Significant but can be mitigated to less than significant
7 N/A  NotApplicable
8 # Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for discussion of direct and indirect impacts

9  This section identifies the land use and visual resource direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and alternatives presented in Chapter 2
10  with respect to the following three categories: Category 1, stationing and training alternatives; Category 2, alternatives with various land use

11 changes; and Category 3, alternatives with various training infrastructure improvements.

12 The evaluation of potential direct and indirect impacts on land use and visual resources is based on the potential for the proposed activities
13  associated with each alternative to conflict with existing or planned land uses in and around the project activities.
14  determining whether an action would result in a significant impact on land use and visual resources included the following:

Factors considered in
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Military Land Uses. The action would be incompatible with existing military land uses/land use
classifications on the installation, except where the action is to specifically change those classifications, or
the action conflicts with military land use plans, policies, or Army regulations (specifically including AR
350-19, The Army Sustainable Range Program). In accordance with the HQDA, only in instances of
when percent training days scheduled would be over 300 percent would result in military land use being
significantly impacted.

Non-Military Land Uses. The action would be incompatible with non-military land uses on the
installation, including public access and livestock grazing, or the action would conflict with non-military
land use plans or policies.

Visual Resources. The action would be incompatible with existing visual resources on the installation,
as they are visible when traveling along public roadways within Fort Bliss and surrounding areas
and from publicly-accessible overlooks at higher elevations that are located both within and outside
the installation boundaries.

The potential cumulative effects associated with the direct and indirect effects are discussed in Chapter 4.
The potential measures that could be used to mitigate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts identified
as significant but mitigable to less than significant are discussed in Chapter 5.

3.2.1 Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1)

Table 3-4 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under implementation
of ST-1.

Table 3-4. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 1.

Potential Impacts
Land Use VEC Cantonment/Construction FBTC
Military Land Uses ©) #
Non-Military Land Uses N/A #
Visual Resources O #
O Noimpact

NA Not applicable
#  Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for discussion of direct and indirect
impacts to the FBTC.

Construction Impacts to Cantonment Area. No additional Cantonment Area construction would be
required to implement ST-1. Consequently, there would be no impacts to the Cantonment associated with
the Land Use VECs.

Impacts to FBTC.

Military Land Uses. The change in composition of BCTs training from 6 HBCTs proposed in the 2007
SEIS to 4 HBCTs and 2 IBCTs under ST-1 would decrease the annual maneuver space requirement from
801,000 km?d to 727,000 km?d. Within a year training period, this would require less than 47 percent or
of the total 1,549,060 km?d maneuver space available on the FBTC. As shown on Table 2-14, however,
the percent of maneuver space required under ST-1 would vary among the FBTC subdivisions. Refer to
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the Land Use Change Alternatives for a discussion of military land use impacts of ST-1 upon the FBTC
subdivisions.

Non-Military Land Uses. Public recreation on the FBTC is prohibited during military training. Public
recreation as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related to the percent training days
scheduled on the FBTC. Impacts of ST-1 on public access are therefore discussed under Land Use
Change Alternative 1. Livestock grazing as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related
to the intensity of military activities on jointly-used areas on the installation (Figure 3-4). Impacts of ST-1
on livestock grazing are therefore discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

Visual Resources. ST-1 would not result in any impact to visual resources on the Cantonment. Decreased
use of the FBTC would generally decrease impacts on visual resources. The potential impacts to visual
resources on the FBTC depend upon the specific land use alternative selected. Potential impacts of ST-1
to visual resources are discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

3.2.2 Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2)

Table 3-5 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under implementation
of ST-2.

Table 3-5. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 2.

Potential Impacts
Cantonment/
Land Use VEC Construction FBTC

Military Land Uses O #

Non-Military Land Uses N/A #

Visual Resources O #
O No impact
N/A  Not Applicable
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for discussion of direct and indirect impacts on the

FBTC.

Construction Impacts to Cantonment Area. No additional Cantonment area construction or
redevelopment would be required to implement ST-2. Consequently, there would be no impacts to the
Cantonment associated with any of the Land Use VECs.

Impacts to FBTC.

Military Land Uses. Under ST-2, the annual maneuver requirement would increase to 836,000 km?d,
which would require 52 percent of the total 1,549,060 km?d maneuver space available on the FBTC. The
percent of maneuver space required under ST-2 would vary among the FBTC subdivisions. Refer to the
Land Use Change Alternatives for a discussion of military land use impacts of ST-2 upon the FBTC
subdivisions.

Non-Military Land Uses. Public recreation on the FBTC is prohibited during military training. Public
recreation as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related to the percent training days
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scheduled on the FBTC. Potential impacts of ST-2 on public access are discussed under the Land Use
Change Alternatives.

Livestock grazing as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related to the intensity of
military activities on jointly-used areas on the installation (Figure 3-4). Potential impacts to livestock
grazing under ST-2 are discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

Visual Resources. ST-2 would not result in any impact to visual resources on the Cantonment based on
the fact that no new construction or redevelopment would alter the physical appearance of this area.
Increased use of the FBTC would generally increase impacts on visual resources. The potential impacts
to visual resources on the FBTC depend upon the specific land use alternative selected. Potential impacts
of ST-2 to visual resources on the FBTC are discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

3.2.3 Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3)

Table 3-6 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under implementation
of ST-3.

Table 3-6. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 3.
Potential Impacts
Cantonment/ Cantonment/
Land Use VEC Construction Post-Construction FBTC

Military Land Uses O] O] #

Non-Military Land Uses N/A N/A #

Visual Resources O] O] #
o Less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for discussion of direct and indirect impacts to the

FBTC.

Construction Impacts to Cantonment Area. As shown on Table 2-4, building construction and
development of additional impervious surface would be required in the Cantonment to accommodate the
additional stationed units. The required redevelopment would decrease the existing open space, reserved,
and/or buffer land uses within the Cantonment by 1 square kilometers (315 acres) as well as replace some
existing structures. New construction in the Cantonment, already a highly developed area would take
place within the existing footprint. The redevelopment would be consistent with the land use designation.

Construction impacts, involving noise, dust, and increased construction-related traffic, could negatively
impact both adjacent areas as well as visual resources. Construction impacts, however, would be
temporary and contractors would be required to follow all Fort Bliss requirements. This would be
consistent with construction management procedures on the installation. Therefore, redevelopment
impacts under ST-3 would be less than significant.

Impacts to FBTC.

Military Land Uses. Under ST-3, the annual maneuver space requirement would increase to 980,000
km?d, which would require 63 percent of the total 1,549,060 km?d maneuver space available on the
FBTC. The percent of maneuver space required under ST-3 would vary among the FBTC subdivisions.
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Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for a discussion of military land use impacts of ST-3 upon the
FBTC subdivisions.

Within the Cantonment, ST-3 would require redevelopment, adding to the ongoing redevelopment of the
Cantonment by less than 6 percent. Impacts of the redevelopment associated with ST-3 would be less than
significant.

Non-Military Land Uses. Public recreation on the FBTC is prohibited during military training. Public
recreation as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related to the percent training days
scheduled on the FBTC. Potential impacts of ST-3 on public access are discussed under the Land Use
Change Alternatives. Livestock grazing as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related
to the intensity of military activities on jointly-used areas on the installation (Figure 3-4). Potential
impacts to livestock grazing under ST-3 are discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

Visual Resources. While ST-3 would contribute to additional in-fill on the Cantonment, it would add less
than 6 percent to the ongoing redevelopment of the Cantonment. Consequently, impacts to visual
resources on the Cantonment would be less than significant.

Increased use of the FBTC would generally increase impacts on visual resources. The potential impacts to

visual resources on the FBTC depend upon the specific land use alternative selected. Potential impacts of
ST-3 to visual resources on the FBTC are discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

3.2.4 Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4)

Table 3-7 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under implementation
of ST-4.

Table 3-7. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 4.

Potential Impacts
Cantonment/ Cantonment/
Land Use VEC Construction Post-Construction FBTC

Military Land Uses ©) O] #

Non-Military Land Uses N/A N/A #

Visual Resources ©) O] #
O] Less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for discussion of direct and indirect impacts to the

FBTC.

Construction Impacts to Cantonment Area. Projected construction impacts of ST-4 would be the
same as those of ST-3.

Impacts to FBTC.
Military Land Uses. Under ST-4, the annual maneuver space requirement would increase to 1,304,000

km?d, which would require approximately 84 percent of the total 1,549,060 km?d maneuver space
available on the FBTC. The percent of maneuver space required under ST-4 would vary among the FBTC
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subdivisions, however. Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for a discussion of military land use
impacts of ST-4 upon the FBTC subdivisions.

Within the Cantonment, impacts under ST-4 would contribute an additional 11 percent to the ongoing
redevelopment of the Cantonment. With no change in military land uses, impacts under ST-4 would be
less than significant.

Non-Military Land Uses. Public recreation on the FBTC is prohibited during military training. Public
recreation as an allowable non-military use on the FBTC is directly related to the percent training days
scheduled on the FBTC. Potential impacts of ST-4 on public access are discussed under the Land Use
Change Alternatives. Livestock grazing, while an allowable non-military use of land on the FBTC is
secondary to military activities on jointly-used areas on the installation (Figure 3-4). Potential impacts to
livestock grazing under ST-4 are discussed under the Land Use Change Alternatives.

Visual Resource
Redevelopment under ST-4 would result in less open space and would further contribute to the
Cantonment’s already dense visual context. From a visual perspective, however, the additional

redevelopment would be consistent with its surroundings. Consequently, impacts to visual resources on
the Cantonment would be less than significant.

Potential impacts of ST-4 to visual resources on the FBTC are discussed under the Land Use Change
Alternatives.

3.2.5 Land Use Change Alternative 1 (LU-1)

This alternative would implement only the land use changes proposed in the 2007 SEIS, as presented in
Table 2-13 and on Figure 2-3. No other land use changes are proposed.

Table 3-8 summarizes the potential impacts of the four Stationing and Training Alternatives to land uses
and visual resources under implementation of LU-1.

Table 3-8. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Change Alternative 1.
Potential Impacts: FBTC
Land Use VEC ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Military Land Uses © O (O O
Non-Military Land Uses O] O] O] O]
Visual Resources O] o O] O]

O] Less than significant

Military Land Uses. Under existing land uses (Table 2-12), limited training would occur in Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506, on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, and in Southeast
McGregor Range. Vehicle off-road maneuver is not a permitted activity on the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 and in Northeast McGregor North of Highway 506, but is allowed in the Southeast
McGregor Range. Further, the Grassland LUA that covers Northeast McGregor North of Highway 5086,
the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, and Southeast McGregor Range does not permit Controlled FTX
military activities. HBCTs and IBCTs in these FBTC subdivisions are limited to off-road roll-through
training, and on-road and dismounted maneuvering (with the exception of 15 Controlled FTX sites that
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currently exist on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 and one Controlled FTX site that currently exists in
Southeast McGregor Range).

Under LU-1, military training would be concentrated in the South and North Training Areas and in the
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range under all four stationing and training alternatives. While vehicle off-
road maneuver would occur in the Southeast McGregor Range, it would occur to a lesser extent due to
limited access to the area. Additionally, under all four stationing and training alternatives, training day
schedule requirements would be close to, equal, or exceed 100 percent in the South Training Areas.
Under LU-1/ST-4, training requirements also would equal or exceed 100 percent in the North Training
Ares and in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range. Where training requirements reach or exceed 100
percent, concurrent use of the FBTC would occur. According to the HQDA, percent training days
scheduled can be up to 300 percent and remain sustainable, and neither maneuver shortfalls nor
impediment of the sustainment of training land resources would result from this high percent of maneuver
space requirement. In the other FBTC subdivisions, maneuver requirements would be less than 100
percent under the first three stationing and training alternatives, indicating flexibility in the management
and planning of maneuver training. Due to the overall lower percentage of training days scheduled in the
majority of the FBTC, and the practice of concurrent use in FBTC subdivisions with percent training days
scheduled at or over 100 percent, impacts to military land uses under all four stationing and training
alternatives would be less than significant.

Non-Military Land Uses. Under LU-1/ST-1, LU-1/ST-2, and LU-1/ST-3 the majority of the installation
would continue to be available for public recreation throughout the year when troops would not be
training, including most weekends. Public access to the South Training Areas, historically the most
utilized subdivision for public recreation, would be limited under LU-1/ST-1 to less than one-third of
weekend days throughout the year, and would be unavailable to the public under LU-1/ST-2 and LU-
1/ST-3. Under the first three stationing and training alternatives, there would continue to be sufficient
alternative areas available for public recreation, however. All subdivisions within McGregor Range
would generally be available throughout the year. With coordinated scheduling, the North Training Areas
and those portions of the Tularosa Basin open to the public could be made available on either Saturdays
or Sundays throughout much of the year. Potential impacts to public access would therefore be less than
significant under LU-1/ST-1, LU-1/ST-2 and LU-1/ST-3.

Due to the increased maneuver requirements of LU-1/ST-4, public recreational access on portions of the
FBTC would become more limited. Under LU-1/ST-4, the following FBTC subdivisions would not be
available for public recreation: the South Training Areas, the North Training Areas, and those portions of
the Tularosa Basin currently open to public access. Public access would be limited to McGregor Range.
With only 300 recreational passes issued annually for public access (an average of 6 per week) to the
FBTC, however, limiting recreational access to McGregor Range would not be a significant impact.

Current land use designations provide for livestock grazing on approximately 20 percent of the
installation, located in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506, and Otero Mesa portions of McGregor Range. Livestock grazing has previously been
limited by drought conditions, but since the late 1990s, annual AUMSs contracted in the joint-use areas
have steadily increased. No off-road vehicle maneuver is allowed in Northeast McGregor North of
Highway 506 and on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 under LU-1, so annual training requirements
under all four stationing and training alternatives would accommodate livestock grazing in these two
FBTC subdivisions.

In the current 2008-2009 grazing season, the Tularosa Basin of the McGregor Range accounts for
approximately 11 to 13 percent of BLM AUMs (Grazing Units 1 and 2 and a portion of 3). Prior to this
current season, the percentage had been lower due to drought conditions impacting Grazing Units 2 and 3.
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Annual training requirements under LU-1 in the Tularosa Basin, at 55 percent under LU-1/ST-1 and 65
percent under LU-1/ST-2, would accommodate livestock grazing. Although annual training requirements
under LU-1/ST-3 and LU-1/ST-4 would approach and exceed 100 percent, it is anticipated that with
coordinated scheduling, the BLM would still be able to access existing water supply pipelines in Grazing
Units 1, 2 and 3, which transport water from the Sacramento Mountains to the jointly-used areas of
McGregor Range. Additionally, it is anticipated that the USFS grazers would be able to access water for
their use in the far northern portion of McGregor Range. Consequently, under LU-1, potential impacts to
livestock grazing under all four stationing and training alternatives would be less than significant.

Visual Resources. Except for the South Training Areas, estimated training days scheduled for the FBTC
would not reach 100 percent under LU-1/ST-1, LU-1/ST-2 and LU-1/ST-3. Except for the South Training
Areas, the annual drive-over factor of off-road vehicles under LU-1/ST-1, LU-1/ST-2 and LU-1/ST-3
would be less than or slightly exceed one time per year, with the majority of those drive-overs occurring
from L classification vehicles. Under LU-1/ST-4, while the majority of the FBTC would be at or exceed
100 percent training days scheduled, the percent maneuver requirements in the FBTC subdivisions would
be far less than 300 percent, and, per HQDA, would be sustainable. Further, as shown on Tables 2-15 and
2-17, use by L classification vehicles would exceed the combined use of M and H classification vehicles,
and as a result, only moderate change to the existing landscape would be expected.

As shown on Figure 3-3, the US-54 and 506 corridors have a Class Il ranking under the BLM’s
guidelines, indicating that the level of aesthetic change to the characteristic landscape may be evident but
should remain subordinate to the overall landscape (SEIS, 2007). The remaining portions of McGregor
Range have a Class 1V ranking, indicating that the level of aesthetic change to the characteristic landscape
can be high. In order to complete on-road vehicle training while minimizing interference from civilian
traffic along Highways 54 and 506, a majority of the on-road training would likely occur on roads located
outside the influence of these two highway corridors and in areas with Class IV rankings. Consequently,
under LU-1 in all four training and stationing alternatives, impacts to visual resources along publicly-
traveled roads would be less than significant.

3.2.6 Land Use Change Alternative 2 (LU-2)

Table 3-9 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under LU-2.

Table 3-9. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Change Alternative 2.
Potential Impacts: FBTC
Land Use VEC ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Military Land Uses O O © ©
Non-Military Land Uses O] O] O] O]
Visual Resources O] O] O O]

©

Less than significant

Military Land Uses. The removal of the Grassland LUA would remove limitations on the underlying
land uses (Tables 2-11 and 2-12). This would reduce limitations on dismounted FTX in Northeast
McGregor north of Highway 506, and dismounted and vehicular FTX in Southeast McGregor Range.

While the removal of the Grassland LUA designation would not change the percentage of use on the
installation, LU-2 would allow for subsequent alternative land uses in the Northeast McGregor North of
Highway 506. This alternative would provide for more equitable distribution of training impacts on the
FBTC which would beneficially impact military land uses.
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As reflected in Table 3-9, impacts to military land uses under LU-2 relative to the four stationing and
training alternatives would be the same as those under LU-1.

Non-Military Land Uses. By allowing fixed sites in areas used by dismounted maneuver,
implementation of LU-2 would facilitate use of the Sacramento Mountain area by IBCTs. The
Sacramento Mountain grasslands represent 106 square kilometers (approximately 43 percent) of the total
247 square kilometers jointly used for livestock grazing in Grazing Units 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. This would
potentially affect 4,005 AUM s in the five grazing units, or 17 percent of total 23,755 AUMs contracted
for McGregor Range (Table 3-2). Taking into account that the livestock grazing areas would be limited to
minimal impacts associated with dismounted FTX (foot traffic), implementation of LU-2 would have less
than significant impacts. The percent of training days scheduled does not increase under LU-2; therefore,
impacts to public recreation would be the same as those under LU-1.

Visual Resources. Because they are allowed within 1,000 m of roads in the Southeast McGregor Range,
respectively, FTX sites would be visible from public roads. As shown on Figure 3-3, all of Southeast
McGregor Range has a Class 1V rating under the BLM’s guidelines, indicating that the level of change to
the characteristic landscape can be high (2006). The proposed modifications would conform to the VRM
Class objectives for these areas. Impacts to visual resources resulting from LU-2 would be less than
significant. Under LU-2, impacts to visual resources relative to the four stationing and training
alternatives would be the same as those under LU-1.

3.2.7 Land Use Change Alternative 3 (LU-3)
Table 3-10 summarizes the potential impacts of LU-3 upon land uses and visual resources.

Table 3-10. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Change Alternative 3.

Land Use VEC Potential Impacts: FBTC

ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Military Land Uses O] O] O] O]
Non-Military Land Uses o O o (O
Visual Resources O] o o O]

O] Less than significant

Military Land Uses. The Sacramento Mountain areas that lie within 500m of roads and on slopes of less
than 30 percent, totaling approximately 35 square kilometers, and five square kilometers in Northeast
McGregor north of Highway 506 would be opened to Controlled FTX. These changes would shift the
IBCT training days scheduled from Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 to Northeast McGregor North of
Highway 506. Additionally, there would be the accompanying shift of IBCT support units from Otero
Mesa South of Highway 506 to Northeast McGregor North of Highway 506. These comparable shifts in
use would include the distribution of vehicle classifications, and would extend through all training and
stationing alternatives.

The placement of FTX sites in Southeast McGregor Range (LU-2) and in Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 would beneficially impact the training mission at Fort Bliss. Both areas have
terrains and environments that differ from the existing training environment in the North and South
Training Areas and the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, and replicate various terrain conditions in
parts of the world, such as the Middle and Far East, to which units may have to deploy and operate.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Additionally, LU-3 would result in some shift in military uses on the FBTC, leading to a more equitable
distribution of land uses. Under LU-3, there would be slight increases in the overall number on-road
vehicle trips in the South and North Training Areas, and in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range; with
a larger increase in the number of on-road vehicle trips in the Northeast Range North of Highway 506 and
a larger decrease in the number of on-road vehicle trips on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506.
Because LU-3 would not alter the location where off-road vehicle maneuver is allowed on the FBTC, off-
road vehicle maximum ground contact and drive-over rates under LU-3 would not change from those
under LU-1.

In addition to the positive mission impact that LU-3 would create, impacts to military land uses under
LU-3 for all stationing and training alternatives would be similar to those under LU-1.

Non-Military Land Uses. The Controlled FTX zone in the Sacramento Mountains would add a low
density of vehicles and troops (Table 3-28, Section 3.6) in approximately 35 of the 106 square kilometers
that would be open to Fixed Sites under LU-2. This would slightly increase impact for 1,321 AUMs in the
five grazing units, or 6 percent of total 23,755 AUMSs contracted for McGregor Range (Table 3-2). Due to
the low density of the company and platoon size units training in this area, impacts to livestock grazing
would be less than significant. Locating the Controlled FTX zone, totaling approximately 35 square
kilometers, in the Sacramento Mountains, would result in discrete, small impacts due to a low density of
vehicles and troops per training area (Table 3-28, Section 3.6). Impacts to livestock grazing would be less
than significant. The Controlled FTX sites in Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would
affect 5 square kilometers of livestock grazing area through training by vehicle-equipped battalion and
brigade size units (Table 3-28, Section 3.6). As indicated in Table 2-13, however, impacts would be
minimal, as only one percent of Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would be impacted by
the Controlled FTX sites associated with LU-3. Live Fire Military Activities would be included with the
On-Road Vehicle Maneuver, Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver, Dismounted Maneuver, and Controlled FTX
military activities, and in the Fixed Site areas. The Live Fire activities would occur under controlled
conditions and in specific areas. Live fire military activities would temporarily preclude non-military
access to the specific live-fire area and the safety buffer surrounding that live-fire area. Access to water
supplies by BLM and USFS grazers would not be affected by LU-3. Consequently, impacts to livestock
grazing under LU-3 would be less than significant.

Under the four stationing and training alternatives of LU-3, impacts to public recreation access resulting
from an increase in percent training days scheduled in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 would be less than significant. The vast majority of public access is on weekends, and the vast
majority of weekends are expected to be available for access if up to 65 percent of the days within a year
(237 days) are scheduled for military activities.

Refer to Sections 3.4 and 3.6 for a qualitative assessment of live-fire training in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506 and its impact upon non-military land uses adjacent to the FBTC.

Visual Resources. The five square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites would be adjacent to existing
roads, and could be visible to viewers from Highway 506. The affected TAs would have a Class Il rating
under the BLM’s guidelines, indicating that the level of aesthetic change to the characteristic landscape
may be evident but should remain subordinate to the overall landscape. The five square kilometers
represent approximately one percent of the total 388 square kilometers of Class Il1 rated landscape along
the Highway 506 corridor. Given the small percentage of landscape impacted by the Controlled FTX
sites, impacts to visual resources resulting from LU-3 would be less than significant.

Impacts to visual resources specific to the four stationing and training alternatives under LU-3 would be
similar to those impacts under LU-1.
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3.2.8 Land Use Change Alternative 4 (LU-4)
Table 3-11 summarizes the potential impacts of LU-4 upon land uses and visual resources.

Table 3-11. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Change Alternative 4.

Land Use VEC ST-1 F)OsteTrjtzlal ImpaCtS;-E;TC ST-4
Military Land Uses O] O] O O]
Non-Military Land Uses © O] O O]
Visual Resources O] O] O] O]

O] Less than significant

Military Land Uses. Across the four stationing and training alternatives under LU-4, IBCT and IBCT
support maneuvering would shift from the South Training Areas to Northeast McGregor North of
Highway 506. The overall percent training days scheduled for the North Training Areas, the Tularosa
Basin of McGregor Range, Southeast McGregor Range, and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 in the
four stationing and training scenarios would not change from percentages presented for LU-3.

LU-4 would continue the trend toward more equitable distribution of impacts on the FBTC. While under
LU-3, training days scheduled would exceed capacity in the South Training Areas for ST-2, ST-3, and
ST-4. Under LU-4, only two FBTC subdivisions (South Training Areas and Tularosa Basin of McGregor
Range) would exceed would exceed capacity, and would only occur under LU-4/ST-4. Under LU-4, the
distribution of on-road vehicle maneuvering would shift to Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506, and would decrease in every other subdivision. IBCT off-road vehicle maneuvering would primarily
shift to Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. Additionally, LU-4 would further the trend
toward segregation of uses on the FBTC. Under LU-4, HBCTs would dominate in the North and South
Training Areas and in the southern portions of Tularosa Basin; and IBCTs would be concentrated in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, the adjacent Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range TAs,
and to a lesser extent in Southeast McGregor Range.

Opportunities for conducting both FTX and off-road maneuvering in Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 would beneficially impact IBCTs training at Fort Bliss. Soldiers would have opportunities
to train in a forested, mountainous environment, providing additional experience in environments where
Army units may be deployed.

Impacts specific to the four stationing and training alternatives under LU-4 would be similar to the
previous land use alternatives.

Non-Military Land Uses. As indicated in Chapter 2, under LU-4, Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 would become an IBCT and IBCT support training destination. LU-4 would open a portion
of Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 to off-road vehicle maneuver, and would shift
IBCT off-road maneuvering from nearly all subdivisions to Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506. Off-road vehicle maneuvering (to include IBCT and SBCT units under LU-4/ST-3 and
LU-4/ST-4) would be limited to wheeled, L classification vehicles on approximately 35 square kilometers
(within 500 meters of roads and on slopes of less than 30 percent), and would affect approximately 27
percent of the FBTC subdivision.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

The Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 grasslands that would be affected by Off-Road
Vehicle Maneuver: Light represent slightly more than 10 percent of the total 340 square kilometers jointly
used for livestock grazing in Grazing Units 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. This would potentially directly affect
931AUMs, totaling less than four percent of the total livestock grazing on McGregor Range (Table 3-2).
As shown on Table 2-24, under all stationing and training alternatives, there would be sufficient
opportunities for the BLM and USFS grazers to access water supply lines. Consequently, under all
stationing and training alternatives, potential impacts of LU-4 to livestock grazing are less than
significant.

Under the four stationing and training alternatives of LU-4, impacts to public recreation, including
McGregor oryx hunts, would be the same as those under LU-1. This is further supported by the 75
percent of training days scheduled in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, which
would be approximately 274 days per year and the highest level for this area in the Proposed Action. The
McGregor oryx hunts only requires two weekends a year. Therefore, if LU-4/ST-4 was selected there
would be ample time for the hunting of oryx in addition to other public access activities, which usually
occur on the weekends.

Visual Resources. Allowing Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver: Light within 500m of the road and on slopes
of 30 percent or less would affect approximately 13 square kilometers or three percent of the total 388
square kilometers of Class Il rated landscape in the northern corridor of Highway 506. The remainder of
the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 that would be open to Off-Road Vehicle
Maneuver: Light has a Class IV ranking. Limiting off-road vehicle maneuver use to wheeled vehicles and
restricting use to areas with slopes less than 30 percent would conform to the BLM’s guidelines.
Consequently, impacts to visual resources under LU-4 would be less than significant.

Impacts to visual resources specific to the four stationing and training alternatives under LU-4 would be
similar to those impacts under LU-1.

3.2.9 Land Use Change Alternative 5 (LU-5)

Table 3-12 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under
implementation of LU-5.

Table 3-12.  Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Change Alternative 5.

Land Use VEC ST-1 PgtTenzt 2 ImpaCtSS:TF-E::TC ST-4
Military Land Uses O] O] O] o
Non-Military Land Uses O] O] O O]
Visual Resources O O] O] O]

o Less than significant

Military Land Uses. LU-5 would remove the Grassland LUA designation on three square kilometers of
the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, for the siting of Controlled FTX sites. The removal three square
kilometers of the Grassland LUA on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would add to the existing 15
square kilometers of FTX locations on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 in which the Grassland LUA
designation has been removed. While the Grassland LUA on the largest contiguous portion of McGregor
Range (from south of Highway 506 to the New Mexico border) would remain largely intact, the three
square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites would increase the fragmentation of this land use designation.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

However, this loss would represent less than a one percent decrease of the Grassland LUA on Otero Mesa
South of Highway 506. Impacts of the land use designation change under this alternative would be less
than significant.

Impacts of off-road vehicle maneuvering would be the same as those under LU-4. With the three
Controlled FTX sites available on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, IBCT support units would increase
use on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 under LU-4/ST-4, with an associated decrease on the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 by similar percentages.

The implementation of LU-5 would have a beneficial impact upon the Fort Bliss training mission. Per the
RTLA Plan of the ITAM, Fort Bliss has specific training environmental preferences: large
maneuver/training areas of varying characteristics with complex terrain. The variable landscapes provided
under LU-5 would allow for more diverse training opportunities for the solders.

Under LU-5, there would be an increased level of demarcation of land uses on the FBTC. The North and
South Training Areas and the southern portion of Tularosa Basin would be dominated by HBCT
activities. As land use restrictions would be lifted, the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506
would be dominated by IBCT activities. As shown on Table 2-29, under LU-5, the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 would be used increasingly by support units.

Non-Military Land Uses. The additional three square kilometers of Controlled FTX zone would affect
approximately 1,118 AUMs in the five grazing units, or 5 percent of total 23,755 AUMs contracted for
within McGregor Range (Table 3-2). Due to the low density of the company and platoon size units
training in this area, impacts to livestock grazing would be less than significant. Access to water supplies
by BLM and USFS grazers would not be affected by LU-5. Further, while the training days scheduled on
the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would increase from 10 percent under LU-5/ST-1 to 25 percent
under LU-5/ST-4, the capacity of the FBTC subdivision would be sufficient to accommodate the
requirements. LU-5 should not significantly affect livestock grazing.

In the 2008-09 Season, the BLM authorized 23,755 AUMSs on 271,000 acres (1,097 square kilometers) on
McGregor Range (Table 3-2). In the 2009 Season, the BLM Las Cruces District Office authorized a total
of 638,247 AUM s in its entire district that consists of over four million acres (16,187 square kilometers)
(BLM, 2009). The total AUMs on McGregor Range represent less than four percent of all AUMs
authorized by the BLM in the region (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2005).

Under the four stationing and training alternatives of LU-5, impacts to public recreation access would be
similar to LU-4, with a slight decrease in military activities in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 and a slight increase in the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506. LU-5 should not
significantly affect public recreation access.

Visual Resources. Controlled FTX sites would be allowed adjacent to existing roads and would be
visible to viewers. Two of the three sites have been determined and are located in areas with a Class Il
ranking. The location of the third site will be determined on a later date. However, as with the proposed
FTX locations in LU-3, additional Controlled FTX sites on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would
not result in a significant impact to the overall visual resources along the Highway 506 corridor. Impacts
to visual resources would be less than significant.

Impacts to visual resources specific to the four stationing and training alternatives under LU-5 would be
similar to those impacts under LU-1.
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3.2.10

Table 3-13 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under

implementation of TI-1.

Table 3-13.

Classification of Direct and

Improvements Alternative 1.

Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 1 (TI-1)

Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure

Land Use VEC Construction FBTC
Military Land Uses N/A O
Non-Military Land Uses N/A O
Visual Resources N/A O

O No impact
N/A  Not applicable

TI-1 would meet the training infrastructure requirements of the BRAC/IGPBS stationing decisions. No
additional training infrastructure would be constructed in this alternative. All direct and indirect effects
upon land use and visual resources associated with TI-1 previously were analyzed in the SEIS.

3.2.11 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 2 (TI-2)
Table 3-14 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under
implementation of TI-2.

Table 3-14.

Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 2.

Land Use VEC Construction FBTC
Military Land Uses O] O
Non-Military Land Uses O] O]
Visual Resources O] o

O] Less than significant

Construction Impacts. Construction of the ranges could impact training schedules for nearby ranges.
Additionally, construction would indirectly affect nearby military land uses as a result of increased noise,
dust, odors, and activity in the construction sites. Proposed ranges would be located in portions of the
installation which are currently closed to the public. However, two of the proposed ranges (Ranges 89 and
90) are in proximity to public access areas in the North Training Areas, and range construction could
impact non-military land uses through increased noise and odors. Construction impacts, however, would
be localized, temporary, and less than significant. As needed prior to range construction, a UXO survey
would be conducted. Section 3.11 discusses BMPs for addressing potential impacts from UXO areas
during construction. As indicated in Section 2.2.3.2, final site selection and site-specific impact analysis
would be conducted as required.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

FBTC Impacts

Military Land Uses. New ranges would be grouped primarily in the existing range complexes, located
near the existing range camps on Fort Bliss. While exceptions exist, ranges would be placed into
complexes according to the following general concepts:

e McGregor, in the western portion of McGregor Range at the South Meyer Complex, for
Individual Qualification and basic task training for crews and squad drills and GWOT
Mobilization Task Training.

o Dofa Ana, at the foothills of the Organ Mountains, for Crew Qualifications and Platoon Task
Training and Collective task training.

e Orogrande, in northwestern McGregor Range, for Platoon Qualifications and Company/Battalion
Level collective task training.

Grouping ranges in close proximity to the three range camps would provide units a forward position from
which to operate and facilitate land use linkages. It would improve training efficiencies by enhancing
opportunities for sharing common support facilities, such as latrines, instruction buildings and parking
areas. It would minimize the use of fuel and travel and maximize efficiencies by providing troops with
the ability to be temporarily housed in close proximity to their range training sites. Additionally, grouping
the ranges would reduce internal encroachment on maneuver space. Expanded weapons firing areas
would result in expansion of designated impact areas on the lower slopes of Organ Mountains,
maximizing the use of land within existing impact areas. Impacts upon the installation’s military land
uses would be less than significant.

Non-Military Land Uses. As shown on Figure 2-9, proposed ranges would not be located in the jointly-
used areas of the installation, where livestock grazing is allowed. Proposed ranges would not be located in
portions of the installation open to public access. Consequently, there would be no impacts to non-
military land uses under TI-2.

Visual Resources. The additional ranges could be visible from War Highway in the Dofia Ana Range and
Route 54 in McGregor Range. However, the ranges would be similar in type, scale, and function to
existing structures on the FBTC. The developments would not change the visual quality or character of
the range complexes. Additionally, the developments in McGregor Range would be located in the BLM’s
VRM Class IV areas, indicating that the level of change to the characteristic landscape can be high.
Impacts upon visual resources would be less than significant.

3.2.12 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 3 (TI-3)

Table 3-15 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under
implementation of TI-3.
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Table 3-15.  Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 3.

Land Use VEC Construction FBTC
Military Land Uses O] O]
Non-Military Land Uses O] O]
Visual Resources O] o

O] Less than significant

Construction Impacts. Construction activities associated with the expansion of range camps could
affect nearby land uses as a result of increased noise, dust, odors, and activity in the construction sites.
During some construction stages, crews training at the ranges could be restricted from using the facilities
for billeting and other support services. To minimize impacts to training requirements and reduce training
down time, construction scheduling and coordination among the three range camps would be required.
Construction impacts to military land uses, would be temporary and therefore would not be significant.

Construction at the McGregor base camp would temporarily impact only military land uses. Noise-
related construction impacts at the Dofia Ana and Orogrande range camps would not be expected to
impact nearby communities (See Section 3.24). Construction impacts would be temporary and
contractors would be required to follow all Fort Bliss requirements. This would be consistent with
construction management procedures on the installation.

Location of COLs on the Tularosa Basin and in the South and North Training Areas would require
clearing of vegetation. Clearing impacts for each COL would be approximately one square kilometer
each, totaling 16 square kilometers of clearing. Following the temporary use of the COLs by units, berms
would be removed and holes would be backfilled. The same sites would be used again for training
exercises.

FBTC Impacts

Military Land Uses. The expansion of the existing range camps and establishment of COLs in the South
Training Area, Tularosa Basin and Dofia Ana—North Training Area would benefit the training experience
of the troops. By providing mission support services, the expanded range camps would enable units to
conduct realistic training operations while in more remote locations on Fort Bliss. The location of COLs
would not adversely impact the areas required for off-road vehicle maneuvering in any of the stationing
and training alternatives. As indicated in 2.2.3.3, the COLs would be sited to avoid LUAs and OLAs. No
impacts to military land uses would be anticipated.

Non-Military Land Uses. There would be little impact to non-military land uses located on the
installation associated with TI-3: the range camps are not located in proximity to livestock grazing. As a
result, the impacts of T1-3 on non-military land uses would be less than significant.

Visual Resources. The range camp expansions would be visible from public roads, including the War
Highway in the Dofia Ana Range, and Route 54 in McGregor Range. The expansions would be similar in
type, scale, and function to the existing range camps. Impacts upon visual resources would be less than
significant.
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3.2.13 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 4 (TI-4)

Table 3-16 classifies the direct and indirect impacts to land uses and visual resources under
implementation of TI-4.

Table 3-16. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 4.

Land Use VEC Construction FBTC
Military Land Uses O] O]
Non-Military Land Uses O] O]
Visual Resources O] O

O] Less than significant

The proposed rail network is presented only at a conceptual level and impacts and environmental impacts
associated construction and operation cannot be fully assessed. Environmental documentation specific to
this project would need to be prepared when and if the project is programmed for design and construction.
Direct and indirect effects are discussed below on a programmatic basis to provide some discussion of
this alternative.

Construction Impacts. The existing Fort Bliss rail network, originating near Biggs AAF, consists of
approximately 15 miles of track located mainly in the western portion of the post. It currently serves the
vehicle staging areas on the Cantonment area and Biggs AAF. The proposed conceptual rail network
would upgrade an existing service line in the Cantonment. From McGregor Range Camp north to the
Orogrande Range Complex, the rail line is conceptualized to be located to the immediate east of and
generally parallel to the Union Pacific/Southern Pacific (UP/SP) Railroad, to a location north of the
Orogrande Range Complex. Short term construction impacts, including noise, could encroach upon
bordering land uses in and around the Town of Orogrande.

FBTC Impacts

Military Land Uses. For most of the west Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range, from TA 8 north
to the railhead, the rail line would be compatible with the existing transportation use corridor. Scheduling
coordination would be required to minimize impacts between existing military uses (maneuvering) and
the proposed military support use.

Expanding the rail line to access McGregor Range Camp and Orogrande Range Complex would improve
the efficiency of moving soldiers and equipment to training areas. There would be a loss of maneuver
training ground from the tracks and associated right of way, depot area, and crossings, particularly in the
South Training Areas. The exact loss and detailed impacts and potential mitigation and monitoring would
be assessed once the railroad was programmed for design and construction.

Non-Military Land Uses. The railroad tracks currently serving the Cantonment are government-owned.
The tracks would connect to the rail facilities owned by the UP/SP at the western and southeastern post
boundaries. Coordinating with UP/SP on the development and operation of the railroad would be
required. Operation of the rail could increase noise levels in proximity to the Town of Orogrande. Given
the fact that the proposed rail line would be located east of the existing railway, and it would be expected
to operate less frequently than the existing railway, projected impacts of TI-4 are deemed to be less than
significant.
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Visual Resources. The conceptual rail line would be viewed from US-54 and would run generally parallel
to the existing Union Pacific line and from US-54. Potential visual impacts would be consistent with the
existing transportation corridor.

3.3 Earth Resources: Affected Environment

The ROI for geologic and soil impacts of the project is defined as all areas in which project-related
activities may occur, including the footprint of each training and construction area and the corridors of the
military vehicle roads. It would also include adjacent areas that may be affected by geologic processes in
the project area. For example, if a project area roadcut or embankment experiences slope failure, adjacent
affected down slope areas become part of the ROI. The ROI for soils is the area that may be affected by
proposed changes from facility construction and changes in training or intensity. It includes all Fort Bliss
land other than the area within Lincoln National Forest and Castner Range.

The Earth Resources section in the PEIS (U.S. Army 2007) includes extensive descriptions of
physiography, geology (including stratigraphy, structure, and mineral and energy resources), seismicity,
and soils. The existing descriptions for these resources are descriptive of the entire Fort Bliss project area,
and are not specific to facilities or TAs within the project area. Resource data specific to facilities or TAs
are presented for the Cantonment area and the FBTC under each general resource type of physiography,
geology and soils, as appropriate. There have not been any substantive changes in the condition of the
physiography, geology, and seismicity of the project area, and they are not expected to be affected by the
Proposed Action and alternatives considered in this EIS. Therefore, this EIS provides a summary of
physiography, geology, and seismicity in the project area.

Soils have the greatest potential to be affected by the Proposed Action and the alternatives, and are
therefore addressed at a greater level of detail than physiography, geology, and seismicity. The
description for each soil type emphasizes soil characteristics that would affect and be affected by
construction and ground-disturbing training activities, especially off-road vehicle maneuvers in the
FBTC.

3.3.1 Physiography

Fort Bliss lies within the Basin and Range physiographic province. Extension of the crust throughout the
province during the past 30 million years has produced characteristic short, linear mountain ranges
separated by intervening valleys (Stewart 1978). Superimposed along the eastern side of the Basin and
Range is a peculiar physiographic feature that extends from west Texas and northern Mexico northward
through central New Mexico. This feature, the Rio Grande Rift Valley, extends northward into the
Southern Rocky Mountains physiographic province of southern Colorado and northern New Mexico.
From Albuquerque northward, the Rio Grande Rift Valley is a relatively distinct, continuous
physiographic feature containing numerous basins. South of Albuquerque, the rift broadens and
encompasses several valleys and small, linear mountain ranges. At about the latitude of El Paso, Texas,
the Rio Grande Rift Valley turns abruptly to the southeast.

Much of Fort Bliss lies within the Tularosa Basin. The basin is roughly 100 miles long and 60 miles wide,
and is one of the largest valleys in the Rio Grande rift. The Tularosa Basin merges with the Hueco Bolson
(valley) south of El Paso, Texas. The Hueco Bolson is about 16 miles wide and extends into west Texas
and Mexico. From south to north along the east side of Fort Bliss are the Hueco Mountains, Otero Mesa,
and Sacramento Mountains. The Hueco Mountains form the western edge of the Diablo Plateau, which
extends far into southeast New Mexico and Texas. Otero Mesa is continuous with the Diablo Plateau.
Approximately 127,300 acres (515 square kilometers) of the 1.2 million acres (4,856 square kilometers)
Otero Mesa (USAF 1998) and 55,845 acres (226 square kilometers) of the Sacramento Mountains are
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

located within the FBTC. The Sacramento Mountains rise steeply from Otero Mesa and the Tularosa
Basin north of Fort Bliss. Along the southwest side of Fort Bliss are the Franklin Mountains. Several
miles north of the Franklin Mountains are the narrow, steep-sided Organ Mountains. The Organ
Mountains are continuous northward with the San Andres Mountains and, together, form an unbroken
100-mile-long mountain range. A short distance north of the central part of Fort Bliss are the Jarilla
Mountains, a small, circular cluster of hills rising from the Tularosa Basin.

3.3.2 Geology

The oldest rocks near Fort Bliss are exposed in the Organ and Franklin mountains. These mostly granite,
schist, and gneiss rocks are the deep crustal roots of ranges that extended across much of western North
America more than 1.3 billion years ago (Seager 1981). During the next several hundred million years,
these mountains were eroded by glaciers, rivers, and storms into a remarkably flat surface close to sea
level.

The southern portion of the Tularosa Basin contains more than 6,000 feet (1,829 m) of valley fill, stream
sand, and gravel, rock slides, alluvial fans from mountains on either side, and lake deposits rich in salt and
gypsum derived from sedimentary rocks of the adjacent ranges. Any rainfall or melted snowfall that
occurs in the valley either seeps into the porous valley deposits or evaporates from small pools leaving
behind deposits of gypsum, salt, or other minerals.

Five mining districts on Fort Bliss have produced metals; however, none of these districts are currently
active (Hatton et al. 1995). Industrial minerals and materials are currently produced from numerous
quarries in the Fort Bliss area. The materials produced within the FBTC are mostly sand, gravel, and
limestone (U.S. Army 2001).

3.3.3 Seismicity

A large portion of the Fort Bliss region lies inside the Rio Grande Rift, an area considered to be of
moderate seismic activity (Sanford et al. 2002). Earthquake data estimate that the strongest earthquakes in
a 100-year period lie between a magnitude of 4.5 and 5.8 on the Richter Scale with an area of elevated
seismic activity (the Socorro Seismic Anomaly) located roughly 100 miles (161 kilometers) to the north
of the installation (Sanford et al. 2002). Fault lines along the edge of the Tularosa Basin may still be
active, although no movement has been recorded in recent time (U.S. Army 2000).

3.3.4 Topographic Basin Soils

In general, soils on Fort Bliss are well drained to excessively drained with depth to bedrock ranging from
shallow to very deep. Most soils on the North and South Training Areas are highly susceptible to wind
erosion, while McGregor Range contains soils that are highly susceptible to both water and wind erosion.
The Fort Bliss Soil Survey (USDA 2003) provides descriptions of general soil map units, grouped by
landscape position, that are suitable for characterizing soils over a large area. The eight general soil map
units are displayed in Figure 3-5. Basic characteristics of each of these general soil map units are shown
in Table 3-17. Each soil map unit on Fort Bliss is a soil association, which is made up of two or more
geographically associated soils or miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps.

In arid and semi-arid lands throughout the world, vegetation cover is often sparse or absent. Nevertheless,
in open spaces between the higher plants, the soil surface is generally not bare of autotrophic life, but
covered by a community of highly specialized organisms. These communities are referred to as biological
soil crusts, or more specifically, cryptogamic, cryptobiotic, microbiotic, or microphytic soil crusts (Harper
and Marble 1988, West 1990). A biological soil crust is a complex mosaic of living organisms—algae,
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

cyanobacteria (blue-green algae), bacteria, lichens, mosses, liverworts, and fungi—that grow on or just
below the soil surface. Biological soil crusts function as living mulch by retaining soil moisture and
discouraging annual weed growth. They reduce wind and water erosion, fix atmospheric nitrogen, and
contribute to soil organic matter (BLM 2001). These areas are susceptible to becoming either coppice
dunes or bare ground resulting in accelerated wind erosion due to surface disturbance, without time for
recovery.

