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PROJECT HISTORY:  U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a component of the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), is responsible for securing the borders of the United 
States while facilitating the efficient movement of legitimate trade and travel.  CBP serves as the 
front line in defending the United States against terrorists and instruments of terror and protects 
the United States’ economic security by regulating and facilitating the lawful movement of 
goods and people across the United States’ borders.  As CBP officers and agents often work in 
remote areas where commercial communications do not exist, the Land Mobile Radio (LMR) 
communications system is critical to mission execution and vital to officer safety.  CBP’s 
existing LMR system is antiquated and fails to meet CBP’s operational and functional 
requirements, resulting in critical coverage gaps and lack of Advanced Encryption Standard 
(AES) capabilities.  The existing LMR communications system is susceptible to interference 
from other systems, is not compliant with the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) narrowband mandates, and lacks the capacity to accommodate future 
growth of CBP personnel. 

To improve operational effectiveness and enhance officer safety, CBP proposes to improve 
tactical communications (TacCom) through modernization of the existing LMR systems with 
state-of-the-art digital technology that complies with the Project 25 (P25) standards and provides 
for narrowband AES capabilities to protect law enforcement sensitive communications from 
scanning.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would provide much-needed enhancements 
and improved operational capabilities to LMR systems for CBP personnel, Office of Border 
Patrol, Office of Field Operations, and Office of Air and Marine in the Arizona Focus Area.  The 
modernized LMR system would provide improved capabilities such as interoperability, over-the-
air-rekeying, and advanced encryption, and is NTIA compliant.  The system would improve 
radio voice coverage throughout the Arizona Focus Area.

The TacCom LMR Modernization Project includes a mix of upgrades and improvements to 
existing communications towers and radio repeater sites, as well as the construction of new 
towers and radio repeater sites.  Supporting infrastructure, such as equipment shelters and 
generator systems, would also be improved or added under this initiative.  The modernization 
effort would result in a robust, secure communications system, allowing CBP to interoperate 
with public sectors of law enforcement to ensure that day-to-day operational missions are 
achieved.

PROJECT LOCATION:  The affected area for this Environmental Assessment (EA) covers 
three locations in southern Arizona (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass).  Buck 
Peak and Christmas Pass are located within Yuma County, and Granite Mountain is located 
within Pima County. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED:  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve TacCom in the 
Arizona Focus Area for Federal agents working for CBP.  The need for the Proposed Action is to 
provide the following: 

Adequate communications coverage in remote locations to reduce or potentially eliminate 
communications coverage gaps 
A state-of-the-art digital technology that complies with the P25 standards and provides 
for narrowband and AES capability 
Enhanced safety of CBP agents through improved communications coverage and 
technology
An opportunity for future expansion of communications services as necessary 
A more safe, effective, and efficient work environment for CBP agents 

The Proposed Action would significantly improve safety in the daily operations of CBP agents.
The project area encompassing the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) is 
deficient in TacCom infrastructure for CBP activities.  In the present locations, the existing radio 
repeaters do not provide sufficient radio coverage for reliable communications.  This presents 
serious agent safety issues, as agents are not able to communicate between vehicles, handheld 
radios, and the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Ajo and Wellton stations’ headquarters.  The 
proposed radio repeaters would allow the use of encryption, which is critical for operational 
security and detection of illegal traffic in the area. 

ALTERNATIVES:  Seven alternatives were identified and considered during the planning 
stages of the proposed project.  However, only two alternatives, the Proposed Action and the No 
Action Alternative, were carried forward for further evaluation. 

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action includes obtaining a special use permit or real estate 
right of way for the installation, operation, repair and maintenance of radio repeater equipment at 
up to three locations in the CPNWR (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass).  All 
three sites proposed in the CPNWR may not be necessary.  CBP proposes to first install the 
proposed TacCom LMR equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain.  Once the sites are 
operational, field testing will determine if adequate communications coverage is provided with 
only two sites.  If communications coverage is not adequate or does not meet the requirements of 
the USBP Wellton or Ajo stations, USBP Yuma or Tucson sectors, or CPNWR, then the 
proposed TacCom LMR equipment at the Christmas Pass site would be installed.  The Proposed 
Action also includes the implementation of conservation measures to avoid, minimize, and offset 
effects on protected species and other sensitive resources.  The radio repeater equipment would 
be installed at all locations by helicopter airlift.  During the installation phase of the project, 
equipment would be staged at the USBP Wellton Station for airlift to each site.  The sites would 
be accessed biannually for scheduled maintenance by helicopter for Buck Peak and Granite 
Mountain or potentially on foot for Christmas Pass as authorized by the CPNWR Refuge 
Manager through a special use permit. 
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No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, the radio repeater equipment would 
not be installed at the three locations identified in the Proposed Action as part of the TacCom 
Project.  However, the existing equipment on Buck Peak, currently collocated on a CPNWR-
owned and operated site, would continue to be operated and maintained.  The collocated 
equipment would be accessed biannually for scheduled maintenance by helicopter.  The No 
Action Alternative serves as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action are 
evaluated.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES:  The Proposed Action would impact up to 7,855 
square feet (0.18 acre) of Sonoran Desert.  Total surface area required for the radio repeater 
equipment is approximately 355 square feet.  The additional 7,500 square feet of working area 
would be temporarily disturbed during installation, emergency repair, and biannual maintenance.  
Adverse and beneficial indirect impacts would also occur throughout the project area as a result 
of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would change the land use at all sites from undeveloped Sonoran Desert to 
CBP communications infrastructure. 

The three TacCom locations proposed within the CPNWR are also within a designated 
wilderness area and would require a Minimum Requirements Decision Guide from the Refuge 
Manager at CPNWR.  The TacCom equipment would have limited visibility to visitors due to its 
low height profile and mountaintop locations; however, the proposed equipment is man-made 
and would detract from the natural values of designated wilderness.  Thus, installation, 
operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at three 
mountaintop locations in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness would have a long-term, moderate 
adverse effect on the viewshed and natural values of designated wilderness.  The Proposed 
Action would have an indirect beneficial impact on the remaining designated wilderness as a 
result of enhanced communications capabilities, improved interdiction capabilities, increased 
deterrence of cross-border violators (CBV), and a reduced enforcement zone for required 
interdiction activities.  Communications technology combined with surveillance systems, 
infrastructure, and the tactics employed by agents and officers leads to increased capabilities to 
effect an arrest and are dependent upon the flow of traffic in any particular area.  Any 
advancement in efficiency in any of these areas, including communications, can only increase 
CBP effectiveness and provide for increased certainty of arrest. 

The flow of illicit activity fluctuates depending on transnational criminal organizations activity and 
is expected to lessen over time as CBP’s effectiveness increases.  CBP cannot predict apprehension 
locations and numbers as there are too many variables to consider and associating any one thing 
CBP does to a law enforcement outcome (i.e., arrests) would be misrepresentative of the systems 
perspective CBP is utilizing. 

Installation and maintenance of the TacCom equipment at Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, and 
Granite Mountain are likely to adversely affect the Sonoran pronghorn (Antilocapra americana 
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sonoriensis).  Helicopter flights would be limited to the fewest trips practicable, and all sites 
would be accessed from the west to avoid overflights of preferred Sonoran pronghorn habitat.
Adverse effects on Sonoran pronghorn would be short-term and minor.  The potential loss of less 
than 24 individual agave (Agave spp.) plants during the installation of communications and 
support equipment would occur at Buck Peak.  Loss of agave would be minimal and would not 
likely adversely affect lesser long-nosed bat populations (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae).
Adverse effects on lesser long-nosed bats would be long-term and minor.  The increased noise 
emissions during helicopter trips for installation and maintenance could impact Sonoran desert 
tortoise (Xerobates agassizii) near the Granite Mountain site.  Impacts from noise would be 
short-term and minor.  The Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect Sonoran desert 
tortoise.  Long-term, beneficial effects would occur by lessening impacts of CBV activity and 
consequent law enforcement actions on habitats throughout the project area and surrounding 
areas. 

The archaeological surveys and archival research for the three TacCom locations have led to a 
determination of no impacts on any National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible 
aboveground or subsurface resources.  The isolated occurrences discovered during the surveys 
do not possess any of the qualities necessary to be eligible for the NRHP.  No impacts are 
expected on cultural resources from the Proposed Action. 

Increased noise emissions associated with the installation and maintenance of the TacCom radio 
repeater equipment would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the soundscape, wildlife, 
and designated wilderness.  No utilities would be impacted as a result of the Proposed Action.  
Long-term benefits to socioeconomics could occur through the expected reduction in illegal 
activities. 

No significant adverse effects on the natural or human environment, as defined in 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1508.27 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s 
Regulations for Implementing National Environmental Policy Act, are expected from 
implementation of any of the action alternatives. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES:  Best management practices (BMP) are identified for 
each resource category that would be potentially affected.  Many of these measures have been 
incorporated as standard operating procedures by CBP in similar past projects.  BMPs are also 
identified in the EA in Section 5.0. 

Project Planning/Design 
CBP will site, design, and install equipment to avoid or minimize habitat loss within or 
adjacent to the footprint and minimize the amount of aboveground obstacles associated 
with the site. 
CBP will ensure that all construction will follow DHS Directive 025-01 for Sustainable 
Practices for Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management. 
All BMPs to be implemented by the project contractor will be included in the contract. 
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General Construction Activities 
CBP will clearly demarcate project construction area perimeters.  No disturbance outside 
that perimeter will be authorized. 
CBP will minimize the number of trips to the TacCom locations per day during 
construction to reduce the likelihood of causing disturbance or injury to animals in the 
area or disturbing their habitat. 
Within the designated disturbance area, CBP will minimize disturbance by limiting 
deliveries of materials and equipment to only the extent necessary for effective project 
implementation. 
CBP will notify U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Ecological Services and 
CPNWR at least 2 weeks before any project construction and maintenance activities 
begin and within 1 week after project construction and maintenance activities are 
completed. 
All food-related trash items, such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps, will be 
disposed in closed containers and removed daily from the project site. 
CBP will contain non-hazardous waste materials and other discarded materials, such as 
construction waste, until removed from the construction and maintenance sites.  This will 
assist in keeping the project area and surroundings free of litter and reduce the amount of 
disturbed area needed for waste storage. Any non-hazardous waste that must remain 
more than 12 hours should be properly stored until disposal. 
During installation and maintenance activities on CPNWR, CBP will adhere to Leave No 
Trace principles regarding human waste.  Solid human waste will be deposited into 
catholes, dug 6 to 8 inches deep. 

Soils 
Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize the potential for 
erosion and sedimentation during equipment installation.  All work shall cease during 
heavy rains and would not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of 
equipment and material. 
Areas with highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when designing the 
proposed project to ensure incorporation of various erosion control techniques, where 
possible, to decrease erosion.  Site rehabilitation will include the distribution of organic 
and geological materials (i.e., boulders and rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce 
erosion while allowing the area to naturally vegetate.  Additionally, erosion control 
measures and appropriate BMPs will be implemented before, during, and after 
installation activities, as appropriate.  

Vegetation
CBP will minimize habitat disturbance by restricting vegetation disturbance to the 
smallest possible project footprint.  CBP will limit the removal of trees, cacti, and brush 
to the smallest amount needed to meet the objectives of the project.  CBP will not remove 
any ironwood (Olneya tesota), paloverde (Parkinsonia sp.), mesquite (Prosopis sp.), 
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agave (Agave sp.), barrel cactus (Ferocactus sp.), saguaro (Carnegiea gigantea), organ 
pipe (Stenocerus thurberi), or senita (Pachycereus schottii) outside the permanent 
footprint.  If vegetation other than that identified above must be removed outside the 
permanent project footprint, CBP will allow natural regeneration of native plants by 
cutting vegetation with hand tools, mowing, trimming, or using other removal methods 
that allow root systems to remain intact. 
CBP will avoid the spread of nonnative plants by not using natural materials (e.g., straw) 
for on-site erosion control.  If natural materials must be used, the natural material would 
be certified weed and weed-seed free.

Wildlife Resources  
CBP will avoid cutting vegetation during the migration, breeding, and nesting time frame 
of migratory birds (February 1 through September 1).  When vegetation control must be 
implemented during February 1 through September 1, a survey for nesting migratory 
birds will be conducted prior to the start of activities.  If an active nest is found, a 300-
foot buffer zone will be established around the nest and no activities will occur within 
that zone until nestlings have fledged and abandoned the nest. 
To the greatest extent practicable, anti-perching or nesting devices may be implemented 
to deter birds from perching or nesting on the TacCom equipment.  CBP will coordinate 
with USFWS if this measure becomes necessary. 
CBP will not, for any length of time, permit any pets inside the project area or adjacent 
native habitats.  This BMP does not pertain to law enforcement animals. 
Installation and maintenance flights adjacent to or low over mountain ranges will be 
avoided during bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis) lambing season (January to April) to 
avoid lamb mortalities associated with the potential for ewes startled by aircraft or other 
human activity. 

Protected Species 
CBP will avoid restricting water access by identifying and not creating barriers to natural 
water sources available to listed species. 
In Sonoran desert tortoise habitat, if a tortoise is found in a project area, activities should 
be modified to avoid injuring or harming it.  If activities cannot be modified, tortoises in 
harm's way should be moved in accordance with Arizona Game and Fish Department's 
(AGFD) "Guidelines for Handling Sonoran Desert Tortoises Encountered on 
Development Projects," revised October 23, 2007 (or the latest revision).  Take, 
possession, or harassment of a desert tortoise is prohibited by state law, unless 
specifically authorized by AGFD. 

Lesser Long-nosed Bat 
CBP will avoid agaves to the extent practicable to minimize effects on lesser long-nosed 
bats.  Those plants that cannot be avoided will be transplanted.  Salvage and 
transplantation will be approved by the CPNWR Refuge Manager and USFWS. 
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CBP will not implement construction, non-emergency repairs, or scheduled maintenance 
between May 1 and September 30, the normal period of time when lesser long-nosed bats 
occupy roosts in the Project Area. 

Sonoran Pronghorn 
CBP will minimize, to the greatest extent possible, the number of TacCom sites and other 
infrastructure in Sonoran pronghorn habitat.
CBP will coordinate any trips to TacCom locations for installation or maintenance 
activities, particularly those in important Sonoran pronghorn areas, with the CPNWR 
Refuge Manager and Arizona Game and Fish Department.  All maintenance access will 
be authorized through a special use permit or right-of-way permit.  CBP will seek 
information regarding Sonoran pronghorn locations using telemetry data periodically 
collected by Arizona Game and Fish Department and will avoid these locations to the 
extent feasible. 
Access to the Christmas Pass and Buck Peak sites will be from the west to avoid Sonoran 
pronghorn habitat areas.  If these access routes are not possible, CBP will coordinate 
alternative access with CPNWR to avoid or reduced impacts to Sonoran pronghorn. 
Helicopter over flights for installation or maintenance will not take place within 1 mile of 
Granite Tank (N 32.331384, W113.229146). 
Helicopter access to Granite Mountain will not occur between March 15 and July 15 due 
to the Sonoran Pronghorn fawning season, except for in the case of emergency repairs. 

Water Resources 
Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize the potential for 
erosion and sedimentation during construction.  All work will cease during heavy rains 
and will not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and 
material. 
All fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums within 
secondary containment areas consisting of an over-pack container(s) capable of holding 
the volume of the largest container stored therein.  The refueling of machinery will be 
completed following accepted guidelines.  No refueling or storage will take place within 
100 feet of drainages. 
CBP will avoid contaminating natural aquatic and wetland systems with runoff by 
limiting all equipment maintenance, staging, laydown, and dispensing of fuel, oil, etc., to 
designated upland areas. 

Cultural Resources 
Should any archaeological artifacts be found during construction, CBP will notify the 
CPNWR Refuge Manager or his designee immediately.  All work will cease until an 
evaluation of the discovery is made by the authorized officer to determine appropriate 
actions to prevent the loss of significant cultural or scientific values.  
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Air Quality 
All equipment will be required to be maintained in good operating condition to minimize 
exhaust emissions. 

Noise
During the construction phase, short-term noise impacts are anticipated.  All applicable 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations and requirements will be 
followed.  On-site activities will be restricted to daylight hours to the greatest extent 
practicable.  Equipment will possess properly working mufflers and will be kept properly 
tuned to reduce backfires.  Implementation of these measures will reduce the expected 
short-term noise impacts to an insignificant level. 

Hazardous Materials 
BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction 
activities, and will include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or 
regulated materials.  To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated 
materials, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums 
within a secondary containment system that consists of an over-pack container(s) capable 
of containing the volume of the largest container stored therein.  The refueling of 
machinery will be completed in accordance with accepted industry and regulatory 
guidelines.  Although it is unlikely that a major spill would occur, any spill of reportable 
quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and the application of an 
absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock) will be used to absorb and contain the spill.  If a 
spill should occur on the CPNWR, the location, type, and amount of material spilled will 
be reported to the CPNWR Refuge Manager. 
To ensure pollution prevention, a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan 
will be in place prior to the start of construction activities, and all personnel will be 
briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of this plan as is typical in CBP 
projects.  All spills will be reported to the designated CBP point of contact for the project 
and the CPNWR Refuge Manager.  Furthermore, a spill of any petroleum liquids (e.g., 
fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 of a reportable quantity must be 
cleaned up and reported to the appropriate Federal and state agencies. 
All waste oil and solvents will be recycled.  All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated 
wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper 
waste manifesting procedures.
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FINDING:  Based upon the analyses of the EA and the BMPs to be incorporated as part of the 
Proposed Action, it has been concluded that the Proposed Action will not result in any significant 
effects on the environment.  Therefore, no further environmental impact analysis is warranted.  

__________________________________________  _____________________

Ms. Diana L. Knittle      Date 
Program Manager 
TacCom Branch 
Wireless Systems Program Office 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 

__________________________________________  _____________________

Mr. Karl Calvo  Date 
Executive Director 
Facilities Management and Engineering 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION: U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a component of the 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), is responsible for securing 
the borders of the United States while facilitating the efficient 
movement of legitimate trade and travel.  CBP serves as the front 
line in defending the United States against terrorists and instruments 
of terror and protects the United States’ economic security by 
regulating and facilitating the lawful movement of goods and people 
across the United States’ borders. As CBP officers and agents often 
work in remote areas where commercial communications do not 
exist, the Land Mobile Radio (LMR) communications system is 
critical to mission execution and vital to officer safety.  CBP’s 
existing LMR system is antiquated and fails to meet CBP’s 
operational and functional requirements, resulting in critical 
coverage gaps and lack of Advanced Encryption Standard (AES) 
capabilities.  The existing LMR communications system is 
susceptible to interference from other systems, is not compliant with 
the National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
(NTIA) narrowband mandates, and lacks the capacity to 
accommodate future growth of CBP personnel. 

To improve operational effectiveness and enhance officer safety, 
CBP proposes to improve tactical communications (TacCom) 
through modernization of the existing LMR systems with state-of-
the-art digital technology that complies with the Project 25 (P25) 
standards and provides for narrowband AES capabilities to protect 
law enforcement sensitive communications from scanning.  P25 is 
the standard for the design and manufacture of interoperable digital 
two-way wireless communications products.  The TacCom LMR 
Modernization Project would provide much-needed enhancements 
and improved operational capabilities to LMR systems for CBP 
personnel, Office of Border Patrol, Office of Field Operations, and 
Office of Air and Marine such as interoperability, over-the-air-
rekeying, and advanced encryption, and is NTIA compliant.  The 
system would improve radio voice coverage throughout the Arizona 
Focus Area.  

The TacCom LMR Modernization Project includes a mix of 
upgrades and improvements to existing communications equipment 
and radio repeater sites, as well as the installation of new equipment 
and radio repeater sites.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project 
would also improve the range of communications coverage in 
southern Arizona.  The modernization effort would result in a robust, 
secure communications system, allowing CBP to interoperate with 
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public sectors of law enforcement to ensure that day-to-day 
operational missions are achieved. 

PURPOSE AND NEED: The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve TacCom in the 
Arizona Focus Area for Federal agents working for CBP.  The need 
for the Proposed Action is to provide the following: 

Adequate communications coverage in remote locations to 
reduce or potentially eliminate communications coverage 
gaps
A state-of-the-art digital technology that complies with the 
P25 standards and provides for narrowband and AES 
capability 
Enhanced safety of CBP agents through improved 
communications coverage and technology 
An opportunity for future expansion of communications 
services as necessary 
A more safe, effective, and efficient work environment for 
CBP agents 

The Proposed Action would significantly improve safety in the daily 
operations of CBP agents.  The project area encompassing the 
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) is deficient in 
TacCom infrastructure for U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) activities.  In 
the present locations, the existing radio repeaters do not provide 
sufficient radio coverage for reliable communications.  This presents 
serious agent safety issues, as agents are not able to communicate 
between vehicles and handheld radios in the field and the USBP Ajo 
or Wellton stations' headquarters.  The proposed radio repeaters 
would allow the use of encryption, which is critical for operational 
security and detection of illegal traffic in the area. 

DESCRIPTION OF 
ALTERNATIVES:

Seven alternatives were identified and considered during the 
planning stages of the proposed project.  However, only two 
alternatives, the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative, 
were carried forward for further evaluation.

Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action includes the installation, operation, repair, and 
maintenance of radio repeater equipment and obtaining a real estate 
special use permit or right of way for construction on the subject 
properties at up to three locations on the CPNWR (Buck Peak, 
Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass).  A special use permit or real 
estate right of way would be obtained from CPNWR as part of the 
Proposed Action.  All three proposed sites on the CPNWR may not 
be necessary.  CBP proposes to first install the proposed TacCom 



ES-3

TacCom LMR Modernization EA  Final 
Arizona Focus Area  September 2013

LMR equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain.  Once the sites 
are operational, field testing will determine if adequate 
communications coverage is provided with only two sites.  If 
communications coverage is not adequate, or does not meet the 
requirements of the USBP Wellton or Ajo stations, USBP Yuma or 
Tucson sectors, or CPNWR, then the proposed TacCom LMR 
equipment at the Christmas Pass site would be installed.  CPNWR 
would collocate communications equipment with the TacCom LMR 
equipment at Buck Peak and at Christmas Pass, if this site is 
developed by CBP. 

The Proposed Action also includes the implementation of best 
management practices and conservation measures to avoid, 
minimize, and offset effects on protected species and other sensitive 
resources.  The radio repeater equipment would be installed at all 
locations by helicopter airlift.  Scheduled maintenance access to the 
sites would occur biannually via helicopter for Buck Peak and 
Granite Mountain or potentially on foot for Christmas Pass. 

No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the radio repeater equipment 
would not be installed at the three locations identified in the 
Proposed Action as part of the TacCom Project.  However, the 
existing equipment on Buck Peak, currently collocated on a 
CPNWR-owned and operated site, would continue to be operated 
and maintained.  The collocated equipment would be accessed 
biannually for scheduled maintenance by helicopter.  The No Action 
Alternative serves as a baseline against which the impacts of the 
Proposed Action are evaluated. 

AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT AND 
CONSEQUENCES: 

The Proposed Action would impact up to 7,855 square feet (0.18 
acre) of Sonoran Desert.  Total surface area required for the radio 
repeater equipment is approximately 355 square feet.  The additional 
7,500 square feet of working area would be temporarily disturbed 
during installation, emergency repair, and biannual maintenance.
Adverse and beneficial indirect impacts would also occur throughout 
the project area as a result of the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would change the land use at all sites from 
undeveloped Sonoran Desert to CBP communications infrastructure. 

The three proposed TacCom locations within the CPNWR are also 
within a designated wilderness area and would require a Minimum 
Requirements Decision Guide from the CPNWR Refuge Manager.  
The TacCom equipment would have limited visibility to visitors due 
to its low height profile and mountaintop locations; however, the 
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proposed equipment is man-made and would detract from the natural 
values of designated wilderness.  Thus, installation, operation, 
repair, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at 
the three locations on the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness would have a 
long-term, moderate adverse effect on the viewshed and natural 
values of designated wilderness.  The Proposed Action would have 
an indirect beneficial impact on the remaining designated wilderness 
as a result of enhanced communications capabilities, improved 
interdiction capabilities, increased deterrence of cross-border 
violators (CBV), and a reduced enforcement zone for required 
interdiction activities.  Communications technology combined with 
surveillance systems, infrastructure, and the tactics employed by 
agents and officers leads to increased capabilities to effect an arrest 
and are dependent upon the flow of traffic in any particular area.
Any advancement in efficiency in any of these areas, including 
communications, can only increase CBP effectiveness and provide 
for increased certainty of arrest. 

The flow of illicit activity fluctuates depending on transnational 
criminal organizations activity and is expected to lessen over time as 
CBP’s effectiveness increases.  CBP cannot predict apprehension 
locations and numbers as there are too many variables to consider 
and associating any one thing CBP does to a law enforcement 
outcome (i.e., arrests) would be misrepresentative of the systems 
perspective CBP is utilizing. 

Installation and maintenance of the TacCom equipment at Buck 
Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass are likely to adversely 
affect the Sonoran pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis).
Helicopter flights would be limited to the fewest trips practicable, 
and all sites would be accessed from the west to avoid overflights of 
preferred Sonoran pronghorn habitat.  Potential adverse effects on 
Sonoran pronghorn would be short-term and minor.  The potential 
loss of up to 24 agave (Agave spp.) would occur at Buck Peak during 
installation of communications and support equipment.  Agaves will 
be avoided or transplanted to the extent practicable, to minimize loss 
of forage for the lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae 
yerbabuenae).  Adverse effects on lesser long-nosed bats would be 
long-term and minor.  The increased noise emissions during 
installation and maintenance helicopter trips could potentially 
impact Sonoran desert tortoise (Xerobates agassizii) near Granite 
Mountain.  Impacts from noise would be short-term and minor.  The 
Proposed Action is not likely to adversely affect Sonoran desert 
tortoise.  Long-term, beneficial effects would occur by lessening 
impacts of CBV activity and consequent law enforcement actions on 
habitats throughout the project area and surrounding areas. 
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The archaeological surveys and archival research for the three 
TacCom locations have led to a determination of no impacts on any 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible aboveground 
or subsurface resources.  The isolated occurrences discovered during 
the surveys do not possess any of the qualities necessary to be 
eligible for the NRHP.  No impacts are expected on cultural 
resources from the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action would result in direct impacts on up to 7,855 
square feet (0.18 acre) of Sonoran desertscrub vegetation, of which 
2,625 square feet would be in a previously undisturbed area.
Increased noise emissions associated with the installation and 
maintenance of the TacCom radio repeater equipment would have a 
moderate adverse effect on the soundscape, wildlife, and designated 
wilderness.  No utilities would be impacted as a result of the 
Proposed Action.  Long-term benefits to socioeconomics could 
occur.  No significant adverse effects on the natural or human 
environment, as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 
1508.27 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for 
Implementing National Environmental Policy Act, are expected 
from implementation of the action alternative. 

FINDINGS AND 
CONCLUSIONS: 

Based upon the analyses of the Environmental Assessment and the 
best management practices to be implemented, the Proposed Action 
would not have a significant adverse effect on the environment.  
Therefore, no additional environmental evaluation is warranted. 
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1.0 BACKGROUND

U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a component of the Department of Homeland 
Security (DHS), is responsible for securing the borders of the United States while facilitating the 
efficient movement of legitimate trade and travel.  CBP serves as the front line in defending the 
United States against terrorists and instruments of terror and protects the United States’ 
economic security by regulating and facilitating the lawful movement of goods and people across 
the United States’ borders.  As the guardian of the United States’ borders, CBP is specifically 
responsible for protecting 5,000 miles of border with Canada; 1,900 miles of border with 
Mexico; and the 95,000 miles of shoreline in the contiguous United States.  To secure this vast 
terrain, more than 17,000 U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) agents; 1,000 CBP Air and Marine agents; 
and nearly 22,000 Customs officers and agriculture specialists, together with the Nation’s largest 
law enforcement canine program, stand guard along the United States’ borders and ports of entry 
(POE).

As CBP officers and agents often work in remote areas where commercial communications do 
not exist, the Land Mobile Radio (LMR) communications system is critical to mission execution 
and vital to officer safety.  CBP’s existing LMR system is antiquated and fails to meet CBP’s 
operational and functional requirements, resulting in critical coverage gaps and lack of Advanced 
Encryption Standard (AES) capabilities.  The existing LMR communications system is 
susceptible to interference from other systems, is not compliant with the National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) narrowband mandates, and lacks 
the capacity to accommodate future growth of CBP personnel. 

To improve operational effectiveness and enhance officer safety, CBP proposes to improve 
tactical communications (TacCom) through modernization of the existing LMR systems with 
state-of-the-art digital technology that complies with the Project 25 (P25) standards and provides 
for narrowband AES capabilities to protect law enforcement sensitive communications from 
scanning.  P25 is the standard for the design and manufacture of interoperable digital two-way 
wireless communications products.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would provide 
much-needed enhancements and improved operational capabilities to LMR systems for CBP 
personnel, Office of Border Patrol, Office of Field Operations, and Office of Air and Marine in 
the Arizona Focus Area.  The modernized LMR system would provide improved capabilities 
such as interoperability, over-the-air-rekeying, and advanced encryption, and is NTIA compliant.  
The system would improve radio voice coverage throughout the Arizona Focus Area.

The TacCom LMR Modernization Project includes a mix of upgrades and improvements to 
existing communications towers and radio repeater sites, as well as the construction of new 
towers and radio repeater sites.  Supporting infrastructure, such as equipment shelters and 
generator systems, would also be improved or added under this initiative.  The modernization 
effort would result in a robust, secure communications system, allowing CBP to interoperate 
with public sectors of law enforcement to ensure that day-to-day operational missions are 
achieved.
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CBP is evaluating three TacCom LMR locations (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas 
Pass) within the Arizona Focus Area (USBP’s Tucson and Yuma sectors) to determine the 
potential effects, beneficial and adverse, resulting from obtaining a special use permit and the 
proposed installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of radio repeater equipment.  Each 
location provides independent coverage for CBP agents in the field while collectively providing 
complete coverage and minimizing the potential for communications system gaps.  Secondary 
TacCom LMR Modernization Project goals of communications redundancy and microwave shots 
between LMR communications sites would be met by integrating up to three radio repeater sites 
into the larger LMR communications network. 

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The three TacCom LMR Modernization Project locations proposed by CBP are located in Pima 
and Yuma counties, Arizona.  New equipment (radio repeaters) is proposed for installation at 
Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass (Figure 1-1). 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

CBP proposes to obtain a special use permit or real estate rights of way from the land 
management agency for the installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of communications 
equipment at up to three locations within the Arizona Focus Area as part of the TacCom LMR 
Modernization Project.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve TacCom in the 
Arizona Focus Area for Federal agents working for CBP.  The need for the Proposed Action is to 
provide the following: 

Adequate communications coverage in remote locations to reduce or potentially eliminate 
communications coverage gaps 
A state-of-the-art digital technology that complies with the P25 standards and provides 
for narrowband and AES capability 
Enhanced safety of CBP agents through improved communications coverage and 
technology
An opportunity for future expansion of communications services as necessary 
A more safe, effective, and efficient work environment for CBP agents 

The Proposed Action would significantly improve safety in the daily operations of CBP agents.
The project area encompassing the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) is 
deficient in TacCom infrastructure for CBP activities, even though the USBP Ajo and Wellton 
stations have repeaters for field operations communications.  In the present locations, the radio 
repeaters do not provide sufficient radio coverage for reliable communications.  This presents 
serious agent safety issues, as agents are not able to communicate between vehicles and handheld 
radios in the field and the USBP Ajo or Wellton stations' headquarters.  The proposed radio 
repeaters would allow the use of encryption, which is critical for operational security and 
detection of illegal traffic in the area.  Other nearby, shorter hilltops were assessed for the 
placement of TacCom infrastructure, but higher mountains surrounding those sites would 
interfere with radio coverage of the area.  
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The communications coverage capabilities on the CPNWR are severely deficient.  Without the 
proposed TacCom sites (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass), areas with no 
communications coverage on the CPNWR encompass 254 square miles and approximately 636 
square-mile area has no portable radio coverage.  Using the three proposed mountain peaks on 
the CPNWR to improve communications coverage, the TacCom LMR Modernization Project 
would reduce the communications gaps to 49 square miles and to approximately 269 square 
miles of no portable radio coverage.  The locations of communications gaps and portable radio 
coverage are CBP-sensitive information and are not provided to the public. 

Cross-border violators (CBV) use the remote areas of the CPNWR and nearby Organ Pipe 
Cactus National Monument (OPCNM) to gain entry into the United States.  That illegal traffic 
often damages public and private property by cutting fences and driving off established roads.
Illicit cross-border activities can be detrimental to the landscape and health and safety of the 
public, CPNWR staff, OPCNM staff, and CBP agents.  Installation of the communications sites 
may allow CBP to apprehend CBVs in closer proximity to the United States/Mexico border, thus 
reducing damage to the natural environment. 

1.3 COOPERATING AGENCY 

1.3.1 Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR)
As the expert agency concerning wilderness area and natural resources within the project area, 
the CPNWR is a cooperating agency for this Environmental Assessment (EA).  The National 
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] 668dd-668ee) 
provided guidelines and directives for administration and management of the newly created 
system of “related lands, waters, and interests for the protection and conservation of our Nation’s 
wildlife resources” (Public Law [P.L.] 105-57).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
manages the 95 million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System, which encompasses 555 National 
wildlife refuges (USFWS 2011a).  The CPNWR was established in 1939 as a “Game Range” by 
President Franklin Roosevelt for the recovery of desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni)
(Executive Order [EO] 8038).  The CPNWR encompasses over 800,000 acres of Sonoran Desert 
along the United States/Mexico border (USFWS 2005).  Four subsequent EOs by President 
Franklin Roosevelt and two public orders signed by the Secretary of Agriculture between 1941 
and 1943 withdrew nearly 3 million acres including the “Game Range” for military flight 
training needs for World War II (USFWS 2005).  Most of the air space above the “Game Range” 
was used as a bombing and aerial gunnery range during World War II (1941-1946) and the 
Korean Conflict (activated in 1951).  Until 1999, the CPNWR was included as part of the Barry 
M. Goldwater Range (BMGR).  Some military use of refuge lands continues.  Tracking stations 
and the use of airspace above the refuge for training is provided through a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the Department of the Air Force, the Department of the Navy (for the 
Marine Corps), and the Department of the Interior (for the USFWS). 

1.4 SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS 

The scope of this National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis includes the assessment 
of effects resulting from obtaining a special use permit/right of way from the CPNWR, 
installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of new radio repeater sites at up to three locations 
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in the Arizona Focus Area.  This analysis does not include an assessment of operations 
conducted in the field by Federal agents.  These operations would continue regardless of the 
modernization of communications equipment. 

1.5 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDANCE, STATUTES, AND 
REGULATIONS 

This analysis was prepared by CBP in accordance with NEPA of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347) 
and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code 
of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), DHS Directive 023-01, and other pertinent 
environmental statutes, regulations, and compliance requirements.  Table 1-1 summarizes some 
of the applicable laws and regulations that were considered in the development of this EA.  An 
interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers, 
archaeologists, and historians analyzed the proposed alternatives regarding existing conditions of 
the region and specific radio repeater locations, and has identified relevant beneficial and adverse 
effects associated with the action.  In addressing these effects, numerous guidelines, regulations, 
and EOs were considered (see Table 1-1). 

1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Consultation and coordination with Federal, state, and local agencies occurred during this NEPA 
analysis.  Coordination was conducted with the following agencies: 

USFWS 
CPNWR
U.S. Marine Corps 
Luke Air Force Base 
OPCNM (National Park Service [NPS]) 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Native American Tribes 

All correspondence sent or received during the preparation of this document is included in 
Appendix A.  CBP provided copies of the draft EA to all coordinating state and Federal agencies 
and affected Native American Tribes for review and comment.  

The draft EA was made available for public review for 30 days from May 31 through June 30, 
2013.  A Notice of Availability was published in the Arizona Daily Star, the Yuma Sun, and the 
Ajo Copper News on May 31, 2013 (Appendix A).  The draft EA was available at the Yuma 
County Public Library – Main Branch, the Pima County Public Library – Salazar-Ajo Branch, 
and electronically at http://cbp.gov/xp/cgov/about/ec/.
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Table 1-1.  Summary of Applicable Laws, Guidance, Statutes, Relevant Regulations,
Oversight Agencies, and Compliance Requirements by Resource 

Resource Acts Requiring Permit, Approval, or 
Review Agency Permit, License, Compliance, or 

Review/Status 

Wilderness 

Wilderness Act of 1964, 16 U.S.C. § 1131-1136, 
P.L. 88-577)  Land administrating agency 

Approval from land administrating agency that 
action is minimum necessary to manage an area 
as wilderness 

Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-
628) Land administrating agency 

Approval from land administrating agency that 
action is minimum necessary to manage an area 
as wilderness 

National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 
(P.L. 95-625) NPS 

Approval from land administrating agency that 
action is minimum necessary to manage an area 
as wilderness 

Soils 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, 
42 U.S.C. §  6901 et seq., as amended 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) 

Proper management and, in some cases, permit 
for remediation 

Comprehensive, Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 
U.S.C. § 9601et seq., as amended 

EPA Development of emergency response plans, 
notification, and cleanup  

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981, 7 U.S.C. 
§4201 et seq. 
7 CFR 657-658 Prime and unique farmlands 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) 

NRCS determination via Form AD-1006, if 
prime or unique farmlands are present 

Natural 
Resources 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C. § 
1531 et seq., as amended (ESA) USFWS 

Compliance by lead agency and/or consultation 
to assess impacts and, if necessary, develop 
mitigation measures 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, 16 U.S.C. § 
703 et seq. USFWS 

Compliance by lead agency and/or consultation 
to assess impacts and, if necessary, develop 
mitigation measures 

National Wildlife Refuge System Administration 
Act of 1966, 16 U.S.C. § 668dd-668ee, and 
amendments  

USFWS 
Compliance by lead agency to ensure the 
protection and conservation of National wildlife 
resources 

National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 
1997, 16 U.S.C. § 668dd et seq., P.L. 105-57 USFWS 

Administer a National network of lands and 
waters for the conservation, management, and 
restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant 
resources and their habitats within the United 
States for the benefit of present and future 
generations.  Compliance by lead agency 
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Table 1-1, continued 

Resource Acts Requiring Permit, Approval, or 
Review Agency Permit, License, Compliance, or 

Review/Status 

Natural 
Resources,
continued 

Organic Act of 1916 (U.S.C. 1 2 3 and 4) NPS 

Manage units of the NPS system “to conserve 
the scenery and the natural and historic objects 
and the wildlife therein and to provide for the 
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by 
such means as will leave them unimpaired for 
the enjoyment of future generations.”  
Compliance by lead agency 

Cultural/ 
Archaeological 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 
U.S.C. § 470a et seq.) 

Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation through SHPO Section 106 Consultation 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 
(16 U.S.C. § 470aa et seq.) 

Affected land-managing 
agency 

Permits to survey and excavate/remove 
archaeological resources on Federal lands; 
Native American tribes with interests in 
resources must be consulted prior to issue of 
permits 

Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 1990 

Affected land-managing 
agency Compliance by lead agency 

Indian Sacred Sites of 1996 (EO 13007) 
Affected land-managing 
agency and affected Native 
American tribe 

Compliance by lead agency 

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments of 2000 (EO 13175) 

Affected land-managing 
agency and affected Native 
American tribe 

Compliance by lead agency 

Government-to-Government Relations with 
Native American Tribal Governments of 1994 
(Presidential Memorandum) 

Affected land-managing 
agency and affected Native 
American tribe 

Compliance by lead agency 

Air Clean Air Act, and amendments of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.) 

EPA and Arizona Department 
of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ) 

Compliance with National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards  (NAAQS) and emission limits and/or 
reduction measures; conformity to de minimis 
thresholds; preparation of a Record of Non-
Applicability  

Water 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1977 (also 
known as the Clean Water Act [CWA]) (33 U.S.C. 
§ 1251 et seq.) 

EPA

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and Arizona 
Department of Water 
Resources 

Section 402(b) National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges for Construction Activities 

Section 401/404 Permit 
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Table 1-1, continued 

Resource Acts Requiring Permit, Approval, or 
Review Agency Permit, License, Compliance, or 

Review/Status 

Water,
continued 

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management), 42 Federal 
Register (FR) 26,951 (May 24, 1997), as amended 

Water Resources Council, 
Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, CEQ 

Compliance 

EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), 42 FR 
26,691(May 24, 1977), as amended USACE and USFWS Compliance 

Social/ 
Economic 

Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations) of 
1994, 59 FR 7629 (February 11, 1994) 

EPA Compliance 

Sound/Noise Noise Control Act of 1972, 42 U.S.C. § 4901 et 
seq., as amended  EPA Compliance with surface carrier noise emissions 

Health and Safety Occupational Health and Safety Act of 1970, 29 
U.S.C. §651 et seq.  

Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration 

Compliance with guidelines including Material 
Safety Data Sheets 
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A total of eight comments and requests for additional information were received during the 
public review period.  All letters and emails received are included in Appendix A.  CBP includes 
the responses to the comment letters and emails in Appendix A. 

A Notice of Availability will also be published in the Arizona Daily Star, the Yuma Sun, and the 
Ajo Copper News to announce the final EA and signed Finding of No Significant Impact. 

1.7 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This EA is organized into eight major sections, including this background discussion in Section 
1.0.  Section 2.0 describes all alternatives considered for the project.  Section 3.0 discusses the 
environmental resources potentially affected by the project and the environmental consequences 
for each of the viable alternatives.  Section 4.0 discusses cumulative impacts, and Section 5.0 
provides best management practices (BMP) that will be utilized during the planning and 
implementation of this project in order to avoid and/or minimize impacts on environmental 
resources.  Sections 6.0, 7.0, and 8.0 present a list of the references cited in the document, a list 
of acronyms and abbreviations used in the document, and a list of persons responsible for the 
preparation of this document, respectively.  Correspondence generated during the preparation of 
this EA can be found in Appendix A.  The Minimum Requirements Decision Guide (MRDG) 
and Compatibility Determination prepared by the CPNWR Refuge Manager for activities 
conducted within wilderness is included in Appendix B.  Lists of Federal and state protected 
species for Pima and Yuma counties are included in Appendix C.  Appendix D provides the 
model calculations used to determine air quality impacts for the EA. 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action includes the installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of radio 
repeater equipment and obtaining a real estate special use permit or right of way for construction 
on the subject properties at up to three locations on the CPNWR within designated wilderness 
areas (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass) (Figure 2-1).  Radio communications 
modeling determined the fewest equipment site locations necessary to provide the most coverage 
possible.  Original project plans called for three sites on the CPNWR (Buck Peak, Granite 
Mountain, and Christmas Pass); however, after additional modeling, the communications 
coverage provided by Buck Peak and Granite Mountain was nearly equal to the coverage 
originally modeled for all three sites.  CBP proposes to first install the proposed TacCom LMR 
equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain.  Once the sites are operational, field testing will 
determine if the models were accurate and if adequate communications coverage is provided 
with only two sites.  Field testing involves communications checks along currently used patrol 
routes to determine if there are any remaining communications “dead spots.”  If communications 
coverage is not adequate or does not meet the requirements of the USBP Wellton or Ajo stations, 
USBP Yuma or Tucson sectors, or CPNWR, then the proposed TacCom LMR equipment at the 
Christmas Pass site would be installed. 

Each of the proposed TacCom equipment locations is on a remote mountaintop or ridge.  None 
are protected by a security fence.  Due to the weight of the equipment to be installed and the 
inaccessibility of the sites, all equipment and personnel would be airlifted to the site during the 
installation phase of the project.  Installation would take less than 30 days at each site.  
Thereafter, scheduled maintenance and repair or replacement of faulty equipment would occur 
twice per year by helicopter for Granite Mountain and Buck Peak sites or potentially on foot at 
the Christmas Pass site.  Any replaced equipment would be recycled or otherwise disposed of 
properly.  Trips for emergency repairs may be necessary in addition to the biannual maintenance 
trips. 

Equipment would be staged at the USBP Wellton Station for the three sites on the CPNWR 
(Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass).  The equipment would be airlifted directly 
to the installation site.  Estimated flight paths are also depicted on Figure 2-1.

Each of the proposed TacCom equipment locations is discussed in detail below. 

2.1.1 Buck Peak 
Buck Peak is located on a ridge in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Yuma County, Arizona 
(Figure 2-2).  Buck Peak currently houses existing CBP communications equipment (one low-
power repeater), which is collocated on a solar-powered radio site that is owned and operated by 
CPNWR.  The existing equipment would be replaced because it is outdated and no longer meets 
CBP’s operability requirements.  Communications equipment for CPNWR would be updated and 
collocated at the new CBP facility.  The replacement of CPNWR equipment is included as part 
of this Proposed Action. 
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Figure 2-2: Buck Peak Project Area

January 2013
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The Proposed Action consists of obtaining a special use permit for the installation, operation, 
repair, and maintenance of communications equipment owned by CBP and CPNWR at Buck 
Peak.  The total surface area required for the radio repeater equipment is approximately 200 
square feet.  A conceptual drawing of the installation is provided as Figure 2-3.  An additional 
2,500-square-foot working area would be temporarily disturbed during installation.
Communications equipment to be installed at Buck Peak includes: 

Five minisolar array platforms that would house solar panels 
Two LMR repeaters 
One Daniel repeater (CPNWR-owned equipment) 
Duplexers 
SAFARI Commander station 
One platform-mounted battery enclosure with six batteries 
Two 10-foot-tall poles (one omni-directional dipole array and one grid parabolic antenna) 
One VHF antenna (CPNWR-owned equipment) 

The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if 
necessary.  A grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the 
communications equipment.  It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural 
rocks found on-site. 

Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground 
preparation for installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  
The batteries are sealed and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not 
leak.  There will be no fuel-based generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be 
accomplished by helicopter.  All helicopter access will originate from USBP Wellton Station and 
fly a course west of Copper Mountain, entering the CPNWR and accessing Buck Peak from the 
west.  The western access route should eliminate any potential effects on Sonoran pronghorn 
(Antilocapra americana sonoriensis) or disturbance in proximity to Sonoran pronghorn habitat, 
thus allowing helicopter flights during the pronghorn fawning season (March 15 through July 
15).  If, for some reason, the flight access for this project is not able to follow this route, no 
helicopter access would occur between March 15 and July 15 to avoid the Sonoran pronghorn 
fawning season. 

No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  All 
aspects of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited to the 
previously disturbed area in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The replacement of existing equipment would occur over a 30-day period and 
necessitate hand tools, drills, cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  It is estimated that surveys and 
installation would require 16 round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation 
technicians, for the removal of existing equipment, and delivery of new equipment. 



Figure 2-3: Conceptual Drawing of Buck Peak TacCom Location

December 2011
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Figure 2-4: Granite Mountain Project Area

January 2013

!.

Project Location

Sources: Esri, DeLorme,
TomTom, USGS, Esri Japan,
Esri China (Hong Kong)

Project Location!.

· 0 40 80 120 16020
Meters

0 200 400 600100
Feet

Granite Mountain

2-6



2-7 

TacCom LMR Modernization EA  Final 
Arizona Focus Area  September 2013 

2.1.2 Granite Mountain 
Granite Mountain is located on a remote ridge in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Pima County, 
Arizona (Figure 2-4).  Granite Mountain currently houses communications equipment owned by 
the U.S. Air Force (USAF) (Photograph 2-1).  Collocation of the TacCom equipment within the 
same impact area as the USAF 
equipment is not possible for the 
following reasons: 1) the two sets of 
equipment run on different power 
systems (USAF equipment requires 
48 volts, TacCom equipment 
requires 12 volts), 2) adding 
antennas and solar panels would 
compromise the structural integrity 
of the existing platform, and 3) CBP 
requires approximately 100 feet of 
horizontal separation from the 
USAF equipment to avoid radio 
frequency (RF) interference from the 
USAF communications equipment.

Therefore, the TacCom equipment would be located approximately 100 feet east-northeast of the 
existing USAF equipment. 

The Proposed Action consists of obtaining a special use permit or real estate right of way for the 
installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of a radio repeater at Granite Mountain.  The 
total surface area required for the radio repeater equipment is 30 square feet.  An additional 
2,500-square-foot working area would be temporarily disturbed during installation.  A 
conceptual drawing of the installation is provided as Figure 2-5.  Communications equipment to 
be installed at Granite Mountain includes: 

One 5-panel solar array platform 
One repeater 
SAFARI Commander station mounted on the platform 
One platform-mounted battery enclosure with four batteries  
One 10-foot-tall pole with a half-parabolic antenna and an omni-directional dipole array 
One tripod-mounted BA40-41 VHF antenna

The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if 
necessary.  A grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the 
communications equipment.  It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural 
rocks found on-site. 

Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground 
preparation for installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  
The batteries are sealed and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not 
leak.  There will be no fuel-based generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be 

Photograph 2-1.  Existing USAF communications equipment on 
Granite Mountain. 



Figure 2-5: Conceptual Drawing of Granite Mountain TacCom Location

October 2012
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accomplished by helicopter; however, no helicopter access would occur between March 15 and 
July 15 due to the Sonoran pronghorn fawning season.

No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.
Installation of equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, drills, 
cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  All aspects of equipment installation, including any ground 
disturbance, would be limited to the previously disturbed area in the vicinity of existing 
equipment to the greatest extent practicable.  It is estimated that surveys and installation would 
require seven round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation technicians and to 
deliver new equipment. 

2.1.3 Christmas Pass 
Christmas Pass is located on a mountaintop in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Yuma County, 
Arizona (Figure 2-6).  Communications equipment does not currently exist at this site.  This site 
would only be installed if it is deemed necessary to fill a communications coverage gap after the 
Buck Peak and Granite Mountain sites are installed.  If the TacCom equipment is installed at this 
location, CPNWR radio repeater equipment will be collocated on the equipment sled. 

The Proposed Action consists of obtaining a special use permit or real estate right of way for the 
installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of a radio repeater at Christmas Pass.  The total 
surface area required for the radio repeater equipment is 125 square feet.  A conceptual drawing 
of the installation is provided as Figure 2-7.  An additional 2,500-square-foot working area 
would be temporarily disturbed during installation.  Communications equipment to be installed 
at Christmas Pass includes: 

One 14-panel solar array platform 
One repeater 
SAFARI Commander station mounted on the platform 
One platform-mounted battery enclosure with four batteries 
One 10-foot-tall pole with a half-parabolic antenna and an omni-directional dipole array 
One 10-foot-tall pole with an omni-directional dipole array
One tripod-mounted BA40-41 VHF antenna 

The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if 
necessary.  A grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the 
communications equipment.  It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural 
rocks found on-site. 

Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground 
preparation for installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  
The batteries are sealed and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not 
leak.  There will be no fuel-based generator used on-site.  Maintenance and repair access would 
be accomplished by helicopter or on foot, depending on season of year, the physical condition of 
the technician, and the amount of material needed to be hauled to the site.  The proposed flight 
access for this site is a western approach that will essentially avoid effects within Sonoran 



Figure 2-6: Christmas Pass Project Area
January 2013
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Figure 2-7: Conceptual Drawing of Christmas Pass TacCom Equipment Sled

October 2012
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pronghorn habitat, thus allowing flights to occur during the Sonoran pronghorn fawning season.
If for some reason flight access to this site is not able to be from the proposed western approach, 
no helicopter access would occur between March 15 and July 15 to avoid the Sonoran pronghorn 
fawning season. 

No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.
Installation of equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, drills, 
cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  It is estimated that surveys and installation would require seven 
round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation technicians and to deliver new 
equipment. 

2.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, the communications equipment would not be installed.  
However, the existing equipment on Buck Peak, currently collocated on a site owned and 
operated by CPNWR, would continue to be operated and maintained.  The collocated equipment 
would be accessed biannually for scheduled maintenance by helicopter or on foot.  The No 
Action Alternative would not allow CBP to have increased communications ability.  The USBP 
Ajo or Wellton stations’ headquarters current radio repeaters do not provide sufficient radio 
coverage for reliable TacCom within the CPNWR, which leaves agents without the ability to call 
for support.  This could lead to potential safety issues for CBP agents.  Under the No Action 
Alternative, poor communications coverage would continue. 

2.3 OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED 

2.3.1 Technological Alternatives 
CBP evaluated various technological alternatives to achieve the required TacCom LMR 
Modernization Project requirements. 

Alternative A – Alternative A would use satellite phones for communications instead of the 
proposed radio repeater.  This option was found to be unsatisfactory based on two primary 
factors: satellite phones do not allow immediate communications, and agents are unable to use 
this technology during a physical confrontation.  Due to the insufficient capabilities of satellite 
phones relative to the needs of CBP, Alternative A was excluded from further consideration and 
analysis. 

Alternative B – Alternative B would use cellular phones for communication instead of the 
proposed radio repeaters.  This option was unsatisfactory based on several factors: cellular 
phones do not allow immediate communication, agents are unable to use this technology during 
physical confrontation, and reception is often not available.  Due to insufficient capabilities of 
cellular phones relative to the needs of CBP, Alternative B was excluded from further 
consideration and analysis. 

Alternative C – Alternative C would use broadband frequencies that would allow for increased 
RF propagation and communications ranges.  This option was unsatisfactory based on Federal 
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mandates that require LMR systems to operate on smaller 12.5 kilohertz (kHz) frequencies rather 
than the older 25 kHz systems. 

The proposed P25 LMR technology is the only available communications equipment that would 
ensure adequate encryption for law enforcement personnel, coverage throughout the remote 
portions of the Arizona Focus Area, and lack of interference from other communications 
systems. 

2.3.2 Siting Alternatives 
Although each radio repeater location can act independently of all other LMR sites and provide 
communications opportunities for the agents in the field, LMR radio repeaters are designed to 
communicate with other LMR radio repeaters throughout the Arizona Focus Area.  Radio 
repeaters are sited to minimize RF coverage overlap between radio repeater sites while 
eliminating areas without coverage.  Key radio repeater site evaluation considerations take into 
account constructability, operability, and environmental factors.  The site selection process began 
with multiple conceptual field laydowns, where maximum RF propagation is achieved with a 
minimum number of radio repeater sites using mapping programs and a modeling and analysis 
process.  Operationally preferred site locations were selected by CBP personnel based on their 
knowledge of the terrain, environment, land ownership, and operational needs.  Wherever 
possible, CBP tried to use existing radio repeater sites for the collocation of equipment to reduce 
cost and impacts on the environment.  New sites were only proposed when existing sites were 
not available for collocating equipment.  

Geographical constraints also affect radio repeater siting decisions.  The preferred alternative is 
to place the radio repeater equipment at the top of mountain peaks.  Because radio system design 
is based on line of sight, the distance of the desired RF propagation and terrain obstacles controls 
the necessary height of the radio repeater.  Placing a radio repeater at the top of a mountain peak 
provides complete coverage across the mountain and to all locations at lower elevations that are 
not physically blocked by another geographical feature. 

Four siting alternatives were considered: hilltops outside of the CPNWR (Alternative D), 
repeaters positioned at the base of mountains within the CPNWR (Alternative E), Cipriano Pass 
as an alternate for Buck Peak (Alternative F), and Raven Butte as an alternate for Christmas Pass 
(Alternative G).  These alternatives are discussed below. 

Alternative D – Alternative D uses nearby, shorter hilltops outside of the CPNWR.  CBP 
assessed other hilltops outside of the CPNWR for the possibility of placement of radio repeaters, 
but higher mountains surrounding these hilltops would interfere with the radio coverage of the 
area.  The resulting communications coverage would be less than adequate, and areas with no 
communications coverage would be more extensive than that provided by siting the radio 
repeaters within the CPNWR.  This siting alternative was determined to be inadequate and was 
eliminated from further consideration. 

Alternative E – Alternative E uses numerous (i.e., four or more) radio repeaters positioned at the 
base of the mountain to achieve the same coverage as placing the site on a mountain peak.  This 
alternative would result in substantially greater cost, and it would not take advantage of existing 
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sites located on mountain peaks.  This siting alternative was determined to be inadequate and 
was eliminated from further consideration. 

Alternative F – Alternative F would substitute Cipriano Pass on the nearby BMGR for Buck 
Peak as a location for TacCom equipment installation.  Upon visual inspection of the Cipriano 
Pass area, there was not a suitable, level area available on the site that would be adequate for the 
TacCom equipment and helicopter landing.  This alternative was determined to be inadequate 
and was eliminated from further consideration. 

Alternative G – Alternative G would substitute Raven Butte on the nearby BMGR for Christmas 
Pass as a location for TacCom equipment installation.  However, Raven Butte was determined to 
be a Traditional Cultural Property for the Cocopah Tribe and the Tohono O’odham Nation.  The 
tribes do not feel that the installation of communications equipment is appropriate at Raven 
Butte.  Also, RF coverage analysis for Ravens Butte indicated that the site would not enhance 
radio communications in the critical area east of the Cabeza Prieta Mountains.  For both of these 
reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

2.3.3 Collocation Alternative 
CBP is currently in the early planning stages of the USBP Wellton Station Integrated Fixed 
Towers (IFT) Project.  The USBP Wellton Station IFT Project includes the construction, 
operation, repair, and maintenance of up to 24 tower sites and associated infrastructure 
(primarily roads) on and near those sites.  All proposed tower sites would be situated within the 
Wellton Station Area of Responsibility (which includes the CPNWR) on privately owned, 
DHS/CBP-owned, or other Federal agency-owned lands along or near the United States/Mexico 
border, as necessary to create a border enforcement zone.  This alternative would collocate 
TacCom equipment on IFT infrastructure where necessary on the CPNWR to provide adequate 
communications coverage, similar to what would be provided with the implementation of the 
Proposed Action of TacCom LMR Modernization Project.  Due to the early planning nature of 
the Wellton Station IFT Project, there are no proposed IFT locations that have been vetted and 
approved by both CBP and the land managers.  Construction for this project is estimated to begin 
in 2016.  Due to the need established by the TacCom LMR Modernization Project to provide a 
safe work environment for agents and other agency law enforcement personnel by improving 
communications coverage, this alternative was determined to be inadequate due to schedule 
delays and immediate need and was eliminated from further consideration. 

2.4 ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

The Proposed Action would implement the TacCom LMR Modernization Project at up to three 
locations in the Arizona Focus Area.  It has been determined by CBP that no other alternatives 
meet the project’s purpose and need.  Table 2-1 provides an evaluation of how the Proposed 
Action meets the project’s purpose and need.  Table 2-2 presents a summary matrix of the 
impacts from the two alternatives analyzed and how they would affect the environment and 
environmental resources near the proposed radio repeater installation locations. 
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Table 2-1.  Alternatives Matrix 

Purpose and Need Proposed
Action No Action 

Will the alternative provide adequate communications coverage in both 
urban and remote locations to reduce or potentially eliminate 
communications coverage gaps? 

Yes No 

Will the alternative provide a state-of-the-art digital technology that 
complies with the P25 standards and provides for narrowband, AES 
encryption? 

Yes No 

Will the alternative provide enhanced safety for CBP agents through 
improved communications coverage and technology? Yes No 

Will the alternative provide an opportunity for future expansion of 
communications services as necessary? Yes No 

Will the alternative provide a more safe, effective, and efficient work 
environment for CBP agents? Yes No 
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Table 2-2.  Summary Matrix 
Affected 

Environment Proposed Action No Action Alternative 

Land Use 
(Section 3.2) 

The Proposed Action would permanently change the primary use on 355 
square feet of land from its current use as USFWS-designated wilderness to 
CBP enforcement.  An additional 7,500 square feet of land would also be 
temporarily impacted by installation, emergency repair, and biannual 
maintenance activities.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project has been 
coordinated with CPNWR, and special use permits or real estate rights of way 
would be obtained by CBP prior to installing the radio repeater equipment at 
each location.  The Proposed Action would have a long-term, negligible 
adverse effect on land use in the project area. 

Illegal traffic would continue to directly and indirectly 
impact and disturb existing land uses within the 
project area.  Due to CBV pedestrian and vehicle 
traffic, urbanized areas and natural desert areas 
experience increased crime and damage to native 
vegetation, respectively.   

Wilderness 
(Section 3.3) 

The Proposed Action would adversely affect the characteristics of designated 
wilderness.  The audible qualities of designated wilderness would be 
moderately affected by noise emissions generated during the installation and 
maintenance of the TacCom equipment due to accessibility of the sites being 
limited to helicopter transportation.  The visual qualities of designated 
wilderness would be affected by communications equipment.  The TacCom 
equipment would have limited visibility to visitors due to its low height profile 
and mountaintop locations; however, the proposed equipment is man-made 
and would detract from the natural values of designated wilderness.  Thus, 
obtaining a special use permit for the installation, operation, repair, and 
maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at three mountaintop 
locations on the CPNWR would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on 
the viewshed and natural values of designated wilderness.  The Proposed 
Action would have an indirect beneficial impact on the remaining wilderness 
as a result of enhancing detection of CBVs, increasing interdiction efficiency, 
reducing illegal traffic, and consequently reducing the law enforcement 
footprint required for interdiction activities. 

Illegal traffic would continue to directly and indirectly 
impact and disturb designated wilderness within the 
project area.  Currently, portions of OPCNM and 
CPNWR are closed to the public due to safety and 
security concerns associated with CBVs.  

Soils 
(Section 3.4) 

The Proposed Action would impact up to 7,855 square feet (0.18 acre) of 
Quilotosa-Vaiva-Rock outcrop association soils.  The disturbance to a 
maximum of 7,855 square feet of soils would be negligible when examined on 
a regional scale.  Installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the 
proposed TacCom equipment would have a long-term, minor adverse effect on 
soils and a long-term, beneficial effect as a result of reducing illegal traffic 
and the creation of roads and trails by CBVs.  No soils classified as prime 
farmlands occur in the project area. 

There would be no installation of TacCom equipment; 
therefore, there would be no direct impacts on 
geologic or soil resources of the area.  Soils would 
continue to be degraded by the creation and use of 
roads and trails by CBVs. 
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Table 2-2, continued 

Affected 
Environment Proposed Action No Action Alternative 

Hydrology and 
Groundwater 
(Section 3.5) 

No direct impacts on groundwater resources are expected.  The Proposed 
Action would have an indirect beneficial impact on hydrology and 
groundwater as a result of enhancing detection of CBVs, increasing 
interdiction efficiency, reducing illegal traffic, and consequently reducing the 
law enforcement footprint required for interdiction activities. 

There would be no installation of TacCom equipment; 
therefore, there would be no direct impacts on 
hydrology or groundwater availability or quality.  
Groundwater deficits would continue as a result of 
water withdrawals for agricultural irrigation and 
municipal use.  Roads and trails created by CBVs and 
authorized roads would continue to adversely impact 
surface drainage, as well as provide a source of 
sediment.   

Surface Waters 
and  Waters of 
the United States  
(Section 3.6) 

Surface waters may experience temporary indirect impacts from stormwater 
runoff during and shortly after rain events.  Temporary effects may include a 
temporary increase in erosion and sedimentation from rotor wash during 
helicopter landings.  No wetlands or waters of the United States are located 
within the project area. 

Under the No Action Alternative, surface waters and 
waters of the United States would not be impacted, 
since no construction would occur; however, the 
littering and debris associated with CBV foot traffic 
would continue. Existing and new unauthorized roads 
and trails and authorized roads would serve as sources 
of sediment. 

Vegetation  
(Section 3.7) 

The Proposed Action would permanently degrade approximately 355 square 
feet of sparsely vegetated land.  An additional 7,500 square feet of land would 
also be temporarily impacted by installation, emergency repair, and biannual 
maintenance activities.  The Sonoran Desert vegetation community is 
extremely common in the vicinity of the proposed TacCom locations, and the 
direct effect of degradation of vegetation would have a long-term, negligible 
adverse effect on the total amount of similar Sonoran Desert vegetation 
communities in the region. 

No direct impacts would occur from the No Action 
Alternative.  However, long-term indirect impacts on 
vegetation communities would continue as a result of 
illegal cross-border activities that create trails, damage 
vegetation, promote the dispersal and establishment of 
invasive species, and result in conditions that favor 
catastrophic wildfires. 

Wildlife and 
Aquatic 
Resources 
(Section 3.8) 

Approximately 355 square feet of Sonoran Desert habitat would be 
permanently impacted by the Proposed Action.  An additional 7,500 square 
feet of habitat would also be temporarily impacted by installation, emergency 
repair, and biannual maintenance activities.  Appropriate BMPs would be 
implemented to reduce migratory bird impacts.  The Proposed Action would 
have a long-term, minor adverse effect on wildlife resources.  The proposed 
project would have an indirect beneficial impact on wildlife as a result of 
improving communications, enhancing detection of CBVs, increasing 
interdiction efficiency, reducing illegal traffic, and consequently reducing the 
law enforcement footprint required for interdiction activities. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on 
wildlife habitats would occur.  However, illegal cross-
border activity would continue to disturb wildlife and 
degrade wildlife habitat.   
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Table 2-2, continued 

Affected 
Environment Proposed Action No Action Alternative 

Protected Species 
(Section 3.9) 

Installation and maintenance of the TacCom equipment at Buck Peak, 
Christmas Pass, and Granite Mountain are likely to adversely affect the 
Sonoran pronghorn.  Helicopter flights would be limited to the minimum 
number of trips, and all sites would be accessed from the west to avoid 
overflights of preferred Sonoran pronghorn habitat.  Adverse effects on 
Sonoran pronghorn would be short-term and minor.  The potential loss of 
agave during installation of communications and support equipment would 
occur at Buck Peak.  Loss of agave would be minimal (less than 24 individual 
plants) and would not likely adversely affect lesser long-nosed bat 
(Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) populations.  Adverse effects on lesser 
long-nosed bats would be long-term and discountable.  The increased noise 
emissions during installation and maintenance helicopter trips could 
potentially impact Sonoran desert tortoise (Xerobates agassizii) near Granite 
Mountain.  Impacts from noise would be short-term and minor.  The Proposed 
Action is not likely to adversely affect Sonoran desert tortoise.  However, 
beneficial impacts would also be expected under the Proposed Action.  Long-
term, beneficial effects would occur by reducing impacts of CBV activities on 
habitats throughout the project area and surrounding areas.  Appropriate 
conservation measures, BMPs, and offsetting measures would be implemented 
to minimize potential effects.   

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no 
direct impacts on threatened or endangered species or 
their habitats.  However, the indirect and long-term 
impacts of illegal cross-border activity on habitats 
throughout the project region and surrounding areas 
would continue to disturb threatened or endangered 
species and their habitats. 

Cultural 
Resources 
(Section 3.10) 

The archaeological surveys and archival research for the TacCom locations 
have led to a determination of no impacts on any National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) eligible aboveground or subsurface resources.  The isolated 
occurrences discovered during the surveys do not possess any of the qualities 
necessary to be eligible for the NRHP.  No impacts are expected on cultural 
resources from the Proposed Action. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on 
cultural resources would occur.  However, cultural 
resources sites would continue to be impacted by 
illegal cross-border activities. 

Air Quality 
(Section 3.11) 

Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of a 
helicopter during installation and the disturbance of soils due to helicopter 
rotor wash.  There would be no violations of air quality standards and no 
conflicts with the state implementation plans; therefore, impacts on air quality 
from the implementation of the Proposed Action would be minor. 

No equipment would be installed, so no direct impacts 
from construction on air quality would occur.  
However, air quality in the region would continue to 
be affected from fugitive dust emissions associated 
with CBVs travelling off-road and consequent law 
enforcement actions. 
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Table 2-2, continued 

Affected 
Environment Proposed Action No Action Alternative 

Noise  
(Section 3.12) 

Noise generated by helicopters would be intermittent and last 1 to 4 weeks to 
install the TacCom equipment at each location, after which noise levels would 
return to ambient levels.  Biannual maintenance may also be conducted via 
helicopter.  The noise impacts from installation and maintenance activities 
would be short-term and minor.  Approximately 5,122 acres of land would be 
within the 57 A-weighted decibel (dBA) contour. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the noise receptors 
near the equipment installations would not experience 
additional noise events. 

Radio Frequency 
Environment
(Section 3.13) 

The proposed TacCom equipment would emit RF energy and electromagnetic 
radiation; therefore, some minor potential for adverse effects could occur.  
However, any adverse effects on human safety and wildlife would be 
negligible due to the minimal exposure risk and the elevated locations in 
which the antennas would be positioned.   

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on 
humans, wildlife, or communications would occur.  
Existing radio communications equipment would 
continue to emit RF energy and electromagnetic 
radiation at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain. 

Aesthetics 
(Section 3.14) 

Installation and maintenance of the TacCom equipment would require 
helicopter lifts to transport radio repeater equipment, installation materials, 
construction personnel, and environmental monitors to each location.  
Installation and maintenance of the proposed TacCom equipment would have 
a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the viewshed and aesthetic qualities 
of the CPNWR.  The TacCom equipment at all installation locations would 
have limited visibility to CPNWR visitors due to the low height profile of the 
equipment and the mountaintop locations.  Thus, the operation of the proposed 
radio repeater equipment at up to three mountaintop locations would have a 
long-term, minor adverse effect on the viewshed and aesthetic qualities of the 
CPNWR.  The Proposed Action would provide long-term indirect benefits to 
the landscape through the reduction or elimination of new CBV-created roads 
and trails. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the aesthetics of the 
project region would not be directly affected by the 
TacCom equipment.  However, trash, graffiti, and 
general vandalism resulting from CBV traffic would 
be expected to continue to detract from the visual 
quality of area. 

Hazardous Waste 
(Section 3.15) 

The Proposed Action would not result in the exposures of the environment or 
public to any hazardous materials.  The potential exists for minor releases of 
petroleum, oil, and lubricant (POL) during construction or operational 
activities.  BMPs would be put in place to minimize any potential 
contamination at the proposed sites during construction activities and 
operation. 

The No Action Alternative would not contribute any 
hazardous waste or materials to the project area, as no 
construction would take place. 

Socioeconomics 
(Section 3.16) 

The Proposed Action would not cause any changes to local employment rates, 
poverty levels, or local incomes.  The Proposed Action would provide long-
term, indirect benefits to the region through the reduction of societal costs due 
to illegal activities associated with CBVs.  

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts on 
socioeconomics would occur.  However, the societal 
costs associated with CBVs would continue and likely 
increase.
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Table 2-2, continued 

Affected 
Environment Proposed Action No Action Alternative 

Environmental
Justice 
(Section 3.17) 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would cause no direct impacts on 
minority or low-income populations. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts on 
minority and low-income populations would occur. 

Sustainability 
and Greening 
(Section 3.18) 

Under the Proposed Action, applicable Federal sustainability and greening 
practices would be implemented to the greatest extent practicable. 

No construction would occur, so no direct impacts 
would occur. 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and 
Climate Change 
(Section 3.19) 

Impacts from the installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the 
proposed radio repeater equipment would have negligible, long-term impacts 
on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate change. 

No construction would occur, so no direct impacts 
would occur. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 

3.1 PRELIMINARY IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This section of the EA describes the natural and human environment that exists within the 
project area of the TacCom LMR Modernization Project, and the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action as outlined in Section 2.0 of this document.  Only those parameters with the 
potential to be affected by the Proposed Action are described, per CEQ regulation (40 CFR 
1501.7 [3]).  Impacts can vary in magnitude from a slight to a total change in the environment.  
The impact analysis presented in this EA is based upon existing regulatory standards, scientific 
and environmental knowledge, and best professional opinions. 

Some topics are limited in scope due to the lack of direct effect from the proposed project on the 
resource, or because that particular resource is not located within the project area.  Resources 
such as climate, wild and scenic rivers, geology, floodplains, utilities and infrastructure, and 
roads and traffic are not addressed for the following reasons: 

Climate: The climate would not be impacted by the construction and operation of the Proposed 
Action.

Wild and Scenic Rivers: The Proposed Action would not affect any designated Wild and 
Scenic Rivers (16 U.S.C. 551, 1278[c], 1281[d]) because no rivers designated as such are located 
within or near the project area. 

Prime Farmlands:  The Proposed Action would not affect Prime Farmlands as protected under 
the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995 (7 U.S.C. 4201), because none of the soil 
types are identified as prime farmlands and none of the lands are currently in agricultural 
production.

Geology: The Proposed Action involves very little disturbance to topsoil layers.  There are no 
plans for holes or excavations of any type in the installation of the radio repeater equipment.  
There would be no modifications of the area’s topography or any impacts on geological features 
caused by the Proposed Action. 

Floodplains: The Proposed Action would not increase the risk or impact of floods on human 
safety, health, and welfare, and would not adversely impact the beneficial values that floodplains 
serve.  The locations proposed for TacCom equipment installations are all mountaintop locations 
that are not within floodplains, nor would the equipment impede the flow of stormwaters. 

Utilities and Infrastructure:  The proposed radio repeater equipment would be self-powered by 
photovoltaic cells; therefore, there would be no impacts on utilities or infrastructure in the 
project area. 

Roads and Traffic: The proposed radio repeater equipment would be installed and maintained 
via helicopter airlift; therefore, there would be no impacts on roads or traffic in the project area. 
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Impacts (consequence or effect) can be either beneficial or adverse, and can be either directly 
related to the action or indirectly caused by the action.  Direct impacts are those effects that are 
caused by the action and occur at the same time and place (40 CFR 1508.8[a]).  Indirect impacts 
are those effects that are caused by the action and are later in time or further removed in distance, 
but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8[b]).  As discussed in this section, the No 
Action and Proposed Action may create temporary (lasting the duration of construction), short-
term (up to 3 years), and long-term (greater than 3 years) impacts or effects. 

Impacts on each resource can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a 
total change in the environment.  For the purpose of this analysis the intensity of impacts will be 
classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major.  The intensity thresholds are defined as 
follows: 

Negligible: A resource would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the level 
of detection, and changes would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequences. 
Minor: Effects on a resource would be detectable, although the effects would be 
localized, small, and of little consequence to the sustainability of the resource.  Mitigation 
measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be simple and achievable.   
Moderate: Effects on a resource would be readily detectable, long-term, localized, and 
measurable.  Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse effects, would be extensive 
and likely achievable. 
Major: Effects on a resource would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial 
consequences on a regional scale.  Mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects 
would be required and extensive, and success of the mitigation measures would not be 
guaranteed.

The following discussions describe and, where possible, quantify the potential effects of each 
alternative on the resources within or near the project area.  All impacts described below are 
considered to be adverse unless stated otherwise.  Table 3-1 presents the impacts for the 
installation of the proposed communications equipment.  Impacts include the space necessary for 
the communications equipment (usually less than 250 square feet) and for helicopter landing 
areas and work zones (up to 2,500 square feet). 

Table 3-1.  Impacts (Square Feet) Resulting from the Proposed Action 

Location Permanent Impact 
(square feet) 

Temporary Impact 
(square feet) 

Total Impact 
(square feet) 

Buck Peak 200 2,500 2,700 

Christmas Pass 125 2,500 2,625 

Granite Mountain 30 2,500 2,530 

TOTAL 355 7,500 7,855 
(0.18 acre) 
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Photograph 3-1.  Trash deposited by cross-border 
violators 

3.2 LAND USE 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
The project area for the Proposed Action includes three mountaintop locations in Pima and 
Yuma counties, Arizona.  Pima County is situated on the southwestern border of Arizona and 
encompasses 9,186 square miles (U.S. Census Bureau [USCB] 2011).  Government, tourism, 
commercial, and Native American reservations are the county’s principal land uses.  BLM and 
USFS account for 12.1 percent of land ownership; Native American reservations, 42.1 percent; 
the State of Arizona, 14.9 percent; private or corporate, 13.8 percent; and other public lands, 17.1 
percent (Arizona Department of Commerce [AZDC] 2008).  Other public lands include those 
managed by USFWS and NPS.  One of the proposed radio repeater locations, Granite Mountain, 
is on the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Pima County.  The CPNWR was established for the 
recovery of the desert bighorn sheep.  Approximately 93 percent of CPNWR is designated 
wilderness and is discussed in detail in Section 3.3. 

Yuma County, Arizona, covers 5,514 square miles of the southwest corner of Arizona (USCB 
2011).  Land use within Yuma County is dependent upon soil characteristics and water 
availability.  BLM accounts for 14.8 percent of land ownership; Native American reservations, 
0.2 percent;  State of Arizona, 7.7 percent; private or corporate entities, 10.5 percent; and other 
public lands, 66.8 percent (AZDC 2007).  Agriculture production is the principal land use in 
Yuma County.  Two radio repeater locations, Buck Peak and Christmas Pass, are proposed 
within Yuma County.  Both locations are within the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 

Currently, land uses within the project area are directly and indirectly affected by CBV 
pedestrian and vehicle traffic, and consequent law enforcement activities.  Urbanized areas and 
natural desert areas experience increased crime and damage to native vegetation, respectively.  
Illegal cross-border activities within the project area have a negative impact on residential, 
commercial, wilderness, wildlife, recreation, and authorized land uses.  Litter and human waste 
have degraded the visual and natural resources on public lands across Pima and Yuma counties 
(including but not limited to the OPCNM, CPNWR, numerous U.S. Armed Forces properties, 
and BLM lands).  Davis (2005) reported that BLM 
estimated that each pedestrian CBV deposits an 
average of 8 pounds of trash.  Photograph 3-1 
provides an example of litter deposited by CBVs.  
Trash is generally distributed along major illegal 
routes, but is highly concentrated in passes and 
frequently used in areas where CBVs concentrate.  
Deposition of trash and human waste detracts from 
the wilderness aspect of OPCNM and CPNWR and 
from the natural quality of habitat in southern 
Arizona.  Additionally, unauthorized vehicle 
routes, unauthorized trails, and man-caused fires 
(CBV warming fires and signal fires) disturb or 
destroy native vegetation and wildlife habitat.
From 2004 to 2005, OPCNM staff documented 364 miles of off-road vehicle routes and tracks 
created by CBVs and consequent law enforcement activity (OPCNM 2005).  On CPNWR, 500 
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miles of unauthorized entrenched roads and 700 more miles of unauthorized trails and loosely 
cut roads exist (Di Silvestro 2007; Guillot 2007).  Further, illegal cross-border activities destroy 
fences, resulting in livestock trespassing, which results in additional damage to natural resources.  
Any fences damaged during required USBP interdiction activities are repaired by USBP agents 
following completion of the interdiction action (USBP 2009). 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.2.2.1 Proposed Action 
Installation of the proposed radio repeater equipment would permanently change the long-term 
land use on approximately 355 square feet of USFWS (CPNWR) managed property.  An 
additional 7,500 square feet of land would also be temporarily impacted by installation, 
emergency repair, and biannual maintenance activities.  The TacCom LMR Modernization 
Project has been coordinated with CPNWR.  CBP would obtain special use permits or real estate 
rights of way from the CPNWR prior to initiating the proposed project.  Additionally, a 
compatibility determination was completed by USFWS for the three proposed radio repeater 
locations (i.e., Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, Christmas Pass) on the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness 
prior to installation.  The proposed project would result in a long-term, negligible adverse effect 
on land use in the project area. 

The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would result in indirect beneficial effects on land use 
as a result of reducing CBV traffic and focusing law enforcement activities in the project area.  
Beneficial effects would be noticeable throughout the landscape and not localized near the 
proposed radio repeater locations.  The proposed project would enhance CBP’s communications 
capabilities and potentially increase the efficiency of interdiction actions.  Communications 
technology combined with surveillance systems, infrastructure, and the tactics employed by 
agents and officers leads to increased capabilities to effect an arrest and are dependent upon the 
flow of traffic in any particular area.  Any advancement in efficiency in any of these areas, 
including communications, can only increase CBP effectiveness and provide for increased 
certainty of arrest.  Beneficial effects would include reduced vegetation damage from 
unauthorized roads and trails, reduced litter and human waste on public lands, increased public 
safety, and decreased damage to authorized land uses (e.g., cattle fences). 

The flow of illicit activity fluctuates depending on transnational criminal organizations activity 
and is expected to lessen over time as CBP’s effectiveness increases.  CBP cannot predict 
apprehension locations and numbers as there are too many variables to consider and associating 
any one thing CBP does to a law enforcement outcome (i.e., arrests) would be misrepresentative 
of the systems perspective CBP is utilizing. 

The Refuge Manager of the CPNWR prepared a Compatibility Determination for the proposed 
TacCom LMR Modernization project to signify that the proposed use of CPNWR land as part of 
the proposed project would be compatible with the established purposes and mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System.  

3.2.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, CBP would not install the radio repeater equipment at the three 
proposed locations within the project area; however, maintenance on the existing equipment at 
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Buck Peak would continue.  There would be no direct impacts on land use.  Indirect impacts on 
land use would continue from illegal traffic and consequent law enforcement actions.  
Unauthorized roads and trails would continue to be made and used by CBVs attempting to avoid 
detection and apprehension by law enforcement personnel (e.g., USBP agents, USFWS agents, 
and NPS rangers) and local law enforcement personnel during interdiction activities.  Illegal 
cross-border activities (e.g., unauthorized roads) would continue to destroy native vegetation, 
accelerate soil erosion, deposit trash and human waste, vandalize property (e.g., cattle fences), 
and detract from the landscape recreational values of OPCNM and CPNWR.  Additionally, 
illegal cross-border activities would continue to pose a threat to the safety of Federal employees 
and the visiting public on these Federal lands. Under the No Action Alternative, the current 
status of radio communications would not improve.  Federal law enforcement agents would 
remain beyond the reach of communications while on patrol, which limits the safety and security 
of staff and visitors to the public lands. 

3.3 WILDERNESS 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 
The Wilderness Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-577 [Wilderness Act]) allowed for the establishment of a 
National Wilderness Preservation System and allows for the establishment of wilderness on 
Federally owned lands designated by Congress.  Areas designated as wilderness are to be 
administered in such a manner as to leave the lands undisturbed for future use and enjoyment by 
the public as wilderness and to provide protection of these areas for the preservation of their 
wilderness character.  As defined by the Wilderness Act, wilderness should provide for the 
opportunities to experience solitude, unconfined recreation, and naturalness.  To maintain the 
wilderness characteristics of designated wilderness areas, certain activities are prohibited, 
including commercial enterprise and permanent roads, and, except as necessary to meet 
minimum requirements for the administration of the area for the purpose of the Wilderness Act 
(including measures required in emergencies involving the health and safety of persons within 
the area), there shall be no temporary road, nor use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment, or 
motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport, and no structure or 
installation (16 U.S.C. 1131-1136). 

Organ Pipe Cactus Wilderness 
OPCNM Wilderness was created within OPCNM by the National Parks and Recreation Act of 
1978 (P.L. 95-625).  It encompasses 95 percent (312,660 acres of designated wilderness and 
1,240 acres of potential wilderness) of OPCNM (Figure 3-1) and was created to celebrate the life 
and landscape of the Sonoran Desert (NPS 1997). OPCNM Wilderness pays tribute to the organ 
pipe cactus (Stenocereus thurberi), a rare, multi-spined cactus found in the United States.  
Furthermore, OPCNM Wilderness is a shelter for endangered species (e.g., the Sonoran 
pronghorn and lesser long-nosed bat), provides a place for the Tohono O’odham people to 
collect native vegetation, serves as a natural research laboratory for understanding and managing 
the Sonoran Desert ecosystem, and serves as a baseline indicator against which environmental 
changes can be identified.  Management of OPCNM Wilderness is consistent with the provision 
in the Wilderness Act.  There are no radio repeater sites proposed for installation on the 
OPCNM. 



Figure 3-1. Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
and Cabeze Prieta National Wildlife Refuge
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CPNWR and Cabeza Prieta Wilderness 
The CPNWR is one of 510 refuges governed by the National Wildlife Refuge System 
Administration Act of 1966, as amended (P.L. 106-580 [Refuge Act]), and National Wildlife 
Refuge System Improvement Act (P.L. 105-57).  The Refuge Act consolidated the authorities 
relating to the areas that are administered by the Secretary of the Interior.  The Act also provides 
for the conservation, protection, and propagation of native species of fish and wildlife, including 
migratory birds that are threatened with extinction and their habitats, for the benefit of present 
and future generations of residents of the United States.  Cabeza Prieta Wilderness was created 
within CPNWR by the 1990 Arizona Wilderness Act (House Report 2570 Title III).  It 
encompasses 93 percent (803,418 acres) of CPNWR (see Figure 3-1) and was created to preserve 
the Sonoran Desert Ecosystem.  CPNWR and designated wilderness is a shelter for endangered 
species (e.g., the Sonoran pronghorn and lesser long-nosed bat), and seeks to protect, maintain, 
and restore Sonoran Desert Ecosystems.  Management of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness is 
consistent with the regulations and prohibitions of the Wilderness Act. 

Minimum Requirement Decision Guide (MRDG) 
As specified under Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131-1136), an MRDG is a 
process that helps an agency to determine whether an action should be completed in designated 
wilderness.  An MRDG consists of a determination of whether a project or activity is necessary 
to meet the minimum requirements for the administration of the wilderness and identification of 
the tool(s) or method(s) that should be used to complete the project that results in the least 
impact on the physical resource or wilderness values.  An MRDG also helps to identify, analyze, 
and select management actions that are the minimum necessary for wilderness without 
compromising safety.  An MRDG from CPNWR’s manager would be required for the 
installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at Buck 
Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass, including the use of helicopters in designated 
wilderness.  Installation of the TacCom equipment would establish a man-made structure in 
designated wilderness.  The MRDG process would be completed prior to installation of the 
TacCom equipment. 

Existing Conditions 
As previously described in Section 3.2.1, many areas within OPCNM Wilderness and Cabeza 
Prieta Wilderness have been degraded as a result of illegal vehicle and pedestrian traffic, 
deposition of trash and human waste, and vandalism, which detract from the wilderness qualities 
that lead to the designation of these as wilderness.  Unauthorized roads have been and continue 
to be created in designated wilderness as a result of motorized vehicle operations by CBV and 
law enforcement personnel conducting required CBV interdiction actions.  Further, a large 
portion of OPCNM Wilderness is currently not accessible to the visiting public due to security 
and safety concerns. 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences  
3.3.2.1 Proposed Action 
Three proposed radio repeater equipment installation locations, Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, 
and Christmas Pass, are located in Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The vertical profile of the 
equipment is less than 20 feet above the ground surface.  Visual impacts on wilderness character 
during operation of the equipment would be minor at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain due to 
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existing equipment at those sites and moderate at Christmas Pass, if installed.  However, 
installation and maintenance would require the use of a helicopter.  Using a helicopter (i.e., 
motorized transport) within a wilderness area would impact wilderness character within the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 

Installation and maintenance of the TacCom equipment would require helicopter lifts to transport 
radio repeater equipment, installation materials, and construction personnel to each location and 
to replace existing equipment from the Buck Peak site.  Helicopter lifts would be limited to 60 
lifts (30 round trips [16 trips for Buck Peak, seven trips for Granite Mountain, and seven trips for 
Christmas Pass]) for equipment installation and replacement.  An additional four lifts (two round 
trips) per year per site are anticipated for scheduled maintenance.  Installation and maintenance 
of the radio repeater equipment is consistent with the administrative exception that allows 
activities that meet minimum requirements for the administration of designated wilderness, and 
an MRDG was prepared by the CPNWR Refuge Manager (Appendix B).  Further, the proposed 
TacCom equipment is a temporary structure and would not constitute a permanent structure in 
designated wilderness.  Installation and maintenance of the proposed TacCom equipment would 
have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the viewshed and natural values within designated 
wilderness.  Impacts are discussed below by identified wilderness characteristics. 

“Untrammeled” 
This action would result in the disturbance of approximately 2,700 square feet of Sonoran Desert 
vegetation at Buck Peak, approximately 2,625 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at 
Christmas Pass, and approximately 2,530 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at Granite 
Mountain.  All aspects of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited 
to the previously disturbed areas in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment at Buck Peak.  
The proposed communications equipment would not “impede the free play of the natural forces 
in the landscape.” 

“Undeveloped and Natural”
This action will have a direct effect on approximately 125 square feet of undeveloped and natural 
wilderness character of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness at the proposed Christmas Pass site.  Both 
the Buck Peak and Granite Mountain sites are previously disturbed by existing communications 
equipment.  The Proposed Action at Granite Mountain, located approximately 100 feet east-
northeast of the existing communications site, will add approximately 30 square feet to 
developed areas of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 

During operation, the “sign of man and his works” would have limited visibility at the three sites, 
due to the limited vertical profile of the equipment, unless observed from an elevated point or if 
the sun creates a reflection from the equipment.  At both Buck Peak and Granite Mountain, the 
addition of equipment or replacement of equipment would not have additive impacts on 
previously undeveloped areas.  However, if the Christmas Pass site is installed, the TacCom 
equipment would be the only man-made structure on-site.  The Christmas Pass site is currently 
undeveloped and provides opportunities to experience solitude, unconfined recreation, and 
naturalness to visitors and campers from a nearby approved camping area.  A line of sight 
analysis was conducted for the installation at Christmas Pass.  The orange shading on Figure 3-2 
provides an approximate area on the ground from where an imaginary point, approximately 20 



Figure 3-2. Line of Sight Analysis for the Proposed TacCom Christmas Pass Installation
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feet above the proposed location of the TacCom Christmas Pass equipment, would be visible for 
as far away as 3 miles.  The TacCom equipment at Christmas Pass would potentially be visible 
from a maximum of 9,696 acres. 

During installation, repair, and maintenance, noise emissions associated with the use of a 
helicopter could indirectly affect the quality of Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  Helicopter lifts and 
flights would produce noise emissions that would adversely affect the undeveloped and natural 
qualities of designated wilderness. 

Thus, installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at 
Christmas Pass would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the undeveloped and natural 
values of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of 
the proposed radio repeater equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain would have long-
term, minor adverse effects on the undeveloped and natural values of the Cabeza Prieta 
Wilderness due to existing equipment at the sites.

“Outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation”
The three proposed radio repeater equipment installation locations, Buck Peak, Granite 
Mountain, and Christmas Pass, are located in Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The vertical profile of 
the equipment is less than 20 feet above the ground surface.  Therefore, visual impacts on 
wilderness character would be limited to areas near the installation sites or in instances in which 
sunlight is reflected off of the equipment.  Installation and maintenance would require the use of 
a helicopter.  Using a helicopter (i.e., motorized transport) within a wilderness area would impact 
wilderness character within the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 

Noise emissions associated with the TacCom equipment installation and maintenance could 
affect the quality of Cabeza Prieta Wilderness, which is valued for its solitude and quietness.  
Helicopter lifts and flights would produce noise emissions that would affect the quality of 
designated wilderness.  The Federal Highway Administration has established a construction. 
noise abatement criterion of 57 dBA for lands where serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance (23 CFR 722, Table 1).  A total of 5,122 acres during approach and 3,420 acres 
during takeoffs would be temporarily affected by noise levels above 57 dBA during TacCom 
equipment installation and maintenance.  Noise emissions during construction and maintenance 
activities would have a temporary and intermittent effect on the quality of designated wilderness.  
There would be no noise emissions expected during the operation of the equipment. 

Other unique components that reflect the character of the wilderness 
There would be direct and indirect effects on threatened and endangered species and their 
habitats.  These impacts are discussed further in Section 3.9 of this EA. 

Safety of Visitors, Personnel, and Contractors
Flying in helicopters is considered a high-risk activity.  However, it is safer than relaying water, 
equipment, supplies, etc., either on foot or by pack animal to the three installation sites over very 
steep, unstable, and difficult terrain.  The craft and pilot will be Office of Aircraft Services 
certified prior to aircraft use and the personnel will take the required safety courses.  All 
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installation crew members will be briefed regarding ground procedures when working in 
proximity to helicopters. 

3.3.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no direct effect on designated wilderness 
because the TacCom equipment would not be installed; however, maintenance on the existing 
equipment at Buck Peak would continue, requiring the use of a helicopter.  Using a helicopter 
(i.e., motorized transport) within a wilderness area would impact wilderness character within the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  Approximately four lifts (two round trips) per year are anticipated for 
scheduled maintenance.  Maintenance of the radio repeater equipment is consistent with the 
administrative exception that allows activities that meet minimum requirements for the 
administration of designated wilderness, and an MRDG would be prepared by the CPNWR 
manager. 

CBV traffic and consequent law enforcement actions would continue to directly and indirectly 
impact and disturb designated wilderness.  Unauthorized roads and trails, deposition of trash and 
human waste, and vandalism would continue to detract from the wilderness qualities of 
designated wilderness in the project area.  Furthermore, current status of radio communications 
would not improve.  Federal law enforcement agents would remain beyond the reach of 
communications while on patrol, which limits the safety and security of staff and visitors to the 
public lands.  The No Action Alternative would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on 
designated wilderness. 

3.4 SOILS 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 
There is one general soil association, Quilotosa-Vaiva-Rock Outcrop, which underlies the three 
proposed TacCom locations on the CPNWR.  Soil associations are best described by identifying 
the characteristics of each soil type identified in the association name (i.e., Quilotosa, Vaiva, 
Rock Outcrop).  The soil characteristics within the area mapped as having the Quilotosa-Vaiva-
Rock Outcrop association may have any of the characteristics identified for any of the soil types 
listed in the association name.  Quilotosa soils consist of very shallow, somewhat excessively 
drained soils, on hills and mountains.  They are extremely gravelly, coarse sandy loams with 80 
percent of the surface covered with gravel, cobble, stones, and boulders (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture [USDA] NRCS 2011). Quilotosa soils have a moderate to severe erosion hazard by 
water and a very slight erosion hazard by wind (NRCS 1999).  Vaiva soils consist of very 
shallow, well-drained soils on hills and mountains.  They are very gravelly loams with a 
composition of 35 to 80 percent gravel, cobble, and stones (NRCS 2011).  Vaiva soils have a 
moderate to severe erosion hazard by water and a very slight erosion hazard by wind (NRCS 
1999).  Rock outcrops consist of barren rock that occurs beyond the coverage of topsoil as 
ledges, boulders, and cliffs (NRCS 1999).  To prevent soil loss (especially those with high 
erosion hazards), BMPs would be implemented, as described in Section 5.0 of this document, 
during construction activities to avoid significant soil loss. 

Soils in the project area have been and continue to be adversely affected by illegal off-road 
activities and consequent law enforcement actions.  Roads and trails created by CBVs destroy 
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Photograph 3-2.  Road created by cross-border 
violators on OPCNM 

(Courtesy of OPCNM) 

vegetation and disturb soils.  Use of these trails and roads promotes erosion and sedimentation in 
downstream areas.  In 2004 to 2005, OPCNM staff documented 364 miles of off-road vehicle 
routes and tracks created by CBVs and consequent law enforcement activities (OPCNM 2005).  
Additionally, new road and trails continue to be created by CBVs attempting to avoid detection 
and apprehension by law enforcement agents. 

An example of a CBV-created road on the 
OPCNM is shown in Photograph 3-2.  In 
addition, authorized roads have become degraded 
in sections and are a source of accelerated soil 
erosion and downstream sedimentation.  Vehicle 
traffic readily compacts these soils, resulting in 
the vehicle routes or tracks becoming lower than 
the surrounding environment.  Some are now 
deeply entrenched or are redirecting water flows 
away from natural channels.  Erosion problems 
are present nearly everywhere along roads on the 
CPNWR and OPCNM (Rutman 1996). 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.4.2.1 Proposed Action  
Soils  
The Proposed Action involves little disturbance to soils during installation of equipment.
Helicopter rotor wash would potentially cause the highest level of impacts on soils at each 
location.  However, all soil types have very slight wind erosion hazards due to the high 
percentage of rock, cobble, and gravel contents.  The installation of the TacCom equipment 
requires no excavation; however, some of the rocks, cobble, and gravel at each site would be 
used to cover portions of the grounding cables.  The Proposed Action would impact 
approximately 7,855 square feet (0.18 acre) of Quilotosa-Vaiva-Rock outcrop association soils.
The disturbance to 7,855 square feet of soils would be negligible when examined on a regional 
scale.  BMPs to reduce soil erosion would be employed during installation activities as outlined 
in Section 5.0.  Overall, installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed TacCom 
equipment would have a long-term, minor adverse effect on soils. 

The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would result in indirect beneficial effects on soils as a 
result of reducing CBV traffic and focusing law enforcement activities in the project area.  
Beneficial effects would be noticeable throughout the landscape and not localized near the 
proposed radio repeater locations.  The proposed project would enhance CBP’s communications 
capabilities and potentially increase the efficiency of interdiction actions.  Communications 
technology combined with surveillance systems, infrastructure, and the tactics employed by 
agents and officers leads to increased capabilities to effect an arrest and are dependent upon the 
flow of traffic in any particular area.  Any advancement in efficiency in any of these areas, 
including communications, can only increase CBP effectiveness and provide for increased 
certainty of arrest.  The improved communications for CBP agents would improve apprehension 
capabilities, resulting in an eventual reduction in illegal off-road traffic and consequent law 
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enforcement actions.  Additionally, the creation of new roads and trails by CBVs would be 
reduced, and existing roads and trails would be able to naturally rehabilitate. 

The flow of illicit activity fluctuates depending on transnational criminal organizations activity 
and is expected to lessen over time as CBP’s effectiveness increases.  CBP cannot predict 
apprehension locations and numbers as there are too many variables to consider and associating 
any one thing CBP does to a law enforcement outcome (i.e., arrests) would be misrepresentative 
of the systems perspective CBP is utilizing. 

3.4.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no installation of radio repeater equipment.  
Direct impacts on soils associated with the creation and use of unauthorized roads and trails by 
CBVs would continue without the improved communications capabilities provided by the 
TacCom LMR Modernization Project.  Disturbed soils and entrenched roads and trails associated 
with CBV off-road activities and required CBV interdiction actions increase wind and soil 
erosion.  Eroded soils resulting from CBV-created roads and trails result in a long-term erosion 
impact on soils.  Additionally, degraded authorized roads are susceptible to erosion and soil loss 
due to unstable road surfaces. 

3.5 HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 
The proposed TacCom equipment installation locations are within two Arizona Department of 
Water Resources (ADWR) groundwater basins: Lower Gila Basin and Western Mexican Basin.
The annual groundwater recharge and annual municipal, industrial, and agricultural use in each 
of the basins in the project area are presented in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2. Groundwater Basins’ Municipal, Industrial, and
Agriculture Use and Recharge Rate

Groundwater Basin Recharge Rate 
(acre-feet per year) 

Municipal, Industrial & 
Agriculture Water Use 

(acre-feet per year) 
Western Mexican 1,000 <3001

Lower Gila  9,000 – 88,000 251,600 
Source: ADWR 2009 and Brown 1991 
1Groundwater use estimate is for consumers north of the United States/Mexico border.  The groundwater 
basin extends into Mexico. 

The Lower Gila Basin (the largest basin in the Lower Colorado River planning area) is 7,309 
square miles in area.  The basin is characterized by plains and valleys surrounded by low-
elevation mountain ranges.  Vegetation types include Lower Colorado River and Arizona Upland 
subdivisions of Sonoran Desertscrub (ADWR 2009).  The average annual rainfall ranges from 
3.8 to 7.7 inches across the Lower Gila Basin where the greatest annual rainfall occurs near the 
town of Ajo (7.74 inches).
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The Western Mexican Basin lies along the international boundary with Mexico and occupies 
approximately 610 square miles on the United States’ side of the border.  The basin is 
characterized by desert valleys and low-elevation mountain ranges.  The average annual rainfall 
ranges from 4 inches per year in the western portion of the basin to 14 inches per year in the far 
eastern portion of the basin.  Vegetation types include Lower Colorado River Valley and Arizona 
Uplands Sonoran Desertscrub (ADWR 2009). 

On the United States’ side of the Western Mexican Basin, the land use is almost exclusively 
Federal lands with no irrigated croplands and, therefore, the recharge rate to the aquifer is greater 
than the rate of withdraw.  On the Mexico side of the border, the basin area (called the Sonoyta 
Valley aquifer) is 5,000 square miles.  Land use on the Mexican side of the basin is primarily 
agriculture.  Agricultural irrigation draws a significant portion of its water needs from the 
Sonoyta Valley aquifer, and the balance of water stored in the Western Mexican Basin 
experiences an annual deficit; the amount of groundwater stored in the basin is steadily declining 
(Brown 1991). 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.5.2.1 Proposed Action 
No direct impacts on groundwater resources are expected, as no water would be used in the 
installation, operation, or maintenance of the TacCom equipment.  As previously discussed, the 
TacCom LMR Modernization Project would improve communications and potentially enhance 
interdiction efficiency.  This would allow CBP agents to plan and focus interdiction activities in 
non-sensitive resource areas (i.e., along roads) and ultimately reduce the enforcement footprint 
and move it closer to the international border.  Roads and foot paths used by CBVs compact soils 
and alter local groundwater recharge.  Additionally, the improved enforcement efficiency would 
potentially provide increased deterrence to illegal traffic, reducing the volume of illegal traffic on 
OPCNM and CPNWR in the future. 

