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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



O~ wWwN -

(o0}

10

11
12
13

14
15

16

17
18

19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26

27

28

29
30
31

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



O~ wWN PR

(o}

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

Executive Summary

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



O~ wWN -

21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32

33
34
35
36
37

38

Executive Summary

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