The wind erosion hazard on Fort Bliss is high, as shown by the dominance of highly erodible soils in
Figure 3-6. The soil surface is dry, sandy, and sparsely vegetated, particularly in areas that have been
denuded by military vehicle traffic. These soils are susceptible to dust generation and dune formation.
Wind speeds in the El Paso area are relatively moderate, but can raise considerable dust and sand. The
annual average wind speed in the EI Paso area is 9.0 miles per hour (mph). Sandstorms occur most
frequently during March and April, which have the highest average wind speeds, 11.3 mph. Most soils on
the North and South Training Areas are highly susceptible to wind erosion, while McGregor Range
contains soils that are highly susceptible to both water and wind erosion. Based on soil survey database
(USDA 2004), the slight, moderate, and severe limitations for erosion shown in 3-61 correlate to the Not
Highly Erodible, Potentially Highly Erodible, and Highly Erodible areas shown in Figure 3-6 and Figure
3-7.
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Figure 3-5. General Soils Map Units on Fort Bliss.
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1 Table 3-17. Characteristics of General Soil Map Units.
Soil Association Map Percent of
Landscape Position Name Fort Bliss' Physical Properties
) i
Copia-Mcnew-Elizario 2-5% slo_pes, very deep, _WeII drained
. 22 to excessively drained, high
Association X
proportion of sand on surface
—50,
Copia-Nations-Hueco 0-5% slopes, very deep 0
. o 15 moderately deep, loamy fine sand
Basin Floors Association
surface texture
2-15% slopes, very deep,
Pendero-Copia-Piquin 6 excessively drained, loamy fine sand
Association to very gravelly sandy loam surface
texture
Subtotal | Basin Floors 43
—50, i
Jerag-Reyab-Armesa 0-5% slopes, wel! drained, very deep
. 14 to shallow, very fine sandy loam and
Association :
silt loam surface texture
Fan Piedmonts 0-10% slopes, well drained, very
Reyab-Infantry- deep to very shallow, surface texture
- 20 . :
Crossen Association mixed (silt loam, very gravelly loam,
gravelly fine sandy loam)
Subtotal | Fan Piedmonts 34
—B650 i
Bissett-Altuda-Rock 5-65% slopes, well drained, shallow
L 16 and very shallow, very gravelly or
Outcrop Association
very cobbly loam surface texture
5-90% slopes, well drained, very
Brewster-Rock deep to very shallow, very gravelly
Hills and Mountains | Outcrop-Stallone 4 loam to extremely bouldery sandy
Association loam surface texture and rock
outcrop
—B50 i
Deama-Rock Outcrop- 5-65% slopes, well drained, shallow
. 3 and very shallow, very cobbly or
Penalto Association
gravelly loam surface texture
Subtotal | Hills and Mountains 23
2 Source: USDA 2003
3 ! Excluding Castner Range and TA 33 (Grapevine)

4 3.34.1Fort Bliss Soil Survey

The Fort Bliss Soil Survey (USDA 2003, 2004) provides interpretations for specific military land uses.
These include suitability ratings for construction and maintenance of buildings and roads, erosion
hazards, and soil trafficability using a range of vehicles under wet and dry conditions. Table 3-18
summarizes the wind and water erosion and trafficability limitations, based on vehicle classifications, of
the soils on Fort Bliss.

©O© 00 ~NOo Ol
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Table 3-18. Wind and Water Erosion and Trafficability Ratings of Soils on Fort Bliss.

Wind and Water Erosion and Trafficability Ratings of Soils®
Soil Erosion and Excellent/ Slight Fair/ Moderate Poor/ Severe Not
Trafficability Limitations | Good' |  Limitations Limitations | Rated?

Wind Erosion 1% N/A 0% 99 % 0%
Water Erosion 61 % N/A 22 % 17% 0%
Trafficability, L- wet 0 % 65 % 0% 11 % 24 %
Classification dry 58 % 0% 9% 11 % 22 %
Trafficability, M- wet 0 % 57 % 9% 11 % 23 %
Classification dry 57 % 0% 9% 11 % 23 %
Trafficability, H- wet 22 % 58 % 1% 15% 1%
Classification dry 70 % 10 % 1% 15 % 1%

Source: USDA 2004

1 Applies only to vehicle trafficability ratings.

2 Includes miscellaneous map units such as rock outcrops, pits, and dumps.
®  Trafficability ratings are based on 50 vehicle drive-overs.

Trafficability refers to the capacity of soils to support military vehicles. Trafficability is affected by soil
strength, slope, stickiness, slipperiness, vegetation, and natural obstacles. The degree of trafficability is
determined by vehicle type, which is dependent on the contact pressure of tires or tracks and vehicle
weight and the effect to the surface soil layer under wet or dry conditions. The ratings listed in Table 3-18
are for 50 vehicle drive-overs. An excellent rating means that soil features are very favorable for the
vehicle to pass; good indicates moderately favorable soil conditions; fair indicates soil limitations that are
likely to require adjustments to vehicle spacings or route; poor indicates soil features that cannot be
overcome. Areas with fair to poor trafficability may result in more vehicle wear and tear and thus requires
greater vehicle maintenance (USDA 2003).

The Fort Bliss Soil Survey also describes ecological sites (ecosites), which are a classification unit that
represents an area where climate, soil, and relief are sufficiently uniform to produce a distinct natural
plant community. The ecosites can be correlated with soil map units. Each ecosite describes a typical
plant community and uses a threshold concept to characterize changes in the system. The standard
indicators used to determine thresholds are described in the 2007 SEIS, and are not repeated in this
analysis. These indicators primarily include measures of erosion by water and wind, plant community
composition and production, and land cover (landscaping, pavement, buildings, gravel).

3.3.4.2 Soil Resources Management

AR 200-3 requires that installation sources of dust, runoff, silt, and erosion debris be controlled to prevent
damage to land, water resources, equipment, and facilities, including adjacent properties. An erosion and
sediment control plan must be implemented as required by AR 200-3, AR 200-1 (Environmental
Protection and Enhancement), AR 200-2 (Environmental Effects of Army Actions), AR 210-20 (Master
Planning for Army Installations), and Title 20.1 Environmental Protection, General; and the Dofia Ana
County Erosion Control Regulations (Dofia Ana County 2001). New Mexico has enacted the Watershed
District Act (New Mexico Statute 73-20-1) (State of New Mexico 2008), which authorizes the State
conservation agency and the districts to develop and execute soil erosion and sediment control plans or
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

programs. Texas Commission on Environmental Quality authorizes the General Permit to Discharge
Wastes, which includes provision for erosion control from construction activities (TCEQ 2003).

Soil management is coordinated through the Fort Bliss DPW-E and ITAM — DPTMS. Plans to control or
mitigate water and/or wind erosion must consider effects on vegetative community, grazing, cultural
resources, and natural resources, especially threatened and endangered species. LRAM is one of four
components of the ITAM program. The purpose of LRAM is to repair damaged lands to facilitate military
activities and to prevent further degradation of resources, including soil, in areas designated for military
activities. The primary focus of LRAM includes the roads, impact, and maneuver areas. Areas that need
to be rehabilitated have been and will continue to be identified and possible restoration methods assessed.
Soil erosion and sediment control is managed in part through the LRAM program projects, which consist
of strategies and resource allocations for resting and repairing training lands on a rotational basis as well
as repairing damaged TAs as the need arises. LRAM seeks to stabilize soils and provide long-term
vegetative cover to support military land use. The program involves using cost-effective technologies,
such as revegetation, erosion control structures, site hardening, blockades, and dust palliatives to prevent
training site degradation, soil erosion, and excessive road damage.

Fort Bliss resource management objectives for ecosystems include the comprehensive goal to prevent
deterioration of highly erodible soil resources (U. S. Army Data, 2008).

3.4 Earth Resources: Direct and Indirect Effects

The environmental consequences address the impacts of the FB GTA EIS alternatives on soils. The
proposed alternatives are not expected to affect other earth resources, including physiographic, seismic
activities and other geologic hazards, and mineral resources. In each category in this analysis, Alternative
1, the No Action Alternative, involves the same activities and facilities that were described for Alternative
4 — Proposed Action in the March 2007 SEIS. The 2007 SEIS contains a detailed assessment of the types
of effects that would be anticipated from implementation of the Proposed Actions. These effects are the
same that would occur from Alternative 1 in this analysis, and qualitatively similar to the effects that
would occur from Alternatives 2 and 3. The 2007 SEIS also provides considerable detail regarding the
recovery of soils from surface-disturbing activities, the exposure of soils to wind and water erosion from
earth-disturbing activities and off-road vehicles, and the effects to biological crusts.

The 2007 SEIS Proposed Action implementation effects would include a temporary increase in soil
erosion during construction activities in the Cantonment. Because these effects are described in
considerable detail in the SEIS, they are not repeated to the same level of detail in this analysis. The 2007
SEIS is, instead, incorporated by reference for descriptions of the types of effects to soils on Fort Bliss
from the implementation of various alternatives under Categories 1, 2, and 3. The 2007 SEIS also
provides considerable detail regarding the recovery of soils from surface-disturbing activities, the
exposure of soils to wind and water erosion from earth-disturbing activities and off-road vehicles, and the
effects to physical and biological crusts.

This environmental consequence analysis identifies the direct and indirect effects on soils from
alternatives under Categories 1, 2, and 3. Potential effects would occur from training activities as a
function of land use or from an increased level of activity on existing TAs. All areas that would
experience effects to soils are managed as part of the Fort Bliss ITAM program.

The most critical effect to soils would be the potential for increased soil erosion (water and wind) as a
result of increases in vehicle traffic during off-road maneuvering activities. The soils assessment for
environmental consequences focuses on the effects of disturbance on soil stability, potential effects of
sedimentation and run-off, effects to soil stability and fertility, and potential hazards to the public. Most
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

of the analysis consists of a summary of the effects to soils from existing Fort Bliss’ environmental
documents. The 2007 SEIS was the primary source for existing data and analyses. In addition, impacts to
soils were evaluated for conformance to applicable regulatory requirements and guidelines.

Direct effects on soils are from the physical disturbance of the upper soil layers (including the biological
crusts, where present) and the disruption of soil processes caused by activities that alter the natural soil
layers or result in accelerated erosion, increased soil compaction, loss of protective vegetation, and loss of
soil productivity.

Soils in the FBTC that are most susceptible to wind erosion occur in the Sandy and Deep Sand ecosites
that occur on the Copia-Nations-Hueco, Pendero-Copia-Piquin, and Copia-McNew Elizario soil
associations. These soils are found in the north and south training areas and McGregor Range. In addition
Bissett-Rock out crop complex areas consist of soil types and inclusions along with alluvial and colluvial
sediment. Significant impacts would be identified where biological crusts, vegetative cover, and soil
productivity were damaged to the point that their recovery would be lengthy or infeasible. Under good
conditions and without further disturbance, damaged biological crusts take at least ten years to recover.

About one-third of the FBTC is coppice dunes, which are small, streamlined dunes that form around
brush and clump vegetation (USDA 2004). They present a less desirable landscape for training. Coppice
dunes are projected to occur on two different soil map units on McGregor Range: Pendero fine sand, two-
to five-percent slopes (Map Unit 6), and Copia loamy fine sand, five- to 15-percent slopes (Map Unit 7)
(USDA 2003). There are currently no coppice dunes in the Southeast McGregor Range.

The extent and significance of impacts under both wet and dry conditions would be determined by the
frequency, intensity, and total area of disturbance, and ultimately on the amount of bare ground created.
The extent and frequency of off-road vehicle maneuvers along with the type of vehicle (based on
classification) is used as the primary indicator of impacts on soils within the FBTC. One study conducted
at Fort Bliss indicted that soils impacted by at least 5 and up to 20 HMMWYV (L-classification) vehicle
passes under both dry and wet soil conditions had disappeared after one year (MacKay and Herrick,
1996).

Indirect effects, primarily soil compaction, include reduced surface water infiltration with an associated
increase in surface water runoff, increased wind erosion due to loss of vegetative cover, and poor plant
growth or seed germination. Indirect effects on other resources from the physical disturbance of soils can
include increased loss of habitat, sedimentation in streams, stream turbidity, and effects on aquatic
species. The indirect effects, if they are identified, on other resources are evaluated in the appropriate
resource sections. The significance of the effects on soils is related to both the areal extent of the impacts
and the length of time necessary for the soils to recover following surface disturbance.

The greatest effects to soils are anticipated to occur from off-road vehicle maneuvers, which could
compact soils, crush vegetation and biological crusts, and accelerate soil erosion. The effects of vehicle
disturbance (whether wheeled or tracked vehicles are used) may be severe but in limited areas where
several passes may occur or during sharp turns. Several passes and sharp turns can cause rutting (Table
3-19) which may expose soils to wind/water erosion and also cause some compaction depending on the
amount of finer soil particles of the soil. These impacts are associated with the frequency and intensity of
training where the vegetative cover may be lost and soil erosion accelerated (Warren et al. 1991). When
biological crusts are completely removed, or are damaged over large or continuous areas, the recovery is
generally slow, especially in areas with low precipitation and sandy soils.

Tracked and wheeled military vehicles have the potential to cause soil compaction and form ruts in soils
on lands used for training maneuvers. The greatest potential for compaction is in loamy soils (Figure 5,
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Table 3-19) because they have more cohesive properties and increase erosion potential. Soil compaction
results in increased bulk density and soil strength and decreased porosity, infiltration, and hydraulic
conductivity of soil. This produces more surface water runoff during storm events. Greater soil
compaction occurs as the number of tracked vehicle passes increases, particularly when vehicles are
driven on wet soils (Table 3-18).

Wheel ruts are formed when the contact pressure exerted by the vehicle exceeds the structural capacity of
the soil. This impact would occur more often in soils that are silty or clayey versus those soils that are
composed primarily of sand because sand soils have no cohesion. Ruts concentrate the surface runoff,
much like a natural rill or channel, which increases the sediment transport capability of surface water
runoff.

Soil disturbance from tracked and wheeled vehicles can reduce the amount of soil cover (plant material
and biological crusts) in grassland areas. Studies for military reservations in North Dakota, Colorado, and
Idaho identified reductions of vegetation and substantial consequent increases in bare soils of up to 26
percent from vehicle maneuvers (Guretzky et al. 2005). Similar effects of increased sediment loads in
surface water runoff and fugitive dust would occur from tracked and wheeled vehicle maneuvers
proposed for training maneuvers on many of the soil types within the ROI.

The actual depth and extent of soil disturbance from vehicular passage over the ground at the FBTC will
depend on the type of site, the type of impact, soil type, and depth to bedrock, slope, and the intensity and
repetition of the impact. Table 3-19 summarizes the results of off-road vehicle rut depth analyses on the
sandy loam soils at Fort Riley, Kansas (Liu et al. 2009a), and Fort Lewis, Washington (Liu et al. 2009b),
and coarse to medium sand at the Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona (Liu et al. 2009b). It is noted that the
course to medium sands and arid environment at Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona are more similar to the
soils and environment at the FBTC. In addition, soils in arid environments such as Yuma Proving
Ground, Arizona and the FBTC are much more resistant to compaction (rutting) than soils in a temperate
environment such as Fort Riley, Kansas or Fort Lewis, Washington (USDA, 1996). No applicable studies
on the effects of drive-over from M-classified vehicles were available at the time of this report. However,
a rut depth range was determined using the percent reduction of rut depths associated with L-classified
vehicles on sandy loam and coarse to medium sand.
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Table 3-19. Off-Road Vehicle Soil Disturbance Studies.

Vehicle Classification | Max. Rut Depth Range (cm)* Max. Rut Depth Range (cm)**

Sandy Loam/ Fort Riley and Coarse to Medium Sand/ Yuma

Soil Type/Study Area Fort Lewis Proving Ground
L 5.5 —8.0° 15-25°
M 0.5-14.0° 0.3-8.5°
H e

Analysis based on eight passes on sandy loam within a two-day period (Liu et al. 2009a).

Analysis based on eight passes on coarse to medium sand within a one-day period (Liu 2009b).

Rut depth range from straight line and sharp turn driving directions using an Armored Personnel Carrier.
Rut depth range from straight line, smooth turn, and sharp turn driving directions using a HMMWYV.

Rut depth range from straight line and sharp turn driving directions using an LMTV and M1A1 Abrams
Tank.

Based on correlation of percent reduction of rut depths associated with L-classified vehicles on sandy loam
and coarse to medium sand.

Stryker vehicles (vehicles with an H classification) are relatively new and studies of compression or other
disturbances are extremely limited. However, Shoop et.al, 2005 found that Stryker rut depth was
considered severe as a function of soil strength (i.e. soils with low strength (clays, silts), which would have
more severe rutting than soils with high strength (sands) where rutting would be minor-moderate. It should
be noted, however, that Stryker vehicles are largely used for on-road maneuvers, with little off-road travel
(Chapter 2).

A qualitative assessment was used to evaluate the potential for increased soil erosion and other effects to
soils from the military land use alternatives in the three Categories. The criteria considered in determining
whether the military land use alternatives would have a significant impact on soils were evaluated and
distinguished by the degree to which the impact would:

Result in substantial loss of soil (through increased erosion) or change in soil structure, or loss of
access to economically significant mineral deposits. A substantial loss of soil would occur if
erosion or soil structural change has occurred to the extent that soil productivity is degraded.

Adversely affect human health or environmental receptors, such as through exposure to air-borne
dust.

Conflict with existing federal, state, or local statutes or regulations.
Permanently alter a unique or recognized geologic feature or landscape.

Substantially alter the existing function of the landscape (such as altering drainage patterns
through large scale excavation, filling, or grading).

Disturb or alter unique, rare, or otherwise important paleontological resources, such that the
potential to derive benefits from those resources is reduced (note that paleontological resources
are addressed with archaeological resources under the general heading of cultural resources).

GFS Final EIS 3-46 March 2010



Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

1  Effects to soils that could be eliminated or reduced through mitigation are identified as significant can be mitigated to less than significant. Soil
2  trafficability is the primary factor used in this EIS to evaluate the potential damage to soils caused by off-road military vehicle maneuvers. A
3  classification of direct and indirect impacts is shown in Table 3-20 below. The potential cumulative effects associated with the direct and indirect
4  effects are discussed in Chapter 4. The potential measures that could be used to mitigate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are discussed in
5  Chapter 5.
6  Table 3-20. Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects to Earth Resources.
. Training and
Sta_';lon.m_g and Land Use Changes Infrastructure
VEC raining Improvements
ST-1[ST-2|ST-3|ST-4 LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5 TIL| T2 [ TI-3 | T1-4

ST-1|ST-2|ST-3|ST-4|ST-1|ST-2|ST-3|ST-4|ST-1|ST-2|ST-3| ST-4 || ST-1|ST-2|ST-3| ST-4 | ST-1|ST-2|ST-3|ST-4

[";r'f;a&eso@@@OO@@O@OO@@@@@@@®®®®®O®®®

7 O No impact

8 O Less than significant

9 N Significant but mitigate to less than significant
10 ® Significant

11 3.4.1 Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1)

12 The implementation of this alternative would consist of those effects described for military uses as discussed in Chapter 2.

13  Cantonment Area

14  Stationing of military units under ST-1 would not require construction of additional facilities. The quality of life and garrison facilities would be

15  adequate to meet the needs under this alternative. Since additional construction would not be required in the Cantonment, no additional or new
16  impacts to soils would occur.
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Fort Bliss Training Complex

As shown in Table 2-9, total ground contact during annual off-road ground contact under ST-1 is 2,755
square kilometers. A total of four HBCTs and 2 IBCTs would train on the installation, and this equates to
less off-road maneuver training on the FBTC than the 3,315 square kilometers from the six HBCTs
studied in the 2007 SEIS, resulting in less than significant impacts associated with wind and soil erosion
in the off-road areas. The intensity of the off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in
the Land Use alternatives.

3.4.2 Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2)

Impacts resulting from this alternative would be similar to the impacts described for ST-1. The primary
difference between these two alternatives is that under ST-2, there would be no BCT deployment.

Cantonment Area

Stationing of units at Fort Bliss under this alternative would be the same as described for ST-1.
Therefore, the effects of the additional potential construction on soils in the Cantonment are the same as
the effects described for ST-1.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Under ST-2, the seven BCTs training would result in approximately 3,215 square kilometers of off-road
ground contact, which would still be less than the significant impacts associated with the six HBCTs
training under the 2007 SEIS. The intensity of the off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further
discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

3.4.3 Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3)

Impacts resulting from this alternative would be higher than the impacts caused by the activities described
for ST-1 and ST-2. The primary difference considered in the analysis for this alternative is the addition of
one SBCT unit, which completes only 10 percent of annual maneuver training off-road. The number of
stationed BCTs would increase from six to seven, while the number of BCTs training would increase
from seven to eight.

Cantonment Area

Potential Cantonment construction would result in short term and long term effects. Short-term effects
would include limited soil erosion and would occur primarily from excavation and building construction.
Long-term effects would result from new impervious surfaces including buildings, roads, and other
constructed facilities. Most of the soils within the Cantonment are suitable for construction of roads and
buildings. All of the area of additional development is located within the existing Cantonment, a highly
developed complex where the new facilities would match the existing urban landscape. This includes the
expectation of limited areas where the ground is vegetated. Most of the new construction would be
located where there are severe wind erosion hazards. Soils would likely to continue to erode over time
without construction or other management practices. Surface disturbance of the estimated 315 acres (1.3
square kilometers) for pavement areas and approximate 240 acres (0.97 square kilometer) for building
construction would be phased over approximately five years, so no large areas would be exposed to wind
or water erosion at one time.
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Temporary erosion controls and permanent landscaping or other earth cover (pavement, buildings, and
gravel) would further minimize indirect and offsite to less than significant.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Off-road maneuvering by wheeled and tracked vehicles is expected to have a total ground contact of
approximately 3,305square kilometers, which would nearly equal the significant wind erosion and water
erosion impacts in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range and the Southeast McGregor Range that were
identified in the 2007 SEIS. However, the impacts would be less than significant due to the soil stability,
erosion surveys, and other actions in the ITAM RTLA plan, which was approved on December 2007. The
intensity of the off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

3.4.4 Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4)

The primary difference considered in the analysis for this alternative is that the stationed BCTs would
increase from seven to eight with the addition of a second SBCT. ST-4 would also add an additional
HBCT training unit for a total of 10 BCTs training on the FBTC. Additional support units and an increase
in the number of soldiers from ST-3 would also occur.

Cantonment Area

The impacts of the additional potential construction in the Cantonment would be the same as for ST-3.
Short-term effects would include limited soil erosion and would primarily occur through excavation and
construction. Long-term effects would match those described for ST-3. As with ST-3, under ST-4, most
of the soils within the Cantonment are suitable for construction of roads and buildings. The area where
most of the new construction would be located has severe wind erosion hazards. Surface disturbance of
the estimated 630 acres (2.5 square kilometers) for pavement areas and approximate 480 acres (1.9 square
kilometers) for building construction would be phased over approximately five years, so no large areas
would be exposed to wind or water erosion at one time.

Temporary erosion controls and permanent landscaping or other earth cover (pavement, buildings, and
gravel) would further minimize indirect and offsite significant impacts to less than significant.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Under this alternative, the 10 BCTs training would distribute 4,080 square kilometers of ground contact
across the FBTC, which exceeds significant impacts assessed in the 2007 SEIS. However, as in ST-3, the
impacts would be less than significant due to the on-going actions in the ITAM RTLA plan. The intensity
of the off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

3.4.5 Land Use Changes Alternative 1 (LU-1)

Under LU-1, the off-road vehicle maneuvers would be limited to the North Training Areas, South
Training Areas, Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, and Southeast McGregor Range.

LU-1/ST-1: The area of ground contact for the HBCTs would be greater than the IBCTs, because the
HBCTs perform more off-road vehicle maneuvers. Assuming equal distribution of maneuver, the number
of times the ground would be driven over is highest (approximately 1.5 times annually) in the South
Training Areas, with 0.96 times attributed to vehicles with L classifications. The approximate 1.5 drive-
over rate, with a majority L classification vehicles, in an area composed primarily of coppice dunes would
not be considered significant. The FBTC subdivisions that contain vegetative covers other than coppice
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dunes would be driven over less than to nearly one time annually, with L classification vehicles
comprising nearly two-thirds of the drive-over rates. This would also not be considered significant as the
land management practices in the ITAM plan, would offset the impacts. Additionally, the no change in
land use would limit the extent of off-road vehicle maneuver to portions of the FBTC analyzed in the
2007 SEIS. As previously stated, the impacts to this area of the FBTC would be less than significant due
to a decrease in off-road vehicle maneuver from the 2007 SEIS levels.

LU-1/ST-2: The additional HBCT would increase the total HBCT ground contact area, while the IBCT
ground contact area would remain the same as LU-1/ST-1. The number of times ground would be driven
over by the HBCTs increases very slightly and IBCTs would remain the same as LU-1/ST-1. The
intensity of use would slightly increase but would still be less than significant through the on-going land
management practices established in the ITAM plan.

LU-1/ST-3: The number of times ground would be driven over by HBCTs and IBCTs would increase
slightly throughout the FBTC, except for the South Training Area due to SBCT training preference. This
slight increase in the number of times of drive-over would be considered less than significant under the
same premise of LU-1/ST-2.

LU-1/ST-4. The number of times the ground would be driven over is the highest under this LU-1
alternative. Although this alternative has the highest number of drive-over, the majority of the vehicles
conducting this off-road training would consist of vehicles with L and M classifications. The number of
times the ground would be driven over does not increase substantially from LU-1/ST-3, with the
exception of Southeast McGregor Range. This increase in the Southeast McGregor Range is from the
same number of HBCTSs training on the FBTC (six total) as was analyzed in the 2007 SEIS. However, as
stated in LU-1/ST-2, the on-going actions in the ITAM RTLA plan would minimize impacts to less than
significant.

3.4.6 Land Use Changes Alternative 2 (LU-2)

LU-2 proposes changes in land use designations in two primary areas of the FBTC. The Army would
allow four square kilometers of fixed sites in the Southeast McGregor Range by removing the Grassland
LUA designation in these areas. Secondly, fixed sites would be allowed in the Sacramento Mountains
portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 by removal of the Grassland LUA
designation in this area. Under this alternative, the percent of training days scheduled in these areas would
not change; therefore, the effects on soils due to off-road vehicle maneuvers would be similar to the
impacts discussed under LU-1.

The areas under this alternative would be impacted by activities such as digging with hand tools and
mechanical digging activities on a case-by-case basis. The soils in the affect Southeast McGregor Range
areas are rated as somewhat limited, which indicates that the soil has features that are moderately
favorable for a specified use. The limitations would be overcome or minimized by special planning,
design, or installation (USDA 2004). Potential loss of grassland could increase wind erosion; however,
erosion would be minimized by erosion control projects that are part of the LRAM program.

The Sacramento Mountain zone in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 consist of
mostly of steep, rocky slopes with shallow to very shallow cobble to gravelly loamy soils. Runoff is
medium and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. The hazard of soil blowing is slight. These areas
support little if any vegetation, and surface runoff is rapid.

The changing of land use designations under LU-2 would not result in impacts to the existing soil
conditions.
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3.4.7 Land Use Changes Alternative 3 (LU-3)

This alternative includes the establishment of five Controlled FTX sites in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 and a Controlled FTX zone in the Sacramento Mountains portion of the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 in the grassland areas assessed under LU-2. The Controlled FTX
sites would be limited to within 500m of existing roads and areas with a slope of less than 30 percent (15
degrees). The effects to soils associated with this alternative would be very similar to those described for
LU-1 and LU-2. The type of soil impacts from the construction and use of the Controlled FTXs could
increase erosion potential, as described for LU-2. Under this alternative HBCT and SBCT road use would
remain the same as LU-1 and LU-2, with a slight increase in IBCT road use. The number of times ground
is driven over remains nearly identical as LU-1 and LU-2.

LU-3 would differ from the previous land use alternatives by the increased presence of IBCTSs training at
the five Controlled FTX sites and the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone established in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. The soils in the proposed grassland locations of the
five Controlled FTX sites consist of well drained, very deep to shallow, very fine sandy loam and silt
loam. The soils are rated as somewhat limited, which indicates that the soil has features that are
moderately favorable for a specified use. As with LU-2, the potential impacts to soils in these areas would
be less than significant through on-going LRAM program projects.

The increased presence of IBCTs performing Controlled FTX activities in the Sacramento Mountain zone
in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would not increase impacts to existing soil
conditions.

3.4.8 Land Use Changes Alternative 4 (LU-4)

This alternative includes the areas assessed for LU-2 and LU-3, with the addition of off-road vehicle
maneuver: light activities in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. Such use would be
limited to HMMWYVs or wheeled vehicles with L classification, and would be allowed within areas 500m
of a road with a slope of less than 30 percent (15 degrees).

The effects on soil under this alternative are based on an increase in total off-road vehicle maneuver area
available and a shift of IBCT off-road maneuver training from the North and South Training Areas,
Tularosa Basin, and Southeast McGregor Range to the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506. This would slightly decrease drive-over rates in the FBTC subdivisions that allowed off-road vehicle
maneuver under the previous land use alternatives. Soils within the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 would be impacted in areas within 500m of roadways by wheeled vehicles with L
classification. These light wheeled vehicles can compact and disturb soil but compaction is dependent on
the frequency and intensity of use of the area. Impacts would also be to the off road limitations of the
wheeled vehicle in this mountainous environment.

Under this alternative, the IBCTs would increasingly use the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 area. The drive-over rates under LU-4 for the wheeled vehicles with L classifications would
range from 1.25 to 1.53 times annually in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and
would be limited to areas within 500m of existing roadways. The use and limitations of wheeled vehicles
along with a low annual drive—over rate and on-going LRAM program projects would result in less than
significant impacts to soils in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506.

The Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would also experience the highest level of on-
road vehicle trips annually compared to other FBTC subdivisions. The vehicle trafficability ratings for
soil in the Sacramento Mountains portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 on
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slopes less that 30 percent (Bissett — Rock Outcrop complexes) are rated as good for most vehicle types.
The soils outside of the Sacramento Mountains are fine grained and thus more susceptible to erosion and
are in proximity to the existing roadways (unvegetated). These effects could lead to increased erosion and
channelizing, and indirectly to downstream sedimentation. Damage to the road areas could also be
substantial from increased on-road maneuver activities because vehicle use would be concentrated onto a
smaller area. While this disturbance would not destroy as much vegetative cover as disturbance to off-
road areas would, it could disturb the soils underlying the roads, causing ruts and gullies to form, which in
turn could lead to the indirect effect of increased surface water runoff and soil erosion off of the road
surface. The inclusion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 as part of the ITAM
RTLA plan to characterize gullies and assess and mitigate combat/tank trail erosion would mitigate
impacts to less than significant.

3.4.9 Land Use Changes Alternative 5 (LU-5)

LU-5 adds to the previous alternatives the placement of three additional Controlled FTX sites in Otero
Mesa South of Highway 506. The effects to soils would be very similar to those described for LU-4. The
type of soil impacts from the use of the Controlled FTX areas could increase erosion potential, as
described for LU-2. Under this alternative, the Other Unit use of the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506
would slightly increase, resulting in a slight overall increase in on-road vehicle trips in this area while
reducing the on-road vehicle trips in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. The number
of times ground would be driven over remains nearly identical as LU-4.

LU-5 would differ from the previous land use alternatives by the increased presence of Other Units
training at the three Controlled FTX sites. Soils on Otero Mesa plain South of Highway 506 have
somewhat limited suitability for Controlled FTX uses, requiring aggressive sediment and erosion controls
to minimize impacts. Most soils on the Otero Mesa escarpment are located on the steep slopes, and are
rated as very limited for the construction and use of bivouac areas. The very limited rating indicates that
the soil has one or more features that are unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations generally
cannot be overcome without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation procedures.
Poor performance and high maintenance associated Controlled FTX sites located on the Otero Mesa
escarpment would be expected. By locating the proposed Controlled FTX sites on the Otero Mesa plain
and on-going LRAM program projects impacts to soils would be less than significant.

3.4.10 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 1 (TI-1)

Effects to soils from the implementation of this alternative consist of those effects described for
Alternative 4 — Proposed Action evaluated in the 2007 SEIS, and do not involve improvements to training
infrastructure. There would be no impact to soils associated with this alternative.

3.4.11 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 2 (TI-2)

This alternative analyzes construction of additional ranges to support the stationing and training
alternative selected. Construction of these ranges would use a phased approach, the first phase would
include approximately 26 ranges constructed in the FY2010 to 2016 period, with the additional ranges
constructed as funds are available and depending upon the stationing and training alternative selected.
Each range is described in Appendix A and shown on Figure 2-9.

Additional ranges are proposed for the southern portion of the Tularosa basin of McGregor Range, the
Dofia Ana Range, and the South Training Areas. Most of the soils within the South Training Areas have
few limitations for road and building construction, so few adverse impacts would be expected as a result
of new construction. The soils in the Dofia Ana Range and the southern portion of the Tularosa Basin of
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McGregor Range have more moderate to severe limitations for building construction than in the South
Training Areas, requiring aggressive sediment and erosion controls to minimize impacts. The southern
portion of the Tularosa Basin also has the highest percentage of severe limitations for road construction
and would require the most maintenance for roads. The soils at McGregor Range Camp have slight
limitations for building construction.

Most soils in the Fort Bliss ROI are highly erodible soils that are susceptible to wind erosion. The highly
erodible soils on Fort Bliss that are susceptible to water erosion occur primarily on steep slopes in the
Southeast McGregor Range. Construction of roads would remove existing vegetation and disturb soils,
increasing the erosion potential. The largest impacts are likely to be in steep slope areas that are more
vulnerable to wind and water erosion. This impact would be less than significant during construction with
implementation of standard road construction BMPs.

Standard road construction BMPs generally consist of practices for planning, construction activities, and
road drainage. These may include, but not necessarily be limited, to the following practices:

e Plan the location and the desired drainage features before construction, using soil survey maps,
topographic maps and aerial photographs.

e Minimize stream and wetland crossings.

e Avoid construction operations during wet conditions to reduce surface scour and decrease
sediment transport.

e Stabilize road banks to minimize erosion of soil using mulch, seed and fertilizer, or other
methods.

e Use culverts, cross ditches, turnouts and other drainage structures to drain roads to encourage
long term stability, reduce maintenance, and protect water quality.

Construction of ranges could result in direct, short-term, localized soil erosion impacts when ground
surfaces are disturbed to construct infantry targets, armor targets, firing stations, shelters, berms, roads,
and other typical features described for each proposed range. Potential increases in soil erosion caused by
range construction would be temporary because construction of the structures and other features
associated with ranges would create bare land only periodically. Standard BMPs include stormwater
runoff control structures, which would divert water from the construction sites. Other standard range
maintenance BMPs, such as road grading, target repair, and berm recontouring, would also reduce
erosion. Compared to existing conditions, increased soil erosion resulting from range construction
activities is expected to be short-term, local, and less than significant with implementation of standard
construction BMPs.

While excavated soils would be altered, the impacts from construction would be less than significant with
implementation of standard construction BMPs, erosion and sediment control, and stormwater
management measures.

Impacts from Live Fire Training

Live-fire ranges are being upgraded and new live-fire ranges constructed, within current land use
designations and/or on existing range footprints. Live-fire training would occur at ranges in the
McGregor Range and Dofia Ana — North Training Areas. A majority of the ranges would be small caliber
weapons ranges that would not significantly impact soils. Surface disturbance caused by larger ordinance
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explosions (mortar, grenade, and light demolition [plastic explosives] munitions) impact would result in
areas of bare ground. The area impacted by the 20 large ordinance ranges proposed for construction under
TI-2 would be less than 40 square kilometers, which represents less than 1 percent of the FBTC area and
would be within mesquite coppice dune areas that are already disturbed by human influences. Therefore,
impacts from live fire training would be less than significant.

Detonation of munitions, smoking, use of welding torches, vehicle engines, and other training-related
activities could initiate wildland fires. Wildland fire caused by live-fire training activities could remove
large areas of vegetation that normally protect soil from erosion by slowing surface runoff, intercepting
raindrops before they reach the soil surface, and anchoring the soil with roots. Vegetation removal
resulting from wildland fires could result in increased soil erosion by water and wind, indirectly causing
large-scale removal and redeposition of soils, gullying, or unstable slopes in areas of steep slopes and
rapid runoff. The impact would be directly proportional to the size of the fire.

The Fort Bliss Fire Department responds to all fires within the installation. They work cooperatively with
BLM to fight fires on McGregor Range. Wildland fire management practices are included in the INRMP.
Any fires that are a potential hazard to the installation, surrounding communities, and natural and cultural
resources are to be controlled. Blading, discing, or applying herbicides to firebreaks may increase soil
erosion through creating unvegetated areas, so these measures should be avoided if possible.

The potential for contamination of soils would increase under this alternative, as the quantities of
hazardous chemicals used in the range areas would increase and larger quantities of wastes would be
generated. These hazardous chemicals are evaluated in the environmental consequences section for Solid
Waste and Hazardous Materials/Waste, which concludes that less than significant impacts would be
associated with the additional ammunition and explosives of concern (MEC) generated during live-fire
training. MECs consist of UXO and Discarded Military Munitions (DMM), which is unfired military
munitions that have been abandoned, discarded, or improperly disposed of and are still capable of
functioning. Current Army protocols for the protection of Army personnel and the public would reduce
the safety risks associated with UXO and would minimize the potential for human or environmental
exposure to UXO or lead.

3.4.12 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 3 (TI-3)

This alternative includes the impacts associated with TI-2. This alternative analyzes the expansion of
existing range camps and construction of COLs in the FBTC. This alternative includes expansion of
existing range camps and construction of COLs in the FBTC. Billet space is projected to increase from
3,121 to 5,000 at the McGregor Range Camp; decrease from 1,783 to 1,750 at Dofia Ana Range Camp;
and increase from 364 to 1,750 at Orogrande Range Camp. Impacts from training area infrastructure are
primarily related to changes in the use of range camps, the most developed areas in the FBTC. While
some new range facilities would be constructed, the effect of their operation on infrastructure would be
less than significant.

The three existing range camps on the FBTC, including Dofia Ana, McGregor and Orogrande Range
Camps, provide temporary housing, maintenance, operational, and command facilities for units training in
the field and serve as staging areas for movement to the TAs. The addition of personnel and equipment
would require significant expansion of the infrastructure. Improvements would be made to support the
increased range use, and new living quarters built to increase the support capability. Potential new
facilities would include command and control, operational facilities, roads, parking, staging, ammunition
storage, communication lines, utilities, and vehicle and ammunition staging areas.
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COLs are used to support tactical operations. A COL may require the construction of facilities to support
operations over an extended period of time. Soil suitability in the TAs was discussed in the previous
section.

While excavated soils would be altered, the impacts from construction would be less than significant
because best management practices, erosion and sediment control, and stormwater management measures
would be implemented. Temporary erosion controls and permanent landscaping or other earth cover
(pavement, buildings, or gravel) would minimize indirect and offsite impacts from surface disturbance.

3.4.13 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 4 (Tl-4)

This alternative includes the impacts from the previous training infrastructure improvements alternatives.
This alternative consists of the construction of a rail line connecting the Fort Bliss Cantonment to the
FBTC. In general, the rail line would run from the Fort Bliss Cantonment area north-northeast, to the east
of and paralleling US-54 and the existing Union Pacific line, to a location north of the Orogrande Range
Complex (Figure 2-10).

Construction of the rail line is expected to lead to potentially significant short-term increased surface
disturbance, soil erosion and compaction, and potential for slope failure in steep areas, but the impacts
could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of standard road construction BMPs. After
construction, however, the roads could affect surface drainage in the long-term, both by focusing drainage
collected from impermeable surfaces onto adjacent lands and by interfering with natural drainage
patterns. These impacts could be reduced with mitigation, but not to less than significant levels.

A potential effect to soils from the railroad construction could result from treated railroad ties, which
could introduce contaminants to soils. Railroad ties are treated with a wood preservative, typically
creosote, penta, copper naphthenate (Pacific Wood Preserving Companies 2008). Coal tar creosote is the
most widely used wood preservative in the United States (ATSDR 2008). Coal tar creosote components
may be found in the soil as a result of leaking or seeping from treated timber products such as railroad
ties. Plants and animals can absorb parts of the creosote mixture from contaminated soils. EPA has
determined that coal tar creosote is a probable human carcinogen (ATSDR 2008). Creosote contaminated
soils could be removed, treated and stored in solid-waste facilities. However, the on-going potential to
introduce creosote contamination to the environment would be significant as it would occur over the life
of the railroad.

3.5 Natural Resources: Affected Environment
3.5.1 General Background

The ROI for this analysis encompasses Fort Bliss and the surrounding area, including the Franklin and
Organ Mountains to the west, Sacramento Mountains to the northeast, Hueco Mountains to the southeast,
Otero Mesa to the east, and Tularosa Basin. Important habitats within the region include grasslands and
woodlands that cross ecoregions® or watershed boundaries, such as the Chihuahuan Desert, Arizona-New
Mexico Mountains, and Southern Shortgrass Prairie Ecoregions. Natural resources discussed in this
section include Fort Bliss EMU, flora, fauna, and habitats. Biological resources, including threatened and
endangered species, wetlands, and locally important natural resources (LINR) are identified as VECs. The
LINRs are considered to be the grasslands (more specifically mesa grasslands), shinnery oak islands, sand

! Ecoregion - a geographically distinct area of land that is characterized by a distinctive climate, ecological features, and plant and animal
communities.
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sagebrush communities, and arroyo-riparian drainage areas (inclusive of playas). Other resources, such as
water or soil, are described in more detail in other sections of this document.

This section summarizes both the natural resources present within the installation and potential impacts to
these natural resources.

3.5.2 Ecological Management Units

Fort Bliss has developed EMUs as an ecosystem management tool for maintaining ecological
connectivity between Fort Bliss and the surrounding lands and to help with developing goals for
ecosystem management (Figure 3-8). These EMUs have similar vegetation, fauna, topography, soils, and
climate, and represent manageable systems for several reasons, including:

e EMUs are primarily based on soils and topography; most vegetation on Fort Bliss follows a
topographic gradient.

o Some EMUs contain endemic species resulting in unique systems.
o EMUs encompass areas large enough to warrant specific management objectives.
e Plant assemblages characterizing the ecosystem units are easily distinguished.

There are eight EMUs at Fort Bliss. The Tularosa Basin is comprised of two EMUs, Basin Aeolian and
Basin Alluvial, and encompasses approximately 50 percent of Fort Bliss. The Foothill-Bajada Complex
occupies about 25 percent of Fort Bliss and is the interface between the Tularosa Basin and the four
mountain ranges that occur on Fort Bliss. The mountain ranges are important from both the military
mission and ecological viewpoints, but together occupy slightly less than one-tenth of the installation.
Otero Mesa occupies only 11.5 percent of the installation, but it is dominated with mesa grasslands,
which makes the Otero Mesa more significant than its relative size might otherwise indicate. Each EMU
is depicted in Figure 3-8 and described below:

3.5.2.1 Basin Aeolian

Major landforms of the Basin Aeolian EMU are wind-driven coppice dune, shifting sands, and
sandsheets. Elevation ranges from 1,190 to 1,585 meters (3,900 to 5,200 feet). Coppice dunes of heights
from two to three meters (6.5 to 10 feet) occupy the majority of this EMU. Areas between the coppice
dunes may be completely devoid of perennial vegetation or sparsely populated with small shrub species
including broom snakeweed and four-winged saltbush. However, these areas may become densely
vegetated with desert grass and forb species following significant rain events. Vegetation within other
areas of this EMU is dominated by mesquite on the coppice dunes, and creosote bush, four-wing saltbush,
sandsage, and mesa dropseed more numerous as depth of the shifting sands increase. Sandy soils on the
piedmont to basin-bottom transition support sandscrub, mesquite, and a mix of mesa dropseed, four-wing
saltbush, and creosote bush. Small depressions are scattered and infrequent. Sparse desert grasslands
occupy sandy flats.

Within the Basin Aeolian EMU are older, large-scale dunes, which occupy areas as large as 10 square
kilometers (2,470 acres) and range from one to three meters (3.3 to 10 feet) in height. Large-scale dunes
are characterized by a unique assemblage of sand-obligate species, including sensitive briar, pink plains
penstemon, sand reverchonia, bindweed heliotropium, hoary rosemarymint, and shinnery oak. Shinnery
oak occurs in the northern portions of McGregor Range and represents one of the westernmost outlier
stands for the species’ geographic distribution (Peterson and Boyd 1998).

GFS Final EIS 3-56 March 2010



~NOoO Ok, W

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20
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3.5.2.2 Basin Alluvial

Major landforms of the Basin Alluvial EMU are alluvial fans (material deposited by flowing water) with
broad interfan and intermountain depressions that drain into the basin bottom along with the ecologically
important playa lakes. Elevation ranges from 1,190 to 1,585 meters (3,900 to 5,200 feet). Desert scrub,
with scattered inclusions of desert grassland, occurs on the shallow, rocky soils, and tarbush is found on
the lower, gently grading to flat-bottom areas with siltier soils. Sandy soils support mesquite, sandsage,
and a mix of mesa dropseed, four-wing saltbush, and creosote bush.

3.5.2.3 Foothill - Bajada Complex
The Foothill-Bajada Complex EMU is located in the following separate areas of Fort Bliss (Figure 3-8):

e East and south slopes of the Organ Mountains near the installation’s western boundary in Dofia
Ana Range—-North Training Areas

e North to south along the western edge of the Sacramento Mountains, Hueco Mountains, and
Otero Mesa on McGregor Range

Elevation of the Dofia Ana area ranges from 1,220 to 1,680 meters (4,000 to 5,500 feet). This gently
sloping piedmont is dissected by drainages originating from the Organ, Franklin, Sacramento, and Hueco
Mountains and Otero Mesa. This unit grades into the Basin Alluvial and Basin Aeolian EMUs. Soils are
derived from granite, rhyolite, limestone, and sandstone alluvium, and support a mix of desert scrub and
grassland. Sandier soils near the basins support increasing numbers of mesquite in transitional
communities mixed with creosote bush and grama grasses.
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There are relatively undisturbed grama grasslands in portions of the Foothill-Bajada EMU. These grama
grasslands are mapped as “mesa grasslands” or Foothills Grasslands and are not grazing areas. These
grama grasslands contain black grama grasslands, which have been determined to be globally important
by The Nature Conservancy (Leslie et.al. 1996).