3.5.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not require the use of water.  Hydrology in the region would 
continue to be affected under the No Action Alternative.  Illegal vehicle and foot traffic and 
consequent law enforcement actions have created unauthorized vehicle routes and unauthorized 
trails.  Under the No Action Alternative, these unauthorized vehicle routes and unauthorized 
trails would continue to be used by CBVs, and new routes and trails would likely be created by 
CBVs while attempting to avoid detection by law enforcement agents.  These unauthorized 
vehicle routes and trails have the potential to alter the natural hydrology in the region as a result 
of altering runoff patterns and capturing or impounding sheet or drainage flows.  Additionally, 
increased vehicle travel along authorized roads has increased as a result of CBV activities and 
required CBV interdiction actions.  This increased volume of traffic has necessitated increased 
maintenance along authorized roads.  The increase in road maintenance (e.g., grading) has 
caused some roads to become incised.  These incised roads often act as channels and capture 
surface flows, thus permanently altering hydrology and potentially vegetation within areas 
adjacent to the road.  Channelization of surface water within the incised roadbed results in 
accelerated erosion and soil loss.  The No Action Alternative would have no direct impact on 
groundwater availability or quality; however, it would have a permanent, minor effect on 
hydrology in the project area. 
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3.6 SURFACE WATERS AND WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 
The proposed radio repeater locations are located in one ADEQ watersheds, the Colorado 
River/Lower Gila River watershed.  The proposed TacCom locations of Buck Peak and 
Christmas Pass are within the Lower Gila River Subbasin, and the Granite Mountain location is 
within the San Cristobal Wash Subbasin.  The closest perennial rivers are the Colorado River 
mainstream and its reservoirs and the Gila River near Yuma where irrigation return flow 
provides perennial flow (ADEQ 2009). 

3.6.1.1 Surface Waters 
Currently, the water quality in OPCNM and CPNWR is adversely affected by illegal off-road 
vehicle and foot traffic and consequent law enforcement interdiction efforts, unauthorized 
vehicle routes, and authorized roads.  Unauthorized vehicle routes and authorized roads are 
potential sources of sediment.  From 2004 through 2005, OPCNM staff documented 364 miles of 
off-road vehicle routes and tracks created by CBVs and consequent law enforcement actions on 
OPCNM (OPCNM 2005).  These roads are used by smugglers and other CBVs attempting to 
travel north to paved roadways and elude detection and apprehension by law enforcement 
personnel (e.g., USBP agents and OPCNM rangers).  The roads are often eroded and become 
incised over time.  Once these roads are incised, they capture sheet flow and often act as 
drainages carrying sediments to surface water drainages downstream.  Additionally, some of the 
authorized roads on OPCNM and CPNWR are incised and deteriorated from increased traffic 
volumes and maintenance activities and serve as a source of sediment.  The sediment resulting 
from these unauthorized vehicle routes, trails, and authorized roads can have a potential adverse 
effect on water quality downstream. 

3.6.1.2 Waters of the United States and Wetlands 
Section 404 of the CWA of 1977 (P.L. 95-217) authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the USACE, to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of 
the United States, including wetlands.  Waters of the United States (Section 328.3[2] of the 
CWA) are those waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb and flow of tide, 
and all interstate waters including interstate wetlands.  Waters of the United States are further 
defined and may include waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats, sandflats, 
wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural ponds, or impoundments 
of waters, tributaries of waters, and territorial seas.  Jurisdictional boundaries for waters of the 
United States are defined in the field as the ordinary high water marks, which is that line on the 
shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics, such as 
clear, natural lines impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction 
of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that 
consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas. 

Wetlands are those areas inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and which under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of 
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (USACE 1987).  Although no 
wetlands exist within the project area, any unvegetated waters of the United States within the 
project area would be subject to regulations under Section 404 of the CWA. 



3-16 

TacCom LMR Modernization EA  Final 
Arizona Focus Area  September 2013

In March 2011, Gulf South Research Corporation (GSRC) conducted surveys of the proposed 
TacCom equipment locations.  No waters of the United States or wetlands were observed at any 
of the locations proposed for TacCom equipment installations. 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.6.2.1 Proposed Action 
The proposed TacCom equipment would be installed on mountaintops with very little soil 
disturbance.  Surface waters may experience temporary indirect impacts from stormwater runoff 
during and shortly after rain events.  Temporary effects may include a temporary increase in 
erosion and sedimentation from rotor wash during helicopter landings.  These effects would be 
minimized through the use of BMPs included as part of the EA.  A General Stormwater Permit 
would not be required due to the limited area of disturbance (i.e., less than 1 acre).  BMPs 
outlined in Section 5.0 would reduce potential migration of soils, oil and grease, and construction 
debris into local watersheds. 

Once the equipment installation is completed, the disturbed areas would be allowed to revegetate 
naturally to mitigate the potential for non-point source pollution entering local surface waters.  
However, the success and time frame of revegetation of temporarily disturbed sites would vary 
depending on soil type and climatic conditions.  Additionally, the recovery of biological crusts 
would be required to stabilize soils.  Research has shown that the visual recovery of biological 
crusts can be complete in 1 to 5 years, given average climatic conditions; however, recovery of 
crust thickness can take up to 50 years.  Limiting the size of the disturbed area also increased the 
rate of recovery, provided that there is a nearby source of inoculum (U.S. Geological Survey 
[USGS] 2006).  Depending on climatic conditions, temporarily disturbed areas adjacent to 
proposed TacCom locations would be expected to exhibit signs of recovery within 5 years.  The 
installation of TacCom equipment at the proposed locations would have a short-term, minor 
adverse effect on sedimentation and surface water quality in the region.  

The proposed TacCom LMR Modernization Project would have indirect beneficial impacts on 
water quality within the project area.  The enhanced communications capabilities and increased 
interdiction efficiency would allow CBP agents to focus interdiction efforts, thus reducing off-
road travel required for interdiction actions.  Additionally, the increased interdiction efficiency 
would act as a deterrent to CBVs through the certainty of detection and apprehension, reducing 
illegal traffic entering OPCNM and CPNWR and thus reducing the enforcement footprint.  
Decreases in illegal traffic and the consequent law enforcement footprint would decrease or 
minimize off-road travel, thus decreasing soil disturbance and consequent erosion and 
sedimentation. 

3.6.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, waters of the United States would not be directly impacted by 
the TacCom LMR Modernization Project because no construction would occur.  However, 
indirect impacts on waters of the United States would continue to occur.  Unauthorized roads and 
trails would continue to be created and used by CBVs and subsequently by law enforcement 
personnel in their required interdiction efforts.  Erosion and sedimentation associated with 
authorized roads would also continue due to normal use and maintenance schedules.  Sediment 
from authorized roads affects surface waters.  Exposed soils on unauthorized roads and trails are 



3-17 

TacCom LMR Modernization EA  Final 
Arizona Focus Area  September 2013

susceptible to water erosion, which has the potential to increase the transport of sediment into 
drainages and washes and degrades the water quality of these waterbodies.  The No Action 
Alternative would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the water quality of surface 
waters as a result of accelerated erosion associated with unauthorized roads and trails. 

3.7 VEGETATIVE HABITAT 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
Biological surveys of proposed TacCom locations were conducted by GSRC in March 2011.
Upon arriving at the site, the GSRC biologist determined the boundaries of the survey area, made 
general observations, and conducted meandering pedestrian surveys.  Flora and fauna observed 
on the site were noted and identified.  Binoculars were used to observe any birds or nests within 
the proposed project area and surrounding landscape.  The area surveyed varied from site to site, 
and descriptions of each survey are provided below. 

3.7.1.1 Buck Peak 
On March 20, 2011, GSRC completed a biological resources survey at Buck Peak.  The survey 
area was approximately 30 feet by 20 feet and was limited to the land that is flat enough to house 
equipment.  The area contains several small antennas and a solar cooling unit.
Buck Peak is within the lower Colorado subdivision of the Sonoran Desert biotic community 
(Brown 1994).  The survey area is sparsely vegetated with desert agave (Agave deserti), teddy 
bear cholla (Cylindropuntia bigelovii), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), joint fir (Ephedra
nevadensis), triangle-leaf bursage (Ambrosia deltoidea), white bursage (A. dumosa),
creosotebush (Larrea tridentate), and ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens) (Photographs 3-3 and 3-4). 

Photograph 3-3.  Creosotebush present within the survey 
area at Buck Peak 

Photograph 3-4.  Vegetation present within the survey area 
at Buck Peak 

3.7.1.2 Christmas Pass 
On March 20, 2011, GSRC completed a biological resources survey at Christmas Pass.  The 
survey area was approximately 100 feet by 100 feet at the crest of a rocky slope.  Christmas Pass 
is within the lower Colorado subdivision of the Sonoran Desert biotic community (Brown and 
Lowe 1994).  The survey area is sparsely vegetated.  Plant species noted in and around survey 
area include brittlebush, creosotebush, ocotillo, limberbush (Jatropha cuneata), little-leaf 
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paloverde (Parkinsonia microphylla), teddy 
bear cholla, cane cholla (Cylindropuntia
spinosior), and Graham’s nipple cactus 
(Mammillaria grahamii) (Photograph 3-5). 

3.7.1.3 Granite Mountain 
On March 20, 2011, GSRC completed a 
biological resources survey at Granite 
Mountain.  The survey area is approximately 
100 feet by 20 feet and encompassed the 
existing equipment and previously disturbed 
area at the site. 

Granite Mountain is within the lower 
Colorado subdivision of the Sonoran Desert 
biotic community (Brown and Lowe 1994).  
The survey area contains preexisting 
infrastructure and is sparsely vegetated.
Vegetation noted within the survey area 
included white bursage, brittlebush, desert 
trumpet (Eriogonum inflatum), white ratany 
(Krameria grayi), joint fir, limber bush, 
ocotillo, and barrel cactus (Ferocactus
cylindraceus) (Photograph 3-6).  Desert agave 
and elephant tree (Bursera microphylla) were 
noted in the vicinity, but not in the survey 
area. 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.7.2.1 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would permanently degrade approximately 200 square feet of Sonoran 
Desert vegetation at Buck Peak, approximately 125 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at 
Christmas Pass, and approximately 30 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at Granite 
Mountain.  An additional 7,500 square feet of land would also be temporarily impacted by 
installation, emergency repair, and biannual maintenance activities.  The Sonoran Desert 
vegetation community is extremely common in the vicinity of the proposed TacCom locations, 
and the direct effect of degradation of vegetation would have a long-term, negligible adverse 
effect on the total amount of similar Sonoran Desert vegetation communities in the region.  All 
aspects of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited to the 
previously disturbed area in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment at Buck Peak and 
Granite Mountain.  Efforts to minimize the direct loss of vegetation communities are outlined in 
Section 5.0. 

Soil disturbance and the extension of human activity into previously undisturbed areas could 
result in indirect effects, which could occur over a much larger area.  Soil disturbance favors the 
establishment of non-native, invasive species where the disturbance occurs.  These species can 

Photograph 3-6.  Vegetation present within the survey 
area at Granite Mountain 

Photograph 3-5.  Vegetation present within the survey 
area at Christmas Pass 
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compete with native vegetation and result in the displacement of individuals.  Over time the 
replacement of native species with non-native species can result in changes to the environment 
(e.g., reduced resource availability, increased fuel for wildfire, loss of niche space), which can 
ultimately result in permanent changes in or complete loss of a vegetation community.  Efforts to 
reduce the establishment and spread of non-native, invasive species are outlined in Section 5.0.  

The Proposed Action would result in indirect and long-term beneficial impacts on vegetation by 
reducing the adverse impacts of CBV activity and resulting law enforcement activities on 
vegetation communities in the project area.  Beneficial effects would be noticeable throughout 
CPNWR and OPCNM.  The proposed project would enhance CBP’s communications 
capabilities and increase the efficiency of interdiction actions.  Enhancement of communications 
capabilities and interdiction efficiency would increase deterrence of CBVs and thus reduce the 
enforcement footprint within Federal lands. 

3.7.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts would occur on vegetation communities.  
However, long-term direct and indirect impacts on vegetation communities would continue and 
likely increase as a result of CBV activities that damage vegetation and promote the dispersal 
and establishment of non-native invasive species.  The presence of CBVs and the damage they 
cause could result in long-term, moderate impacts on vegetation as a result of disturbance and 
habitat degradation. 

3.8 WILDLIFE 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 
Many of the animals found in Sonoran Desert habitats are found throughout the warmer and drier 
regions of the southwestern United States.  Due to a lack of available forage and extreme 
temperatures, most of the mammals of these habitats are small and most are nocturnal.  The 
common mammals include several species of bats, coyote (Canis latrans), black-tailed jack-
rabbit (Lepus californicus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), Merriam’s kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys merriami), white-throated woodrat (Neotoma albigula), and desert pocket mouse 
(Chaetodipus penicillatus).  Other mammals, such as the desert kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
deserti), Bailey’s pocket mouse (Chaetodipus baileyi), and round-tailed ground squirrel 
(Spermophilus tereticaudus), are more limited in their distribution and, as such, are more 
characteristic of Sonoran Desert vegetative habitats. 

Numerous birds are common throughout the desert regions, including roadrunner (Geococcyx
californianus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), lesser nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis),
cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), black-tailed gnatcatcher (Polioptila melanura),
phainopepla (Phainopepla nitens), and black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata).  Some 
birds more characteristic of Sonoran desertscrub include Gambel’s quail (Callipepla gambelii),
gilded flicker (Colaptes auratus), and Gila woodpecker (Melanerpes uropygialis).  Although less 
abundant, raptors can be common in semidesert grasslands and scavengers can be observed 
throughout Sonoran Desert habitats. 

Reptiles are the most diverse animal group in this vegetative habitat, and many reptiles are also 
widespread, including the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), chuckwalla (Sauromalus ater),
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desert iguana (Dipsosaurus dorsalis), rosy boa (Charina trivirgata), and western shovelnose 
snake (Chionactis occipitalis).  Reptiles that are common throughout the desert regions but have 
Sonoran Desert subspecies include the banded gecko (Coleonyx variegatus), desert spiny lizard 
(Sceloporus magister), glossy snake (Arizona elegans), western ground snake (Sonora
semiannulata), and western diamondback (Crotalus atrox). 

No wildlife or signs of wildlife were observed during the biological resources survey at Buck 
Peak or Granite Mountain.  No wildlife was observed during the March 20, 2011, biological 
resources survey at Christmas Pass, but desert bighorn sheep scat was noted within the survey 
area. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.8.2.1 Proposed Action 
The disturbance of approximately 7,855 square feet (0.18 acre, approximately 0.000023 percent 
of the CPNWR) of Sonoran Desert wildlife habitat at the three sites would have a minimal 
impact on wildlife.  Approximately 355 square feet of habitat would be permanently impact by 
the communications equipment.  The remaining 7,500 square feet would be temporarily 
impacted during installation, emergency repair, and biannual maintenance activities.  
Furthermore, at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain, all aspects of equipment installation, 
including ground disturbance, would be limited to the previously disturbed area in the immediate 
vicinity of existing equipment.  Even so, soil disturbance from helicopter rotor wash and foot 
traffic could result in the direct loss of less mobile individuals such as lizards, snakes, and 
ground-dwelling species such as mice and rats by collapsing subterranean tunnels and burrows.
However, most wildlife would avoid any direct harm by escaping to surrounding habitat.  The 
direct degradation of habitat could also impact burrows and nests, as well as cover, forage, and 
other important wildlife resources.  The disturbance of these resources could result in the 
displacement of individuals that would then be forced to compete with other wildlife for the 
remaining resources.  Although this resulting competition for resources could result in a 
reduction of total population size, this reduction would be negligible in relation to total 
population size and would not result in long-term effects on the sustainability of any wildlife 
species.  At Christmas Pass and Buck Peak, CBP will avoid installation and maintenance flights 
adjacent to or low over mountain ranges during desert bighorn sheep lambing season (January to 
April).  Additional mitigation measures outlined in Section 5.0 would reduce disturbance and 
loss of wildlife habitats.  The Proposed Action would have a short-term, minor adverse effect on 
wildlife resources.  

There is a possibility that the proposed communications equipment would pose hazards to 
migratory birds.  However, since no fencing, guy wires, or lighting components would be 
installed at the site, the potential for adverse impacts is greatly reduced.  Similar to the effect of 
habitat degradation and loss on the sustainability of wildlife populations, the extent of the 
migratory flyway would be minor and would not affect sustainability of migratory bird 
populations in the region.  There would potentially be impacts on active nests from rotor wash 
during helicopter approach, landing, and takeoff.  The rotor wash could dislodge nests and eggs 
or disturb incubation.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would have a long-term, minor adverse 
effect on migratory birds.  Mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts on migratory birds 
are outlined in Section 5.0. 
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There are no access roads to the sites; all access is via helicopter or potentially on foot for the 
Christmas Pass site.  Noise associated with helicopter trips, equipment installation, operation, 
repair, and maintenance would result in short-term impacts on wildlife.  Elevated noise levels 
associated with helicopter trips and short-term installation and maintenance activities would only 
occur during the duration of these activities.  The replacement of existing equipment at Buck 
Peak and installation of new radio repeater sites at Christmas Pass and Granite Mountain would 
occur over a 30-day installation period. 

Following installation, CBP would operate and perform regular maintenance on the installed 
equipment twice annually.  Maintenance would be accomplished either by helicopter or 
potentially on foot, depending on season of year (no helicopter access to Granite Mountain 
would occur between March 15 and July 15 due to the Sonoran pronghorn fawning season) and 
the weight of the equipment necessary for maintenance.  Maintenance activities would include 
checking the equipment and repairing or in-kind replacement of faulty equipment.  The effects of 
these disturbances on wildlife would include temporary avoidance of work areas and competition 
for unaffected resources.  Due to the limited extent and duration of these activities, the impacts 
would be minor.  Mitigation measures as outlined in Section 5.0 would reduce noise associated 
with site access. 

The Proposed Action could result in indirect and long-term beneficial impacts on wildlife by 
reducing the adverse impacts of CBV activity and resulting law enforcement activities on 
wildlife habitats in the project area.  Beneficial effects would be noticeable throughout CPNWR 
lands.  The proposed project would enhance CBP’s detection capabilities and increase the 
efficiency of interdiction actions.  Enhancement of detection capabilities and interdiction 
efficiency would increase deterrence of CBVs and thus reduce the enforcement footprint within 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness lands.  Interdiction efforts are likely to increase when the proposed 
communications equipment becomes functional.  These interdiction efforts would be more 
focused, and off-road interdiction activities would likely decrease over time.  As the certainty of 
apprehension increases and consequent law enforcement efforts decrease, a reduction in potential 
impacts on wildlife and their habitats would be expected. 

3.8.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no installation of new radio repeater equipment would occur; 
however, biannual maintenance trips to the Buck Peak site would continue.  There is no access 
road to the site; all access is via helicopter.  Noise associated with helicopter trips and 
maintenance would result in short-term impacts on wildlife.  Elevated noise levels associated 
with helicopter trips and short-term maintenance activities would only occur during the duration 
of these activities.

Off-road CBV activity and required CBV interdiction actions would continue to degrade wildlife 
habitat.  This degradation of vegetation communities has resulted in wildlife habitat degradation 
through a loss of cover, forage, nesting, and other opportunities, and potentially a loss of suitable 
habitat over large areas.  Off-road vehicle and pedestrian traffic would continue to disturb 
wildlife species, cause individuals to avoid resources in areas of high illegal traffic volume, and 
disturb or degrade additional acres of wildlife habitat. 
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3.9 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITATS 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 
The ESA was enacted to provide a program for the preservation of endangered and threatened 
species, and to provide protection for the ecosystems upon which these species depend for their 
survival.  All Federal agencies are required to implement protective measures for designated 
species and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the ESA.  The Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of Commerce (marine species) are responsible for the identification of 
a threatened or endangered species and development of any potential recovery plan. 

USFWS is the primary agency responsible for implementing the ESA, and is responsible for 
birds and other terrestrial and freshwater species.  The USFWS responsibilities under the ESA 
include: (1) the identification of threatened and endangered species, (2) the identification of 
critical habitats for listed species, (3) implementation of research on, and recovery efforts for, 
these species, and (4) consultation with other Federal agencies concerning measures to avoid 
harm to listed species. 

An endangered species is a species officially recognized by the USFWS as being in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A threatened species is a species 
likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion 
of its range.  Proposed species are those that have been formally submitted to Congress for 
official listing as threatened or endangered. Species may be considered endangered or threatened 
when any of the five following criteria occur: (1) current/imminent destruction, modification, or 
curtailment of their habitat or range; (2) overuse of the species for commercial, recreational, 
scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; and (5) other natural or human-induced factors affecting continued existence. 

In addition, the USFWS has identified species that are candidates for listing as a result of 
identified threats to their continued existence.  The candidate designation includes those species 
for which the USFWS has sufficient information to support proposals to list as endangered or 
threatened under the ESA.  However, proposed rules have not yet been issued because such 
actions are precluded at present by other listing activity.  Although not afforded protection by the 
ESA, candidate species may be protected under other Federal or state laws. 

Biological surveys of the proposed TacCom locations were conducted by GSRC during March 
2011.  These investigations included surveys for all Federally listed and state-listed species 
potentially occurring at or near the proposed TacCom locations. 

3.9.2 Federal 
The unique and varied array of habitat types found in southwestern Arizona are home to a 
diverse assemblage of species, but the area is also one of the last places where some habitats and 
species can be found.  Southwestern Arizona is home to many species listed as threatened or 
endangered.  The Buck Peak and Christmas Pass sites are located in Yuma County.  Within 
Yuma County, 10 species are Federally protected (Table 3-3; Appendix C) (USFWS 2012). 
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Table 3-3.  Federally Listed Species for Yuma County, Arizona

Common/Scientific 
Name 

Federal
Status Habitat

Potential
to Occur 

near Buck 
Peak

Potential to 
Occur near 
Christmas 

Pass
BIRDS

Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Delisted* 

Usually nests in trees or on cliffs 
near water.  Hunts over estuaries, 
large lakes, reservoirs, major rivers, 
and some seacoast habitats. 

No No 

Brown pelican 
(Pelicanus occidentalis) Delisted* 

Inhabits mainly coastal waters and is 
rarely seen inland or far out at sea.  
Feeds in shallow estuarine waters, 
less often up to 40 miles from shore. 
Makes extensive use of sand spits, 
offshore sand bars, and islets for 
nocturnal roosting and daily loafing, 
especially non-breeding individuals 
and during the non-nesting season. 

No No 

Southwestern willow 
flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus)

Endangered 

Inhabits riparian forests, oak 
(Quercus spp.) woodlands, and 
shrub willow (Salix spp.) patches 
along high-elevation streams and 
meadows, and broad-leaf deciduous 
forest along desert streams. 

No No 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) Candidate 

Inhabits woodlands with dense 
undergrowth, overgrown orchards 
and pastures, moist thickets, and 
willow groves along stream banks. 

No No 

Sprague’s pipet 
(Anthus spragueii) Candidate Winters in Arizona in grassland, 

pastures, and fallow cropland. No No 

Yuma clapper rail 
(Rallus longirostris 
yumanensis)

Endangered 

Inhabits freshwater marshes 
containing dense stands of cattail 
(Typha spp.) and bulrush (Juncus
spp.), and mature stands of emergent 
vegetation along margins of shallow 
ponds with stable water levels. 

No No 

MAMMALS

Lesser long-nosed bat
(Leptonycteris curasoae 
yerbabuenae)

Endangered 

Roosts in old mines and caves at the 
base of mountains near alluvial fans 
in areas vegetated with agave, yucca 
(Yucca spp.), saguaro (Carnegia
spp.), and organ pipe cactus.

Yes Yes 

Sonoran pronghorn 
(Antilocapra americana 
sonoriensis)

Endangered 
Inhabits open plains of Sonoran 
Desert scrub in Pima, Yuma, and 
Maricopa counties.   

Yes Yes 

REPTILE 

Sonoran desert tortoise
(Gopherus morafkai) Candidate 

Inhabits rocky bajadas and hillsides 
and incised washes between or 
adjacent to flat terrain at elevations 
ranging from 510 to 5,300 feet.

Yes Yes 
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Photograph 3-7.  Sonoran Pronghorn 
Courtesy of NPS 

Common/Scientific 
Name 

Federal
Status Habitat

Potential
to Occur 

near Buck 
Peak

Potential to 
Occur near 
Christmas 

Pass
FISHES

Razorback sucker
(Xyrauchea texanus)

Endangered; 
Critical
Habitat 

Inhabits perennial fresh waters of 
the lower Colorado River Basin.  No No 

Gila topminnow 
(Poeciliopsis occidentalis) Endangered Occurs naturally at 14 locations in 

the Gila River drainage of Arizona. No No 

Bonytail chub 
(Gila elegans)

Endangered; 
Critical
Habitat 

Inhabits the lower Colorado River 
Basin. No No 

* Delisted Taxon, Recovered, Being Monitored First 5 Years 
Source:  USFWS 2012 

Not all of these species occur within the vicinity of the proposed TacCom sites.  Three 
endangered species have the potential to occur within or near Buck Peak and Christmas Pass 
TacCom sites: the Sonoran pronghorn, lesser long-nosed bat, and Sonoran desert tortoise. 

3.9.2.1 Sonoran Pronghorn 
The Sonoran pronghorn (Photograph 3-7) was 
listed as Federally endangered on March 11, 
1967 (32 FR 4001).  Sonoran pronghorn require 
vast areas of open range to meet their annual 
needs for survival and reproduction (USFWS 
2003).  This includes the ability to freely travel 
long distances in response to localized, 
seasonally intermittent rainfall, which 
stimulates plant growth and provides forage.  
The diet of Sonoran pronghorn consists of a 
variety of plant materials common desert herbs, 
shrubs, and cacti.  Jumping cholla (Opuntia
fulgida) is thought to provide a large portion of 
food and water requirements.  Visibility is a key 
factor in determining habitat use by Sonoran pronghorn, which prefer more open sandy areas and 
low hillsides with a variety of palatable forage.  Beginning in December and following the winter 
rains, forage is abundant in the creosote-bursage communities of the alluvial valleys, and animals 
are commonly found in the Mohawk Valley in southern Yuma County.  From February through 
May, does are fawning and seek areas of higher cover along wash margins.  Following summer 
storms in July and August, new plant growth is found in the paloverde-mixed cactus vegetation 
communities on the bajadas of desert mountains in the OPCNM.  The breeding season occurs 
between July and September.

Sonoran pronghorn range from the plains of central and western Sonora, Mexico, north to 
southwestern Arizona (USFWS 2003).  In Arizona, Sonoran pronghorn occur on CPNWR, 
BMGR, the western portion of OPCNM, from Arizona State Route (SR) 85 west to the Cabeza 
Prieta Mountains and from near the Wellton-Mohawk Canal south to the United States/Mexico 

Table 3-3, continued 
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Photograph 3-8.  Lesser Long-nosed Bat 
Courtesy of USFWS 

border (Figure 3-3).  Based on radio telemetry data and incidental visual sightings, Sonoran 
pronghorn most commonly occurred in the Valley of the Ajo, the foothills of the Puerto Blanco 
Mountains, Acuña Valley, the foothills of the Bates Mountains, Growler Valley, and San 
Cristobal Wash (USFWS 2004).  Critical habitat for Sonoran pronghorn has not been designated 
(USFWS 2003). 

Environmental factors such as drought, predation, and available forage, as well as human factors 
such as illegal hunting, fencing, and human encroachment, have all been identified as possible 
reasons for the decline of Sonoran pronghorn.  While all of these factors may have historically 
contributed to the decline, drought has apparently caused most of the population fluctuations in 
recent time (USFWS 2004). 

The USFWS established a recovery plan for the Sonoran pronghorn in 1982, and revised the plan 
in 1998.  The final plan calls for down-listing the Sonoran pronghorn to threatened when there 
are an estimated 300 adults in one self-sustaining population in the United States that remains 
stable for a minimum of 5 years, or when numbers are determined to be adequate to sustain the 
population through time, and at least one other self-sustaining population is established in the 
United States (USFWS 1998). 

In 2003, a semi-captive breeding enclosure was established to aid in the recovery efforts of the 
Sonoran pronghorn population.  The enclosure is located in the non-wilderness portion of the 
CPNWR.  The 640-acre pen is designed to keep predators (e.g., coyotes) out and to provide 
irrigated forage plots and a free water source in a drinking trough (Defenders of Wildlife 2005 
and USFWS 2005).  To eliminate or reduce disturbances to nursing Sonoran pronghorns and 
fawns during fawning season, a time when they are especially sensitive, the USFWS closed the 
eastern three-quarters of the CPNWR to all public access between March 15 and July 15 during 
2002 through 2005 (USFWS 2005).  The Sonoran pronghorn population on the CPNWR was 
estimated to be 33 individuals in 2003 (USFWS 2005). 

In 2004, the population nearly doubled to 58 individuals (McCasland 2005).  This population 
increase coincided with the record rainfall during the spring.  The USFWS estimated the Sonoran 
pronghorn populations at 75 individuals in 2005 and 70 to 100 individuals in 2006 (Coffeen 
2006 and Atkinson 2008).  A rangewide assessment of the population estimated 70 individuals in 
2008 (McCasland 2009).  Currently, there are 
approximately 100 wild Sonoran pronghorn and 
78 individuals in semi-captive breeding pens 
(USFWS 2011c).  Individuals from this 
population will be released into the wild herd 
annually (Atkinson 2009). 

3.9.2.2 Lesser Long-nosed Bat 
The lesser long-nosed bat (Photograph 3-8) was
listed as endangered on September 30, 1988 (53 
FR 38456).  The lesser long-nosed bat is a nectar, 
pollen, and fruit foraging species that migrates  
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into southern New Mexico and Arizona seasonally from Mexico (AGFD 2003).  They begin 
migrating in early April, apparently coinciding seasonally with the flowering of columnar cacti 
and desert agave, and return to Mexico sometime in September (USFWS 1995).  The lesser long-
nosed bat occurs within desert grasslands and scrublands habitat during the summer months.  
Typical roosting sites include, but are not limited to, caves, abandoned buildings, and mines 
located at the base of mountains.  These locations have also been documented to coincide with 
bat foraging habitat (AGFD 2003). 

The lesser long-nosed bat is a seasonal resident of CPNWR and OPCNM.  As early as April and 
continuing through mid-July, female lesser long-nosed bats, most of which are pregnant, arrive at 
known maternity roosts in southwest Arizona.  These maternity colonies begin to disband by 
September, and both males and females can be found in transient or maternity roosts from 
September to as late as early November.  The bats eat nectar and fruits of columnar cacti and 
paniculate agaves and are considered an important dispersal and pollination vector for these 
species.  Lesser long-nosed bats are known to travel up to 36 miles to reach suitable 
concentrations of forage.  There are two known maternity roosts within CPNWR, one maternity 
roost and four non maternity roosts on the OPCNM (Figure 3-4). 

The main threats to this species are the reduction in numbers of maternity colonies and decline in 
size of remaining colonies due to exclusion and disturbance (AGFD 2003).  Large reductions in 
acreage of native agaves over large areas of northern Mexico due to excessive harvesting for 
local manufacture of mescal and tequila have resulted in the decline of this species. 

The recovery plan for the lesser long-nosed bat was completed in March 1997 to provide 
protective actions needed for the recovery of the bat.  Protection of all known roost sites and 
food plants within a radius of 36 miles of known roosts will help prevent this species from going 
extinct.  The protection of food resources along migratory pathways may be important to the 
survival of the species (USFWS 1995).  Critical habitat has not been designated for the lesser 
long-nosed bat. 

3.9.2.3 Sonoran Desert Tortoise 
The Sonoran population of the desert tortoise 
(Photograph 3-9) was listed as a candidate for 
Federal endangered species protection on 
December 14, 2010 (75 FR 78094).  Desert 
tortoises that occur east and south of the 
Colorado River in Arizona are referred to as the 
Sonoran population.  Sonoran desert tortoises are 
large herbivorous reptiles with a domed shell and 
round, stumpy hind legs.  The carapace is a dull 
brown or grey color, and the plastron is 
unhinged, often pale yellow in coloration.
Sonoran desert tortoises generally have a flatter 
carapace than tortoises in the Mohave population 
(USFWS 2011c).  These tortoises are active in 
the spring and during the monsoon, and are dormant in winter and midsummer months.

Photograph 3-9.  Sonoran Desert Tortoise 
Courtesy of USFWS 



! =! =
! =

! =
! =

! =

! =

! .

! .

! .

!(

!(

!(

!(

B
uc

k
Pe

ak

C
hr

is
tm

as
Pa

ss

G
ra

ni
te

M
ou

nt
ai

n

W
hy

A
jo

W
el

lto
n

Lu
ke

vi
lle

C
op

yr
ig

ht
:©

20
10

N
at

io
na

lG
eo

gr
ap

hi
c

S
oc

ie
ty

! .
! .
! .

So
ur

ce
s:

E
sr

i,
D

eL
or

m
e,

To
m

To
m

,U
S

G
S

,E
sr

iJ
ap

an
,

!.
Ta

cC
om

Lo
ca

tio
ns

! =
Le

ss
er

Lo
ng

-n
os

ed
B

at
R

oo
st

in
g

Si
te

s

·
0

3
6

9
12

M
ile

s

0
4.

5
9

13
.5

18
K

ilo
m

et
er

s

Fi
gu

re
3-

4:
Le

ss
er

Lo
ng

-n
os

ed
B

at
R

oo
st

in
g

Si
te

s
Fe

br
ua

ry
20

13

3-28



3-29 

TacCom LMR Modernization EA  Final 
Arizona Focus Area  September 2013

Sonoran desert tortoises inhabit primarily rocky, often steep hillsides and bajadas of the Mohave 
and Sonoran desertscrub communities, but may encroach into desert grassland, juniper 
woodland, interior chaparral habitats, and pine communities (USFWS 2011c).  Individuals are 
found throughout their historic range, but populations are becoming increasingly fragmented due 
to threats to their habitat in valley bottoms, which are used for dispersal and exchange of genetic 
material. 

The Granite Mountain TacCom site is located in Pima County.  Twenty Federally protected 
species are listed for Pima County, Arizona (Table 3-4; Appendix C) (USFWS 2011b).  

Table 3-4.  Federally Listed Species for Pima County, Arizona 

Common/Scientific 
Name 

Federal
Status Habitat

Potential to 
Occur near 

Granite
Mountain 

BIRDS 

Mexican spotted owl 
(Strix occidentalis lucida)

Threatened, 
Critical
Habitat 

Inhabits mixed conifer forests dominated by 
Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga sp.), true fir, and 
pine, or pine with an oak or other broad-
leafed understory component, often in steep 
forested canyons with cliffs, perennial 
water, and riparian vegetation. 

No 

Southwestern willow 
flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii 
extimus)

Endangered, 
Critical
Habitat 

Inhabits riparian forests, oak woodlands, 
and shrub willow patches along high-
elevation streams and meadows, and broad-
leaf deciduous forest along desert streams. 

No 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) Candidate 

Inhabits woodlands with dense 
undergrowth, overgrown orchards and 
pastures, moist thickets, and willow groves 
along stream banks. 

No 

MAMMALS 

Lesser long-nosed bat 
(Leptonycteris curasoae 
yerbabuenae)

Endangered 

Roosts in old mines and caves at the base of 
mountains near alluvial fans that are 
vegetated with agave, yucca, saguaro, and 
organ pipe cactus. 

No 

Ocelot
(Leopardus pardalis) Endangered 

Inhabits humid tropical and sub-tropical 
forests, savannahs, and semi-arid 
thornscrub. 

No 

Sonoran pronghorn 
(Antilocapra americana 
sonoriensis)

Endangered Inhabits open plains of Sonoran desertscrub 
in Pima, Yuma, and Maricopa counties. Yes 

Jaguar 
(Panthera onca) Endangered Inhabits Sonoran desertscrub up through 

subalpine coniferous forests. No 

AMPHIBIANS 

Chiricahua leopard frog 
(Rana chiricahuensis) Threatened 

Utilizes permanent waters in ponds, tanks, 
cienegas, and streams.  Where water is not 
permanent, adult frogs may persist, but 
reproduction is rarely successful.  Habitats 
with a variety of plants, depths, in-water 
structure, and other complexities are 
desired. 

No 
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Table 3-4, continued 

Common/Scientific 
Name 

Federal
Status Habitat

Potential to 
Occur near 

Granite
Mountain 

Arizona tree frog 
(Hyla wrightorum) Candidate Inhabits aquatic habitats including stock 

tanks, cienegas, and small streams. No 

Sonora tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma tigrinum 
stebbinsi)

Endangered 
Found in stock tanks and impounded 
cienegas in San Rafael Valley, Huachuca 
Mountains. 

No 

REPTILES 
Northern Mexican garter 
snake 
(Thamnophis eques 
megalops)

Candidate Inhabits cienegas, stock tanks, large river 
woodlands, and streamside gallery forest. No 

Sonoran Desert tortoise
(Xerobates agassizii) Candidate 

Found in upper bajada and rocky slopes in 
palo verde– mixed cacti vegetation 
communities. 

Yes 

FISHES 
Sonora chub 
(Gila ditaenia) Threatened Inhabits perennial and intermittent, small to 

moderate streams with boulders and cliffs. No 

Desert pupfish 
(Cyprinodon macularius)

Endangered, 
Critical
Habitat 

Inhabits shallow springs, small streams, and 
marshes. No 

Gila chub 
(Gila intermedia)

Endangered, 
Critical
Habitat 

Found in pools, springs, cienegas, and 
streams. No 

Gila topminnow
(Poeciliopsis occidentalis) Endangered Inhabits small streams, springs, cienegas, 

and vegetated shallows. No 

INSECTS 
Stephan’s riffle beetle 
(Heterelmis stephani) Candidate 

Inhabits free-flowing springs and seeps, 
within Sylvester Spring in Madera Canyon 
on the Coronado National Forest. 

No 

GASTROPODS 

Huachuca springsnail 
(Pyrgulopsis thompsoni) Candidate 

Inhabits aquatic areas, small springs with 
vegetation, and slow to moderate flow at 
Fort Huachuca. 

No 

PLANTS 
Canelo Hills ladies’-
tresses 
(Spiranthes delitescens)

Endangered Found in finely grained, highly organic, 
saturated soils of cienegas. No 

Huachuca water-umbel 
(Lilaeopsis schaffneriana
var. recurva)

Endangered 

Utilizes cienegas or marshy wetlands within 
Sonoran desertscrub, grasslands, or oak 
woodlands, and conifer forests in shallow 
water, saturated soil near seeps, springs, and 
streams. 

No 

Pima pineapple cactus 
(Coryphantha scheeri var. 
robustispina)

Endangered 
Found on ridges and alluvial fans in lower 
Sonoran desertscrub habitats and semi-
desert grasslands. 

No 

Source:  USFWS 2011b 
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One endangered species, the Sonoran pronghorn, and one candidate species, the Sonoran Desert 
tortoise, have the potential to occur within or near the Granite Mountain site.  Both species were 
described previously in Section 3.9.2.

3.9.3 Critical Habitat 
The ESA also calls for the conservation of what is termed “critical habitat” – the areas of land, 
water, and air space that an endangered species requires for survival.  Critical habitat also 
includes such things as food and water sources, breeding sites, cover or shelter, and sufficient 
habitat area to provide for normal population growth and behavior.  One of the primary threats to 
many species is the destruction, conversion, or modification of essential habitat by uncontrolled 
land and water development.

In Yuma County, USFWS has designated 15 reaches of the Colorado River system as critical 
habitat for the razorback sucker.  These reaches total 1,724 miles as measured along the center 
line of the river to the floodplain, which delineates the lateral boundary of the critical habitat 
within the subject reaches.  None of the proposed TacCom sites are located in designated critical 
habitat for the razorback sucker (USFWS 2012). 

The USFWS has designated critical habitat for the desert pupfish, Gila chub, Mexican spotted 
owl, and southwestern willow flycatcher in Pima County, but no proposed TacCom sites are 
located within designated critical habitat for any of these species (USFWS 2011b). 

None of the Federally protected species listed in Tables 3-3 and 3-4, which are known or 
presumed to occur in Yuma and Pima counties, were observed by GSRC during the March 2011 
surveys within the proposed TacCom sites’ boundaries. 

3.9.4 State 
AGFD Natural Heritage Program maintains lists of wildlife of special concern (WSC) in 
Arizona.  This list includes fauna whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy, or with 
known or perceived threats or population declines (AGFD 2007).  These species are not 
necessarily the same as those protected under the ESA.  A list of these species is presented in 
Appendix C. 

The Arizona Department of Agriculture (ADA) maintains a list of protected plant species within 
Arizona. The 1999 Arizona Native Plant Law defined five categories of protection within the 
state: 1) Highly Safeguarded, no collection allowed; 2) Salvage Restricted, collection only with 
permit; 3) Export Restricted, transport out of state prohibited; 4) Salvage Assessed, permit 
required to remove live trees; and 5) Harvest Restricted, permit required to remove plant 
byproducts (ADA 2007).  A list of native plants protected by the ADA is included in Appendix 
C.  Only those plants with Highly Safeguarded and Salvage Restricted status are discussed here, 
as other regulated activities would not occur. 

The State of Arizona lists 43 species as endangered, threatened, or sensitive within Yuma County 
(AGFD 2010a) (Appendix C).  No Arizona WSC were observed within the project footprint at 
any of the proposed TacCom sites; however, habitat at the proposed TacCom sites was 
determined to be suitable for several Arizona WSC and plants.  Near the Buck Peak and 
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Christmas Pass TacCom sites, the potential exists for the California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus
californicus), the Sonoran Desert tortoise, and the clustered barrel cactus (Echinocactus
polycephalus) to be present. 

Arizona lists over 60 species as endangered, threatened, or sensitive within Pima County (AGFD 
2010b; Appendix C).  Potential habitat for the Arizona state-protected northern gray hawk 
(Asturina nitida), crested caracara (Caracara cheriway), California leaf-nosed bat, brown 
vinesnake (Oxybelis aeneus), Sonoran Desert tortoise, Trelease agave (Agave shottii var.
trelease), and Acuña cactus (Echinomastus erectocentrus var. acunensis) is present near the 
Granite Mountain TacCom site. 

3.9.5 Environmental Consequences 
3.9.5.1 Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, there would be direct and indirect effects on threatened and 
endangered species and their habitats.  Long-term, beneficial effects would occur by lessening 
impacts of CBV activity on habitats throughout the project area and surrounding areas.  CBV 
activity creates trails, damages vegetation, promotes the dispersal and establishment of invasive 
species, and can result in catastrophic wild fires.  These actions have a long-term, indirect 
adverse impact on threatened and endangered species by causing harm to individuals and 
degrading habitats occupied by these species. Species that may be affected and associated 
TacCom sites are discussed below.  

No Federally listed species were observed during site surveys; however, there is suitable habitat 
for protected species at or near all three sites.  The plains surrounding all three sites are suitable 
habitat for Sonoran pronghorn.  Agave, which is a known and important food plant for lesser 
long-nosed bats, occurs at Buck Peak.  Potential suitable habitat for Sonoran desert tortoises is 
present near all three sites.  CBP has completed formal Section 7 consultation with USFWS 
Ecological Services for this project.  The final Biological Opinion is provided in Appendix A. 

Based on the Proposed Action plan, site survey, and database searches, CBP has concluded that 
the installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of TacCom equipment at Buck Peak, Granite 
Mountain, and Christmas Pass would potentially affect the Sonoran pronghorn due to increased 
helicopter traffic through habitat corridors and helicopter travel routes across landscapes known 
to contain Sonoran pronghorn and Sonoran pronghorn foraging grounds.  It is currently estimated 
that up to 30 helicopter trips would be necessary for installation of the equipment at the three 
TacCom sites, with an additional two trips annually for necessary maintenance.  This air traffic 
may affect, and is likely to adversely affect, the Sonoran pronghorn.  Helicopter access to each 
mountaintop site would be from the west, with flight paths over less favorable habitat.  Sonoran 
pronghorn would only be affected by the noise emissions of the helicopter flights during 
installation (a maximum of 30 days) and maintenance (2 days per year).  Thus, impacts on 
Sonoran pronghorn would be short-term and minor. 

The potential loss of agave during installation of communications and support equipment would 
occur at Buck Peak.  The impacts on agave would be limited to less than 24 individual agave 
plants.  Loss of agave would be long-term and negligible, and may affect, but would not likely 
adversely affect, lesser long-nosed bat populations.  CBP will not implement construction, non-
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emergency repairs, or scheduled maintenance between May 1 and September 30, the normal 
period of time when lesser long-nosed bats occupy roosts in the Project Area. 

CBP has determined that the TacCom LMR Modernization Project may affect, but would not 
likely adversely affect, Sonoran desert tortoise populations at the Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, 
and Granite Mountain sites.  Noise emissions from helicopter access would be minimal due to 
the altitude of flight over appropriate habitat.  Installation and biannual maintenance could be 
scheduled during winter while the tortoises are dormant to further avoid or minimize impacts. 

Potential suitable habitat for several state-listed bird, mammal, reptile, and plant species is 
present at the proposed TacCom sites.  Prior to the placement of new equipment at the TacCom 
sites, BMPs and conservation measures, such as salvage and replacement of impacted agave, 
would be implemented to minimize impacts on lesser long-nosed bats.  Measures to minimize 
the number of helicopter trips and to ensure appropriate helicopter flight routes to the site, as 
well as coordination of package delivery outside of the fawning season, would also be 
implemented. 

In order to minimize impacts on migratory birds and state-listed bird species, surveys for active 
nests would be conducted if construction activities occur during the migratory bird nesting 
season (February 1 to September 15).  Any active nests being used by migratory birds would be 
avoided until all chicks have fledged. 

3.9.5.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no installation of new radio repeater equipment would occur; 
however, biannual maintenance trips to the Buck Peak site would continue.  There is no access 
road to the site; all access is via helicopter.  Noise associated with helicopter trips and 
maintenance would not impact Sonoran pronghorn or lesser long-nosed bat populations within 
the flight path or near Buck Peak.  Elevated noise levels associated with helicopter trips and 
short-term maintenance activities would only occur during the duration of these activities.  The 
No Action Alternative would have no effect on the Sonoran pronghorn or lesser long-nosed bat. 

The direct and long-term impacts of CBV and consequent law enforcement activities throughout 
the project area and surrounding areas would continue to disturb threatened or endangered 
species and their habitats.  CBV activities create trails, damage vegetation, promote the dispersal 
and establishment of invasive species, and can result in catastrophic wild fires.  These actions 
have an indirect adverse impact on threatened and endangered species by causing harm to 
individuals and degrading habitats occupied by these species.  Specifically, CBV activities can 
result in the loss of forage and cover resources for Sonoran pronghorn and damage roosting sites 
for lesser long-nosed bats.  The presence of CBVs and resulting law enforcement activities can 
disturb many sensitive species and result in their temporary displacement from vital resources 
and potentially result in the loss of individuals due to heightened response and exertion of 
energy.  The degree of this impact would be dependent on environmental stressors (i.e., drought, 
season), the health of the animal, and the duration and frequency of disturbances. 
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3.10 CULTURAL, HISTORICAL, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.10.1 Affected Environment 
The archaeology of southern Arizona is relatively complex considering the various geographic 
and related cultural features.  For purposes of clarity, the following text will present a broad 
overview of southern Arizona prehistory.

The periods of southern Arizona history are the Preceramic which dates from 10,000 B.C. to 
A.D. 200, the Ceramic period which dates from A.D. 200 to 1500, the Early Historical which 
dates from A.D. 1540 to 1848, Late Historical which dates from A.D, 1848-1945, and World 
War II and Cold War dating from 1945 to 1989 (Ahlstrom 2001).  These periods are commonly 
subdivided into smaller temporal phases based on particular characteristics of the artifact 
assemblages.  The prehistoric periods and corresponding phases are defined by the presence of 
particular diagnostic artifacts such as projectile points, certain types of pottery, and occasionally, 
particular site locations.  For the Historic period, documentary information more often is used to 
distinguish certain phases; nevertheless, particular artifacts also can be used to recognize certain 
historic affiliations.  The CPNWR is considered to lie within a cultural area known as the 
Western Papaguería, which includes the region bounded by the Colorado River to the west, the 
Gila River to the north, the Tohono O’odham Nation to the east, and Puerto Peñasco, Sonora, 
Mexico, to the south (Ahlstrom 2001). 

The Preceramic period refers to a time when the Papaguería inhabitants relied on wild plants and 
animals for food and other necessary materials (Ahlstrom 2001).  A “western” chronology 
developed in southern California, southwestern Arizona, and northwestern Sonora includes as 
primary units the Malpais, followed by the San Dieguito, which is further divided into San 
Dieguito I, II, and III.  Then the Archaic Armagosa, which is further subdivided into Armagosa I, 
II, and III (Ahlstrom 2001).  An “eastern” chronology, which in some instances has also been 
applied to the archaeological materials from the Papaguería, growing out of research in 
southeastern Arizona, includes the Paleoindian Clovis followed by the Archaic Cochise 
complexes and period.  The Archaic has further been divided into Early, Middle, and Late 
(Ahlstrom 2001).  The Malpais complex is defined by flaked stone tools of a chopper-scraper 
industry, worked-shell tools (but not ornamental), and features that include sleeping circles, 
trails, trail shrines, and intaglios (Ahlstrom 2001).  

Following the Malpais complex is the San Dieguito I, which is interpreted as being at least 
partially contemporaneous with the Clovis Paleoindian complex identified in the eastern 
chronology.  San Dieguito II and III do not occur in southwestern Arizona, at least not away 
from the Colorado River, and therefore are of little relevance to the prehistory of the Papaguería.