3.5.2.4 Franklin Mountains

The relatively small Franklin Mountain EMU contains Castner Range (Figure 3-8). Elevation ranges from
1,310 to 1,680 meters (4,300 to 5,500 feet). Vegetation is a mix of desert scrub with some riparian
vegetation (Pidgeon and Matthews 1996).

3.5.2.5 Hueco Mountains

The Hueco Mountains EMU is at the southeastern border of Fort Bliss (Figure 3-8). Elevation is from
1,370 to 1,830 meters (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. Succulent communities with agave, sotol, yucca, beargrass, and cacti populate the lower
elevations; juniper 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, lechugilla, creosote bush, and
mariola dominate the shallow soils on the steep, rocky limestone slopes. Sideoats, and occasionally black
grama grasslands, occupy gentler slopes as well as gravelly, somewhat deeper soils on the footslopes of
the upper piedmont. The lower piedmont often supports creosote communities (Pidgeon and Matthews
1996).

3.5.2.6 Organ Mountains

The Organ Mountains EMU encompasses the slopes and peaks of the Organ Mountains, which are at the
west border of Fort Bliss (Figure 3-8). Elevation ranges from 1,370 to 2,620 meters (4,500 to 8,600 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. The mountains support Rocky Mountain coniferous forest and woodlands, montane
scrub, and meadows. Canyons support diverse woodland and grassland riparian communities, while
Chihuahuan Desert grassland and scrub are at lower elevations (Pidgeon and Matthews 1996).

3.5.2.7 Sacramento Mountains

This EMU comprises the southern end of the Sacramento Mountains, which occur at the northeastern
border of Fort Bliss (Figure 3-8). This area is characterized by a complex of limestone foothills of diverse
aspects alternating with steep-sided canyons and narrow to moderately wide valleys. Elevations range
from 1,360 to 2,350 meters (4,450 to 7,700 feet). The entire mountain range includes coniferous forest,
riparian zones and springs. However, Fort Bliss occupies only a small portion of this mountain range, and
is primarily pifion-juniper, mountain mahogany, and Chihuahuan Desert scrub at lower elevations. There
is no montane riparian forest and very little ponderosa pine forest on McGregor Range.

3.5.2.8 Otero Mesa

The Otero Mesa EMU is located adjacent to the Sacramento Mountains and the Foothill-Bajada Complex
EMUs (Figure 3-8). Elevation is between 1,450 to 1,600 meters (4,550 to 5,950 feet). This area is
tableland with a broad drainage system that originates in the Sacramento Mountains to the east and north
and the higher area near the McGregor escarpment to the west (Pidgeon and Matthews 1996). The Otero
Mesa EMU is comprised of swales, gentle hills, shallow drainages and expanses of relatively intact
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grasslands, including the black grama grasslands that are rated as globally important (Leslie, et al. 1996).
Otero Mesa is an uplifted fault block primarily covered by grasslands, including grama, muhly, and three-
awn. Swale areas have coarser grasses, such as tobosa, while yucca species are common in certain areas.
Average temperatures are cooler and rainfall several inches higher than adjacent lowlands. The Otero
Mesa EMU is part of a grassland ecosystem that extends east past the Fort Bliss boundaries. Fort Bliss
encompasses approximately ten percent of this ecosystem. Grasslands are considered one of the most
endangered terrestrial ecosystems in the United States, historically and currently major impacts from
agricultural activities (including grazing), fire suppression, and invasion of exotic species have occurred
and some still do occur (Noss and Cooperrider 1994). Many historic types of grassland in New Mexico
have been heavily grazed and are now dominated by desert shrubs (Dick-Peddie 1993).

The area north of the mid-mesa uplift consists of gently rolling hills with deep, medium- to fine-textured
soils. Piedmont is a minor landform limited to the northern boundary of the site near the Sacramento
Mountains. Vegetation is predominately grama grasses that occur in a transitional zone between
Chihuahuan Desert and basin grasslands. Swale grasslands with tobosa and burro grass occur in
depressions and broad drainage systems near the piedmont, often with a tarbush component (Pidgeon and
Matthews 1996).

The area south of the mid-mesa uplift consists of rocky, rolling limestone hills with shallow soils and
shallow upland valleys. Grama grasses dominate here also. The shallower soils, however, favor a slightly
different mix of species. New Mexico needle grass frequently occurs on rocky slope ridges, whereas blue
grama and tobosa grasses are often restricted to mesic areas in depressions (Pidgeon and Matthews 1996).

3.5.3 Flora

Plant communities on the installation range from Chihuahuan Desert in the Tularosa Basin to Rocky
Mountain conifer forests in the Organ Mountains (SEIS U.S. Army 2007). Fort Bliss’ large size and
varied topography (which spans from desert basins to montane peaks) allows for a high degree of
biodiversity. There are estimated to be 300 nonvascular and 1,200 vascular plant species that occur on
Fort Bliss, with more than 800 species in the Organ Mountains alone. Additional forest and woodland
communities of ponderosa pine and pifion-juniper are found in the Sacramento Mountains, and are
described and discussed in detail in the 2001 FEIS and 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army 2001, 2007).

The land cover on Fort Bliss has recently been re-mapped using a geographic information system (GIS)
and new information (U.S. Army Data 2008). This newer approach shows 16 land cover mapping units
consisting of 14 vegetation categories and two other, non-flora land cover types. These mapping units are
divided into four categories: shrubland, grassland, woodlands, and other, non-flora. Major vegetation
categories and other non-flora land cover types are summarized in Table 3-21 and mapped on Figure 3-9
for the South Training Areas, Figure 3-10 for the Dofia Anna Range - North Training Areas, and Figure 3-
11 for the McGregor Range.
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Table 3-21. Distribution of Vegetation Categories and Other Non-Flora Land Cover across Fort
Bliss.
el e Percent of Vegetation Category in Each FBTC subdivision
Cover Category
Northeast
Dofia Ana McGregor Otero
Range - Tularosa Range Mesa
Name of South North Basin of Southeast North of South of
Vegetation Fort Training | Training | McGregor | McGregor | Highway | Highway
Category' Bliss Areas Areas Range Range 506 506

Shrublands
Basin Desert
Shrubland 31 79 65 21 0 <1 0
(Coppice Dunes)
Basin Sandshrub 7 3 <1 20 0 <1 0
Basin Desert
Lowland 4 2 5 6 2 <1 4
Shrubland
Creosote
Piedmont 11 3 7 26 25 <1 <1
Shrublands
Foothill Desert
Shrublands 6 6 6 5 <1 9 0
Foothills Desert 8 3 6 10 32 2 1
Scrub

Grasslands
Sandy Plains
Desert Grassland <1 2 <1 <1 0 0 0
Basin Lowland 4 <1 <1 2 1 <1 12
Grassland
Mesa Grassland 11 0 0 <1 23 10 66
Foothill Desert 1 <1 6 5 17 59 15
Grassland

Woodlands
Montane Riparian <1 0 <1 0 0 0 0
Montane
Shrublands 2 0 22 0 0 13 <1
Montane
Woodland <1 0 20 <1 0 S 0
Montane Forest <1 0 2 0 0 <1 0

Other, Non-Flora

Military Facilities <1 <1 <1 <1 0 0 0
No Data <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Source: U. S. Army 2006 (SEIS 2007)
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Shrubland makes up 67 percent of the land cover, while approximately 31 percent is grassland, and
0.94 percent is montane woodland and riparian. Approximately 0.3 percent of Fort Bliss consists of
military facilities (SEIS U.S. Army 2007). Each general vegetation category is composed of a diverse list
of plant species. Generally, alluvial fan, piedmont, desert shrub, and grassland plant communities
dominate the Tularosa Basin. In the Organ and Sacramento Mountains, forest and woodland communities
of ponderosa pine, mixed conifer, and pifion-juniper are the predominate vegetative categories present.
Otero Mesa is dominated by grassland communities.

A complete list of the plants making up the vegetative categories found on Fort Bliss can be found in the
Fort Bliss INRMP (U.S. Army 2001).
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Figure 3-9.

Major Vegetation Categories on the South Training Areas.
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Figure 3-11. Major Vegetation Categories on the McGregor Range.
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3.5.3.1 Shrubland

Shrubland communities are composed of a variety of shrubs, including honey mesquite, creosote bush,
sandsage, four-winged saltbush, tarbush, bush muhly, acacia, mimosa, ocotillo, and mariola. These shrub
species are associated with various soils, elevations, and climatic conditions on the installation and can be
the dominants or associated with other shrub and/or grasses or trees (INRMP U.S. Army 2001). The
majority of the vegetation in these areas is mesquite-snakeweed-saltbush-dropseed grass and dropseed
grass-sand sagebrush according to a survey done by Satterwhite and Ehlen in 1982.

Fort Bliss contains mostly shrublands, with about 31 percent comprised of mesquite-dominated plant
communities, which are mostly coppice dunes. It is believed that the formation of mesquite coppice dunes
is related to cattle grazing and drought. However, there is little evidence that grasslands ever dominated
large portions of the Fort Bliss.

Where conversion from grasslands to coppice dunes did occur under heavy livestock grazing and/or
drought, grass cover was reduced. In addition, cattle feed on mesquite seeds and the resulting dispersal of
these seeds is of “great importance in the spread of mesquite to adjacent areas” (Buffington and Herbal
1965). Openings created by the reduction in grass cover were occupied by mesquite. The establishment of
this species altered the site and extensive soil movement occurred, forming coppice dunes. Once the land
has reached a mesquite coppice dune state, there is little chance of reverting back to the historic grassland
conditions (Whitford 2002, SEIS U.S. Army 2007). Over the last century, these shrub-dominated plant
communities have replaced grassland plant communities (including black grama grasslands) over large
areas in southern New Mexico (Buffington and Hermel 1965, Whitford 1997, Pidgeon et. al. 2001).

Wind erosion is a significant issue in the region occurring mostly between January and June (Goran et. al.
1983). Wind erosion has been associated with both degrading grasslands and shrub dominated areas,
particularly on sandy soils (Okin, et. al. 2006).

3.5.3.2 Grasslands

Grassland communities follow patterns determined by soils and topography. Basin Aeolian areas support
Sand Dropseed and Mesa Dropseed grasslands. Basin alluvial sites support Tobosa and Burro Grass
grasslands. The Foothill Bajada complex is characterized mixtures of Sideoats Grama, Black Grama and
Sand Muhly. Mesa Grasslands are mixtures of Blue grama and Black Grama on fine textured soils with
patches of New Mexico Needlegrass on coarse textured soils. Riparian swales support dense stands of
Wright's Sacaton and Tobosa.

Grassland communities cover about 1,200 square kilometers, or 27 percent of Fort Bliss. Approximately
five percent of the grasslands are sandy plains desert and basin lowland grasslands, 22 percent is mesa
grasslands and foothill grasslands associated with the Organ Mountains. Mesa grasslands, which contain a
large component of black grama grass (Bouteloua eriopoda), are a regionally important and relatively rare
desert grassland system. The system is important to a wide variety of wildlife species, especially birds,
and is an important grazing resource.

3.5.3.3 Woodlands

Approximately one percent of Fort Bliss contains woodland plant communities. They are found at the
higher elevations in the Organ Mountains and Sacramento Mountains. Pifion-juniper woodlands,
consisting of Rocky Mountain Pinon, Alligator Juniper and One-seed Juniper, occur in both mountain
ranges, but montane riparian woodlands, montane coniferous forests, occur only in the Organ Mountains
on Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2000, 2007). In the Organ Mountains, steep elevation gradients and diverse
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geological substrate combine to support the highest vegetation diversity on Fort Bliss. The mountains
support Rocky Mountain conifer forests and woodlands.

3.5.3.4 Locally Important Natural Resources- Flora Communities
Black Grama Grasslands

The black grama grasslands occurring on the Otero Mesa represent some relatively rare communities still
existing in the Chihuahuan Desert. Documented field observations have indicated that if a predominant
area of black grama grassland was driven-over by a vehicle, it appeared that portions of the black grama
grassland converted into a predominant blue-grama grassland area (Locke, 2009).

Chihuahuan Desert grasslands are the most endangered ecosystem or plant community type in North
America (Hoyt, 2002). Once widespread in southwest Texas, southern New Mexico, Arizona, and the
state of Chihuahua in Mexico, almost all of the Chihuahuan Desert grasslands have been converted to
desert scrub, or grassland with a high cover of shrubs, such as mesquite and creosote bush (McClaran
1995). The importance of black grama grassland to the Chihuahuan Desert ecoregion has been
documented in previous EISs (U.S. Army 2001, 2007) and related documents and is discussed in the Land
Use section.

Sand Sagebrush Communities

Three unique, relatively undisturbed, and high quality areas of sand sagebrush vegetation occur on Fort
Bliss: one on the east side of the Jarilla Mountains in the central Tularosa Basin, one in the Culp Canyon
WSA, and another on portions of the northern Otero Mesa. The nearest known sand sagebrush plant
community of similarly high quality to that found on northern Otero Mesa is 150 miles (241 km) north of
Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 1996). Of these three unique areas, the community east of the Jarilla Mountains
would be impacted by off-road vehicle maneuver training activities proposed in this EIS.

Shinnery Oak Islands

At the entrance of Culp Canyon, in the Tularosa Basin north of Highway 506, and in the Aeolian Basin
there are unique isolated islands of shinnery oak growing in deep sand dunes. Shinnery oak is adapted to
sand dune habitats and the species is not found in other situations. Those shinnery oak habitat islands are
approximately one-square-mile in size (US Army Data 2008).

3.5.3.5 Invasive Species

Several exotic plant species are established within some areas of Fort Bliss and within the ROI. The Army
has implemented measures to control the presence and spread of these undesirables, but certain species
still persist. African rue has become established on Otero Mesa, where it invades disturbed sites. The
Malta thistle has been found along Highway 213, US-54, and some other roadways within Fort Bliss. The
highly invasive salt cedar is located on Fort Bliss at some stock tanks and other widely scattered locations
within the installation. Russian thistle has become established over wide areas of the ROI and is found
scattered throughout Fort Bliss. Johnson grass, which occurs in some drainages and stock tanks on Fort
Bliss, has also become an exotic species of concern. To help control the growth and spread of these exotic
plant species, Fort Bliss completes annual monitoring and does targeted weed control. Preventive and
control measures are presented in the INRMP to reduce the possibility of exotic species invasions and the
detrimental effects caused by those species. Surveys to detect and control exotic and noxious weed
species on Fort Bliss are ongoing at selected localities (INRMP U. S. Army 2001).
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3.5.3.6 Locally Important Natural Resources — Riparian and Wetland
Areas

All of the wetland habitats on Fort Bliss are regarded as important habitats for wildlife and protected
accordingly, and are identified as a VEC.

Federally Regulated Wetlands

Very few of the arroyo-riparian drainages and none of the playa lakes on Fort Bliss are regulated as
jurisdictional wetlands as defined by the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The only known Waters of
the U.S. are on the west side of the Organ Mountains (part of the Rio Grande drainage), and some arroyos
on McGregor Range that originate in New Mexico and cross into Texas and the Rio Grande drainage.
One storm water retention pond in the Cantonment has been identified as a jurisdictional wetland by
USACE (Locke, personal communication). Whether federally regulated or not, Fort Bliss recognizes all
arroyo-riparian drainages and playa lakes as LINR.

Arroyo-Riparian Drainages

Fort Bliss studies have identified 291 square kilometers of arroyo-riparian drainage areas on the facility
(U.S. Army 2000, 2007) (Figure 2-2). They were designated as LUAs in the ROD for the 2007 SEIS.
These drainages are characterized by shrub, tree, and forb cover that is more diverse and dense than in the
surrounding area. The highest species density and variety of shrubs, trees, grasses, and forbs is in the
main channel rather than in adjacent areas. Montane riparian plant communities have a distinct mix of
species, while the ephemeral drainages or dry arroyos that cross each of the other communities are less
distinct. Canyons support diverse woodland and grassland riparian plant communities (U.S. Army 1996).
These areas were mapped (USGS 1997) and tend to be inhabited more extensively by wildlife,
particularly avian species (Kozma and Mathews 1997), than adjacent upland areas (Kozma and Mathews
1997).

Playa Lakes

Playa lakes are natural depressions that are ephemeral (seasonally flooded) and are typically wet in the
summer and fall. These wetlands are usually ringed with vegetation and may be completely vegetated in
the bottoms, or not vegetated at all. As with other wetland types, playa wetlands provide unique flora and
fauna assemblages, important to the overall diversity and uniqueness of wildlife on the installation. The
majority of the wetlands within Fort Bliss is playas, and occurs mostly in the Basin Aeolian and Basin
Alluvial areas of the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range. A few widely distributed playas exist in the
Foothill-Bajada and Otero Mesa EMUSs. Playas are designated as LUAS, where concentrations of vehicles
or personnel, fixed sites, and digging are not permitted.

There are a few springs in the Organ Mountains EMU, and at least one in the Foothill-Bajada EMU on
McGregor Range. The springs are in locations where off-road maneuvers do not occur. The vast majority

of these wetland habitats are in the watershed of the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, a closed basin
with no connection to jurisdictional waters of the United States.

3.5.4 Fauna
3.5.4.1 General

The borderlands region of New Mexico/Texas is a center of biodiversity in temperate North America for
birds, mammals, amphibians and reptiles (Parmenter et al. 1995, Parmenter and VVan Devender 1995), so
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the diversity of terrestrial vertebrates on Fort Bliss is high. This section summarizes the invertebrates,
herpetofauna (amphibians and reptiles), avifauna, and mammals, including game and exotic species that
occur in the ROI. Detailed lists of species are available in previous Fort Bliss environmental
documentation (PEIS U.S. Army 2000, U.S. Army 2005, Standard Operating Procedures for Weapons
Firing and Training Area Use at FBTC, U.S. Army 2001) and in a Resource Management Plan
Amendment prepared by BLM (2005).

3.5.4.2 [nvertebrates

Invertebrates are abundant and diverse and play a crucial role in the food chain structure of desert
ecosystems. Even though there has not been a complete inventory of all invertebrates on Fort Bliss, there
are a number of species that have been identified as being of special interest for various reasons (such as
endemic species or species prized by collectors), including but not limited to a number of grasshoppers
(Lightfoot 1997), beetles, flies, and butterflies (Forbes 1997). Recent studies of woodland snails in the
Organ Mountains have determined that potentially up to eight endemic snhail species exist in the Organ
Mountains; however, only four are classified to date (U. S Army data 2008). In addition to terrestrial
invertebrates, during the monsoon season in the Chihuahuan Desert an assortment of ephemeral
invertebrates (primarily larvae and small shrimp-like crustaceans) hatch in the playas, and reproduce
before the water dries up. In turn, this invertebrate fauna provides important food for adult and larval
toads, salamanders, and some birds (MacKay et al. 1990).

3.5.4.3 Amphibians and Reptiles

Fauna lists and details of all Fort Bliss reptile and amphibian species can be found in the prior PEIS (U.S.
Army 2000) and the 2001 INRMP (U.S. Army 2001). Fort Bliss supports a relatively high diversity of
reptiles and amphibians and has documented the occurrence of 54 species. Eleven additional species of
amphibians and reptiles have the potential to occur on Fort Bliss, but have not yet been confirmed (SEIS
U.S. Army 2007). As part of Fort Bliss’s efforts to monitor and delineate its natural resources, amphibian
and reptile surveys were conducted on Otero Mesa and in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, during
1996 and 1997. Additional surveys were conducted in 2003, 2004, and 2005. Surveys were located in the
Hueco Mountains; in the dunes west of the Culp Canyon and Otero Mesa areas; and in mixed dune,
mesquite dune, and shinnery oak areas found at the mouth of Culp Canyon (Fort Bliss 2006). The greatest
number of reptile and amphibian species was found in the Hueco Mountains, followed by the grasslands,
shrublands and then the Sacramento Mountain and Organ Mountain areas.

3.5.4.4 Birds

Fort Bliss has had 334 species of birds recorded on the installation (INRMP, 2001). Eighty bird species
are year-around residents of Fort Bliss and much of the ROI, 129 species are seen only during the spring
and/or fall migration, 42 species are spring and summer residents, and the remaining 83 species occur
principally during the winter (PEIS U. S. Army 2000, and INRMP 2001). One hundred and forty-one
species are rare to very rare, 72 are uncommon, 89 are fairly common, and 32 species are common. Many
species of the water birds have been observed on playa lakes and stock tanks in the South Training Areas,
the Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas, and McGregor Range as well as the El Paso Oxidation Ponds
near the Cantonment, and many of the 101 species of diving birds, wading birds, waterfowl, shorebirds,
gulls, and terns observed on Fort Bliss have been observed at these ponds.

Most of the birds on Fort Bliss are migratory and are protected primarily by the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (USFWS 2008, www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/intrnltr/treatlaw.html). A partial list of migratory birds
found on Fort Bliss, not listed by the ESA as threatened or endangered, are winter residents Sprague’s
pipit (Anthus spragueii), Baird’s sparrow (Ammodramus bairdii), McCown’s longspur (Calcarius
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mccownii), American bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) (occasional visitor foraging in the
Sacramento Mountains), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) and
chestnut-collared longspur (Calcarius ornatus). Year around residents include loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus) and black-chinned sparrows (Spizella atrogularis) in the mountainous terrains. Some of the
migratory birds on Fort Bliss spend a portion of each year in the tropics of Mexico, Central and South
America such as lark buntings (Calomospiza melanocorys) and yellow warblers (Dendroica petechia).
On the Otero Mesa sensitive migrant birds include white-faced ibis (Plegadis chichi), ferruginous hawk,
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), loggerhead shrike, golden eagle, Sprague’s pipit, Cassin’s sparrow
(Aimophila cassinii), McCown’s Longspur, chestnut-collared longspur and Baird’s sparrow. More than
60 percent of those Neotropical migrants use riparian areas for stop-over habitat during migration or for
breeding (Bystrak 1981, Krueper 1993, Robbins et. al. 1993) and many are attracted to drainages
containing arroyo-riparian vegetation on Fort Bliss (Kozma 1995, Kozma and Mathews 1997, U.S. Army
2000, 2001). Threatened and endangered species are addressed in the Sensitive Species section.

3.5.4.5 Mammals

A total of 58 species of native and introduced mammals have been documented on Fort Bliss and an
additional 20 species have the potential to occur thereon, including 17 species of bats (SEIS U. S. Army
2007). Within the ROI, predators and prey species occur across Fort Bliss. Predators include black bear,
coyote, fox, badger, bobcat, and cougars. Prey species include grazers like elk, deer, pronghorn, the
introduced oryx, and numerous species of rodents and rabbits. Specifically, the mesa grasslands are
important pronghorn habitat. Therefore, the pronghorn are primarily found on the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506, the Southeast McGregor Range, and the southern boundary of the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506 (part of the Otero Mesa EMU). Rodent surveys completed in 1997 and
1998 in the McGregor Range show the largest number of individuals and species in the swale and the
acacia scrub habitat and the lowest number was in the mesquite dunes. The montane habitats of the
Huecos, Organs, and Sacramento Foothills, are significant as they provide different rodent species than
are found in the grasslands and basin, including Organ Mountain and gray footed chipmunks.

3.5.4.6 Game Species

Under the auspices of the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF) and Texas Parks and
Wildlife, Fort Bliss supports hunting of both large and small game species. The primary small game
animals include dove, quail, and various waterfowl. Big game species include mule deer, elk, pronghorn,
javelina, Barbary sheep and oryx. Descriptions of the game species and hunt seasons on Fort Bliss can be
found at the NMDGF and the Texas Parks and Wildlife websites.

Exotic Species

The oryx is an African antelope species initially introduced to WSMR in 1969 by the NMDGF. Oryx
have spread and populations have grown extensively across southern New Mexico and into western
Texas. The oryx population has been growing in southern New Mexico over the past several decades and
now occurs within the FBTC in desert shrubland communities. Continued population growth has allowed
them to become common in Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and in the Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range. Their range has also reached Mack Tanks in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range
and evidence of oryx is common at New Tank in the Hueco Mountains (U.S. Army 1997, USAF 1997).
To control the population growth, hunts occur on Dofia Ana Range-North Training Areas and on
McGregor Range for Fort Bliss active duty military personnel and the general public.
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Barbary sheep, also a native to Africa, have also expanded their range onto Fort Bliss after their
introduction into New Mexico in 1950 and in Texas in 1957 (Harding County 2007). Their habitat
includes mountainous scrub and woodlands of pifion-juniper with barren rock outcrops.

Some ponds in the Cantonment, primarily on the golf course, contain bullfrogs. The bullfrog is a large
predatory frog that has the potential to negatively affect populations of native frogs. Surveys have failed
to find bullfrogs in the limited aquatic habitats throughout the FBTC.

3.5.5 Sensitive Species

Various species of flora and fauna known to occur, or having the potential to occur, on Fort Bliss are
listed as threatened, endangered, or species of concern by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
and listed as sensitive species by the states of New Mexico and Texas (Table 3-22). The following
sections present brief summaries of these listed species known to occur or having the potential to occur on
Fort Bliss. Threatened and Endangered and LINR species are identified as VECs. Threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species of plants and wildlife that occur on Fort Bliss are protected under one
or more of the following three listing categories.

3.5.5.1 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species

Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), an endangered listing provides protection for any
species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of their range. A threatened listing
provides protection for species which are likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future
through all or a significant portion of their range. USFWS administers and oversees the ESA.

3.5.5.2 State Listed Threatened and Endangered Species

Under the New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act of 1978, and the Texas Parks and Wildlife Code, the
states of New Mexico and Texas, respectively, maintain their own lists and protections for endangered,
threatened and sensitive plant and animal species, which may differ from the Federal lists.

3.5.5.3 Locally Important Natural Resources — Sensitive Species

Sensitive species are those for which an agency (NMDGF, Texas Parks and Wildlife Division, USFS,
USFWS) and the Army at Fort Bliss have conservation concerns. Candidate species are those for which
data has been presented to the USFWS in support of their being listed as threatened or endangered, but
the process of listing has not yet gone to completion or is on hold for various reasons.

Table 3-22 contains a list of 57 protected plant and animal species known to occur or to potentially occur
on Fort Bliss. The table describes the species’ protection status and includes a brief statement of their
location on Fort Bliss. Potential species are listed due to the occurrence of habitat that could sustain them
or because there has been a historical occurrence of that species in that particular location. Fort Bliss
continues to monitor and improve documentation to ensure that sensitive species receive adequate
protection in the event a new population is discovered (SEIS U.S. Army 2007).
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Table 3-22. Protected Species Known or Having the Potential to Occur on Fort Bliss.
Status
Species = Location on Fort Bliss
: Federal | New Mexico | Texas
Plants
Limestone Hills, Dofia Ana
Range— North Training
- : Areas. Known populations
Sg GEdbp"?CUShIOS. C actus dii E E E are currently protected from
(Escobaria sneedii var. sneedii) military operations by steep
terrain and/or environmental
restrictions regarding access.
Not known to occur on Fort
Kuenzler’s hedgehog cactus Bliss. Potential habitat on
(Echinocereus fendleri var. E E - extreme -northern McGregor
kuenzleri) Range in the Sacramento
Mountains.
Alamo beardtongue Hueco Mountains, South
. SC SC - -
(Penstemon alamosensis) Training Areas
Organ Mountains evening primrose Organ Mountains: poﬁa Ana
. SC SC - Range—North Training
(Oenothera organensis) A
reas.
Organ Mountains figwort sC e N Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
(Scrophularia laevis) Range—North Training Areas
Standley whitlowgrass sC sC _ Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
(Draba standleyi) Range—North Training Areas
Desert night blooming cereus Desert shrublands, Dofia Ana
. " . SC E - A
(Peniocereus greggii var. greggii) Range—North Training Areas
In loose, gravelly soils of
open disturbed sites, in
Sacramento Mountains Prickly canyons on the western slope
Poppy of the Sgcramento '
Argemone pleiacantha var E E ) Mountains. Extensive
(inr? tisect P : surveys and examination of
pinnatisecta) specimens from the area
have failed to substantiate
the species’ occurrence
Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
: - - Range—North Training
NPO(:?tlr}g C“::] daisy SC SC - Avreas. Found in inaccessible
(Perityle cernua) areas of cliffs in higher
elevations.
Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
Organ Mountains pincushion B £ _ Range—North Training
cactus (Escobaria organensis) Areas. Found in rugged and
inaccessible areas to humans.
Crested coral-root _ E _ Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
(Hexalectris spicata var. arizonica) Range-North Training Areas
Invertebrates
Franklin Mountain talus snail e _ Rock talus slopes in the
(Sonorella metcalfi) Franklin Mountains
. Not known to occur on Fort
,Al\_nttt[lor::i:)ilflister beetle SC - Bliss, but habitat occurs in
(Lyna ca) sand dunes
Los Olmos tiger beetle th known to oceur on Fort
Cicindela nevadica SC - Bliss, could occur in areas of
( ) limestone soil
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Species Status Location on Fort Bliss
P Federal New Mexico Texas
Boulder woodland snail B _ B Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
(Ashmunella auriculata) Range—North Training Areas
Maple Canyon woodland snail kB _ B Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
(Ashmunella todseni) Range—North Training Areas
Organ Mountains woodland snail B : _ Organ Mountains, Dofia Ana
(Ashmunella organesis) Range-North Training Areas
Reptiles
Texas horned lizard Widespread throughout Fort
SC - T -
(Phrynosoma cornutum) Bliss
Species occurs on McGregor
Mountain short-horned lizard Range aqd Otero Me§a_
Phrvnosoma hernandezii - - T Surveys in South Training
(Phry ) areas have not detected (no
likely habitat).
Known from Hueco Tanks
State Park. Possible in
Hueco Mountains of South
: . Training Areas and on
(irar); brande;:ii klr;?srr;]ake - E, - McGregor Range. Extensive
(Lampropeltis alterna) searches have not verified
the species on McGregor
Range or South Training
Avreas.
Texas lyre snake
(Trimorphodon biscutatus - - T Castner Range in Texas
vilkinsoni)
Birds
Interior least tern th k.nown to occur on Fort
Sterna antillarum athalassos E E, E Bliss; could occur as very
( ) rare migrant
Several sightings of transient
Northern aplomado falcon (Falco Ex E E birds on or very close to
femoralis septentrionalis) ' Otero Mesa, McGregor
Range
Southwestern willow flycatcher E E _ Occasional migrant on
(Empidonax trailii extimus) ' McGregor Range
Winter visitor. Forages in
Bald eagle . Sacramento Mountains,
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Delisted T E McGregor Range; roosts on
Lincoln National Forest
Extremely rare migrant on
- McGregor Range; observed
PCIZF;]mg Elgver lod T T T once in 1987 at sewage
(Charadrius melodus) lagoon on Fort Bliss main
post
Lack of appropriate breeding
Mexican spotted owl T s T habitat. Nearly uncommon,
(Strix occidentalis lucida) ' only two sightings on Fort
Bliss.
i Uncommon migrant on Fort
Yellow-billed cuckoo C C - Bliss; lack of suitable

(Coccyzus americanus)

riparian habitat
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Species Status Location on Fort Bliss
P Federal New Mexico Texas
Migrant and occasionally
: found nesting in Hueco,
P'Sr?gnnerfali?nn natum SC T, E Franklin, Organ, and
(Falco peregrinus anatum) Sacramento mountains of
Fort Bliss
Occasional migrant. Several
Mountain plover sc s _ sightings on Otero Mesa,
(Charadrius montanus) McGregor Range some
recent.
Regular migrant throughout
Béifggeggs niger SC S - Fort Bliss at available water
( ger) sources
" i Regular migrant at sewage
\AF:Ih:Zg?sCi?]iI:ils SC T lagoons on McGregor Range
(Pleg ) and playas or earthen tanks
Northern goshawk sC s ) Uncommon migrant on Fort
(Accipiter gentilis) Bliss
Zone-tailed hawk FS/S _ T Uncommon migrant on Fort
(Buteo albonotatus) Bliss
- - Wintering and migrant
FBerrtuglpouslihawk FS/S - species; mostly on Otero
(Buteo regalis) Mesa South of Hwy 506
- Occurs throughout Fort Bliss
. except the mountain areas;
ngftim bunrirov:nr:? owl SC - occurs in all desert shrubland
(Athene cunicularia) and grassland vegetative
communities on Fort Bliss
s - Uncommon migrant in
Cco;ta stehs(r):?;:angblrd FS/S T - arroyo-riparian habitat on
(Calyp ) Fort Bliss
. Wintering and breeding bird
L h hrik
Loa?r?izrs fuac?of/i(::aﬁus sC S - on Otero Mesa and
( ) throughout Tularosa Basin
S Migrates through and winters
B:md sdsparrov:) irdii SC T - in dense grasslands primarily
(Ammodramus bairdii) on Otero Mesa
Varied t_Juntlng . FS/S T - Very rare on Fort Bliss
(Passerina versicolor)
Occasional on Fort Bliss in
Bell’s vireo heavy mesquite thickets in
. " FS/S T - o :
(Vireo bellii) arroyo-riparian drainage
habitats
Nests in the Organ
Mountains, Dofia Ana
Gray vireo FS/S T _ Range—North Training
(Vireo vicinior) Areas; and documented in
the Sacramento Mountains -
Northern McGregor Range
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Species Status Location on Fort Bliss
P Federal New Mexico Texas
Mammals
Documented as occurring in
the Organ Mountains,
Vl\_/esFern rebc: bat illii T ? portion of the Dona Ana
(Lasiurus blossevilli) Ranges-North Training
Areas
Distribution unknown.
Small-footed myotis sC s : Surveys currently underway
(Myotis ciliolabrum) to determine distribution and
abundance.
Distribution unknown
Occult little brown bat sC _ _ Surveys currently underway
(Myotis occultus) to determine distribution and
abundance.
Reported from the Northeast
: : McGregor Range North of
Fl\r/:ngtgd tr;llyotls q SC S - Hwy 506. Surveys currently
(Myotis thysanodes) underway to determine
distribution and abundance.
Distribution unknown
. . . _ Surveys currently underway
Cave myotis (Myotis velifera) SC S to determine distribution and
abundance.
Distribution unknown
Long-legged myotis sc s 3 Surveys currently underway
(Myotis volans) to determine distribution and
abundance.
Distribution unknown
Yuma myotis e S _ Surveys currently underway
(Myotis yumanensis) to determine distribution and
abundance.
Townsend’s pale big-eared bat Distribution unknown
Corynorhinus townsendii SC S - Surveys c_urren_tly'und_erway
( I y 0 to determine distribution and
pallescens) abundance.
Distribution unknown
Big free-tailed bat sC s _ Surveys currently underway
(Nyctinomops macrotis) to determine distribution and
abundance.
Distribution unknown
Spotted bat sc T T Surveys currently underway
(Euderma maculatum) to determine distribution and
abundance.
Recently documented, but
Gray-footed chipmunk very rare in woodland and
(Neotamias canipes SC S - forest habitats in the
sacramentoensis) Northeast McGregor Range
North of Hwy 506
Avrizona black-tailed prairie dog Occurs on Otero Mesa,
- - . SC S -
(Cynomys ludovicianus arizonensis) McGregor Range.
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Species Status Location on Fort Bliss
P Federal New Mexico Texas

Unoccupied; known

Desert bighorn sheep historically in Organ

. . . FS/S E - - 3
(Ovis canadensis mexicana) Mountains on Dofia Ana
Range—North Training Areas
* This species has been designated as a Nonessential Experimental Population within the states of NM and AZ, carrying 10(j) status

under ESA. Thus, the species is designated as threatened within these designated geographic confines and is separated from other
populations’ federal listing status.

— Without status.

C Candidate

E Endangered species

FB Fort Bliss sensitive species

FSIS US Forest Service sensitive

SCIS Species of concern is not a formal category defined under the Endangered Species Act
T Threatened species

Source: U.S. Army 2000 - MMPPEIS, NMRTC 1999, USFWS 2005, TPWD 2005.

3.5.5.4 Additonal Considerations of Federal and State Listed Threatened
or Endangered Species on Fort Bliss

Federally or state-listed endangered or threatened species that are identified as only very rarely found on
McGregor Range include the southwestern willow flycatcher and the bald eagle. Observations indicate
that bald eagles using the northern portion of McGregor Range roost at a known roost site within the
Lincoln National Forest, about five miles north of the FBTC boundary (INRMP 2001). Bald eagles will
forage in winter within the Sacramento Mountains and occasionally occur on Ft Bliss. Appropriate
nesting habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher does not exist on Fort Bliss. Based on this
information, these species are not further analyzed in this section.

Federal or state threatened or endangered species of the ROI likely to be of concern are described in more
detail in the following paragraphs.

Sneed Pincushion Cactus

This species is both a federal and States of New Mexico and Texas endangered species. The Sneed
pincushion cactus populations are located on specific limestone habitats in the Dofia Ana Range—North
Training Area. The areas are off-limits to all entry and military use.

Kuenzler Cactus

The Kuenzler cactus is listed as both a federal and State of New Mexico endangered species. A large
survey within Fort Bliss is underway but no cacti have been found. Habitat that appears to be the most
suitable is in the Northeast McGregor.

Desert Night Blooming Cereus

This species is a federal SOC and a State of New Mexico sensitive species. There have been more than 80
individuals documented within shrubland communities on Fort Bliss. It generally occurs in Chihuahuan
Desert shrublands communities. Populations on Fort Bliss are documented on Dofia Ana Range but are
not documented in the Dofia Ana Range—North Training Area. Fort Bliss has developed threatened and
endangered species management plan for the desert night-blooming cereus (Corral and Bill 2000, Corral
et al. 2000b-e). Areas with known populations of this species are restricted from Fort Bliss maneuver
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activities. Additional populations may occur outside of firing ranges and buffers but that is unlikely due to
lack of suitable habitat.

Texas Horned Lizard

This species is a federal SOC and a State of Texas threatened species. Texas horned lizards are
widespread across Fort Bliss in grassland and shrubland communities.

Gray Vireo

The New Mexico state threatened gray vireo has been confirmed during surveys on the McGregor Range
and in the Organ Mountains in 2007 and 2008 (U.S. Army Data 2008). The breeding habitat of this
species is generally open woodlands/shrublands featuring evergreen trees and shrubs of various kinds.
Nests found in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 were in pifion pine, one-seed
juniper, mountain mahogany, fragrant ash, evergreen sumac, and Wright’s silk tassel (Burkett, personal
communication). The bird’s territories and nests, even though being near the canyon bottoms, are not
necessarily tied to obligate riparian habitat (Burkett, personal communication).

Northern Aplomado Falcon

Of all the birds listed in Table 3-22, the northern aplomado falcon has significant local interest. The
species status was designated as 10(j) in 2006, resulting in experimental releases of captive-reared birds
within the states of New Mexico and Arizona. Currently, the northern aplomado falcon is a transient
species on Fort Bliss (Table 3-23, U. S Army 2000, Young et. al. 2002); however, Figure 3-12 shows that
potential aplomado habitat does occur on Fort Bliss.

Table 3-23. Northern Aplomado Falcon Observations and Survey Summary on Fort Bliss.

Date Action Comments
Surveys completed on Fort Bliss in 1994, 1996, | Two birds observed in 2008, one bird
1994 — 2009 | 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, in 2005, one in 1999, one in 1997 (all
2004, and 2005-08. mentioned below).
Two birds observed on Otero Mesa; birds Surveys conducted during breeding
July 2008 observed repeatedly into September; no nesting | season in same area did not detect
attempted. birds.

Area was checked twice prior to

3 October Northern aplomado falcon observed on Fort . L _—
. observation and five times post sighting
2005 Bliss. . .. )
with no additional observations.
11&18 Northern aplomado falcon observed on Otero Bird hatched in Mexico and moved 186

Mesa portion of McGregor Range. Bird was a miles north as part of post-hatch

?gggember juvenile, banded before fledging earlier in the wandering. Follow-up surveys failed to
year. observe bird again.
23 May Northern aplomado falcon sighting as part of Follow-up survey failed to observe bird
1997 Air Force study on Fort Bliss. again.
Nest apparently on Otero Mesa portion
June 1917 Female northern aplomado falcon shot at nest of McGregor Range because elevation

45 miles south of Alamogordo.

listed as 5,500 feet.
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Figure 3-12.

Aplomado Falcon Habitats on Fort Bliss.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Fort Bliss Special Protection Species

Fort Bliss has designated three species of invertebrates as deserving special attention (U.S. Army Data
2008). They are the Boulder woodland snail, Maple Canyon woodland snail, and the Organ Mountains
woodland snail. These snails are known to occur in the Organ Mountains and Dofia Ana Range in the
Dofia Ana Range—North Training Area of Fort Bliss (NM Coop 2001). Recent studies have refined the
understanding of the species’ distribution, but several questions regarding their taxonomy remain.

3.6 Natural Resources: Direct and Indirect Impacts

This section identifies the natural resources direct and indirect impacts of the proposed alternatives
presented in Chapter 2 with respect to the following three categories: Category 1, stationing and training
alternatives; Category 2, land use change alternatives; and Category 3, training infrastructure
improvements alternatives.

The potential for proposed actions to have direct and indirect impacts on natural resources was analyzed
on the basis of military activities within the FBTC subdivisions. In most cases, off-road vehicle
maneuver would be more disruptive to soils, vegetation, and habitats than dismounted maneuver. Off-
road vehicle maneuver can crush and uproot vegetation and can cause impacts to surface soil, which
generally consist but are not limited to disturbance and compaction. The extent, frequency, and intensity
of off-road vehicle maneuvers were used as the primary indicators of impacts on soils and consequently
vegetation and wildlife within the FBTC subdivisions where off-road vehicle maneuvers would occur.
This was evaluated using the percent of training days scheduled, percent of vehicles with L, M, and H
classifications completing the off-road maneuvers, and the number of times the ground is driven-over,
which were presented in Chapter 2. The FBTC subdivisions with restrictions and/or limitations on off-
road vehicle maneuvers were evaluated using other military activities (including on-road maneuver,
dismounted maneuver, live-fire, Controlled FTX) based on military usage allowed by land use
alternatives.

Noise and potential fires from training activities would be impacts to wildlife receptors, potentially
affecting breeding, feeding, and habitat (vegetation) loss. Indirect impacts would also occur and include
soil erosion and textural changes, invasion of non-native and exotic species, and introduction of pollutants
(e.g., particulates, smoke).

Classification of the direct and indirect impacts to natural resources in the Cantonment and the FBTC is
provided in Tables 3-24 and 3-25, respectively. Beneficial impacts provide some positive level of effect
on natural resources. Impacts that are less than significant pose no long-term threat to the natural
resource. Activities that have neutral effects (neither positive nor negative) or that have no effects on
natural resources are represented as “No Impact.” Impacts that are significant but mitigable to less than
significant, would, if unaddressed, result in damaging or destructive consequences to one or more
components of an existing natural resource Significant impacts are those that are known to either directly
or indirectly harm sensitive species, vegetation, or wildlife or known to destroy, degrade, fragment, or
encroach on habitat, and which cannot be mitigated to less than a significant impact. .
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The potential cumulative effects associated with the direct and indirect effects are discussed in Chapter 4. The potential measures that could be
used to mitigate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 5.

Table 3-24 Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects to Natural Resources in the Cantonment.
Sta-:—ll?:ill’lni?] and Land Use Changes Tralnll}?nallgvlenr;r:::sructure
VEC g P
ST-1|ST-2| ST-3 | ST-4 LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5 TI-1 | T1-2 | TI-3 TI-4
ST-1 |sT-2 [sT-3 | sT-4 | sT-1[sT-2 |sT-3 | sT-4 [sT-1|sT-2 |sT-3| sT-4 || sT-1 | sT-2 | ST-3 |sT-4 |sT-1 | sT-2 |sT-3]| sT-4
Threatened and
Endangered O (@) O O N/A] N/AI N/A | NIA | NIA | NIA] NIA| NIA | NJATN/A|N/A| N/A | NIA | NIA | NIA | NIA | NIA | NIAIN/A| NIA | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A
Species
Wetlands O (@) N/A] N/A N/A | N/A | NIA | NJA] NIA| NIA | NJATN/A|N/A| N/A | NIA | NIA | NIA | N/A | NIA | NIAINIA| NIA | N/A | NJA | N/A N/A
LINR O (@) O N/A| N/A| N/A | N/A | NIA | NIA| NIA| N/A [ NJA T NIA|NIA | N/A | N/A [ NIA | NIA | NJA || NIA | N/A[N/AT N/A | NIA | NIA | N/A N/A
O No impact
N/A Not Applicable
Table 3-25. Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects to Natural Resources in the FBTC.
- Training and
Sta.??;'nr}% and Land Use Changes Infrastructure
VEC 9 Improvements
ST-1|ST-2|ST-3| ST-4 LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5 TI-1 | TI-2 | TI-3| TI-4
ST-1 |ST-2 |ST-3 | ST-4 | ST-1 |ST-2 |ST-3 | ST-4 || ST-1|ST-2 | ST-3|ST-4| ST-1 | ST-2 | ST-3 |ST-4 ST-1 |ST-2 | ST-3 ST-4
Threatened and
Endangered # # # # (ON NON NON BCH HON NON NON IO NON NON NON NON IO HON BON NON IO NON O O] O O] ©] o
Species
Wetlands # # # # OO0l O [|O|O|O]l O|OC|lOC]O|O|O]O]|]O|lO]|O]|O|O O] O O] O O
LINR # # # # (ON O NON BNOCEN HON NON NON NON NON NON NON NON IO HON O NON IO NON NO ) O O] o o
# Refer to Land Use Changes Alternatives for further discussion of impacts.
(O] Less than significant
O No impact
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.6.1 Stationing and Training

The four Stationing and Training Alternatives under consideration were presented in Chapter 2 and are
briefly summarized here. Stationing and Training Alternatives address the number of BCTs and the
number of Soldiers that will either be stationed or training, but do not include the training activities
themselves. This section presents the potential impacts associated with additional development within the
Cantonment to accommodate the numbers of BCTs and Soldiers under the alternative. The discussion of
environmental impacts associated with the training activity itself is addressed in the section on Land Use
Alternatives.

3.6.1.1 Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1)

This “No Action” alternative would consist of stationing of the four HBCTs and two IBCTs, with one
HBCT deployed and one TDY HBCT training as discussed in Chapter 2.

Cantonment

This alternative would not require construction of additional facilities beyond those previously analyzed
in other documents. Because additional construction would not be required in the Cantonment, there
would be no impacts to natural resources that have not previously been analyzed in the 2007 SEIS (Table
3-24).

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Table 2-1 provides the description of units under ST-1. This alternative involves a total of six BCTs
training at the FBTC, which was analyzed previously in the SEIS (U.S. Army 2007). However, the SEIS
looked at six HBCTs and ST-1 under this Proposed Action has only four HBCTs and two IBCTSs, whose
activities have less direct and indirect impacts to natural resources than the HBCT. The total on-road
distance driven by BCT vehicles would be 2,654,000 km annually (Table 2-8). As shown in Table 2-9,
total ground contacted during annual off- road ground contact is 2,755 square kilometers. The intensity of
the on-road and off-road maneuver training on FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

3.6.1.2 Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2)

ST-2 differs from ST-1 in that no BCTs would deploy; all six BCTs stationed at Fort Bliss would also
train at Fort Bliss, along with 1 TDY BCT.

Cantonment

Stationing of units at Fort Bliss under this alternative would be the same as that described for ST-1. Since
additional construction beyond that previously analyzed in other documents would not be required, there
would be no impacts to natural resources that have not previously been analyzed in the 2007 SEIS (Table
3-24).

Fort Bliss Training Complex

No deployment would result in one additional HBCT unit training on the FBTC. This would still be one
fewer HBCT than the numbers of HBCTSs training that were analyzed under the 2007 SEIS. The two
IBCTs training whose activities have less off-road impacts to natural resources than the one HBCT. The
seven BCT’s training would result in a total on-road vehicle distance driven of 3,012,100 km (Table 2-8)
and approximately 3,215 square kilometers of off-road ground contact (Table 2-9). This would increase
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

the intensity of use across the FBTC. The intensity of on-road and off-road maneuver use is further
discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

3.6.1.3 Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3)

Under ST-3, an SBCT would be added to the units stationed and training at Fort Bliss. The number of
stationed BCTs would increase from six to seven, while the number of BCTs training would increase
from seven to eight.

Cantonment

The addition of another BCT would require construction of facilities in the Cantonment to accommodate
the new unit. The impacts of the additional construction in the Cantonment would have impacts to
localized vegetation and animals that have adapted to urban settings. The loss of vegetation would be
permanent by placement of impervious surfaces such as buildings, constructed facilities and pavement.
Animal species adapted to urbanized settings would likely find a suitable environment within the
surrounding Cantonment. Surface disturbance of the estimated 315 acres (1.3 square kilometers) for
pavement areas and approximate 240 acres (0.97 square kilometer) for building construction would be
phased over approximately five years, so no large areas would be exposed to wind or water erosion at one
time.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of the Cantonment surface consists of buildings, constructed
facilities and pavement. Approximately 36 percent or 34.5 square kilometers consist of coppice dunes,
followed by 11 percent or 10.6 square kilometers sandy plain desert grassland cover, and 3 percent or 2.9
square kilometers of various shrub cover. It is noted that the potential impact to coppice dunes and
grasslands in the Cantonment represents approximately 2 percent and approximately 0.85 percent of the
total coppice dune and grassland areas, respectively, on Fort Bliss. The potential for loss of localized
vegetation and displacement of some animal species from a small percentage of habitat within Fort Bliss
would be less than significant.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

The addition of the SBCT with 90 percent of its maneuver training confined to on-road maneuver, would
limit direct and indirect impacts to natural resources. On-road and off-road vehicle maneuvering is
expected to result in a total of 4,166,100 km driven (Table 2-8) and 3,305 square kilometers of ground
contact (Table 2-9), respectively, across the FBTC. The intensity of the on-road and off-road maneuver
training on the FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

3.6.1.4 Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4)

Under ST-4, a second SBCT would be stationed and trained at Fort Bliss and a second TDY HBCT would
be added to those training at Fort Bliss. Thus, stationed BCTs would increase from seven to eight, and
training BCTs would increase from eight to ten. To accommodate the additional BCTs, additional
support units would be stationed at Fort Bliss. These support units would also train on the FBTC.

Cantonment

Because the Cantonment footprint would not be expanded under ST-4, the impacts of the additional
potential construction within the Cantonment would be similar to those under ST-3. As in ST-3, minimal
loss of grassland vegetation would occur along with the displacement of some animal species. Surface
disturbance of the estimated 630 acres (2.5 square kilometers) for pavement areas and approximate 480
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

acres (1.9 square kilometers) for building construction would be phased over approximately five years, so
impacts to vegetation and animals that may occur would not be concentrated during a single event. This
would potentially allow for animal species to gradually relocate over the five year period to areas
following the construction activities. As with ST-3, the impacts would be less than significant.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

The addition of a second SBCT, a second TDY HBCT, and the additional support units would increase in
intensity of use with the potential to increase impacts to natural resources. However, the level of impacts
associated with the six HBCTSs training would be the same as the impacts analyzed in the 2007 SEIS. The
intensity of the on-road and off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use
alternatives.

3.6.2 Land Use Changes

The environmental impacts on the FBTC occur as functions of both the Stationing and Training
Alternatives and the various Land Use Alternatives. Each Land Use Alternative is discussed in the context
of each of the four Stationing and Training Alternatives under consideration.

An important consideration in assessing potential training impacts is the area occupied by the natural
resource within each of the FBTC subdivisions. The primary natural resource that will be directly
impacted by maneuver training on most FBTC subdivisions is vegetative cover. The following discussion
will be the basis of the impact analysis to vegetative cover:

o Number of times that ground would be driven-over during off-road vehicle maneuver.

e L, M, and H classification of the vehicle completing the maneuver (Table 2-2) during Off-Road
Vehicle Maneuvers.

By extension of the impacts to vegetative cover, impacts, mostly indirect, to threatened and endangered
species and LINR will also be assessed.

In general, the ground contact of the HBCTs would be greater than the IBCTs, and the HBCTs would
have potentially more impacts to the vegetation because they are completing a higher percent of off-road
vehicle maneuver. The IBCTs consist of more vehicles with M classifications; however, the vehicles
complete 60 percent of maneuver training on-road. The higher number of times a vehicle drives over an
area, the more potential impacts it causes. It is assumed that impacts would occur uniformly across the
FBTC subdivision and more or less in proportion to the availability of the vegetation within the area.
Impacts from vehicle maneuvers would include crushing, uprooting, and destruction of vegetation with
primarily indirect impacts on the fauna using these areas. A limited amount of direct impacts to some
fauna, such as reptiles, may occur.

The assessment of the impacts of off-road vehicle maneuvers will be focused on the soil contact pressure
and associated classification along with the number of times the ground is driven over. For example a
vehicle with an H classification would have more of an impact than one with an L classification.
However, even a vehicle with an L classification may have some impact if the ground is driven over
numerous times. LINRs will be the focus of impact analysis because these resources would incur the most
significant impacts due to their limited extent or scarcity and the potential impacts that may occur due to
the location in specific training areas. Overall, TAs dominated by mesquite coppice dunes and the various
shrubland and scrub cover types would receive the largest percent of off road vehicle military use.
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The impacts to wildlife are generally assessed by using the number of times of drive-over and number of
vehicle trips as a noise variable associated with live-fire and maneuver training activities. Studies have
shown that in general, mammals will alter their movements for periods of up to one or two days after
exposure to noisy disturbances. Sometimes, these results in short-term changes in habitat use, but
mammals are clearly able to learn to adjust to these changes to a large degree. In addition, if exposure is
brief or if mammals have good cover, differences in home-range size are not detectable. Lastly, if
mammals are exposed repeatedly to the same noisy stimulus without harassment, responses to future
noise events decline rapidly. The few studies that have tracked bird movements in the presence of noisy
disturbances show similar flexibility. Noisy human activity can cause raptors to expand their home
ranges, but the birds return to normal usage patterns when humans are not present. The most effective
noisy disturbances are those that haze or harass, such as low-flying aircraft and boats that approach
closely (Bowles 1995).

3.6.2.1 Land Use Changes Alternative 1 (LU-1)

Under the LU-1, the No Action alternative (Figure 2-3), the land use would remain the same as the
Alternative 4- Proposed Action from the 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army). Under this alternative, the South
Training Areas, Dofla Ana Range—North Training, and Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range would receive
the greatest proportion of the BCT maneuver training (Table 2-14). Training use by Other Units would
occur approximately in proportion to use by the four HBCTs and two IBCTs, but generally at lower
intensities, and frequently concurrent with the HBCTs and/or IBCTs. Since Soldiers are instructed to
avoid encounters with wildlife, dismounted maneuver training would be expected to have little or no
direct impact on wildlife under LU-1.

Table 3-26 summarizes the number of times LINRs would be driven-over annually under LU-1 by L, M,
and H classified vehicles. There would be no Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training impacts to the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, or on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 under
any of the stationing and training alternatives within LU-1 (Table 3-26).
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Table 3-26.

Alternative 1.

Number of Times Locally Important Natural Resources would be Driven-Over Annually under Land Use Change

LINR

FBTC
Subdivision

% of LINR
Found in
Subdivision

LINR Areaon
FBTC (km2)

% of Subdivision
Used for Off-
Road Maneuver

LINR Area Used
for Off-Road
Maneuver (km2)

Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver* Under LU-1

ST-1

ST-2 ST-3 ST-4

Total L M H Total L M H Total L M H Total

Grasslands?

South
Training
Areas

0.5%

55

95%

0.96

0.39

0.12

1.50 1.07 0.44 0.13 1.60 1.03 0.40 0.09 1.50 116 0.45 0.11 1.70

Dofa Ana
Range-
North
Training

%

82

94%

7

0.60

0.24

0.07

0.91 0.72 0.29 0.07 1.08 0.72 0.29 0.08 1.10 0.88 0.36 0.12 1.40

Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor
Range

10%

114

83%

94

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 0.33 0.08 1.20 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03 0.43 0.16 1.60

Southeast
McGregor
Range

14%

165

99%

162

0.15

0.07

0.03

0.24 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.04 0.27 0.26 0.13 0.06 0.45

Northeast
McGregor
Range
North of
Highway
506

25%

292

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Otero Mesa
South of
Hwy 506

44%

525

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

TOTAL

1,182

339.0

2.39

0.98

0.30

3.68 2.75 113 0.31 4.12 278 114 0.33 4.17 3.33 137 0.45 5.15

Mesa
Grasslands

South
Training
Areas

0%

95%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Dofia Ana
Range-
North
Training

0%

94%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor
Range

2%

11

83%

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 033 0.08 120 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03 0.43 0.16 1.60

Southeast
McGregor
Range

18%

91

99%

90

0.15

0.07

0.03

0.24 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.04 0.27 0.26 0.13 0.06 0.45

Northeast
McGregor
Range
North of
Highway
506

8%

42

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Otero Mesa
South of
Hwy 506

2%

370

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

TOTAL

514

99.0

0.83

0.35

0.11

127 0.96 0.40 0.11 1.44 1.04 0.45 0.16 157 1.29 0.56 0.22 2.05
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LINR

FBTC
Subdivision

% of LINR
Found in
Subdivision

LINR Areaon
FBTC (km2)

% of Subdivision
Used for Off-
Road Maneuver

for Off-Road
Maneuver (km2)

LINR Area Used

Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver! Under LU-1

ST-1

ST-2 ST-3

ST-4

Total L M H Total L M H Total L

Total

Shinnery
Oak

South
Training
Areas

0

95%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Dofia Ana
Range-
North
Training

0%

94%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor
Range

58%

112

83%

0.93

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 033 0.08 1.20 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03

0.43

0.16

1.60

Southeast
McGregor
Range

0%

99%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Northeast
McGregor
Range
North of
Highway
506

42%

0.81

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Otero Mesa
South of
Hwy 506

0%

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

TOTAL

1.93

0.93

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 0.33 0.08 120 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03

0.43

0.16

1.60

Arroyo-
Riparian

South
Training
Areas

2%

6.95

95%

6.6

0.96

0.39

0.12

1.50 1.07 0.44 0.13 1.60 1.03 0.40 0.09 1.50 116

0.45

0.11

170

Dofia Ana
Range-
North
Training

14%

40

94%

38

0.60

0.24

0.07

0.91 0.72 0.29 0.07 1.08 0.72 0.29 0.08 110 0.88

0.36

0.12

1.40

Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor
Range

28%

82

83%

68

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 0.33 0.08 1.20 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03

0.43

0.16

1.60

Southeast
McGregor
Range

16%

46

99%

45

0.15

0.07

0.03

0.24 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.04 0.27 0.26

0.13

0.06

0.45

Northeast
McGregor
Range
North of
Highway
506

26%

7

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Otero Mesa
South of
Hwy 506

14%

39

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

TOTAL

291

157.7

2.39

0.98

0.30

3.68 2.75 113 0.31 4.12 2.79 114 0.33 4.17 3.33

137

0.45

5.15
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LINR

FBTC
Subdivision

% of LINR
Found in
Subdivision

LINR Areaon
FBTC (km2)

% of Subdivision
Used for Off-
Road Maneuver

for Off-Road
Maneuver (km2)

LINR Area Used

Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver! Under LU-1

ST-1

ST-2 ST-3

ST-4

Total L M H Total L M H Total L

Total

Northern
Aplomado
Falcon
Habitat -
Moderate

South
Training
Areas

0

95%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Dofa Ana
Range-
North
Training

25%

26

94%

24

0.60

0.24

0.07

0.91 0.72 0.29 0.07 1.08 0.72 0.29 0.08 110 0.88

0.36

0.12

1.40

Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor
Range

22%

23

83%

19

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 0.33 0.08 1.20 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03

0.43

0.16

1.60

Southeast
McGregor
Range

15%

16

99%

16

0.15

0.07

0.03

0.24 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.04 0.27 0.26

0.13

0.06

0.45

Northeast
McGregor
Range
North of
Highway
506

5%

5.6

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Otero Mesa
South of
Hwy 506

33%

35

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

TOTAL

105

59.2

143

0.59

0.18

2.18 1.68 0.69 0.18 2.52 176 0.74 0.24 2.67 217

0.92

0.34

3.45

Northern
Aplomado
Falcon
Habitat -
High

South
Training
Areas

0%

95%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Donfa Ana
Range—
North
Training

0%

94%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Tularosa
Basin of
McGregor
Range

2%

83%

0.68

0.28

0.08

1.03 0.81 0.33 0.08 1.20 0.84 0.35 0.12 1.30 1.03

0.43

0.16

1.60

Southeast
McGregor
Range

7%

38

99%

38

0.15

0.07

0.03

0.24 0.15 0.07 0.03 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.04 0.27 0.26

0.13

0.06

0.45

Northeast
McGregor
Range
North of
Highway
506

6%

34.6

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

Otero Mesa
South of
Hwy 506

85%

480

0%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

TOTAL

562

455

0.83

0.35

0.11

.2 0.96 0.40 0.11 144 1.04 0.45 0.16 157 128

0.56

0.22

2.05

1

2

Assumes uniform distribution of off-road vehicle maneuver throughout the FBTC subdivision; however, in practice, some areas would be driven over more often than others. This would be influenced by such factors as terrain, management
areas, and the location of range facilities, among others.

Includes all grasslands, including mesa grassland.
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Grasslands and Vegetative Cover

Stationing and Training — 1 (LU-1/ST-1). The number of times the ground would be driven over within
the grasslands would be highest (approximately 1.5 times annually) in the South Training Areas, with a
majority of the drive-over rate (approximately once annually) attributed to vehicles with L classifications
(Table 3-26). Only 0.5 percent of the LINR is located within this FBTC Subdivision. An approximate 1.5
annual drive-over rate, with a majority of that being by L classification vehicles, in an area composed
primarily of coppice dunes, would be considered less than significant. The FBTC subdivisions that
contain vegetative covers other than coppice dunes would be driven over less than to nearly one time
annually, with L classification vehicles comprising nearly two-thirds of the drive-over rates. This would
also be considered less than significant, since even if vegetation damage occurs, the percent of training
days scheduled for the BCTs is low enough (ranging from 15 to 55 percent) to offset the impacts.
Additionally, in areas of coppice dunes, historic vegetative impacts (conversion) have occurred, resulting
in preferred vehicle pathways around the dunes. Therefore, LU-1/ST-1 would result in no further impacts
from training in these areas.

Stationing and Training — 2 (LU-1/ST-2). The additional training HBCT would slightly increase the
number of drive-over by L and M classification vehicles, with H classification rates generally remaining
the same (Table 3-26). The second highest rate of drive-over would occur on the Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range, which contains 10 percent of the grassland LINR. Although this intensity of use within
the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range would increase, the low percent of training days scheduled (65
percent) would offset the impacts as stated for LU-1/ST-1. As with LU-1/ST-1, the impacts would be
considered less than significant.

Stationing and Training — 3 (LU-1/ST-3). The total number of times the ground would be driven over
would increase slightly over LU-1/ST-1 and LU-1/ST-2 throughout the FBTC, except for the South
Training Area due to SBCT training preference for the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range and the Dona-
Ana Range- North Training Areas (Table 3-26). This slight increase in the number of times ground is
driven over would be considered less than significant under the same premise of LU-1/ST-1.

Stationing and Training — 4 (LU-1/ST-4). The number of times the ground is driven over under this
alternative is the highest for LU-1. Although this alternative has the highest number of times the ground is
driven over, the majority of the vehicles conducting this off-road training are primarily L and M
classifications (Table 2-15). As shown in Table 3-26, nearly 50 percent of the grassland LINR subject to
drive-over under LU-1 is located in the Southeast McGregor Range, which would be driven over 0.45
times per year. The remaining 50 percent of grassland LINR subject to drive-over under LU-1
(approximately 176 square kilometers) would be driven over approximately 1.5 times per year. The
Southeast McGregor area represents approximately 15 percent of the grassland LINR on the FBTC. The
low drive-over rate on the FBTC subdivision with a majority of the grassland LINR, combined with the
small percentage of total grassland LINR incurring a 1.5 drive-over rate, would be considered less than
significant.

Wildfire - Wildfire, especially during periods of drought, is a direct impact to vegetation and habitats.
Wildfires may result from training exercises that include live weapons firing or pyrotechnics and from
human carelessness or vehicle exhaust pipes. Fires generally occur when fine fuel loads are high. Most
of the desert scrub and shrubland cover types are not very susceptible to fire, except when unusual
weather conditions result in high fuel loads. Such a situation has recently occurred on Range 91 in the
Tularosa Basin subdivision. Grasslands tend to be most susceptible to wildfire because the grasses, when
cured, provide a fine fuel source. Training units doing live fire exercises include an on-site fire control
group that is responsible for dealing with wildfires. Historically on FBTC, wildfires have had minimal
impacts and the frequency has remained low. Sources and impacts of wildfires on Fort Bliss have been
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

analyzed in the 2000 PEIS and 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army 2000, 2007) and are unlikely to change
appreciably under LU-1, since the live fire areas would not expand to other portions of the FBTC.

Wildlife - Indirect impacts would be expected to result from the limited loss or reduction of habitat for
wildlife such as pronghorn and grassland birds. Wildlife inhabiting the grasslands in the area such as
pronghorn, small mammals, reptiles, and grassland birds and their predators would be not be significantly
impacted, since the highest number of times the ground is driven over in any FBTC subdivision is 1.7
times per year in the South Training Areas (LU-1/ST-4), the majority of which is by L or M classification
vehicles. There may be some direct incidental loss of individuals from being struck and/or run over.

Sensitive Species

Forty percent of migratory birds of conservation concern (Baird’s sparrow, ferruginous hawk, Sprague’s
pipit, black-chinned sparrow, lark bunting, McCown’s longspur and chestnut-collared longspur) that are
known to occur on FBTC depend on the grasslands, especially on Otero Mesa, during their migrations or
as winter habitat (USFWS 2008). Training under LU-1 would have no impact on migratory grassland
birds beyond those analyzed in the 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army 2007).

Of the 33 sensitive plant and wildlife species that occur or probably occur on Fort Bliss (Table 3-42), 33
percent (11 species) occur in the Organ Mountains on the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Area. Ten of
those species occupy isolated and steep mountainous habitat that is unlikely to be impacted by any of the
training scheduled for this FBTC subdivision. One, the night-blooming cereus cactus, occurs in desert
shrubland and scrub vegetation. The night-blooming cereus cactus typically grows within a shrub, often a
creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) or a honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), both of which are common
components of the desert shrublands. The cactus seems to prefer somewhat gravelly soils, so it is unlikely
to occur in coppice dunes. Individual cactus are scattered within suitable habitat where off-road maneuver
does not occur (Locke 2009a). Known population areas are restricted from vehicle maneuvers (SEIS U.S.
Army 2007); therefore, training under LU-1 would have no impact.

The Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, Dofia Ana
Range—North Training Area, Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, and Southeast McGregor Range
contain habitat suitable for breeding and foraging by northern aplomado falcon; however, the northern
aplomado falcon is transient and has only been spotted on or adjacent to the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 (Table 3-23, Figure 3-13). Impacts would include temporary noise, vegetative damage, and
human activity. These impacts would be expected to be indirect and would result primarily from the
increased number of vehicles on the roads and dismounted maneuver within the habitat.

On the Dofia Ana Range-North Training Area, Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, and Southeast
McGregor Range, aplomado moderate or high potential habitats would be impacted by vehicle maneuver
training. Approximately 60 percent of the aplomado moderate potential habitat on these FBTC
subdivisions would have on-road vehicle maneuver training. There would also be Off-Road Vehicle
Maneuver training in these areas; however, the off-road drive-over rate would range from 0.24 to 1.6
times per year, resulting in limited impacts to the moderate potential habitat (Table 3-26). The highest off-
road drive-over rate would be 1.6 times annually under LU-1/ST-4 for the 2 percent of the high potential
habitat located on the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, while 7 percent (approximately 38 square
kilometers) of the aplomado high potential habitat located on the Southeast McGregor Range would be
driven over only 0.45 times annually (Table 3-26). The low drive-over rates along with small percentages
of high potential habitats would result in less than significant impacts.

Relatively low levels of impact, not appreciably different from the analysis in the 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army
2007) would result from IBCT live-fire training under LU-1/ST-1 through LU-1/ST-4 (Table 2-14). The

March 2010 3-89 GFS Final EIS



~No ok~ wdN e

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31

32

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

addition of SBCTs training under LU-1/ST-3 and LU-1/ST-4 would increase impacts similar to IBCT
live-fire training in areas that are not used for off-road vehicle maneuver. LU-1 would result in some
impacts to northern aplomado falcon habitat on the Dofia Ana Range—North Training, Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range, and Southeast McGregor Range. The portion of moderate and high potential aplomado
habitat on those ranges is approximately 16 percent of the total moderate and high potential aplomado
habitat on the FBTC. Therefore, the overall impact to northern aplomado falcon habitat would be less
than significant.

The gray-footed chipmunk is known to occur in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506,
while the gray vireo has been known to nest in the Sacramento Mountains and the Organ Mountains. The
increase in IBCT training that would occur on the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506
under LU-1 would not have an increased indirect impact on these two sensitive species, when compared
to the analysis in the 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army). It is known that many species of wildlife readily acclimate
to human disturbance. The significance of potential training maneuver impacts on the gray-footed
chipmunk is less than significant since the gray-footed chipmunk inhabits rock piles in the basins of
canyons that would not experience vehicle drive-over under LU-1.

Gray vireos nest in riparian scrub and adjacent tree and scrub species of vegetation typically in close
proximity to main arroyos (arroyo-riparian vegetation) in several of the canyons in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Figure 3-12). Minimal impacts would include interference with
nesting by human presence and on-road vehicular activity. The species is likely to acclimate to the
minimal training activities (30 to 55 percent of training days scheduled) in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506. Habituation to human disturbance does occur in many species, but not all
(Bowles 1995). Bisson et. al 2008, Bisson et. al 2009 , and Doresky et. al 2001 present evidence for
minimal impacts by the types of military training this EIS evaluates. The negligible percent of habitat
that would be indirectly impacted by human presence and on-road vehicular activity occurring less than
half of the year would result in less than significant impacts to the gray vireo under LU-1.

Kuenzler cactus potential habitat that appears to be the most suitable is in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506. A large survey within Fort Bliss is underway but no cacti have been found. The
Dofia Ana Range contains known populations of desert night blooming cereus; however, these areas are
restricted from Fort Bliss maneuver activities. Additional populations may occur outside of firing ranges
and buffers but that is unlikely due to lack of suitable habitat. Therefore, LU-1 would not result in any
known impacts to the Kuenzler cactus and desert night blooming cereus.
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Eleven percent (three species, Table 3-42) of the sensitive species that occur or may occur on FBTC is
found in the South Training Areas (including the Hueco Mountains) and in the Tularosa Basin Ranges.
The Sneed pincushion cactus habitat consists of canyon, stony ledge, and rock outcrop areas. Along with
the steep terrain habitat, this species is protected from dismounted and vehicle maneuvers by designated
OLAs. The gray-banded king snake has not been verified on FBTC, but occurs in the Hueco Mountains
State Park and is unlikely to be impacted by training under any of the stationing and training alternatives
within LU-1 because it inhabits areas that are steep and rugged and not amenable to off-road vehicle use.
The loggerhead shrike is widespread within the Tularosa Basin of the McGregor Range. The species is
relatively common and nests within grassland and desert shrub habitats. The Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver
training under LU-1 is unlikely to increase impacts to the species beyond those analyzed in the PEIS and
SEIS (U.S. Army 2000, 2007). As previously stated, the drive-over rates assume uniform distribution;
however, to avoid vehicle damage and wear, areas between the coppice dune and desert shrub habitats
would likely be driven over more than the actual vegetated shrub and brush areas. In addition, vehicles in
coppice dune areas generally drive between the dunes and not over them. A majority of the IBCT
dismounted training would occur in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506; therefore, the
overall impact to the loggerhead shrike under LU-1 would be less than significant.

Two sensitive species (six percent of those that are or may be found on FBTC, Table 3-42) occur widely
and in most of the vegetative communities on FBTC (SEIS U.S. Army 2007). Burrowing owls utilize
abandoned burrows of a variety of other species, including prairie dogs and banner-tailed kangaroo rats.
Burrowing owls occupying burrows of prairie dogs, which are designated OLAs, on Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 that does not allow off-road vehicle maneuvers. There would be no impact to the
burrowing owls.

Increased Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training throughout the FBTC would result in increased mortality
to Texas horned lizards, which are relatively common in habitats from grassland to the lower limits of
montane scrub elevational distribution. The species is widespread and relatively abundant on FBTC and
in the ROI and should not be appreciably impacted by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training under LU-1.
The relative commonness and wide distribution of the Texas horned lizards lead to a conclusion that
impacts to their populations would be less than significant.

Locally Important Natural Resources — In addition to the natural resources already discussed, arroyo-
riparian, sand sagebrush, and mesa grasslands areas are considered LINRs. The off-road vehicle
maneuvers in LU-1 would include FBTC subdivisions where arroyo-riparian features occur (Table 3-26).
The FBTC SOP prohibits placement of concentrated activities within 50 meters of the high water mark of
all arroyos in order to provide a protective buffer to riparian areas. There would be no direct impact to
arroyos and associated riparian areas resulting from concentrated activities; however, these areas may
incur direct impacts from crossing by off-road vehicles.

A majority of the vehicles completing the off-road drive-over activities consist of L and M classification
vehicles. Under LU-1, approximately 50 percent of the total arroyo-riparian areas on the FBTC would be
driven-over (crossed-over) approximately 3.5 to 5 times per year (Table 3-26). Indirect impacts including
sedimentation, erosion, noise, and human activity, to arroyo-riparian habitats resulting from increased
personnel and vehicle presence would likely increase; however, it would be limited since concentrated
training activities would occur outside the arroyo-riparian areas. The impacts are not considered
significant considering the low drive over rates and that these areas would be crossed infrequently at best.

Three high-quality sand sagebrush communities are found within Fort Bliss, two of which are located in
the Culp Canyon WSA and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, which are not used for off-road vehicle
maneuvers. The activities under LU-1 would not result in additional disturbance of these two
communities. The third community is located, just east of the Town of Orogrande on the Tularosa Basin
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of McGregor Range. The Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training under LU-1 would result in drive-over
rates ranging from 1.03 to 1.6 in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, which would not likely increase
impacts to this sand sagebrush community beyond those analyzed in the PEIS and SEIS (U.S. Army
2000, 2007). Therefore, the impact to sand sagebrush communities under LU-1 would be less than
significant.

As shown in Table 3-26, 58 percent of the shinnery oak islands on the FBTC would be impacted by
vehicle drive-over under LU-1. The Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver training under LU-1 is unlikely to
increase impacts to the shinnery oak island areas beyond those analyzed in the PEIS and SEIS (U.S.
Army 2000, 2007). Additionally, the vehicles in the area would not likely experience the 1.03 to 1.6
drive-over rate, due to their habitat location on the deep sand dunes. Vehicle drive-over would likely
occur between the deep sand dunes, rather than over them. Therefore, the impact to the shinnery oak
islands under LU-1 would be less than significant.

Under LU-1, the off-road vehicle maneuvers would impact approximately 20 percent of the mesa
grasslands located on the FBTC, with drive over rates ranging from 0.24 to 1.6 times annually.
Approximately 18 percent (90 square kilometers) of this mesa grassland area is located in the Southeast
McGregor Range, which at most would be driven over 0.45 times annually (LU-1/ST-4). Approximately
18 percent (16 square kilometers) of the mesa grassland on Southeast McGregor Range is black grama
grassland. Given the low drive-over rate, approximately 65 percent (10 square kilometers) of the black
grama grassland may convert to blue grama grassland as a result of off-road vehicle maneuver. This
conversion would represent only 12 percent of the total black grama grassland on the FBTC. This
conversion is expected to occur as a result of the proposed actions of the 2007 SEIS and will occur
regardless of this action. The low drive-over rates along with the small percentage impacted, would result
in impacts being be less than significant.

3.6.3 Land Use Changes Alternative 2 (LU-2)

LU-2 proposes changes in land use designations in two primary areas of the FBTC. The Army would
allow four square kilometers of fixed sites in the Southeast McGregor Range by removing the Grassland
LUA designation in these areas. Second, fixed sites would be allowed in the Sacramento Mountains
portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (not including the Culp Canyon WSA)
by removal of the Grassland LUA designation in this area. For impact analysis purposes, the fixed sites
are assumed to be in grasslands. Under this alternative, the off-road vehicle maneuvers and the effects on
soils would be similar to the impacts discussed under LU-1. Table 3-27 summarizes the percent of LINR
areas opened to fixed sites by Grassland LUA removal under LU-2.
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Table 3-27. Portion of Locally Important Natural Resources Opened to Fixed Sites by
Grassland LUA Removal Under Land Use Alternative 2.
Percent Found Percent in
in Grassland Resource Grassland Resource
LUA within Areaon LUA within Fixed
LINR FBTC Subdivision Subdivision FBTC (km2) Removed Sites (km2)
South Training 0.5% 55 0% 0
Areas
Dofia Ana Range— 0 0
North Training % 82 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 10% 114 0% 0
Southeast 0 0
Grasslands | McGregor Range 14% 165 2:4% 4
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 25% 292 31% 90.5
506
Otero Mesa South 0 0
of Highway 506 44% 525 0% 0
TOTAL - 1,182 - 945
Soutg‘Trammg 0% 0 0% 0
reas
Dofa Ana Range- 0 0
North Training 0% 0 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 2% 1 0% 0
Mesa Mcé?emg??'j;n . 18% 01 1.4% 13
Grasslands g g
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 8% 42 4.3% 18
506
Otero Mesa South 0 0
of Highway 506 2% 370 0% 0
TOTAL - 514 - 3.1
GFS Final EIS 3-94 March 2010



Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Percent Found Percent in
in Grassland Resource Grassland Resource
LUA within Area on LUA within Fixed
LINR FBTC Subdivision Subdivision FBTC (km2) Removed Sites (km2)
South Training 0% 0 0% 0
Areas
Doiia Ana Range— 0 0
North Training 0% 0 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 0% 1.12 0% 0
, Southeast 0 0
Shinnery McGregor Range 0% 0 0% 0
Oak
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 0% 0.81 0% 0
506
Otero Mesa South 0 0
of Highway 506 0% 0 0% 0
TOTAL -- 1.93 -- 0.0
South Training 204 6.95 0% 0.0
Areas
Doiia Ana Range— 0 0
North Training 14% 40 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 28% 82 0% 0
Southeast 0 0
AIToyo- McGregor Range 16% 46 0% 0
Riparian
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 26% " 23.4% 18
506
Otero Mesa South 0 0
of Highway 506 14% 39 0% 0
TOTAL -- 291 -- 18.0
Soutg\Tralnlng 0% 0 0% 0
reas
Ap|0mad0 Dofa Ana Range— 2504 26 0% 0
Falcon North Training
Habitat — Tularosa Basin of
0, 0,
Moderate | McGregor Range 22% 23 0% 0
Southeast 0 0
McGregor Range 15% 16 0% 0
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Percent Found Percent in
in Grassland Resource Grassland Resource
LUA within Area on LUA within Fixed
LINR FBTC Subdivision Subdivision FBTC (km2) Removed Sites (km2)
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 5% 5.6 100% 5.60
506
Otero Mesa South 0 0
of Highway 506 33% 35 0% 0
TOTAL -- 105 -- 5.60
South Training 0% 0 0% 0
Areas
Dofa Ana Range- 0 0
North Training 0% 0 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 2% d 0% 0
Aplomado
Falcon Mcé?emgre?'j;n . 7% 38 0% 0
Habitat — 9 g
High Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 6% 34.6 100% 34.60
506
Otero Mesa South 0 0
of Highway 506 85% 480 0% 0
TOTAL -- 562 -- 34.60

Direct impacts from each of the stationing and training alternatives would be the same as under LU-1.
The areas under this alternative would be impacted by activities such as digging with hand tools and
mechanical digging activities on a case-by-case basis. In the Southeast McGregor Range, the vegetation
where the Grassland LUA has been lifted may be impacted by concentrated maneuvers. Approximately
31 percent of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would be open; however, no off-
road vehicle maneuver would be allowed in this area (Table 3-27).

The Grassland LUA removal under this alternative affects less than 10 percent of the total grassland of
Fort Bliss. Additionally, the number of times the ground would be driven over throughout the FBTC
would not differ from LU-1, which means that the grasslands in the Southeast McGregor Range would be
driven over 0.45 times per year at most. The low drive-over rates along with the small percentage
impacted, would result in impacts being be less than significant.

Wildfire - Live fire activities would not be allowed in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 under LU-2. Therefore, the sources and impacts of wildfires are unlikely to change appreciably
under LU-2.

Wildlife - Indirect impacts would be expected to result from the loss or reduction of habitat for wildlife.
Wildlife, such as pronghorn, small mammals, reptiles, and grassland birds and their predators, inhabiting
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the grasslands in the immediate area of the fixed sites would be not be significantly impacted. The lifted
Grassland LUA areas would represent approximately 33 percent of the grassland habitat available on the
Southeast McGregor Range and the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and only 8
percent of the total grassland habitat available on the FBTC. The small proportion of the potentially
impacted species of wildlife would be able to relocate to areas away from the available fixed sites, but
there would be some loss of individuals such as ground dwelling rodents, herps, and ground nesting birds
as discussed under LU-1. The minimum impact to the grassland habitat of the FBTC would be considered
less than significant under LU-2. The direct impacts to wildlife would be similar to LU-1 because training
would generally remain the same.

Sensitive Species - Sensitive species that would potentially be impacted in the Southeast McGregor
Range are burrowing owls, loggerhead shrikes, and Baird’s sparrows, with gray vireo and a small
percentage of northern aplomado falcon habitats impacted in the Sacramento Mountains portion of the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. As previously noted, the northern aplomado falcon is
transient and has only been spotted on or adjacent to the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (Table 3-23,
Figure 3-13).

Training activities in the Southeast McGregor Range, including off-road vehicle maneuvers, would not be
expected to significantly impact potential nesting, yucca plants, trees, or large shrubs since vehicles
generally do not run over these larger vegetation types. Impacts associated with noise from the closer
proximity of personnel and off-road vehicle maneuver to sensitive species would be less than significant.

As previously discussed, the fixed sites proposed in the Sacramento Mountains portion of the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 are small and there is sufficient habitat in the surrounding areas
for the sensitive species. Most of the sensitive bird species that occur in the area would acclimate to the
increased disturbance. As with LU-1, LU-2 would not result in any known impacts to the Kuenzler
cactus, Sneed pincushion cactus, and desert night blooming cereus. The impacts from this LU-2 would be
expected to be similar to LU-1 for sensitive species.

Locally Important Natural Resources — Placement of fixed sites would occur on locations away from
arroyos-riparian LUAs, which would not be lifted under LU-2. The FBTC SOP prohibits maneuvers and
placement of concentrated activities within 50 meters of the high water mark of all arroyos in order to
provide a protective buffer to riparian areas. There would be no direct impact to arroyos and associated
riparian areas resulting from the fixed site placement. Indirect impacts including sedimentation, erosion,
noise, and human activity, to arroyo-riparian habitats resulting from increased personnel and vehicle
presence would likely increase to all habitats within the FBTC subdivision. Since the arroyo-riparian
LUA would not be lifted, these habitats would not be directly impacted. The impacts would be similar to
LU-1 and would be less than significant. No additional impacts to sand sagebrush would occur over those
discussed in LU-1. The shinnery oak islands in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506
are not located in the Sacramento Mountains portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 that would be part of the lifted grassland LUA. Therefore, additional impacts to sand sagebrush
would occur over those discussed in LU-1.

Under LU-2, no off-road vehicle maneuver would be allowed on the mesa grasslands in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506. Approximately one percent (1.3 square kilometers) of the mesa
grassland in the Southeast McGregor Range would be exposed to a concentration of vehicles rolling
through the Controlled FTX area. Under the assumption that these areas are a mixture of blue and black
grama grasslands, approximately 0.65 square kilometer of black grama grassland could be converted to
blue grama grassland. Drive-over rates would remain the same as LU-1 and the small area of potential
black grama grassland conversion would be less than significant under LU-2.
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3.6.4 Land Use Changes Alternative 3 (LU-3)

This alternative includes the establishment of five square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and a Controlled FTX zone in the Sacramento
Mountains portion of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (the Sacramento Mountain
Controlled FTX Zone). In addition, live fire military uses would be allowed in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506 (not including the Culp Canyon WSA and Black Grama Grassland ACEC).
The Controlled FTX sites would be limited to within 500m of existing roads and areas with a slope of less
than 30 percent (15 degrees).

The effects to vegetation and habitat associated with this alternative would be very similar to those
described for LU-1 and LU-2. Under this alternative on-road vehicle maneuver would remain the same as
LU-1 and LU-2, with a slight increase IBCT on-road vehicle maneuver in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506. The number of times ground is driven over remains nearly identical as LU-1 and
LU-2.

LU-3 would differ from the previous land use alternatives by the increased presence of IBCTs training at
the five Controlled FTX sites and the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone. Table 3-28
summarizes the density of Soldiers and vehicles associated IBCT training in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506. Typical use of the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone would be
by the infantry (e.g., rifle) platoons and companies, often operating in squads of nine soldiers, resulting in
an average use of 2 to 3 soldiers per square kilometer and a total of 2 vehicles with L-classification, which
is an average of less than one per square kilometer. Larger unit exercises (battalion and brigade) would be
located on the five Controlled FTX sites south of the Sacramento Mountains, primarily using on-road
travel to deliver supplies and other services to the forward rifle elements, resulting in an average of 7 to
18 soldiers and 1 to 5 vehicles per square kilometer.

Table 3-28. Soldier and Vehicle Density in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506.
Required
Maneuver Soldiers Vehicles
Unit! Soldiers' | Vehicles' | Space' (km?) | per Km? | per Km?
Rifle Platoon 39 0 19 2 0
Rifle Company 133 2 48 3 <1
Battalion 690 139 96 7 1
IBCT 3,500 932 192 18 5
1 Unit, Soldier, Vehicle, and Maneuver space requirements obtained from TC 25-1.

The Sacramento Mountains consists of mostly of steep slopes. A total of 35 square kilometers (or 15
percent) of this EMU contain slopes of less than 30 percent, which would be open to Controlled FTX use.
Given the required maneuver space for a rifle platoon, two rifle platoons could concurrently train in the
Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone. This would result in an average of 4 Soldiers per square
kilometer for a total of 140 Soldiers within the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone. The low
density of Soldiers in the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone, in addition to no off-road vehicle
traffic would result in less than significant impacts to vegetation.

The five Controlled FTX sites would have concentrations of up to 90 Soldiers and 25 vehicles which
would result in damage to some vegetation. However, the effects to vegetation would be less than
significant since the five square kilometers of Controlled FTXs would occupy only 3 percent of the
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 outside of the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX
zone.

Table 3-29 summarizes the percent of LINR areas opened to Controlled FTX sites under LU-3. The
addition of the Controlled FTX sites and zone in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506
would impact approximately 40 square kilometers of grassland vegetation (Table 3-29), most of which
would be Foothills Desert Grassland. Use of the Controlled FTX sites will likely result in some impacts to
the grassland vegetation. With about 293 square kilometers of total grassland in Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506, 40 square kilometers represents approximately 14 percent of the grasslands
in this subdivision and 3 percent of the total grasslands on the FBTC. Therefore, this action would
represent a rather small impact (by size) and less than significant to total grasslands in the FBTC
subdivision or on the FBTC.

The addition of live fire and pyrotechnics to the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would
increase the potential for wildfires, which could have adverse impacts to vegetation and habitats. Live fire
events and the fine fuels of the grasslands could result in wildfires. Fire suppression crews, which are
required to be available for live fire exercises, would suppress such fires quickly, making it unlikely that
the fires would spread and endanger the nearby montane vegetation and habitats or the community of
Timberon. In addition, forest management practices under INRMP include the thinning of dead brush
and trees in montane vegetation areas to reduce the potential fuel capacity have occurred and would
continue.

Table 3-29. Portion of Locally Important Natural Resources Opened to Controlled FTX Use Under
Land Use Alternative 3.

Resource
- within
Percent Found in Resource Percent in | Controlled
FBTC Grassland LUA Area on Controlled FTX
LINR Subdivision within Subdivision | FBTC (km2) FTX (km2)
South Training 0.5% . 0% ;
Areas
Dofia Ana Range- 0 .
North Training % 82 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of
9 0
McGregor Range 10% 114 0% 0
Southeast 0 .
Grasslands McGregor Range 14% 165 0% 0
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 .
North of Highway 25% 292 14% 40
506
Otero Mesa South 0 .
of Highway 506 44% 525 0% 0
TOTAL - 1,182 - 40.0
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Resource
. within
Percent Found in Resource | Percentin | Controlled
FBTC Grassland LUA Areaon | Controlled |  FTX
LINR Subdivision within Subdivision | FBTC (km2) FTX (km2)
South Training 0 .
Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana Range— 0 .
North Training 0% 0 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 2% 11 0% 0
Southeast 0 ,
Mesa Grasslands | McGregor Range 18% 91 0% 0
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 .
North of Highway 8% 42 1.2% 05
506
Otero Mesa South 0 .
of Highway 506 2% 370 0% 0
TOTAL == 514 _ 05
South Training 0 .
Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana Range— 0 .
North Training 0% 0 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 0% 1.12 0% 0
Southeast 0 ,
Shinnery Oak McGregor Range 0% 0 0% 0
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 .
North of Highway 0% 0.81 0% 0
506
Otero Mesa South o .
of Highway 506 0% 0 0% 0
TOTAL == 1.93 D 0.0
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Resource
. within
Percent Found in Resource Percent in | Controlled
FBTC Grassland LUA Areaon | Controlled |  FTX
LINR Subdivision within Subdivision | FBTC (km2) FTX (km2)
South Training 0 .
Areas 2% 6.95 0% 0.0
Dofia Ana Range— 0 .
North Training 14% 40 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 28% 82 0% 0
Southeast 0 ,
Arroyo-Riparian | McGregor Range 16% 46 0% 0
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 .
North of Highway 26% 7 23% 18
506
Otero Mesa South 0 .
of Highway 506 14% 39 0% 0
TOTAL - 291 - 18.0
South Training 0 .
Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana Range— 0 .
North Training 25% 26 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 22% 23 0% 0
Northern Southeast 0 ,
Aplomado Falcon | McGregor Range 15% 16 0% 0
Habitat - Moderate Northeast
McGregor Range 0 .
North of Highway 5% 5.6 3.3% 0.2
506
Otero Mesa South 0 .
of Highway 506 33% 35 0% 0
TOTAL == 105 _ 0.2
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Resource
. within
Percent Found in Resource Percentin | Controlled
FBTC Grassland LUA Area on Controlled FTX
LINR Subdivision within Subdivision | FBTC (km2) FTX (km2)
South Training 0% 0 0% 0
Areas
Dofa Ana Range— 0 0
North Training 0% 0 0% 0
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 2% 9 0% 0
Northern Southeast 0 0
Aplomado Falcon | McGregor Range % 38 0% 0
Habitat - High Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0
North of Highway 6% 34.6 1.1% 0.39
506
Otero Mesa South o 0
of Hwy 506 85% 480 0% 0
TOTAL -- 562 - 0.39

Wildfire - An increased potential of wildfires due to live fire training would be minimal based on the
density of 2 to 3 Soldiers training per square kilometer in the Controlled FTX zone. Under the remote
possibility of a large wildfire, loss of trees, shrubs and grass would be detrimental to species dependent on
those structural vegetation features for forage, cover, and breeding. Removal of shrub cover and the
resulting increase in forbs and grasses would be a positive change for some species, including elk that
forage in open post-burn meadow-like habitats.