The Archaic people lived much the same way as the San Dieguito people had, but in an 
essentially modern, post-Pleistocene desert environment.  Evidence from Archaic archaeological 
sites suggests a greater reliance on foraging and the processing of gathered plants.  The Archaic 
period in southwestern Arizona can be discussed with reference to the Amargosa complex and its 
numbered subdivisions (predominantly in western Arizona), the Cochise culture and its named 
subdivisions (predominantly in eastern Arizona), as well as the chronological subdivisions of 
Early, Middle, and Late periods developed by Mr. Bruce Huckell.  In some areas east of the 
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CPNWR, agricultural villages were established during the end of the Late Archaic period, which 
is sometimes referred to as the Early Agricultural period (Ahlstrom 2001). 

The Ceramic period refers to prehistoric peoples who made pottery and farmed, which, at a 
minimum, implies a certain quality of sedentary lifestyle (Ahlstrom 2001).  The Ceramic period 
in Western Papaguería consists of several different cultural traditions.  The Hohokam and 
Patayan cultural traditions are represented in the Western Papaguería, with the Hohokam culture 
centered around the Gila-Salt Basin to the east, and the Patayan along the lower Colorado River.
The Hohokam cultural tradition, within the Western Papaguería, is subdivided into the Pioneer 
and Early Colonial complexes (A.D. 200-875); the Late Colonial and Sedentary complexes, 
Vamori Phase (A.D. 875-1150); and the Classic complex, Sells Phase (A.D. 1150-1500), based 
on distinctive pottery types within the Hohokam pottery sequence.  The Patayan cultural tradition 
(A.D. 600-1850) is subdivided into Patayan I, II, and III and is also based on distinctive pottery 
types within the Patayan pottery sequence.  A third cultural tradition, known as Trincheras, was 
centered to the southeast in northern Sonora (Ahlstrom 2001).  The Trincheras culture is 
important in the discussion of Western Pagaguería prehistory for two reasons.  First, it was the 
source of the Trincheras Purple-on-Red ceramics that occur with some Papaguerían sites, 
including several known sites in the southern portion of the CPNWR (Ahlstrom 2001).  Second, 
the culture’s agricultural settlements may have played one or more roles in the Western 
Papaguería’s settlement history (Ahlstrom 2001).  The Trincheras culture is further subdivided 
into the Atil phase (A.D. 700-?), the Altar phase (A.D. ?-1300), the El Realito phase (A.D. 1300-
1450), the Santa Teresa phase (A.D. 1450-1690), the Oquito Phase (A.D. 1690-1840), and the 
Tohono O’odham phase (A.D. 1840-early 1900s) based on unique pottery types and 
archaeological features within the Trincheras sequence (Ahlstrom 2001). 

The Early Historical period in the Western Papaguería is known predominantly from 
ethnographic accounts conducted during the late 19th and early 20th centuries, as well as from 
historic accounts of early Spanish explorers and missionaries.  The Spaniards used the Western 
Papaguería mostly as a travel corridor following two primary routes, El Camino del Diablo, 
which runs between Caborca and Yuma, and a north-south route that connected settlements in 
Mexico with the Gila Bend area. Accounts of the early explorers of the area, such as those from 
Cabeza de Vaca and Marcos de Niza, spoke of great wealth in America’s hinterlands, which 
sparked expeditions into the area such as those conducted by the conquistador Francisco 
Vasquez de Coronado (Ahlstrom 2001).  The Spanish Missionary Father Eusebio Kino traveled 
through the area in the late 1600s and early 1700s, noting that the Tohono O’odham and the Hia 
C-ed O’odham people occupied Western Papaguería.  Several early historic ethnographic sources 
identify several Native American tribes speaking languages of the Yuman family and occupying 
the valleys of the lower Colorado River and lower to middle Gila River.  There was incessant 
warfare among the Yuman-speaking people of the lower Colorado River during the Early 
Historical period to the movement of groups to new locations along the Colorado or Gila Rivers 
(Ahlstrom 2001).  The tribes of the Colorado River that had the most stable homelands were the 
Yumans, or Quechan, who lived at the delta’s northern end and the Cocopah, who inhabited its 
southern end (Ahlstrom 2001).  Three other groups occupied the area of the delta between the 
Quechan and Cocopah, the Halchidoma, the Cohuana, and the Halyikwamai (Ahlstrom 2001).  
Three Yuman-speaking groups lived on the Gila River in the early historic period, the Quechan, 
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whose territory extended up the lower Gila River as far as Antelope Hill, the Kaveltcadom, and 
the Maricopa (Ahlstrom 2001). 

The Late Historical period was marked by intensifying contact between Native American groups, 
including the Tohono O’odham, and Euro-Americans within the Western Papaguería and 
surrounding areas.  Mexico lost the territory north of the Gila River to the United States at the 
end of the Mexican-American War in 1848, and the United States acquired the area south of the 
Gila River through the Gadsden Purchase of 1853.  This established the current border with 
Mexico.  El Camino del Diablo continued to be used as an important transportation route to 
California.  The construction of railroads in the area further prompted settlement, along with 
mining and ranching (Ahlstrom 2001).  From the late 1800s to early 1900s, ranching and 
homesteading were pursued in the area, along with copper mining near Ajo (Ahlstrom 2001).  
Three groups of O’odham were recognized living in the Papaguería during the Late Historical 
period, the Hia C-ed O’odham, referring to the inhabitants of the Western Papaguería, the 
Tohono O’odham, referring to the inhabitants of desert settings in Eastern Papaguería, and the 
Akimel O’odham, which refers to the inhabitants of riverine settings on the border of the Eastern 
Papaguería.  By the Late Historical period, only the Cocopah and Quechan remained in the lower 
Colorado River, while the Cohuana, Halyikwamai, and Halchidoma had left the lower Colorado 
River for the middle Gila.  The Yavapai and Hopi may also have entered into the Western 
Papaguería from time to time during the Late Historical period (Ahlstrom 2001).  

During the World War II and Cold War period, several land withdrawals were initiated that set 
the land boundaries for the CPNWR, which at that time was part of the BMGR.  Lt. Col. Ennis 
Whitehead first surveyed the land west of Phoenix for the Luke Field in 1941.  During World 
War II, the eastern range was utilized by pilots from both Luke Field and Williams Field while 
pilots from the Yuma Air Base utilized the western range.  After World War II, the Luke Field 
was closed and Williams Field personnel managed the eastern range.  The Yuma Air Base 
became Vincent Air Force Base in 1956 and subsequently Marine Corps Air Station Yuma in 
1959.  The CPNWR was included as part of the BMGR until 1999 (Ahlstrom 2001). 

3.10.1.1 Previous Archaeological Investigations 
A records search and literature review was conducted in order to determine whether previous 
surveys and previously recorded sites were located within a 1-mile buffer zone around each of 
the project areas under current investigation.  This included a search of land patents and General 
Land Office (GLO) plat maps.  A discussion of the findings for each of the project areas is 
presented below.

Buck Peak is located at the northern end of the Cabeza Prieta Mountains.  No land patents were 
found for this area, and the 1944 GLO map for this location only shows large sections of 
unsurveyed lands.  Only one previously recorded site and no documented previous surveys were 
discovered for this location.  According to AZSITE, Site AZ Y:9:7 (Arizona State Museum 
[ASM]) is located in a canyon bottom, approximately 1 mile southwest of Buck Peak at the 
southwest edge of the Buck Mountains.  The site consists of a tinaja and three bedrock grinding 
slicks.  No other information could be found about this site.
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Christmas Pass is located at the southeast end of the Cabeza Prieta Mountains.  No land patents 
or GLO plat maps were found for this location.  No previously recorded sites are located within 
the 1-mile buffer zone; however, a single previous survey was conducted in this area.
Information obtained about this survey from AZSITE places it approximately 610 feet north-
northwest and downslope of the current study area.  This survey was conducted by SWCA in 
2008 for communications towers for CBP.  No historic or prehistoric cultural materials were 
located during the survey (Barr 2008). 

The Granite Mountain project area lies at the southern end of the Granite Mountains.  No land 
patents were found for this area, and the 1944 GLO map for this location only shows large 
sections of unsurveyed lands.  A single previous survey was located within the 1-mile buffer 
zone of the project area. No previously recorded sites were found.  AZSITE provided 
information on the previous survey conducted by Dames and Moore for Luke Air Force Base.  
The survey covered an area of 1 acre, and no cultural materials were located (Bruder and 
Darrington 1994). 

3.10.1.2 Current Investigations 
Surveys of the project locations were restricted to the inspection of the ground surface.  No 
subsurface testing was performed.  Systematic transects spaced at 65-foot intervals were used to 
examine all flat areas within the project areas, and the surrounding slopes were also examined for 
cultural materials.  If artifacts were located, they were marked with a pin flag, and recorded 
using a handheld Trimble Global Positioning System unit.  If the artifact was determined to be 
diagnostic or otherwise unusual, it was photographed and described.

Investigations of Buck Peak resulted in the discovery of two isolated occurrences (IOs) within 
the project area.  Both IOs consisted of brass cap survey markers.  IO 1 was a U.S. Coast and 
Geodetic Benchmark for “Buck” and dates to 1920.  IO 2 was a U.S. Coast and Geodetic 
Reference Point depicting a north direction, and not dated.  No historic properties, districts, or 
archaeological sites are located within the survey area. 

The Christmas Pass survey area contained no historic properties, districts, or archaeological sites. 
A single IO consisting of a rock pile and a fallen wooden post with a wooden cross member near 
the top of the post was discovered.  The IO likely dates to the 1980s and is not more than 50 
years old.  Modern refuse at the site, including sleeping bags, canned food from Mexico, cloth, 
and a small sleeping shelter, alludes to the location’s use as a CBV campsite.  

The Granite Mountain survey area contained no historic properties, districts, or archaeological 
sites.  Two IOs, both 1979 survey markers, were set into the bedrock using concrete.  These 
markers were set by Luke Air Force Base and are identified as Station 7. 

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.10.2.1 Proposed Action 
Based on the archaeological survey and the archival research of the Buck Peak project area, there 
would be no impacts on any properties eligible for listing in the NRHP. The IOs encountered in 
the project area, however, may be subject to impacts in the form of the destruction or obstruction 
of these survey markers.  
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Based on the archaeological survey and archival research of the Christmas Pass project, the 
Proposed Action would have no impacts on any NRHP-eligible aboveground or subsurface 
resources.  The IO discovered in the project area does not possess any of the qualities necessary 
to be eligible for the NRHP, due to its recent placement.  No impacts are expected at this site 
from the implementation of the Proposed Action. 

The Granite Mountain project area contains no historic properties, districts, traditional cultural 
properties, or sacred sites.  The IOs encountered in the project area, however, may be subject to 
impacts in the form of the destruction or obstruction of these survey markers.  CBP has consulted 
with numerous Native American tribes (Cocopah Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribes, Gila 
River Indian Community, Ft. Mohave Indian Tribe, Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Quechan 
Tribe-Ft. Yuma, Salt River Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Tohono 
O’odham Nation, and Ak-Chin Indian Community) and Arizona SHPO on the Proposed Action 
and the findings of the archaeological surveys.  Tribal and SHPO correspondence, including 
SHPO’s concurrence with CBP’s determinations are included in Appendix A of this document. 

3.10.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would have no effect, either beneficial or adverse, on cultural 
resources, since construction activities associated with the TacCom LMR Modernization Project 
would not occur.  Beneficial impacts in the form of increased knowledge of the past are realized 
as a result of surveys conducted in support of this EA.  Under the No Action Alternative, both 
recorded and unrecorded cultural resources would continue to be impacted by illegal traffic 
through the area and the required interdiction efforts of CBP, such as off-road pursuits. 

3.11 AIR QUALITY  

3.11.1 Affected Environment 
The EPA established NAAQS for specific pollutants determined to be of concern with respect to 
the health and welfare of the general public.  Ambient air quality standards are classified as 
either "primary" or "secondary."  The major pollutants of concern, or criteria pollutants, are 
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate 
matter less than 10 microns (PM-10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM-2.5), and lead.  
NAAQS represent the maximum levels of background pollution that are considered safe, with an 
adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare. The NAAQS are included in 
Table 3-5. 

Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are called non-attainment areas; areas that meet 
both primary and secondary standards are known as attainment areas.  The Federal Conformity 
Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) specifies criteria or requirements for conformity 
determinations for Federal projects.  The Federal Conformity Rule was first promulgated in 1993 
by the EPA, following the passage of Amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990.  The rule 
mandates that a conformity analysis must be performed when a Federal action generates air 
pollutants in a region that has been designated a non-attainment or maintenance area for one or 
more NAAQS. 
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Table 3-5.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant
Primary Standards Secondary Standards 

Level Averaging Time Level Averaging Times 
Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 

9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 8-hour (1)
None 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 1-hour (1)

Lead 0.15 µg/m3 (2) Rolling 3-Month Average Same as Primary 
1.5 µg/m3 Quarterly Average Same as Primary 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2)

53 ppb (3) Annual 
(Arithmetic Average) Same as Primary 

100 ppb 1-hour (4) None 
Particulate
Matter (PM-10) 150 µg/m3 24-hour (5) Same as Primary 

Particulate
Matter (PM-2.5) 

15.0 µg/m3 Annual (6)

(Arithmetic Average) Same as Primary 

35 µg/m3 24-hour (7) Same as Primary 

Ozone (O3)

0.075 ppm  
(2008 std) 8-hour (8) Same as Primary 

0.08 ppm  
(1997 std) 8-hour (9) Same as Primary 

0.12 ppm 1-hour (10) Same as Primary 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2)

0.03 ppm Annual  
(Arithmetic Average) 0.5 ppm 3-hour (1)

0.14 ppm 24-hour (1)

75 ppb (11) 1-hour None 
Source: EPA 2010a  
Units of measure: parts per million (ppm) by volume, parts per billion (ppb) by volume, milligrams per cubic meter of air 
(mg/m3), and micrograms per cubic meter of air (µg/m3).
(1) Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
(2) Final rule signed October 15, 2008. 
(3) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which is shown here for the purpose of clearer 
comparison to the 1-hour standard. 
(4) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within 
an area must not exceed 100 ppb (effective January 22, 2010). 
(5) Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years. 
(6) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM-2.5 concentrations from single or multiple 
community-oriented monitors must not exceed 15.0 µg/m3. 
(7) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor
within an area must not exceed 35 µg/m3 (effective December 17, 2006). 
(8) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average O3 concentrations measured at 
each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.075 ppm  (effective May 27, 2008).  
(9) (a) To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average O3 concentrations measured 
at each monitor within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.  
(b) The 1997 standard—and the implementation rules for that standard—will remain in place for implementation purposes as 
EPA undertakes rulemaking to address the transition from the 1997 O3 standard to the 2008 O3 standard. 
(c) EPA is in the process of reconsidering these standards (set in March 2008). 
(10) (a) EPA revoked the 1-hour O3 standard in all areas, although some areas have continuing obligations under that standard 
("anti-backsliding"). 
(b) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations 
above 0.12 ppm is < 1. 
(11) (a) Final rule signed June 2, 2010. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 99th percentile of the daily maximum 1-
hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed 75 ppb.

A conformity analysis is the process used to determine whether a Federal action meets the 
requirements of the General Conformity Rule.  It requires the responsible Federal agency to 
evaluate the nature of a Proposed Action and associated air pollutant emissions, and calculate 
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emissions resulting from the Proposed Action.  If the emissions exceed established limits, known 
as de minimis thresholds, the proponent is required to implement appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

Federal and most states agencies segregate airsheds by county boundaries.  In other words, the 
EPA and ADEQ monitors air emission by county.  The three radio repeater sites are located in 
two different counties in Arizona.  Table 3-6 presents the TacCom locations and the counties in 
which they are located and whether the counties are in attainment for NAAQS.  

Table 3-6.  CBP Proposed TacCom Sites and County Attainment Status 
Name of TacCom Site County Attainment Status in County 

Buck Peak Yuma Non-attainment for PM-10, Moderate 
Granite Mountain Pima Non-attainment for PM-10, Moderate 

Christmas Pass Yuma Non-attainment for PM-10, Moderate 
Source:  EPA 2010b 

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.11.2.1 Proposed Action 
The construction of the radio repeater units would not involve the use of large construction 
equipment such as bulldozers, cranes, and backhoes.  Hand tools would be used to construct the 
radio repeaters; however, a helicopter would be required to transport construction workers and 
tools to the construction site.  The following paragraphs describe the air calculation 
methodologies utilized to estimate air emissions produced by 30 helicopter trips for equipment 
installation. 

Air emissions from helicopter flights were calculated using the FAA Emission and Dispersion 
Modeling System 5.1 air quality model, for the projected number of flights.  It was assumed that 
a mid-size helicopter would be used to transport the construction workers and tools.  The total air 
quality emissions were calculated and compared to the General Conformity Rule.  Summaries of 
the total emissions for 30 helicopter flights required for installation of the TacCom equipment 
are presented in Table 3-7.  Details of the analyses are presented in Appendix D.  

Table 3-7.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year)1 from Helicopter Flights for Installation of the 
TacCom Equipment versus the de minimis Threshold Levels 
Pollutant Total de minimis Thresholds

CO 2.387 100 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)  0.315 100 
Nitrous Oxides (NOx) 0.221 100 
PM-10 0.007 100 
PM-2.5 0.007 100 
SO2 0.026 100 

Source: 40 CFR 51.853 and GSRC model projections 
1 Note that Yuma and Pima counties are in non-attainment for all PM-10 (EPA 2010b). 
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Operations and Maintenance Air Emissions 
Operations and maintenance air emissions refer to air emissions after the radio repeater units 
have been installed.  The radio repeaters would be powered by solar panels; however, it was 
assumed that the radio repeaters would require two maintenance trips per year using helicopters 
to transport personnel to the sites.  Therefore, air emission calculations were performed for six 
helicopter trips annually.  Summaries of the total emissions for operational helicopter flights are 
presented in Table 3-8.  Details of the analyses are presented in Appendix D.

Table 3-8.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year)1 from Helicopter Flights for Maintenance of the 
TacCom Equipment versus the de minimis Threshold Levels 
Pollutant Total de minimis Thresholds

CO 0.298 100 
VOC  0.039 100 
NOx 0.028 100 
PM-10 0.001 100 
PM-2.5 0.001 100 
SO2 0.028 100 

Source: 40 CFR 51.853 and GSRC model projections 
1 Note that Yuma and Pima counties are in non-attainment for all PM-10 (EPA 2010b). 

As can be seen from the tables above, the proposed installation, operation, repair, and 
maintenance of the TacCom equipment does not exceed Federal de minimis thresholds and, thus, 
would not require a Conformity Determination.  As there are no violations of air quality 
standards and no conflicts with the state implementation plans, the impacts on air quality from 
the implementation of the Proposed Action would be minor.  During the installation of the 
proposed TacCom equipment, proper and routine maintenance of all helicopters and equipment 
would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within the design standards. 

3.11.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct impacts on air quality because there 
would be no construction activities.  However, fugitive dust emissions created by illegal off-road 
vehicle traffic and resulting law enforcement actions, as well as vehicle traffic on authorized 
roads, would continue and likely increase.  These fugitive dust emissions would continue to 
adversely affect the air quality of the region. 

3.12 NOISE 

Noise is often described as unwanted sound.  Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale 
with a unit called the decibel (dB).  Sound on the dB scale is referred to as sound level.  The A-
weighted decibel scale (dBA) takes this into account and emphasizes the frequencies and is a 
measure of noise at a given, maximum level or constant state level.  The threshold of perception 
of the human ear is approximately 0 dBA, which is considered barely perceptible, and a 5 dBA 
change is considered to be clearly noticeable.  A 10 dBA increase in the measured sound level is 
typically perceived as being twice as loud. 
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3.12.1 Affected Environment 
The radio repeater sites are located on Federal property.  Anthropogenic noises can degrade the 
natural soundscape and adversely affect humans and wildlife.  Natural soundscapes are 
composed completely of natural sounds without the presence of human-made sounds.  The 
project area is located on lands where noise can adversely affect natural soundscapes.  The 
natural ambient background noise levels in the nearby OPCNM Wilderness area were measured 
and averaged 20 dBA over a 20-day period (NPS 2009).  For the purposes of this assessment, it 
was assumed that ambient noise was the same on CPNWR as measured on OPCNM. 

Wilderness Areas 
Two important noise emission thresholds are considered in this noise analysis of wilderness 
areas.  First, noise emission criteria for construction activities has been published by the Federal 
Highway Administration, which has established a construction noise abatement criterion of 57 
dBA for lands, such as National Parks, in which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance (23 CFR 722 Table 1).  The 57 dBA criterion threshold is used to measure the 
impacts from short-term noise emissions associated with constructing the proposed radio 
repeaters.

Secondly, CBP is committed to minimizing long-term noise impacts.  CBP and OPCNM wildlife 
managers recognize that noise of 35 dBA is the threshold below which there should be no 
adverse impact from noise on Sonoran pronghorn and other indigenous species.  Therefore, CBP 
used the 35 dBA threshold to measure impacts from long-term operational noise emissions from 
short-term sources of noise such as helicopters.  

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.12.2.1 Proposed Action 
The following analysis segregates noise emissions into two categories: short-term noise 
emissions, which include noise emissions from construction activities used to build and install 
the radio repeaters, and long-term noise emissions, which refer to ongoing noise emissions that 
would occur after the radio repeaters have been installed.  The noise analysis modeled noise 
contours for a variety of sources and summarized the area of impact in acres for short-term noise 
emissions and long-term noise emissions. 

Short-term Construction Noise 
Due to the weight of the equipment necessary for installation, helicopter access is the only viable 
option.  The maximum number of helicopter trips necessary to complete installation at all three 
sites is 30 helicopter trips.  Noise emissions from a mid-size helicopter (McDonnell Douglas 
NOTAR model) are estimated to be 80 dB during a flyover, 85 dB during takeoff, and 88 dB 
during approach, at a distance of 450 feet from the source (FAA 2011).  Considering the 
approach scenario of 88 dB, helicopter noise emissions would have to travel 8,430 feet (1.59 
mile) before attenuating to the acceptable wilderness threshold of 57 dB.  Considering the 
departure scenario of 85 dB, helicopter noise emissions would have to travel 6,888 feet (1.30 
mile) before attenuating to 57 dB.  The helicopter noise emissions would impact 5,122 acres 
during approach and 3,420 acres during takeoffs.  Because the helicopter noise emissions would 
be periodic and last for less than 15 minutes, impacts on the noise environment in the CPNWR 
would be minor. 
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Long-term Noise Emission from Radio Repeater Operations 
Ongoing radio repeater operations refer to noise emissions that would occur after the radio 
repeaters have been installed. All the radio repeater sites would use solar panels as a power 
source; therefore, the operational noise emissions of the radio repeaters would be negligible. 
However, CBP anticipates that each radio repeater would require two maintenance trips per year, 
which would potentially require helicopter transport. 

Considering the approach scenario of 88 dB, helicopter noise emissions would have to travel 
24,190 feet (4.58 miles) before attenuating to 35 dB.  Considering the departure scenario of 85 
dB, helicopter noise emissions would have to travel 21,648 feet (4.10 miles) before attenuating 
to 35 dB.  The helicopter noise emissions would impact 42,180 acres during approach and 
33,781 acres of potential Sonoran pronghorn habitat during takeoffs.  The helicopter noise 
emissions would be periodic and last for less than 15 minutes.  The vertical distance from the 
mountaintop to habitats more likely to support Sonoran pronghorn may offer a noise buffer.  
Impacts from operational noise emissions on the Sonoran pronghorn would be moderate, 
although it would be only twice a year per site and last for 15 minutes.  Sonoran pronghorn are 
known to be more sensitive to disturbances during fawning.  Therefore, CBP will not schedule 
regular maintenance trips during Sonoran pronghorn fawning season. 

Increased noise emissions associated with the installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of 
the TacCom radio repeater equipment would have a long-term, moderate but sporadic adverse 
effect on the soundscape, wildlife, and designated wilderness of the project area. 

3.12.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the sensitive noise receptors and wildlife near the proposed 
radio repeater sites would not experience construction and periodic noise events associated with 
maintenance of the radio repeaters.  Noise emissions associated with CBV off-road travel, and 
consequent law enforcement actions would be long-term and minor and would continue under 
the No Action Alternative. 

3.13 RADIO FREQUENCY ENVIRONMENT 

3.13.1 Affected Environment 
The RF environment refers to the presence of electromagnetic (EM) radiation emitted by radio 
waves and microwaves on the human and biological environment.  EM radiations are self-
propagating waves of electromagnetic energy that move through space via radio waves and 
microwaves emitted by transmitting antennas.  RF is a frequency or rate of oscillation within the 
range of about 3 hertz (Hz) and 300 gigahertz (GHz).  This range corresponds to frequency of 
alternating current and electrical signals used to produce and detect radio waves.  The EM 
radiation produced by radio waves and microwaves carry energy and momentum and can interact 
with matter.  It is currently anticipated that the transmitters and sensors associated with the 
TacCom LMR Modernization Project would operate below 30 GHz. 

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is responsible for licensing frequencies and 
ensuring that the approved uses would not interfere with television or radio broadcasts or 
substantially affect the natural or human environment.  In the mid-1980s, the FCC adopted 
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recognized safety guidelines for evaluating RF exposure (Office of Engineering and Technology 
[OET] 1999).  Specifically in 1985, the FCC adopted the 1982 American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) guidelines to evaluate exposure due to RF transmitters that are licensed and 
authorized by the FCC (OET 1999).  In 1992, ANSI adopted the 1991 Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers (IEEE) standard as an American National Standard (a revision of its 1982 
standard) and designated it as ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1992 (OET 1999).  The FCC proposed to 
update its rules and adopt the new ANSI/IEEE guidelines in 1993, and in 1996, the FCC adopted 
a modified version of the original proposal. 

In addition to ANSI/IEEE standards, the FCC’s guidelines are also based on the National 
Council of Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP) exposure guidelines.  The NCRP 
and ANSI/IEEE exposure criteria identify the same threshold levels at which harmful biological 
effects may occur.  The absorption of RF energy by the human body varies with the frequency of 
the RF signal.  The most restrictive limits on exposure are in the frequency range of 30 to 300 
megahertz (MHz) where the human body absorbs RF energy most efficiently when exposed in 
the air field of an RF transmitting source (ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1992). 

There are two tiers or exposure limits: occupational or “controlled” and general or 
“uncontrolled.”  Operational exposure is when people are exposed to RF fields as a part of their 
employment, and they have been made fully aware of the potential exposure and can exercise 
control over their exposure.  Uncontrolled exposure is when the general public is exposed or 
when persons employed are not made fully aware of the potential for exposure or cannot exercise 
control over their exposure. 

In order for a transmitting facility or operation to be out of compliance with the FCC’s RF 
guidelines in an area where levels exceed Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) limits, it must 
first be accessible to the public.  The MPE limits indicate levels above which people may not be 
safely exposed regardless of the location where those levels occur. 

Adverse biological effects associated with RF energy are typically related to the heating of tissue 
by RF energy.  This is typically referred to as a "thermal" effect, where the EM radiation emitted 
by an RF antenna, passes through and rapidly heats biological tissue, similar to the way a 
microwave oven cooks food.  The Health Physics Society indicates that numerous studies have 
shown that environmental levels of RF energy routinely encountered by the general public are 
typically far below levels necessary to produce significant heating and increased body 
temperature and is generally only associated with workplace environments near high-powered 
RF sources used for molding plastics or processing food products.  In such cases, exposure of 
human beings to RF energy could be exceeded, thus requiring restrictive measures or actions to 
ensure their safety (Kelly 2007). 

Other non-thermal adverse effects such as disorientation of passing birds by RF waves are also 
of concern.  Past studies on effects of communications towers were noted by Beason (1999) 
during the 1999 Workshop on Avian Mortality at Communication Towers (Evans and Manville 
2000).  During this workshop, Beason (1999) noted that most research on RF signals produced 
by communications towers have no general disorientation effects on migratory birds.  However, 
more research is needed to better understand the effects of RF energy on the avian brain. 
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Currently, CBP, USFWS, NPS, USFS, USAF, U.S. Marines, BLM, and local law enforcement 
agencies use two-way radios as part of their daily operations in the project area, and several of 
these agencies operate and maintain radio repeaters with the project area. 

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.13.2.1 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would install up to three radio repeaters within the project area.  As with 
any RF transmitter, all of these systems would emit RF energy and EM radiation; therefore, a 
potential for adverse effects could occur.  However, any adverse effects on human safety and 
wildlife would likely be negligible due to the minimal exposure limits associated with both the 
type of equipment used and the mountaintop locations on which they would be installed. 

The potential to exceed MPE limits of RF energy such as those described by Kelly (2007) are far 
outside the capability limits of the communications systems in the Proposed Action.  
Furthermore, the communications equipment would be installed in extremely remote locations.  
Maintenance personnel working within the installation areas would not be exposed to any RF 
energy that exceeds MPE limits set by the FCC or Occupational Health and Safety 
Administration 1910.268 regulations (29 CFR Part 1910). 

Though greater research is required to have a better understanding of the effects of RF energy on 
the avian brain, the potential effects on passing birds is expected to be negligible as well.  Any 
disorientating effect, if experienced, would be temporary and would occur only at close distances 
to the antennas. 

As part of the overall spectrum management process, the NTIA and the FCC have developed 
radio regulations to help ensure that the various radio services operate compatibly in the same 
environment without unacceptable levels of RF interference and emissions.  While the 
communications systems and the frequencies in which they would be operated are considered 
law enforcement sensitive and cannot be provided to the public, compliance with FCC and NTIA 
regulations would be required and would ensure that recognized safety guidelines are not 
exceeded.  Transmitters associated with the TacCom LMR Modernization Project would operate 
below 30 GHz.  Therefore, the RF environment created by the installation, operation, repair, and 
maintenance of the radio repeater equipment would have a long-term, negligible adverse impact 
on human safety or the natural environment. 

3.13.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the radio repeater equipment would not be installed or 
operated.  Daily radio operations by CBP, USFWS, NPS, USFS, local law enforcement, and the 
military would continue within the project area.  There would be no impacts on the existing RF 
environment or effects on the human or natural environment.   

3.14 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

3.14.1 Affected Environment 
Communications equipment and towers currently exist within the project area and are generally 
commercial, General Services Administration, or CBP communications towers.  All of the 
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proposed TacCom locations are on Federal property.  Access to proposed locations is extremely 
limited.  Due to the weight of the equipment, installation must be conducted via helicopter.  
Maintenance trips may be conducted on foot, depending on what equipment is needed for repair.  
For the purposes of this analysis, it will be assumed that all maintenance would be conducted via 
helicopter, which would be the worst case. 

There is little development adjacent to the three TacCom locations on the CPNWR, within the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The nearest towns and developed structures are Ajo and Why, 
Arizona, which are approximately 24 miles and 32 miles east of Granite Mountain, respectively.
There are two CBP tactical camps (Camp Grip and Bates Camp) near the Christmas Pass and 
Buck Peak locations.  Christmas Pass is approximately 25 miles west of Camp Grip, and Buck 
Peak is approximately 48 miles west of Camp Grip.  Bates Camp is 15.3 miles east of Camp 
Grip.  Granite Mountain is 16 miles northeast of Camp Grip and approximately 17.2 miles 
northwest of Bates Camp.  Aesthetic resources vary throughout the project area on the CPNWR, 
which includes vast open areas of arid desert land, lava flows, and areas of unique native 
vegetation.  Areas within the project area visited for their natural setting and aesthetic values 
include OPCNM and CPNWR and their associated wilderness. 

3.14.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.14.2.1 Proposed Action 
The proposed TacCom radio repeater equipment would be located primarily within undeveloped 
areas within the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The proposed radio repeater equipment would be an 
unnatural element in an undeveloped area visited for its natural setting and visual qualities.
Visual impacts on the aesthetic qualities of the CPNWR were addressed in Section 3.3 of this 
EA. 

Due to the limited vertical profile of the equipment, the three proposed TacCom radio repeaters 
would have limited visibility during operation, unless observed from an elevated point or if the 
sun creates a reflection from the equipment.  At both Buck Peak and Granite Mountain, the 
addition of equipment or replacement of equipment would not additively impact the viewshed.  
However, if the Christmas Pass site is installed, the TacCom equipment would be the only man-
made structure on-site.  The Christmas Pass site is currently undeveloped and provides 
opportunities to experience solitude, unconfined recreation, and naturalness to visitors and 
campers from a nearby approved camping area.  A line of sight analysis was conducted for the 
installation at Christmas Pass (see Figure 3-2).  The TacCom equipment at Christmas Pass would 
potentially be visible from a maximum of 9,696 acres. 

Installation, repair, and maintenance of the TacCom equipment would require helicopter lifts to 
transport radio repeater equipment, installation materials and construction personnel to each 
location.  Helicopter lifts have been limited to 60 lifts (30 round trips) for surveys (i.e., 
biological, cultural, geotechnical) and equipment installation.  An additional four lifts (two round 
trips) per year would be required for scheduled maintenance.  Using a helicopter within a 
wilderness area would temporarily and sporadically impact wilderness character within the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 
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Thus, installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at 
Christmas Pass would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the viewshed and aesthetic 
qualities of the CPNWR.  The installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed 
radio repeater equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain would have long-term, minor 
adverse effects on the viewshed and aesthetic qualities of the CPNWR due to existing equipment 
at the sites. 

3.14.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the aesthetics of the project region would not be directly 
affected because there would be no installation of radio repeater equipment.  However, trash, 
CBV-created roads, graffiti, and general vandalism resulting from CBV traffic would be 
expected to continue to detract from the visual quality of area.  The No Action Alternative would 
be expected to have minor, long-term impacts on aesthetics in the project area.  It has been 
estimated that each CBV leaves an average 8 pounds of trash on U.S. soil per entry (Davis 2005). 

3.15 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

3.15.1 Affected Environment 
Solid and hazardous wastes are regulated in Arizona by a combination of laws promulgated by 
the Federal, state, and regional Councils of Government.  All proposed TacCom sites had a 
search conducted on EPA’s Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Information System (CERCLIS).  CERCLIS contains information on hazardous waste 
sites, potential hazardous waste sites, and remedial activities, including sites that are on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) or being considered for the NPL.  The search found no active NPL 
sites within a 1-mile radius of the three proposed TacCom locations.  Additionally, during the 
March 2011 biological surveys conducted by GSRC, no evidence of hazardous waste or 
materials (e.g., drums, soil staining) was observed at proposed locations. 

3.15.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.15.2.1 Proposed Action 
Installation Activities 
During installation of the proposed radio repeater sites, a potential exists for POL contamination 
at the TacCom location from power tools and equipment brought to the site.  Cleanup materials 
(e.g., oil mops) would be maintained at each TacCom location for appropriate spill response and 
cleanup in case an accidental spill occurs as outlined in Section 5.0. 

All waste would be disposed of in compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations, and in 
accordance with contractors’ permits.  The Proposed Action would have a temporary, minor 
impact on the environment as a result of hazardous materials. 

Maintenance and Operations Activities 
All solid and hazardous wastes and materials, including universal waste (such as batteries, motor 
oil, etc.), would be handled in accordance with applicable Federal and state laws and guidelines 
governing these items.  Additionally, hazardous material handling guidelines would be included 
as part of the maintenance plan for the TacCom LMR Modernization Project.  These guidelines 
would include spill prevention and spill response measures. 
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The Proposed Action would result in indirect beneficial impacts on the natural environment as a 
result of reducing solid and hazardous waste.  As illegal vehicle and pedestrian traffic is reduced 
or eliminated within the project area, fewer abandoned vehicles and other solid or hazardous 
waste associated with illegal cross-border activities would be expected. 

3.15.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not contribute any hazardous waste or materials to the project 
area, as no installation of communications equipment would take place. 

3.16 SOCIOECONOMICS 

3.16.1 Population and Demographics 
Pima County is part of the Tucson, Arizona metropolitan statistical area.  Its 2009 population of 
1,020,200 ranked 2nd in the state (U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis [BEA] 2010a).  The 2009 
racial mix of Pima County was Caucasian (73.9 percent), followed by Hispanic or Latino origin 
(32.8 percent), and persons of other race (13.7 percent) (USCB 2009c).  The percentage totals 
greater than 100, because respondents can claim more than one race. 

Yuma County is part of the Yuma, Arizona metropolitan statistical area.  Its 2009 population of 
196,972 ranked 5th in the state (USCB 2010b).  The 2009 racial mix of Yuma County was 
Caucasian (75.2 percent), followed by Hispanic or Latino origin (55.7 percent) (USCB 2009f).
The percentage totals greater than 100, because respondents can claim more than one race. 

3.16.2 Employment and Income 
The total estimated civilian labor force in Pima County in 2009 was 471,493, of which 436,795 
were employed.  There were an estimated 6,085 Armed Forces personnel in Pima County 
(increased 543 from 2000), bringing the total employed labor force in the area to 442,880.  The 
2000 unemployment rate for the county was 3.2 percent.  The 2009 unemployment rate for Pima 
County was 4.4 percent.  In 2009, educational services and health care and social assistance 
provided the majority of jobs in Pima County (102,921) followed by retail trade (51,880), and 
professional, scientific, and waste management (49,523) (USCB 2009a). 

In 2009, Pima County had a Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI) of $33,833.  This PCPI ranked 
4th in the state and was 102 percent of the state average, $33,207, and 85 percent of the National 
average, $39,635.  The 2009 PCPI reflected a decrease of 2.2 percent from 2008.  The 2008-to-
2009 state change was -3.6 percent and the National change was -2.6 percent.  In 1999, the PCPI 
of Pima County was $23,536 and ranked 2nd in the state.  The 1999 to 2009 average annual 
growth rate of PCPI was 3.7 percent.  The average annual growth rate for the state was 3.1 
percent and for the Nation was 3.4 percent (BEA 2010a). 

In 2009, Pima County net earnings accounted for 55 percent of Total Personal Income (TPI) 
(compared with 61 percent in 1999).  Dividends, interest, and rent accounted for 23 percent 
(compared with 24 percent in 1999), and personal current transfer receipts were 22 percent 
(compared with 15 percent in 1999).  From 2008-2009, net earnings decreased 3.5 percent; 
dividends, interest, and rent decreased 7.2 percent and personal current transfer receipts 
increased 13.2 percent.  From 1999 to 2009, net earnings increased on average 4.8 percent per 
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year; dividends, interest, and rent increased on average 5.4 percent; and personal current transfer 
receipts increased on average 13.2 percent (BEA 2010a). 

In 2009, Pima County had a TPI of $34,516,424.  This TPI ranked 2nd in the state and accounted 
for 15.8 percent of the state total.  In 1999, the TPI of Pima County was $19,508,926 and ranked 
2nd in the state (BEA 2010a).  The 2008-to-2009 state change was -2.2 percent, and the National 
change was -1.7 percent.  The 1999 to 2009 average annual growth rate of TPI in both Arizona 
and Pima County was 5.9 percent.  The average annual growth rate for the Nation was 4.4 
percent (BEA 2010a). 

An estimated 18.9 percent of families lived in poverty in Pima County in 2009 (Table 3-9).  This 
percentage is higher than both State of Arizona (16.5 percent) and the Nation (14.3 percent) 
(USCB 2010a).  The median household income in 2009 for Pima County was $43,243.  This was 
significantly lower than the 2009 median household income for the state ($48,711) and Nation 
($50,221) (USCB 2010a). 

Table 3-9.  Poverty and Median Income for Pima County 

Location
Percentage in 

Poverty
(2009) 

Median Income 
(2009) 

Nation 14.3 $50,221 

Arizona 16.5 $48,711 

Pima County  18.9 $43,243 

Source:  USCB 2010a

The total estimated civilian labor force in Yuma County in 2009 was 71,923, of which 64,447 
were employed.  There were an estimated 3,470 Armed Forces personnel in Yuma County (down 
from 3,585 in 2000), bringing the total employed labor force in the area to 67,917.  The 2009 
unemployment rate for the county was 5.4 percent.  This was slightly lower than the 2000 
unemployment rate of 5.7 percent (USCB 2009b). 

In 2009, Yuma County had a PCPI of $25,356.  This PCPI ranked 11th in the state and was 76 
percent of the state average, $33,207, and 64 percent of the National average, $39,635.  The 2009 
PCPI reflected an increase of 0.7 percent from 2008.  The 2008-to-2009 state change was -3.6 
percent and the National change was -2.6.  In 1999, the PCPI of Yuma County was $17,072 and 
ranked 9th in the state.  The 1999-to-2009 average annual growth rate of PCPI in Yuma County 
was 4.0 percent.  The average annual growth rate for the state was 3.1 percent and for the Nation 
was 3.4 percent (BEA 2010b). 

In 2009, Yuma County net earnings accounted for 61 percent of TPI (compared with 67 percent 
in 2000); dividends, interest, and rent were 13 percent (compared with 15 percent in 2000); and 
personal current transfer receipts were 26 percent (compared with 18 percent in 2000).  From 
2008 to 2009, net earnings increased 2.6 percent; dividends, interest, and rent decreased 2.2 
percent; and personal current transfer receipts deceased 1.7 percent.  From 1999 to 2009, net 
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earnings increased average 5.5 percent; dividends, interest, and rent increased on average 4.9 
percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased on average 10.6 percent (BEA 2010b). 

In 2010, Yuma County had a TPI of $5,467,491.  This TPI ranked 6th in the state.  In 2000, the 
TPI of Yuma was $3,752,053 and ranked 6th in the state (Economic Profile System-Human 
Dimensions Toolkit 2012).  The 2008-to-2009 state change was -2.2 percent, and the National 
change was -1.7 percent.  The 1999-to-2009 average annual growth rate of TPI in Yuma County 
was 6.5 percent.  The average annual growth rate for the state was 5.9 percent and for the Nation 
was 4.4 percent (BEA 2010b). 

An estimated 19.2 percent of families lived in poverty in Yuma County in 2009 (Table 3-10).  
This percentage is higher than both the state of Arizona (16.5 percent) and the Nation (14.3 
percent).  The median household income for 2009 for Yuma County was $38,251.  This was 
significantly lower than the 2009 median household income for the state ($48,711) and the 
Nation ($50,221) (USCB 2010a).

Table 3-10.  Poverty and Median Income for Yuma County 

Location
Percentage in  

Poverty
(2009) 

Median Income 
(2009) 

Nation 14.3 $50,221 

Arizona 16.5 $48,711 

Yuma 25.0 $35,545 

Source:  USCB 2010a 

3.16.3 Housing 
Pima County had a total of 370,264 housing units in the 2009 census.  According to the Census 
Bureau, 244,175 of the housing units were owner-occupied, 126,089 housing units were rented, 
and 49,383 housing units were vacant (USCB 2009e). 

Yuma County had a total of 86,878 housing units in the 2009 Census.  According to the Census 
Bureau, 49,606 of the housing units were owner-occupied, 20,683 housing units were rented, and 
16,589 housing units were vacant (USCB 2009f). 

3.16.4 Environmental Consequences 
3.16.4.1 Proposed Action 
The labor for the Proposed Action would be provided by private contractors, and there would be 
no increase in the population of the project area due to the project.  When possible, materials and 
other project expenditures would be obtained through merchants in the local community, 
resulting in temporary, minor economic benefits.  All installation and maintenance activities, 
regardless of the area, would be limited to daylight hours, to the maximum extent practicable.  
Safety buffer zones would be designated around all radio repeater sites to ensure public health 
and safety.  No displacement of residential or commercial properties would result from this 
action.  No significant changes to local employment rates, poverty levels, or local incomes would 
occur as a result of this program. 
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The enhanced communications capabilities and improved interdiction efficiency of CBP agents 
would deter illegal traffic and beneficially impact the local economic community, as well as 
public safety within and near the project area.  Reductions in CBV traffic resulting from 
increased deterrence would be expected to reduce crimes on the CPNWR, OPCNM, and nearby 
lands and enhance the safety of U.S. residents, OPCNM and CPNWR visitors, USBP agents, and 
OPCNM, CPNWR, BLM, and other agencies’ personnel. 

3.16.4.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the installation of the TacCom radio repeater equipment would 
not take place.  As a result, no direct impacts would be anticipated under the No Action 
Alternative.  However, CBV traffic would not be deterred in the project area and societal costs, 
such as insurance costs, property losses, law enforcement expenses, and drug rehabilitation, 
medical expenses, and labor opportunities associated with CBVs, would continue to burden 
society.  Furthermore, the current status of radio communications would not improve.  Federal 
law enforcement agents would remain beyond the reach of communications while on patrol, 
which limits the safety and security of staff and visitors to the public lands.   

3.17 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 

3.17.1 Affected Environment 
3.17.1.1 Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice  
The fair treatment of all races has been assuming an increasingly prominent role in 
environmental legislation and implementation of environmental statutes.  In February 1994, 
President Clinton signed EO 12898 titled, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  This action requires all Federal agencies to 
identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of its programs, policies, and 
activities on minority and low-income populations.  Pima County has approximately 32 percent 
of their population claiming Hispanic or Latino origin, and 56 percent of Yuma County’s 
population claims Hispanic or Latino origin (USCB 2009c and 2009d).  Furthermore, each of the 
two counties has a greater percentage of its population in poverty than the percentage of the 
population for both Arizona and the Nation (see Tables 3-9 and 3-10). 

3.17.1.2 Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children 
EO 13045 requires each Federal agency “to identify and assess environmental health risks and 
safety risks that may disproportionately affect children” and “ensure that its policies, programs, 
activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental 
health risks or safety risks.” This EO was prompted by the recognition that children, still 
undergoing physiological growth and development, are more sensitive to adverse environmental 
health and safety risks than adults.  In Pima County, 225,316 individuals (23 percent of the 
population), and in Yuma County, 55,185 individuals (28.2 percent) are children under the age of 
18 (USCB 2010b).  The potential for impacts on the health and safety of children would be 
greater where projects are located near residential areas. 
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3.17.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.17.2.1 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would beneficially affect the project area, regardless of race and income 
level.  The Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately high or adverse environmental 
health or safety impacts on minority or low-income populations or children.  This conclusion is 
based on the fact that all proposed TacCom radio repeater sites are located on Federal lands and 
there would be no displacement of persons (minority, low-income, children, or otherwise) as a 
result of implementing the Proposed Action.  

3.17.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, installation of the radio repeater equipment would not take 
place.  As a result, no disproportionate impacts on minorities, low-income populations or 
children would be anticipated under the No Action Alternative. 

3.18 SUSTAINABILITY AND GREENING 

3.18.1 Affected Environment 
In accordance with EO 13423 – Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and 
Transportation Management (72 FR 3919), CBP would incorporate practices in an 
environmentally, economically, and fiscally sound, integrated, continuously improving, efficient, 
and sustainable manner in support of their mission.  CBP implements practices throughout the 
agency to: 1) improve energy efficiency and reduce greenhouse emissions, 2) implement 
renewable energy projects, 3) reduce water consumption, 4) incorporate sustainable 
environmental practices such as recycling and the purchase of recycled-content products, and 5) 
reduce the quantity of toxic and hazardous materials used and disposed of by the agency.  CBP 
will also reduce total consumption of petroleum products as set forth in the EO and use 
environmentally sound practices with respect to the purchase and disposition of electronic 
equipment. 

3.18.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.18.2.1 Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, the Federal sustainability and greening practices would be 
implemented, to the extent practicable.  CBP intends to obtain the goal of reducing petroleum-
based product use with a Fleet Management Plan facilitated through CBP’s Asset Management 
Division.  This project would adhere to this management plan. 

3.18.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct or indirect impacts, as no construction 
activities would take place. 

3.19 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

Global climate change refers to a change in the average weather on the earth.  GHG are gases 
that trap heat in the atmosphere.  They include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane 
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), fluorinated gases including chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) and 



3-53 

TacCom LMR Modernization EA  Final 
Arizona Focus Area  September 2013

hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HFC), and halons, as well as ground-level O3 (California Energy 
Commission 2007). 

The major GHG-producing sectors in society include transportation, utilities (e.g., coal and gas 
power plants), industry/manufacturing, agriculture, and residential.  End-use sector sources of 
GHG emissions include transportation (40.7 percent), electricity generation (22.2 percent), 
industry (20.5 percent), agriculture and forestry (8.3 percent), and other (8.3 percent) (California 
Energy Commission 2007).  The main sources of increased concentrations of GHG due to human 
activity include the combustion of fossil fuels and deforestation (CO2), livestock and rice 
farming, land use, wetland depletions, and landfill emissions (CH4), refrigeration system, fire 
suppression system use, and manufacturing (CFC), and agricultural activities, including the use 
of fertilizers (California Energy Commission 2007). 

3.19.1 Final Mandatory GHG Inventory Rule 
In response to the Consolidation Appropriations Act (House Resolution 2764; P.L. 110 –161), 
EPA has issued the Final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule.  The rule requires 
large sources that emit 27,557 tons or more per year of GHG emissions to report GHG emissions 
in the United States, collect accurate and timely emissions data to inform future policy decisions, 
and submit annual GHG reports to the EPA.  The final rule was signed by the Administrator on 
September 22, 2009, published on October 30, 2009, and made effective December 29, 2009. 

3.19.2 GHG Threshold of Significance 
The CEQ provided draft guidelines for determining meaningful GHG decision-making analysis.  
Draft guidance states that if the project would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions 
of 27,557 tons or more of CO2 GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this 
an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers 
and the public.  For long-term actions that have annual direct emissions of less than 27,557 tons 
of CO2, CEQ encourages Federal agencies to consider whether the action’s long-term emissions 
should receive similar analysis.  CEQ does not propose this as an indicator of a threshold of 
significant effects, but rather as an indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions that may 
warrant some description in the appropriate NEPA analysis for agency actions involving direct 
emissions of GHG (CEQ 2010). 

The GHG covered by E.O. 13514 are CO2, CH4, N2O, HFC, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride.  These GHG have varying heat-trapping abilities and atmospheric lifetimes.  CO2
equivalency is a measuring methodology used to compare the heat-trapping impact from various 
GHG relative to CO2.  Some gases have a greater global warming potential than others.  Nitrous 
oxides, for instance, have a global warming potential that is 310 times greater than an equivalent 
amount of CO2, and CH4 is 21 times greater than an equivalent amount of CO2.

3.19.3 Environmental Consequences 
3.19.3.1 Proposed Action  
The GHG emissions expected from the proposed installation (56.6 tons per year), operation, 
repair, and maintenance (7.1 tons per year) of the TacCom equipment would not exceed Federal 
de minimis thresholds (27,557 tons per year).  Impacts on GHG and climate change would be 
negligible and long-term.  During the installation of the proposed TacCom equipment, proper 
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and routine maintenance of all helicopters and other equipment would be implemented to ensure 
that emissions are within the design standards. 