Fort Bliss may carry out a “let burn” policy for fires in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 that have less probability of burning into areas outside of the installation boundaries or interfering
with the mission and burning in a way that is beneficial to the ecosystem (also called Wildland Fire Use
fires). Overall, the wildfires resulting from the low density of live fire exercises and pyrotechnics per
square kilometer would be less than significant.

Wildlife - Establishment of 5 square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites in grasslands would impact the
same wildlife species that were discussed for LU-2. As shown in Table 3-28, the usage of this area would
be low to moderate and habitat would be slightly damaged in scattered areas, wildlife would continue to
utilize the areas between training exercises. Based on the Soldier density per square kilometer, grassland
birds and other wildlife utilizing the areas would temporarily lose some foraging and potential
nesting/breeding habitat and would temporarily move into nearby areas during training exercises.

Establishment of Controlled FTX zones within 500 meters of roads would open more wildlife habitat;
however, with lower Soldier densities and lesser vehicles present when compared to the 5 square
kilometers of Controlled FTX sites, the overall impact to wildlife in the Sacramento Mountain Controlled
FTX zone would be less. In cases where wildlife that are responsive to disturbance, such as elk, encounter
repetitive presence of vehicles and Soldiers, they may abandon the area near roads with the possibility of
some moving north and east into habitats outside FBTC. Mule deer, pronghorn, and other wildlife would
be likely to acclimate to the increased repetitive presence of Soldiers and vehicles. They would likely
avoid areas during training exercises, but would return when training activities were completed. Overall,
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the low density of Soldiers and on-road vehicle maneuvers in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 under LU-3 would have a less than significant impact for wildlife species.

Sensitive Species — Several sensitive species are known to occur in the Northeast McGregor Range North
of Highway 506 (Table 3-42). Many of those species are transient or occasional visitors to the area. The
gray vireo nests in the arroyo-riparian vegetation of the numerous canyons in the Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 506. Nesting survey data from 2008 (Figure 3-13, WTS Draft Survey Reports)
show that the Sacramento Mountain Controlled FTX zone would use approximately 0.37 square
kilometers or approximately 20 percent of known gray vireo nesting habitat. However, approximately 60
square kilometers of arroyo-riparian vegetation and potential gray vireo habitat in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would not be disturbed by activities in the Sacramento Mountain
Controlled FTX zone.

Level of use and repetitiveness of use are important in understanding the potential impacts to gray vireo.
As shown in Table 3-28, LU-3 would result in a low density of Soldiers with a few on-road vehicle
maneuvers in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 3-28). Over time the gray
vireo would become more accustomed to the low density, repetitive activities (Bisson et. al 2008, Bisson
et. al 2009). Studies have shown that the nesting behavior of birds was not affected by the continuous
noise of an operating air compressor (65 to 80 decibels) (Bowles 1995). Given typical live fire weapons
in the area may average as high as 130 decibels, this increase would likely be offset by the low density
Soldiers over a square kilometer area (Table 3-28). The SOP for use of the training areas requires that
birds nest would not be disturbed or destroyed, and if nests are encountered in work areas, the DOD
would be contacted for assistance (U.S. Army, 1996p). Overall, LU-3 would have a less than significant
impact for the gray vireo.

The gray-footed chipmunk has been found in this area (Burkett, personal communication). Impacts to this
species would be less than significant since they tend to occupy rock piles in canyon bottoms and these
areas are not typically used for Controlled FTX activities.

As stated in LU-1, the Kuenzler cactus potential habitat that appears to be the most suitable is in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. A large survey within Fort Bliss is underway but no
cacti have been found. Therefore, LU-3 would result in no known impacts to this sensitive species in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506.

No Sneed pincushion cactus nor desert night blooming cereus populations would be affected by the
change in military land use as a result of LU-3; therefore, impacts to these species would remain less than
significant.
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Figure 3-14.  Controlled FTX Zones with Gray Vireos Habitat in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506.

GFS Final EIS 3-104 March 2010



~No ok wbN R

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43
44

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Approximately 3.3 percent (0.2 square kilometers) of moderate and about 1.1 percent (0.4 square
kilometers) of high potential northern aplomado falcon habitat found in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 occurs within the grassland areas proposed for placement of Controlled FTX sites
(Table 3-29). The potential area of impact is small compared to total habitat on FBTC. Overall, the
impacts to sensitive species under LU-3 would be less than significant. As previously noted, the northern
aplomado falcon is transient and has only been spotted on or adjacent to the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 (Table 3-23, Figure 3-13).

Locally Important Natural Resources — Impacts to LINRs resulting from impacts of off-road maneuver
training under LU-3 would be much the same as under LU-1 and LU-2 and as described above.
Approximately 23 percent (18 square kilometers, Table 3-29) of the arroyo riparian habitat within the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would be located within the Controlled FTX sites and
zone. Since arroyo-riparian habitat is covered by an LUA, vehicle and personnel concentrations would not
occur within this habitat. Vehicles and personnel could enter and cross the habitat, but would not be
allowed to camp or bivouac within it. Impacts to arroyo-riparian habitat under LU-3 would be less than
significant when considered that it would represent only 6 percent of the total across the FBTC.

As discussed in LU-2, the sand sagebrush and shinnery oak islands areas are not located in the proposed
Controlled FTX zone. They are also not located in the five square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites.
Therefore, the impacts would be the same as LU-1 and LU-2, less than significant.

The Controlled FTX sites and zone would impact approximately one percent (0.5 square kilometers,
Table 3-29) of the mesa grassland vegetation within the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506, which is approximately 0.1 percent of the total resource on FBTC. As previously noted, the mesa
grassland is a mix of blue and black grama grasslands. Therefore, the potential conversion of black
grama to blue grama grassland under LU-3 would be insignificant. The small proportion of these
grassland resources that would be impacted would be less than significant.

3.6.5 Land Use Changes Alternative 4 (LU-4)

This alternative includes LU-2 and LU-3, with the addition of off-road vehicle maneuver: light activities
in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. Such use would be limited to wheeled vehicles
with L classification (e.g., HMMWVs) and would be allowed within areas 500m of a road with a slope of
less than 30 percent (15 degrees).

The effects on vegetation under this alternative are based on an increase in total off-road vehicle
maneuver area available and a shift of IBCT off-road maneuver training from the North and South
Training Areas, Tularosa Basin, and Southeast McGregor Range to the Northeast McGregor Range North
of Highway 506. This would slightly decrease drive-over rates in the FBTC subdivisions that allowed off-
road vehicle maneuver under the previous land use alternatives. Vegetation within the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would be impacted in areas within 500m of roadways by
wheeled vehicles with L classification. These light wheeled vehicles can compact and disturb soil and
crush or uproot vegetation. These impacts would be limited to 27 percent of the grassland vegetation
within the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, which would be driven over 1.25 to 1.53
times per year. Impacts would also be further limited to the off road limitations of the wheeled vehicle in
this mountainous environment. Table 3-30 summarizes the number of times LINRs would be driven-over
annually under LU-4 by L, M, and H classified vehicles.

Under this alternative, the IBCTs would increasingly use the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 area. The drive-over rates under LU-4/ST-1, LU-4/ST-2, and LU-4/ST-3 for the wheeled
vehicles with L classifications would generally be 1.25 times annually in the Northeast McGregor Range
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North of Highway 506, but would be limited to areas within 500m of existing roadways. Because both the
vehicle classification and drive—over rate is low, damage to vegetation in the area would not be
considered significant.

Under LU-4/ST-4, the drive-over rate for vehicles with L classifications would increase to 1.53 times
annually. As shown in Table 3-30, approximately 27 percent of the grasslands in this FBTC subdivision
would be impacted with the L classification vehicle drive-over rates. The total impacted grassland area in
the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 is not a substantial amount, approximately 79
square kilometers of the 1,182 square kilometers or approximately 7 percent of the total grassland area on
the FBTC. The soils outside of the Sacramento Mountains are fine grained and thus more susceptible to
erosion and compaction; however, this totals only five square kilometers in area. The limited area and
vehicle types would result in impacts being less than significant for the grasslands in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506.

Since the land use alternatives are cumulative, under LU-4 approximately 418 square kilometers or 35
percent of the grasslands on the FBTC would be subject to off-road vehicle maneuver. However, the
Southeast McGregor Range would continue to contain the largest grassland area (approximately 162
square kilometers or 14 percent of the total FBTC grassland area) subject to off-road vehicle maneuver.
As previously stated, the number of times of drive-over in the Southeast McGregor Range would slightly
decrease, with a maximum drive-over rate of 0.43 times annually (LU-4/ST-4) (Table 3-30). The lower
drive-over rates throughout the FBTC would result in lesser impacts to these grasslands when compared
to LU-1 through LU-3.
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1  Table 3-30. Number of Times Locally Important Natural Resources would be Driven-Over Annually under Land Use Change
2 Alternative 4.

= (@] e . . .
c ] & 58 22 Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver® Under LU-4
S S c [ B @
> 3 R 2
LINR g E8 | sg | 2£¢ ERP ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
g x = © £ 203 P = ¢
5 Z3 S AS S T8
2 03 < s S <8 Tota
(6} g 14 °3 o L M H Total L M H L L M H L M L Total
= S z sg £ |
i X ] J0
South
Training 0.5% 55 95% 5 0.82 0.38 0.12 1.30 0.94 0.42 0.12 1.50 0.90 0.39 0.09 1.40 1.00 0.43 0.10 1.60
Areas
Dona Ana
Range—North 7% 82 94% 7 0.54 0.25 0.07 0.86 0.66 0.29 0.07 1.03 0.66 0.29 0.08 1.04 0.81 0.36 0.12 1.30
Training
Tularosa
l[\a/lacsgr:gor 10% 114 83% 94 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 1.20 0.78 0.35 0.12 1.30 0.90 0.43 0.17 1.50
Range
5 Southeast
Grasslands McGregor 14% 165 99% 162 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.15 0.08 0.04 0.26 0.24 0.13 0.06 0.43
Range
Northeast
McGregor
Range North 25% 292 27% 79 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.26 0.00 0.00 1.26 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.53
of Highway
506
Otero Mesa
South of 44% 525 0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Highway 506
TOTAL - 1,182 - 417.9 3.36 0.98 0.30 4.61 3.76 111 0.30 5.24 3.75 111 0.33 5.26 4.48 1.35 0.45 6.36
South
Training 0% 0 95% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Areas
Dofa Ana
Range—North 0% 0 94% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Training
Tularosa
IE\B/IZt:SIGnrg;or 2% 11 83% 9 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 1.20 0.78 0.35 0.12 1.30 0.90 0.43 0.17 1.50
Range
Southeast
Mesa McGregor 18% 91 99% 90 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.15 0.08 0.04 0.26 0.24 0.13 0.06 0.43
Grasslands Range
Northeast
McGregor
Range North 8% 42 27% 11 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.26 0.00 0.00 1.26 1.53 0.00 0.00 1.53
of Highway
506
g;i’tg ';’}esa 72% 370 0.00% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Highway 506
TOTAL - 514 - 110.2 2.00 0.35 0.11 245 2.16 0.40 0.11 271 219 0.43 0.16 2.82 2.67 0.56 0.23 3.46
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Areas
Dofia Ana 0% 0 94% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Range—North
Training
Tularosa
Basin of 83% 0.93 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 120 | 078 0.35 012 | 130 | 09 0.43 017 1.50
58% 112
McGregor
Range
Southeast 9
Shinnery MoGregor 0% 0 99% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Oak Range
Northeast
McGregor 0,
Range North 2% 081 27% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
of Highway
506
gﬂﬁ '(\J’}esa 0% 0 0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Highway 506
AL = 1.93 = 0.93 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 120 | 078 0.35 012 | 130 | 090 0.43 017 150
ﬁ?:itr':ing 2% 6.95 95% 6.6 0.82 0.38 0.12 1.30 0.94 0.42 0.12 150 | 0.90 0.39 009 | 140 | 100 0.43 0.10 1.60
Areas
Dofia Ana
14% 40 94% 38 0.54 0.25 0.07 0.86 0.66 0.29 0.07 103 | 066 0.29 008 | 104 | o081 0.36 0.12 1.30
Range—-North
Training
Tularosa
Basin of 28% 82 83% 68 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 120 | 078 0.35 012 | 130 | 0.0 0.43 0.17 1.50
McGregor
Range
Arroyo- Southeast 16% 46 99% 45 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.13 0.07 003 | 023 | 015 0.08 004 | 026 | 0.24 0.13 0.06 0.43
Ripari McGregor
parian Range
Northeast
McGregor
26% 77 27% 21 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.26 0.00 000 | 126 | 153 0.00 0.00 153
Range North
of Highway
506
g’;m '1\4953 14% 39 0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Highway 506
TOTAL = 201 = 178.4 211 0.98 0.30 3.36 248 111 030 | 396 | 249 111 033 | 400 | 295 1.35 0.45 483
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f=4 (] [ . . .
c 3 = 58 22 Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver® Under LU-4
K=} Sc w ‘5@ 23
2 3.9 c Soa 8 3 c
> = 2 S8 o ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
LINR £ sZ| s¥ | 8632 | 32%
E 28 | 52 558 z8
a -1 < v s S Tota
%) = | 55 x L M H Total L M H L L M H | L M L Total
: 13 | |8 %8
o > -
'?'(r):itr?ing 0% 0 95% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Areas
Dofia Ana
Range_North 25% 26 94% 24 0.54 0.25 0.07 0.86 0.66 0.29 0.07 1.03 | 066 0.29 008 | 104 | o081 0.36 0.12 1.30
Training
Tularosa
Basin of 22% 23 83% 19 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 120 | 078 0.35 012 | 130 | 09 0.43 017 1.50
McGregor
Range
Northern Southeast
Aplomado lv?uereasr 15% 16 99% 16 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.13 0.07 003 | 023 | 015 0.08 004 | 026 | 024 0.13 0.06 043
Falcon Racn eego
Habitat - 9
Moderate Northeast
g":rgr:%%' h 5% 5.6 27% 2 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.26 0.00 000 | 126 | 153 0.00 0.00 153
of Highway
506
gﬂﬁ '(\J’}esa 33% 35 0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Highway 506
— = 105 = 60.7 1.29 0.60 0.18 2.06 154 0.69 018 | 246 1.59 0.72 024 | 260 | 195 0.92 0.35 3.23
??:itr':ing 0% 0 95% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Areas
[R’;’:ga e’j‘”\‘g h 0% 0 94% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Training
Tularosa
Basin of 2% 9 83% 8 0.62 0.28 0.08 0.97 0.75 0.33 0.08 120 | 078 0.35 012 | 130 | 090 0.43 0.17 1.50
McGregor
Range
Northern Southeast
Aplomado | Vi o 7% 38 99% 38 0.13 0.07 0.03 0.23 0.13 0.07 003 | 023 | 015 0.08 004 | 026 | 024 0.13 0.06 0.43
Falcon
Habitat - Range
High Northeast
g";rg;e%%' h 6% 346 27% 9 1.25 0.00 0.00 1.25 1.28 0.00 0.00 1.28 1.26 0.00 000 | 126 | 153 0.00 0.00 153
of Highway
506
g’;m '1\4953 85% 480 0% 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0
Highway 506
o = 562 = 54.8 2.00 0.35 0.11 2.45 2.16 0.40 011 | 271 | 219 0.43 016 | 282 | 267 056 0.23 3.46

w N

1 Assumes uniform distribution of off-road vehicle maneuver.
2 Includes all grasslands, including mesa grassland.
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Wildlife —The presence of off-road vehicles would be at most one vehicle per square kilometer in the
Sacramento Mountain zone to five vehicles outside of the Sacramento Mountain zone in the Northeast
McGregor Range. This minimum density of vehicles would slightly increase noise and human activity
impacts in areas away from the roads. Over time, habitats would be driven over by L-classified vehicles
operating on rocky soil slopes (even though the slopes would be less than 30 percent) and some arroyos
riparian areas would be crossed. The periodic, repetitive presence of vehicles in areas away from roads
would result in minimal interference with wildlife activities. As mentioned in previous discussion, elk
would move away from the sources of interference and would likely temporarily leave the area, only to
return once the maneuver has passed through the area. Other species that would tolerate lower levels of
human and vehicle presence, such as mule deer and pronghorn, might also be impacted and leave the area
temporarily. However, overtime the wildlife would become accustomed to the repetitive presence of
Soldiers and vehicles. Overall, the low density of Soldiers and vehicle maneuvers in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 under LU-4 would have a less than significant impact for
wildlife species.

Sensitive Species — Sensitive species occupying the area could also be affected by increased impacts to
vegetation by driving vehicles over the ground, and from noise and human activities. The impacts to Gray
Vireo discussed under LU-3 would not increase by the density of less than one L-classified vehicle per
square kilometer (Table 3-28). The Gray Vireo nesting habitat exposed to these impacts would be the
same as under LU-3. For the reasons discussed under LU-3, it is determined that impacts would be less
than significant.

Gray-footed chipmunks would be impacted by noise and human activities under LU-4. The presence of
light vehicles in areas away from the roads would represent an increase in some impacts to the species;
however, the gray-footed chipmunk typically occupies rock piles which would not be driven over.

As stated in LU-1, the Kuenzler cactus potential habitat that appears to be the most suitable is in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. A large survey within Fort Bliss is underway but no
cacti have been found. Therefore, LU-4 would result in no known impacts to this sensitive species in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. The impacts to sensitive species would be considered
less than significant.

No Sneed pincushion cactus nor desert night blooming cereus populations would be affected by the
change in military land use as a result of LU-4; therefore, impacts to these species would remain less than
significant.

Northern aplomado falcon potential habitat would be similarly impacted by LU-4 (Table 3-30). Off-road
light vehicle maneuvering would impact (crushing, uprooting, elimination) some grassland habitats that
might support the species; however, the amount of area (115.5 square kilometers) represents a small
proportion (only 17 percent) of the total area of northern aplomado falcon habitat and would be
considered less than significant. In addition, nearly 50 percent of this habitat would be located in the
Southeast McGregor Range, would experience a decrease in the number of times of vehicle drive-over
(Table 3-30). As previously noted, the northern aplomado falcon is transient and has only been spotted
on or adjacent to the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (Table 3-23, Figure 3-13).

Locally Important Natural Resources —The arroyo-riparian areas that would experience vehicle drive-
over would increase to nearly 60 percent of the total arroyo-riparian areas on the FBTC. The arroyo-
riparian LUA would remain in effect in these areas; therefore, as in LU-3, impacts to this habitat under
LU-4 would be less than significant when considered across the entire FBTC, but could be locally
significant in the FBTC subdivision if vehicular crossings occurred at multiple localities in a restricted
area with a high frequency.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Under LU-4, the drive-over rates for both the sand sagebrush and shinnery oak island areas within the
Tularosa Basin of McGregor range would slightly decrease from the LU-1 rates, which were determined
to be less than significant. Therefore, under LU-4, the impacts to sand sagebrush and shinnery oak
islands would continue to be less than significant.

Under LU-4, the off-road vehicle maneuvers impacts to the mesa grasslands would slightly increase from
approximately 19 percent under LU-1 to 21 percent of the total mesa grassland area on the FBTC. Less
than 5 percent of the black grama grasslands on Fort Bliss would be found in the areas proposed for off-
road vehicle maneuver under LU-4. Further, what populations are present are a primarily a mix of blue
and black grama grasslands (i.e. grasslands are not dominated by black grama). Therefore, the impact to
black grama grassland and potential conversion to blue grama grassland is less than significant. The
vehicle drive-over rate range would slightly decrease from LU-3 to 0.23 to 1.53 times annually under
LU-4. The slight decrease in drive-over rates would counter the slight increase in drive-over area. In
summary, the impacts to LINR associated with LU-4 would be less than significant.

3.6.6 Land Use Changes Alternative 5 (LU-5)

LU-5 adds to the previous alternatives the placement of three square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites
in Otero Mesa South of Highway 506. The effects to vegetation in the Controlled FTX sites would be
very similar to those described for LU-2 and LU-3. The vegetation impacts from the use of the Controlled
FTX areas would increase for the grassland areas but the area of impact to the grassland is limited to the
three square kilometers of the Controlled FTX. Under this alternative, the Other Unit use of the Otero
Mesa South of Highway 506 would slightly increase, resulting in a slight overall increase in on-road
vehicle trips in this area.

Table 3-31 summarizes the number of times LINRs would experience drive-over annually under LU-5 by
L, M, and H classified vehicles. The number of times ground is driven over remains nearly identical as
LU-4, with a slight drop in drive-over rates in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506
under LU-5/ST-4. This is due to the shift in Other Units training from the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 to the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, which does not allow off-road vehicle
maneuver. The slight decrease in drive-over rates in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 would generally result in grasslands impacts similar to LU-4 and would be less than significant.
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Table 3-31. Number of Times Locally Important Natural Resources would be Driven-Over Annually under Land Use Change
Alternative 5.
5 s E 5 5 ] Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver' Under LU-5
5 c = - 3
2 5 < w S = o2
2 f2| s |32 |38g ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
s} xS s 838 |s=2¢
LINR a Z3o gt~ o> |8 o
%) S5 | <7 | g |<8T
5 50 | ES|lxx L M H | Total | L M H L L M H | Total | L M L | Total
z X [Z¢
w R 3 < J0
South Training Areas 0.5% 55 95% 5 082 | 038 | 012 | 1.30 | 094 | 042 | 012 | 1.50 | 0.90 | 0.39 | 0.09 140 | 1.00 | 043 | 010 | 1.60
Dofia Ana Range-North Training 7% 82 94% 77 054 | 025 | 007 | 086 | 0.66 | 029 | 007 | 1.03 | 066 | 029 | 008 | 1.04 | 082 | 036 | 0.12 | 1.30
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range 0% | 114 | 83% | 94 | 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 075 | 033 | 008 | 1.20 | 078 | 0.35 | 0.2 | 1.30 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 1.50
Grasslands Southeast McGregor Range 14% | 165 | 99% | 162 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 0.23 | 015 | 0.08 | 004 | 026 | 024 | 013 | 006 | 043
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 25% | 292 | 27% | 79 | 125 | 000 | 000 | 125 | 128 | 000 | 000 | 128 | 126 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.26 | 144 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.44
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 4% | 525 | 0% 0 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 [ 0.00 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00
TOTAL - 1,182 - 417.9 | 336 | 098 | 030 | 461 | 376 | 111 | 030 | 524 [ 375 | 111 | 033 | 526 | 450 | 1.35 | 045 | 6.27
South Training Areas 0% 0 95% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00
Dofia Ana Range-North Training 0% 0 94% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 00
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range 2% 11 83% 9 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 0.75 | 033 | 008 | 1.20 | 078 | 035 | 0.2 | 130 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 150
Mesa Grasslands? Southeast McGregor Range 18% 91 99% | 90 | 043 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 013 | 0.07 | 003 | 023 | 015 | 0.08 | 004 | 026 | 024 | 013 | 0.06 | 0.43
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 8% 42 | 2% | 11 | 1.25 | 000 | 000 | 1.25 | 128 | 0.00 | 000 | 128 | 1.26 | 000 | 0.00 | 1.26 | 1.44 | 0.00 | 000 | 1.44
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 72% | 370 | 0% 0 000 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 00
TOTAL = 514 — | 1202 | 200 | 035 | 011 | 245 | 216 | 040 | 041 | 271 | 219 | 043 | 016 | 282 | 268 | 056 | 023 | 337
South Training Areas 0% 0 95% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 00
Dofia Ana Range-North Training 0% 0 94% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range 58% | 112 | g30% | 093 | 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 075 | 033 | 008 | 120 | 078 | 035 | 012 | 130 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 150
Shinnery Oak Southeast McGregor Range 0% 0 99% 0 000 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 00 | 0.00 | 000 | 000 | 00
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 42% | 081 | 279 | o | 000 | 000 | 000 [ 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.0 | 000 | 000 [ 0.00 | 00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.0
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 0% 0 0% 0 000 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 00
TOTAL = 1.93 = 093 | 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 075 | 0.33 [ 008 | 120 | 0.78 | 035 | 012 | 1.30 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 150
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w N

s E E 5 5 88 Number of Times Driven-Over by Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver* Under LU-5
L2 2 = - 3
2 5 c w S = o D
2 8| sg|3g8|3&g ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
a xS s 83 |[g=¢
LINR a3 =] o~ o - R~
=20 < g < T < © =
8] 42 S S
e 0 | 8 lxx L M H | Total | L M H L L M H | Total | L M L | Total
g2 ° z X [Z¢
X 3 S -0
South Training Areas 2% | 695 | 95% | 66 | 082 | 038 | 0.2 | 130 | 094 | 042 | 012 | 150 | 090 | 039 | 0.09 | 140 | 1.00 | 043 | 0.10 | 1.60
Dofia Ana Range-North Training 14% 40 | 94% | 38 | 054 | 025 | 007 | 086 | 066 | 0.29 | 007 | 1.03 | 0.66 | 029 | 0.08 | 104 | 082 | 036 | 0.2 | 1.30
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range 28% 82 83% | 68 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 0.75 | 033 | 008 | 1.20 | 0.78 | 035 | 042 | 130 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 150
o Southeast McGregor Range 16% 46 | 99% | 45 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 015 | 008 | 0.04 | 026 | 024 | 013 | 006 | 043
Arroyo-Riparian
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 26% 77 | 21% | 21 | 125 | 000 | 0.00 | 125 | 128 | 0.00 | 000 | 128 | 1.26 | 000 | 0.00 | 1.26 | 1.44 | 0.00 | 000 | 1.44
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 14% 39 0% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00
TOTAL = 291 — | 1784 | 211 | 098 | 030 | 336 | 248 | 111 | 030 | 396 | 249 | 111 | 0.33 | 400 | 3.06 | 1.35 | 045 | 483
South Training Areas 0% 0 95% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 0.00 | 000 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 00
Dofia Ana Range-North Training 25% 26 9% | 24 | 054 | 025 | 007 | 086 | 066 | 0.29 | 007 | 1.03 | 0.66 | 029 | 0.08 | 104 | 082 | 036 | 012 | 1.30
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range 22% 23 83% 19 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 0.75 | 033 | 008 | 1.20 | 0.78 | 035 | 042 | 1.30 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 150
Northern Aplomado Falcon Southeast McGregor Range 5% | 16 | 99% | 16 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 015 | 0.08 | 0.04 | 026 | 0.24 | 013 | 0.06 | 043
Habitat - Moderate -
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 5% 56 | 27% 2 125 | 000 | 000 | 125 | 1.28 | 000 | 0.00 | 1.28 | 126 | 0.00 | 000 | 126 | 144 | 000 | 0.00 | 1.44
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 33% 35 0% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00
TOTAL = 105 = 607 | 1.29 | 060 | 018 | 206 | 154 | 069 | 018 | 246 | 1.59 | 072 | 024 | 260 | 206 | 092 | 035 | 3.23
South Training Areas 0% 0 95% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00
Dofia Ana Range-North Training 0% 0 94% 0 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.0 | 000 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 00
Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range 2% 9 83% 8 062 | 028 | 008 | 097 | 0.75 | 033 | 008 | 1.20 | 0.78 | 035 | 042 | 1.30 | 1.00 | 043 | 017 | 150
Northern Aplomado Falcon Southeast McGregor Range
Habitat - High 9 9 7% 38 | 99% | 38 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 013 | 007 | 003 | 023 | 015 | 008 | 0.04 | 026 | 024 | 013 | 006 | 043
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506 6% | 346 | 21% 9 125 | 000 | 000 | 125 | 128 | 000 | 0.00 | 1.28 | 126 | 0.00 | 000 | 126 | 144 | 000 | 0.00 | 1.44
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 85% | 480 | 0% 0 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00 | 000 | 0.00 | 000 | 00 | 000 | 000 | 0.00 | 00
TOTAL = 562 = 548 | 200 | 035 | 011 | 245 | 216 | 040 | 011 | 271 | 219 | 043 | 016 | 282 | 268 | 056 | 0.23 | 337
1 Assumes uniform distribution of off-road vehicle maneuver.
2 Includes all grasslands, including mesa grassland.
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LU-5 adds three square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites to the grassland of the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506. Placement of the Controlled FTX sites would remove three square kilometers of grassland
from protection under the grassland LUA (Table 3-32). This area represents less than 1 percent of the
grassland LUA area on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506. Of the total grasslands in this area,
approximately 15 square kilometers is already used for Controlled FTX sites (SEIS 2007). Direct and
indirect effects on the placement of Controlled FTX sites in grassland areas were previously discussed.

Table 3-32. Portion of Locally Important Natural Resources Opened to Controlled FTX Use
Under Land Use Alternative 5.
Percent
. Resource . Resource
Found in Area on Percent in within
LINR FBTC Subdivision Grassland Controlled
S FBTC Controlled
LUA within (kmz) FTX FTX (kmz)
Subdivision
South Training Areas 0.5% 5.5 0% 0
Doiia Ana I_?a_nge—North 79 82 0% 0
Training
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 10% 114 0% 0
Southeast McGregor 14% 165 0% 0
Grasslands Range
Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 25% 292 14% 40
506
Otero Mesa South of 0 0
Highway 506 44% 525 0.6% 3.0
TOTAL -- 1,182 -- 43.0
South Training Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana I_?a_nge—North 0% 0 0% 0
Training
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 2% 1 0% 0
Mesa Southeast McGregor 18% 91 0% 0
Range
Grasslands
Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 8% 42 1.15% 0.5
506
Otero Mesa South of 0 0
Highway 506 72% 370 0.7% 2.6
TOTAL -- 514 -- 3.1
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Percent
Found in Resource Percent in Res_ortlj_rce
LINR FBTC Subdivision Grassland A;:ré?r(():n Controlled CW't Ilrl] d
LUA within ; FTX ontrotle
Subdivision | K™) FTX (k)
South Training Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana Ra_nge—North 0% 0 0% 0
Training
Tularosa BaRs;rrl] g(])ef McGregor 0% 112 0% 0
ggil?new Southeast McGregor Range 0% 0 0% 0
Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 0% 0.81 0% 0
Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 0% 0 0% 0
TOTAL -- 1.93 - 0.0
South Training Areas 2% 6.95 0% 0.0
Dofia Ana Ra_nge—North 14% 40 0% 0
Training
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 28% 82 0% 0
Arroyo- Southeast McGregor 16% 46 0% 0
Riparian g
Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 26% 77 23.4% 18
506
Otero Mesa South of 0 0
Highway 506 14% 39 0.4% 0.2
TOTAL -- 291 -- 18.2
South Training Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana Rapge—North 2504 26 0% 0
Training
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 22% 23 0% 0
Aplomado
Falcon SO“theE{;;r'lv'gGregor 15% 16 0% 0
Habitat — g
Moderate Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 5% 5.6 3.33% 0.19
506
Otero Mesa South of 0 0
Highway 506 33% 35 1.1% 0.38
TOTAL - 105 - 0.57
March 2010 3-115 GFS Final EIS




~NOoO Ok, W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Percent
. Resource . Resource
Found in Area on Percent in within
LINR FBTC Subdivision Grassland Controlled
o FBTC Controlled
LUA within (kmz) FTX ETX (kmz)
Subdivision
South Training Areas 0% 0 0% 0
Dofia Ana I_?a_nge—North 0% 0 0% 0
Training
Tularosa Basin of 0 0
McGregor Range 2% 9 0% 0
Aplomado
Falcon S°“the§;r']v'gGregor 7% 38 0% 0
Habitat — 9
High Northeast McGregor
Range North of Highway 6% 34.6 1.14% 0.39
506
Otero Mesa South of 0 0
Highway 506 85% 480 0.61% 2.9
TOTAL -- 562 -- 3.32

Wildlife - Impacts to wildlife under LU-5 would be essentially the same as under LU-4. The addition of
three square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites within Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would not
cause a substantial increase in impacts to and grassland species of wildlife compared to the previous land
use alternatives. Placement of three square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites on Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506 would not have a notable impact to any wildlife species and the impacts would be less than
significant from the addition of the three controlled FTX sites.

Sensitive Species — Dismounted and on-road training maneuvers and concentrated activities at three
Controlled FTX sites on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would not be expected to increase impacts to
any sensitive species. Impacts to sensitive species would be the same as those described for LU-4.
Impacts to moderate to high potential northern aplomado falcon habitat would not change appreciably
from LU-4 (Tables 3-30 and 3-31). Overall, the impacts to sensitive species would be less than
significant for the same reasons as sensitive species in LU-4. It is noted that other sensitive species,
including, but not limited to Gray vireo, grey footed chipmunk, Kuenzler cactus, Sneed pincushion
cactus, and desert night blooming cereus would not be impacted by activities on the Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506. Further discussion on impacts to these sensitive species is discussed in LU-1 (Section
3.6.2.1).

Locally Important Natural Resources - Impacts to LINR resulting from off-road vehicle training would
not change appreciably from LU-4 (Table 3-31). Less than one percent of arroyo-riparian habitat would
be impacted by Controlled FTX site placement on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (Table 3-32). The
placement of the Controlled FTX sites in LU-3 and LU-5 would impact approximately 6 percent of the
total arroyo-riparian habitat on the FBTC (Table 3-31). Given this small amount of area and the fact that
the arroyo-riparian LUAs would remain in place, impacts would be less than significant when considered
both on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 and across the FBTC.

The placement of three Controlled FTX sites on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 FBTC
subdivision would have a less than significant impact on LINR largely due to the small size and
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

corresponding size of impacts from training activities. Placement of three Controlled FTX sites within the
Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 would impact less than one percent of the mesa grassland in this area.
Additionally, the placement of the Controlled FTX sites in LU-3 and LU-5 would also impact less than
one percent of the total mesa grassland on the FBTC (Table 3-32). Given this small amount of area,
impacts would be less than significant when considered both on the Otero Mesa South of Highway 506
and across the FBTC.

This alternative would not increase off-road vehicle maneuver impacts to the sand sagebrush and shinnery
oak islands beyond what was assessed in LU-4. Impacts to LINR would be considered less than
significant for the same reasons previously discussed in LU-4.

3.6.7 Training Infrastructure Improvements

This category involves Alternatives to modernize and standardize the inventory of ranges. In order to
meet specific training requirements, training infrastructure improvements would be necessary and are
addressed in the Alternatives.

3.6.7.1 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 1 (T/-1)

TI-1 would continue the current training infrastructure as adopted in the 2007 ROD for the 2007 SEIS
with the ranges in place or that have already been analyzed. This EIS states that the ranges are
compatible with the designated land use. No additional improvements to existing infrastructure would be
constructed beyond those already analyze in other NEPA documents. Under this alternative, no impacts to
natural resources would occur beyond what currently exists or has been previously analyzed.

3.6.7.2 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 2 (T/-2)

Under TI-2, Fort Bliss would complete construction of new ranges in the FBTC to accommodate the
stationing and training alternative selected. These ranges would accommodate the needs of the BCTs
stationed at Fort Bliss.

The impacts in this alternative would be similar to the ones in the 2007 SEIS for the construction of new
training ranges. The proposed 26 new ranges would be constructed to accommaodate the training of the
four HBCT’s and two IBCT’s stationed at Fort Bliss (Table 2-35). The specific locations of these ranges
have not been determined, but they will generally be located within the following three areas — McGregor
Range, Dona Ana Range, and the Orogrande Range. These areas contain primarily mesquite coppice dune
and shrubland communities and include other existing ranges. These are lands that are mostly disturbed
by human use, overgrazing by cattle for more than 100 years, and drought. The new ranges would not
have a significant adverse impact on native vegetation which is limited if present within these areas. The
exception would be some shrublands and grassy locations, but the vegetation is mostly comprised of
invasive shrubs. The loss of vegetation would mean loss of animal nesting substrate and habitat for food
sources; however, individuals would be able to move to adjacent locations (U.S. Army 2007 SEIS) since
similar habitat occurs over the majority of the installation; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

One Battle Area Complex (BAX) range and additional ranges would be required if ST-3 and ST-4 is the
selected alternative (Table 2-36). The construction of these future ranges would occur as the need arises
and funds are available. Sites would be selected and analyzed under NEPA for site-specific impacts at
that time.
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Wildfire- Wildfire, especially during periods of drought, is a direct impact to vegetation and habitats.
Wildfires may result from the increased in ranges that include live weapons firing or pyrotechnics and
from human carelessness. Fires generally occur when fine fuel loads are high. Most of the desert scrub
and shrubland cover types are not very susceptible to fire, except when unusual weather conditions result
in high fuel loads. Given the general locations of the proposed ranges, the potential for additional
wildfires associated with TI-2 would be less than significant.

Sensitive Species and Wildlife

Sensitive species in the locations of the new training ranges are the New Mexico endangered desert night
blooming cereus cactus, Texas horned lizard, western burrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike. Ranges
would not be located at cereus cactus locations. The Texas horned lizard and burrowing owl known to
inhabit the range training areas would have local populations reduced by habitat destruction and nesting
holes covered, but sufficient populations exist in the ROI that would not significantly reduce these species
populations. Nesting birds use the shrubs for reproduction. Other vertebrates, such as rabbits and lizards,
use the shrubs for shade in the hot times of the year and would have their habitat reduced. Indirect
impacts from loss of habitat would cause limited decreases in population and diversity of wildlife because
at stated earlier many of these species would move to adjacent areas of similar habitat.

Local Important Natural Resources

There are numerous arroyo/riparian areas dissecting the proposed range areas. Arroyo/riparian areas are
LUA’s and range construction is prohibited within 50 meters. The impacts are not significant since either
much of the area to be used for new ranges or future ranges are already disturbed (coppice dunes) or there
is sufficient habitat in adjacent areas for fauna species. The three sand sagebrush communities and
shinnery oak islands would not be impacted under TI-2.

3.6.7.3 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 3 (T/-3)

Under TI-3, the improvements listed under TI-2 plus the construction of COLs would occur. Billet space
would increase at the McGregor Range Camp, decrease at Dofia Ana Range Camp, and increase at
Orogrande Range Camp. The COL’s would be located as:

e Six in the South Training Areas
e Five in the Tularosa Basin Portion of McGregor Range
e Five in the Dofia Ana — North Training Areas

The facilities criteria for COLs require one square kilometer and location on unimproved roads. The
impacts in this alternative would be similar and additional to the ones in TI-2. The proposed new 16
COLs ranges using 16 square kilometers (approximately 2,000 acres) would increase space in the
McGregor Range and Orogrande Range Camps and decrease space in the Dofla Ana Range Camp. The
full disturbance with heavy equipment would be approximately 125 acres (0.5 square kilometer) per site.
The COLs would be located in mesquite coppice dune and shrubland communities where ranges are
presently located in disturbed landscapes. COLs are proposed to be located in the same areas as the
present ranges. The new ranges would not be expected to have significant adverse impacts on vegetation.
Most of the habitat is previously disturbed and invaded by shrubs. Additional impacts related to
construction of COLs would include temporary construction of berms and digging of holes. Because these
activities are temporary, they are considered to have no significant impacts.
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Wildfire- The establishment of COLs and range expansions through clearing and berming of land would
not increase the wildfire potential.

Sensitive Species and Wildlife

Sensitive species in the locations of proposed ranges are the New Mexico endangered desert night
blooming cereus cactus, Texas horned lizard, western burrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike. The horned
lizard, loggerhead shrike and burrowing owl that are known to inhabit the range training areas would have
local populations reduced, by habitat destruction and nesting holes covered but considerable numbers
exist in the ROI. Because considerable populations occur, impacts to sensitive species would be less than
significant.

Local Important Natural Resources

The arroyo/riparian areas would be excluded from the COL and range expansion areas. The three sand
sagebrush communities and shinnery oak islands would not be impacted under TI-3.

3.6.7.4 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 4 (T/-4)

The proposed new rail line is projected to be placed along US-54. The land includes mesquite coppice
dune communities where the adjacent utility line and rail line are presently located in disturbed
landscapes. The new rail line would not be expected to have significant impacts on vegetation since the
coppice duneland occurs in areas historically impacted.

The only listed sensitive species located in the rail line area might be the Western burrowing owl,
loggerhead shrike and Texas horned lizard. Impacts to lizard or sensitive bird species would be less than
significant.

3.7 Cultural Resources: Affected Environment

This section defines and summarizes the known and expected cultural resources on Fort Bliss with an
emphasis on those found in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506, and other areas of the installation where new or more intense impacts will occur. This
information provides the necessary background to analyze impacts to cultural resources from the
Proposed Action. In addition, the regulatory requirements for cultural resources are briefly discussed in
this section.

Cultural resources represent a VEC at Fort Bliss. These resources include prehistoric and historic
archaeological sites, traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, buildings, structures, artifacts, cultural
landscapes, and historic districts. 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. Fort Bliss manages cultural resources associated with all prehistoric and historic periods
recognized in south-central New Mexico and west Texas. These resources can be grouped into five major
categories.

o Archaeological sites — locations where human activity occurred. These remains consist of
artifacts (such as stone tools, broken pottery, nails, bottles); remnants of the construction of
above- or below-ground features such as storage pits, ovens, or houses; art work on rock walls,
boulders, or caves; or some combination of these. At Fort Bliss, archaeological sites date from
10,000 B.C. (the earliest conclusive evidence of Native Americans in the region) to the early
twentieth century when farmers, ranchers, and others occupied the installation. Some prehistoric
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archaeological sites at Fort Bliss can be quite small and consist of a few pieces of broken pottery
or the remains of stone-tool making. Others can be quite complex and consist of multi-room
pueblos or pit house settlements. Archaeological sites dating after the establishment of the
Spanish mission at modern Juarez in A.D. 1659 may represent the remnant occupations of Native
Americans living in the region at that time (for example, Manso, Suma, Jocome, Apache, Piro, or
Tigua), the Euroamerican settlers who moved into the region, or both.

e Architectural resources — buildings and structures that are generally over 50 years of age. These
cultural resources include barracks and officers’ quarters, mess halls, cavalry stables, garages,
dams, canals, bridges and other standing structures. Most architectural resources at Fort Bliss are
associated with the military and date from the late nineteenth century when the fort was moved to
its present location, World War I, World War Il, and the Cold War (1946 to 1991). A few of the
architectural resources at Fort Bliss are associated with historic farms, ranches, and mining
operations that date from the nineteenth and twentieth centuries along with the schools, railroads
and other support facilities for those economic activities.

e Cultural landscapes — geographic areas that contain related cultural and natural resources that are
generally 50 years of age or older. The resources and the spatial relationships among them define
the boundaries of the cultural landscape. At Fort Bliss, they include the formal parade ground
with its associated buildings and officers’ quarters in the Cantonment and other military cultural
landscapes. Ranching landscapes and farming landscapes may also be on Fort Bliss, particularly
on McGregor Range and in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, and represent
places modified by human activity to reflect certain traditions, customs, or values of the everyday
lives of the people who lived there. Ethnographic or traditional landscapes may also be present at
Fort Bliss. Those would contain whichever natural and cultural resources, such as contemporary
settlements, religious sites, or geological structures, a group of people define as part of their
heritage.

e Traditional cultural properties (TCPs) — resources associated with the cultural practices and
beliefs of a living community. TCPs are rooted in the history of the community and are important
in maintaining the community’s continuing cultural identity. TCPs are physical locations,
deriving significance from a group and its values, beliefs and/or practices. Federal agencies must
make a reasonable effort to identify any TCPs in the planning stages of an action. Although often
applied to Indian tribes, any American group may consider a location a TCP. If found eligible for
the National Register, a TCP must be treated as any other historic property.

e Sacred sites — resources of traditional religious importance. Sacred sites are physical locations
identified by an Indian tribe or a representative of an Indian religion as held sacred in their
religion or used for religious ceremonies. Sacred sites may also qualify as TCPs. These sites are
often of such importance that their locations are kept confidential. Because of their importance to
a tribe, there is no requirement to determine if they are eligible for the National Register. Federal
agencies usually identify sacred sites during consultations with Indian tribes.

3.7.1 Prehistoric and Historic Background

The 2000 PEIS (U.S. Army) describes in detail the cultural history of Native Americans and post-contact
inhabitants in the region. The ICRMP for Fort Bliss, updated in 2008, also contains detailed information
about the prehistory and history of Fort Bliss (U.S. Army). Both documents are incorporated by reference.
Because that baseline information is current and has not changed since 2008, only a brief summary taken
from those documents is provided here.
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Human groups have occupied the lands of Fort Bliss for at least the last 12,000 years. The earliest
conclusively documented evidence of prehistoric human occupation in the Jornada occurs during the
Paleo-Indian period (10,000 B. C. — 6,000 B.C.). Paleo-Indian adaptations have been viewed as a tradition
of small, highly mobile bands with a subsistence economy centered on hunting large game animals such
as mammoth and bison® (U.S. Army 2000). By about 6,000 B.C., woodlands had been displaced by
Chihuahuan desert scrub communities and large game animals were extinct. The Archaic period began at
this time and continued until about A.D. 200. The archaeological evidence indicates that local groups
during this period were seasonally mobile, relying on a broad spectrum of animal and plant foods.
Evidence shows increasing sedentism during certain periods of the year along with increasing populations
that had restricted home range territories. Some limited evidence of the cultivation of domesticated crops
has also been found late in the Archaic sequence® (U.S. Army 2000).

The Formative period (A. D. 200 — 1450) follows the long Archaic period and is characterized by several
important changes in settlement adaptations. These include a relatively rapid succession of changes in
architectural form from small huts to formal pueblos, settlement size increases, and an increased reliance
on cultivated foods that culminated in the pueblo occupations between A.D. 1250/1300 and 1450. These
changes, with people living in greater face-to-face contact, would have required revisions in social
networks along with other changes in social organization. A general abandonment of puebloan
settlements was completed by about A.D. 1450° (U.S. Army 2000).