3.19.3.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct or indirect impacts on GHG emissions 
or climate change, as no construction activities would take place. 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The NEPA regulations define cumulative impacts as an “impact on the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).  Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time by 
various agencies (Federal, state, and local) or individuals.  Informed decision making is served 
by consideration of cumulative impacts resulting from activities that are proposed, under 
construction, recently completed, or anticipated to be implemented in the reasonably foreseeable 
future. 

This cumulative impacts analysis summarizes expected environmental effects from the combined 
impacts of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable future activities which affected any part of 
the human or biological environment impacted by the Proposed Action.  Activities were 
identified for this analysis by reviewing CBP and USBP documents, news/press releases and 
published media reports, and through consultation with planning and engineering departments of 
local governments, and state and Federal agencies. 

4.1 HISTORICAL IMPACTS ON THE SONORAN DESERT 

The Sonoran Desert ecosystem has been significantly impacted by historical and ongoing 
activities such as ranching, agricultural, and urban development; Federal land use including 
military operations and management for recreation and wildlife; CBV activity and resulting law 
enforcement actions; and climate change.  All of these actions have, to a greater or lesser extent, 
contributed to several ongoing threats to the ecosystem including loss and degradation of habitat 
for both common and rare wildlife and plants, increased numbers of invasive, non-native plants 
and animals, and the proliferation of roads and trails.  The most substantial impacts of these 
activities were not or are not regulated by NEPA, and did not include efforts to minimize 
impacts.  These include loss of significant lesser long-nosed bat maternity roosts, restriction of 
the Sonoran pronghorn range, the establishment of non-native plants, and the proliferation of 
roads and trails. 

4.2 REASONABLY FORESEEABLE CBP PROJECTS WITHIN AND NEAR THE 
TUCSON SECTOR 

USBP has been conducting law enforcement actions along the United States/Mexico border since 
its inception in 1924, and has continually transformed its methods as new missions, CBV modes 
of operations, agent needs, and national enforcement strategies have evolved.  Development and 
maintenance of training ranges, station and sector facilities, detention facilities, and roads and 
fences have affected hundreds of acres of resources associated with the Sonoran Desert including 
the climate and landscapes which support native plants and animals, as well as socioeconomic 
conditions in border communities. 

In recent years, Congress expressed its interest in border security through various legislative 
enactments and by consistently appropriating significant funds for the construction of fencing, 
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infrastructure, and technology along the border.  As of December 31, 2010, CBP has completed 
649 miles of pedestrian and vehicle fencing along the southwestern border.  A total of 350 miles 
of primary pedestrian fence has been constructed, while the final total of vehicle fence (the 
project was officially completed on January 8, 2010) was 299 miles.   

Projects recently completed or reasonably foreseeable in the near future in the Tucson Sector are 
presented in Table 4-1.  The Office of Technology Innovation and Acquisition (OTIA) is 
currently in the planning phase for remote video surveillance camera systems for Arizona and 
would include tower construction and access roads in the Naco, Douglas, and Willcox stations’ 
areas of responsibility (Tucson East, 29 towers proposed), Tohono O’odham Nation (30 
proposed towers), and the Ajo and Wellton stations’ areas of responsibility (CPNWR, 11 
proposed towers).  The number of proposed towers for these projects may change based on the 
development of final planning and analysis designs. 

Table 4-1.  Recently Completed or Reasonably Foreseeable CBP  
Projects within and near the Tucson Sector 

Project 

Approximate
Acres 

Permanently 
Impacted 

Recent construction of 36 miles of hybrid barrier and the proposed construction of 35 
miles of patrol and drag road, eight water wells, two new temporary staging areas, five 
existing staging areas, and approximately 7.5 miles of improvements to north-south access 
roads on the BMGR. 

189 

Proposed expansion of the USBP Ajo Station in Why, Arizona (including one tower). 30 
Construction of approximately 15 miles of vehicle fence (VF) and north-south access road 
improvements on the CPNWR (VF 300). 115 

Construction of approximately 37 miles of permanent vehicle barrier, improvements to 
approximately 37 miles of access road, construction of 1 mile of new road, and installation 
of approximately 1.5 miles of temporary vehicle barriers on the CPNWR.  

186 

Improvement of 80 miles of all-weather patrol road and construction of 50 miles of 
permanent vehicle barriers (PVB) on Tohono O’odham Nation, as well as a construction 
access road for the installation and maintenance of the PVBs. 

72 

Proposed expansion of Bates Camp, Ajo Station’s tactical camp near tower site TCA-
AJO-302 from 1 acre into a 3-acre Forward Operating Base (FOB).  The FOB would be 
similar to the existing facility at Papago Farms on the Tohono O’odham Nation. 

3

Installation of 26 emergency beacons within the CPNWR and BMGR. 0 
Proposed construction of vehicle fence on the Tohono O’odham Nation (VF 300). 41 
Proposed tower construction and access roads for OTIA Yuma/BMGR project. 9 
Proposed tower construction and access roads for OTIA Wellton Station IFT project. 2 
Recent construction of 13 towers and access roads for OTIA Ajo Station Tower project. 30 
Proposed tower construction and access roads for OTIA Tohono O’odham project. 3 

All CBP actions have been in support of the agency’s mission to gain and maintain control of the 
United States’ border.  Infrastructure projects have supported the operational methods 
determined to be the most effective approach to achieving the agency’s mission.  Each of these 
projects has been compliant with NEPA, and measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for the 
adverse effects on the human and biological environment have been developed and implemented 
on a project-specific basis.  With continued funding and implementation of BMPs developed as 
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part of past, ongoing, and future actions, including environmental education and training of its 
agents, use of biological and archaeological monitors, wildlife water systems, wildlife forage 
plots, and restoration activities, the direct impacts of these projects have been and would be 
prevented or minimized. 

Operational impacts have also occurred as part of required CBV interdiction activities.  Agents 
patrol the United States’ border and adjacent lands using a variety of transportation including 
foot, horse, all-terrain vehicle, trucks, and aircraft.  Both CBV traffic and resulting required law 
enforcement traffic have disturbed existing roads, and off-road travel has affected natural 
resources.  Traffic volume and travel speed have increased on existing OPCNM and CPNWR 
authorized roads.  These changes have necessitated increased road maintenance and road 
widening.  However, infrastructure (i.e., vehicle barriers) and technology projects serve as force 
multipliers, allowing for increasingly efficient interdiction activities and consequent increased 
deterrence of CBVs, thereby reducing the level of cross-border crime and thus reducing the 
required enforcement footprint.  

An example of the effectiveness of this application of force multipliers is seen in the USBP 
enhanced operations in Yuma Sector in 2007.  At that time, Yuma Sector was one of the busiest 
locations for illegal entry into the United States.  Within 1 year of enhancing operations, Yuma 
Sector saw a decrease in activity from 33,405 arrests to 7,077.  Since 2005 (when the traffic was 
highest), there has been a 95 percent decrease in cross-border violations in the sector (99,491 
arrests in 2005 compared to 5,287 in 2009). 

In addition to the projects listed above, CBP might be required to implement other activities and 
operations that are currently not foreseen or not within the Project Area or region and therefore 
not discussed in this document.  These actions could be in response to national emergencies or 
security events like the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, or to changes in the mode of 
operations of CBVs. 

4.3 OTHER AGENCY/ORGANIZATION PROJECTS 

Projects are currently being planned by other Federal entities that could affect areas in use by 
CBP.  CBP should maintain close coordination with these agencies to ensure that CBP activities 
do not conflict with other agencies’ policies or management plans.  CBP would consult with 
applicable state and Federal agencies prior to performing any construction activities and would 
coordinate operations so that they do not inappropriately impact the mission of other agencies.  
Other agencies, such as BLM, USAF, NPS, and USFWS, routinely prepare or update Resource 
Management Plans for the resources they manage.  The following is a list of projects other 
Federal agencies and tribes are conducting or have completed within the United States/Mexico 
border region. 

OPCNM 
Fiber-optics cable was installed along SR 85 from the northern boundary of the OPCNM 
to the Visitors Center. 
Proposed installation of approximately 2 miles of new water line from the Visitors Center 
to the campgrounds.  
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There are ongoing efforts to reduce water loss from Quitobaquito Pond. 
Ongoing facilities maintenance projects include installation of gates along park 
administrative roads, reconstruction of picnic ramadas, rehabilitation of the campground 
dump station, and culvert replacement. 
There are two new office buildings proposed for construction adjacent to the maintenance 
facility.  One would house law enforcement operations and the other would house the 
resource division.  This construction would involve new ground disturbance, but it would 
be in the existing administrative site boundaries.

Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)-Yuma 
MCAS-Yuma conducts military flights over CPNWR and BMGR; operates various training 
facilities, such as landing strips and a rifle range; and conducts Weapons and Tactics Instructor 
(WTI) courses.  The WTI courses are conducted twice a year and involve overflights and 
ground-based activities such as movement of troops and vehicles at ground-support areas.
Ordnance delivery occurs in two locations within the range of Sonoran pronghorn.  MCAS-
Yuma implements measures to minimize destruction and degradation of habitat and closely 
monitors all activities that could disturb or harm pronghorn. 

Luke Air Force Base, Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR) 
Military activities within BMGR-east (the area nearest CPNWR and the Sonoran pronghorn’s 
range) includes use of airspace, four manned air-to-ground ranges, three tactical air-to-ground 
target areas, four auxiliary airfields, use of Stoval Airfield, and explosive ordnance disposal burn 
area.  Luke Air Force Base has committed to implementing measures to minimize impacts on 
Sonoran pronghorn and to implementing recovery projects recommended by the Sonoran 
Pronghorn Recovery Team. 

CPNWR
Activities on CPNWR include the construction of forage enhancement plots and waters as part of 
Sonoran pronghorn recovery efforts.  Additionally, a semi-captive breeding pen is maintained on 
CPNWR as part of an emergency recovery program for Sonoran pronghorn.  The objective is to 
produce at least 20 fawns each year to be released into the United States sub-population, and to 
establish a second United States sub-population at Kofa National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona.  
Planning for the second herd is under way; the final rule to establish two nonessential 
experimental populations of the endangered Sonoran pronghorn under Section 10(j) of the ESA 
became effective on June 6, 2011 (76 FR 25593). 

4.4 IDENTIFICATION OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ISSUES

Impacts on each resource can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a 
total change in the environment.  For the purpose of this analysis the intensity of impacts will be 
classified as negligible, minor, moderate, or major.  These intensity thresholds were previously 
defined in Section 3.1. 

4.4.1 Land Use 
Installation of TacCom equipment directly changes the current land use as directed by the 
policies of the managing agencies (i.e., USFWS, NPS) and has indirect effects on the ability of 
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the managing agencies to implement land use policies.  The direct effects of removing small 
areas of land from their current land use and replacing them with areas of law enforcement land 
use would be localized and is not part of a trend.  Although land use in the southwest has 
changed dramatically over time, in recent history, management of the lands affected by the 
proposed project has been consistent with the mission of the managing agencies. 

Changes in land use on nearby lands, such as changing military training and residential 
development, could have indirect effects on the lesser long-nosed bat, the Sonoran pronghorn, 
and Sonoran desert tortoise. Although these species could be directly affected by habitat 
degradation associated with the proposed project, the effect of changing land use, including the 
indirect effects of improved TacCom capabilities and subsequent changes in CBP operations is 
expected to be beneficial over the long-term.  A reduced enforcement footprint, more efficient 
interdictions, and a reduced need to track CBVs on the ground would all benefit protected 
species.  These indirect effects of the proposed project would also benefit land use policies which 
direct agencies to protect and enhance wildlife, not only by reducing impacts on the Sonoran 
Desert ecosystem, but by creating a safer environment in which to practice land management 
policies.  Furthermore, a safer environment would benefit recreational land use on NPS and 
CPNWR lands.  Grazing allotments on adjacent BLM and USFS lands would also benefit from 
reduced CBV traffic and consequent law enforcement activities.  Additionally, the proposed 
project would allow the OPCNM and CPNWR to reevaluate opening the closed portions of these 
properties to public visitation due to increased security and public safety.  Thus, the direct 
cumulative effects of changing land use would be negligible. 

4.4.2 Wilderness 
The installation and maintenance of the proposed TacCom equipment would adversely affect the 
natural values, sense of solitude, and unconfined recreational characteristics of designated 
wilderness.  These actions when considered with past tactical infrastructure (i.e., NPS and CBP 
vehicle barriers), military operations, and construction projects, and the degradation of 
designated wilderness associated with unauthorized trails created by CBV traffic and consequent 
law enforcement actions would have a moderate cumulative effect on designated wilderness.  
However, the proposed project would have a beneficial cumulative, long-term effect as a result 
of reducing CBV traffic and the enforcement footprint in designated wilderness. 

4.4.3 Soils 
Installation of the TacCom radio repeater equipment would result in very minor disturbances on 
soils.  No excavating, trenching, or digging would be necessary for installation.  Area soils are 
generally prone to erosion; however, BMPs described in Section 5 would minimize project-
related erosion.  Other activities that contribute to the erosion of soils include the establishment 
and use of unauthorized roads, off-road vehicle and foot traffic, ranching, and fire.  Erosion of 
soils creates opportunities for the establishment of non-native, invasive species and damages 
biological soil crusts.  Non-native, invasive species can increase fuel loads, displace native 
plants, and degrade wildlife habitats.  Biological crusts stabilize soils, increase infiltration of 
surface flows, and contribute to nutrient uptake of plants.  The establishment of non-native, 
invasive species and damage to large areas of soil crust began with the arrival of the first, non-
native American travelers in the southwest.  However, direct cumulative impacts associated with 
construction of new roads and use of authorized roads has largely stabilized.  Sonoran Desert 
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communities adjacent to authorized roads are likely to be affected by non-native, invasive plants 
and damage to adjacent soil crust into the foreseeable future.  Maintenance of roads (as proposed 
in other CBP projects) and efforts to stop the spread of non-native, invasive plants minimizes 
adverse effects.  Because there are relatively few authorized roads in the Sonoran Desert on 
Federal lands, and because the authorization of new roads, road widening, or other development 
typically requires measures to minimize potential impacts, the cumulative effect of all activities 
associated with authorized roads and land development would be moderate. 

Other activities, such as recreational and non-recreational off-road travel and ranching, also 
result in soil disturbance which promotes the establishment of non-native, invasive plants and 
damages biological soil crusts.  While small disturbances, such as those caused by off-road foot 
traffic not occurring on established routes, can be naturally restored relatively quickly, larger 
disturbances, such as those caused by off-road vehicle traffic and all traffic on established routes, 
result in long-term changes in the landscape.  CBV traffic and the consequent law enforcement 
response is the largest contributor to the cumulative effects of soil disturbance in the project 
region.  Past CBV off-road activities and resulting law enforcement responses have disturbed 
soils and resulted in erosion of soils.  In the absence of technology, CBP agents are required to 
conduct apprehension efforts off-road to track and interdict CBVs.  With implementation of the 
proposed project, more efficient communications and interdictions, a reduction of CBV traffic 
and resulting law enforcement actions in the project area, a reduced enforcement footprint, and a 
reduced need to track CBVs on the ground would all reduce the cumulative effects of soil 
disturbance.  It is anticipated that CBP off-road travel to track and interdict CBV would be 
reduced and thus the resulting impacts on soils would be reduced.  Furthermore, the construction 
of a vehicle barrier along the OPCNM and CPNWR boundaries and current CBP interdiction 
efforts limit the extent of off-road CBV vehicle traffic.  As off-road traffic and subsequent soil 
disturbance is reduced, the potential spread of non-native, invasive species would be reduced and 
soil crusts would begin to naturally regenerate.  Because the direct impacts of soil disturbance 
resulting from all new roads and development are minimized, and because the largest contributor 
of soil disturbance (i.e., CBV activity and subsequent enforcement efforts) would ultimately be 
reduced as a result of the Proposed Action and other proposed CBP projects within the Project 
Area, the Proposed Action would have a minor cumulative effect on soils. 

4.4.4 Hydrology and Groundwater 
No water would be necessary for the installation, operation, or maintenance of the TacCom 
equipment.  Other CBP projects utilize water for construction and as a dust suppressant, for 
revegetation projects, and for wildlife projects which provide water tanks in the desert.  Both 
groundwater basins within the project area, the Lower Gila and Western Mexican (Sonoyta 
Valley), experience water overdrafts as a result of withdraws for irrigation for agriculture and 
residential water use.  Although water shortage is a substantial issue for those basins within the 
project area, the CBP projects account for water usage by trucking in treated water from areas 
with available groundwater surpluses or limit water use to amounts which would not have a 
major direct effect on water availability in the region.  The Proposed Action would not add to the 
moderate cumulative effect other projects have had on groundwater. 

The repair, improvement, and construction of roads as proposed in other CBP projects could alter 
surface water hydrology.  Surface water hydrology has been substantially affected throughout the 
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southwest.  Existing roads have been part of the landscape for many years, some likely predating 
the management of these lands by Federal land management agencies.  New road construction, 
although limited in number and length, would contribute to adverse cumulative impacts on 
hydrology.  However, road upgrades and maintenance would minimize potential adverse 
impacts.  CBV-created roads and trails may continue to divert surface water flows to some 
extent.  However, surface water flows would be restored in portions of the project area as roads 
and trails are allowed to naturally revegetate.  The Proposed Action would have no additional 
cumulative effect on hydrology.  

4.4.5 Surface Waters and Waters of the United States 
Past construction projects and existing unimproved roads are sources of sediment that have 
adversely affected surface waters in the past and continue to serve as a source of sediment in the 
project area.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would not increase the erodibility of 
soils in the project area.  However, other construction and road improvement projects could lead 
to long-term erosion of soil into nearby surface waters during storm events.  The volume of 
increased sediments in these waters resulting from the project would be minor in comparison to 
the volume of sediments contributed by natural erosion.  BMPs included in Section 5.0 would 
reduce potential erosion and sedimentation.  The Proposed Action would not contribute to the 
minor to moderate cumulative effect on surface waters that has occurred from road construction, 
repair, improvement, and maintenance in other proposed projects. 

CBV off-road activities and consequent law enforcement activities have created roads and trails 
and disturbed soils within the project area.  Continued use of CBV-created roads and trails has 
led to accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation in some areas, as well as the disruption of 
natural drainage patterns.  With implementation of the Proposed Action, more efficient 
interdictions, a reduction of CBV traffic and resulting law enforcement actions in the project 
area, a reduced enforcement footprint, and a reduced need to track CBVs off-road would be 
realized, and cumulative effects on surface waters would be reduced.  Cumulative effects on 
surface water from CBP operations associated with the Proposed Action would be negligible. 

4.4.6 Vegetation 
The Proposed Action would degrade 7,855 square feet (0.18 acre) of vegetation.  Although 
numerous other Federal activities have also resulted in the loss or degradation of vegetation, 
these direct impacts do not cumulatively threaten any Sonoran Desert vegetation community as a 
whole and have resulted in a minor to moderate cumulative effect.  Vast areas of similar plant 
communities remain essentially unaffected by the direct loss and degradation of vegetation.  
However, these impacts can have substantial effects when the lost or damaged vegetation 
provides habitat for sensitive plants or animals.  Sensitive species which have very specific 
habitat requirements can be substantially impacted by the removal or degradation of small areas 
of vegetation.  The direct cumulative effects of vegetation removal and degradation on sensitive 
species are discussed below. 

Similar to soil disturbance, the removal and degradation of vegetation results in opportunities for 
the establishment of non-native, invasive species which can result in impacts on much larger 
areas.  In general, any activity resulting in increased human presence on the landscape results in 
an increased potential for the colonization, establishment, and spread of non-native, invasive 
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species.  Non-native, invasive plants can displace native plants and result in loss or degradation 
of native habitats.  Furthermore, non-native, invasive plants provide fuel for fires, and Sonoran 
Desert plant communities are not adapted to fire, especially when fuel loads are high.  Although 
the TacCom LMR Modernization Project would result in very minor soil disturbance and 
negligible loss of vegetation, these disturbances promote the establishment of non-native 
invasive species.  Local and direct effects would be minimized or eliminated through BMPs 
described in Section 5.0.  Efforts by other agencies to reduce the presence of these plants would 
further minimize the cumulative effects of non-native, invasive plants.

Fire is a concern in the Sonoran Desert.  Operation of generators associated with the OTIA IFT 
and other CBP towers, other radio equipment, or accidents could provide a source of ignition; 
however, fire management would be coordinated with land managing agencies, and this potential 
would be minimized.  Ultimately, the indirect effects associated with a reduction of CBV traffic 
and consequent law enforcement activities would have a beneficial effect on vegetation resources 
on the OPCNM and to some extent on CPNWR and BLM lands.  The Proposed Action would 
have a negligible cumulative effect on vegetation resources on CPNWR.

CBV off-road activities and consequent law enforcement activities have created roads and trails 
and disturbed soils with the project area.  Continued use and development of CBV-created roads 
and trails has led to accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation in some areas, as well as the 
disruption of natural drainage patterns.  With implementation of the Proposed Action, more 
efficient interdictions, a reduction of CBV traffic and resulting law enforcement actions in the 
project area, a reduced enforcement footprint, and a reduced need to track CBVs off-road would 
be realized, and cumulative effects on vegetation would be reduced.  The Proposed Action would 
have a negligible cumulative effect on vegetation. 

4.4.7 Wildlife and Aquatic Resources 
The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would remove and degrade 7,855 square feet (0.18 
acre) of wildlife habitats.  Numerous Federal activities have resulted in impacts on wildlife 
habitats throughout the Sonoran Desert.  However, common wildlife has not been substantially 
affected, and the cumulative effects would be minor to these species.  Because vast areas of 
Sonoran Desert are managed for wildlife, and because common wildlife species are not 
substantially threatened by any ongoing or future actions, the Proposed Action would have a 
minor cumulative effect on wildlife resources.

Past and present CBV off-road activities and consequent law enforcement activities have 
degraded wildlife habitat and disturbed wildlife.  With implementation of the Proposed Action, 
improved communications would improve interdiction efficiency, potentially reduce CBV traffic 
and resultant law enforcement actions in the project area, reduce the enforcement footprint, and 
reduce the need to track CBVs off-road.  Cumulative effects on wildlife and their habitats would 
be reduced.  The Proposed Action would have a minor cumulative effect on wildlife resources. 

4.4.8 Protected Species 
Three protected species would potentially be affected by the TacCom LMR Modernization 
Project: the Sonoran pronghorn, the lesser long-nosed bat, and the Sonoran desert tortoise.
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These species have been and are substantially affected by historical and ongoing projects, as 
evidenced by their protection under the ESA. 

4.4.8.1 Sonoran Pronghorn 
Most lands within the Sonoran pronghorns range in the United States are managed by Federal 
agencies; thus, authorized projects that could potentially affect this population of Sonoran 
pronghorn are Federal activities that are subject to ESA Section 7 consultation.  Illegal cross-
border activities and the consequent law enforcement actions have adversely affected protected 
species in and adjacent to the project area.  Relatively small parcels of private and state lands 
occur within the currently occupied range of Sonoran pronghorn near Ajo and Why, north of the 
BMGR from Dateland to SR 85, and from the Mohawk Mountains to Tacna.  State in-holdings 
on BMGR were acquired by the USAF.

Historically, livestock grazing, hunting or poaching, and development along the Gila River and 
Rio Sonoyta were all probably important factors in the well-documented Sonoran pronghorn 
range reduction and apparent population decline that occurred early in the 20th century.  The 
United States Sonoran pronghorn sub-population is isolated from other sub-populations in 
Sonora by Mexico Highway 2 and the fence that was erected to demarcate the United 
States/Mexico border.  Additionally, access to greenbelts of the Gila River and Rio Sonoyta, 
which likely were important sources of water and forage during drought periods, has been 
severed by fencing and roadways (i.e., Interstate 8).

Within its remaining range, continuing rural and agricultural development, increasing 
recreational activities, vehicle use, grazing, and other activities on private and state lands 
adversely affect Sonoran pronghorn and their habitat.  These activities on state and private lands 
and the effects of these activities on potential recovery areas currently outside of the current 
range are expected to occur on lands in and near the project area in the vicinity of Ajo, Why, and 
Yuma.  In 2001, MCAS-Yuma reported that 2,884 acres had been converted to agriculture near 
Sentinel and Tacna.  MCAS-Yuma also reported the extent of current pronghorn range that is 
affected by various activities as follows: recreation covers 69.6 percent of their range, military 
training on North and South Tactical Ranges covers 9.8 percent, active air-to-air firing range 
covers 5.8 percent, proposed explosive ordnance disposal 5-year clearance areas at North and 
South Tactical Ranges and Manned Range 1 cover 1.0 percent, and MCAS-Yuma proposed 
ground support areas and zones cover 0.3 percent (USFWS 2010d). 

Of particular concern are cross-border activities by CBVs.  In Fiscal Year (FY) 2005, USBP 
Yuma Sector apprehended record numbers of CBVs.  From October 1, 2005 to May 2006, 
96,000 apprehensions were made, which was a 13 percent increase over the prior year.  Since 
2005 (when the traffic was highest) there has been a 95 percent decrease in cross-border 
violations in the sector (99,491 arrests in 2005 compared to 5,287 in 2009).  Increased USBP 
presence in the Douglas, Arizona area, and in San Diego (Operation Gatekeeper) and 
southwestern California, is associated with increased CBV activities in remote desert areas, such 
as CPNWR, OPCNM, and BMGR. 

Illegal border crossings have resulted in route proliferation, off-road vehicle activity, increased 
human presence in backcountry areas, discarded trash, abandoned vehicles, cutting of firewood, 
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illegal campfires, and increased chance of wildfire.  Habitat degradation and disturbance of 
Sonoran pronghorn almost certainly result from these illegal cross-border activities.  Currently, 
much of the illegal traffic travels through the southern passes of the Growler Mountains and 
leads either through or by all USFWS forage enhancement plots and the captive rearing pen in 
the Child's Valley.  Increased enforcement presence, construction of a vehicle barrier at 
CPNWR, and the vehicle barrier at OPCNM have been associated with a significant decrease in 
all forms of illegal cross-border activities, except narcotics trafficking, in FY 2008 as compared 
to the same period in FY 2007.  Apprehensions for USBP Ajo Station decreased from 22,504 
(FY 2007) to 15,462 (FY 2008) (Office of Border Patrol 2009).  Additionally, vehicle seizures 
decreased from 456 (FY 2004) to 248 (FY 2008).  The number of apprehensions and drive-
throughs in the Ajo Station’s Area of Responsibility declined after the construction of the border 
vehicle fences on OPCNM in 2006 and CPNWR in 2009, but has now increased since the 
implementation of the SBInet towers and infrastructure became operational in 2010.  In the 
approximately 1 year since the SBInet towers have been operational, the number of 
apprehensions of CBVs have increased by 85 percent within OPCNM and 183 percent in 
CPNWR.  This increase is believed to be attributable to increased CBV activity, as well as 
increased USBP effort, tactical infrastructure, and technology in the area which have improved 
USBP’s ability to detect and apprehend CBVs (personal communication with USBP, September 
1, 2011 as cited in USFWS 2011c). 

The Proposed Action would result in a minimal contribution to development activities which 
remove or degrade habitat and result in cumulative adverse effects.  Law enforcement actions 
associated with the Proposed Action would make a minor contribution to activities that adversely 
affect Sonoran pronghorn’s range.  However, the beneficial effects of the Proposed Action (i.e., a 
reduction of CBV traffic and consequent interdiction efforts in the affected area, a reduced 
enforcement footprint, more efficient apprehension, and a reduced need to track CBVs on the 
ground) would substantially reduce the cumulative adverse effects associated with human 
presence.  Other beneficial effects resulting from the Proposed Action and other USBP actions 
include: the assessment and restoration of CBV-created roads and trails, funding for Sonoran 
pronghorn population monitoring, forage enhancement plots, and efforts to expand the current 
distribution of the pronghorn.  Although the Proposed Action would contribute to the adverse 
cumulative effects that threaten Sonoran pronghorn, it would not contribute to curtailment of 
their range, the most substantial of these effects, and would reduce the cumulative effects of 
increased human presence within their range.  The Proposed Action would have a moderate 
adverse cumulative effect on Sonoran pronghorn. 

4.4.8.2 Lesser Long-nosed Bat 
Development within the range of the lesser long-nosed bat can degrade foraging habitats and is 
likely to continue to adversely affect the species.  Establishing communications equipment sites 
according to the Proposed Action would not directly affect foraging habitat, but could indirectly 
limit foraging opportunities if communications equipment is located between roosts and foraging 
areas.  However, because lesser long-nosed bats are capable of flying long distances and because 
they are largely dependent upon visual cues for navigation, it is highly unlikely that the 
communications equipment would substantially limit the ability of individuals to locate and 
travel to and from foraging habitats.  A greater cumulative threat to the species is the disturbance 
of roosts resulting from human disturbance related to both recreational and CBV activity.  CBVs 
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have entered lesser long-nosed bat roosts in the past for shelter and concealment from law 
enforcement officers.  Increased development near these roosts and increased accessibility can 
both result in an increased potential for roost disturbance to occur.  Because the length and 
number of new roads associated with other projects is minimal and the new roads do not 
substantially reduce off-road travel distance to roosts, the other proposed projects in the Project 
Area would not result in substantial cumulative effects associated with increased public access of 
roost sites.  Furthermore, the CBP projects would reduce CBV activity near roosts and limit the 
potential for roost disturbance associated with this activity.  The Proposed Action would have a 
minor adverse cumulative effect on lesser long-nosed bat. 

4.4.8.3 Sonoran Desert Tortoise 
Cumulative effects on Sonoran desert tortoise and their habitats would likely occur via increased 
spread of non-native, invasive plant species and physical disturbance of burrows.  As discussed 
above, soil disturbance and the spread of non-native and invasive plants contribute to increased 
potential for fires, reducing the quality and suitability of habitat within the Sonoran Desert.  
Physical disturbance to burrows on hillsides would also continue to impact the tortoise and its 
nest success.  CBVs and smugglers use hillsides and mountaintops for lookout spots to avoid 
detection.  The Proposed Action would have a minor adverse cumulative effect on Sonoran 
desert tortoise. 

4.4.9 Cultural Resources 
Numerous activities have adversely affected cultural resources throughout the southwest; 
however, the TacCom LMR Modernization Project would not contribute to a loss of these 
resources.  The identification and protection or recordation of significant cultural resources has 
been coordinated through the Section 106 process. 

The land within the immediate vicinity of the radio repeater sites is located on Federal lands, and 
all actions on these lands will require NEPA and Section 106 compliance.  Consequently, the 
impacts on cultural resources would be avoided and/or impacts on cultural resources would be 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Future developments are expected to conduct surveys 
and assess the potential for impacts on cultural resources if a Federal action (including financial 
aid or assistance, permits, or land) is required.  The Proposed Action would not contribute to 
adverse impacts on cultural resources which may result from individuals or private entities that 
inadvertently damage these resources or intentionally collect these resources.  Past and present 
CBV off-road activity and resulting law enforcement responses have likely adversely affected 
cultural resources in the project area.  It is anticipated that the Proposed Action would reduce 
CBV activity in the project area, and the resultant enforcement footprint would be reduced as a 
result of enhanced detection capabilities and more efficient communications and interdiction 
efforts.  Any reduction in CBV activity and subsequent reduction of law enforcement efforts 
would reduce potential impacts on cultural resources from disturbance.  Because the effects of 
the Proposed Action on cultural resources would be minimized or mitigated and would not 
contribute to inadvertent or intentional damage or collection of these resources, and because 
reduced CBV activity would ultimately benefit these resources, the Proposed Action would have 
no additional cumulative effect on cultural resources. 
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4.4.10 Air Quality 
Numerous activities have affected air quality throughout the southwest.  However, the Proposed 
Action would have very local and minimal impacts on air quality.  The air quality analysis 
conducted for this EA considers ambient air quality conditions (i.e., conditions relative to the 
impact of all activities in the airshed) and determined that the impacts of the project would be 
temporary and minor.  Thus, the Proposed Action would have a minor cumulative effect on air 
quality.

4.4.11 Noise 
The project area is undeveloped; thus, noise sources are lacking within the project area.  Past 
construction projects have resulted in increased noise emissions at or near project sites; however, 
these increases in noise emissions have been localized and temporary.  The Proposed Action 
would increase noise above ambient conditions during construction and over the long-term for 
maintenance, noise increases would be sporadic and temporary near the TacCom sites.  Noise 
emissions from the operation and maintenance of the proposed TacCom equipment would have a 
long-term, minor cumulative effect on the soundscape on CPNWR lands.

4.4.12 Radio Frequency Environment 
The proposed TacCom LMR Modernization and SBInet Tower projects would emit EM and RF 
throughout the project area; however, the equipment proposed by both projects has been certified 
to be safe for humans and wildlife at normal exposure levels.  No other known actions would 
affect the EM and RF environment impacted by the Proposed Action.  Thus, the Proposed Action 
would have a negligible cumulative effect on the RF environment. 

4.4.13 Aesthetics 
Due to its low profile and mountaintop locations, the TacCom equipment would have limited 
visibility from vantage points most readily used by the public.  The installation and maintenance 
trips via helicopter would cause temporary impacts on aesthetics due to noise and the use of 
mechanical transportation within a designated wilderness.  The placement of SBInet towers and a 
FOB adjacent to designated wilderness would result in long-term adverse effects on the aesthetic 
qualities that contribute to the wilderness value of these lands.  Other actions which have 
affected the aesthetics of these lands within the viewshed of the towers, and thus would 
constitute cumulative effects, are limited to construction of existing roads, the proliferation of 
unauthorized roads, and abandoned vehicles and trash left by CBVs.  The existing authorized 
roads constitute approximately 5 percent of these lands and provide the access necessary for 
most users to realize the benefits of the surrounding aesthetic resources.  Although unauthorized 
roads undoubtedly contribute to adverse aesthetic conditions, the Proposed Action would not 
contribute to these effects, but would ultimately reduce the proliferation and use of unauthorized 
roads, and abandoned vehicles and trash left by CBVs.  Thus, the Proposed Action would have a 
moderate beneficial cumulative effect on aesthetics. 

4.4.14 Hazardous Waste 
The Proposed Action, as well as projects on the CPNWR and OPCNM, include standard 
operating procedures and BMPs to reduce the potential effects of pollutants associated with the 
handling of POLs, VOCs, and hazardous materials, and would have a minor cumulative effect 
regarding hazardous waste.  Due to the large Federal, natural resources-based landholdings 
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within the project area, most proposed projects would not have long-term adverse cumulative 
impacts from hazardous waste. 

4.4.15 Socioeconomics 
Infrastructure projects have resulted in reductions in illegal drug smuggling and beneficially 
affected socioeconomic resources within the border area.  Increased safety within CPNWR and 
OPCNM would also benefit local communities which derive a proportion of their income from 
tourists visiting OPCNM, and CPNWR.  The Proposed Action would have a minor, beneficial 
cumulative effect on socioeconomics. 

4.4.16 GHG Emissions and Climate Change 
Cumulative impacts from GHG emissions and on climate change from the proposed TacCom 
LMR Modernization Project and other CBP, military, OPCNM and CPNWR projects would be 
minor. 

4.5 SUMMARY 

No major cumulative effects have been identified for further analysis.  While cumulative effects 
would undoubtedly occur, the contribution of the Proposed Action to adverse cumulative effects 
would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated to levels that are minor to moderate in intensity.  
Furthermore, the Proposed Action would result in a reduction of the activities which are resulting 
in the most prevalent and damaging effects occurring in Sonoran Desert ecosystems, specifically 
those impacts occurring as a result of CBV activities.  The Proposed Action would enhance 
CBP’s operational efficiency which ultimately reduces the enforcement footprint.  While 
required law enforcement efforts currently contribute to the disturbance of soils, vegetation, 
surface water hydrology, and other natural resources, damages resulting from CBV activity 
would undoubtedly be more severe in the absence of law enforcement efforts.  In a cumulative 
sense, the actions of CBP minimize the adverse effects of current CBV activities and result in 
cumulatively less impacts than a scenario that does not include law enforcement efforts.  The 
Proposed Action is expected to substantially reduce illegal traffic in the project area as CBP is 
able to bring the area into effective control which is the purpose of the project.  The beneficial 
effects of the Proposed Action would extend beyond the reduction of CBV activity in the form of 
conservation measures for both protected species and cultural resources.  When combined with 
the beneficial effects of other similar measures, the Proposed Action would ultimately result in 
cumulative effects that benefit these resources. 
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5.0 BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

It is CBP’s policy to reduce impacts through a sequence of avoidance, minimization, mitigation, 
and compensation.  This chapter describes BMPs and environmental design measures that would 
be implemented to reduce or eliminate potential adverse impacts on the human and natural 
environment.  Many of these measures have been incorporated as standard operating procedures 
by CBP on past projects.  BMPs and environmental design measures are presented for each 
resource category potentially affected.  These are general measures; development of specific 
mitigation measures would be required for certain activities implemented under the Proposed 
Action.  The specific mitigation measures would be coordinated through appropriate agencies 
and land managers or administrators, as required.  Mitigations vary and include activities such as 
restoration of habitat in other areas, acquisition of lands, implementation of BMPs, and are 
typically coordinated with the USFWS and other appropriate Federal and state resource agencies. 

5.1 PROJECT PLANNING/DESIGN – GENERAL CONSTRUCTION 

CBP will site, design, and install equipment, to avoid or minimize habitat loss within or adjacent 
to the footprint and minimize the amount of aboveground obstacles associated with the site. 

CBP will ensure that all construction will follow DHS Directive 025-01 for Sustainable Practices 
for Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management. 

All BMPs to be implemented by the project contractor will be included in the contract. 

5.2 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

CBP will clearly demarcate project construction area perimeters with a representative from the 
land management agency.  No disturbance outside that perimeter will be authorized. 

CBP will minimize the number of trips to the TacCom locations per day during construction to 
reduce the likelihood of disturbing or injuring animals in the area or disturbing their habitat. 

Within the designated disturbance area, CBP will minimize disturbance by limiting deliveries of 
materials and equipment to only the extent necessary for effective project implementation. 

CBP will notify USFWS and the CPNWR Refuge Manager at least 2 weeks before any project 
construction and maintenance activities begin and within 1 week after project construction and 
maintenance activities are completed. 

All food-related trash items, such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps, will be disposed in 
closed containers and removed daily from the project site. 

CBP will contain non-hazardous waste materials and other discarded materials, such as 
construction waste, until removed from the construction and maintenance sites.  This will assist 
in keeping the project area and surroundings free of litter and reduce the amount of disturbed 
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area needed for waste storage.  Any non-hazardous waste that must remain more than 12 hours 
should be properly stored until disposal. 

During installation and maintenance activities on CPNWR, CBP will adhere to Leave No Trace 
principles regarding human waste.  Solid human waste will be deposited into catholes, dug 6 to 8 
inches deep. 

5.3 SOILS 

Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize the potential for erosion and 
sedimentation during equipment installation.  All work shall cease during heavy rains and would 
not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and material. 

CBP will give areas with highly erodible soils special consideration when designing the 
proposed project to ensure incorporation of various erosion control techniques, where possible, 
to decrease erosion.  CBP will distribute organic and geological materials (i.e., boulders and 
rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while allowing the area to naturally vegetate.
CBP will implement erosion control measures and appropriate BMPs before, during, and after 
installation activities, as appropriate.  

5.4 VEGETATION 

CBP will minimize habitat disturbance by restricting vegetation disturbance to the smallest 
possible project footprint.  CBP will limit the removal of trees, cacti, and brush to the smallest 
amount needed to meet the objectives of the project.  CBP will not remove any ironwood 
(Olneya tesota), paloverde, mesquite (Prosopis sp.), agave, barrel cactus, saguaro, organ pipe 
(Stenocerus thurberi), or senita (Pachycereus schottii) outside the permanent footprint.  If 
vegetation other than that identified above must be removed outside the permanent project 
footprint, CBP will allow natural regeneration of native plants by cutting vegetation with hand 
tools, mowing, trimming, or using other removal methods that allow root systems to remain 
intact. 

CBP will avoid the spread of nonnative plants by not using natural materials (e.g., straw) for on-
site erosion control.  If natural materials must be used, the natural material would be certified 
weed and weed-seed free. 

5.5 WILDLIFE RESOURCES  

CBP will avoid cutting vegetation during the migration, breeding, and nesting time frame of 
migratory birds (February 1 through September 1).  When vegetation control must be 
implemented during February 1 through September 1, a survey for nesting migratory birds will 
be conducted prior to the start of activities.  If an active nest is found, a 300-foot buffer zone will 
be established around the nest and no activities will occur within that zone until nestlings have 
fledged and abandoned the nest.  
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To the greatest extent practicable, anti-perching or nesting devices may be implemented to deter 
birds from perching or nesting on the TacCom equipment.  CBP will coordinate with USFWS if 
this measure becomes necessary. 

CBP will not, for any length of time, permit any pets inside the project area or adjacent native 
habitats.  This BMP does not pertain to law enforcement animals. 

Installation and maintenance flights adjacent to or low over mountain ranges will be avoided 
during bighorn sheep lambing season (January to April) to avoid lamb mortalities associated 
with the potential for ewes startled by aircraft or other human activity. 

5.6 PROTECTED SPECIES 

CBP will avoid restricting water access by identifying and not creating barriers to natural water 
sources available to listed species. 

In Sonoran desert tortoise habitat, if a tortoise is found in a project area, activities should be 
modified to avoid injuring or harming it.  If activities cannot be modified, tortoises in harm's way 
should be moved in accordance with Arizona Game and Fish Department's "Guidelines for 
Handling Sonoran Desert Tortoises Encountered on Development Projects," revised October 23, 
2007 (or the latest revision).  Take, possession, or harassment of a desert tortoise is prohibited by 
state law, unless specifically authorized by Arizona Game and Fish Department. 

Lesser Long-nosed Bat 
CBP will avoid agaves to the extent practicable to minimize effects on lesser long-nosed bats.  
Those plants that cannot be avoided will be transplanted.  Salvage and transplantation will be 
approved by the CPNWR Refuge Manager and USFWS. 

CBP will not implement construction, non-emergency repairs, or scheduled maintenance 
between May 1 and September 30, the normal period of time when lesser long-nosed bats occupy 
roosts in the Project Area. 

Sonoran Pronghorn 
CBP will minimize, to the greatest extent possible, the number of TacCom sites and other 
infrastructure in Sonoran pronghorn habitat.

CBP will coordinate any trips to TacCom locations for installation or maintenance activities, 
particularly those in important Sonoran pronghorn areas, with the CPNWR Refuge Manager and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department.  All maintenance access will be authorized through a 
special use permit or right-of-way permit.  CBP will seek information regarding Sonoran 
pronghorn locations using telemetry data periodically collected by Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and will avoid these locations to the extent feasible. 

Access to the Christmas Pass and Buck Peak sites will be from the west to avoid Sonoran 
pronghorn habitat areas.  If these access routes are not possible, CBP will coordinate alternative 
access with CPNWR to avoid or reduced impacts to Sonoran pronghorn. 
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Helicopter over flights for installation or maintenance will not take place within 1 mile of 
Granite Tank. 

Helicopter access to Granite Mountain will not occur between March 15 and July 15 due to the 
Sonoran Pronghorn fawning season, except for in the case of emergency repairs. 

5.7 WATER RESOURCES 

Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize the potential for erosion and 
sedimentation during construction.  All work will cease during heavy rains and will not resume 
until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and material.  All fuels, waste oils, 
and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums within secondary containment areas 
consisting of an over-pack container(s) capable of holding the volume of the largest container 
stored therein.  The refueling of machinery will be completed following accepted guidelines.  No 
refueling or storage will take place within 100 feet of drainages.   

CBP will avoid contaminating natural aquatic and wetland systems with runoff by limiting all 
equipment maintenance, staging, laydown, and dispensing of fuel, oil, etc., to designated upland 
areas. 

5.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Should any archaeological artifacts be found during construction, CBP will notify the CPNWR 
Refuge Manager or his designee immediately.  All work will cease until an evaluation of the 
discovery is made by the authorized officer to determine appropriate actions to prevent the loss 
of significant cultural or scientific values.  

5.9 AIR QUALITY 

All equipment will be required to be maintained in good operating condition to minimize exhaust 
emissions. 

5.10 NOISE 

CBP will follow all applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations and 
requirements.  On-site activities will be restricted to daylight hours to the greatest extent 
practicable.  Equipment will possess properly working mufflers and will be kept properly tuned 
to reduce backfires.  Implementation of these measures will reduce the expected short-term noise 
impacts on an insignificant level. 

5.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

CBP will implement BMPs as standard operating procedures during all construction activities, 
which include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or regulated materials.  
To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated materials, all fuels, waste oils, and 
solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums within a secondary containment system 
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that consists of an over-pack container(s) capable of containing the volume of the largest 
container stored therein.  The refueling of machinery will be completed in accordance with 
accepted industry and regulatory guidelines.  Although it is unlikely that a major spill would 
occur, any spill of reportable quantities will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, 
and the application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock) will be used to absorb and 
contain the spill. 

To ensure pollution prevention, a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan will be in 
place prior to the start of construction activities, and all personnel will be briefed on the 
implementation and responsibilities of this plan as is typical in CBP projects.  All spills will be 
reported to the designated CBP point of contact for the project.  Furthermore, a spill of any 
petroleum liquids (e.g., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 of a reportable 
quantity must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate Federal and state agencies. 
CBP will recycle all waste oil and solvents.  All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated wastes 
will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in accordance with 
all applicable Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste manifesting 
procedures.
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7.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ADA  Arizona Department of Agriculture 
ADEQ  Arizona Department of Environmental Quality  
ADWR  Arizona Department of Water Resources 
AES  Advanced Encryption Standard 
AESO  Arizona Ecological Services Office 
AGFD  Arizona Game and Fish Department 
ANSI  American National Standards Institute 
ASM  Arizona State Museum 
AZDC  Arizona Department of Commerce 
BEA  Bureau of Economic Analysis 
BLM  Bureau of Land Management 
BMGR  Barry M. Goldwater Range 
BMP  best management practices 
CBP  U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
CBV  cross-border violator 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLIS  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Information System 
CFC  chlorofluorocarbons 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
CH4  methane 
CO  carbon monoxide 
CO2 carbon dioxide 
CPNWR  Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge 
CWA  Clean Water Act 
dB  decibel 
dBA  A-weighted decibel 
DHS   Department of Homeland Security 
DOI   Department of Interior 
EA   Environmental Assessment 
EM   electromagnetic 
EO   Executive Order 
EPA   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA   Endangered Species Act 
FAA   Federal Aviation Administration 
FCC   Federal Communications Commission 
FOB   Forward Operating Base 
FPPA   Farmland Protection Policy Act 
FR   Federal Register 
FY   Fiscal Year 
GHG   greenhouse gases 
GHz   gigahertz 
GLO   General Land Office 
GSRC   Gulf South Research Corporation 
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Hz   hertz 
HFC   hydrochlorofluorocarbons 
IEEE   Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers 
IFT   Integrated Fixed Towers 
IO   Isolated Occurrence 
kHz   kilohertz 
LMR   Land Mobile Radio 
MCAS   Marine Corps Air Station 
MHz   megahertz 
MPE   Maximum Permissible Exposure 
MRDG  Minimum Requirements Decision Guide 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NCRP   National Council of Radiation Protection and Measurements 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act  
N2O   nitrous oxide 
NO2   nitrogen dioxide 
NPL   National Priorities List 
NPS   National Park Service 
NRCS   Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 
NTIA    National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
NWP   Nationwide Permit 
O3   ozone
OET   Office of Engineering and Technology 
OPCNM  Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument  
OTIA   Office of Technology Innovation and Acquisition 
P25   Project 25 
PCPI   per capita personal income 
PM-2.5  particulate matter measuring less than 2.5 microns 
PM-10   particulate matter measuring less than 10 microns 
P.L.   Public Law 
POE   port of entry 
POL   petroleum, oil, and lubricants 
ppb   parts per billion 
ppm   parts per million 
Refuge Act  National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 
RF   radio frequency 
SHPO   State Historic Preservation Office 
SO2   sulfur dioxide 
SR   State Route 
TacCom  Tactical Communications 
TPI   Total Personal Income 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USAF   U.S. Air Force 
USBP   U.S. Border Patrol 
U.S.C.   U.S. Code 
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USCB   U.S. Census Bureau 
USDA   U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USFS   U.S. Forest Service 
USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS   U.S. Geological Service 
VOC   Volatile Organic Compounds 
Wilderness Act Wilderness Act of 1964 
WTI   Weapons and Tactics Instructor 
WSC   wildlife of special concern 
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8.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

The following people were primarily responsible for preparing this EA.

NAME AGENCY/ORGANIZATION DISCIPLINE/EXPERTISE EXPERIENCE ROLE IN
PREPARING EA

Jennifer D. Hass Customs and Border Protection Environmental Planning 8 years NEPA and 
Environmental Management EA Review

Andrea Pahlevanpour Customs and Border Protection Environmental Planning 9 years NEPA and 
Environmental Management

CBP Project Manager and EA 
Review

David Walls
Customs and Border 
Protection/Wireless Systems 
Program Office

Environmental Planning 17 years NEPA and Natural 
Resources Management EA Review

Charles McGregor U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Fort Worth NEPA 16 years Environmental 

Management and NEPA EA Review

Hope Pollmann U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Fort Worth Biologist 16 years natural resources 

and NEPA EA Review

Nancy Parrish U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Fort Worth Archaeology 16 years Professional 

Archaeologist EA Review

Eric Webb, Ph.D. Gulf South Research Corporation Ecology/Wetlands 20 years Natural Resources
Studies and NEPA EA Review

Maria Bernard Reid Gulf South Research Corporation Natural Resources Management 
and Environmental Policy

12 years NEPA and Natural 
Resources Management

GSRC Project Manager, EA 
Preparation, and Review 

Steve Kolian Gulf South Research Corporation Environmental Studies 14 years Environmental 
Science EA Preparation

Carey Lynn Perry Gulf South Research Corporation Ecology/Wetlands 4 years Natural Resources EA Preparation

Shalise Hadden Gulf South Research Corporation Biology 2 years Natural Resources EA Preparation

Lucinda Freeman Gulf South Research Corporation Anthropology 6 years Academic and Field 
Archaeology EA Preparation

Sharon Newman Gulf South Research Corporation GIS/graphics 20 years GIS/Graphics GIS/Graphics
Jason Glenn Gulf South Research Corporation English 9 years EA Review
Ann Howard Gulf South Research Corporation Biology/Ecology 3 years Natural Resources EA Review
Allen Fuller Gulf South Research Corporation Environmental Horticulture 4 years Natural Resources EA Review
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Identical copies of the coordination letter from CBP (dated September 8, 2011) were sent to the 
following Federal and state agencies and Native American tribal representatives. 