The first documented contact between native groups and Europeans was in A.D. 1581. Spanish
expeditions continued during the 1500s and 1600s, the more common native groups referred to in those
documents were the Suma, Manso, Jocome, and Apache. The first documented Spanish mission was
established around A.D. 1659 in what is now Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua, Mexico. A salt trail from the
mining districts in the modern Mexican state of Chihuahua through El Paso and the east slope of the
Organ Mountains to Lake Lucero was first established in 1647. Other salt mines were established in the
late 17" century in the eastern Tularosa Basin® (U.S. Army 2008). By A.D. 1680, the Pueblo groups in
northern New Mexico were revolting against Spanish rule; the New Mexico Governor at that time led
Spanish refugees and several native groups south to the El Paso area (Tiwa, Piro, and Tompiro). Today,
the most well known group surviving that migration is the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo tribe (U.S. Army 2000,
U.S. Army 2008).

Spain ruled the region until 1821, when Mexico gained its independence. At the conclusion of the
Mexican American War in 1848, the United States acquired the region. Under Spanish and Mexican rule,
most non-mining settlement remained along the Rio Grande. However, after 1848, settlement began to
gradually move north and east. During this period, EI Paso was an important stop on the Butterfield
Overland Mail Route, portions of which have been identified on Fort Bliss. With the construction of rail
lines in the 1880s, El Paso increased in size, and a number of sheep and cattle ranches were established on
the lands of the installation. Several small communities and sidings grew up in association with the rail
lines through what is now the installation, including Newman Section Camp, Escondida, and Alvarado
(U. S. Army 2000). During the 19" century, several mining districts were established in Organ Mountains
and around the Tularosa Basin; some of the mines are on what is now Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2000).

Fort Bliss, initially begun as a military post in 1849, was established in its present location in 1893. At
first, it was a minor post but during the Mexican Revolution of 1910, the fort became a major horse
cavalry post. In 1916, more than 40,000 Soldiers were stationed at Fort Bliss. It played a significant role
in World War 1 as a training, enlistment, and mobilization center. During and after that war, the fort

2 PEIS Section 4.9, page 6
® PEIS Section 4.9, page 7
* ICRMP, page 32
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continued to train Soldiers and to serve to secure the border. Several thousand acres were acquired around
the original 1,000 acres (4.0 square kilometers) of the installation during this period. During World War
Il, Fort Bliss served as a troop reception center, and began expanding its lands to the north into New
Mexico by lease and purchase. Fort Bliss also played a significant role during the Cold War (1946-1991),
providing research facilities for the strategic missile program and serving as the Army Air Defense
Center. Over the decades, Soldiers were trained in Nike, Nike-Hercules, Hawk, Chaparral, Patriot,
Redeye, Stinger, and other missile defense systems. To accommodate these training needs, the installation
began to expand; beginning in the 1940s, to the size it is today to become a training facility for artillery
and other weapon systems (U.S. Army 2000).

3.7.2 Applicable Statutes, Executive Orders, and Regulations

Pursuant to Army regulation AR 200-1, the Garrison Commander at Fort Bliss is responsible for
managing the cultural resources on the installation in compliance with federal laws, regulations, and
standards. The laws, executive orders, and regulations that prescribe the manner in which Fort Bliss
identifies the potential impacts to cultural resources that may occur from the Proposed Action (described
in Chapter 2 above) are summarized here. Other legal historic preservation requirements for Fort Bliss are
contained in Section 3 of the ICRMP for Fort Bliss (U.S. Army 2008) and are not repeated here.

3.7.2.1 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S. C.
470-470w)

The NHPA establishes a national program for historic preservation. The overarching policy of the act is to
find “conditions under which our modern society and our prehistoric and historic resources can exist in
productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future
generations” (Section 2, NHPA). Specifically, it:

o Allows for the expansion and maintenance of a National Register of Historic Places (Section
101).

o Requires all federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on the nation’s historic
properties (Section 106).

o Directs federal agencies, such as Fort Bliss, to assume responsibility for the management of
historic properties that they own or control (Section 110).

The NHPA requires that the federal agency make these decisions in cooperation with state and local
governments, federally-recognized tribes, and the public.

The NHPA acknowledges that not all cultural resources are significant. Only cultural resources significant
to American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture can be listed on or determined
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). To be eligible for
listing in the National Register, a cultural resource must meet one or more of the following criteria (from
36 CFR 60.4 (Parks, Forests, and Public Property—National Register of Historic Places Criteria For
Evaluation):

e A property associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history.

e A property associated with the life of a person significant in our past.
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e A property that embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represents the work of a master, or that possesses high artistic values, or that
represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction.

e A property that has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

In addition to meeting this significance test, the property must also possess integrity. Integrity means that
the property contains the physical characteristics that existed during the resource’s historic or prehistoric
occupation or use.

Cultural resources that meet this significance test are called “historic properties” or “historic districts”
when multiple historic properties lie in close proximity and relate to each other (such as at the Fort Bliss
Main Post). Under Section 106 of the NHPA, a federal agency is obligated to consider the effects of its
undertakings on historic properties. Cultural resources that are not eligible for the National Register are
not “historic properties” and not considered further under Section 106.

3.7.2.2 Protection of Historic Properties, 36 CFR 800

Protection of Historic Properties regulations, 36 CFR 800, outlines how federal agencies meet their
responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA. They define the roles of the Agency, the ACHP, the
SHPO, the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), and interested parties or the public. The process
for compliance with Section 106 consists of the steps below, all of which are made in consultation with
the SHPO, THPO, and interested members of the public. At times, the ACHP may also be a consulting
party to a proposed undertaking.

o |dentification of the Area of Potential Effects of the undertaking. The Area of Potential Effects
(APE) is the geographic area within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause
changes in a historic property. For example, construction of a FTX on the location of an
archaeological site that has been determined eligible for the National Register would be a direct
effect that could cause dramatic changes to that historic property if portions of the FTX need to
be leveled. Fort Bliss has determined that the APE for the Proposed Action would be the areas
directly impacted by each individual undertaking within each alternative of the three categories.
This includes the footprints for the new ranges or training facilities, FTX sites, new buildings in
the Cantonment, off road vehicle training in areas where this has not been allowed, and other
proposed undertakings that were not analyzed in previous environmental documents. In some
cases, such as for the proposed new ranges and rail line, these footprints are known. In other
cases, such as for the FTX sites in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, the
footprint has not yet been determined. As each footprint is identified, its APE will be defined by
the Fort Bliss Historic Preservation Officer (HPO). It also includes TAs where the type of training
or the intensity of training will change such as the proposal in Alternative LU-4 to conduct
maneuver training north of Highway 506.

o ldentification of historic properties within the APE. Each cultural resource identified on Fort
Bliss is evaluated against the National Register criteria. Resources that are not determined to be
eligible for the National Register are not subject to further review under Section 106. If no
historic properties are found in the APE, the federal agency documents that no historic properties
will be affected and has completed its compliance under Section 106. If properties eligible for the
National Register are within the APE, Fort Bliss will review them under the next step.
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o Determination of effect. Fort Bliss will determine if the proposed undertaking will have an effect
on historic properties in the APE. The determination is based on whether the impacts of the
proposed undertaking are likely to cause changes to the historic properties in the APE. One of the
following effect findings will be made: no historic properties affected any adverse effect, or
adverse effect. If the proposed undertaking will have no historic properties affected or no adverse
effect, Fort Bliss documents this determination and has completed its responsibilities under
Section 106.

e Resolution of adverse effect/mitigation. When the effects are found to be adverse, Fort Bliss
examines the proposed undertaking to determine if it can be 1) cancelled, 2) relocated, 3) altered
to minimize impact, or 4) redesigned to avoid adverse effects. If the proposed undertaking cannot
be modified, Fort Bliss will develop mitigation measures that include but are not limited to
measures such as excavation of archaeological sites that are historic properties or full recordation
of architectural properties eligible for the National Register.

3.7.2.3 Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990

Native American Graves Protection and Reparation Act (NAGPRA) requires federal agencies to consult
with tribes about the discovery and disposition of Native American human remains found on federal land.
It also provides a process for repatriation to tribes of burial objects not associated with human remains,
objects considered sacred to a tribe, and objects considered of great importance to tribal traditions or
customs.

3.7.2.4 American Indian Religious Freedom Act

American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) affirms American Indians right of freedom to believe,
express, and exercise their traditional religions. It also provides their right to access sites on federal land,
use and possess sacred objects, and the freedom to worship through ceremonies. It requires federal
agencies to consult with tribes about whether agency undertakings will affect tribal religious activities.

3.7.2.5 Executive Order 13007—Indian Sacred Sites

The EO 13007 regarding Indian Sacred Sites requires federal agencies responsible for federal land
management to accommodate access and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites. It also requires that the
federal agency avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of sacred sites “to the extent practicable,
permitted by law and not clearly inconsistent with the essential agency functions” and provide notice to
the tribe of any action that may affect the site or access to the site.” Where appropriate, the Agency will
also maintain the confidentiality of such sites. Sacred sites are identified by a tribe, within their religious
tradition, as places of religious significance or ceremonial use. It is important to note that while all
cultural resources on Fort Bliss are evaluated against National Register criteria, some properties
determined not eligible under that process may be identified as a sacred site by a tribe. In such a case, the
site will be managed as sacred site by Fort Bliss.

3.7.2.6 EO 13084—Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments

EO 13084 states that there exists a unique legal relationship between the United States and Indian tribal
governments. It stresses that federal agencies must collaborate with Indian tribal governments when
formulating policies that would uniquely affect such governments, their treaty rights, or other rights.
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Fort Bliss has consulted about this Proposed Action with several federally-recognized tribes who have
expressed interest in traditional lands, sacred places, or sites within the installation in accordance with
DoD Instruction 4710.02, DoD Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes (U.S. Army 2006). These
tribes are Ysleta del Sur Pueblo, Mescalero Apache Tribe, Comanche Nation, and the Kiowa Indian Tribe
of Oklahoma. Two other tribes, the Hopi Tribal Council and the Navajo Nation, have stated that Fort
Bliss is too far from their geographical areas of interest and do not wish to receive information about the
Proposed Action.

3.7.3 Existing Management Plans, Agreements, and Procedures

Many of the details about management plans, agreement documents, and internal procedures that govern
day-to-day management of cultural resources on Fort Bliss were discussed in Sections 2.1.3 and 4.9.2 of
the SEIS (U.S. Army 2007). That discussion is summarized as pertinent while the remaining sections are
incorporated by reference. Parts that have been updated or changed are discussed here as well as a
summary discussion of mitigation and monitoring measures within these documents.

In 2006, Fort Bliss, the New Mexico and Texas SHPOs, and the ACHP signed a Programmatic
Agreement. That agreement has been amended twice, most recently in 2008. The amended PA details
how Fort Bliss will meet its cultural resources requirements under Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA.
The PA streamlines compliance under Section 106, outlining undertakings that do not require project-by-
project review by SHPOs; however, 36 CFR Part 800 is followed when addressing Section 106 with
federally-recognized tribes. More detailed discussion of Fort Bliss’ compliance under Section 106 and the
PA is provided in the ICRMP (U.S. Army 2008) and not repeated here. The PA includes 15 Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) that provide for consistent, day-to-day management of mission
undertakings carried out on the installation that may affect historic properties, including those resulting
from the Proposed Action. Each of those SOPs is summarized in the SEIS.

Fort Bliss developed its first plan, the Historic Preservation Plan (HPP), in 1982 to manage cultural
resources. It was replaced by an ICRMP in 1998. The ICRMP is a five-year plan to protect and manage
the installation’s cultural resources in compliance with various federal laws and regulations. It integrates
those management responsibilities with the installation’s military training, construction, maintenance, and
other mission-related activities. The ICRMP was revised in April, 2008 (U.S. Army 2008). The current
ICRMP incorporates the PA and its 15 SOPs, but also contains five additional SOPs. Those SOPs are:

SOP 16: COMPLIANCE WITH ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT (ARPA)
OF 1979. This SOP reaffirms that all archaeological materials on Fort Bliss are the property
of the United States Government, except where NAGPRA applies. It outlines a training and
awareness program, the ARPA Permitting process on Fort Bliss, jurisdictional boundaries,
and documentation of suspected ARPA violations. Under ARPA, either criminal or civil
proceedings can be employed against suspected violators.

SOP 17:  COMPLIANCE WITH NAGPRA. This SOP specifies the process Fort Bliss will follow
when Native American human remains, funerary objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are
encountered on the installation. As part of a monitoring program for suspected NAGPRA
items, Fort Bliss requires notification of the potential for uncovering such items, and
procedures to follow in that event, to any military unit, civilian, or contractor intending to
disturb the ground. Other environmental training of these groups includes similar notification
and procedural requirements.

SOP 18: NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION UNDER THE NHPA. This SOP establishes how
Fort Bliss will consult with Native American tribes to meet the installation’s responsibilities

March 2010 3-125 GFS Final EIS



N

[o2 3N &) NNV}

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

under the NHPA. Formal consultation will be conducted on a government-to-government
basis, beginning early in the project planning, and continuing throughout the project’s life.

SOP 19: IDENTIFYING CONSULTING PARTIES. This SOP details the process that Fort Bliss will
use to identify consulting parties for proposed projects. The SHPO and Native American
tribes will always be consulting parties. Local governments, historic preservation
organizations, and the general public will also be given opportunities to be consulting parties.

SOP 20: CURATORIAL AND COLLECTION MANAGEMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND
HISTORICAL COLLECTIONS AND RECORDS. This SOP clarifies that the Fort Bliss
curatorial facility serves as a premier facility for the installation’s archaeological collections
and records. It also serves as a research facility to promote the history of Fort Bliss and the
prehistoric cultures of the region. The SOP sets out the processes that will be used to manage
the collections and records Fort Bliss holds.

The ICRMP includes an action plan whose goals include integrating preservation compliance
requirements with planning and conducting military training, and surveying for and evaluating sites on
McGregor Range and other areas where change in military training will have the greatest impact. The
goals also include minimizing and/or mitigating adverse effects on all eligible properties in concert with
the execution of military training and support activities.

To aid in identification and evaluation of archaeological historic properties, Fort Bliss issued Significance
Standards for Prehistoric Archaeological Sites at Fort Bliss (Abbott et al.) in 1996. Those standards
provide guidance for determining a site’s NRHP eligibility that is based on seven research domains:
chronometrics, geoarcheology, paleoenvironment, technology, settlement patterns, subsistence, and
cultural interaction. Those standards have been revised (Miller et al. 2009) and are now incorporated into
the amended PA. The draft was submitted to the SHPOSs, federally-recognized tribes, and interested
parties in the fall of 2008; the final version was completed in the spring of 2009. The revised document
outlines a two-tiered approach to site evaluation. The requirements in the first tier (chronometric potential
and geomorphological and geoarchaeological [spatial] integrity) must be met before second tier
requirements can be addressed. The first of a series of historic contexts that will not only guide evaluation
of the site, but any later mitigation, are also developed in the document.

Several other agreement documents also guide Fort Bliss compliance with Section 106, including several
ACHP Program Comments made to DoD and PAs for the RCI and EUL programs. All these agreements
govern certain architectural properties at Fort Bliss, such as World War Il Temporary Buildings, Cold
War Era barracks and ammunition storage facilities, and Capehart/Wherry Housing. The agreements are
not subject to the stipulations of the amended PA and are used to address a category of undertakings in
lieu of conducting individual reviews for each building. They also guide the installation’s ongoing
operations, maintenance and repair, rehabilitation, renovation, mothballing, cessation of maintenance,
new construction, demolition, deconstruction and salvage, remediation, and transfer, sale, lease, and
closure of Cold War Era buildings and structures. These agreements are discussed in detail in the current
ICRMP and not repeated here® (U.S. Army 2008).

Finally, some parts of the installation are jointly managed with other federal agencies. Most of TA 33 is
part of the Lincoln National Forest. A 1971 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the USFS
and Fort Bliss has been signed. A large portion of McGregor Range lands, including Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506, some lands north of Highway 506, and TAs 24 through 27, were withdrawn from the
BLM. A 2006 MOU with BLM specifies that the proponent of an undertaking, whether BLM or Fort

® ICRMP, pages 59-60
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Bliss is responsible for permitting and oversight of historic resource investigations as part of compliance
with Section 106 of the NHPA. The two agencies share information on completed projects and coordinate
future projects annually.

Based on these various agreements and Program Comments, Fort Bliss uses a number of mitigation and
monitoring measures to resolve adverse effects to historic properties. The HPO and the implementing
organization consider the following options to mitigate adverse effects in accordance with the SOPs: (1)
project cancellation, (2) project relocation to avoid impact to the historic property, (3) minimization of
impact, and (4) project redesign to avoid adverse effects to the historic property. When an undertaking
proposes the demolition of a historic building, the option of adaptive reuse of that building must also be
considered.

Fort Bliss also continues to inventory historic properties in the TAs. The PA required that 30 percent of
the unsurveyed area of each TA be inventoried prior to receiving the higher levels of off-road vehicle
maneuvers authorized in the SEIS. As of January, 2009, only TA 25 has not achieved the 30 percent
sample. In TAs where the 30 percent sample of unsurveyed land is complete, training which does not
involve digging, placement of FTX sites, or concentrating large numbers of vehicles or troops, is allowed
regardless of whether or not eligible sites are present. However, if the training will involve these
activities, it will only be allowed in areas that have been adequately inventoried and historic properties are
not present or have been mitigated. OLAs are not open to training and only vehicular or dismounted travel
through LUAs is allowed. OLAs and LUAs are routinely monitored by Fort Bliss’ cultural resource
personnel after training activities to identify any impacts and adjust protection if needed.

Impacts that will include digging, concentrations of vehicles or Soldiers, or FTX sites in any TA, are
reviewed through the Range Facility Management Support System (RFMSS)/NEPA process and allowed
where eligible properties are not present. During this review process, the HPO may find that the APE has
not been inventoried, or was inventoried using methods that do not meet current standards. In such cases,
the HPO will take steps to adequately inventory the APE. When historic properties are present in these
situations and cannot be avoided, they will be mitigated through the measures detailed in the SOPs. Fort
Bliss may also choose to mitigate historic properties through establishment of new OLAs. An OLA was
recently established around a pueblo and associated sites near McGregor Range Camp. Another is in the
process of being staked for avoidance in TA 10 (Knight 2009). Other OLAs may be established in areas
of the installation, such as the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, that do not currently
have OLAs. These areas will be established as new information from on-going archaeological surveys
becomes available. Fort Bliss also anticipates that rock shelters with cultural deposits, found in several
areas of the installation, will be OLAs. If tribes identify rock shelters or caves as TCPs or sacred sites,
those shelters and caves may also be made OLAs.

Fort Bliss can also consider off-site mitigation, sampling, or other processes in consultation with the New
Mexico or Texas SHPO and tribes. The step-by-step process of identification, avoidance, or mitigation is
followed for any construction or maintenance that entails ground disturbance in the TAs. Inadvertent
discovery procedures are always in place. Consultation for inadvertent discoveries follows the same
process used for other properties with appropriate SHPO. If found eligible, either a mitigation measure in
the SOPs would be followed, or an alternative mitigation measure would be chosen in consultation with
the SHPO and tribes to mitigate adverse effects. If human remains are encountered, the procedures
outlined in the NAGPRA SOP (#17) of the ICRMP will be followed.

3.7.4 Cultural Resource Inventories and Investigations

Historic resource studies have been undertaken at Fort Bliss since the 1920s (Abbott et al. 1996). Several
hundred of these studies have been completed on Fort Bliss and in the El Paso region (U.S. Army 2007).
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A list of the studies carried out on the installation is available in section 5 of the ICRMP (U.S. Army
2008). As a result of these studies, over 18,000 historic and prehistoric archaeological sites have been
recorded within the base cantonment, Biggs Army Airfield, and the FBTC. As of November 2008, the
inventory for all buildings constructed prior to 1964 was complete. That inventory adds over 4,000
architectural properties to the cultural resource database. It should be noted that some architectural
resources on the installation, particularly the ranching sites found in the training areas, are also recorded
as archaeological sites.

3.7.4.1 Archaeological Inventories

The SEIS provides a summary of the archaeological investigations undertaken in the region and at Fort
Bliss, beginning with investigations carried out in the 1920s (U.S. Army 2007). That information is
included by reference and not repeated here. The focus in this section is on the overall inventory and on
recently completed and on-going investigations on the installation.

Table 3-33 summarizes historic and prehistoric archaeological sites identified on Fort Bliss by area as of
November 2008°, except for those located in Castner Range. Investigators have identified over 18,000
sites on the installation. Most sites were recorded in systematic, professional surveys that began in the
1970s. Some early surveys did not meet the current, stricter archaeological standards for adequate
inventories. Those surveys can be used for planning purposes such as predicting the site types likely to be
found in a particular part of the installation, but re-surveying will be required if the land is to be impacted.
Surveys consistent with current state standards are identified as valid surveys in accordance with the
stipulations of the PA. Fort Bliss has an on-going program to identify new cultural resources in the TAs.
Recently, much of that effort has been concentrated in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway
506, Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, TA 24-27, and McGregor Range north of Highway 506 in
anticipation of the Proposed Action. Approximately 79 percent of the installation has been subjected to
systematic archaeological survey (Table 3-34), but not all of the surveys are considered valid under the
standards required by the PA. At present, another 89,000 acres (360 square kilometers) are undergoing
inventory. SOP #5 of the PA stipulates that an additional 10,000 acres (40.5 square kilometers) will be
surveyed each year depending on the availability of funding. Fort Bliss anticipates that additional
archaeological surveys will be undertaken in subsequent years.

Table 3-33. Fort Bliss Historic Properties Data Base Summary — Archaeological Sites.

Listed in Fort Bliss

Location NRHP Eligible Not Eligible | Undetermined Subtotals
Cantonment/Biggs AAB
Prehistoric 1 136 502 156 795
Historic 1’ 6° 22 7 36
South Training Areas (TAs 1-2)
Prehistoric 1 1,265 2,450 1,825 5,541
Historic 0 30 34 30 94
Southeast McGregor Range (TAs 24-27)
Prehistoric 0 | e 84 126 279

® These figures do not remain static. As Fort Bliss inventories more of their lands and determines which sites are eligible for the
National Register, these numbers change monthly.

" The Main Post National Register District comprised of 346 properties.

® Includes a Historic District comprised of 70 buildings.
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Listed in Fort Bliss
Location NRHP Eligible Not Eligible | Undetermined Subtotals
Historic 0 11 38 6 55
Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range (TAs 8-11, 12 west of Northeast McGregor, 29-32)
Prehistoric 0 860 1,613 1,599 4,072
Historic 0 37 135 44 216
Otero Mesa (South of 506-TAs 16-23)
Prehistoric 0 70 153 230 453
Historic 0 5 36 16 57
Northeast McGregor Range (North of 506-TAs 12-15 and 33)
Prehistoric 0 61 94 329 484
Historic 0 12 28 15 55
Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas (TAs 3-7)
Prehistoric 0 1,474 4,120 571 6,165
Historic 0 28 66 64 158
Totals 3 4,064 9,371 5,018 18,460
Table 3-34.  Total Area of Fort Bliss subjected to Archaeological Survey.
Total Acres Percentage
Location Total Acres (km?) | Surveyed (km?) | Surveyed (%)
Cantonment/Biggs AAB 21,621.9 (87.5) 21,621.9 (87.5) 100.0
South Training Areas (TAs 1-2) 95,571.4 (386.5) 90,736.6 (367) 95.95
Southeast McGregor Range
T As 24.27) gor~ang 97,006.8 (392) 68,779.9 (278) 70.90
Otero Mesa South of Hwy 506
(TAs 16-23) wy 138,192.8 (559) 74,328.9 (301) 53.79
Hmhggg (T'V'ACSG{;?{’; aﬁgg%g North of | 1045745 (a23) | 79,893.4 (323) 76.40
2?:;5 (ATrK‘S%"’fg?e‘North Training 295,075.2 (1,194) | 245.492.6 (993) 83.20
Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor
Range (TAs 8-11, 12 west of Northeast 356,032.3 (1,440) | 297,706.9 (1,205) 83.62
McGregor, 29-32)

Fort Bliss is also evaluating sites for the National Register. Early surveys on the installation did not
include requirements to systematically evaluate sites for the National Register. Today, Fort Bliss requires
evaluations of newly recorded sites as part of surveys of lands not previously inventoried or lands not
inventoried to current standards. Since the 2007 SEIS, National Register eligibility has been determined
for several hundred sites; contracts issued in 2008 will determine the eligibility for over 300 previously
recorded sites. Current evaluation efforts are concentrated in areas of the installation that are expected to
receive an increase in training due to the Proposed Action, and in areas where project proponents indicate
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that impacts will include digging or other subsurface impacts. Survey and evaluation are also underway in
anticipation of new railheads and a possible rail line parallel to U.S. 54.

All information on the sites has been incorporated into a GIS database system. The system provides
efficient management of the resources, including areas surveyed, areas not yet inventoried, and the
National Register status of each site.

Figure 2-2 presents OLAs and LUASs on Fort Bliss. These are internal management units begun under the
installation’s 1982 HPP. All military training activity is prohibited in OLAs. Military activity allowed in
LUAs is confined to mounted and dismounted travel through the area, but concentrations of vehicles,
digging, establishment of FTX sites or other similar activities are prohibited. They are surrounded by
unrestricted areas. Some OLAs have large sites with buried materials and dense concentrations of surface
artifacts. The OLAs were established to protect a representative sample of the types of sites on the
installation. Some of these sites were never formally determined eligible for the National Register in
consultation with the SHPOs. Because they are in protected zones, and thus off-limits to undertakings,
there is no present need to evaluate and consult on eligibility. In current practice, OLAs are generally only
designated when National Register-eligible sites are densely concentrated in one area.

Tables 3-35 and 3-36 provide the numbers of sites in OLAs and LUAs on the installation that were
established to protect archaeological sites. They contain 2,283 sites, approximately 12 percent of the
known sites. No archaeological OLAs or LUAs have been established on Otero Mesa or in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 because only dismounted military maneuvers have taken place
there, with the exception of Centennial Range. When the currently on-going surveys in these parts of the
installation are complete, the Fort Bliss HPO will determine if such areas should be established in these
portions of the installation. No archaeological OLAs or LUAs are in the southeast McGregor TAs. Based
on information from on-going archaeological surveys, these types of protection zones could be
established in those training areas. The tables also show the principal time period assigned to the site.
Because the sites have had limited subsurface investigations, other time periods may be represented in the
sites.
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Table 3-35. Off Limit Areas Established for Archaeological Sites in Each Area of the
Installation by Time Period.

Prehistoric Historic No Temporal
EIS Division - . . Unk. Designation
Paleoindian | Archaic | Formative . .
Prehistoric
Main
Cantonment/Biggs 0 1 26 1 0 1
AAF
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tularosa Basin
portion of 15 15 27 0 3 1
McGregor TAs
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 15 52 186 113 5 88
Areas
South Training 0 0 111 33 0 16
Areas
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Table 3-36. Sites Currently in Archaeological LUAs in each Area of the Installation by Time

Period.
. . No
Prehist . .
EIS Division renistoric Historic | Temporal
Paleoindian | Archaic | Formative Unk. . Designation
Prehistoric
Main
Cantonment/Biggs 0 0 2 0 0 0
AAF
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0
North of Hwy 506
Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 0 0 0 0 0 0
Southeast
McGregor Range 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range 0 4 18 26 ! 18
Dofia Ana Range-
North Training 13 58 144 361 2 98
Area
South Training 3 38 245 205 8 292
Area

QOWoO~NO O~ W

[

Other LUAs have been established for natural resources in the training areas (Table 3-37). While their
designation was made without concern for archaeological sites within their boundaries, the restricted use
of these areas has effectively resulted in reduced impacts to the sites within those LUASs. Sites in these
areas total 1,737. When combined with the OLAs and archaeological LUAs, they number 4,020, of which
741 are in OLAs.

Table 3-37. Sites in Other Limited Use Areas, by Area of the Installation.

Prehistoric Teml\lpooral
EIS Division Paleoindian | Archaic | Formative U_nk._ Historic Designation
Prehistoric

Main
Cantonment/Biggs 0 1 15 6 2 4
AAF
Northeast
McGregor Range 0 13 96 175 47 68
North of Hwy 506

GFS Final EIS 3-132 March 2010



~NoO ok, wWwN

10
11
12
13
14

15
16
17
18

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

. . No
Prehistoric Temporal
EIS Division Paleoindian | Archaic | Formative U'.“k- . Historic Designation
Prehistoric

Otero Mesa South
of Hwy 506 4 8 50 232 56 136
Southeast
McGregor Range 0 3 81 32 42 21
Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range 8 14 107 52 57 52
Dofia Ana Range—
North Training 0 7 47 61 48 25
Area
South Training 0 1 41 25 97 73
Area
3.7.4.2 Architectural Resources

Fort Bliss was first established at El Paso in 1849, and moved to its present location in 1893. As the
United States fought in a series of wars during the twentieth century, structures and buildings were
constructed on the installation to accommodate changes in mission and increasing troop numbers. At
present, Fort Bliss has completed an inventory of all buildings and structures built prior to 1964,
including 670 World War ll-era temporary buildings and approximately 3,000 Cold War (1946-1991)
resources® (U.S. Army 2008).

Fort Bliss has evaluated all of its architectural resources for the National Register built prior to 1964 (U.S.
Army 2008). Two historic districts have been identified on Fort Bliss: the Fort Bliss Main Post Historic
District, and the William Beaumont General Hospital District (Figure 3-15 and Figure 3-16). The former
is composed of 346 buildings, sites, structures, and landscapes and is listed on the National Register. The
latter is composed of 71 structures and is eligible for listing in the National Register. An additional 73
Cold War-era buildings on the installation have been determined eligible for listing in the National
Register (Sackett 2008).

Most evaluations of architectural properties only addressed the period in which the property was
constructed. Thus, properties built prior to World War 11 were not evaluated for their possible significance
to later events.

° ICRMP, page 158
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Figure 3-15.  Main Post Historic District on Fort Bliss.
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Figure 3-16.  Fort Bliss Cantonment Area with Locations of Other Historic Districts.
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3.7.4.3 Cultural Landscapes

Historic landscapes have not been fully inventoried at Fort Bliss. Twelve historic landscapes have been
determined eligible for the National Register (U.S. Army 2007). All 12 are military historic landscapes.
They reflect the cultural traditions and history of military activity in the area. The BLM recently
completed a National Register evaluation for a historic rural landscape that is eligible for the National
Register (Hart 1997). That landscape includes portions of McGregor Range on Fort Bliss. Other rural
historic landscapes may exist on the installation but have not been identified. Ethnographic or traditional
cultural landscapes may also exist but have not been inventoried or evaluated, although the Ysleta del Sur
Pueblo has indicated that they consider the Hueco and Tularosa Basins and the surrounding mountains to
be cultural landscapes.

3.7.4.4 Traditional Cultural Properties

For a variety of reasons, detailed information on traditional Native American beliefs, values, customs, and
use areas is often not available. Nonetheless, the NHPA and EO 13007 require consideration of Native
American concerns in the management of historic resources. Fort Bliss has consulted with and will
continue to consult with Native American tribes with interests in lands managed by the installation.

As part of its consideration of Native American concerns, inventories of TCPs, resources associated with
cultural practices and beliefs rooted in the history of a community, have recently been initiated at Fort
Bliss. The Mescalero Apache Tribe is actively working with the installation to identify sites important to
them. The Mescalero Apache have annually collected the agave plant on Fort Bliss, and the tribe has a
long history of association with this plant. Other plants, some archaeological sites, natural features such as
springs, certain mountain peaks, rocky outcrops, or minerals that were and continue to be important to the
tribe’s traditions or to maintaining their beliefs may be identified by the Mescalero during this inventory.
Together the tribe and Fort Bliss will evaluate the findings to determine if some are significant. If present,
Fort Bliss will consult with the tribe on the appropriate management strategy for the sites.

Fort Bliss has met with the Mescalero Apache Tribe and Ysleta del Sur Pueblo to discuss the Proposed
Action. The Ysleta del Sur Pueblo indicated that historically their people avoided the basin but used the
mountains. On-going consultations are being conducted with other tribes to identify areas of the FBTC
used by their people. The Mescalero Apache has expressed some concern over the potential for increase
fires from live fire exercises threatening plants. The Ysleta del Sur Pueblo has not provided any
comment. Both the Ysleta del Sur Pueblo and the Mescalero Apache have identified the escarpment as
significant, traveling along it during their seasonal subsistence movements. The Mescalero Apache are
considering the escarpment as a cultural landscape TCP. The Mescalero Apache have indicated that this
was also a trail system for Kiowa as well as others traveling into Mexico. Sites significant to them may
exist in these geographic areas of the installation. Fort Bliss has met with the Comanche Nation and the
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma. The discussion in the meetings focused on the installation’s current mission,
the known cultural resources, and the Proposed Action. Both tribes expressed the need to preserve more
sites at the installation. Rock art sites were mentioned as a specific concern to all tribes. Fort Bliss will
continue to consult with all four tribes.

3.7.4.5 Sacred Sites

Consultation with the Tribes to identify sacred sites is ongoing. All Tribes have expressed concerns for
caves and rock shelters. As of February 2009, Fort Bliss’ consultations with the Comanche, Kiowa, and
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo have revealed that all consider the Hueco Mountains sacred to their tribes. Portions
of the Hueco Mountains are in the eastern portions of TAs 2, 24, 25, and 26. Ysleta del Sur Pueblo
expressed concern about noise impacts in these mountains. The Comanche Nation indicated that some
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sites, determined not eligible for the National Register, may be sacred sites. If these tribes or the
Mescalero Apache identify other sacred sites on the installation, Fort Bliss will consult with the tribes on
the appropriate management strategy for those sites.

3.7.5 Summary of Cultural Resources on Fort Bliss

As of November 2008, the Fort Bliss cultural resources database contains information on over 20,000
properties. The number and management status of cultural resources in the different portions of the APE
were summarized in the SEIS and will not be repeated here. Only updates are provided in this section.

3.7.5.1 National Register Listed and Eligible Properties

Five properties at Fort Bliss are listed on the National Register. They include archaeological and
architectural historic districts, archaeological sites, and historic buildings. The archaeological district
(Fusselman Canyon Rock Art District) is in Castner Range. Because Castner Range is not part of the
Proposed Action, that district and the sites in that portion of Fort Bliss will not be included in subsequent
discussions in this EIS. The cultural resources database lists 4,064 archaeological sites that have been
listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register. Of these, 129 are from the historic
era. The remainder (n = 3,935) are Native American sites. Most Native American sites eligible for or
listed on the National Register date to the prehistoric era. This is an increase from the quantity of National
Register eligible sites listed in the SEIS (n = 2,691). The reason for that increase is related to the on-going
efforts of Fort Bliss to inventory and evaluate sites on its lands. Eligible sites include prehistoric sites
with residential structures and/or large activity areas, rare site types such as Paleoindian or Archaic period
sites; historic sites, including ranches and homesteads, mines, historic trails, reservoirs; and military sites.
Another 489 structures and buildings on Fort Bliss relating to the military also have been listed or
determined eligible to be listed on the National Register. This number is slightly lower than the 600
reported in the SEIS. The reduction is due to recent completion of the final evaluations of the eligibility of
Cold War-era and other historic-age architectural properties at the installation.

3.7.5.2 Cantonment Area/Biggs AAB

All of the Main Post and Biggs AAB have been inventoried for buildings built prior to 1964. The
Cantonment area contains the majority of the historic buildings that have been listed on or determined
eligible for listing on the National Register. These include the Fort Bliss Main Post Historic District, the
Pershing House, the William Beaumont Hospital Historic District, and Cold War-era buildings. One
building at Biggs AAF is eligible for listing on the National Register. Most of these are still used today,
some for purposes other than their original use.

Table 3-34 indicates that 100 percent of the Cantonment and the lands south and west of Loop 375 have
been inventoried for archaeological sites. Most of the recorded historic-age sites in this portion of the
installation are related to the military. The prehistoric sites are largely located in lands that were formerly
parts of TA 1B south and west of Loop 375. Of the 831 sites in this area, most are prehistoric Native
American sites. In this part of Fort Bliss, the central basin of the Hueco Bolson, most prehistoric sites are
Formative-age short-term residential sites. Some long-term residential sites such as pit houses and
pueblos are present in the northern portion of the cantonment within an archaeological OLA. One of the
sites in this OLA (Sergeant Doyle Pueblo) is listed on the National Register; the others have been
determined eligible for the National Register. One hundred thirty-six Native American sites (including
those in the OLA) and six historic-age sites have been determined eligible for listing on the National
Register. A total of 141 have not been evaluated for the National Register. No sacred sites or TCPs have
been identified to date in this portion of Fort Bliss.
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3.7.5.3 South Training Areas (TAs 1-2)

Approximately 96 percent of the South Training Areas have been surveyed, but most of the survey does
not meet the modern standards for adequate inventory and will require re-survey for specific undertakings
that have the potential to affect sites eligible for the National Register. The portion that has not been
surveyed is covered by modern buildings, roads, or other impediments to survey. The area contains over
5,600 archaeological sites. The majority are prehistoric Native American sites. A large percentage of TAs
1-2 is within the central basin of the Hueco Bolson. Prehistoric sites in this environment are dominated by
short-term residential camps except where alluvial fans are present near large playas or along the alluvial
fans present along the eastern edge of TA 2. Many pueblo villages have been recorded in the latter
environments. Rock shelters with evidence of human occupation are found in the Hueco Mountains in TA
2; an inventory of those sites has been completed (Almarez and Leach 1997). One site in TA 2 is listed on
the National Register: Hot Well Pueblo. Of the prehistoric sites in TAs 1-2, 1,265 have been determined
eligible for listing on the National Register and 1,825 have not yet been evaluated for the National
Register. Ninety-four sites in the South Training Areas are of historic age. Most relate to Euroamerican
settlement of the region in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Thirty have been determined
eligible for the National Register. No architectural resources, sacred sites, or TCPs have been identified to
date in this portion of Fort Bliss. A number of archaeological OLAs and LUAs have been established in
the south training areas, including an OLA for Hot Well Pueblo.

3.7.5.4 Doria Ana Range—North Training Areas (TAS 3-7)

Nearly 100 percent of TAs 3 through 7 has been inventoried. While some of that inventory does not meet
current standards, much of it has been re-surveyed in the past five years. Less survey has been completed
in the Dofla Ana Range area (44 percent). However, much of the land within Dofia Ana is an active
impact zone or is very steep terrain. Each of these conditions prohibits survey. Most of the accessible land
in Dofia Ana has been surveyed to modern standards. Current efforts in this area of the installation are
focused on evaluation and mitigation of sites. Located on the western edge of the Tularosa Basin and
alluvial fans of the Organ Mountains, the area contains over 6,300 archaeological sites. The majority are
prehistoric Native American sites. They consist of sites that are from all prehistoric eras known in the
region, ranging from small hearths with artifact scatters to residential sites with small huts, pit houses, or
pueblos. Residential sites often contain dense artifact concentrations, trash middens, and storage features.
Rock shelters have been recorded in the Organ Mountains, some with residue of human occupation.
Within the inventory of prehistoric sites, none are listed on the National Register, but 1,474 have been
determined eligible for listing on the National Register. A number of archaeological OLAs and LUAs
have been established in this portion of the installation. Of the prehistoric sites, 571 have not been
evaluated for National Register eligibility. A total of 158 sites in this area are of historic age. Most relate
to Euroamerican settlement of the region in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. A few relate to the
early twentieth century development of Fort Bliss. Twenty-eight have been determined eligible for the
National Register. No cultural landscapes, sacred sites, or TCPs have been identified to date in this
portion of Fort Bliss.

3.7.5.5 Tularosa Basin portion of McGregor Range (TAs 8-11, 12 west of
the Northeast McGregor, 29-32)

Approximately 84 percent of the remaining TAs has been surveyed. The TAs south of Highway 506 has a
higher proportion of land area surveyed than the TAs north of Highway 506. Surveys are underway in
these TAs to increase the coverage. A survey is also underway along the proposed rail line that may
parallel U.S. 54. Currently, over 4,200 sites have been recorded in this portion of the installation. They
include 4,072 Native American sites and 216 historic-age sites. Sites in this portion of Fort Bliss span the
prehistoric era and include short term and longer term residential sites and other activity areas. In the
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surveys being conducted north of Highway 506 where there are deep alluvial fans, site density is quite
high (Stowe et al. 2009). Many of these sites contain pit houses and pueblos, and some are up to one-
square kilometer in size. Sites south of Highway 506 include small sites in the central basin that contain
hearths with associated ceramic and lithic artifacts. The alluvial fans near playas and along the east edge
of the basin contain many longer term residential occupations of the late Formative. The piedmont slopes
along Otero Mesa and the Hueco Mountains contain sites with large and small roasting pits and associated
artifact scatters (see Baaugh and Sechrist 2001; Kenmotsu and Miller 2008; Seymour 2002, 2004, 2008;
Seymour 2007; Stowe et al. 2009). Of these, 860 Native American and 37 historic-age sites have been
determined eligible for the National Register. Two off-limit areas, including one for Escondida pueblo,
were recently created in this part of the installation. Architectural properties have also been inventoried in
this portion of the installation. Most are related to historic ranching and small settlements near the
railroads. No cultural landscapes, sacred sites, or TCPs have been identified to date in this portion of Fort
Bliss, although they may be present.

3.7.5.6 Southeast McGregor Range (TAs 24-27)

Archaeological surveys of over 20,000 acres (90 square kilometers) are currently underway in TAs 24-27.
These surveys will add to the 71 percent of land that has already been inventoried, or replace the surveys
that did not meet current standards. TAs 24-27 are located in the Hueco Mountains where site density is
lower than in lower elevations (Kludt 2007). To date, 279 Native American sites and 55 historic-age sites
have been identified. Most of the Native American sites date from A.D. 200 to 1450, and they tend to be
small sites that were briefly used to gather and cook plant foods (Cason et al. 2008). In addition to this
site type, rock shelters are present in these TAs that can contain residue of human occupation, rock art, or
both. Many of the historic-age sites relate to early twentieth century ranches. A total of 80 sites in this
portion of the range have been determined to be eligible sites, 11 of them from the historic era. At least
one architectural property, the early twentieth century Campbell School (LA 37034/FBH 137/FB 15306),
is among the eligible sites. Portions of the BLM-identified cultural landscape associated with an early
twentieth century rancher and entrepreneur are potentially present in this area. No sacred sites or TCPs
have yet been identified in this portion of Fort Bliss. No archaeological OLAs or LUAs have been
established in these TAs.

3.7.5.7 North of 506-Northeast McGregor Range (TAs 12-15 and 33)

Approximately 76 percent of this portion of Fort Bliss has been surveyed. However, much of the survey
was completed in the 1970s and does not meet modern standards. Survey is currently underway along
500m on either side of all roads regardless of slope. In addition, outside of the buffered areas along roads,
land that has not been surveyed or not surveyed to modern standards and has a 15 percent or less slope is
undergoing survey. The 15 percent slope is intended to capture both those areas most likely to have
archaeological sites and those most likely to receive more intensive use, such as FTX sites. To date, more
than 500 sites have been recorded in this area, the majority of which are prehistoric Native American
sites. Native American sites in this part of the installation contain numerous and large thermal features,
varieties of burned rock middens, and lithic scatters (Knight and Miller 2003, Russell 2008; Stowe et al.
2009). Ceramics are not common, but abundant diagnostic projectile points are present among the
artifacts. The large thermal features could be related to the processing of upland cacti resources that are
documented for historic Apache groups in the Sacramento and Guadalupe mountains (e.g., Seymour
2002). Rock shelters with evidence of human occupation are also present, but in relatively low numbers
(Stowe et al. 2009). Several historic-age homesteads and ranches were established in this part of the
installation. Many of these contain buildings and structures. All building and structures have been
inventoried and evaluated. Sixty-one prehistoric sites and 12 historic-age sites have been determined
eligible for the National Register. Cultural landscapes, sacred sites, and TCPs may be present in this area.
To date none have been identified in this portion of Fort Bliss.
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3.7.5.8 Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (TAs 16-23)

Fifty-four percent of Otero Mesa has been surveyed. Most of the surveys were completed in the 1970s
and do not meet current standards. New surveys are underway, concentrating on a 30-meter buffer zone
along both sides of all roads on Otero Mesa. At present, just over 500 sites have been recorded in this part
of the installation. Of these, 70 Native American sites and five historic-age sites have been determined
eligible for listing on the National Register. In general, site density on Otero Mesa is lower than in the
alluvial fans or central basin environments (Lowry 2004). Most Native American sites consist of scatters
of the debris from stone-tool making and remains of campfires and roasting pits of varying sizes that
contain heated stones used in cooking. Those sites located on hill slopes or relatively flat mesa surfaces
tend to have relatively shallow soils with limited subsurface integrity (Quigg et al. 2002). Sites located on
alluvial slopes have deeper soils and greater probability of subsurface integrity (Quigg et al. 2002). Some
rock shelters, present on the escarpment that drops down to the Tularosa basin, contain the residue of
human use; an inventory of these rock shelters has been completed (Graves et al. 1997). Most historic
sites are related to cattle ranching. No cultural landscapes, sacred sites, or TCPs have yet been identified
in this portion of Fort Bliss.
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3.8 Cultural Resources: Direct and Indirect Effects
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Table 3-38. Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects to Cultural Resources in the Cantonment Area.
A Training and
S_tra:-t;?:ilr?g/ Land Use Changes Infrastructure
VEC 9 Improvements
SI' S;r' S;—' SI‘ LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5 TI-1 | TI-2 | TI-3 |TI-4
ST-1 |ST-2 [ST-3 | sT-4 || ST-1|ST-2 |ST-3 | sT-4 | sT-1|sT-2 |sT-3|ST-4 || sT-1 | sT-2 | ST-3 |sT-4 [sT-1 [sT-2 |sT-3 | sT-4
Archaeological ol ol o o |NnafNnalNnAl NA | NAINAINAT NA [NATNAINATNAL NA [ NA ] NA | NA | NANALNAT NA | NA N/A N/A o
Historical Ol o |l o o [NnafNnalNnAl NA | NAINAINAT NA [NATNAINATNAL NA [ NA] NA | NA | NATNAlNAT NA | NA N/A N/A e}
Native American ololo| o |NnalNnalNnAl NA | NAINAINAT NA [NATNAINATNAL NA [ NA] NA | NA | NANALNAT NA | NA N/A N/A e}
O No impact
© Significant but mitigate to less than significant
N/A Not Applicable
Table 3-39. Classification of Direct and Indirect Effects to Cultural Resources in the FBTC.
- Training and
S_tra:-t;?:ilr?g/ Land Use Changes Infrastructure
VEC 9 Improvements
SI' SZT' Sg' SI' LU-1 LU-2 LU-3 LU-4 LU-5 TI-1 [ TI-2 | TI-3| TI-4
ST-1 |ST-2 |ST-3 | ST-4 || ST-1 |ST-2 |ST-3 | ST-4 |[ST-1|ST-2 | ST-3| ST-4| ST-1 | ST-2 | ST-3 |ST-4 ST-1 |ST-2 | ST-3 ST-4
Archaeological # # # # o]l o] o ® ol o |o ® olo|lo|lo| e ® ® ® o |o| o ® o ® ® ®
Historical N/A N/A N/A | N/A || N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A | NJA | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Native American # # # # o]l o | o ® o lo | o ® ololeo|lo| e ® ® ® o |o| o ® o ® ® ®
O Significant impacts can be mitigated to less than significant
o Less than significant
O No impact
N/A Not Applicable
* Architectural properties are present on the FBTC. However they are recorded as archaeological sites and included with them in this table.
# Refer to Land Use Change Alternative 1
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This section discusses the cultural resources direct and indirect effects of the proposed action and
alternatives presented in Chapter 2 with respect to the three categories: Category 1, stationing and
training alternatives; Category 2, alternatives with various land use changes; and Category 3, alternatives
with various training infrastructure improvements. As discussed in Section 3.3, cultural resources eligible
for or listed in the National Register are called “historic properties.”

The methods used for assessing direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action to cultural resources
included identifying significant cultural resources on the installation (Section 3.3). Cultural resource
reports were reviewed along with the ICRMP for Fort Bliss. Inventories of cultural resources maintained
by Fort Bliss and the New Mexico and Texas SHPOs were reviewed for information related to prehistoric
and historic resources within the installation. In addition, a literature review of studies of military impacts
on archaeological and natural resources was conducted to better assess the potential impacts for each
category and alternative.

At Fort Bliss, the existing PA provides a process and the procedures for how historic properties are
identified and managed on the installation, and that process and procedures will be used to address the
impacts from the Proposed Action. That process complies with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA. The
analysis in this section meets those requirements as well as the requirements of AR 200-1. The first step
in identifying impacts to cultural resources is the identification of historic properties. The identification of
these resources is on-going at Fort Bliss. As noted in Section 3.3.2, a number of archaeological sites,
buildings, structures, historic districts, and cultural landscapes on Fort Bliss have been listed on or
determined eligible for listing on the National Register. Efforts are also underway to identify TCPs and
sacred sites of importance to tribes.

The next step in the impact analysis is identifying any potential for direct or indirect impacts from the
proposed action to those resources. Any impact to historic properties is potentially irreversible and could
result in irretrievable loss of the resource or its data. Factors considered in determining whether an action
would result in a significant impact on cultural resources included the following:

Archaeological. The action would destroy the resource or damage the resource’s integrity through one of
more of the following: direct or indirect ground disturbance, including soil erosion; vibration; noise;
change in setting or accessibility; or fire, including techniques to suppress fires and reduce the risk of fires
such as construction of fire-breaks, use of heavy equipment, and trenching. The action would result in
damage to the resource through vandalism.

Historical. The action would result in intrusion of new buildings or structures that are not sympathetic to
the historic characteristics of the site or district; renovation; or demolition of an historic building. The
action would remove features (such as fences) that contribute to the cultural landscape’s significance. The
action would result in damage to the resource through fire or vandalism.

Native American. The action would result in restrictions of access to TCPs or sacred sites. The action
would alter the setting of TCPs or sacred sites by noise or other training activities when the setting
contributes to the property’s significance for ceremonies or rituals performed by Native Americans, which
depend in part on isolation, solitude, or silence.

Adverse effects are direct or indirect impacts that would alter the characteristics of the property that
qualify it for inclusion in the National Register. As per 36 CFR 800.5, an undertaking would have an
adverse impact when it would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. Potential adverse effects include the following:
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

e Removal of the property from its historic location or the physical destruction, damage, or
alteration of all or part of the property;

e Isolation of the property from, or alteration of the character of the property’s setting, when that
character contributes to the property’s eligibility for the National Register;

o Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the property
or alter its setting if setting is integral to the property’s significance;

o Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction;
e Transfer, lease, or sale of the property if the sale removes the property from federal protection.
3.8.1 Potential Impacts to Historic Properties in the Cantonment Area

Facility and infrastructure construction and demolition activities could impact historic properties. These
impacts could occur through foundation or trench excavation, grading, filling, asphalt removal, heavy
machinery movement, soil compaction, and renovation or demolition of historic buildings or facilities.
Adverse effects to architectural historic properties in the Cantonment could also occur if new structures or
additions to structures with designs that are not compatible with the historic properties are proposed.
Adverse effects to archaeological sites could occur when these types of activities take place and buried
sites are encountered in areas that have not previously been investigated because they were covered by
buildings, asphalt, or other impediment to survey.

3.8.2 Potential Impacts to Historic Properties in the FBTC
Activities that occur during or in anticipation of training on the FBTC could impact historic properties.
The impacts affect historic properties by destroying the resource or by damaging the resource’s integrity.
Some of these activities and their impacts were discussed in detail in the SEIS (U.S. Army 2007) and are
only summarized here. The primary impacts from training are:

e Ground disturbance

e Vibration

¢ Noise

e Change in setting

o Access

o Fires
Ground-disturbance can be caused by a variety of different activities at military installations. When sites
are exposed on the ground surface, they could be impacted. The severity of impact depends on the type of
site, the type of impact, soil type, and depth to bedrock, slope, and the intensity and repetition of the
impact. Direct impacts to cultural resources from the alternatives discussed in this document include
vehicle maneuvers and associated activities, construction of new training facilities including temporary

housing on the maneuver areas, new ranges, digging, ordnance delivery, infrastructure delivery (including
utility lines, pipelines, sanitation facilities, and roads), fire fighting, and human trampling.
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Ground disturbance could also lead to indirect effects through soil erosion, which could cause adverse
effects to cultural resources. Depending on their type and intensity, off-road pedestrian or vehicular
maneuvers could also lead to indirect effects by disturbing the upper layers of soils, known as biological
crusts (see discussion in Section 3.3). These crusts are stabilized by vegetation and natural cementation of
surface sediments. On-road training activities could lead to erosion of areas adjacent to roads when an
unpaved road’s bearing strength fails. This would usually occur with an increase in use, during periods of
heavy use, or in wet conditions, and often results in temporary bypass routes that degrade vegetation and
soil crusts outside of the authorized roadways. The bypass routes could impact and adversely affect
archaeological sites present in the area of the bypass.

Disruption of crusts during off-road maneuvers also could lead to increased soil erosion that may expose
and erode archaeological deposits. However, few studies of impacts (direct or indirect) have been
completed at archaeological sites. In one of the only controlled studies, Ziedler (2004) documented a
variety of impacts to site 41CV575 at Fort Hood, Texas. Tank trails on the site had disrupted vegetation,
compacted both surface and subsurface deposits, and accelerated erosion. The study could not determine
if these impacts disturbed, damaged, or destroyed artifacts at or near the surface.

At Fort Bliss, soil erosion is considered a significant problem (U.S. Army 2000, 2007). Simulated studies
of tank impacts have been conducted on the installation and indicate that training with tracked vehicles
can lead to soil instability and loss of vegetation in some areas, particularly in Sandy and Deep Sandy
areas where coppice dunes are not present, including the alluvial fans (U.S. Army 2007:Table 5.5.1, see
also Section 3.3 this document). Sites in shallow soils, particularly in areas with exposed bedrock are
generally believed to be less susceptible to impacts from vehicular and pedestrian passage over their
surfaces (Ziedler 2004). In such environments, the vehicular pressure on the ground surface is partially
supported by the bedrock, reducing the overall impact to surface or subsurface deposits. Within areas of
coppice dunes, recent archaeological work at several sites in the South Training Areas indicated soils in
inter-dunal areas had deflated between 40-cm and 100-cm below comparable soils in the adjacent dunes
(Graves et al. 2009).

Nonetheless, a direct link from these data to this proposed action is difficult. The studies at Fort Hood and
elsewhere were in different environments and in soils distinct from those at the FBTC. The alternatives
presented in this document would result in changes in the amount of off-road and on-road vehicular
impacts from what was analyzed in the 2007 SEIS. As discussed in Chapter 2, the number of times the
ground would be driven-over within the various TAs under the proposed action could vary from zero to
1.7 depending on the Stationing and Training and Land Use alternatives selected. As the number rises,
there would be increased potential for adverse effects to archaeological sites eligible for listing in the
National Register due to compression and erosion. However, without more definitive studies, the
threshold for the number of vehicular passes when compression or crust disturbance will adversely affect
archaeological sites in the FBTC is not clear. It is also not known if the deflation in inter-dunal areas
covered by coppice dunes is the direct result of tank travel or some other factor, or if it is pervasive
among all areas covered by coppice dunes. In sum, archaeological sites can be compressed or exposed
when sandy soils erode, adversely affecting their integrity, but the threshold that will result in impacts on
archaeological sites in the FBTC are under-studied.

Wind-driven sand also could bury sites enhancing their integrity. Dust, caused either by maneuvers or
from blowing sands, could adversely affect rock art by obscuring the art work. Studies of rock art in other
regions suggest that the dust may react chemically with shelter walls where the rock art is located and
hasten natural exfoliation or spalling on the walls (Silver 1985). It is not known if this process would
occur when dust settles on rock art in this region.
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Vibration is caused by blasting, vehicular traffic, and aircraft over-flights. Vibration would not be
expected to have adverse effects on archaeological historic properties from the Proposed Action.
Buildings and structures could be adversely affected by vibration. Studies have shown, however, that the
decibel levels must be in excess of 120 dB at a distance of 150 feet or less to generate the potential for
adverse effects (U.S. Air Force 1983 and 1988, U.S. Forest Service 1992). Large caliber guns can emit
this level of decibels, but they would be located at distances greater than 150 feet from eligible structures
and buildings in the FBTC. There is little evidence that low-flying jet aircraft would cause this level of
noise-related vibration on the installation. Helicopters also cause vibrations. While they generally result in
lower noise and vibration levels than low-flying jet aircraft, helicopters can and do hover above the
ground for longer periods. If they hover closer than 300 feet from a historic structure, they would have the
potential to adversely affect the property (SEIS U.S. Army 2007).

A historic resource’s setting could be affected by noise or removal of features (such as fences) that
contribute to the property’s significance. Temporary noise from construction would not be an adverse
effect. However, continued operation of machinery or noise from guns or other sources could introduce
an adverse effect to TCPs or sacred sites. This would be particularly acute if the properties are places
where ceremonies or rituals are performed by Native Americans. Such ceremonies may depend in part on
isolation, solitude, or silence. Restriction of access to TCPs or sacred sites would be an adverse effect.

Access to historic properties could result in adverse effects from vandalism. Buildings, pueblos, or other
sites with significant quantities of exposed artifacts, rock shelters, and rock art would be especially
vulnerable to these adverse effects. Those found near roads would likely be most frequently vandalized.

Live-fire maneuvers could adversely affect historic properties. These maneuvers typically require
installing temporary targets. The targets are usually installed in relatively flat landscapes with elevated
backdrops (e.g. in canyons or basins/bowls with surrounding hills). On the FBTC, these flat landscapes
contain a high number of prehistoric residential sites that may be eligible for listing on the National
Register. Impacts to these sites could occur from the disturbance to install targets, digging to provide
safety from enemy fire, or increased off road vehicular maneuvers to access the established targets.

Live-fire maneuvers could also result in fires that adversely affect historic properties. Buildings would be
particularly vulnerable to fires, although fires can also affect archaeological historic properties. Fire can
damage archaeological sites by destroying man-made features such as adobe walls or altering deposits
such as artifacts or organic food remains. Fire can also cause exfoliation of rock art (National Park
Service 2007). Techniques to suppress fires and those used to reduce the risk of fires include ground
disturbance (construction of fire-breaks, use of heavy equipment, and trenching) could damage
archaeological sites. Damage to archaeological historic properties could also be caused by the use of fire
retardants with chemicals that can alter the contents of a site.

The potential cumulative effects associated with the direct and indirect effects are discussed in Chapter 4.
The potential measures that could be used to mitigate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts identified
as significant but can be mitigated to less than significant are discussed in Chapter 5.
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3.8.3 Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1)
Table 3-40 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of ST-1.

Table 3-40. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 1.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC Cantonment FBTC
Archaeological O #
Historical* O N/A
Native American O #
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for further discussion of the direct and indirect
impacts.

O No impact

N/A  Not Applicable

* Architectural historic properties outside the Cantonment are included with archaeological sites in
this and subsequent tables.

Impacts in the Cantonment Area. Architectural inventories of all structures and buildings in the
Cantonment with construction dates through 1963 are complete. No impacts to architectural historic
properties, other than those analyzed and disclosed in the SEIS and modified by the GTA PEIS, would
occur.

Archaeological inventory is complete for the Cantonment. With the approval of the ROD for the SEIS,
the Cantonment was expanded to include all the land south and west of Loop 375 and to include 600 acres
(2.4 square kilometers) east of Loop 375. Archaeological historic properties, including one OLA, are
present in these lands. The OLA has been seibert staked and is surrounded by a dismounted Land
Navigation Course used in training. The Directorate of Public Works — Environment (DPW-E) has
worked with Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization, and Security (DTPMS) to ensure that the points
in the navigation routes will avoid dismounted units crossing through the OLA. If ground disturbance
reveals previously unknown archaeological sites, the impacts could be significant. No Native American
sacred sites or TCPs have been identified in the Cantonment.

The effects of development projects in the Cantonment encompassed in the ST-1 have been considered in
previous NEPA documents. There would be no additional impacts to cultural resources under ST-1.

Impacts in the FBTC. Four HBCTs and two IBCTs would train on the installation, which equate to
more vehicle trips than considered in the 2007 SEIS. On-road training would result in 2,654,000 linear
km traveled for all units combined (Table 2-8). Less off-road maneuver training on the FBTC would
occur when compared to the six HBCTs studied in the 2007 SEIS, resulting in fewer off-road tracked
vehicle passes over archaeological sites eligible for the National Register. As shown in Table 2-9, total
ground contacted under ST-1 is 2,755 square kilometers (680,485 acres). How serious these on-road and
off-road impacts would be depends on site type, soil type, the number of passes, and the time between
passes. The intensity of both off-road and on-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in
the land use alternatives.

Soil types vary across the installation. Depending on the type and intensity, off-road pedestrian or
vehicular maneuvers could lead to indirect adverse effects by disturbing the biological crusts (Sections
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3.3 and 3.4, and SEIS Section 5.5). These crusts are stabilized by vegetation and natural cementation of
surface sediments. Disruption of crusts can lead to increased soil erosion that could expose and erode
archaeological deposits. The two IBCTs would result in different, but less severe impacts to
archaeological sites in the FBTC than impacts caused by HBCTs. Some IBCT maneuvers are by foot
(U.S. Army 2004) which can cause compression in archaeological sites but is considerably less than the
compression or rutting caused by vehicles. The intensity of the BCT maneuvers on the FBTC is further
discussed in the land use alternatives.

Noise from artillery can cause another indirect adverse effect to cultural resources. Apart from the Hueco
Mountains, other sacred sites and TCPs have not yet been identified in the FBTC, but they may be
present. If identified in the future, impacts from maneuvers, including vehicular roll-over, live-fire,
wildfires, or other activities, would have the potential to adversely affect these sites. Vandalism, if it
occurred, would be a significant adverse effect. Fort Bliss cultural resource staff monitors the TAs after
maneuvers. If they find evidence of vandalism, they follow the procedures in SOP #16, Compliance with
the ARPA of 1979. This SOP outlines a training and awareness program, jurisdictional boundaries, and
documentation of suspected ARPA violations. Under ARPA, either criminal or civil proceedings can be
employed against suspected violators. In addition to these procedures, the Fort Bliss HPO decides on a
case-by-case basis whether remedial mitigation is required.

Fort Bliss will continue to consult with the tribes to identify and resolve issues of concern regarding tribal

access to sacred sites and TCPs. Tribal access based on the percent training days scheduled in each
FBTC subdivision is further discussed in the land use alternatives.

3.8.4 Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2)

Table 3-41. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 2.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC Cantonment FBTC
Archaeological O #
Historical O N/A
Native American O #
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for further discussion of the direct and indirect
impacts.

O No impact
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts in the Cantonment. The Cantonment area was enlarged in the ROD for the SEIS to have
sufficient capacity for the six stationed BCTs. Thus, there will be no additional impacts to historic
properties from ST-2.

Impacts in the FBTC. One additional HBCT would train on the installation. Under ST-2, the seven
BCTs training would result in approximately 3,215 square kilometers of off-road ground contact and
3,012,100 vehicle trips, which would increase the intensity of use across the FBTC. The number of
training days required would increase under ST-2. The intensity of the on-road and off-road maneuver
training and the tribal access to sacred sites on the FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use alternatives.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.8.5 Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3)

ST-3 would station one SBCT at Fort Bliss. This additional unit would result in an increase of 4,100
Soldiers stationed in the Cantonment along with their equipment (Table 2-3). These Soldiers would be
added to the other BCTs using the FBTC, for a total of eight BCTs training at Fort Bliss.

Table 3-42 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of ST-3.

Table 3-42. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 3.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC Cantonment FBTC
Archaeological O #
Historical O N/A
Native American O #
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for further discussion of the

direct and indirect impacts.
O Significant but mitigable to less than significant
O No Impact
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts to the Cantonment Area. The number of Soldiers stationed at Fort Bliss would increase from
that analyzed in ST-3 to 44,600. Facility and infrastructure construction and demolition activities could
potentially impact historic properties. These impacts could occur through foundation or trench excavation,
grading, filling, asphalt removal, heavy machinery movement, soil compaction, and renovation or
demolition of historic buildings or facilities. Adverse effects to architectural historic properties in the
Cantonment could also occur if new structures or additions to structures with designs that are not
compatible with the historic properties are proposed.

All architectural historic properties in the Cantonment that date prior to 1964 have been identified. The
SOPs in the PA and ICRMP along with other PAs and Program Comments would be used to mitigate any
adverse impacts to architectural properties in the Cantonment that are eligible for or listed on the National
Register to less than significant.

As noted under ST-1, the Cantonment has been surveyed for archaeological sites. A number of them have
been determined eligible and one is listed on the National Register. One OLA is present in the
Cantonment. The archaeological OLA in the Cantonment is protected in place and would continue to be
protected and monitored through the PA and ICRMP SOPs.

Archaeological sites could be adversely affected if they are within the footprint of new construction.
During ground disturbance previously unknown archaeological sites may be found. If they are eligible for
the National Register and could not be avoided, they would be adversely affected. Inadvertent discovery
of archaeological sites during construction would be subject to the same consultation process used for all
newly discovered sites. These steps would continue and would mitigate significant adverse effects on
historic properties in the Cantonment to less than significant.

No Native American sacred sites or TCPs have been identified in the Cantonment. There would be no
impacts to Native American VECs.
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Impacts to the FBTC. The addition of one SBCT training, which completes 90 percent of vehicle
distance driven on-road (Table 2-7), on the FBTC would result in a greater increase in the total on-road
travel (4,166,100 km) than the amount of off-road ground contact (3,305 square kilometers). The intensity
of the on-road and off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in the land use
alternatives.

Given the increased use of FBTC, Native American access to TCPs and sacred sites would be slightly
more limited under this alternative. Tribal access to sacred sites on the FBTC is further discussed in the
land use alternatives.

3.8.6 Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4)

ST-4 would station a second SBCT at Fort Bliss. This additional unit would result in an increase of 4,100
Soldiers stationed in the Cantonment along with their equipment (Table 2-3). These Soldiers would be
added to the other BCTs using the FBTC, including a second TDY HBCT, for a total of ten BCTs training
at Fort Bliss.

Table 3-43 classifies the impacts to cultural resources in the FBTC under implementation of ST-4.

Table 3-43.  Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Stationing and Training
Alternative 4.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC Cantonment FBTC
Archaeological O #
Historical O N/A
Native American O #
# Refer to the Land Use Change Alternatives for further discussion of the

direct and indirect impacts.
N Significant but mitigable to less than significant
O No Impact
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts to the Cantonment Area. The number of Soldiers stationed at Fort Bliss would increase from
that analyzed in ST-3 to 51,800. Facility and infrastructure construction and demolition activities could
potentially impact historic properties. These impacts could occur through foundation or trench excavation,
grading, filling, asphalt removal, heavy machinery movement, soil compaction, and renovation or
demolition of historic buildings or facilities. Adverse effects to architectural historic properties in the
Cantonment could also occur if new structures or additions to structures with designs that are not
compatible with the historic properties are proposed.

Archaeological sites could be adversely affected if they are within the footprint of new construction.
During ground disturbance previously unknown archaeological sites may be found. If they are eligible for
the National Register and could not be avoided, they would be adversely affected. Inadvertent discovery
of archaeological sites during construction would be subject to the same consultation process used for all
newly discovered sites. These steps would continue and would mitigate significant adverse effects on
historic properties in the Cantonment to less than significant.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

No Native American sacred sites or TCPs have been identified in the Cantonment. There would be no
impacts to Native American VECs.

Impacts to the FBTC. Under this alternative, the 10 BCTs training would distribute 5,819,000 km of on-
road distance driven (Table 2-8) and 4,080 square kilometers of ground contact (Table 2-9) across the

FBTC. This would be the highest level of on-road and off-road vehicle training. The intensity of the on-
road and off-road maneuver training on the FBTC is further discussed in the Land Use alternatives.

Native American access to TCPs and sacred sites would be slightly more limited under this alternative
with a total of 10 BCTs training on the FBTC. Tribal access to sacred sites on the FBTC is further
discussed in the land use alternatives.

3.8.7 Land Use Changes Alternative 1 (LU-1)

Table 3-44 classifies the impacts to cultural resources in the FBTC under implementation of LU-1.

Table 3-44. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Changes Alternative 1.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC FBTC
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Archaeological o O ™ O
Historical N/A N/A N/A N/A
Native American © © S ~

O Significant but mitigable to less than significant
O] Less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

The areal extent of HBCT impacts would change somewhat under this alternative from the impacts
analyzed in the 2007 SEIS. As noted in Chapter 2, a greater proportion of training has historically taken
place in the South Training Areas because of their location adjacent to the Cantonment. The HBCTs
stationed at Fort Bliss would be expected to continue training close to the Cantonment; however, the
HBCT on TDY training at the installation would be housed in the base camps, COLs, or Controlled FTX
sites in the FBTC. That HBCT would be more likely to train in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range
for similar efficiency of movement; that use of the Basin is reflected in Table 2-18. Other than the South
Training Areas and those in the North Training Areas, the remaining TAs in the Tularosa Basin of
McGregor Range were not open to off-road vehicular training until the ROD for the 2007 SEIS was
published. As discussed above, training in the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range could result in some
soil erosion in those TAs in Sandy or Deep Sandy areas not currently in coppice dunes (U.S. Army 2007).
Soil erosion can adversely affect archaeological sites.

IBCT training would result in a greater quantity of training in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 and in the foothills in Southeast McGregor Range (TAs 24 through 27). The distance to the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, along with
their prohibitions on off-road vehicular maneuvers, has tended to result in fewer military maneuvers in
these TAs. Live-fire maneuvers would increase. As noted previously, live-fire maneuvers, particularly
when temporary targets are installed in flat terrain near canyons or surrounding hills, can directly impact
archaeological sites, cause wildfires, or inadvertently expose previously unknown archaeological
resources. Any of these could result in direct adverse effects to archaeological resources.
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Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (LU-1/ST-1). In the FBTC, the land-use changes
authorized in the 2007 SEIS would continue. This alternative would result in fewer impacts in the TAs
than the impacts from six HBCTs that were analyzed in the 2007 SEIS. On-road training would result in
2,654,000 linear km traveled for all units combined (Table 2-8). Based on Table 2-16, under LU-1/ST-1
unpaved roads in the FBTC would incur vehicle trips ranging from 327 to 969 annually. These traffic
loads would not lead to heavy rutting or degrading of road surfaces. Where sites eligible for the National
Register exist adjacent to unpaved roads, they would not be adversely affected from erosion by these
traffic loads.

As shown in Table 2-9, total ground contacted under LU-1/ST-1 is 2,755 square kilometers (680,485
acres). Four HBCTSs training on the installation, rather than the six studied in the SEIS, would result in
fewer tracked vehicle passes over archaeological sites eligible for the National Register. A higher number
of wheeled vehicles would pass over the sites due to the training of two IBCTs. The annual number of
times vehicular off-road traffic would pass over the ground in the various segments of the FBTC varies
from 0.24 in Southeast McGregor Range to 1.5 in the South Training Areas (Table 2-18). These impacts
would likely be minimal as it is assumed that surface sediments would have sufficient time between
passes to restabilize.

Given the estimated distribution of training days for each FBTC subdivision, tribal access to sacred sites
and TCPs would be adequate under LU-1/ST-1 (Table 2-15). The South Training Areas will be used with
greatest frequency (90 percent), but would still have days of no use. The remaining subdivisions would be
less heavily used. Native American access could be accommodated within that schedule. As well, Fort
Bliss will continue to consult with the tribes to identify and resolve issues of concern. Under LU-1/ST-1,
impacts to the Native American VECs would be less than significant.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (LU-1/ST-2). On-road training would increase to
3,012,100 linear km traveled for all units combined (Table 2-8). Unpaved roads on Otero Mesa South of
Highway 506, Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, and Southeast McGregor would see
the greatest use being traveled more than twice annually (Table 2-16). Based on Table 2-16, under LU-
1/ST-2 unpaved roads in the FBTC would incur vehicle trips ranging from 332 to 1,135 annually. As with
LU-1/ST-1, these traffic loads should not lead to erosion of areas adjacent to the roadways unless heavily
rutted or degraded roadway surfaces develop in the roads and vehicles need to bypass those areas. If sites
eligible for the National Register are present adjacent to such degraded road surfaces, they would be
adversely affected by such bypasses.

Under LU-1/ST-2, the BCT off-road training would distribute 3,215 square kilometers (794,105 acres) of
ground contact across the FBTC, increasing the intensity of use across the installation. Because this
would be 281 square kilometers (69,407 acres) more than the land presently available for off-road
training, slight increases in off-road training would occur in the South TAs, North TAs, and Tularosa
Basin (Table 2-18). Off-road training in Southeast McGregor would remain unchanged. As off-road
training intensity would increase slightly in the TAs, vehicular and pedestrian passage over the
archaeological sites would increase, as would the probability of repeated passages. Under LU-1/ST-2, the
probability rises slightly that some soils in off-road maneuver areas could erode with this increase
adversely affecting sites eligible for the National Register. Additionally, live-fire maneuvers would
increase. Live-fire maneuvers can directly affect archaeological sites, cause wildfires, or inadvertently
expose previously unknown archaeological resources. If Native American sacred sites or TCPs are
identified, they would be similarly affected.

Due to an increase in training requirements, noise levels would increase but noise analysis in Section 3.24
indicates that it would only exceed normal background noise in the Hueco Mountains in small areas of
TAs 25, 26, and 27. No noise impacts would occur at Hueco Tanks State Park. Native American access to
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TCPs and sacred sites could be somewhat limited. However, windows would exist in the annual training
calendar for tribes to access places of concern. Native American VECs would be mitigated to less than
significant due to continued consultation with the tribes to identify and resolve issues of concern.

The impacts associated with LU-1/ST-2 could be mitigated to less than significant. Fort Bliss has
developed mitigation and monitoring measures to address adverse effects to historic properties. The
process relies on SOPs in its PA and ICRMP that provide a series of tools to manage historic properties
while accomplishing the training mission at the installation. These tools are detailed in Section 3.3.3.
They include, but are not limited to, measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects to historic properties,
as well as mitigate through data recovery or documentation. Another is the establishment of new OLAs.
OLAs are not open to training and only vehicular or dismounted travel on existing roads through LUAs is
allowed. OLAs and LUAs are monitored by Fort Bliss’ cultural resource personnel after training activities
to identify any impacts and adjust protection if needed. On-going monitoring of unpaved roads for
potential degradation is required under the INRMP. This monitoring, in addition to the cultural resource
monitoring, would act as an additional safeguard against soil erosion along unpaved roads that could
adversely affect archaeological sites eligible for the National Register.

The routine monitoring of OLAs and LUAs and degraded roads mentioned above is designed to track
compliance with SOPs and evaluate the effectiveness of the mitigation measures implemented. However,
three other monitoring strategies may be needed and will be further discussed in Chapter 5.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (LU-1/ST-3). Annual on-road doctrinal training
would require 4,166,100 km of travel by the BCTs (Table 2-8). Based on Table 2-16, under LU-1/ST-3
unpaved roads in the FBTC would incur vehicle trips ranging from 478 to 1,675 annually. Unpaved roads
could be degraded with this traffic load, leading to bypasses that could adversely affect any adjacent
archaeological sites eligible for the National Register.

Under LU-1/ST-3, the vehicles in the eight BCTs would contact approximately 3,305 square kilometers
(816,335 acres) of ground, as part of the increasing intensity of off-road vehicle use in the FBTC. Off-
road vehicle maneuver would remain relatively high in the South TAs, North TAs, and Tularosa Basin
(Table 2-18). Over time, the potential for adverse effects from deepening ruts, compression, and soil
erosion could increase in these TAs, particularly on Deep Sands and Sandy areas with no coppice dunes.
As discussed in Sections 3.3 and 3.4, soil erosion could increase. If erosion increases, sites eligible for the
National Register outside of LUAs and OLAs could erode and be adversely affected.

Increased use of rock shelters and caves could also occur as dismounted training increases somewhat in
the TAs in Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506.
These formations are present in the Sacramento Mountains and on the escarpment of Otero Mesa and can
contain cultural deposits and rock art; rock art sites can also be found in the open on rock faces. Such sites
could be adversely affected by military use of rock shelters and caves, or vandalism. Rock art in some
areas of Texas can also be adversely affected by dust that chemically reacts with the walls and encourages
spalling (Silver 1985).

With the greater off-road training, dust could increase. Studies completed for the 2007 SEIS indicated that
wind patterns would send dust in a generally northeasterly direction, but most of the dust would be
retained within the installation. Since Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 is in the eastern
and northern sectors of the installation, rock art sites, where present, could be adversely affected by
increased levels of dust.

Live fire and noise impacts would remain the same as in LU-1/ST-2. Given the increased use of TAs for
off-road and on-road maneuvers, Native American access to TCPs and sacred sites would be slightly
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more limited under this alternative, particularly in the South TAs where training would require more than
100 percent of the annual calendar, without implementation of concurrent use (Table 2-14). In the other
subdivisions of the FBTC, adequate time would be available for Native American access.

As with LU-1/ST-2, the impacts associated with LU-1/ST-3 could be mitigated to less than significant.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (LU-1/ST-4). Annual on-road doctrinal training
under this alternative would require 5,819,000 km of travel by the BCTs (Table 2-8). Based on Table 2-
16, under LU-1/ST-4 unpaved roads in the FBTC would incur vehicle trips ranging from 609 to 2,314
annually. Unpaved roads could be degraded with this traffic load, leading to bypasses that could adversely
affect any adjacent archaeological sites eligible for the National Register.

Given the heavy use of the roads on the FBTC under this alternative, Native American access to TCPs
and sacred sites would continue to be limited. Impacts to the Native American VEC would be significant
under LU-1/ST-4. However, windows would exist in the annual training calendar for tribes to access
places of concern. Native American VECs would be mitigated to less than significant due to continued
consultation with the tribes to identify and resolve issues of concern.

Under this alternative, the 10 BCTs would distribute 4,080 square kilometers (1,007,760 acres) of off-
road vehicular maneuver; this is 1,146 square kilometers more than the area presently available for off-
road maneuver. These vehicular passes could adversely impact archaeological sites, sacred sites, and
TCPs.

As with LU-1/ST-3, there would be a higher quantity of Soldiers completing dismounted maneuver. In
addition to the trampling of sites during this training, increased use of rock shelters and caves could
occur. Such sites could be adversely affected by military use of them, damaging their cultural deposits or
vandalizing them. Increases in live-fire maneuvers could result in greater potential for fires to ignite and
adversely affect sites, including rock art sites.

Noise impacts from large caliber guns may extend beyond the installation (115 decibels). The noise
contours for these impacts include the Hueco Mountains in TA-2 as well as portions of TAs 25, 26, and
27 in Southeast McGregor. The noise contours at 115 dB also would extend over the Hueco Tanks State
Park (Figure 3-40). The park is located in the Hueco Mountains approximately 5 miles east of TA 2B and
6.8 miles south of TA 25. The park would be at the Moderate Compliant Risk Under Standard Criteria
(Table 3-105). The Ysleta del Sur Pueblo holds ceremonies at the park at certain times of the year. High
noise levels could disrupt these ceremonies. Schedules may need to be altered to not interfere with those
ceremonies, if this would be a reasonable option.

The heavy need for use of the South TAs, North TAs and Tularosa Basin for training the higher number
of Soldiers may limit Native American access to sacred sites and TCPs in those parts of the FBTC
Training schedules may need to be altered to allow for Native American access to sacred sites and TCPs,
if this would be a reasonable option. Continued consultation with Native Americans to identify and
resolve issues of concern would mitigate access concerns to less than significant.
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3.8.8 Land Use Changes Alternative 2 (LU-2)
Table 3-45 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of LU-2.

Table 3-45. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Changes Alternative 2.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC FBTC
ST-1 | ST-2 | ST-3 | ST-4
Archaeological O O O O
Historical N/A N/A N/A N/A
Native American O O O O

O Significant but mitigable to less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (LU-2/ST-1). In the FBTC, the four square
kilometers (988 total acres) of fixed sites would be established in TAs 24, 25, 26, and 27. To construct
each could require some ground disturbance to create a relatively flat surface for placement of tents and
equipment. In addition to these impacts, some or all of the sites may require new roads or other
infrastructure construction. The infrastructure improvements would also cause ground disturbance. As of
November 2008, 179 sites are within the grassland LUA where these FTX sites would be placed. If any of
these sites are present, or if Native American sacred sites or TCPs are present within the proposed
location of one of the FTX sites, those sites could be adversely impacted.

Fixed sites would also be allowed in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506, and the
grassland LUA there removed. As of November 2008, 399 sites are present in the grasslands LUA in the
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 509 (Table 3-33); none of them have been evaluated for
the National Register. However, only dismounted and on-road vehicle maneuvers are permitted in these
TAs and LU-2 would not change that use. Thus, removal of designation of the LUA in Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506 could have slight increases in adverse effects of trampling or
wildfires, but the impacts are not expected to be significant due to the permitted uses. If sites, sacred sites,
or TCPs are within an area where a fixed site is to be placed, they would be adversely affected.
Vandalism, if it occurred, would be a significant adverse effect based on the degree of alteration and
destruction. Fort Bliss cultural resource staff monitors the TAs after maneuvers. If they find evidence of
vandalism, they would follow the procedures in SOP #16, as discussed under ST-1.

Selection of this alternative would introduce noise from rotary wing aircraft to the TAs in the Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506. The aircraft are currently permitted for this area, but seldom fly
there. Although noise from these aircraft could be considered an adverse effect to TCPs and sacred sites,
military training on this portion of the FBTC would continue to be limited (Table 2-14) and would permit
Native American access to such sites during periods without noise from training.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (LU-2/ST-2). This alternative would have the
impacts discussed under LU-1/ST-2. In addition, it would include the cultural resource impacts discussed
under LU-2/ST-1.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (LU-2/ST-3). This alternative would have the
impacts discussed under LU-1/ST-3. In addition, it would include the cultural resource impacts discussed
under LU-2/ST-1.
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It would also continue to increase rotary wing aircraft noise in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506, as discussed under LU-2/ST-1. While these TAs will have an increase in training under this
alternative (Table 2-14), adequate time for Native American access to TCPs and sacred sites would be
available during periods without training.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (LU-2/ST-4). This alternative would have the
impacts discussed under LU-1/ST-4. In addition, it would include the cultural resource impacts discussed
under LU-2/ST-1, and the noise impacts discussed under LU-2/ST-3.

Due to training intensity, access to TCPs and sacred sites may be limited in the South TAs, North TAs,
and Tularosa Basin. Continued consultation with Native Americans to identify and resolve issues of
concern would mitigate access concerns to less than significant.

3.8.9 Land Use Changes Alternative 3 (LU-3)

Table 3-46 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of LU-3.

Table 3-46. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Changes Alternative 3.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC FBTC
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Archaeological O O O O
Historical N/A N/A N/A N/A
Native American O O O ®
® Significant

O Significant but mitigable to less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (LU-3/ST-1). Construction of five square kilometers
of Controlled FTX sites in Northeast McGregor North of Highway 506 would have direct adverse effects
on any sites eligible for the National Register within their footprints. They would also have direct adverse
impacts to any Native American sacred sites or TCPs within their footprints if leveling of the ground is
required. As described under LU-2/ST-1, construction of bivouac or logistic sites, including Controlled
FTX sites, and any infrastructure needs for them would result in ground disturbance.

The placement of Controlled FTX sites within Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 portion
of the installation would enhance training opportunities for IBCTs and others who need to conduct
dismounted and on-road maneuvers. On-road training would also increase substantially in this portion of
the FBTC. Tables 2-19 and 2-21 illustrate the increased IBCT use of this area under LU-3/ST-1. This
shift would mean additional dismounted maneuver over archaeological sites, sacred sites, and TCPs north
of Highway 506. The impacts of dismounted maneuver north of Highway 506 would not be significant.
Some additional direct effects to sites, sacred sites, and TCPs would come from an increase in live-fire
that could result in wildfires burning over sites adversely affecting their deposits or adversely affecting
qualities that make certain places TCPs or sacred sites. Similar adverse effects would occur if the
increased use of unpaved roads results in temporary bypasses if roads degrade. Vandalism could also
increase as personnel increase in this portion of the FBTC. While noise effects to TCPs and sacred sites in
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would increase, they would not be expected to be
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significant as these TAs would be used intermittently and adequate time would be available to allow
Native American access when training is not scheduled. The impacts associated with LU-1/ST-3 could be
mitigated to less than significant, as discussed in LU-1/ST-2.

Use of Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 and travel on its unpaved roads would decrease under this
alternative (Tables 2-19 and 2-21). This would result in a net benefit to sites, sacred sites, and TCPs in
this portion of the FBTC.

HBCT off-road maneuver disturbance would remain the same as it was described under LU-1/ST-1.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (LU-3/ST-2). In addition to the adverse effects of
LU-3/ST-1 for any sites eligible for the National Register, sacred sites, or TCPs within their footprints,
the addition of one HBTC under LU-3/ST-2 would increase the intensity of use in the North Training
Areas, South Training Areas, and Tularosa Basin. The number of vehicle trips completed during on-road
maneuvers in these subdivisions also would increase. The increase could result in unpaved roadway
degradation. Archaeological sites adjacent to degraded roads could be impacted by temporary bypasses.
Off-road maneuvers would impact the South Training Areas to the greatest extent. All land there would
be driven over once annually and 60 percent of it would be impacted twice. Off-road impacts in the North
Training Areas would be slightly more (17 percent) than under LU-3/ST-1, and would result in more than
one impact annually for approximately 20 percent of the land. If the soils where these maneuvers occur
are Deep Sands or Sandy areas with no coppice dunes, erosion could occur. If archaeological sites eligible
for the National Register were present in those areas, they would be adversely affected.

LU-3/ST-2 would result in a slight addition of on-road maneuvers in Northeast McGregor North of
Highway 506 (Table 2-21). The increase would not be expected to cause significant impacts. The increase
in live-fire could result in an increase in wildfires that could adversely affect archaeological sites.

Other than the Hueco Mountains, sacred sites and TCPs have not been identified in the FBTC, but they
could be present. The increased use of the FBTC that would result from LU-3/ST-2 would limit Native
American access to such sites in the South TAs, and there and elsewhere in the FBTC could inadvertently
harm such properties through direct impacts or increased noise. The limitation or harm would be an
adverse effect.

As with LU-1/ST-2, the impacts associated with LU-3/ST-2 could be mitigated to less than significant.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (LU-3/ST-3). Impacts to archaeological sites, sacred
sites, and TCPs in the FBTC would include the effects described for the LU-2/ST-3. They would also
include the effects from any preparation for the Controlled FTX sites in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 and the effects from LU-3/ST-1. The addition of the one SBCT under ST-3 would
result in the same intensity of use in the FBTC as in LU-1/ST-3 except in Northeast McGregor North of
Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of 506 (Tables 2-14 and 2-19). Northeast McGregor would be used
more frequently than under LU-1/ST-3 while Otero Mesa would be used less.

Off road maneuver land in the South TAs, North TAs, and the Tularosa Basin would be driven over 1.5,
1.09, and 1.3 times respectively per year. If erosion increases over time, sites eligible for the National
Register could erode and be adversely affected.

This alternative would result in a higher number of trips to conduct on-road and dismounted maneuvers in
the Northeast McGregor North of Highway 506. The intense use of unpaved roads to meet training needs
under this alternative could result in degradation of their surfaces leading to temporary bypasses. Those
bypasses could impact archaeological sites eligible for the National Register if present.
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The increase in live-fire could result in an increase in wildfires that could adversely affect archaeological
sites. The increase in Soldiers on the FBTC could also result in vandalism that would adversely affect
archaeological sites, sacred sites, and TCPs.

As with LU-1/ST-2, the training intensity impacts associated with LU-3/ST-3 could be mitigated to less
than significant.

Other than the Hueco Mountains, sacred sites and TCPs have not been identified in the FBTC, but they
could be present. The increased use of the South TAs that would result from LU-3/ST-3 would limit
Native American access to such sites or could inadvertently harm the property. The limitation or harm
would be an adverse effect. Noise impacts to such sites would also increase in Northeast McGregor North
of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa. However, adequate time would be available without noise impacts, and
some periods without noise impacts could be scheduled for Native American access to such sites to
mitigate adverse effects to less than significant.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (LU-3/ST-4). Impacts to archaeological sites, sacred
sites, and TCPs would include the effects described above for LU-3/ST-3. They would also include the
effects from any preparation for Controlled FTX sites in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 and the effects from LU-2/ST-4.

Increased demand for on-road training under this alternative would result in higher levels of on-road and
dismounted training in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506. These traffic loads may
degrade roads leading to adverse effects to archaeological sites eligible for the National Register. On-road
maneuvers elsewhere in the FBTC would remain approximately the same as that of LU-1/ST-4. As well,
the on-road and dismounted maneuvers on Otero Mesa would be less than in LU-1/ST-4. The amount of
on-road training in Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 may also restrict Native American
access to TCPs and sacred sites. The restriction would be an adverse effect.

Noise impacts from rotary wing aircraft, vehicles, and small-arms fire will also increase in Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506. However, time would be available for access to such sites in
this subdivision of the FBTC without noise impacts. As with LU-1/ST-2, the training intensity impacts
associated with LU-3/ST-4 could be mitigated to less than significant.

Access to TCPs and sacred sites may be limited in the South TAs, North TAs, and Tularosa Basin. As
with the previous ST-4 alternatives, continued consultation with Native Americans to identify and resolve
issues of concern would mitigate access concerns to less than significant.
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3.8.10 Land Use Changes Alternative 4 (LU-4)
Table 3-47 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of LU-4.

Table 3-47. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Changes Alternative 4.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC FBTC
ST-1 ST-2 ST-3 ST-4
Archaeological O O O O
Historical N/A N/A N/A N/A
Native American O O O O

N Significant but mitigable to less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (LU-4/ST-1). In addition to the impacts from LU-3,
off-road vehicular maneuvers of light-wheeled vehicles in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 would result in ground disturbance that could affect sites, TCPs, and sacred sites. Wheeled
vehicles, such as HMMWVs, compress soils as they roll over them, although to a lesser extent than is
done by an M1A1 Abrams Tank (Tables 2-2). However, the compression is proportionately high when
compared to the much greater weight of the M1A1 Abrams Tank. This is because their weight is borne by
four tires rather than distributed along the length of the track on the tanks.

Bedrock is frequently exposed in this portion of the installation and soils are generally shallow. These
factors have been found to lessen compression because the bedrock acts as a support for a portion of the
vehicle’s weight while other tires are in contact with the site (Ziedler 2004).

Many sites in Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 are sitting at or close to the ground
surface in shallow soils (Stowe 2009). Cultural features commonly exposed on the ground surface include
accumulations of burned rock and hearths from prehistoric campfires. Features lying flat on the surface
would receive some compression from off-road vehicular maneuvers. While, as previously noted, those
effects would not be expected to be significant due to the shallower soils and more frequent exposure of
bedrock that relieves some of the pressure as the vehicles pass over the feature, the frequency of passes
could result in significant impacts. Off-road maneuvers would be limited to within 500m of roads on
slopes of 30 percent or less, which encompasses approximately 144 square kilometers or 33 percent of
this 424 square kilometers FBTC subdivision. That land would all be driven over once annually; 25
percent of it would be driven over two times annually. The ability of surface features to sustain this
frequency of compression year after year could be limited and the maneuvers may result in adverse
effects over time. Some sites contain roasting pits with accumulations of burned rock that can be up to a
meter or more above the ground’s surface. HMMWYV passage over these features of unconsolidated rocks
would be expected to have a significant adverse impact to such features.

Vehicular traffic on the shallow soils on slopes in Northeast McGregor would disrupt vegetation. With
vegetation loss, archaeological resources on the slopes could be impacted as the soil erodes. These
activities could result in adverse effects to sites eligible for the National Register, TCPs, and sacred sites.