Ms. Jean Calhoun 
Assistant Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office 
201 N. Bonita Ave., Suite 141 
Tucson, AZ 85745 

The Honorable Kevin Conrad 
Director 
Cocopah Indian Tribe 
Environmental Protection Office 
County 15 th and Avenue G 
Somerton, AZ 85350 

The Honorable Keeny Escallanti. Sr. 
President 
Fort Yuma — Quechan Tribe 
P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, AZ 85366-1899 

Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
WMHB — Project Evaluation Program 
5000 W. Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, AZ 85086-5000 

Ms. Angela D. Garcia 
NAGPRA Coordinator 
Cultural Resources Department 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
10005 E. Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, AZ 85256 

The Honorable Wendsler Noise, Sr. 
Chairman 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, AZ 85550 



The Honorable Ned Norris 
Chairman 
Tohono O'odham Nation 
P.O. Box 837' 
Sells, AZ 85634 

Mr. Steve Owens 
Director 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
1110 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Ms. Teri Raml 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
21605 N. 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85027-2099 

The Honorable William R. Rhodes 
Governor
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, AZ 85247 

Mr. Bill Ruth 
Commissioner 
U.S. International Boundary and Water Commission 
4171 North Mesa Street, Suite C 100 
El Paso, TX 79902 

The Honorable LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
Chairman 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Sykotsmovi, AZ 86039 

Mr. Sid Slone 
Manager
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge 
1611 North Second Avenue 
Ajo, AZ 85321 



The Honorable Timothy Williams 
Chairman 
Fort Mohave Indian Tribe 
County 15th and Avenue G 
Somerton, A4 85350 

Mr. Mark Winkleman 
State Land Commissioner 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adam Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

The Honorable Peter Yucupicio 
Chairman 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 S. Camino De Oeste 
Tucson, AZ 85757 





























































































































































































Identical copies of the transmittal letter and copies of the Draft Environmental Assessment and 
Draft Finding of No Significant Impact for Land Mobile Radio Modernization for 
Communications at Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, and Granite Mountain, Arizona Focus Area, 
U.S. Custom and Border Protection from CBP (dated May 29, 2013) were sent to the following: 

Mr. Lee Biaza 
National Park Service 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 
10 Organ Pipe Drive 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Ms. Jean Calhoun 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Arizona Ecological Services Field Office 
201 N. Bonita Avenue., Suite 141 
Tucson, AZ  85745 

Commanding Officer 
U.S. Marine Corps 
Marine Corps Air Station Yuma 
Box 99100 
MCAS Yuma, AZ  85364 

Captain Mark Carter 
Commanding Officer 
Public Affairs Office 
Box 99113 
MCAS Yuma, AZ  85369 

Mr. Ron Pearce 
Marine Corps Air Station-Yuma 
Range Management Dept 
Box 99134 
MCAS Yuma, AZ  85369-9134 

Ms. Adrienne Rankin 
Luke AFB 
56 RMO/ESM 7224 N. 139th Drive 
Luke AFB, AZ  85309-1420 

Brigadier General Phillip Breedlove 
U.S. Air Force 56th Fighter Wing 
7224 N. 139th Drive 
Luke AFB, AZ  85309-1420 

Mr. Dan Garcia 
U.S. Air Force 56 FW/RMO 
7224 N. 139th Drive 
Luke AFB, AZ  85309-1420 

Mr. Kevin O’Berry 
BMGR Executive Committee 
7224 N. 139th Drive 
Luke AFB, AZ  85309-1420 

Mr. Charles Sullivan 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
P.O. Box 578 
Sells, AZ  85634 

Mr. William Pyott 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Land Operations Officer 
P.O. Box 11000 
Yuma, AZ  85366-1000 

Ms. Amy Heuslein 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
P.O. Box 10 
Phoenix, AZ  85001 

Ms. Teri Raml 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
21605 N. 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ  85027 

Ms. Becky Heick 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma Field Office 
2555 E. Gila Ridge Riad 
Yuma, AZ  85365 



Ms. Emily Garber 
Bureau of Land Management 
Lower Sonoran Field Office 
21605 N. 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ  85027 

Mr. Bill Ruth 
U.S. International Boundary and Water 
Commission 
4171 North Mesa Street, Suite C 100 
El Paso, TX  79902 

Mr. Mark Winkleman 
Arizona State Land Department 
1616 West Adam Street 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 

Mr. Larry D. Voyles 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
5000 W. Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, AZ  85086 

Ms. Jill Bright 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Yuma Regional Office 
9140 E. 28th Street 
Yuma, AZ  85365 

Mr. Dan Uriquidez 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
P.O. Box 427 
Gila Bend, AZ  85337 

Mr. Steve Owens 
Az Department of Environmental Quality 
1110 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 

Ms. Amanda Stone 
Az Department of Environmental Quality 
Southern Regional Office 
400 West Congress Street, Suite 433 
Phoenix, AZ  85701 

Mr. David E. Brown 
Arizona State University 
School of Life Sciences 
P.O. Box 871501 
Tempe, AZ  85278-1501 

Ms. Sherry Cordova 
Cocopah Indian Tribe 
County 15th and Avenue G 
Somerton, AZ  85350 

President Keeny Escallanti, Sr. 
Fort Yuma – Quechan Tribe 
P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, AZ  85366 

Ms. Diane Enos 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community
10005 E. Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, AZ  85256 

Chairman Wendsler Noise, Jr. 
San Carlos Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 0 
San Carlos, AZ  85550 

Chairman Ned Norris 
Tohono O’odham Nation 
P.O. Box 837 
Sells, AZ  85634 

Mr. Peter Steere 
Tohono O’odham Nation 
P.O. Box 837 
Sells, AZ  85634 

Governor William R. Rhodes 
Gila River Indian Community 
P.O. Box 97 
Sacaton, AZ  85247 

Chairman LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
Hopi Tribe 
P.O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, AZ  86039 



Chairman Timothy Williams 
Fort Mohave Indian Tribe 
500 Merriman Avenue 
Needles, CA  92363 

Chairman Peter Yucupicio 
Pascua Yaqui Tribe 
7474 S. Camino De Oeste 
Tucson, AZ  85757 

Ms. Delia M. Carlyle 
Ak-Chin Indian Community 
42507 W. Peters & Nall Road 
Maricopa, AZ  85239 

Ms. Elaine Peters 
Ak-Chin Him Dak Eco Museum and 
Archives 
47685 N. Eco Museum Road 
Maricopa, AZ  85239 

Mr. Eldred Enas 
Colorado River Indian Tribes 
26600 Mohave Road 
Parker, AZ  85344 

Mr. Mike Jackson, Sr. 
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Indian 
Reservation
P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, AZ  85366 

Mr. Paul Grijalva 
U.S. House of Representatives 
738 N. 5th Avenue, Suite 110 
Tucson, AZ  85705 

Mr. Jon Kyl 
United States Senate 
6840 North Oracle Road, Suite 150 
Tucson, AZ  85704 

Mr. John McCain 
United States Senate 
407 W. Congress Street, Suite 103 
Tucson, AZ  85701 

Mr. Trent Franks 
U.S. House of Representatives 
7121 West Bell Road, Suite 200 
Glendale, AZ  85308 

Ms. Julia Fonesca 
Pima County Office of Conservation 
Science
201 N. Stone Avenue, Suite 600 
Tucson, AZ  85701 

Ms. Devorah Young 
The Phoenix Zoo 
455 N. Galvin Parkway 
Phoenix, AZ  85008 















Identical copies of the previous letter announcing the availability of the Draft Environmental 
Assessment and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact for Land Mobile Radio Modernization 
for Communications at Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, and Granite Mountain, Arizona Focus Area, 
U.S. Custom and Border Protection from CBP (dated May 29, 2013) were sent to the following: 

Mr. Paul Green 
Audubon Society, Tucson Chapter 
300 East University Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ  85705 

Mr. Jim McCarthy 
Sierra Club Grand Canyon Chapter 
202 E. McDowell Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ  85004 

Mr. Kieran Suckling 
Center for Biological Diversity 
P.O. Box 710 
Tucson, AZ  85702 

Mr. Larry Cullen 
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. 
P.O. Box 21705 
Mesa, AZ  85277 

Ms. Jamie Rappaport Clark 
Defenders of Wildlife 
1130 17th Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20036 

Mr. Matt Clark 
Defenders of Wildlife 
110 S Church Street, Suite 4292 
Tucson, AZ  85701 

Mr. Mark Bool 
Arizona Deer Association 
P.O. Box 21868 
Mesa, AZ  85277 

The Wilderness Society 
P.O. Box 18404 
Tucson, AZ  85731 

Mr. Cary Meister 
Yuma Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 6395 
Yuma, AZ  85366 

Mr. Paul Huddy 
Friends of Cabeza Prieta 
5233 E. Woodspring Drive 
Tucson, AZ  85712 

Mr. Robert Harral 
Friends of Cabeza Prieta 
700 Greenway Drive 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Mr. Mike Sease 
Sierra Club, Tucson Chapter 
738 North 5th Ave, Suite 214 
Tucson, AZ  85705 

Mr. Shane Stewart 
Arizona Antelope Foundation, Inc. 
P.O. Box 12590 
Glendale, AZ  85318 

President Jamie Williams 
The Wilderness Society 
1615 M Street, NW 
Washington, DC  20036 

Mr. Phil Hanceford 
The Wilderness Society 
1660 Wynkoop St, Suite 850 
Denver, CO  80202 

Mr. Ralph Hudson 
1781 W. Dorsey Street 
Ajo, AZ  85321 



Mr. Andy Laurenzi 
The Nature Conservancy 
1510 E. Fort Lowell Road 
Tucson, AZ  85719 

Mr. George Nickas 
Wilderness Watch 
P.O. Box 9175 
Missoula, MT  59807 

Mr. Les Corey 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
P.O. Box 13524 
Phoenix, AZ  85002 

Mr. Edward B. Zukoski 
Earthjustice
1400 Glenarm Place, Suite 300 
Denver, CO  80202 

Sierra Club – Rincon Group 
738 N. 5th Avenue, Suite 214 
Tucson, AZ  85705 

Mr. Hop David 
Ajo Copper News 
P.O. Box 39 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Mr. Ron Kearns 
P.O. Box 598 
Quartzite, AZ  85346 

Gila Bend Sun News 
P.O. Box Z 
Gila Bend, AZ  85337 

Mr. Fred Goodsell 
1530 N. Rosedale Ave. 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Mr. John Cooper 
Cabeza Prieta Natural History Association 
P.O. Box 234 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Cabeza Prieta Natural History Association 
1611 N. 2nd Ave. 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Mr. Carol Yokum 
WPCCC 
1334 Martin 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Ms. Kim Vacariu 
Wildlands Network 
P.O. Box 16213 
Portal, AZ  85632 

Mr. Daniel Froetscher 
Arizona Public Service Company 
West Valley District 
615 North Fourth Street 
Buckeye, AZ  85326 

Mr. Matt Skroch 
Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
P.O. Box 40340 
Tucson, AZ  85745 

Ms. Tracy Taft 
International Sonoran Desert Alliance 
P.O. Box 687 
Ajo, AZ  85321 

Mr. D. Dean Bibles 
Public Lands Foundation 
19714 La Sierra Blvd 
San Antonio, TX  78256 

Desert Botanical Garden 
Director of Science 
1201 N. Galvin Parkway 
Phoenix, AZ  85008 

Mr. Robert Marshall 
Arizona Nature Conservancy 
1510 East Fort Lowell 
Tucson, AZ  85704 



Ms. Martha Lily Gay 
Gringo Pass 
P.O. Box 266 
Lukeville, AZ  85341 

Mr. Kevin Dahl 
National Parks and Conservation Assn 
738 N. 5th Ave, Suite 222 
Tucson, AZ  85705 

Mr. Fred Flick 
Yuma Archaeological Society 
1425 E. 23rd Street 
Yuma, AZ  85365 

Ms. Angie Lara 
BLM, Yuma Field Office 
2555 E. Gila Ridge Road 
Yuma, AZ  85365 

Mr. Steve Bird 
BLM, Lower Sonoran Field Office 
21605 N. 7th Ave 
Phoenix, AZ  85027 

Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
WMHB – Project Evaluation Program 
5000 W. Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, AZ  85086 

Mr. Bill Van Pelt 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
5000 W. Carefree Highway 
Phoenix, AZ  85086 

Mr. John Hervert 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Yuma Regional Office 
9140 E. 28th Street 
Yuma, AZ  85365 

Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisima 
Hopi Cultural Preservation Office 
P. O. Box 123 
Kykotsmovi, AZ  86039 

Mr. Kevin Conrad 
Cocopah Indian Tribe 
Environmental Protection Office 
County 15th and Avenue G 
Somerton, AZ  85350 

Ms. Angela Garcia 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community
Cultural Resources Department 
10005 E. Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, AZ  85256 

Ms. Shane Anton 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community
Cultural Resources Department 
10005 E. Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, AZ  85256 

Mr. Dezbah Hatathli 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community
Cultural Preservation Officer 
10005 E. Osborn Road 
Scottsdale, AZ  85256 

Mr. Joseph Joaquin 
Tohono O’odham Nation, Cultural 
Preservation Committee 
P.O. Box 837 
Sells, AZ  85634 

Ms. Karen Howe 
Tohono O’odham Nation, Department of 
Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 837 
Sells, AZ  85634 

Mr. Barnaby V. Lewis 
Gila River Indian Community, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer 
P.O. Box 2140 
Sacaton, AZ  85247 
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AZ Taccom Comments

From: AZ Taccom Comments
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 9:34 AM
To: 'Lisa Holguin'
Subject: RE: Update on Mail List

Thank you Ms. Holguin. I will update the mailing list.

Maria Bernard Reid

From: Lisa Holguin [mailto:Lisa.Holguin@ibwc.gov]
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2013 2:09 PM 
To: AZ Taccom Comments 
Subject: Update on Mail List 

To Whom It May Concern, 
We are in receipt of your letter to us, in reference to the Draft Environmental Assessment and Draft Finding of no 
Significant Impact for Land Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications at Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, and 
Granite Mountain, Arizona Focus Area, U.S. Customs and Border Protection. 

You have address it to a previous Commissioner, Mr. Bill Ruth.  The current Commissioner is Mr. Edward Drusina, who has 
been in office since Jan 2010.  Please update your address list to reflect the current Commissioner. 

Thank you. 

Lisa Holguin
Special Assistant to Commissioner Edward Drusina
Headquarters
915-832-4765 Fax 915-832-4191 
"Excellence Through Teamwork"
STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY 
The information contained in this electronic message and any attachments(s) to this message are intended for the exclusive use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain confidential or privileged information.  You are hereby notified that any unauthorized use, disclosure, 
and/or distribution of the information is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender 
immediately via e-mail, and destroy all copies of this message and any attachments.
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From: AZ Taccom Comments
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 10:43 AM
To: 'Peter Steere'
Cc: Dave Hart; Ann Howard; Lorraine Eiler; Christina Andrews (ccbandrews@gmail.com)
Subject: RE: Draft EA and FONSI for Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications at 

Buck Peak, Christmas Pass and Granite Mountain

Mr. Steere:
Your documents will be mailed today.

Maria Bernard Reid

From: Peter Steere [mailto:Peter.Steere@tonation-nsn.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 2:21 PM 
To: AZ Taccom Comments 
Cc: Dave Hart; Ann Howard; Lorraine Eiler; Christina Andrews (ccbandrews@gmail.com)
Subject: Draft EA and FONSI for Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications at Buck Peak, Christmas Pass 
and Granite Mountain 

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 5, 2013

TO: Maria Bernard Reid, GSRCorp

CC: Ann Howard, SHPO
Dave Hart, GSRCorp
Lorraine Eiler, TON Council Representative Hia Ced O’odham District
Christina Andrews, Hia Ced O’odham District

FROM: Peter L. Steere, THPO, Tohono O’odham Nation
P.O. Box 837, Sells, Arizona 85634

RE: Draft EA and FONSI for Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications at Buck Peak,
Christmas Pass and Granite Mountain, Cabeza Prieta

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____

Thank you for consulting with Tohono O’odham Nation on this project.

Please send hard copy of EA and FONSI.

Please send hard copy of cultural resources report and biological report

Please send maps with site locations.

Some of these peaks may be TCP’s

TCP consultation needs to take place with interested tribes.





AGFD-1

AGFD-2





AGFD-1: Potential impacts on Sonoran pronghorn were addressed in formal Section 7 (Endangered 
Species Act) consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  The USFWS 
provided a Biological Opinion (BO) on the project on April 23, 2013 (see Appendix A).  The 
Buck Peak and Christmas Pass sites lie outside of the current range of the Sonoran pronghorn.
Access to these sites will be from the west to avoid flying over Sonoran pronghorn range.  The 
BO identified conditions for access to the Granite Peak site which will require flights over 
pronghorn range. 

AGFD-2: A Best Management Practice specific to the desert bighorn sheep was included in the draft EA 
and Biological Opinion to reduce the likelihood of impacts on bighorn sheep, especially during 
the lambing season (see pages FONSI-6 and page 5-3).  Construction activity will only occur 
between September 1 and December 31 to avoid the Sonoran pronghorn fawning period, desert 
bighorn sheep lambing period, and migratory bird nesting.  Scheduled maintenance via aircraft 
will be restricted during the Sonoran pronghorn fawning season and bighorn sheep lambing 
season, a period from January 1 through July 15.  However, emergency maintenance could 
possibly be performed at any time, depending upon the emergency. 
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AZ Taccom Comments

From: AZ Taccom Comments
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 1:06 PM
To: 'RANKIN, ADRIANNE G CIV USAF AETC 56 RMO/ESMC'
Cc: Dave Hart (dhart@gsrcorp.com)
Subject: RE: ? on Draft EA for Live Radio Moderzation -- Arizona Focus Area
Attachments: 1597_BuckPeakArchReport_June02.pdf; 1597_ChristmasPassArchReport_June02.pdf; 1597

_GraniteMtnsArchReport_Jy05.pdf

Ms. Rankin:
Please find attached the Archaeological reports for the three sites covered in the EA.

If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Mr. Dave Hart (dhart@gsrcorp.com).

Maria

Original Message
From: RANKIN, ADRIANNE G CIV USAF AETC 56 RMO/ESMC [mailto:adrianne.rankin@us.af.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 11:40 AM
To: AZ Taccom Comments
Subject: ? on Draft EA for Live Radio Moderzation Arizona Focus Area

Ms. Reid I received a copy of this EA for review. I need a copy of each of the archaeological reports that support the
conclusions in the EA. Please send to my email ASAP or mail direct.

Thanks A

Adrianne G Rankin, Archaeologist
56 RMO/ESM
7101 Jerstad Lane
Luke AFB AZ 85309
623 856 8410 Comm 623 856 8409 Fax
Adrianne.rankin@us.af.mil
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      June 28, 2013 

Ms. Maria Bernard Reid 
8081 GSRI Avenue 
Baton Rouge, LA  70820 

Sent VIA Email to: AZ_TacCom_Comments@gsrcorp.com 

Dear Ms. Reid: 

Wilderness Watch is providing these comments on the Draft Environmental 
Assessment for Land Mobilization for Tactical Communications as Buck Peak, 
Christmas Pass, and Granite Mountain, Arizona Focus Area. Wilderness Watch is 
a national nonprofit wilderness conservation organization dedicated to the 
protection and proper stewardship of the National Wilderness Preservation System.  
We have many serious concerns with this draft environmental assessment (EA) 
and Finding of No Significant Impact. 

An environmental impact statement (EIS) is needed. The proposed action involves 
the permanent location of new structures inside a designated wilderness and the 
use of motorized equipment for their construction and maintenance on into the 
future. Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act is explicit in prohibiting structures, 
installations and motor vehicles. Section 4(c) states: 
 . . . except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of the area 
for the purpose of this Act (including measures required in emergencies involving the 
health and safety of persons within the area), there shall be no temporary road, no use of 
motor vehicles, motorized equipment or motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form 
of mechanical transport, and no structure or installation within any such area.

Further, the project will impact species listed under the Endangered Species Act 
such as the Sonoran pronghorn as well as other rare plants and animals. The EA 
also anticipates that any decision tiering from the EA would be not only for the 
construction of the towers, using motorized means, but also for maintenance by 
helicopters in perpetuity into the future. By definition an EA is inadequate as this 
is a major federal action significantly affecting the environment. An EIS must be 
prepared and it must not make decisions about maintenance on into the future. A 
new NEPA analysis will be required for those proposals if and when they come up. 

The EA fails to consider a range of alternatives. The Seventh Circuit recently 
explained:
No decision is more important than delimiting what these "reasonable alternatives" are. . . 
. One obvious way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a 
purpose so slender as to define competing "reasonable alternatives" out of consideration 
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(and even out of existence). . . . If the agency constricts the definition of the project's purpose 
and thereby excludes what truly are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill its role. 
Simmons, 120 F.3d at 660. 

"[A]n agency may not define the objectives of its action in terms so unreasonably narrow that 
only one alternative . . . would accomplish the goals of the agency's action, and the EIS would 
become a foreordained formality."  Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 
196 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 502 U.S. 994, 112 S. Ct. 616 (1991).  See also Ayers v. 
Espy, 873 F. Supp. 455, 467-68 (D. Colo. 1994) (rejecting timber sale EA because the US 
Forest Service considered only even-age management). 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800 (9th Cir. 1999) [land exchange] 
speaks directly to the issue of scope: 

The Forest Service also contends that because the purpose of the transaction was to carry out an 
"exchange" and not a purchase, it was not required to consider this alternative.  Seattle Audubon 
Society, 80 F.3d at 1404 (holding that an agency is not required to examine alternatives 
inconsistent with its basic policy objectives).  To the extent that Weyerhaeuser would have been 
exchanging its lands for federal monies rather than federal lands, we do not recognize such an 
inconsistency. [FN7] Were we to construe the statement of purpose as limiting the transaction to 
land-for-land exchanges, it would certainly be too narrow to meet the standards for an 
appropriate statement of purpose as articulated in City of Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1155. [end 
footnote] 

Specifically, all other alternatives were rejected for analysis other than the proposed action and 
no-action. The EA also failed to consider options such as nonmotorized transport of materials, 
when and where possible, and for inspection and maintenance of the facilities. The EA also 
ignored an alternative to sue temporary towers in conjunction with the collocation alternative, 
which was not analyzed either. Other alternatives that could have been less damaging to 
wilderness were not evaluated either.

The EA notes regarding another alternative:
Alternative G – Alternative G would substitute Raven Butte on the nearby BMGR for Christmas 
Pass as a location for TacCom equipment installation. However, Raven Butte was determined to 
be a Traditional Cultural Property for the Cocopah Tribe and the Tohono O’odham Nation. The 
tribes do not feel that the installation of communications equipment is appropriate at Raven 
Butte. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

That is undoubtedly true. Even though the Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR), being a 
bombing range, is more heavily impacted than the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness, those cultural sites 
are important. However, under that same rationale the wilderness sites should have been 
excluded as well because they are not appropriate. Wilderness is also extremely important and 
has laws associated with its protection. 

The EA suggests that far fewer impacts would occur with the collocated alternative that was 
rejected for review. This alternative would share facilities. An EIS should be prepared to look at 
all of these issues as well as analyze future needs/desires for communication from the various 
agencies. (See also page 2-14).  
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The purpose and need of this project is not clear. There is no detailed explanation in the EA of 
why current communications are a problem, if communications are being intercepted, and why 
a change in bandwidth is needed. Reducing radio interference is claimed to be important yet 
there is already interference from Air Force communication at Granite Mountain and that is why 
the EA proposes to locate the new site away from the existing Air Force structure. Rather than 
minimizing impacts by sharing structures, this project would add more impacts.  

Nonetheless, the EA is confused on the issue of sharing structures. The EA suggests (1-4) that 
the Air Force could also use the structures, yet there is no analysis of removing the old Air 
Force structures or indication that it would occur. At the same time, the EA also suggests that 
the difference in frequencies may not work for shared structures due to interference. The EA 
needs to present consistent and credible information rather than contradictory and confusing 
analyses. 

The Christmas Pass site is not needed, according to the EA modeling. Rather than approve this 
site now, such decision should be made after a future NEPA document. There is no current need 
to do any more analysis for the Christmas Pass site. It is not the minimum necessary under any 
definition of the phrase. 

Furthermore, the Christmas Pass site is very near ta road corridor. Locating the tower outside 
the wilderness and along the road corridor should have been considered in an alternative if it 
was determined that this site is really needed. 

Helicopters are a definite impact on wilderness. Alternatives that don’t involve their use, or 
substantially limit it, should have been analyzed and, as previously noted, an EIS prepared. 
While refusing to issue an injunction halting a plan to use helicopters to capture and collar up to 
eight wolves in the FC-River of No Return Wilderness, a federal court in Idaho explained:

[T]he Court shares plaintiffs’ concerns that this decision could be interpreted wrongly as a stamp 
of approval on helicopter use.  It is not for two reasons.  First, the decision is limited by its facts: 
This proposed activity is designed to aid the restoration of a specific aspect of the wilderness 
character of the Frank Church Wilderness that had earlier been destroyed by man.  The use of 
helicopters for any other purpose would be extremely difficult to justify under the Wilderness Act, 
NEPA, or any categorical exclusion. (emphasis added) 

Second, the next helicopter proposal in the Frank Church Wilderness will face a daunting review 
because it will add to the disruption and intrusion of this collaring project. The Forest Service 
must proceed very cautiously here because the law is not on their side if they intend to proceed 
with further helicopter projects in the Frank Church Wilderness.” See Wolf Recovery Foundation 
v. U.S. Forest Service, 629 F.Supp.2d 1264 (D. Id. 2010).

In a subsequent ruling, the Court reiterated its concern about helicopter use in Wilderness: 
In its prior decision in this case, the Court stated that future helicopter use would add to the 
“disruption and intrusion” of wilderness values, face a “daunting review, ” and “be extraordinarily 
difficult to justify.”  See Memorandum Decision (docket no. 36).  The Court’s opinion makes it 
clear that helicopter use in a wilderness area is “antithetical to a wilderness experience,” and that 
the approval of the single project at issue here – based on unique facts – is unlikely to be repeated. 
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These rulings recognize the incompatibility of helicopter use in Wilderness, the need for a 
thorough and cumulative analysis of the impacts from helicopter and other motorized equipment 
use, and the need to embrace alternatives that do not involve motorized equipment use.  In light 
of the amount of helicopter use, structures and motorized equipment in the Cabeza Prieta 
Wilderness, it seems further allowances may face more than a “daunting review.” 

Regarding wilderness, the first sentence of Section 2(a) of the 1964 Act describes the purpose of 
the Act: “to secure for the American people of present and future generations the benefits of an 
enduring resource of wilderness” through the establishment of “a National Wilderness 
Preservation System” and that system “shall be administered for the use and enjoyment of the 
American people in such a manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment 
as wilderness and so as to provide for the protection of these areas, the preservation of their 
wilderness character . . .”. (emphasis added).   

Further Congress defined wilderness in section 2(c) as a place "in contrast" to areas where 
humans and their works dominate, "where the earth and community of life are untrammeled by 
man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain." Thus, there is a clear intention that 
Wilderness remain in contrast to modern civilization, its technologies, conventions, and 
contrivances.

Section 4(b) states: 
Except as otherwise provided in this Act, each agency administering any area designated as 
wilderness shall be responsible for preserving the wilderness character of the area and shall so 
administer such area for such other purposes for which it may have been established as also to 
preserve its wilderness character.  (emphasis added)   

The mandate is to administer all activities so that this Wilderness will remain “unimpaired for 
future use and enjoyment as wilderness”.  It is also clear that this mandate applies to the setting 
rather than to any particular use.  The wilderness character will not be preserved if one or more 
element(s) of character is allowed to degrade.  For example, wilderness character is degraded if 
structures or motorized use are allowed where they are not necessary to meet minimum 
requirements for management of the area as wilderness. The EA and Minimum Requirements 
Decision Guide (MRDG, or MRA as the EA erroneously refers to it) do not make this case. 

The Minimum Requirements Decision Guide (MRDG) is an attempt to justify the project based 
upon wilderness character. While the MRDG states that border activities are exempt from the 
Wilderness Act, it then goes on to make outrageous and unsupported claims that wilderness-
damaging activities are actually positive.  

Interdicting those who cross the border without authorization comes at a cost. Improving radio 
communication in remote areas does not help wilderness character, it hinders it. The impacts of 
the structures, helicopter use and more border patrol activity in the wilderness will degrade 
wilderness character, not improve it. This includes everything from increased radio coverage 
(itself a human influence in the area) to greater vehicle use in the area from Border Patrol 
searching for those who may have crossed without authorization. This would result in two 
vehicle intrusions into the wilderness rather than one.

WW-11
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The MRDG erroneously states, “The TacCom LMR Modernization Project could also result in 
beneficial effects on designated wilderness as a result of reducing cross-border violator traffic 
and focusing law enforcement activities in the project area.” This statement is without substance 
and based upon flimsy speculation. The only way to reduce cross-border violator traffic is to 
stop it in Mexico before it enters the wilderness, something Border Patrol cannot do.

Moreover, history shows that when one section of the border is made more secure, the traffic 
shifts to another section.  Yet the EA fails to consider where this additional traffic will go, the 
impacts it will have, and the likely response from Border Patrol to add infrastructure, patrols, or 
other wilderness-damaging activities in those areas. 

Both the EA and MRDG mischaracterize what untrammeled means. Rather, they seem to think 
it is the same as not trampled. The MRDG states, "The Christmas Pass site (approximately 
2,625 square feet [0.06 acre]) is previously undeveloped; however, only relatively untrammeled. 
Christmas Pass is a hiking area on the Cabeza Prieta NWR." Christmas Pass is trammeled 
because of hikers? The EA uses the term "undisturbed/untrammeled" to describe physical 
impacts. Undisturbed and untrammeled are very different things.  The failure of the EA and 
MRDG to treat them as such results in a very inadequate analysis. As such, the EA and MRDG 
are fatally flawed.

The rejection of the use of pack animals or human foot travel to accomplish the task is based 
upon a conclusory statement the terrain is too rough and rocky. Well-trained stock do travel in 
rough country. Furthermore, there is no real analysis of having crews walk in to avoid some 
helicopter flights. Again, the MRDG states, "Christmas Pass is a hiking area on the Cabeza 
Prieta NWR." If this is true, why are helicopters the minimum required for Christmas Pass? 

Rather than misstating the benefits to wilderness from this project by turning the Wilderness 
Act on its head with the claim that helicopters and structures benefit wilderness character, the 
two agencies should have been honest and said that they believe border security fears trump the 
Wilderness Act, the Endangered Species Act, and other conservation laws. Whether a court 
would view the various laws that way is irrelevant, that is how both agencies treat the legal 
landscape. Indeed, the EA and MRDG include statements to that effect.  

What data show there will be less impact to the wilderness, if this project goes forth, from 
unauthorized use? How was it determined that more unauthorized border crossers would be 
caught?  How were the structures, the use of helicopters, including those used for maintenance, 
and increased border patrol motorized activity in wilderness weighed against the possibility of 
decreased unauthorized border crossing use?  

Further, what data show that there is increased unauthorized entry into the US in the CPW? Do 
projections from any data suggest this use is rising, decreasing or flat? If decreasing, why is this 
project needed? 

The EA misleads the public as to the nature of the area. It is true the mountains themselves are 
rough, but they are not that high and the elevation gain is at most, a couple of thousand feet 
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from the base of the mountain. It is not far to the top from there. Buck Peak has an old road to 
the base of the mountain and that makes stock travel very possible. Granite Peak has flat terrain 
up until the base of that mountain as well. It isn't far to the summits from where the easy terrain 
ends and the rough terrain begins. 

The EA states, “There are no access roads to the sites; all access is via helicopter, on foot, or on 
horseback.” Yet it claims that it is not feasible to use pack stock to haul items. The EA also 
states:

Maintenance would be accomplished either by helicopter, on horseback, or on foot, depending 
on season of year (no helicopter access to Granite Mountain would occur between March 15 and 
July 15 due to the Sonoran pronghorn fawning season) and the weight of the equipment 
necessary for maintenance.

This is completely contradictory. On one hand, the EA claims helicopters are needed. On the 
other, they may not be needed. On one hand, the EA claims foot and stock travel is possible. On 
the other hand, it is not possible. The EA and MRDG are confused, contradictory and 
inadequate. 

How were pictures taken at the sites in EA? Did the contractors or agency people walk or ride 
stock to take those pictures? If either of the latter two, how can the EA claim that stock use is 
not possible?  

The EA is confused and contradictory on other topics as well. For example, the proposed  
“TacCom equipment is a temporary structure and would not constitute a permanent structure in 
designated wilderness.” Yet, “Installation and maintenance of the proposed TacCom equipment 
would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the viewshed and natural values within 
designated wilderness.” If it is temporary, then it can't have long-term impacts. This is another 
example of the EA's inadequacy. 

The EA states, “At both Buck Peak and Granite Mountain, the addition of equipment or 
replacement of equipment would not have additive impacts on previously undeveloped areas.” 
However, at the Granite Mountain site the new facilities would be placed some distance from 
the existing Air Force facility in order to reduce radio interference. Thus, there would be an 
additive impact and this should more properly be viewed as two sites, rather than one. In any 
case, more equipment and larger equipment would be located on both Buck Peak and Granite 
Mountain. The EA shows a complete ignorance of wildness and wilderness when evaluating the 
impact of these structures. 

Endangered species would be affected by the project. To mitigate concerns to pronghorn, the 
EA proposes that flights come from the west. However, the EA clearly notes that pronghorn use 
the lowland areas on both sides of the mountains (see figure 3-3). If anything, the approach 
from the west for Granite Mountain would cross far more pronghorn habitat. The project could 
also affect desert tortoises and long-nosed bats. 

The cultural resource section does not indicate if any cultural resources discussions were held 
with Indian Tribes on the three sites. Were any held? If not, why not? 
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In summary, the EA does not make the case that radio towers many miles from the border 
would help capture those unauthorized visitors near the border. Indeed, it would seem that if the 
towers help detect more unauthorized visitors, it will result in more impacts because Border 
Patrol will go after them in the wilderness, thereby doubling the impact. 

Sincerely,

Gary Macfarlane                
Board Member 

WW-24



WW-1: CBP has determined that this EA complies with NEPA guidelines and is the appropriate level 
of analysis for this Proposed Action and its expected impacts.  CBP is committed to implement 
mitigation measures to reduce any potential significant environmental impacts so that they are 
no longer significant.  CBP determined that the level of impacts and proposed mitigation will 
support a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  

The communications equipment as proposed in the EA would be temporary structures (pg. 3-8) 
providing necessary improvements to the severely deficient communications capabilities across 
the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) (pg. 1-2 and 1-4). 

Given the current impacts to wilderness resulting from illegal border crossings and interdiction 
activities, improved communications will not only address safety issues but will improve the 
effigy of CBP operations and thus help to reduce impacts to wilderness.  The installation of the 
radio repeaters do meet minimum requirements to administer wilderness given the 
circumstances that currently exist along the U.S./Mexican border. 

WW-2: CBP is in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act for this project.  On April 23, 2013, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided a Biological Opinion (AESO/SE 02EAAZOO-
2012-F-0200) for the impact determinations made in the EA and Biological Assessment for this 
project (the proposed Land Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications). 

WW-3: Please see the response to comment WW-11.  All phases (installation, maintenance, and repair) 
of the proposed project are included in the analyses included in this EA. 

WW-4: CBP identified numerous alternatives to the Proposed Action in Section 2.3 of the EA.  
Alternatives were identified in three categories: technological alternatives, siting alternatives, 
and collocation alternatives.  The reasons for eliminating the alternatives identified in Section 
2.3 are also listed in that section.   

The three sites identified and proposed for communications equipment installations in this EA 
were found by CBP to provide the most radio communications coverage with the least expected 
impacts. 

Due to the weight and size of the equipment to be installed and terrain, it is not feasible to use 
non-motorized transport for the installation phase.  The terrain is very steep, rough, and 
unstable with no trails to follow.  It would be physically impossible for pack animals to access 
these sites.   For the same reasons described above, it would not be safe or feasible to access the 
Buck Peak and Granite Mountain sites on foot to perform maintenance.   It may be feasible to 
access the Christmas Pass site on foot for maintenance purposes as long as the amount of 
equipment needed at the site is limited to equipment that can be backpacked in. 

CBP did not assess the impacts of the Collocation Alternative, because the USBP Wellton 
Station IFT project has been canceled and is not currently on CBP’s schedule.  The collocation 
of the Granite Site with the Air Force facilities was examined by radio technicians from CBP 
and the Air Force and was determine to be unfeasible for technical reasons.  



WW-5: Radio frequency coverage analysis for Ravens Butte indicated that the site would not enhance 
radio communications in the critical area east of the Cabeza Prieta Mountains and was therefore 
eliminated from further consideration. The final EA will be edited to reflect this change. 

WW-6: CBP cannot determine whether the Collocation Alternative would have fewer impacts than the 
Proposed Action, because the locations of the proposed IFT towers are not yet known or 
approved by the landowner or land managers.  Also unknown is the communications coverage 
capabilities of radio repeater equipment installed on 80-foot towers.  It is possible that the 
communications coverage provided by the Collocation Alternative would not be equal or 
comparable to the coverage provided by the three sites proposed in this project’s EA.  
Additionally, the USBP Wellton Station IFT project has been canceled and is not currently on 
CBP’s schedule. 

WW-7: CBP defines the purpose and need of this project in Section 1.2 of the EA.  The limitations of 
current communications are discussed in the draft EA on page 1-1, lines 16 through 35 and on 
page 1-4, lines 1 through 8. 

 There is no current interference with the radio communications at Granite Mountain, since CBP 
does not have communications equipment at this location.  If CBP would collocate their radio 
repeater on the same equipment frame as the existing U.S. Air Force (USAF) equipment, then 
there would be an interference issue.  Therefore, CBP proposed to locate their equipment sled 
on a previously disturbed area, approximately 100 feet from the USAF equipment. 

WW-8: The EA does not make suggestions that collocation with the USAF is feasible.  CBP and USAF 
conducted a joint survey of the Granite Mountain site in May 2012 to determine feasibility of 
equipment collocation.  Based on the findings of the survey, collocating and integrating CBP 
LMR communications equipment with the USAF communications equipment is not feasible. 
The findings of the survey are summarized in Section 2.1.2.  

WW-9: CBP wishes to identify all potential impacts of the proposed project.  The radio coverage 
models have provided evidence that the proposed Christmas Pass site may not be necessary for 
adequate radio coverage on the CPNWR.  However, after the Buck Peak and Granite Mountain 
sites are installed, field testing will verify if the model projections were accurate.  If the 
coverage is accurate, the Christmas Pass site would not be installed.  If the Christmas Pass site 
is deemed necessary, then the total project impacts as identified by the EA would be accurate.  
CBP fully disclosed the potential reliance on the Christmas Pass site to meet the need of the 
proposed project. 



WW-10: The communications equipment as proposed would include low profile equipment sleds, that 
are less than 20 feet tall (not a tower structure); therefore the usage of mountaintop locations 
would be necessary for maximum radio coverage with the minimum use of equipment and 
minimum impact to wilderness.  Due to the topography of the region, if the equipment would 
be located along the road corridor, multiple towers and sets of repeater equipment would be 
necessary to provide similar coverage as one mountaintop site.  Multiple towers would create 
an impact of greater significance upon the wilderness than one 20-foot-tall equipment sled on a 
mountaintop. 

WW-11: According to the MRDG prepared by CPNWR, included in the EA as Appendix B and page 2-1 
of the EA, “due to the weight of the equipment to be installed and the inaccessibility of the 
sites, all equipment and personnel would be airlifted to the sites during the installation phase of 
the project.  Thereafter, scheduled maintenance and repair or replacement of faulty equipment 
would occur twice per year by helicopter or on foot, depending on the weight of equipment 
needed and the physical capabilities of the technician.”   CBP held extensive discussions with 
the CPNWR Refuge Manager regarding use of pack animals for the Proposed Action.  It is the 
CPNWR Refuge Manager’s determination that due to the terrain of the area use of pack 
animals to complete the Proposed Action is not feasible.  The final EA will be edited to reflect 
this change.  

The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 recognized the need for CBP and other law 
enforcement agencies to gain and maintain operational control of the border.  The Act states:  

“Nothing in this Title, including the designation as wilderness of lands within the Cabeza
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge, shall be construed as - (1) precluding or otherwise affecting 
continued border operations by the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, or the United States Customs Service within such refuge, in 
accordance with any applicable interagency agreements in effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; or (2) precluding the Attorney General of the United States or the Secretary of the 
Treasury from entering into new or renewed agreements with the Secretary concerning 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, Drug Enforcement Administration, or United States 
Customs Service border operations within such refuge, consistent with management of the 
refuge for the purpose for which such refuge was established and in accordance with laws 
applicable to the National Wildlife Refuge System

Department of Homeland Security and the Department of Interior have a National 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Regarding Cooperative National Security and 
Counterterrorism Effort on Federal Lands along the United States’ Border dated March 31, 
2006 that outlines CBP – Office of Border Patrol activities on public lands administered by the 
USFWS.  The MOU provides guidance related to border security activities, such as law 
enforcement operations, tactical infrastructure, installation and utilization of roads, while 
minimizing impacts on or impairments of natural and cultural resources while applying the 
Wilderness Act, Endangered Species Act, and other related laws, regulations, and policies 
across Federal lands. 



WW-12: As discussed in Section 3.2.1, the condition of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness and the Organ 
Pipe Cactus Monument Wilderness Area have been greatly degraded as a result of illegal 
border activity and the required U.S. Border Patrol interdiction operations.  The proposed 
project provides improved communications to U.S. Border Patrol agents and CPNWR 
personnel within the communications coverage area.  CBP expects improved agent safety and 
improved interdiction capabilities, as agent-to-agent communications in the field improve. 

It is the goal of CBP to secure the entire international border, including approximately 56 linear 
miles of border with Mexico located within Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 

WW-13: CBP does not intend to hamper the untrammeled characteristics of the Cabeza Prieta 
Wilderness.  The proposed communications equipment would not “impede the free play of 
natural forces within the landscape.”  The final EA and MRDG will be edited to reflect this 
correction in terminology. 

WW-14: Please see the response to comment WW-11.  We agree that well-trained stock can travel in 
“some” rough country.  The Refuge Manager is adamant that given the steep, rough, and 
unstable terrain present and the lack of a trail system that could accommodate stock and people 
in the project area, it is unfeasible to use pack animals and most people would have difficulty 
accessing the sites on foot. 

WW-15: CBP respectfully disagrees.  All laws are equally important, including the Wilderness Act, 
Endangered Species Act, other conservation laws, Immigration and Nationality Act, Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act, and the Homeland Security Act. 

WW-16: Communications technology combined with surveillance systems, infrastructure and the tactics 
employed by agents and officers leads to increased capabilities to effect an arrest and is 
dependent upon the flow of traffic in any particular area.  Any advancement in efficiency in any 
of these areas to include communication only can increase CBP effectiveness and provide for 
increased certainty of arrest.  The final EA will be edited to reflect this statement. 

WW-17: The flow of illicit activity fluctuates depending on transnational criminal organizations activity 
and is expected to lessen over time as CBP’s effectiveness increases.  CBP cannot predict 
apprehension locations and numbers as there are too many variables to consider and associating 
any one thing CBP does to a law enforcement outcome (i.e. arrests) would be misrepresentative 
of the systems perspective CBP is utilizing.  The final EA will be edited to reflect this 
statement.  Both CBP and USFWS have observed a significant increase in drug seizures, and 
illegal drive throughs during the past 12 months within the CPNWR. 

WW-18: CBP respectfully disagrees.  Please see the response to comment WW-11. 

WW-19: The CPNWR prepared a MRDG which allowed CBP to conduct site surveys via helicopter. 

WW-20: The communications equipment is temporary in that it can and will be completely removed 
from the site at some point in the future.  On page 3-2 of the draft EA, a long-term impact is 
defined as having a lasting effect of greater than three years. 



WW-21: CBP respectfully disagrees.  The statements reflect that the mountaintop locations have been 
the host sites to many previous versions of communications equipment, antennas, repeaters, etc.  
The sites are not undeveloped or undisturbed. 

WW-22: CBP is in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act for this project.  On April 23, 2013, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided a biological opinion (AESO/SE 02EAAZOO-
2012-F-0200) for the impact determinations made in the EA and Biological Assessment for this 
project (the proposed Land Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications).  Figure 
3.3 does not show pronghorn occurring west of Cooper Mountain and in or west of the Cabeza 
Mountains which are the routes used to access the Buck Peak and Christmas Pass sites. 

WW-23: Extensive coordination was conducted with all tribes with potential cultural affinity to the 
project area.  Coordination correspondence is included in Appendix A and a summary table is 
provided below.  Each tribe and the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
received copies of the cultural resources survey reports for review and comment.  CBP received 
a letter of concurrence from Arizona SHPO on 9 August 2011. 
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Initiation of Section 106 
(25 August 2011) 
Response to  
25 August 2011 letter 

      

Intent to prepare EA 
(8 September 2011) 
EA transmittal 
(29 May 2013) 
Response/Comment to 
EA

       

WW-24: The purpose of the Proposed Action in the EA is to improve tactical communications in the 
Arizona Focus Area for Federal agents working for CBP.  The equipment proposed would 
improve radio communications equipment without the use of towers.  Equipment sleds, that are 
less than 20 feet tall would be located on three mountaintop locations.  CBP expects improved 
agent safety and improved interdiction capabilities, as agent-to-agent communications in the 
field improve.  Increased effectiveness would result in higher interdiction success which would 
act as a deterrent to illegal border activity and thus over time reduce illegal traffic through 
wilderness- resulting in fewer incursions in wilderness by both illegal border crossers and law 
enforcement. 



1

AZ Taccom Comments

From: fred goodsell <fgoodsell@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2013 4:16 PM
To: AZ Taccom Comments
Subject: Comments for the Arizona TacCom Project

Ms. Maria Bernard Reid 
8081 GSRI Ave. 
Baton Rouge, LA 70820 
Dear Ms. Reid: 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Arizona TacCom Project. 
I have hiked over 2,000 miles in the area of the proposed project and have seen the towers now in place as well 
as the area proposed for the Christmas Pass tower. 
My first comment is, where are the alternatives? An action alternative and a no action alternative are not 
sufficient.  
Second, since it is stated that the Christmas Pass tower may not be necessary, it should not be included in this 
EA. Many things might be nice but an EA is not a wish list. Please take that out of the final EA. 
Third, the fact that these towers are in Wilderness requires that an EIS address the impacts of permanent 
structures, long term maintenance, and helicopter use in both construction and maintenance. This EA should be 
deleted and an EIS written to address all the impacts to Wilderness resources, endangered species, and cultural 
resources.
I am embarrassed to see the approach the U.S. Border Patrol, and DHS, are taking on this attempt to stop cross 
border traffic. Driving a vehicle across the desert is 1920s technology and totally unacceptable particularly in 
(Federally designated) Wilderness. The U.S. Border Patrol requests parallel interdiction routes so they can 
observe tracks at one route and interdict at the other. In the area of these towers they have three parallel routes. 
They do not need radio coverage of the entire area, just a band along each route. Satellite technology (phones) 
can be used in the, what should be, rare occasions they leave the present radio coverage. Why can’t we use 
some of the technology we (the U.S. and others) have developed rather than just through men vehicles and 
money at the problem. Law enforcement in the work place and technology in the field would be far better. 
Please dismiss this EA and address the problems in an EIS. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Fred Goodsell 
Desert Protectors 
`1530 N. Rosedale Ave. 
Ajo, AZ 85321 

DP-1

DP-2

DP-3

DP-4



DP-1: CBP identified numerous alternatives to the Proposed Action in Section 2.3 of the EA.  
Alternatives were identified in three categories: technological alternatives, siting alternatives, 
and collocation alternatives.  The reasons for eliminating the alternatives identified in Section 
2.3 are also listed in that section.   

The three sites identified and proposed for communications equipment installations in this EA 
were found by CBP to provide the most radio communications coverage with the least expected 
impacts. 

DP-2: CBP wishes to identify all potential impacts of the proposed project.  The radio coverage 
models have provided evidence that the proposed Christmas Pass site may not be necessary for 
adequate radio coverage on the CPNWR.  However, after the Buck Peak and Granite Mountain 
sites are installed, field testing will verify if the model projections were accurate.  If the 
coverage is accurate, the Christmas Pass site would not be installed.  If the Christmas Pass site 
is deemed necessary, then the total project impacts as identified by the EA would be accurate.  
CBP fully disclosed the potential reliance on the Christmas Pass site to meet the need of the 
proposed project. 

DP-3: CBP has determined that this EA complies with NEPA guidelines and is the appropriate level 
of analysis for this Proposed Action and its expected impacts.  CBP is committed to implement 
mitigation measures to reduce any potential significant environmental impacts so that they are 
no longer significant.  CBP determined that the level of impacts and proposed mitigation will 
support a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI).  

The communications equipment as proposed in the EA would be temporary structures (pg. 3-8) 
providing necessary improvements to the severely deficient communications capabilities across 
the Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) (pg. 1-2 and 1-4).  CBP and USFWS 
have determined that the proposed communications equipment would be a compatible use for 
the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  

CBP is in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act for this project.  On April 23, 2013, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provided a Biological Opinion (AESO/SE 02EAAZOO-
2012-F-0200) for the impact determinations made in the EA and Biological Assessment for this 
project (the proposed Land Mobile Radio Modernization for Tactical Communications). 

CBP has also received concurrence from the Arizona SHPO on 9 August 2011 for the 
implementation of this project, see Appendix A. 