On-road and off-road use of the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 would increase under
this land use change. With the increased use of Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506,
increased use of rock shelters and caves could occur under this alternative. These formations can contain
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cultural deposits and rock art; rock art sites also can be found in the open on rock faces. Such sites could
be adversely affected through military use of rock shelters and caves. Vandalism and wild fires could
occur with the increase of Soldiers in the area.

These adverse effects are significant. However, through the use of the SOPs they can be mitigated to less
than significant. It is worth noting that the intensity of training in the South TAs would decrease slightly
under LU-4/ST-1, slightly reducing the amount of impact to sites in that subdivision.

Noise effects would be only slightly higher than the noise effects for LU-1/ST-1under this alternative.
Adequate time would be available to allow Native American access to sacred sites and TCPs during
periods with no training.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (LU-4/ST-2). In the FBTC, the impacts would be
slightly different than those described for this alternative when combined with LU-4/ST-1. With the
increase in Soldiers training on the FBTC, off-road vehicular maneuvers will increase slightly in the
South Training Areas, North Training Areas, the Tularosa Basin of McGregor Range, and Southeast
McGregor Range (Table 2-29).

The types of impacts to sites, TCPs, and sacred sites would continue to be comparable those described in
LU-1/ST-2 and as described for LU-4/ST-1.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (LU-4/ST-3). This alternative would have some
increases in on-road maneuvers in the South Training Areas, North Training Areas, and the Tularosa
Basin of McGregor Range due to the stationing and training of one SBCT. However, in all subdivisions
other than Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 and Otero Mesa South of Highway 506, the
amount of on-road maneuvers would be slightly less than in LU-1/ST-3. Under this alternative, the road
network in Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 could degrade and adversely impact
adjacent archaeological sites, TCPs, or sacred sites.

As IBCTs and others are allowed to do off-road maneuvers in Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 under LU-3, this alternative, like the others under LU-3 will continue to have less off-road
maneuvers than LU-1 in all subdivisions where off-road maneuvers are permitted other than in Northeast
McGregor Range North of Highway 506. This would be a net benefit to the sites in the other
subdivisions. In this subdivision, the land available for off-road maneuvers would be driven over once
and 26 percent would be driven over twice. The impacts in the Northeast McGregor Range North of
Highway 506 could be mitigated to less than significant using the SOPs in the PA and ICRMP.

The types of impacts to historic properties, TCPs, and sacred sites would continue to be those described in
LU-1/ST-3. These would be in addition to the impacts described under LU-4/ST-1 and the noise impacts
discussed in LU-3/ST-3.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (LU-4/ST-4). LU-4/ST-4 would result in increased
BCTs and support units conducting higher levels of their on-road and off-road vehicular training in
Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 (Table 2-30 and Table 2-33). Off-road vehicular
traffic would annually drive over all land in this area 1.53 times. Elsewhere in the FBTC, off-road impacts
will be slightly more than LU-4/ST-3. Those impacts could be mitigated to less than significant using the
SOPs in the PA and ICRMP.

Under this alternative, on-road and dismounted training would increase in the Northeast McGregor Range
North of Highway 506 and be reduced on Otero Mesa South of Highway 506 (Table 2-26). With this
training load, some of the roads in the Northeast McGregor Range North of Highway 506 may degrade
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resulting in adverse effects to any archaeological sites adjacent to those degraded roads. Slightly fewer
on-road maneuvers would take place in other subdivisions of the FBTC than would occur under
LU-1/ST-4.

The types of impacts to historic properties, TCPs, and sacred sites would continue to be those described in
LU-1/ST-4. These would be in addition to the impacts described for LU-4/ST-1, and in addition to the
noise impacts discussed in LU-3/ST-4. Unless scheduling can permit Native American access to sacred
sites and TCPs in the lower elevations of the FBTC, the inability to access such properties could be
mitigated to less than significant through continued consultation with Native Americans to identify and
resolve issues of concern.

3.8.11 Land Use Changes Alternative 5 (LU-5)

LU-5 would add three square kilometers of Controlled FTX sites in the Otero Mesa South of Highway
506. These Controlled FTX sites will be adjacent to existing roads, and are in addition to LU-4.

Table 3-48 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of LU-5.

Table 3-48. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Land Use Changes Alternative 5.

Potential Impacts
Cultural Resource VEC FBTC
ST-1 | ST-2 | ST-3 | ST-4
Archaeological O O O O
Historical N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A
Native American O O O O

N Significant but mitigable to less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (LU-5/ST-1). Establishment of Controlled FTX
sites, combined with the other Land Use changes, would result in little to no difference from LU-4/ST-1
(Tables 2-22 and 2-33). On-road, dismounted, and off-road training would remain essentially the same.
The impacts to cultural resource VECs would remain the same at LU-4/ST-1.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (LU-5/ST-2). In the FBTC, LU-5 combined with the
other land use alternatives and ST-2, would have the same uses of the TAs described when combined with
LU-4/ST-2.

Adverse effects to archaeological sites eligible for the National Register, TCPs, and sacred sites under this
alternative would be the same as those described for this alternative when combined with LU-4/ST-2.

Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (LU-5/ST-3). In the FBTC, LU-5 combined with the
other land use alternatives and ST-3, would have the same uses of the TAs described when combined with
LU-4/ST-3.

Adverse effects to archaeological sites eligible for the National Register, TCPs, and sacred sites under this
alternative would be the same as those described for this alternative when combined with LU-4/ST-3.
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Impacts of Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (LU-5/ST-4). In the FBTC, LU-5 combined with the
other land use alternatives and ST-4, would have the same uses of the TAs described when combined with
LU-4/ST-4.

Adverse effects to archaeological sites eligible for the National Register, TCPs, and sacred sites under this
alternative would be the same as those described for this alternative when combined with LU-4/ST-4.

3.8.12 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 1 (TI-1)
Table 3-49 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of TI-1.

Table 3-49. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 1.

Land Use VEC Potential Impacts
FBTC
Archaeological O
Historical N/A
Native American O

O No Impact
N/A  Not Applicable

Under TI-1, there would be no additional training infrastructure construction which has not been
previously assessed. Therefore there would be no new impacts associated with this alternative.

3.8.13 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 2 (TI-2)

Table 3-50 classifies the impacts to cultural resources under implementation of TI-2.

Table 3-50. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 2.
Land Use VEC Potential Impacts
FBTC
Archaeological O
Historical N/A
Native American ™

N Significant but mitigable to less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

Sixteen of the 27 new ranges to support ST-1 and ST-2 would be situated north and south along the
western slopes of Otero Mesa with eight situated in the Dofia Ana area; 19 would have relatively certain
footprints within those areas. The locations for two have not been determined. The size and footprint of
these ranges vary according to their purpose. For example, Sniper Fire Ranges would be smaller than
Qualification Training Ranges.
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Archaeological sites eligible for the National Register, TCPs, and sacred sites that are within the footprint
of these ranges would be adversely affected. Table 3-51 provides a list of the National Register status
(eligible, not eligible, and not yet evaluated) for the 17 ranges whose locations are known. Of the 52 sites
within these ranges, 12 have been determined eligible for the National Register, and 11 have yet to be
evaluated for listing on the National Register. The remaining 29 are not eligible.

Table 3-51. Archaeological Sites within Footprints of Proposed New Ranges.

. . No. Sites Not No. Sites
Range # No. Sites Eligible Eligible Undetermined Total
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Additional ranges would be required for ST-3 and ST-4 (Table 2-36). The locations of those ranges have
not yet been identified. The primary cultural resources impact from any of the ranges would result from
ground disturbance caused by the creation of ranges in the TAs. These impacts would be in addition to
those caused by decisions surrounding Category 1 or Category 2. Architectural and archaeological
properties, TCPs, and sacred sites would be lost or adversely affected by those activities. The previously
discussed PA and ICRMP SOPs would be used to mitigate the effects to less than significant.
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3.8.14 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 3 (TI-3)

Table 3-52 summarizes the potential direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources under
implementation of TI-3.

Table 3-52. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 3.

Potential Impacts
Land Use VEC FBTC
Archaeological N
Historical N/A
Native American O

O Significant but mitigable to less than significant
N/A  Not Applicable

Although the locations of the COLs have not been determined, their construction and expansion of the
range camps could significantly impact archaeological sites eligible for the National Register. TCPs or
sacred sites would also be significantly impacted by COL construction. The previously discussed PA and
ICRMP SOPs would be used to mitigate the effects to less than significant.

3.8.15 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 4 (TI-4)

Table 3-53 summarizes the potential direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources under
implementation of TI-4.

Table 3-53. Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts from Training Infrastructure
Improvements Alternative 4.

Cultural Resources VEC Cantonment FBTC
Archaeological O O
Historical O N/A
Native American O O

N Significant but mitigable to less than significant
O No Impact
N/A  Not Applicable

Cantonment Area

Direct effects of the rail line in the Cantonment would be caused by its construction. Indirect effects could
be caused by introducing visual elements incompatible with historic properties. The rail line would enter
the Cantonment from the northeast at Loop 375, turn west until it is close to the Union Pacific railroad
where it would then turn south. It would follow that rail line to the southwest into the northern portion of
the Cantonment, but well to the north of the Main Post or William Beaumont Hospital historic districts.
The rail line would terminate adjacent to a triangular “transfer area” of approximately 75 acres (0.3
square kilometer).
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The nearest architectural historic properties to the rail line are the Cold War Era eligible properties known
as the 3600 Area. They are located approximately 600 meters to the east-northeast and, based on current
plans, would not be affected by the rail line or the transfer area.

The area of the proposed rail line and transfer area would not affect archaeological historic properties
within the OLA in the Cantonment. The portion of the rail line within the Cantonment has been subjected
to adequate inventory and no sites eligible for the National Register would be within its 50m wide
footprint. Although the precise footprint of the rail line has not been determined, the 50m wide corridor
for it is believed to capture its placement. Neither the rail line or transfer area would impact the OLA
within the Cantonment. Based on this placement, there would be no effect on historic properties in the
area.

Fort Bliss has a PA and ICRMP that establish the process and procedures to address adverse effects. The
process, procedures, and mitigation alternatives are detailed under ST-1. The unique constraints required
for rail construction (very low grade and wide turning radius) permit limited deviation once the right-of-
way is established. Avoidance would be an unlikely mitigation alternative. The remaining mitigation
alternatives described under ST-1 would be used to reduce adverse effects.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Direct effects of the rail line would result if the line or its construction corridor impacts an archaeological
site eligible for the National Register. The final location of the rail line would be determined at a future
date. However, it would generally parallel the existing commercial rail line along US-54. Minimal
loading and unloading operations would be at Orogrande, Oro Grande Range Camp, and Alvarado.

Inventory and evaluation of archaeological sites is underway in a portion of the proposed corridor where
the rail line and loading facilities would be constructed. At least 21 previously recorded sites are within
the proposed corridor. Some of them are within an OLA and could be eligible for listing on the National
Register (Burt 2009). If the line or the loading/unloading docks were situated over an archaeological site
eligible for the National Register, the impacts would be significant. TCPs and sacred sites, if present
within the right of way would also have significant impacts. The significant impacts would be due to the
unique rail road requirements that dictate maximum acceptable grades and turning requirements.
Therefore, historic properties within the footprint could probably not be avoided and would be adversely
affected.

Fort Bliss has a PA and ICRMP that establish the process and procedures to address adverse effects. The
process, procedures, and mitigation alternatives are detailed under ST-1. The unique constraints required
for rail construction (very low grade and wide turning radius) permit limited deviation once the right-of-
way is established. Avoidance would be an unlikely mitigation alternative. Other mitigation alternatives
described under ST-1 would be used to reduce adverse effects to less than significant.

The area of the proposed rail line and transfer area would not affect archaeological historic properties
within the OLA in the Cantonment. The portion of the rail line within the Cantonment has been subjected
to adequate inventory and no sites eligible for the National Register would be within its 50m wide
footprint. Although the precise footprint of the rail line has not been determined, the 50m wide corridor
for it is believed to capture its placement. Neither the rail line or transfer area would impact the OLA
within the Cantonment. Based on this placement, there would be no effect on historic properties in the
area.

Fort Bliss has a PA and ICRMP that establish the process and procedures to address adverse effects. The
process, procedures, and mitigation alternatives are detailed under ST-1. The unique constraints required
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for rail construction (very low grade and wide turning radius) permit limited deviation once the right-of-
way is established. Avoidance would be an unlikely mitigation alternative. The remaining mitigation
alternatives described under ST-1 would be used to reduce adverse effects.

Fort Bliss Training Complex

Direct effects of the rail line would result if the line or its construction corridor impacts an archaeological
site eligible for the National Register. The final location of the rail line would be determined at a future
date. However, it would generally parallel the existing commercial rail line along US-54. Minimal
loading and unloading operations would be at Orogrande, Oro Grande Range Camp, and Alvarado.

Inventory and evaluation of archaeological sites is underway in a portion of the proposed corridor where
the rail line and loading facilities would be constructed. At least 21 previously recorded sites are within
the proposed corridor. Some of them are within an OLA and could be eligible for listing on the National
Register (Burt 2009). If the line or the loading/unloading docks were situated over an archaeological site
eligible for the National Register, the impacts would be significant. TCPs and sacred sites, if present
within the right of way would also have significant impacts. The significant impacts would be due to the
unique rail road requirements that dictate maximum acceptable grades and turning requirements.
Therefore, historic properties within the footprint could probably not be avoided and would be adversely
affected.

Fort Bliss has a PA and ICRMP that establish the process and procedures to address adverse effects. The
process, procedures, and mitigation alternatives are detailed under ST-1. The unique constraints required
for rail construction (very low grade and wide turning radius) permit limited deviation once the right-of-
way is established. Avoidance would be an unlikely mitigation alternative. Other mitigation alternatives
described under ST-1 would be used to reduce adverse effects to less than significant.

3.9 Air Quality: Affected Environment

The 2007 SEIS (U.S. Army) comprehensively describes the affected environment, identifies the ROI, and
discusses these principal considerations for air quality: applicable federal and state regulations and air
quality standards, the State Implementation plans for Texas and New Mexico, the Conformity Rule and
air permit requirements, and air pollutant emissions associated with Fort Bliss. This information is
summarized in this section. Any relevant changes or updates to the 2007 SEIS are also addressed.

The ROI for air quality includes EI Paso County, Texas, Dofia Ana County, New Mexico, and Otero
County, New Mexico. With the exception of PMy, in two localized areas (Table 3-54), these counties are
currently meeting National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for all criteria pollutants. Criteria
pollutants include particulate matter (PMjo, PM,5), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOy), sulfur
dioxide (SO,), ozone, and lead.

Table 3-54.  Areas not Meeting National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Area County Nog?)tlfiltgment
City of El Paso, TX El Paso PMjg
Anthony, NM Dofa Ana PMjg
Source: Texas Commission on Environmental Quality. 2009, New Mexico Environment
Department 2009.
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The CO level is the notable change in the ROI air quality since the publication of the 2007 SEIS. As of
August 4, 2008, the City of El Paso is no longer considered nonattainment for CO as indicated in the 2007
SEIS. Both El Paso County and a portion of Dofia Ana County (specifically, Sunland Park, New Mexico),
remain Maintenance Areas for the eight-hour ozone standard. They were previously considered
nonattainment areas for the one-hour standard. Maintenance plans require the Texas and New Mexico air
guality agencies use an established baseline pollutant standard to demonstrate that a reduction in air
pollutant emissions is occurring.

Fort Bliss is affected by the air quality of its neighbors. The Fort Bliss Cantonment area borders both ROI
PMy, nonattainment areas (the City of EI Paso and Anthony, New Mexico, just south of the Dofia Ana —
North Training Areas range) and a Maintenance Plan area (Sunland Park, New Mexico, approximately ten
miles to the west). Monitoring stations in these areas have demonstrated significant improvement in CO
levels over recent years.

The ROI experiences moderate wind speeds throughout the year and may be subject to severe dust storms
at certain times of the year. These storms can have a significant impact on air quality and as a result, both
El Paso and Dofia Ana County have implemented Natural Events Action Plans (NEAPS) to address
potential exceedances of the PM;y NAAQS due to high wind events. Prevailing wind patterns associated
with area high-wind events make it unlikely that the Fort Bliss land holdings are a significant PMyg
contributor; however, Fort Bliss is party to both NEAP agreements. Monitoring stations in El Paso
recorded exceedances for PMy, in 2008 (24-hour average). Stations in Dofia Ana county also have
recorded exceedances of the PMyg and PM, 5 standard in 2008 (24-hour and annual averages).

In recent years, the eight-hour average ozone standard was exceeded at several monitoring stations in El
Paso, TX and Dofia Ana County, NM. As a result, the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) has proposed redesignating El Paso County as nonattainment for the eight-hour ozone standard
(TCEQ 2009b) and the governor of New Mexico has recommended redesignating Sunland Park, NM as
nonattainment for the eight-hour ozone standard (NM Environment 2008). Table 3-55 summarizes recent
air quality data in the area and compares the monitored values to data presented in the 2007 SEIS. This
table also includes the Primary NAAQS, which are the limits to protect public health, including the health
of "sensitive" populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.
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Table 3-55.  Air Quality Monitoring Data for El Paso and Dofia Ana Counties.

Maximum
A i i Concentration
Pollutant/Monitoring Station/ID No. vel_’aglng Primary
Time NAAQS | 2004- 2008
2006
CO (ppm)
Ascarate Park (El Paso, TX)/481410055 8-hour 5.7 3.0
Chamizal (El Paso, TX)/481410044 9 6.7 4.2
Ivanhoe (El Paso, TX)/481410029 2.8 15
Skyline Park (El Paso, TX)/481410058 2.2 1.4
Ascarate Park (El Paso, TX)/481410055 1-hour 13.3 4.3
Chamizal (El Paso, TX)/481410044 35 12.3 7.3
Ivanhoe (El Paso, TX)/481410029 4.9 29
Skyline Park (El Paso, TX)/481410058 3.6 2.5
NO; (ppm)
Ascarate Park (El Paso, TX)/481410055 0.018 0.016
Chamizal (El Paso, TX)/481410044 Annual 0.053 0.021 0.013
Desert View (Dofia Ana Co., NM)/350130021 0.011 0.008
Santa Teresa Int. Blvd. (Dofia Ana Co., NM) 0.006 0.004
Ozone (ppm)
Ascarate Park (El Paso, TX)/481410055 0.097 0.094
Chamizal (El Paso, TX)/481410044 8-hour 0'105 0.084
Ivanhoe (El Paso, TX)/481410029 0.088 0.082
Skyline Park (El Paso, TX)/481410058 0.075 0'092 0.084
Chaparral (Dofia Ana Co., NM)/350130020 ' 0.087 0.069
Desert View (Dofia Ana Co., NM)/350130021 0.085 0.080
Sunland Park City (Dofia Ana Co., 0.087 0.069
NM)/350130017 ' '
PM]_() (ug/ms)
Chamizal (El Paso, TX)/481410044
24-hour 49 165
Ivanhoe (El Paso, TX)/481410029 296 55
Anthony (Dofia Ana Co., NM)/350130016 150 113 399
Sunland Park City (Dofia Ana Co., 152 395
NM)/350130017
PMas (ug/m’)
Chamizal (El Pa_lso, TX2/481410044 Annual 106 10.8
Sunland Park City (Dofia Ana Co., 15.0 129 119
NM)/350130017 ' '
Chamizal (El Paso, TX)/481410044
Sunland Park City (Dofia Ana Co., 24-hour 35 32 igg
NM)/350130017 '

Source: Environmental Protection Agency, 2009
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

In general, CO, nitrous oxide (NO,), ozone, and SO, are the result of fuels combusted either for
industrial/commercial uses or in motor vehicles. In addition to the dust storms described above, PMyq is
attributed to fugitive dust sources, such as unpaved roads and material handling operations, but is also the
result of industrial/commercial activities. PM, s is commonly attributed to combustion of fuel. Volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) are associated with fuel combustion, as well as fuel storage and marketing,
and surface coating operations.

Air pollutant emissions associated with operations at Fort Bliss are permitted by the TCEQ. The facility
has a Title VV Federal Operating Permit (No. 02865) issued on January 29, 2007. The emission units in
the permit include boilers, emergency generators, fuel storage tanks and loading stations, paint spray
booths, and other solvent use operations. Fort Bliss is currently rated by the TCEQ as generally in
compliance with permit requirements. Operations in New Mexico do not require an air pollution
operating permit since air pollutant emissions are below levels requiring a permit.

Air pollutant sources are required to report total annual emissions. Table 3-56 summarizes the emissions
reported by Fort Bliss in 2007.

Table 3-56.  Air Pollutant Emissions Reported by Fort Bliss.
Emissions (ton/year)
Year
PMy PM;s NOy CO VOC SO,
2007 7.25 4.48 58.77 38.30 66.51 1.0

3.10 Air Quality: Direct and Indirect Effects

The environmental consequences analysis evaluates the direct and indirect impacts of increased air
pollutant emissions associated with the categories and alternatives presented. Air quality impacts are
considered significant if:

e The activity would cause ambient air quality levels to exceed NAAQS.
e  The activity would impact the timely attainment of NAAQS in an area not meeting standards.
e  The activity would release hazardous air pollutants that exceed NESHAP program standards.

Air pollutants considered in this analysis include PMj,, PM,5, CO, NO,, SO, and VOC. VOC is
considered because it is associated with the formation of ozone which is a criteria pollutant of concern. It
is not anticipated that any NESHAP program hazardous air pollutants are associated with any of the
categories and alternatives except in trace amounts. In addition, since the air quality of Fort Bliss land
holdings is considered to be in attainment for NAAQS, the Conformity Rule does not apply.

The alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2. Table 3-57 classifies the impacts to air quality for the
various categories and alternatives evaluated in this section.
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Table 3-57.  Classification of Direct and Indirect Impacts to Air Quality at Fort Bliss.

Stationing and Training
Traini% Land Use Changes Infrastructure
Vee : Improvements

ST-1|ST-2|ST-3 |ST-4|LU-1|LU-2|LU-3|LU-4|LU-5| TI-1 |TI-2|TI-3|Tl-4

AirQuality | © | © | O | O | © | O © (ONNINO; (OXN OO INO)

o Less than Significant

The potential cumulative effects associated with the direct and indirect effects are discussed in Chapter 4.
The potential measures that could be used to mitigate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are
discussed in Chapter 5. The air quality impacts associated with the Cantonment include emissions from
the following activities:

o Building construction and paving activities.
e Operation of privately owned vehicles.

e Increased facility operations.

Emission calculations for the Cantonment construction activities are based on the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 1993) emission factors for
general construction activities. These emission factors are basically the same factors used in the 2007
SEIS (U.S. Army). The emissions for each proposed alterntive are based on the estimated size of
buildings constructed and area paved. Emissions of PM,s associated with construction and paving
activities were estimated by applying a factor of 0.25 since the PM;o emission factors include those due to
fuel combustion in construction equipment as well as fugitive emissions. Emission factors for
construction activities were taken from the 2007 SEIS and are summarized in Table 3-58.

As previously mentioned, the Cantonment emissions also include the increase in PMy, NOyx, CO, and
VOC associated with the estimated increase in privately owned vehicles. The emissions from the
privately owned vehicles are assumed to affect only the Cantonment. This assumption considers that
access to the training ranges in the New Mexico portion of Fort Bliss would largely be restricted to
military vehicles. In this analysis, the emission estimates from the 2007 SEIS were simply increased by a
factor representing the increase of stationed personnel. To estimate PM,s emissions, all of the PMy, is
assumed to be PM,s.

The emissions from the facility operations were estimated by taking the actual emissions reported for the
2007 SEIS and factoring them by the percent increase in stationed personnel proposed for each
alternative.
Air quality impacts associated with military use of the FBTC include:

e Fugitive dust emissions from training vehicles.

e Combustion emissions from diesel and JP-8 fueled training vehicles.

The environmental consequences associated with the FBTC consider PMy, fugitive emissions associated
with the travel of wheeled and tracked vehicles on unpaved roads and across the training ranges. The
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

emission factors used to determine the PMy, emissions are the same as those relied on in the 2007 SEIS
(Gillies 2005) specifically for military vehicles. To estimate PM, in fugitive emissions associated with
training vehicle operation, a factor of 0.1 was used.

The main sources of NOyx and other pollutants are the combustion of diesel and JP-8 in the operation of
mobile generators, and wheeled and tracked vehicles. Studies have suggested that kerosene-based fuels
such as JP-8 fuel have the potential for lowering exhaust emissions, especially particulate matter,
compared to diesel fuel (G Fernandes, 2007). For this analysis, the emissions from the training activities
was estimated by taking the emissions calculated in the 2007 SEIS and factoring them by the percent
increase in training personnel proposed for each alternative. PM,semissions were estimated by applying
a factor to PMy, emissions. For combustion sources, all of the PM, is assumed to be PM, .

Table 3-58. 2007 SEIS Construction Emission Factors.
Emission Factor
Component
PMyo NOy CO vVOC
Building Construction (ton/MMsf/year) 4.25 59.81 13.01 4.07
Paving (ton/acre/year) 0.007 0.112 0.045 0.009

MMsf = million square feet

Table 3-59 shows the emissions and number of personnel from the 2007 SEIS which were used as the

baseline for the analysis in this section.

Table 3-59. 2007 SEIS Alternative 4 Baseline Emissions and Personnel.
Emissions (ton/year)
Component

PMo NOx CO VOC SO,
Privately Owned Vehicles 10.9 347.3 2,811.0 244 .8 2.2
Training Use qf Military Equipment 363.0 1.750.0 76.0 93.0 18
(Fuel combustion)
Training Use of Military Equipment 29,488 i ) i i
(Fugitive PMy, emissions) ’
Training Personnel 40,300
Stationed Personnel (military, civilian, & 124.300
dependants)

For each of the categories and alternatives, the estimated increases in pollutant emissions were evaluated.

3.10.1 Stationing and Training Alternative 1 (ST-1)

For ST-1 there were no increases in emissions above the baseline Alternative 4 from the 2007 SEIS. This

is due to:

e No plans for construction of additional buildings or paved areas.

o No increase in number of stationed or training personnel.
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Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

o No increase in the total number of BCTs training.
Impacts to air quality under ST-1 would be less than significant (Table 3-57).
3.10.2 Stationing and Training Alternative 2 (ST-2)
For ST-2 the only increases in emissions evaluated were those associated with having an additional BCT
training. A 10 percent increase over the baseline was assumed to account for having one additional HBCT
training and the resulting change in number of training personnel. Table 3-60 summarizes the emissions

associated with this alternative.

Table 3-60. Emissions Increase Associated with Military Use of FBTC under Stationing and
Training Alternative 2.

Emissions (ton/year)
PMy PM,s NOy CO VOC SO,

Component

Training Use of Military
Equipment (Fuel 36.0 36.0 173.7 7.5 9.2 1.8
Combustion)

Training Use of Military
Equipment Fugitive PM10 2,926.8 292.7 - - - -
emissions)

Total 2,962.9 328.7 173.7 7.5 9.2 1.8

Air pollutant emissions in this alternative are spread over a wide area. The 2007 SEIS included air quality
dispersion modeling to evaluate the impact of training within the FBTC. The analysis showed that the
maximum impact of PMo emissions at the FBTC boundary was approximately one-third of the NAAQS,
based on the maximum concurrent use of a limited geographic area within the training areas. Emissions
increases for PMyy, presented in Table 3-60 for ST-2, represent small increase in total annual emissions
and are not expected to increase the maximum 24-hour emissions. Therefore, emissions from the
proposed alternative are not expected to exceed the NAAQS. The impact of PM,s emissions was not
evaluated in the 2007 SEIS, however PM, s emissions are only 10 percent of the total PM emissions and
the 24-hour standard is 25 percent of the PMy, standard. For this reason, the increase proposed would not
be expected to exceed the PM, s standard. Impacts to air quality under ST-2 would be less than significant
(Table 3-57).

3.10.3 Stationing and Training Alternative 3 (ST-3)
For ST-3, increases in emissions evaluated were those associated with all of the following activities:
o Construction of additional buildings and paved areas in the Cantonment.

e Increase in number of stationed personnel, resulting in additional facility operation and additional
privately owned vehicles.

e Increase in the total number of BCTs training.
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Table 3-61 summarizes the emissions associated with construction for this alternative. These emissions
are relatively short-term and, therefore, would not be expected to impact air quality significantly.

Table 3-61. Emissions Increase Associated with Cantonment Area Construction under
Stationing and Training Alternative 3.

Emissions (ton/year)
Component
PMjo PM;s NOy CO VOC
Building Construction (1.66 MMsf) 7.1 1.8 99.3 21.6 6.8
Paving (1.3 km ?) 2.3 0.6 35.2 14.0 2.7
Total 9.4 2.3 134.5 35.6 9.5

Table 3-62 summarizes emission increases associated with increased facility operations and privately
owned vehicles. These increases are long term and, therefore, must be considered in light of the air
quality significance criteria. When compared to the TCEQ estimates of pollutant emissions that are
contained in the El Paso air quality maintenance plans for CO and ozone (TCEQ 2006a, 2006b), these
emissions are not considered significant. The Commission’s estimates for EI Paso County emissions in
2014 are approximately 129,420 tons CO per year, 13,465 tons NOy per year, and 16,282 tons of VOC
per year. The plans account for some increases due to Fort Bliss expansion plans already.

Table 3-62. Emissions Increase Associated with Cantonment Area Operations under Stationing
and Training Alternative 3.

Emissions (ton/year)
Component
PMyg PM,s NOy CO VOC SO,
Facility Operations 0.4 0.3 35 2.2 3.9 0.1
Privately Owned Vehicles 0.6 0.6 20.4 165.1 144 0.1
Total 11 0.9 23.8 167.3 18.3 0.2

Table 3-63 summarizes emission increases associated increased training activity proposed for the FBTC.
A 20 percent increase over the baseline was assumed to account for having one SBCT added to the FBTC
resulting in a change in number of training personnel.
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Table 3-63. Emissions Increase Associated with Military Use of FBTC under Stationing and
Training Alternative 3.

Emissions (ton/year)

Component
PMyo PM;s NOy CO VOC SO,

Training Use of Military
Equipment (Fuel 73.0 73.0 351.7 15.3 18.7 3.6
Combustion)

Training Use of Military
Equipment Fugitive PM10 5,926.9 592.7 - - - -
emissions)

Total 5,999.8 665.6 351.7 15.3 18.7 3.6

Air pollutant emissions in this alternative are spread over a wide area. The 2007 SEIS included air quality
dispersion modeling to evaluate the impact of training within the FBTC. The analysis showed that the
maximum impact of PMy emissions at the FBTC boundary was approximately one-third of the NAAQS,
based on the maximum concurrent use of a limited geographic area within the training areas. Emissions
increases for PMyy, presented in Table 3-63 for ST-3, as with ST-2, represent a moderate increase in total
annual emissions and are not expected to increase the maximum 24-hour emissions. Therefore, emissions
from the proposed alternative are not expected to exceed the NAAQS. Additionally, the added SBCT, a
large unit performing mainly on-road maneuvers, would make this rough scale-up of PM emissions an
overestimation of the actual increases. The impact of PM, s emissions was not evaluated in the 2007 SEIS,
however PM, s emissions are only 10 percent of the total PM emissions and the 24-hour standard is 25
percent of the PMy, standard. For this reason, the increase proposed would not be expected to exceed the
PM, s standard. Impacts to air quality under ST-3 would be less than significant (Table 3-57).

3.10.4 Stationing and Training Alternative 4 (ST-4)
For ST-4, increases in emissions evaluated were those associated with all of the following activities:
o Construction of additional buildings and paved areas in the Cantonment.

e Increase in number of stationed personnel, resulting in additional facility operation and additional
privately owned vehicles.

e Increase in the total number of BCTs and support units training.

Table 3-64 summarizes the emissions associated with construction for this alternative. These emissions
are relatively short-term and, therefore, would not be expected to impact air quality significantly.
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Table 3-64. Emissions Increase Associated with Cantonment Area Construction under
Stationing and Training Alternative 4.

Emissions (ton/year)
Component
PMjo PMs NOy CO VOC
Building Construction (3.32 MMsf) 14.1 3.5 198.6 43.2 135
Paving (2.5 km ?) 4.7 1.2 70.4 28.0 5.4
Total 18.8 4.7 269.0 71.2 18.9

Table 3-65 summarizes emission increases associated with increased facility operations and privately
owned vehicles. These increases are long term and therefore must be considered in light of the air quality
significance criteria. When compared to the TCEQ estimates of pollutant emissions that are contained in
the El Paso air quality maintenance plans for CO and ozone (TCEQ 2006a, 2006b), these emissions are
not considered significant. The Commission’s estimates for EI Paso County emissions in 2014 are
approximately 129,420 tons CO per year, 13,465 tons NO, per year, and 16,282 tons of VOC per year,
The plans account for some increases due to Fort Bliss expansion plans already.

Table 3-65. Emissions Increase Associated with Cantonment Area Operations under Stationing
and Training Alternative 4.

Emissions (ton/year)
Component
PMyo PM;s NOy CO VOC SO,
Facility Operations 1.7 1.0 135 8.8 15.2 0.2
Privately Owned Vehicles 2.5 2.5 79.6 644.5 56.1 0.5
Total 4.2 3.5 93.1 653.3 714 0.7

Table 3-66 summarizes emission increases associated increased training activity proposed for the FBTC.
A 48 percent increase over the baseline was assumed to account for having one additional HBCT and
SBCT training, and the resulting change in the number of training personnel.
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Table 3-66. Emissions Increase Associated with Military Use of FBTC under Stationing and
Training Alternative 4.

Emissions (ton/year)
Component
PMyo PM,s NOy CO VOC SO,

Training Use of Military 174.7 174.7 842.4 36.6 44.8 8.7
Equipment (Fuel
Combustion)
Training Use of Military 14195.2 14195 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment Fugitive PM10
emissions)

Total 14370.0 1594.3 842.4 36.6 44.8 8.7

Air pollutant emissions in this alternative are spread over a wide area. The 2007 SEIS included air quality
dispersion modeling to evaluate the impact of training within the FBTC. The analysis showed that the
maximum impact of PMo emissions at the FBTC boundary was approximately one-third of the NAAQS,
based on the maximum concurrent use of a limited geographic area within the training areas. Emissions
increases for PMy,, presented in Table 3-66 for ST-4 represent a moderate increase in total annual
emissions but are not expected to increase the maximum 24-hour emissions. Therefore, emissions from
the proposed alternative are not expected to exceed the NAAQS. Additionally, the added SBCTSs, large
units performing mainly on-road maneuvers, would make this rough scale-up of PM emissions an
overestimation of the actual increases. The impact of PM, s emissions was not evaluated in the 2007 SEIS;
however, PM, s emissions are only 10 percent of the total PM emissions and the 24-hour standard is 25
percent of the PMy, standard. For this reason, the increase proposed would not be expected to exceed the
PM, s standard. Impacts to air quality under ST-4 would be less than significant (Table 3-57).

3.10.5 Land Use Changes Alternative 1 (LU-1)
LU-1 is the No Action alternative and does not add any significant source of air pollution (Table 3-57).
3.10.6 Land Use Changes Alternative 2 (LU-2)

LU-2 adds some fixed sites by removing land use limitations, but does not add any significant source of
air pollution (Table 3-57).

3.10.7 Land Use Changes Alternative 3 (LU-3)

LU-3 does not add any significant source of air pollution. It addresses the establishment of Controlled
FTX sites and Mission Support Facilities, the construction of which would have a very minimal short
term impact on air quality. Impacts to air quality under LU-3 would be less than significant (Table 3-57).

3.10.8 Land Use Changes Alternative 4 (LU-4)

LU-4 provides additional areas for Off-Road Vehicle Maneuver: Light. Further geographic distribution of
those maneuvers would not have a significant impact (Table 3-57).
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3.10.9 Land Use Changes Alternative 5 (LU-5)

LU-5 does not add any significant source of air pollution. It addresses the establishment of additional
Controlled FTX sites the construction of which would have a very minimal short term impact on air
quality. Impacts to air quality under LU-5 would be less than significant (Table 3-57).

3.10.10 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 1 (TI-1)

The pollutants of concern related to the training infrastructure improvements at the FBTC are PMygy,s,
NOyx, CO and VOC. The principal sources of these pollutants would be the small amount of criteria
pollutant emissions associated with any range not able to utilize the existing electrical power grid. The
impact of these emissions would be insignificant considering the wide range over which the ranges are
proposed.

TI-1 is the No Action alternative and does not add any significant sources of air pollution (Table 3-57).
3.10.11 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 2 (TI-2)

TI-2 proposes the completion additional 26 ranges and future ranges to meet the training demands for the
selected stationing and training alternative. The principal sources of the pollutants of concern would be
the small amount of land disturbance and construction activities to develop training ranges at the FBTC as
well as emissions associated with the new ranges able to utilize the existing electrical power grid. The
construction and operation of which would not be expected to have a significant impact on air quality
(Table 3-57).

3.10.12 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 3 (TI-3)

TI-3 proposes an expansion of existing range camps and establishment of COLs, the construction and
operation of which would not be expected to have a significant impact on air quality (Table 3-57).

3.10.13 Training Infrastructure Improvements Alternative 4 (TI-4)

TI-4 consists of the construction and operation of a rail line, which would allow the transport of tracked
and wheeled vehicles between the Cantonment and the FBTC. The rail line would also allow the
transportation of military equipment from other commands deploying for maneuvers at the FBTC.

The exact alignment of the rail line, frequency of use, and expected loads are under preliminary
consideration. Thus, the extent of emissions related to construction and the possible effect on air quality
cannot be determined. The actual operation of the line would use one of the more efficient modes of land
transportation available. A study of economic efficiency of different transportation systems (McCullough
2007) suggests the economics and efficiency of railroad transportation to be superior to on-road
transportation in terms of density of loads carried, energy efficiency, and revenue of ton-miles per
employee carried. These three factors suggest an expectation of lower emissions of criteria pollutants
from the operation of the rail line than comparable transportation of military equipment by semi-trailer
systems, providing a long-term operational benefit to air quality. Impacts to air quality under TI-4 would
be less than significant (Table 3-57).

3.11 Water Resources: Affected Environment

This section presents the affected environment for surface and groundwater resources, except for
stormwater management. Management of stormwater is addressed in Section 3.13: Facilities. The ROI for
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water resources includes the surface water and groundwater sources that supply Fort Bliss, the City of El
Paso, and other communities whose water supply may be affected by activities at Fort Bliss. The ROI is
comprised of portions of four watersheds and four groundwater basins. Watershed boundaries are very
similar, but do not exactly correspond, to boundaries of groundwater basins. The surface water
watersheds in the ROI are Tularosa Valley, Rio Grande-Fort Quitman, Salt Basin, and EIl Paso-Las Cruces
watersheds. Groundwater basins in the ROI are the lower Tularosa Basin, the upper Hueco Bolson, the
Mesilla Basin, and the Salt Basin. The general hydrologic environment in the ROl was described in
previous documents including the 2000 PEIS, 2007 SEIS, 2007 GTA PEIS, and 2004 Desalination FEIS,
portions of which are incorporated by reference.Surface Water

Watersheds are delineated by the USGS nationwide system, which defines each watershed by a
hydrologic unit code (HUC). The ROI surface water watersheds designations are Tularosa Valley (HUC
13050003); Rio Grande-Fort Quitman (HUC 13040100), which includes the Cantonment area; Salt Basin
(HUC 13050004); and EI Paso-Las Cruces (HUC 13030102) watersheds (USGS 2008). ROI watersheds
and surface water resources are part of the Rio Grande Hydrologic Unit (Region 13). Surface water
features and watershed boundaries are presented in Figure 3-17.
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Figure 3-17.

Surface Water Features and Watershed Boundaries in the Region of Influence.
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The main surface water feature within the ROI is the Rio Grande River, located west of Fort Bliss. Other
surface waters within the region are scarce and some are only intermittent or seasonal in nature. No
natural, perennial lakes currently exist in the area; however, shallow depressions, known as playa lakes,
are common features and are important habitat sites for migrating waterfowl and resident wildlife species.
Man-made lakes and reservoirs are present, predominantly in the mountains outside of the military
reservation (RPMP). Wetlands, such as playas, are further described in Sections 3.5 and 3.6 of this report.

Precipitation is historically low throughout most of the region. The average annual precipitation ranges
from approximately 8 to 13 inches, with majority events occurring from mid-spring to mid-autumn. At
the FBTC, the average annual precipitation ranges from approximately 12 to 16 inches, fluctuating widely
from year to year. Moreover, because of the topography and low-vegetated states of the region, most of
the precipitation becomes stormwater runoff entering into the Rio Grande. Some of the precipitation does
slowly filter into the aquifers along various recharge sites such as playa lakes, but most of the surface
water collected in playas is lost to evaporation (RPMP).

Flash flooding and high alluvial erosion and deposition caused by high-intensity thunderstorms are also
problems associated with the terrain. The Cantonment has drainage and flooding problems during heavy
precipitation events. Future rainfall volumes exceeding the ten-year through the 100-year events would
cause flooding and result in additional flood damage to the Cantonment. Outside the Cantonment, natural
drainage features have been less disturbed; consequently, outlying training areas do not experience major
drainage problems and related flooding (RPMP).

The Cantonment is located within the Rio Grande-Fort Quitman watershed. The Rio Grande River is the
only sizable source of surface water in the ROI. The EI Paso region obtained an average of 26 percent of
its water supply from the Rio Grande River from 1967 to 2007 (Figure 3-18). The remaining 74 percent
of the water supply came from intermontane-basin aquifers. As a result of conservation measures, during
the last decade (1997-2007), surface water production increased to an average of 40 percent, while
groundwater production declined. The maximum annual surface water production of 58,743 acre-feet (af)
occurred in 2002 and comprised approximately 49 percent of the total water production for that year. The
greatest surface water proportion, approximately 55 percent, occurred in 2007 (Figure 3-18) (Hutchison
2008).

Figure 3-18.  El Paso Water Utilities Water Supply Sources.

EPWU Supply
140,000
Eﬂn,um
* 100,000
o
2. 80,000
Eﬁu,um
my
@ 40,000
< 20,000
0
= — 0 W = @ o~ o W = & = o W P~ & o~ o W
W0 W = P M~ = = @ @ 0 0 o &g o dm RS DO O
o222 2BARRRI R BRERRARE

Year

| @ Hueco M Mesilla (] Rio Grande |
Source: EPWU 2008

March 2010 3-179 GFS Final EIS



SOOI WN -

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

39

40
41
42
43
44
45

Chapter 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Reuse of river water for irrigation between the headwaters of the Rio Grande and El Paso degrades the
quality of water by increasing its dissolved solids content. During periods of high reservoir releases, water
quality meets drinking water standards, and El Paso can use the water after conventional treatment.
However, during periods of low discharge, including the non-irrigation season (October - March), and
during droughts, the salinity increases to the point that the water is not usable for domestic purposes
without additional treatment (Desalination FEIS U.S. Army 2004).

The Dofia Ana Range — North Training Areas and McGregor Range are located in two watersheds, the
Tularosa Valley and the Salt Basin. The Salt Basin includes the western part of Otero Mesa and the
southern slopes of the Sacramento Mountains foothills. Both watersheds are characterized by small
ephemeral streams that discharge toward the central areas of the Salt Basin. Under natural conditions,
small playas develop in low-lying areas during periods of high runoff. Some streams that originate in the
mountains are perennial in their upper reaches (PEIS U.S. Army 2000). The principal difference between
these two watersheds is the higher elevation of the Salt Basin, particularly in the Sacramento Mountains,
which results in higher runoff in Salt Basin. The Sacramento River, prior to the installation of upstream
diversions, probably was perennial for at least part of its course through McGregor Range (PEIS U.S.
Army 2000).

The USACE Waterways Experiment Station has mapped and characterized all arroyos, including
wetlands on Fort Bliss. The vast majority of arroyo-riparian drainages on Fort Bliss do not qualify as
USACE jurisdictional wetlands or the perennial riparian corridors of the western U.S. (ITAM 2008).
Based on the USACE mapping effort, there were 13 natural dry lakes, 1,291 dry washes with distinct
streambeds, and stream banks covering 2,475 miles at McGregor Range and the South Training Areas.
While at Dofia Ana Range—North Training Areas nine dry lakes, 105 dry washes with distinct stream beds
and stream banks comprising 532 miles were mapped (ITAM 2008). These dry lakes or playas are dry for
most of the year; however, fine-grained sediments, mostly sand, silt, and clay are deposited in thin
horizontal layers after seasonal heavy rains. Since water permeability is slow and shallow, standing water
may remain up to several weeks following heavy rains (ITAM 2008). These areas are critical habitat for a
variety of plants and animals, and are described in further detail in Section 3-3.

3.11.1 Groundwater

Fort Bliss is located primarily in the Tularosa-Hueco Basin of the Basin and Range Physiographic
Province with small portions in the Mesilla Basin and the Salt Basin (Figure 3-19). The principal aquifers
in the Tularosa-Hueco Basin are the Hueco Bolson and the Tularosa aquifer. Hueco Bolson provides
groundwater to the City of El Paso, the Fort Bliss Cantonment, and Ciudad Juarez. Tularosa Basin
underlies portions of the Dofia Ana Range — North Training Areas and McGregor Range, and supplies
water for Dofia Ana Range Camp, the Main Post at WSMR, and the City of Alamogordo. The Mesilla
Basin aquifer is located west of Fort Bliss but represents an important source of water for the Fort Bliss
Main Cantonment and the City of El Paso. Salt Basin aquifer underlies the eastern portion of the
McGregor Range, but does not represent a source of water for Fort Bliss.

3.11.1.1 Hueco Bolson

The Hueco Bolson is an intermontane basin incised by the Rio Grande Valley. The Hueco Bolson aquifer
is replenished by mountain front recharge; by seepage from the Rio Grande, canals, and agricultural
drains; and by deep well injection (Desalination FEIS US Army 2004). The principal area of recharge is
along the eastern edge of the Franklin and Organ Mountains, where runoff from the mountains infiltrates
into the coarse gravel of alluvial fans. U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) modeling efforts in the area
indicate natural recharge from infiltration of 5,600 acre feet per year (afy) (SEIS U.S. Army 2007).
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