DP-4: CBP identified numerous alternatives to the Proposed Action in Section 2.3 of the EA.  
Alternatives including the use of satellite phones for communications (see Alternative A, page 
2-12) were considered but eliminated. 
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                     DECISION GUIDE 
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LAND MOBILE RADIO MODERNIZATION FOR U.S. 
CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION TACTICAL 

COMMUNICATIONS AT BUCK PEAK, CHRISTMAS PASS, 
AND GRANITE MOUNTAIN 

(22571-FY13-001) 
  
 

 
 
The Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) consists of 860,010 acres of Sonoran Desert 
within the Gila/Salt/Verde Ecosystem.  The Refuge was first established as a Game Range by 
Executive Order 8038 in 1939 to assist in the recovery of the desert bighorn sheep.  While the 
Refuge was originally designated for the purpose of conserving desert bighorn sheep and their 
habitat, the refuge was also given the lead for the recovery of the Federally endangered Sonoran 
pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonoriensis) in 1998.  The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-628) designated 93 percent of the Refuge (803,418 acres) as wilderness.  
The Act provides a supplemental Refuge purpose to those established by the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Administration Act:  
 
 

management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources 
and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future 

 
 
The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 requires the Refuge to implement conservation and 
management activities of wildlife and habitat within the context of the Wilderness Act of 1964 to 
ensure protection of the wilderness character.   

Description:  Briefly describe the situation that may prompt action. 
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The southern boundary of Cabeza Prieta NWR is delineated by 56 miles of the international 
border with Mexico.  Over the past decade, the Refuge has experienced significant impacts 
associated with illegal border crossings and subsequent interdiction efforts by law enforcement.  
Illegal cross-border activities include smuggling of undocumented immigrants of various 
nationalities and drugs.   
 
To improve operational effectiveness and enhance officer safety, U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection (CBP) proposes to improve tactical communications (TacCom) through 
modernization of the existing land mobile radio (LMR) systems with state-of-the-art digital 
technology that complies with the Project 25 (P25) standards and provides for narrowband 
advanced encryption standard capabilities to protect law enforcement sensitive communications 
from scanning.  P25 is the standard for the design and manufacture of interoperable digital two-
way wireless communications products.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would 
provide much-needed enhancements and improved operational capabilities to LMR systems for 
CBP personnel, U.S. Border Patrol (USBP), and Office of Air and Marine in the Arizona Focus 
Area.  The modernized LMR system would provide improved capabilities such as 
interoperability, over-the-air-rekeying, and advanced encryption, and is National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration compliant.  The system would improve 
radio voice coverage throughout the Arizona Focus Area. 
 
CBP is currently preparing an environmental assessment (EA) to assess the impacts of obtaining 
a special use permit or real estate right of way from Cabeza Prieta NWR for the installation, 
operation, and maintenance of communications equipment at up to three locations (Buck Peak, 
Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass) with Cabeza Prieta NWR communications equipment 
collocated at Buck Peak.  The proposed project would significantly improve safety in the daily 
operations of USBP agents and Cabeza Prieta NWR personnel.  The project area is deficient in 
TacCom infrastructure for CBP activities, even though the USBP Ajo and Wellton stations have 
repeaters for field operations communications.  In the present locations, the radio repeaters do 
not provide sufficient radio coverage for reliable communications.  This presents serious agent 
safety issues, as agents are not able to communicate between vehicle and handheld radios in the 
field and the USBP Ajo or Wellton Stations' Headquarters.  The proposed radio repeaters would 
allow the use of encryption, which is critical for operational security and detection of illegal 
traffic in the area. 
 
Without the proposed TacCom sites (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass), areas 
with no communications coverage on the Cabeza Prieta NWR encompass 254 square miles (659 
square kilometers) and approximately 636 square miles (1,648 square kilometers) of no portable 
radio coverage.  Using the three proposed mountain peaks on the Cabeza Prieta NWR to improve 
communications coverage, the TacCom LMR Modernization Project would reduce the 
communications gaps to 49 square miles (126 square kilometers) and areas with no portable 
radio coverage to approximately 269 square miles (697 square kilometers). 
 
Radio communications modeling determined the fewest equipment site locations necessary to 
provide the most coverage possible.  Original project plans called for three sites on the Cabeza 
Prieta NWR (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass); however, after additional 
modeling, the communications coverage provided by Buck Peak and Granite Mountain was 
nearly equal to the coverage originally modeled for all three sites.  CBP proposes to first install 
the proposed TacCom LMR equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain.  Once the sites are 
operational, field testing will determine if the models were accurate and if adequate 
communications coverage is provided with only two sites.  If communications coverage is not 
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adequate or does not meet the requirements of the USBP Wellton or Ajo stations, USBP Yuma 
or Tucson sectors, or Cabeza Prieta NWR, then the proposed TacCom LMR equipment at the 
Christmas Pass site would be installed. 
 
All three sites for proposed TacCom equipment installation are within designated wilderness.  
The proposed sites are located on mountain tops with limited accessibility.  The total estimated 
surface impact for installation at the three proposed sites is approximately 7,855 square feet (0.18 
acre).  Because existing equipment is present at both Buck Peak and Granite Mountain, only 
2,625 square feet (0.06 acre) of impacts would be on previously undisturbed land at Christmas 
Pass. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes:     No:  
 
Explain: 
 
Numerous alternatives were considered where the TacCom equipment would be installed outside 
of Wilderness.  The CBP EA identifies these alternatives as Alternatives Considered, but 
Eliminated.  The discussion below follows the naming conventions used in the EA for the 
Alternatives considered. 
 
Siting Alternatives 
Although each radio repeater location can act independently of all other LMR sites and provide 
communications opportunities for the agents in the field, LMR radio repeaters are designed to 
communicate with other LMR radio repeaters throughout the Arizona Focus Area.  Radio 
repeaters are sited to minimize radio frequency coverage overlap between radio repeater sites 
while eliminating areas without coverage.  Key radio repeater site evaluation considerations take 
into account constructability, operability, and environmental factors.  The site selection process 
began with multiple conceptual field laydowns, where maximum radio frequency propagation is 
achieved with a minimum number of radio repeater sites using mapping programs and a 
modeling and analysis process.  Operationally preferred site locations were selected by CBP 
personnel based on their knowledge of the terrain, environment, land ownership, and operational 
needs.  Wherever possible, CBP has tried to use existing radio repeater sites for the collocation 
of equipment to reduce cost and impacts on the environment. 
 
Geographical constraints also affect radio repeater siting decisions.  The preferred alternative is 
to place the radio repeater equipment at the top of mountain peaks.  Because radio system design 
is based on line of sight, the distance of the desired radio frequency propagation and terrain 
obstacles controls the necessary height of the radio repeater.  Placing a radio repeater at the top 
of a mountain peak provides complete coverage across the mountain and to all locations at lower 
elevations that are not physically blocked by another geographical feature. 
 
Four siting alternatives were considered: hilltops outside of the Cabeza Prieta NWR (Alternative 
D), repeaters positioned at the base of mountains within the Cabeza Prieta NWR (Alternative E), 
Cipriano Pass as an alternate for Buck Peak (Alternative F), and Raven Butte as an alternate for 
Christmas Pass (Alternative G). 
 

A. Describe Options Outside of Wilderness 
 
Is action necessary within wilderness? 
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Alternative D  Alternative D uses nearby, shorter hilltops outside of the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  
CBP assessed other hilltops outside of the Cabeza Prieta NWR for the possibility of placement of 
radio repeaters, but higher mountains surrounding these hilltops would interfere with the radio 
coverage of the area.  The resulting communications coverage would be less than adequate, and 
areas with no communications coverage would be more extensive than that provided by siting 
the radio repeaters within the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  This siting alternative was determined to be 
inadequate and was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Alternative E  Alternative E uses numerous (i.e., four or more) radio repeaters positioned at the 
base of mountains to achieve the same coverage as placing the site on a mountain peak.  This 
alternative would result in substantially greater cost, and it would not take advantage of existing 
sites located on mountain peaks.  This siting alternative was determined to be inadequate and 
was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Alternative F  Alternative F would substitute Cipriano Pass on the nearby Barry M. Goldwater 
Range (BMGR) for Buck Peak as a location for TacCom equipment installation.  Upon visual 
inspection of the Cipriano Pass area, there was not a suitable, level area available on the site that 
would be adequate for the TacCom equipment and helicopter landing.  This alternative was 
determined to be inadequate and was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Alternative G  Alternative G would substitute Raven Butte on the nearby BMGR for Christmas 
Pass as a location for TacCom equipment installation.  However, Raven Butte was determined to 

odham Nation.  The 
tribes have determined that the installation of communications equipment would not be 
appropriate at Raven Butte.  This alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Collocation Alternative 
CBP is currently in the early planning stages of the USBP Wellton Station Integrated Fixed 
Towers (IFT) Project.  The USBP Wellton Station IFT Project includes the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of up to 24 tower sites and associated infrastructure (primarily roads) 
on and near those sites.  All proposed tower sites would be situated within the Wellton Station 
Area of Responsibility (which includes the Cabeza Prieta NWR) on privately owned, DHS/CBP-
owned, or other Federal agency-owned lands along or near the United States/Mexico border, as 
necessary to create a border enforcement zone.  This alternative would collocate TacCom 
equipment on IFT (integrated fixed tower) infrastructure within the Cabeza Prieta NWR to 
provide communications coverage similar to what would be provided with the implementation of 
the Proposed Action. However, there are no IFT locations within the CPNWR that could serve 
this purpose nor have potential IFT structures been vetted and approved by both CBP and the 
land managers.  The planning for this project has been postponed.  Due to the need established 
by the TacCom LMR Modernization Project to provide a safe work environment for agents and 
other agency law enforcement personnel by improving communications coverage, this 
alternative was determined to be inadequate due to schedule delays and immediate need and was 
eliminated from further consideration. 
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Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     
 Explain: 
 
Section 301 of the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act exempts DHS n 
and Naturalization Service from Wilderness Act prohibitions when the action is related to border 
security.  The original project was developed as described above for border security.  This 
project would significantly increase LMR coverage in areas that are currently within 
communications gaps. Increased LMR coverage would provide for improved communications 
capabilities for USBP agents and therefore, contribute to increased border security.  

 
 
 
 
 

Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     
Explain: 
 
The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (16 U.S.C. § 668dd, as 
amended
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, 
and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and 
fu U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is responsible for 
the conservation of this land for future generations;  duty then is to restore 
lands when necessary.  Many areas within Cabeza Prieta Wilderness have been degraded as a 
result of illegal vehicle and pedestrian traffic, deposition of trash and human waste, vandalism, 
and subsequent USBP operations.  Unauthorized roads have been and continue to be created in 
designated wilderness as a result of motorized vehicle operations by cross-border violators and 
law enforcement personnel conducting required interdiction actions.  Improving radio 
communications coverage on the Cabeza Prieta NWR will allow for improved USBP agent and 
Cabeza Prieta NWR personnel safety. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes:  No:     Not Applicable:     
Explain: 
 
The USFWS produced a Wilderness Stewardship Policy to be implemented on National Wildlife 
Refuges.  The revised Policy discusses five principles of wilderness administration.  Principles 
C, D, and E address the administration of wilderness for public benefit, the administration of 
refuges to protect wilderness characteristics, and providing compatible wildlife-dependent 
activities to the public, respectively (USFWS 2008). 
 

B. Describe Valid Existing Rights or Special Provisions of Wilderness Legislation 
 
Is action necessary to satisfy valid existing rights or a special provision in wilderness legislation 
(the Wilderness Act of 1964 or subsequent wilderness laws) that allows consideration of the 
Section 4(c) prohibited uses?  Cite law and section. 

C. Describe Requirements of Other Legislation 
 
Is action necessary to meet the requirements of other laws? 

D. Describe Other Guidance  
 
Is action necessary to conform to direction contained in agency policy, unit and wilderness 
management plans, species recovery plans, or agreements with tribal, state and local 
governments or other Federal agencies? 
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and 
appropriate and compatible with the Administration Act, refuge purposes, including Wilderness 
Act purposes, and the Refuge System mission; retains wilderness character; is consistent with the 

 

community of life are untrammeled by 
wilderness areas. We may allow exceptions to the generally prohibited uses if the uses are the 
minimum requirement for administering the area as wilderness and are necessary to accomplish 
the purposes of the refuge, including Wilderness Act purposes. We may limit even nonmotorized 
refuge management activities to protect wildness. 

Provide opportunities for primitive recreation, giving priority to compatible wildlife-
dependent activities that are enhanced by a wilderness setting. Provide physical, social, and 
administrative settings that are conducive to experiencing opportunities for solitude, adventure, 
challenge, inspiration, and other aspects of wilderness character that the American people can 
use and enjoy.  

 
The purpose of this project is to improve radio communications coverage in remote areas of the 
Cabeza Prieta NWR.  Improved radio communications would improve USBP agent and Cabeza 
Prieta NWR personnel safety. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Untrammeled:   Yes:  No:     Not Applicable:        

 
 Explain: 
 
The proposed project would increase the overall safety of the public, Cabeza Prieta NWR 
personnel, and USBP agents.  The Proposed Action would have a long-term, beneficial effect as 
a result of increasing public safety, and reducing adverse impacts from cross-border traffic and 
consequent law enforcement actions on the landscape and natural resources that characterize 
designated wilderness.  The TacCom LMR Modernization Project could also result in beneficial 
effects on designated wilderness as a result of reducing cross-border violator traffic and focusing 
law enforcement activities in the project area. 
 
Untrammeled:   Yes:  No:      Not Applicable:      
 
 Explain: 
 
This action would result in the disturbance of approximately 2,700 square feet of Sonoran Desert 
vegetation at Buck Peak, approximately 2,625 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at 
Christmas Pass, and approximately 2,530 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at Granite 
Mountain.  All aspects of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited 
to the previously disturbed areas in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment at Buck Peak.  

ee play of the natural forces 
 

E. Wilderness Character 
 
Is action necessary to preserve one or more of the qualities of wilderness character including: 
untrammeled, undeveloped, natural, outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and 
unconfined type of recreation, or unique components that reflect the character of this wilderness 
area?  
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Undeveloped:   Yes:  No:      Not Applicable:      
 
 Explain: 
 
The Christmas Pass site is previously undeveloped.  The Proposed Action at Christmas Pass will 
add approximately 125 square feet to developed areas of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  Both the 
Buck Peak and Granite Mountain sites are previously disturbed by existing communications 
equipment. The Proposed Action at Granite Mountain, located approximately 100 feet east-
northeast of the existing communications site, will add approximately 30 square feet to 
developed areas of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  
 
Natural:   Yes:   No:     Not Applicable:      
 
 Explain: 
 
The TacCom LMR Modernization Project could result in beneficial effects on designated 
wilderness as a result of reducing cross-border violator traffic and focusing law enforcement 
activities in the project area.  Beneficial effects could be noticeable throughout designated 

increase interdiction efficiency.  Beneficial effects could include reduced illegal vehicle traffic 
within designated wilderness, reduced degradation of the landscape, and reduced litter and 
human waste, which degrade wilderness qualities throughout the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 
 
Outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation:  
 

Yes:  No:     Not Applicable:     
 
 Explain: 
 
Cross-border violators use the remote areas of the Cabeza Prieta NWR to gain entry into the 
United States.  That illegal traffic often damages public property by driving off established roads.  
Illicit cross-border activities can be detrimental to the landscape and health and safety of the 
public, Cabeza Prieta NWR staff, and USBP agents.  Installation of the communications sites 
may allow CBP to apprehend illegal traffic in closer proximity to the United States/Mexico 
border, thus reducing damage to the natural environment and providing improved safety and 
opportunities for solitude. 
 
Other unique components that reflect the character of this wilderness: 
 

Yes:  No:      Not Applicable:       
 
 Explain: No Effect 
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Recreation:   Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:    
 
 Explain:   
 

interdiction efficiency.  The proposed project would also increase the overall safety of the public, 
Cabeza Prieta NWR personnel, and USBP agents.  The Proposed Action would have a long-
term, beneficial effect as a result of increasing public safety and potentially reducing adverse 
impacts from cross-border traffic and consequent law enforcement actions on the landscape and 
natural resources that characterize designated wilderness. 
 
Scenic:   Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:    
 
 Explain:   
 

interdiction efficiency.  Improved communications would potentially focus interdiction efforts 
closer to the border or to detection points and thereby decrease off-road and unauthorized road 
use.  Beneficial effects could include reduced illegal vehicle traffic within designated wilderness, 
reduced degradation of the landscape, and reduced litter and human waste, which degrade scenic 
wilderness qualities throughout the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 

 
Scientific:   Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     
 
 Explain: No effect  
 
Education:   Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     
 
 Explain: No effect 
 
Conservation:  Yes:  No:  Not Applicable:     
 
 Explain:   
 
This action may improve accessibility to remote areas of the Cabeza Prieta NWR, which are 
currently unsafe due to illegal cross-border activities or lack of radio connectivity for USFWS 
personnel.  If refuge personnel can access previously inaccessible areas of the refuge, the 
potential for wildlife management, surveys, and habitat conservation or improvement techniques 
in those areas may occur.  Other impacts may include reduced illegal vehicle traffic within 
designated wilderness, reduced degradation of the landscape, and reduced litter and human 
waste, which degrade the natural habitat throughout the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The potential 
reduction expected in illegal traffic will allow for recovery of vegetation and improvement in 
natural habitat quality. 

F. Describe Effects on the Public Purposes of Wilderness 
 
Is action necessary to support one or more of the public purposes for wilderness (as stated in 
Section 4(b) of the Wilderness Act) of recreation, scenic, scientific, education, conservation, and 
historical use? 
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Historical use:  Yes:  No:   Not Applicable:     
 
 Explain:    No effect  
 
 

 
   Yes:  No:  More information needed:     
 
Explain: 
 
The proposed installation of the TacCom LMR equipment would significantly improve safety in 
the daily operations of USBP agents and USFWS personnel.  The Cabeza Prieta NWR is 
deficient in communications infrastructure.  For CBP activities, the USBP Ajo and Wellton 
stations have repeaters for field operations communications; however, in the present locations, 
the radio repeaters do not provide sufficient radio coverage for reliable communications.  The 
USFWS repeater, which would provide coverage over much of the western portion of the refuge, 
is not in reliable working condition.  These conditions present serious safety issues, as USBP 
agents and USFWS personnel are not able to communicate between vehicles and portable radios 
in the field and the USBP Ajo or Wellton Stations or the Cabeza Prieta NWR office.  The 
proposed radio repeaters would allow the use of encryption, which is critical for operational 
security and detection of illegal traffic in the area. 
 
The communications coverage capabilities on the Cabeza Prieta NWR are severely deficient.  
Without the proposed TacCom sites (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass), areas 
with no communications coverage on the Cabeza Prieta NWR cover 254 square miles (659 
square kilometers), and approximately 636 square miles (1,648 square kilometers) of no portable 
radio coverage exist.  Using the three proposed mountain peaks on the Cabeza Prieta NWR to 
improve communications coverage, the TacCom LMR Modernization Project would reduce the 
communications gaps to 49 square miles (126 square kilometers) and areas with no portable 
radio coverage to approximately 269 square miles (697 square kilometers). 
 
Radio communications modeling determined the fewest equipment site locations necessary to 
provide the most coverage possible.  Original project plans called for three sites on the Cabeza 
Prieta NWR (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass); however, after additional 
modeling, the communications coverage provided by Buck Peak and Granite Mountain was 
nearly equal to the coverage originally modeled for all three sites.  CBP proposes to first install 
the proposed TacCom LMR equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain.  Once the sites are 
operational, field testing will determine if the models were accurate and if adequate 
communications coverage is provided with only two sites.  If communications coverage is not 
adequate or does not meet the requirements of the USBP Wellton or Ajo stations, USBP Yuma 
or Tucson sectors, or Cabeza Prieta NWR, then the proposed TacCom LMR equipment at the 
Christmas Pass site would be installed after consultation and concurrence with the Refuge 
Manager. 
 
As previously discussed, other alternatives were considered to avoid impacts within the Cabeza 
Prieta Wilderness.  Siting Alternatives F and G and the Collocation Alternative all identified 
potential radio repeater locations on non-wilderness lands.  Alternative F would substitute 
Cipriano Pass on the nearby BMGR for Buck Peak as a location for TacCom equipment 

Step 1 Decision: Is any administrative action necessary in 
wilderness? 
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installation.  Upon visual inspection of the Cipriano Pass area, there was not a suitable, level area 
available on the site that would be adequate for the TacCom equipment and helicopter landing.  
This alternative was determined to be inadequate and was eliminated from further consideration.  
Alternative G would substitute Raven Butte on the nearby BMGR for Christmas Pass as a 
location for TacCom equipment installation.  However, Raven Butte was determined to be a 
Traditional Cultural Property for the Cocopah Tribe and the Tohono 
tribes have determined that the installation of communications equipment would not be 
appropriate at Raven Butte.  There were also too much interference from other mountains to 
allow adequate covers.  This alternative was eliminated from further consideration.  The 
Collocation Alternative included collocating the proposed TacCom equipment with the USBP 
Wellton Station IFT Project.  The USBP Wellton Station IFT Project includes the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of up to 24 tower sites and associated infrastructure (primarily roads) 
on and near those sites.  All proposed tower sites would be situated within the Wellton Station 
Area of Responsibility (which includes the Cabeza Prieta NWR) on privately owned, DHS/CBP-
owned, or other Federal agency-owned lands along or near the United States/Mexico border, as 
necessary to create a border enforcement zone.  This alternative would collocate TacCom 
equipment on IFT infrastructure on the Cabeza Prieta NWR to provide similar coverage to what 
would be provided with the implementation of the Proposed Action.  Due to the early planning 
nature of the Wellton Station IFT Project, there are no proposed IFT locations that have been 
vetted and approved by both CBP and the land managers.  The planning for this project has been 
indefinitely postponed.  Due to the need established by the TacCom LMR Modernization Project 
to provide a safe work environment for agents and other agency law enforcement personnel by 
improving communications coverage, this alternative was determined to be inadequate due to 
schedule delays and immediate need and was eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Step 2: Determine the minimum activity. 
 
Description of Alternatives 
 
 
 
 
Description:  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the CBP communications equipment would not be 
installed.  However, the existing CBP and USFWS equipment on Buck Peak, currently 
collocated on a site owned and operated by Cabeza Prieta NWR, would continue to be 
operated and maintained.  The collocated equipment would be accessed biannually for 
scheduled maintenance by helicopter or potentially on foot for the Christmas Pass site.  The 
No Action Alternative would not allow CBP to have increased communications ability.  The 
USBP Ajo and 
coverage for reliable TacCom within the Cabeza Prieta NWR, which leaves agents without 
the ability to call for support.  This could lead to potential safety issues for USBP agents.  
Under the No Action Alternative, poor communications coverage would continue. 
 
Effects: 
 
       Wilderness Character 
 

 

Alternative A  No Action 
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 The No Action Alternative maintains the existing communications equipment at Buck 
Peak.  Therefore, there would be no additional beyond what 
currently exists on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 

 
  
 No previously undisturbed natural areas would be directly impacted by the No Action 
Alternative.  Indirectly, illegal traffic, garbage, human waste, and subsequent interdiction pursuits 
would continue to have a long-term negative impact on the native Sonoran desertscrub habitat and 
associated wildlife communities. 
 
 

 
 
 The existing radio repeater equipment at Buck Peak would continue to be operated and 
maintained under the No Action Alternative.  The helicopter used biannually for maintenance 
could be considered to be an impact on solitude or primitive recreation.  There would be no 
additional impacts expected beyond what are currently experienced. 
 
 Other unique components that reflect the character of this wilderness 
 
 No effect 
 

Heritage and Cultural Resources  
 

No effect   
 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 
 
 No effect    
 

Special Provisions 
 

No effect   
 
 
 

Economic and Time Constraints 
 
 No effect 
 
   Additional Wilderness-specific Comparison Criteria 

 
No effect  
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Safety of Visitors, Personnel, and Contractors  

 
 The 56-mile United States/Mexico border across the Cabeza Prieta NWR is an active 
smuggling area.  The safety of visitors, USFWS personnel, contractors, and USBP agents would 
continue to be a serious issue under the No Action Alternative.  Buck Peak currently houses a 
collocated USFWS and CBP repeaters.  However, the USFWS repeater, which would provide 
coverage over much of the western portion of the refuge, is not in reliable working condition.  
These conditions present serious safety issues, as USBP agents and USFWS personnel are not 
able to communicate between vehicles and portable radios in the field and the USBP Ajo or 
Wellton Stations or the Cabeza Prieta NWR office.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Description:  
 
Installation of the communications equipment at Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and 
Christmas Pass would be completed with the use of pack animals.  All personnel working on 
the project would hike in and out of the site, and all equipment would be carried in by pack 
animals.  Approximately 15,000 pounds of equipment must be hauled up to Buck Peak and 
the existing equipment must be dismantled and hauled down the mountain.  The six batteries 
necessary for the communications equipment at Buck Peak weigh approximately 775 pounds 
each, which is more than one pack animal could carry, especially in steep, rocky terrain.  
Batteries would have to be flown in by helicopter.  The remaining equipment would either be 
carried in by humans or pack animals, requiring 11 individual trips.  Assumptions made to 
reach this total include: four pack animals could carry approximately 150 pounds per animal, 
eight humans could carry approximately 50 pounds per person, and helicopters would deliver 
the batteries to the site.  There are no established hiking or animal trails to the site.  The 
terrain is steep, rocky, rough, and unstable.  The potential for human and animal injuries is 
significant, especially for the pack animals.  For these reasons this alternative is not practical 
and thus rejected without further analysis. 
 
Effects: 
 
Wilderness Character 
 

 
 
 Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR.   
 
  
 

Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 
 
  type of 

 

Alternative B  Communications equipment installation using pack 
animals 
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 Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 

 
  
 Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  
 

Other unique components that reflect the character of the wilderness 
 

Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 

Heritage and Cultural Resources  
 

Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  
 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 
 
 Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 

 
Special Provisions 

 
Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  

 
Economic and Time Constraints 

 
 Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 

 
Additional Wilderness-specific Comparison Criteria 

 
 Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 

Safety of Visitors, Personnel, and Contractors  
 

Not applicable.  This alternative is not viable for this action on the Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 

  



 
(22571-FY13-001)  TacCom LMR Modernization  p.14 

 

 
 
 
 
Description:  
 
The three proposed TacCom equipment locations are on remote mountaintops or ridges: Buck 
Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass (Figure 1).  Due to the weight of the equipment to 
be installed and the inaccessibility of the sites, all equipment and personnel would be airlifted to 
the site during the installation phase of the project.  Installation would take less than 30 days at 
each site.  Thereafter, scheduled maintenance and repair or replacement of faulty equipment 
would occur twice per year by helicopter for Granite Mountain and Buck Peak sites or 
potentially on foot at the Christmas Pass site.  Any replaced equipment would be recycled or 
otherwise disposed of properly.  Trips for emergency repairs may be necessary in addition to the 
biannual maintenance trips. 
 
Equipment would be staged at the USBP Wellton Station for the three sites on the Cabeza Prieta 
NWR (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass).  The equipment would be airlifted 
directly to the installation site.  Estimated flight paths are also depicted on Figure 1. 
 
Buck Peak 
Buck Peak is located on a ridge in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Yuma County, Arizona 
(Figure 2).  Buck Peak currently houses existing CBP communications equipment (one low-
power repeater), which is collocated on a solar-powered radio site that is owned and operated by 
Cabeza Prieta NWR.  The existing equipment would be replaced, because it is outdated and no 

NWR would continue to be collocated at this site.  New equipment would also be installed for 
the Cabeza Prieta NWR, because the existing USFWS equipment is not in reliable working 
order. 
 
CBP proposes to obtain a special use permit or real estate right of way for the installation, 
operation, and maintenance of a radio repeater at Buck Peak.  The total surface area required for 
the radio repeater equipment is approximately 200 square feet.  A conceptual drawing of the 
installation is provided in Figure 3.  An additional 2,500-square-foot working area would be 
temporarily disturbed during installation by potential vegetation crushing or damage during 
helicopter landing, equipment transport, or movements by technicians.  No restoration plans are 
included as part of this project.  Communications equipment to be installed at Buck Peak 
includes: 
 

 Five mini-solar array platforms that would house solar panels 
 Two LMR repeaters 
 Duplexers 
 SAFARI Commander Station 
 One platform-mounted battery enclosure with six batteries 
 Two 10-foot-tall poles (one omni-directional dipole array and one grid parabolic antenna)  

 
The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if 
necessary.  A grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the 

Alternative C  Communications equipment installation using a 
helicopter 
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communications equipment.  It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural 
rocks found on-site. 
 
Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground 
preparation for installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  
The batteries are sealed and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not 
leak.  There will be no fuel-based generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be 
accomplished by helicopter.  All helicopter access will originate from USBP Wellton Station and 
fly a course west of Copper Mountain, entering the CPNWR and accessing Buck Peak from the 
west.  The western access route should eliminate any potential effects on Sonoran pronghorn or 
disturbance in proximity to Sonoran pronghorn habitat, thus allowing helicopter flights during 
the pronghorn fawning season (March 15 through July 15).  If, for some reason, the flight access 
for this project is not able to follow this route, no helicopter access would occur between March 
15 and July 15 to avoid the Sonoran pronghorn fawning season. 
 
No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  All 
aspects of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited to the 
previously disturbed area in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment to the greatest 
extent practicable.  The replacement of existing equipment would occur over a 30-day period 
and necessitate hand tools, drills, cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  It is estimated that surveys 
and installation would require 16 round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation 
technicians, for the removal of existing equipment, and delivery of new equipment. 
 
Granite Mountain 
Granite Mountain is located on a remote ridge in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Pima County, 
Arizona (Figure 4).  Granite Mountain currently houses communications equipment owned by the 
U.S. Air Force (USAF).  Collocation of the TacCom equipment within the same impact area as 
the USAF equipment is not possible for the following reasons: 1) the two sets of equipment run on 
different power systems (USAF equipment requires 48 volts, TacCom equipment requires 12 
volts), 2) adding antennas and solar panels would compromise the structural integrity of the 
existing platform, and 3) CBP requires approximately 100 feet of horizontal separation from the 
USAF equipment to avoid radio frequency interference from the USAF communications 
equipment.  Therefore, the TacCom equipment would be located approximately 100 feet east-
northeast of the existing USAF equipment. 
 
CBP proposes to obtain a special use permit or real estate right of way for the installation, 
operation, and maintenance of a radio repeater at Granite Mountain.  The total surface area 
required for the radio repeater equipment is 30 square feet.  An additional 2,500-square-foot 
working area would be temporarily disturbed during installation by potential vegetation crushing 
or damage during helicopter landing, equipment transport, or movements by technicians.  No 
restoration plans are included as part of this project.  A conceptual drawing of the installation is 
provided in Figure 5.  Communications equipment to be installed at Granite Mountain includes: 
 

 One 5-panel solar array platform 
 One repeater 
 SAFARI Commander station mounted on the platform 
 One platform-mounted battery enclosure with four batteries  
 One 10-foot-tall pole with a half-parabolic antenna and an omni-directional dipole array 
 One tripod-mounted BA40-41 VHF antenna  
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The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if 
necessary.  A grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the 
communications equipment.  It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural 
rocks found on-site. 
 
Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground 
preparation for installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  
The batteries are sealed and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not 
leak.  There will be no fuel-based generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be 
accomplished by helicopter depending on season of year (no helicopter access would occur 
between January 1 and July 31 due to the Sonoran pronghorn fawning and desert bighorn sheep 
lambing seasons).  
 
No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  
Installation of equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, drills, 
cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  All aspects of equipment installation, including any ground 
disturbance, would be limited to the previously disturbed area in the vicinity of existing 
equipment to the greatest extent practicable.  It is estimated that surveys and installation 
would require seven round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation technicians 
and to deliver new equipment. 
 
Christmas Pass 
Christmas Pass is located on a mountaintop in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Yuma County, 
Arizona (Figure 6).  Communications equipment does not currently exist at this site.  This site 
would only be installed if it is deemed necessary to fill a communications coverage gap after the 
Buck Peak and Granite Mountain sites are installed.  If the TacCom equipment is installed at this 
location, Cabeza Prieta NWR radio repeater equipment will be collocated on the equipment sled. 
 
CBP proposes to obtain a special use permit or real estate right of way for the installation, 
operation, and maintenance of a radio repeater at Christmas Pass.  The total surface area required 
for the radio repeater equipment is 125 square feet.  A conceptual drawing of the installation is 
provided in Figure 7.  An additional 2,500-square-foot working area would be temporarily 
disturbed during installation by potential vegetation crushing or damage during helicopter 
landing, equipment transport, or movements by technicians.  No restoration plans are included as 
part of this project.  Communications equipment to be installed at Christmas Pass includes: 
 

 One 14-panel solar array platform 
 One repeater 
 SAFARI Commander station mounted on the platform 
 One platform-mounted battery enclosure with four batteries 
 One 10-foot-tall pole with a half-parabolic antenna and an omni-directional dipole array 
 One 10-foot-tall pole with an omni-directional dipole array  
 One tripod-mounted BA40-41 VHF antenna 

 
The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if 
necessary.  A grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the 
communications equipment.  It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural 
rocks found on-site. 
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Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground 
preparation for installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  
The batteries are sealed and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not 
leak.  There will be no fuel-based generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be 
accomplished either by helicopter or on foot depending on season of year (no helicopter access 
would occur between January 1 and July 31 due to the Sonoran pronghorn fawning and desert 
bighorn sheep lambing seasons), the physical condition of the technician, and the amount of 
material needed to be hauled to the site. 
 
No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  
Installation of equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, drills, 
cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  It is estimated that surveys and installation would require 
seven round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation technicians and to deliver 
new equipment. 
 
Effects: 
 
       Wilderness Character 
 

 
 
This action would result in the disturbance of approximately 2,700 square feet of Sonoran Desert 
vegetation at Buck Peak, approximately 2,625 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at 
Christmas Pass, and approximately 2,530 square feet of Sonoran Desert vegetation at Granite 
Mountain.  All aspects of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited 
to the previously disturbed area in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment at Buck Peak.  

 
 
  

 
The Christmas Pass site would be located in undeveloped area of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  
The Proposed Action at Christmas Pass will add approximately 125 square feet to developed areas 
of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  Both the Buck Peak and Granite Mountain sites are previously 
disturbed by existing communications equipment.  The Proposed Action at Granite Mountain, 
located approximately 100 feet east-northeast of the existing communications site, will add 
approximately 30 square feet to developed areas of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  
 

have limited visibility at the three sites, 
due to the limited vertical profile of the equipment, unless observed from an elevated point or if 
the sun creates a reflection from the equipment.  At both Buck Peak and Granite Mountain, the 
addition of equipment or replacement of equipment would not have additive impacts on 
previously undeveloped areas. 
 
If the Christmas Pass site is installed, the TacCom equipment would be the only man-made 
structure on-site.  The Christmas Pass site is currently undeveloped and provides opportunities to 
experience solitude, unconfined recreation, and naturalness to visitors and campers from a nearby 
approved camping area.  A line of sight analysis was conducted for the installation at Christmas 
Pass.  The orange shading on Figure 8 provides an approximate area on the ground from where an 
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imaginary point, approximately 20 feet above the proposed location of the TacCom Christmas 
Pass equipment, would be visible for as far away as 3 miles.  Based on the line of sight analysis, 
the equipment visibility from the Christmas Pass Road, within 3 miles of the site, would be more 
than 95 %. The TacCom equipment at Christmas Pass would potentially be visible from a 
maximum of 9,696 acres. 
 
During installation, repair, and maintenance, noise emissions associated with the use of a 
helicopter could indirectly affect the quality of Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  Helicopter lifts and 
flights would produce noise emissions that would adversely affect the undeveloped qualities of 
designated wilderness. 
 
Thus, installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at 
Christmas Pass would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the undeveloped values of the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The installation, operation, repair, and maintenance of the proposed 
radio repeater equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain would have long-term, minor 
adverse effects on the undeveloped values of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness due to existing 
equipment at the sites. 
 
 rtunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of 

 
 
The three proposed radio repeater equipment installation locations, Buck Peak, Granite 
Mountain, and Christmas Pass, are located in Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  The vertical profile of 
the equipment is less than 20 feet above the ground surface.  Therefore, visual impacts as 

 wilderness character.  
Installation and maintenance would require the use of a helicopter.  Using a helicopter (i.e., 
motorized transport) within a wilderness area would impact the opportunity for solitude and 
primitive and unconfined recreation within the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness. 
 
Noise emissions associated with the TacCom equipment installation and maintenance could 
affect the quality of Cabeza Prieta Wilderness, which is valued for its solitude and quietness.  
Helicopter lifts and flights would produce noise emissions that would affect the quality of 
designated wilderness.  The Federal Highway Administration has established a construction 
noise abatement criterion of 57 dBA for lands where serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance (23 CFR 722, Table 1).  A total of 5,122 acres during approach and 3,420 acres 
during takeoffs would be temporarily affected by noise levels above 57 dBA during TacCom 
equipment installation and maintenance.  Noise emissions during construction and maintenance 
activities would have a temporary and intermittent effect on the quality of designated wilderness.  
There would be no noise emissions expected during the operation of the equipment. 
 

 
  
This action will have a direct effect on approximately 2,625 square feet of undeveloped 
wilderness character of the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness at the Christmas Pass site.  Both the Buck 
Peak and Granite mountain sites are previously disturbed by existing development and 
communications equipment. 

Other unique components that reflect the character of the wilderness 
 
There would be direct and indirect effects on threatened and endangered species and their 
habitats.  Long-term, beneficial effects would occur by reducing impacts of cross-border activity 
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on habitats throughout the project area and surrounding areas.  Cross-border activity creates 
trails, damages vegetation, promotes the dispersal and establishment of invasive species, and can 
result in catastrophic wild fires.  These actions have a long-term, indirect adverse impact on 
threatened and endangered species by causing harm to individuals and degrading habitats 
occupied by these species. 
 
The installation, operation, and maintenance of TacCom equipment at Buck Peak, Granite 
Mountain, and Christmas Pass would potentially affect the Sonoran pronghorn due to increased 
helicopter traffic through habitat corridors and helicopter travel routes across landscapes known 
to contain Sonoran pronghorn and Sonoran pronghorn foraging grounds.  It is currently estimated 
that up to 30 helicopter trips would be necessary for installation of the equipment at the three 
TacCom sites, with an additional two trips annually for necessary maintenance.  This air traffic 
may affect, and is likely to adversely affect, the Sonoran pronghorn.  Helicopter access to each 
mountaintop site would be from the west, with flight paths over less favorable habitat.  Sonoran 
pronghorn would only be affected by the noise emissions of the helicopter flights during 
installation (a maximum of 30 days) and maintenance (2 days per year).  Thus, impacts on 
Sonoran pronghorn would be short-term and minor. 
 
The potential loss of agave (Agave sp.) during installation of communications and support 
equipment would occur at Buck Peak.  The impacts on agave would be limited to less than 24 
individual agave plants.  Loss of agave would be long-term and negligible, and may affect, but 
would not likely adversely affect, lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) 
populations.   
 
CBP has determined that the TacCom LMR Modernization Project may affect, but would not 
likely adversely affect, Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus morafkai) populations at the Buck 
Peak, Christmas Pass, and Granite Mountain sites.  Noise emissions from helicopter access would 
be minimal due to the altitude of flight over appropriate habitat.  Installation and biannual 
maintenance could be scheduled during winter or midsummer while the tortoises are dormant to 
further avoid or minimize impacts. 
 

Heritage and Cultural Resources  
 

Cultural resource surveys have been performed and concluded no effect.  
 

Maintaining Traditional Skills 
 
 No traditional tools or skills are proposed for use with this project.  Modern transportation 
(helicopter) and tools will be used to minimize the time necessary for the disturbance associated 
with installation and maintenance. 

 
Special Provisions 

 
There would potentially be beneficial impacts on the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness from this proposed 
project.  Cross-border violators use the remote areas of the Cabeza Prieta NWR to gain entry into 
the United States.  That illegal traffic often damages public property by driving off established 
roads.  Illicit cross-border activities can be detrimental to the landscape and health and safety of 
the public, Cabeza Prieta NWR staff, and USBP agents.  Installation of the communications sites 
may allow CBP to apprehend illegal traffic in closer proximity to the United States/Mexico 
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border, thus potentially reducing damage to the natural environment and providing improved 
safety.  
 

Economic and Time Constraints 
 
 No effect. 

 
Additional Wilderness-specific Comparison Criteria 

 
 No effect. 
 

Safety of Visitors, Personnel, and Contractors 
 

Flying in helicopters is considered a high-risk activity.  However, it is safer than trying to pack 
water, equipment, supplies, etc. either on foot or by pack animal to the three installation sites over 
very steep, unstable, and difficult terrain.  Cabeza Prieta NWR will ensure that the craft and pilot 
are Office of Aircraft Services certified prior to any USFWS employee using the aircraft (which is 
not anticipated) and that such employees have taken the required safety courses.  All installation 
crew members will be briefed regarding how to work on the ground in proximity to helicopter 
sling loads and takeoff or landing. 
 
As discussed earlier, illicit cross-border activities can be detrimental to both the landscape and 
health and safety of the public, Cabeza Prieta NWR staff, and USBP agents.  The new 
communications sites may allow CBP to apprehend illegal traffic in closer proximity to the United 
States/Mexico border, thus potentially providing improved safety to visitors and personnel. 
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Comparison of Alternatives 
 

 Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
Pack Animals 

Alternative C 
Helicopter 

Untrammeled No effect Not applicable No effect 
Undeveloped No additional 

effect Not applicable - 

Natural - Not applicable +/- 
Solitude or Primitive Recreation - Not applicable - 

Unique components No effect Not applicable +/- 

WILDERNESS CHARACTER - Not applicable +/- 
 

 Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
Pack Animals 

Alternative C 
Helicopter 

Heritage & Cultural Resources No effect Not applicable No effect 
Maintaining Traditional Skills No effect Not applicable No effect 
Special Provisions No effect Not applicable No effect 
Economics & Time No effect Not applicable No effect 
Additional Wilderness Criteria No effect Not applicable No effect 

OTHER CRITERIA SUMMARY No effect Not applicable No effect 
 

 Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
Pack Animals 

Alternative C 
Helicopter 

SAFETY - Not applicable +/- 
 
Safety Criterion 
 
Documentation: See above. 
 
 
 
Selected alternative: 
 
Alternative C  Communications equipment installation using a helicopter. 
 
Using a helicopter as a means of transporting communications equipment, supplies, and 
personnel is the viable means of implementing  in the Cabeza Prieta 
Wilderness.  As discussed in Alternative B, for this type of work, in this wilderness, horses or 
mules are not a feasible option because of the threat to their safety resulting from a lack of water 
resources, travel distance, amount and weight of cargo, and most importantly the terrain is too 
steep and unstable for pack animals.  There would be a very high probability that a number of 
pack animals would receive injuries.  The helicopter will allow for effective and efficient 
implementation of this project, leading to long-term positive benefits to wilderness character and 
public purposes.  In addition, two of the three sites selected for this project are previously 
disturbed.  There is radio repeater equipment at both the Granite Mountain and Buck Peak sites.  
Although the Christmas Pass site is an undisturbed site, TacCom equipment would only be 
installed at this site if the communications coverage provided by equipment installed at Buck 
Peak and Granite Mountain is insufficient to meet the needs of the USBP. 
Monitoring and reporting requirements: 

Step 2 Decision: What is the Minimum Activity? 
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Figure 2. Buck Peak Project Area

November 2012
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Figure 3. Conceptual Drawing of Buck Peak TacCom Location

November 2012
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Figure 4. Granite Mountain Project Area

November 2012
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Figure 5. Conceptual Drawing of Granite Mountain TacCom Location

November 2012
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Figure 6. Christmas Pass Project Area
November 2012

!.

Project Location

Sources: Esri, DeLorme,
TomTom, USGS, Esri Japan,
Esri China (Hong Kong)

Project Locations!.

· 0 40 80 120 16020
Meters

0 200 400 600100
Feet

Christmas Pass



Figure 7. Conceptual Drawing of Christmas Pass TacCom Equipment Sled

November 2012
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Figure 8. Line of Sight Analysis for the Proposed TacCom Christmas Pass Installation

March 2013
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION 
LAND MOBILE RADIO MODERNIZATION FOR  

U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION TACTICAL COMMUNICATIONS 
AT BUCK PEAK, CHRISTMAS PASS, AND GRANITE MOUNTAIN 

CABEZA PRIETA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
 

USE:   TacCom LMR Modernization Project 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) proposes to replace an existing radio repeater co-located with 
Fish and Wildlife Service communications equipment on  Buck Peak with updated land mobile radio 
(LMR) tactical communications (TacCom) equipment and to install up to two new repeaters at Granit 
Mountain and Christmas Pass.  All three sites are located in designated wilderness within the Cabeza 
Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR).   The CBP request, has designed sufficient 
capacity in their systems proposed at Buck Peak and Christmas Pass to allow for the installation and 
operation of CPNWR equipment.   The CBP will replace CPNWR equipment at Buck Peak with up-
graded equipment provided by the refuge concurrent with their installation of equipment and will perform 
maintenance on refuge equipment when they perform maintenance on their equipment.  If the Christmas 
Pass site is used, CBP will provide the same services for the CPNWR. 
 
The project area is deficient in TacCom infrastructure for CBP activities, even though the U.S. Border 
Patrol (USBP) Ajo and Wellton Stations have repeaters for field operations communications.  In the 
present locations, the radio repeaters do not provide sufficient radio coverage for reliable 
communications.  This presents serious agent safety issues, as agents are not able to communicate 
between vehicles and handheld radios in the field and the USBP Ajo or Wellton Stations.  The proposed 
TacCom communications equipment would also allow the use of encryption, which is critical for 
operational security and detection of illegal traffic in the area.  The proposed project would significantly 
improve safety in not only the daily operations of CBP agents but also for refuge law enforcement 
officers and field personnel. 
 
REFUGE NAME 
Cabeza Prieta NWR 
Pima and Yuma Counties, Arizona 
 
ESTABLISHING AND ACQUISITION AUTHORITY 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt established the Cabeza Prieta NWR on January 25, 1939 by Executive 
Order 8038. 
 
REFUGE PURPOSES 

1. t apart for the conservation and development of natural wildlife 
resources, and for the protection and improvement of public grazing lands and natural forage 

(Executive Order 8038 January 25, 1939). 
2. Enactment of the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 designated over 90 percent of the 

refuge as wilderness and created a supplemental refuge purpose of wilderness protection in 
accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964.  Under the 1990 designation legislation, the Act 
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3. The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 and the National Wildlife 
Refuge System Improvement Act of 1977 (and amendments) provide guidance and direction for 
the management of a national refuge system. 

4. Other important legislation include the Endangered Species Act of 1973, which mandates the 
protection and recovery of threatened and endangered species and the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 which mandates the consideration of environmental consequences of Federal 
actions. 
 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM MISSION 
The mission of the system is to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and, where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their 
habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF USE 
CBP proposes to install, operate, and maintain radio repeater equipment at up to three locations (Buck 
Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass) (Figure 1) within designated wilderness within the Cabeza 
Prieta NWR and obtain SUP and rights-of-way (ROW) permits for the same.  Radio communications 
modeling determined the fewest equipment site locations necessary to provide the most communications 
coverage possible.  Original project plans called for three sites on the Cabeza Prieta NWR (Buck Peak, 
Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass); however, after additional modeling, the communications 
coverage provided by Buck Peak and Granite Mountain was nearly equal to the coverage originally 
modeled for all three sites.  CBP proposes to first install the proposed TacCom land mobile radio (LMR) 
equipment at Buck Peak and Granite Mountain.  Once the sites are operational, field testing will 
determine if the models were accurate and if adequate communications coverage is provided with only 
two sites.  If communications coverage is not adequate or does not meet the requirements of the USBP 
Wellton or Ajo Stations, USBP Yuma or Tucson Sectors, then TacCom LMR equipment will be installed 
at the Christmas Pass.  
 
Each of the proposed TacCom equipment locations is on a remote mountaintop or ridge, and they are 
accessible only by helicopter or on foot.  Due to the weight of the equipment to be installed, all equipment 
and personnel would be airlifted to the site during the installation phase of the project.  Installation would 
take less than 30 days at each site.  Thereafter, scheduled maintenance and repair or replacement of faulty 
equipment would occur twice per year by helicopter or on foot, depending upon individual circumstances 
(i.e., the particular site, how much equipment may need to be hauled to the site, the condition of personnel 
that would perform the maintenance).  Any replaced equipment would be recycled or otherwise disposed 
of properly.  Trips for emergency repairs may be necessary in addition to the biannual maintenance trips. 
 
Equipment would be staged at the USBP Wellton Station for the installation phase.  The equipment would 
be airlifted directly to the installation sites.  Estimated flight paths are also depicted on Figure 1.  Each of 
the proposed sites is discussed below. 
 
Buck Peak 
Buck Peak is located on a ridge in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Yuma County, Arizona (Figure 2).  
Buck Peak currently houses existing CBP communications equipment (one low-power repeater), which is 
collocated on a solar-powered radio site that is owned and operated by Cabeza Prieta NWR.  The existing 

erability requirements.  
Communications equipment for Cabeza Prieta NWR would be collocated at the new CBP 
communications facility.  New equipment would also be installed for the Cabeza Prieta NWR, because 
the existing U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) equipment is not in reliable working order. 
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Photograph 1.  Existing USAF communications 
equipment on Granite Mountain. 

 
The total surface area required for the radio repeater equipment is approximately 200 square feet.  A 
conceptual drawing of the installation is provided as Figure 3.  An additional 2,500-square-foot working 
area would be temporarily disturbed during installation.  Communications equipment to be installed at 
Buck Peak includes: 
 

 Five mini-solar array platforms that would house solar panels 
 Three LMR repeaters (one USFWS-owned, two CBP-owned) 
 Duplexers 
 SAFARI Commander Station 
 One platform-mounted battery enclosure with six batteries 
 Two 10-foot-tall poles (one omni-directional dipole array and one grid parabolic antenna) 
 One VHF antenna (USFWS-owned) 

 
The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if necessary.  A 
grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the communications equipment.  
It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural rocks found on-site. 
 
Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground preparation for 
installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  The batteries are sealed 
and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not leak.  There will be no fuel-based 
generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be accomplished by helicopter or on foot depending 
on season of year and other circumstances such as the type of equipment needed on-site and the physical 
capabilities of the technician. 
 
No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  All aspects 
of equipment installation, including ground disturbance, would be limited to the previously disturbed 
area in the immediate vicinity of existing equipment to the greatest extent practicable.  The 
replacement of existing equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, 
drills, cable, rock anchors, and epoxy.  It is estimated that surveys and installation would require 16 
round trips by helicopter to provide access for installation technicians, for the removal of existing 
equipment, and for delivery of new equipment. 
 
No helicopter access will be permitted for construction and maintenance between January 1 and April 
30 due to the desert bighorn sheep lambing season except to perform repairs under emergency 
conditions such as when there is a system failure.  
 
Granite Mountain 
Granite Mountain is located on a remote ridge in 
the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Pima County, 
Arizona (Figure 4).  Granite Mountain currently 
houses communications equipment owned by the 
U.S. Air Force (USAF, Photograph 1).  
Collocation of the TacCom equipment within the 
same impact area as the USAF equipment is not 
possible for the following reasons: 1) the two sets 
of equipment run on different power systems 
(USAF equipment requires 48 volts, TacCom 
equipment requires 12 volts), 2) adding antennas 
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and solar panels would compromise the structural integrity of the existing platform, and 3) CBP requires 
approximately 100 feet of horizontal separation from the USAF equipment to avoid radio frequency 
interference from the USAF communications equipment.  Therefore, the TacCom equipment would be 
located approximately 100 feet east-northeast of the existing USAF equipment. 
 
The total surface area required for the radio repeater equipment is 30 square feet.  An additional 2,500-
square-foot working area would be temporarily disturbed during installation.  A conceptual drawing of 
the installation is provided as Figure 5.  Communications equipment to be installed at Granite Mountain 
includes: 
 

 One 5-panel solar array platform 
 One repeater 
 SAFARI Commander station mounted on the platform 
 One platform-mounted battery enclosure with four batteries  
 One 10-foot-tall pole with a half-parabolic antenna and an omni-directional dipole array 
 One tripod-mounted BA40-41 VHF antenna 

 
The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if necessary.  A 
grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the communications equipment.  
It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural rocks found on-site. 
 
Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground preparation for 
installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  The batteries are sealed 
and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not leak.  There will be no fuel-based 
generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be accomplished by helicopter or on foot depending 
on season of year and other circumstances as described above.  No helicopter access would occur between 
January 1 and July 15 due to the Sonoran pronghorn [Antilocapra americana sonoriensis] fawning season 
and desert bighorn sheep lambing season except under emergency conditions such as when there is 
system failure. 
 
No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  Installation 
of equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, drills, cable, rock anchors, 
and epoxy.  All aspects of equipment installation, including any ground disturbance, would be limited 
to the previously disturbed area in the vicinity of existing equipment to the greatest extent practicable.  
It is estimated that surveys and installation would require seven round trips by helicopter to provide 
access for biologists and installation technicians and to deliver new equipment. 
 
Christmas Pass 
Christmas Pass is located on a mountaintop in the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness in Yuma County, Arizona 
(Figure 6).  Communications equipment does not currently exist at this site.  This site would only be 
installed if it is deemed necessary to fill a communications coverage gap after the Buck Peak and Granite 
Mountain sites are installed.  If the TacCom equipment is installed at this location, Cabeza Prieta NWR 
radio repeater equipment will be collocated on the equipment sled. 
 
The total surface area required for the radio repeater equipment is 125 square feet.  A conceptual drawing 
of the installation is provided as Figure 7.  An additional 2,500-square-foot working area would be 
temporarily disturbed during installation.  Communications equipment to be installed at Christmas Pass 
includes: 
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 One 14-panel solar array platform 
 One repeater 
 SAFARI Commander station mounted on the platform 
 One platform-mounted battery enclosure with four batteries 
 One 10-foot-tall pole with a half-parabolic antenna and an omni-directional dipole array 
 One 10-foot-tall pole with an omni-directional dipole array  
 One tripod-mounted BA40-41 VHF antenna 

 
The radio repeater equipment would be placed by a helicopter and leveled with lumber if necessary.  A 
grounding system would be necessary to minimize lightning damage to the communications equipment.  
It would require covering the grounding cables with the natural rocks found on-site. 
 
Solar panels would be installed on platforms with adjustable legs that require no ground preparation for 
installation.  The platforms house the solar panels and a battery compartment.  The batteries are sealed 
and housed in metal and plastic containers to ensure that they do not leak.  There will be no fuel-based 
generator used on-site.  Maintenance access would be accomplished either by helicopter or on foot 
depending on season of year and other circumstances described earlier. 
 
No fencing surrounds the site, and no guy wires or lighting would be installed at the site.  Installation of 
equipment would occur over a 30-day period and necessitate hand tools, drills, cable, rock anchors, and 
epoxy.  It is estimated that surveys and installation would require seven round trips by helicopter to 
provide access for biologists and installation technicians and to deliver new equipment. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED 
According to the December 2012, Draft Environmental Assessment for Land Mobile Radio 
Modernization for Tactical Communications at Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, and Granite mountain 
Arizona Focus Area prepared by CBP, the purpose of the proposed action is to improve TacCom in the 
Arizona Focus Area for Federal agents working for CBP.  The need for the Proposed Action is to provide 
the following: 
 

 Adequate communications coverage in remote locations to reduce or potentially eliminate 
communications coverage gaps 

 A state-of-the-art digital technology that complies with the P25 standards and provides for 
narrowband and Advanced Encryption Standard capability 

 Enhanced safety of CBP agents through improved communications coverage and technology 
 An opportunity for future expansion of communications services as necessary 
 A more safe, effective, and efficient work environment for CBP agents and Refuge staff 

 
The communications coverage capabilities on the Cabeza Prieta NWR are severely deficient.  Without the 
proposed TacCom sites (Buck Peak, Granite Mountain, and Christmas Pass), areas with no 
communications coverage on the Cabeza Prieta NWR encompass 254 square miles (659 square 
kilometers).  Approximately 636 square miles (1,648 square kilometers) has no portable radio coverage.  
Using the three proposed mountain peaks on the Cabeza Prieta NWR to improve communications 
coverage, the TacCom LMR Modernization Project would reduce the communications gaps to 49 square 
miles (126 square kilometers) and to approximately 269 square miles (697 square kilometers) of no 
portable radio coverage. 
 
In March 2006, the Department of Homeland Security entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with the Department of the Interior (DOI) and the Department of Agriculture regarding 
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cooperative national security efforts on Federal lands along the United States Border.  The MOU 

Federal lands and natural and cultural resources, and  where possible  preventing adverse impacts 
associated with illegal entry by cross-
installation or construction of tactical infrastructure on DOI lands, including areas designated as 
wilderness provided it is the minimum tool necessary. 
 
The April 2007, Cabeza Prieta NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan, Wilderness Stewardship Plan, 
and Environmental Impact Statement (CCP) references the existing agreements (including the 2006 
MOU) between Cabeza Prieta NWR and CBP, in addition to cooperative activities such as joint 
operations and the deployment of remotely operated sensors.  However, communications equipment was 
not mentioned or evaluated in the CCP.   
 
AVAILABILITY OF RESOURCES 
Authorizing the installation and maintenance of up to three LMR TacCom sites will require some 
expenditure of Cabeza Prieta NWR resources, including personnel and funding.  CBP will be responsible 
for the planning, installation, and maintenance of all improvements related to the project, but there will be 
costs associated with the long-term coordination, monitoring, and evaluation of the project in combination 
with other DHS activities.  Cabeza Prieta NWR resources are extremely limited, and when staff time is 
utilized coordinating with DHS on border-related issues, the annual goals and objectives necessary to 
successfully manage the Cabeza Prieta NWR are affected.  However, the administration and management 
of the proposed LMR TacCom sites can be accomplished within existing financial and personnel 
resources available to the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  The improved safety conditions for Refuge staff by 
having more reliable and improved radio communications coverage is a significant and important benefit 
to the Refuge. 
 
ANTICIPATED IMPACT OF THE PROJECT 
Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 generally prohibits the placement of any type of permanent 
infrastructure in wilderness, except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for the administration of 
the area for the purpose of the Wilderness Act.  Furthermore, we generally view the development of any 
infrastructure considered non-beneficial to wildlife as an impact to wildlife or their habitats.   
 
Wilderness Characteristics 
The TacCom equipment is considered a temporary structure.  It is not permanently anchored into a 
footing or foundation.  Two of the proposed TacCom sites (Buck Peak and Granite Mountain) are located 
in areas with existing communications equipment.  Only the Christmas Pass site would be on a previously 
undisturbed site.  A total of 7,855 square feet (0.18 acre) would be impacted by the installation, operation, 
and maintenance of LMR equipment at the three proposed sites. 
 
Installation and maintenance would require the use of a helicopter.  Using a helicopter (i.e., motorized 
transport) within a wilderness area would impact wilderness character within the Cabeza Prieta 
Wilderness.  Helicopter lifts would be limited to 60 lifts (30 round trips [16 trips for Buck Peak, seven 
trips for Granite Mountain, and seven trips for Christmas Pass]) for surveys (i.e., biological, geotechnical) 
and equipment installation and replacement.  An additional four lifts (two round trips) per year per site are 
anticipated for scheduled maintenance.  Installation and maintenance of the radio repeater equipment is 
consistent with the administrative exception that allows activities that meet minimum requirements for the 
administration of designated wilderness. 
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The vertical profile of the equipment is less than 20 feet above the ground surface (see Photograph 1).  
Therefore, the TacCom equipment would not be visible to most visitors due to low height profiles and 
mountaintop locations; however, the proposed equipment is man-made and would detract from the natural 
values of designated wilderness within the immediate vicinity of the mountaintop.  Thus, installation, 
operation, and maintenance of the proposed radio repeater equipment at three mountaintop locations in 
the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness would have a long-term, moderate adverse effect on the view shed and 
natural values of designated wilderness. 
 
Noise emissions associated with the TacCom equipment installation and maintenance could indirectly 
affect the quality of Cabeza Prieta Wilderness, which is valued for its solitude and quietness.  Helicopter 
lifts and flights would produce noise emissions that would adversely affect the quality of designated 
wilderness.  The Federal Highway Administration has established a construction noise abatement 
criterion of 57 dBA for lands where serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance (23 Code of 
Federal Regulations 722, Table 1).  A total of 5,122 acres during approach and 3,420 acres during 
takeoffs would be temporarily affected by noise levels above 57 dBA during TacCom equipment 
installation and maintenance.  Noise emissions during installation activities would have a temporary, 
moderate effect on the quality of designated wilderness.  There would be no noise emissions expected 
from the TacCom equipment during operation. 
 
Federally Protected Species 
CBP provided a Biological Assessment to the Arizona Ecological Services Field Office (AZESFO) on 
November 5, 2012, as part of the formal consultation process pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973.  The AZESFO provided a final biological opinion (BO) on April 23, 2013.  The BO 
addresses best management practices to reduce the likelihood of potential impacts on federally listed 
species associated with the project.  AZESFO determined that the project as proposed would not 
jeopardize the continued existence of Sonoran pronghorn or lesser long-nosed bats (Leptonycteris 
curasoae yerbabuenae).  In order to reduce the likelihood of impacts on Sonoran pronghorn, CBP has 
agreed to access the sites from the west, avoid direct flyovers of Copper Mountain, and avoid installation 
and maintenance activities to the greatest extent practicable during the Sonoran pronghorn fawning 
season. 
 
CBP concluded that the installation, operation, and maintenance of TacCom equipment at the Granite 
Mountain site would potentially affect the Sonoran pronghorn due to increased helicopter traffic through 
habitat corridors and helicopter travel routes across landscapes known to contain Sonoran pronghorn and 
Sonoran pronghorn foraging grounds.  It is currently estimated that up to seven (7) roundtrip helicopter 
flights would be necessary for installation of the equipment at Granite Mountain with an additional two 
(2) trips annually for necessary maintenance.  This air traffic may affect, and is likely to adversely affect, 
the Sonoran pronghorn.  Helicopter access to this site would be from the west, with flight paths over less 
favorable habitat.  Sonoran pronghorn would only be affected by the noise emissions of the helicopter 
flights during installation (a maximum of seven days) and maintenance (2 days per year) if the animals 
are within 2 miles of the Granite Mountain TacCom sites or the helicopter flight routes.  Thus, potential 
impacts on Sonoran pronghorn would be short-term and minor.  Flights to and from Buck Peak and 
Christmas Pass will be via the west boundary of the refuge.  This is outside Sonoran pronghorn range and 
thus will not impact the pronghorn.  The Buck Peak and Christmas Pass sites are too far west of Sonoran 
pronghorn habitat to be of concern. 
 
The potential loss of agave plants during installation of communications and support equipment would 
occur at Buck Peak.  The impacts on agave would be limited to less than 24 individual agave plants.  Loss 
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of agave would be long-term and negligible, and may affect, but would not likely adversely affect, lesser 
long-nosed bat populations.   
 
The TacCom LMR Modernization Project may affect, but would not likely adversely affect, Sonoran 
desert tortoise (Xerobates agassizii) populations at the Buck Peak, Christmas Pass, and Granite Mountain 
sites.  Noise emissions from helicopter access would be minimal due to the altitude of flight over 
appropriate habitat.  Installation and biannual maintenance could be scheduled during winter or 
midsummer while the tortoises are dormant to further avoid or minimize impacts. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
The TacCom LMR Modernization Project would result in indirect beneficial effects on designated 
wilderness, wildlife habitat, vegetation, and protected species as a result of eventually reducing cross-
border traffic and focusing law enforcement activities in the project area.  It is believed that this project 
would result in more efficient and affective Border Patrol operations and thus result in reduced illegal 
traffic across the refuge and wilderness in the long-term.  
communications capabilities and increase interdiction efficiency.  Long-term beneficial effects would 
include reduced vehicle traffic within designated wilderness, reduced degradation of the landscape, and 
reduced litter and human waste, which degrade wilderness qualities throughout the Cabeza Prieta 
Wilderness.  The proposed project would also increase the overall safety of the public, Cabeza Prieta 
NWR staff, and USBP agents.  The Proposed Action would have a long-term, beneficial effect in the 
Cabeza Prieta Wilderness as a result of increasing public safety, allowing the opportunity for increased 
wilderness access, and reducing adverse impacts from illegal cross-border traffic and consequent law 
enforcement actions on the landscape and natural resources that characterize designated wilderness. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
Installation and maintenance of radio repeater equipment is consistent with the administrative exception 
that allows activities that meet minimum requirements for the administration of designated wilderness.  
However, in addition to the TacCom LMR Modernization Project, several offices within CBP have 
contacted Cabeza Prieta NWR regarding potential infrastructure and development projects within the 
refuge.  These projects include: repair and maintenance along sections of El Camino del Diablo and 
Christmas Pass Road, the construction of an all-weather road along El Camino del Diablo at Los Playas 
and San Cristobal Wash, vehicle routes on administrative trails through wilderness; and the construction 
of multiple integrated fixed remote video surveillance towers throughout the refuge.  Many of these 
projects have been discussed with USFWS personnel over the last few years.  With the completion of the 
tactical infrastructure project along the United States/Mexico border, CBP is beginning to examine other 
strategic needs.  
 
Most of the projects will affect Sonoran pronghorn, wilderness, sensitive cultural resources, and other 
Cabeza Prieta NWR resources. ( Some of these projects such as an all-weather road over the Los Playas 
could actually have a benefit to cultural resources as it would keep vehicular traffic on one road instead of 
spreading laterally as now occurs.)   Furthermore, the cumulative effects of these projects will have major 
negative effects on these resources and potentially alter the character and feel of Cabeza Prieta NWR.  
Over the last decade, there has been a proliferation of off-road travel within the Cabeza Prieta Wilderness.  
CBP has plans for additional integrated fixed remote video surveillance towers located on Cabeza Prieta 
NWR.  The planning for this proposal has been postponed, but it is expected that if the current 
immigration bill passed by the Senate is ultimately adopted, this project will implemented within a few 
years.  There has been little coordination between various CBP offices on how these proposed actions 
complement or compete with each other.  If these actions are proposed, it is essential for CBP to begin 
close coordination with Cabeza Prieta NWR to discuss the merit of each proposal, and whether measures 
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can be developed to avoid or minimize impacts so as to avoid significant cumulative adverse effects on 
Cabeza Prieta NWR trust resources.   
 
CONCLUSION 
Since Cabeza Prieta NWR shares 56 miles of International border with Mexico and has experienced 
substantial, widespread degradation of trust resources from illegal smuggling activities and subsequent 
interdiction efforts, I must consider both the long- and short-term effects of this proposal.  Through the 
EA and Biological Assessment, CBP has tried to predict both the potentially adverse and beneficial 
effects from the installation, maintenance, and operation of the TacCom LMR Modernization Project.  
CBP concludes within the EA that the project will result in increased USBP communications efficiency, 
which is expected to improve apprehensions of individuals illegally entering and/or illegally smuggling 
contraband into the United States and thus deter illegal smuggling activities from occurring within the 
Cabeza Prieta NWR.  If this occurs, the need for CBP to conduct off-road interdiction efforts may 
substantially decrease, thus protecting wilderness character, Sonoran pronghorn, and other trust resources.  
The USFWS concurs with this determination. 
 
The charge of this document is for the Cabeza Prieta NWR to analyze the request by CBP to install LMR 
repeater equipment and determine if the equipment will materially interfere with or detract from the 
fulfillment of the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System or the purposes of the Cabeza Prieta 
NWR.  A Compatibility Determination is made by the Refuge Manager using sound professional 
judgment.  Namely a decision must be consistent with the principles of sound fish and wildlife 
management and administration, as well as available science and resources, and adhere to the 
requirements of applicable laws and USFWS policies.  Considered as part of this finding, determination, 
or decision is a Refuge Manage  
 
The installation, operation, and maintenance of the TacCom LMR equipment will have a direct adverse 
effect on wilderness character within the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  However, this adverse effect is minimized 
by the improved communications efficiency and potential for increased apprehension and deterrence of 
illegal activities near the United States/Mexico border, a decrease in the amount of off-road damage, 
improved security and communications capabilities for the Cabeza Prieta NWR staff, volunteers, and 
visitors, and the ability to begin implementing restoration projects.  Given these anticipated benefits, the 
placement of the TacCom LMR equipment will not materially interfere with or detract from the 
fulfillment of the National Wildlife Refuge System Mission or the purposes for which the Cabeza Prieta 
NWR was established, including the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1991. 
 

 Impact, and the final BO is incorporated 
by reference.  The reader should refer to these documents for a more detailed understanding of the project 
and its implications and effects on the environment.  CBP is also required to implement the conservation 
measures contained in the BO. 
 
 
PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 
The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 requires the Refuge Manager to 
provide an opportunity for public review and comment for all compatibility determinations.  The 
purpose of the review is to offer the public the opportunity to provide relevant information 
regarding the compatibility of the proposed use.  The Refuge Manager must consider all 
information provided during the public review and comment period.  The Refuge Manager is not 
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required to respond but will use all information available to make the most informed decision 
possible.   
 
Public review and comment was solicited for this compatibility determination for a 15-day 
period beginning July 29, 2013 and ending August 12, 2013.  The availability of the 
compatibility determination was announced through a public notice in the Ajo Copper News and 
public notices posted in the Ajo Post Office and Public Library. 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
_____ Use is Not Compatible 
__X_  Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations 
 
STIPULATIONS NECESSARY TO ENSURE COMPATIBILITY 
For successful implementation of the TacCom LMR Modernization project on the Cabeza Prieta NWR 
and for consistency with the March 2006 MOU between DHS, DOI, and U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
CBP and their contractors must cooperate closely with the Cabeza Prieta NWR to implement measures to 
minimize and/or eliminate the adverse environmental impacts their activities have had and will have on 
the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  CBP must be held accountable for their activities and commit to cooperate with 
the Cabeza Prieta NWR to avoid future and reverse existing adverse environmental impacts.  Additional 
natural resource impacts associated with the construction, operation, and maintenance of tactical 
infrastructure and overall CBP operations will be addressed through subsequent written agreements 
between CBP and the Cabeza Prieta NWR.  The installation of the TacCom LMR equipment is approved 
if CBP agrees to the stipulations below: 
Stipulation 1: 
CBP and CPNWR will closely evaluate the effectiveness of the Buck Peak and Granite Mountain   
TACCOM sites to determine whether the communications coverage gap is significantly and sufficiently 
reduced or not to determine if the Christmas Pass project is needed.   
 
Stipulation 2: 
CBP will coordinate with Cabeza Prieta NWR to develop and implement a Decommissioning and 
Restoration Plan if these TACCOM sites are no longer needed.  This plan must include both site cleanup 
and habitat restoration. 
 
Stipulation 3: 
CBP will maintain Refuge equipment collocated on their systems covered under this document concurrent 
with maintenance of their equipment.  CBP and Cabeza Prieta NWR will develop a Memorandum of 
Understanding outlining the terms and conditions of 
requirements and responsibilities. 
 
Stipulation 4: 
The SUP for the construction of the TacCom LMR equipment will be replaced by a ROW permit issued 
by the USFWS once the installation is completed.  Should USFWS find CBP out of compliance and 

USFWS shall 
issue a notice in writing to CBP of the intent to immediately terminate the SUP until such time as CBP is 
in compliance.  In case of such a notice, CBP and the Refuge will expeditiously work together to seek 
resolution of outstanding permit conditions. 
 





APPENDIX C

FEDERAL AND STATE PROTECTED SPECIES LISTS



Endangered Species List 

List of species by county for Arizona: 

Pima County 

Apache
Cochise
Coconino
Gila
Graham

View County List

Page 1 of 2Southwest Region Ecological Services

4/19/2011http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecies/lists/ListSpecies.cfm



Page 2 of 2Southwest Region Ecological Services

4/19/2011http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecies/lists/ListSpecies.cfm
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APPENDIX D

AIR QUALITY CALCULATIONS



Yuma_Marine_Corp Generated: 09/24/12 11:20:39 Page 1 of 1

Emissions Inventory Summary
(Short Tons per Year)

Baseline - Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl 2011
Category CO2 CO THC NMHC VOC TOG NOx SOx PM-10 PM-2.5
Aircraft 42.446 0.644 0.171 0.198 0.197 0.198 0.039 0.017 N/A N/A
GSE N/A 1.146 N/A 0.037 0.039 0.043 0.127 0.002 0.005 0.005
APUs N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking Facilities N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Roadways N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Stationary Sources N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Training Fires N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Grand Total 42.446 1.790 0.171 0.236 0.236 0.241 0.166 0.019 0.005 0.005

EDMS 5.1 Emissions Inventory Report



EDMS 5.1 Model Inputs for Yuma_Marine_Corp Study 

Study Created: Tue Aug 16 15:12:31 2011
Report Date: Mon Sep 24 13:32:35 2012
Study Pathname: C:\EDMS 5.1\Yuma_Marine_Corp\Yuma_Marine_Corp.edm

Study Setup
Unit System: English
Dispersion Modeling: Dispersion is not enabled for this study
Speciated Hydrocarbon Modeling: Speciated Hydrocarbon Modeling is not enabled for this study
Analysis Years: 2011

Scenarios
Scenario Name:
Baseline

Description: Add a description.
Aircraft Times in Mode Basis: Performance-Based
Taxi Time Modeling: User-specified Taxi Times
FOA3 Sulfur-to-Sulfate Conversion Rate: 2.400000 %

Scenario Name:
Baseline (2)

Description: Add a description.
Aircraft Times in Mode Basis: Performance-Based
Taxi Time Modeling: User-specified Taxi Times
FOA3 Sulfur-to-Sulfate Conversion Rate: 2.400000 %

Airports
Airport Name: Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
IATA Code: YUM
ICAO Code: KYUM
FAA Code:
Country: US
State: Arizona
City: Yuma
Airport Description: Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
Latitude: 32.657°
Longitude: -114.606°
Northing: 3615748.85
Easting: 724529.98
UTM Zone: 11
Elevation: 216.00 feet
PM Modeling Methodology: FOA3a (Sulfur-to-Sulfate Conversion Rate = 5.0%, Fuel Sulfur Content = 0.068%)

Scenario-Airport: Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Weather Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Mixing Height: 3000.00 feet

Page 1 of 10EDMS 5.1

9/24/2012file:///C:/EDMS%205.1/Yuma_Marine_Corp/Yuma_Marine_Corp_inputs.html



Name: DEFAULT 

Temperature: 74.00 °F
Daily High 
Temperature: 84.35 °F

Daily Low 
Temperature: 63.65 °F

Pressure: 29.65 inches of Hg
Sea Level Pressure: 29.88 inches of Hg
Relative Humidity: 35.41 
Wind Speed: 6.59 knots
Wind Direction: 0.00 °
Ceiling: 99999.99 feet
Visibility: 50.00 miles
The user has used annual averages. 
Base Elevation: 216.01 feet
Date Range: Thursday, January 01, 2004 to Friday, December 31, 2004
Source Data File 
Location:

Upper Air Data File 
Location:

Quarter-Hourly Operational Profiles Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight
12:00am to 12:14 am 1.000000 6:00am to 6:14am 1.000000 12:00pm to 12:14 pm 1.000000 6:00pm to 6:14pm 1.000000
12:15am to 12:29 am 1.000000 6:15am to 6:29am 1.000000 12:15pm to 12:29 pm 1.000000 6:15pm to 6:29pm 1.000000
12:30am to 12:44 am 1.000000 6:30am to 6:44am 1.000000 12:30pm to 12:44 pm 1.000000 6:30pm to 6:44pm 1.000000
12:45am to 12:59 am 1.000000 6:45am to 6:59am 1.000000 12:45pm to 12:59 pm 1.000000 6:45pm to 6:59pm 1.000000
1:00am to 1:14am 1.000000 7:00am to 7:14am 1.000000 1:00pm to 1:14pm 1.000000 7:00pm to 7:14pm 1.000000
1:15am to 1:29am 1.000000 7:15am to 7:29am 1.000000 1:15pm to 1:29pm 1.000000 7:15pm to 7:29pm 1.000000
1:30am to 1:44am 1.000000 7:30am to 7:44am 1.000000 1:30pm to 1:44pm 1.000000 7:30pm to 7:44pm 1.000000
1:45am to 1:59am 1.000000 7:45am to 7:59am 1.000000 1:45pm to 1:59pm 1.000000 7:45pm to 7:59pm 1.000000
2:00am to 2:14am 1.000000 8:00am to 8:14am 1.000000 2:00pm to 2:14pm 1.000000 8:00pm to 8:14pm 1.000000
2:15am to 2:29am 1.000000 8:15am to 8:29am 1.000000 2:15pm to 2:29pm 1.000000 8:15pm to 8:29pm 1.000000
2:30am to 2:44am 1.000000 8:30am to 8:44am 1.000000 2:30pm to 2:44pm 1.000000 8:30pm to 8:44pm 1.000000
2:45am to 2:59am 1.000000 8:45am to 8:59am 1.000000 2:45pm to 2:59pm 1.000000 8:45pm to 8:59pm 1.000000
3:00am to 3:14am 1.000000 9:00am to 9:14am 1.000000 3:00pm to 3:14pm 1.000000 9:00pm to 9:14pm 1.000000
3:15am to 3:29am 1.000000 9:15am to 9:29am 1.000000 3:15pm to 3:29pm 1.000000 9:15pm to 9:29pm 1.000000
3:30am to 3:44am 1.000000 9:30am to 9:44am 1.000000 3:30pm to 3:44pm 1.000000 9:30pm to 9:44pm 1.000000
3:45am to 3:59am 1.000000 9:45am to 9:59am 1.000000 3:45pm to 3:59pm 1.000000 9:45pm to 9:59pm 1.000000
4:00am to 4:14am 1.000000 10:00am to 10:14am 1.000000 4:00pm to 4:14pm 1.000000 10:00pm to 10:14pm 1.000000
4:15am to 4:29am 1.000000 10:15am to 10:29am 1.000000 4:15pm to 4:29pm 1.000000 10:15pm to 10:29pm 1.000000
4:30am to 4:44am 1.000000 10:30am to 10:44am 1.000000 4:30pm to 4:44pm 1.000000 10:30pm to 10:44pm 1.000000
4:45am to 4:59am 1.000000 10:45am to 10:59am 1.000000 4:45pm to 4:59pm 1.000000 10:45pm to 10:59pm 1.000000
5:00am to 5:14am 1.000000 11:00am to 11:14am 1.000000 5:00pm to 5:14pm 1.000000 11:00pm to 11:14pm 1.000000
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Name: DEFAULT 

Name: DEFAULT 

5:15am to 5:29am 1.000000 11:15am to 11:29am 1.000000 5:15pm to 5:29pm 1.000000 11:15pm to 11:29pm 1.000000
5:30am to 5:44am 1.000000 11:30am to 11:44am 1.000000 5:30pm to 5:44pm 1.000000 11:30pm to 11:44pm 1.000000
5:45am to 5:59am 1.000000 11:45am to 11:59am 1.000000 5:45pm to 5:59pm 1.000000 11:45pm to 11:59pm 1.000000

Daily Operational Profiles Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Day Weight Day Weight
Monday 1.000000 Friday 1.000000
Tuesday 1.000000 Saturday 1.000000
Wednesday 1.000000 Sunday 1.000000

Thursday 1.000000

Monthly Operational Profiles Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Month Weight Month Weight
January 1.000000 July 1.000000
February 1.000000 August 1.000000
March 1.000000 September 1.000000
April 1.000000 October 1.000000
May 1.000000 November 1.000000
June 1.000000 December 1.000000

Aircraft Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Default Taxi Out Time: 19.000000 min
Default Taxi In Time: 7.000000 min
Year: Uses Schedule? Schedule Filename:
2011 No (None)

Aircraft Name:
Boeing CH-46 Sea Knight
Engine Type:
T58-GE-16
Identification:
#1
Category:

SMTH

Take Off weight: 21972.00 Kgs
Approach Weight: 21999.00 Kgs
Glide Slope: 3.00°
APU Assignment: None
APU Departure OP Time: 13.00 min
APU Arrival OP Time: 13.00 min
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Gate Assignment: None

Assigned GSE/AGE: FUEL Arrival Op Time 
(mins)

Departure Op Time 
(mins) Horsepower (hp) Load Factor (%) Manufactured 

Year
Air Conditioner (ACE 802) Diesel 0.00 90.00 300.00 75.00
Aircraft Tractor (Douglas TBL-400) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 617.00 80.00
Fork Lift (Toyota 5,000 lb) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 55.00 30.00
Fuel Truck (F350) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 235.00 25.00
Water Service (Gate Service) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 0.00 20.00

Year:
2011

Annual Departures: 48
Annual Arrivals: 48
Annual TGOs: 0
Taxi Out Time: Determined by Sequencing model
Taxi In Time: Determined by Sequencing model

Departure Quarter-Hourly Operational profile: DEFAULT
Departure Daily Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Departure Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Arrival Quarter-Hourly Operational profile: DEFAULT
Arrival Daily Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Arrival Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Touch & Go Quarter-Hourly Operational profile: DEFAULT
Touch & Go Daily Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Touch & Go Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

GSE Population Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Type: Fuel: Ref. Model: Identification:
Air Conditioner Diesel #1

Rated Power: 0.00 hp
Load Factor: 75.00%
The user has selected to use the default age distribution, and has not chosen a specific age.
Analysis Year: 2011
Year of Manufacture: N/A
Age: N/A

Gate: Percent

Year:
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2011 Population: 0 units
Yealry Operating Time: 0.00 hours
Quarter-Hourly Operational 
profile: DEFAULT

Daily Operational profile: DEFAULT
Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

Type: Fuel: Ref. Model: Identification:

Aircraft Tractor Diesel
Stewart & 
Stevenson TUG 
T-750

#1

Rated Power: 475.00 hp
Load Factor: 80.00%
The user has selected to use the default age distribution, and has not chosen a specific age.
Analysis Year: 2011
Year of Manufacture: N/A
Age: N/A

Gate: Percent

Year:
2011

Population: 0 units
Yealry Operating Time: 641.00 hours
Quarter-Hourly Operational 
profile: DEFAULT

Daily Operational profile: DEFAULT
Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

Type: Fuel: Ref. Model: Identification:
Generator Diesel #1

Rated Power: 158.00 hp
Load Factor: 0.00%
The user has selected to use the default age distribution, and has not chosen a specific age.
Analysis Year: 2011
Year of Manufacture: N/A
Age: N/A

Gate: Percent

Year:
2011

Population: 0 units
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None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

Yealry Operating Time: 1630.00 hours
Quarter-Hourly Operational 
profile: DEFAULT

Daily Operational profile: DEFAULT
Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

Parking Facilities Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Roadways Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Stationary Sources Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Training Fires Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Gates Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxiways Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Runways Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxipaths Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Configurations Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Buildings Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Cartesian Receptors Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Polar Receptors Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Cartesian Receptor Networks Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

 Polar Receptor Networks Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
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None.

None.

None.

Name: DEFAULT 

User-Created Aircraft Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created GSE Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created APU Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Scenario-Airport: Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Weather Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Mixing Height: 3000.00 feet
Temperature: 74.00 °F
Daily High 
Temperature: 84.35 °F

Daily Low 
Temperature: 63.65 °F

Pressure: 29.65 inches of Hg
Sea Level Pressure: 29.88 inches of Hg
Relative Humidity: 35.41 
Wind Speed: 6.59 knots
Wind Direction: 0.00 °
Ceiling: 99999.99 feet
Visibility: 50.00 miles
The user has used annual averages. 
Base Elevation: 216.01 feet
Date Range: Thursday, January 01, 2004 to Friday, December 31, 2004
Source Data File 
Location:

Upper Air Data File 
Location:

Quarter-Hourly Operational Profiles Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight
12:00am to 12:14 am 1.000000 6:00am to 6:14am 1.000000 12:00pm to 12:14 pm 1.000000 6:00pm to 6:14pm 1.000000
12:15am to 12:29 am 1.000000 6:15am to 6:29am 1.000000 12:15pm to 12:29 pm 1.000000 6:15pm to 6:29pm 1.000000
12:30am to 12:44 am 1.000000 6:30am to 6:44am 1.000000 12:30pm to 12:44 pm 1.000000 6:30pm to 6:44pm 1.000000
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Name: DEFAULT 

Name: DEFAULT 

12:45am to 12:59 am 1.000000 6:45am to 6:59am 1.000000 12:45pm to 12:59 pm 1.000000 6:45pm to 6:59pm 1.000000
1:00am to 1:14am 1.000000 7:00am to 7:14am 1.000000 1:00pm to 1:14pm 1.000000 7:00pm to 7:14pm 1.000000
1:15am to 1:29am 1.000000 7:15am to 7:29am 1.000000 1:15pm to 1:29pm 1.000000 7:15pm to 7:29pm 1.000000
1:30am to 1:44am 1.000000 7:30am to 7:44am 1.000000 1:30pm to 1:44pm 1.000000 7:30pm to 7:44pm 1.000000
1:45am to 1:59am 1.000000 7:45am to 7:59am 1.000000 1:45pm to 1:59pm 1.000000 7:45pm to 7:59pm 1.000000
2:00am to 2:14am 1.000000 8:00am to 8:14am 1.000000 2:00pm to 2:14pm 1.000000 8:00pm to 8:14pm 1.000000
2:15am to 2:29am 1.000000 8:15am to 8:29am 1.000000 2:15pm to 2:29pm 1.000000 8:15pm to 8:29pm 1.000000
2:30am to 2:44am 1.000000 8:30am to 8:44am 1.000000 2:30pm to 2:44pm 1.000000 8:30pm to 8:44pm 1.000000
2:45am to 2:59am 1.000000 8:45am to 8:59am 1.000000 2:45pm to 2:59pm 1.000000 8:45pm to 8:59pm 1.000000
3:00am to 3:14am 1.000000 9:00am to 9:14am 1.000000 3:00pm to 3:14pm 1.000000 9:00pm to 9:14pm 1.000000
3:15am to 3:29am 1.000000 9:15am to 9:29am 1.000000 3:15pm to 3:29pm 1.000000 9:15pm to 9:29pm 1.000000
3:30am to 3:44am 1.000000 9:30am to 9:44am 1.000000 3:30pm to 3:44pm 1.000000 9:30pm to 9:44pm 1.000000
3:45am to 3:59am 1.000000 9:45am to 9:59am 1.000000 3:45pm to 3:59pm 1.000000 9:45pm to 9:59pm 1.000000
4:00am to 4:14am 1.000000 10:00am to 10:14am 1.000000 4:00pm to 4:14pm 1.000000 10:00pm to 10:14pm 1.000000
4:15am to 4:29am 1.000000 10:15am to 10:29am 1.000000 4:15pm to 4:29pm 1.000000 10:15pm to 10:29pm 1.000000
4:30am to 4:44am 1.000000 10:30am to 10:44am 1.000000 4:30pm to 4:44pm 1.000000 10:30pm to 10:44pm 1.000000
4:45am to 4:59am 1.000000 10:45am to 10:59am 1.000000 4:45pm to 4:59pm 1.000000 10:45pm to 10:59pm 1.000000
5:00am to 5:14am 1.000000 11:00am to 11:14am 1.000000 5:00pm to 5:14pm 1.000000 11:00pm to 11:14pm 1.000000
5:15am to 5:29am 1.000000 11:15am to 11:29am 1.000000 5:15pm to 5:29pm 1.000000 11:15pm to 11:29pm 1.000000
5:30am to 5:44am 1.000000 11:30am to 11:44am 1.000000 5:30pm to 5:44pm 1.000000 11:30pm to 11:44pm 1.000000
5:45am to 5:59am 1.000000 11:45am to 11:59am 1.000000 5:45pm to 5:59pm 1.000000 11:45pm to 11:59pm 1.000000

Daily Operational Profiles Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Day Weight Day Weight
Monday 1.000000 Friday 1.000000
Tuesday 1.000000 Saturday 1.000000
Wednesday 1.000000 Sunday 1.000000

Thursday 1.000000

Monthly Operational Profiles Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Month Weight Month Weight
January 1.000000 July 1.000000
February 1.000000 August 1.000000
March 1.000000 September 1.000000
April 1.000000 October 1.000000
May 1.000000 November 1.000000
June 1.000000 December 1.000000
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None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

Aircraft Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Default Taxi Out Time: 19.000000 min
Default Taxi In Time: 7.000000 min
Year: Uses Schedule? Schedule Filename:
2011 No (None)

GSE Population Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Parking Facilities Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Roadways Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Stationary Sources Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Training Fires Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Gates Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxiways Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Runways Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxipaths Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Configurations Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Buildings Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Cartesian Receptors Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Polar Receptors Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
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None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

Cartesian Receptor Networks Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

 Polar Receptor Networks Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created Aircraft Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created GSE Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created APU Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
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Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions Generated: 09/24/12 13:47:03 Page 1 of 1

Emissions Inventory Summary
(Short Tons per Year)

Baseline - Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl 2011
Category CO2 CO THC NMHC VOC TOG NOx SOx PM-10 PM-2.5
Aircraft 5.306 0.080 0.021 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.005 0.002 N/A N/A
GSE N/A 0.143 N/A 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.016 0.000 0.001 0.001
APUs N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking Facilities N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Roadways N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Stationary Sources N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Training Fires N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Grand Total 5.306 0.224 0.021 0.029 0.030 0.030 0.021 0.002 0.001 0.001

EDMS 5.1 Emissions Inventory Report



EDMS 5.1 Model Inputs for Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions Study 

Study Created: Tue Aug 16 15:12:31 2011
Report Date: Mon Sep 24 13:47:32 2012
Study Pathname: C:\EDMS 5.1\Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions\Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions.edm

Study Setup
Unit System: English
Dispersion Modeling: Dispersion is not enabled for this study
Speciated Hydrocarbon Modeling: Speciated Hydrocarbon Modeling is not enabled for this study
Analysis Years: 2011

Scenarios
Scenario Name:
Baseline

Description: Add a description.
Aircraft Times in Mode Basis: Performance-Based
Taxi Time Modeling: User-specified Taxi Times
FOA3 Sulfur-to-Sulfate Conversion Rate: 2.400000 %

Scenario Name:
Baseline (2)

Description: Add a description.
Aircraft Times in Mode Basis: Performance-Based
Taxi Time Modeling: User-specified Taxi Times
FOA3 Sulfur-to-Sulfate Conversion Rate: 2.400000 %

Airports
Airport Name: Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
IATA Code: YUM
ICAO Code: KYUM
FAA Code:
Country: US
State: Arizona
City: Yuma
Airport Description: Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
Latitude: 32.657°
Longitude: -114.606°
Northing: 3615748.85
Easting: 724529.98
UTM Zone: 11
Elevation: 216.00 feet
PM Modeling Methodology: FOA3a (Sulfur-to-Sulfate Conversion Rate = 5.0%, Fuel Sulfur Content = 0.068%)

Scenario-Airport: Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Weather Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Mixing Height: 3000.00 feet
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Name: DEFAULT 

Temperature: 74.00 °F
Daily High 
Temperature: 84.35 °F

Daily Low 
Temperature: 63.65 °F

Pressure: 29.65 inches of Hg
Sea Level Pressure: 29.88 inches of Hg
Relative Humidity: 35.41 
Wind Speed: 6.59 knots
Wind Direction: 0.00 °
Ceiling: 99999.99 feet
Visibility: 50.00 miles
The user has used annual averages. 
Base Elevation: 216.01 feet
Date Range: Thursday, January 01, 2004 to Friday, December 31, 2004
Source Data File 
Location:

Upper Air Data File 
Location:

Quarter-Hourly Operational Profiles Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight
12:00am to 12:14 am 1.000000 6:00am to 6:14am 1.000000 12:00pm to 12:14 pm 1.000000 6:00pm to 6:14pm 1.000000
12:15am to 12:29 am 1.000000 6:15am to 6:29am 1.000000 12:15pm to 12:29 pm 1.000000 6:15pm to 6:29pm 1.000000
12:30am to 12:44 am 1.000000 6:30am to 6:44am 1.000000 12:30pm to 12:44 pm 1.000000 6:30pm to 6:44pm 1.000000
12:45am to 12:59 am 1.000000 6:45am to 6:59am 1.000000 12:45pm to 12:59 pm 1.000000 6:45pm to 6:59pm 1.000000
1:00am to 1:14am 1.000000 7:00am to 7:14am 1.000000 1:00pm to 1:14pm 1.000000 7:00pm to 7:14pm 1.000000
1:15am to 1:29am 1.000000 7:15am to 7:29am 1.000000 1:15pm to 1:29pm 1.000000 7:15pm to 7:29pm 1.000000
1:30am to 1:44am 1.000000 7:30am to 7:44am 1.000000 1:30pm to 1:44pm 1.000000 7:30pm to 7:44pm 1.000000
1:45am to 1:59am 1.000000 7:45am to 7:59am 1.000000 1:45pm to 1:59pm 1.000000 7:45pm to 7:59pm 1.000000
2:00am to 2:14am 1.000000 8:00am to 8:14am 1.000000 2:00pm to 2:14pm 1.000000 8:00pm to 8:14pm 1.000000
2:15am to 2:29am 1.000000 8:15am to 8:29am 1.000000 2:15pm to 2:29pm 1.000000 8:15pm to 8:29pm 1.000000
2:30am to 2:44am 1.000000 8:30am to 8:44am 1.000000 2:30pm to 2:44pm 1.000000 8:30pm to 8:44pm 1.000000
2:45am to 2:59am 1.000000 8:45am to 8:59am 1.000000 2:45pm to 2:59pm 1.000000 8:45pm to 8:59pm 1.000000
3:00am to 3:14am 1.000000 9:00am to 9:14am 1.000000 3:00pm to 3:14pm 1.000000 9:00pm to 9:14pm 1.000000
3:15am to 3:29am 1.000000 9:15am to 9:29am 1.000000 3:15pm to 3:29pm 1.000000 9:15pm to 9:29pm 1.000000
3:30am to 3:44am 1.000000 9:30am to 9:44am 1.000000 3:30pm to 3:44pm 1.000000 9:30pm to 9:44pm 1.000000
3:45am to 3:59am 1.000000 9:45am to 9:59am 1.000000 3:45pm to 3:59pm 1.000000 9:45pm to 9:59pm 1.000000
4:00am to 4:14am 1.000000 10:00am to 10:14am 1.000000 4:00pm to 4:14pm 1.000000 10:00pm to 10:14pm 1.000000
4:15am to 4:29am 1.000000 10:15am to 10:29am 1.000000 4:15pm to 4:29pm 1.000000 10:15pm to 10:29pm 1.000000
4:30am to 4:44am 1.000000 10:30am to 10:44am 1.000000 4:30pm to 4:44pm 1.000000 10:30pm to 10:44pm 1.000000
4:45am to 4:59am 1.000000 10:45am to 10:59am 1.000000 4:45pm to 4:59pm 1.000000 10:45pm to 10:59pm 1.000000
5:00am to 5:14am 1.000000 11:00am to 11:14am 1.000000 5:00pm to 5:14pm 1.000000 11:00pm to 11:14pm 1.000000

Page 2 of 10EDMS 5.1

9/24/2012file:///C:/EDMS%205.1/Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions/Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions_inputs.h...



Name: DEFAULT 

Name: DEFAULT 

5:15am to 5:29am 1.000000 11:15am to 11:29am 1.000000 5:15pm to 5:29pm 1.000000 11:15pm to 11:29pm 1.000000
5:30am to 5:44am 1.000000 11:30am to 11:44am 1.000000 5:30pm to 5:44pm 1.000000 11:30pm to 11:44pm 1.000000
5:45am to 5:59am 1.000000 11:45am to 11:59am 1.000000 5:45pm to 5:59pm 1.000000 11:45pm to 11:59pm 1.000000

Daily Operational Profiles Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Day Weight Day Weight
Monday 1.000000 Friday 1.000000
Tuesday 1.000000 Saturday 1.000000
Wednesday 1.000000 Sunday 1.000000

Thursday 1.000000

Monthly Operational Profiles Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Month Weight Month Weight
January 1.000000 July 1.000000
February 1.000000 August 1.000000
March 1.000000 September 1.000000
April 1.000000 October 1.000000
May 1.000000 November 1.000000
June 1.000000 December 1.000000

Aircraft Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Default Taxi Out Time: 19.000000 min
Default Taxi In Time: 7.000000 min
Year: Uses Schedule? Schedule Filename:
2011 No (None)

Aircraft Name:
Boeing CH-46 Sea Knight
Engine Type:
T58-GE-16
Identification:
#1
Category:

SMTH

Take Off weight: 21972.00 Kgs
Approach Weight: 21999.00 Kgs
Glide Slope: 3.00°
APU Assignment: None
APU Departure OP Time: 13.00 min
APU Arrival OP Time: 13.00 min

Page 3 of 10EDMS 5.1

9/24/2012file:///C:/EDMS%205.1/Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions/Yuma_Marine_Corp_2_operational_emissions_inputs.h...



Gate Assignment: None

Assigned GSE/AGE: FUEL Arrival Op Time 
(mins)

Departure Op Time 
(mins) Horsepower (hp) Load Factor (%) Manufactured 

Year
Air Conditioner (ACE 802) Diesel 0.00 90.00 300.00 75.00
Aircraft Tractor (Douglas TBL-400) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 617.00 80.00
Fork Lift (Toyota 5,000 lb) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 55.00 30.00
Fuel Truck (F350) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 235.00 25.00
Water Service (Gate Service) Gasoline 12.00 12.00 0.00 20.00

Year:
2011

Annual Departures: 6
Annual Arrivals: 6
Annual TGOs: 0
Taxi Out Time: Determined by Sequencing model
Taxi In Time: Determined by Sequencing model

Departure Quarter-Hourly Operational profile: DEFAULT
Departure Daily Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Departure Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Arrival Quarter-Hourly Operational profile: DEFAULT
Arrival Daily Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Arrival Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Touch & Go Quarter-Hourly Operational profile: DEFAULT
Touch & Go Daily Operational Profile: DEFAULT
Touch & Go Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

GSE Population Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Type: Fuel: Ref. Model: Identification:
Air Conditioner Diesel #1

Rated Power: 0.00 hp
Load Factor: 75.00%
The user has selected to use the default age distribution, and has not chosen a specific age.
Analysis Year: 2011
Year of Manufacture: N/A
Age: N/A

Gate: Percent

Year:
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2011 Population: 0 units
Yealry Operating Time: 0.00 hours
Quarter-Hourly Operational 
profile: DEFAULT

Daily Operational profile: DEFAULT
Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

Type: Fuel: Ref. Model: Identification:

Aircraft Tractor Diesel
Stewart & 
Stevenson TUG 
T-750

#1

Rated Power: 475.00 hp
Load Factor: 80.00%
The user has selected to use the default age distribution, and has not chosen a specific age.
Analysis Year: 2011
Year of Manufacture: N/A
Age: N/A

Gate: Percent

Year:
2011

Population: 0 units
Yealry Operating Time: 641.00 hours
Quarter-Hourly Operational 
profile: DEFAULT

Daily Operational profile: DEFAULT
Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

Type: Fuel: Ref. Model: Identification:
Generator Diesel #1

Rated Power: 158.00 hp
Load Factor: 0.00%
The user has selected to use the default age distribution, and has not chosen a specific age.
Analysis Year: 2011
Year of Manufacture: N/A
Age: N/A

Gate: Percent

Year:
2011

Population: 0 units
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None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

Yealry Operating Time: 1630.00 hours
Quarter-Hourly Operational 
profile: DEFAULT

Daily Operational profile: DEFAULT
Monthly Operational Profile: DEFAULT

Parking Facilities Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Roadways Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Stationary Sources Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Training Fires Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Gates Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxiways Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Runways Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxipaths Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Configurations Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Buildings Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Cartesian Receptors Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Polar Receptors Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Cartesian Receptor Networks Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

 Polar Receptor Networks Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
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None.

None.

None.

Name: DEFAULT 

User-Created Aircraft Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created GSE Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created APU Baseline, Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Scenario-Airport: Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Weather Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Mixing Height: 3000.00 feet
Temperature: 74.00 °F
Daily High 
Temperature: 84.35 °F

Daily Low 
Temperature: 63.65 °F

Pressure: 29.65 inches of Hg
Sea Level Pressure: 29.88 inches of Hg
Relative Humidity: 35.41 
Wind Speed: 6.59 knots
Wind Direction: 0.00 °
Ceiling: 99999.99 feet
Visibility: 50.00 miles
The user has used annual averages. 
Base Elevation: 216.01 feet
Date Range: Thursday, January 01, 2004 to Friday, December 31, 2004
Source Data File 
Location:

Upper Air Data File 
Location:

Quarter-Hourly Operational Profiles Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight Quarter-Hour Weight
12:00am to 12:14 am 1.000000 6:00am to 6:14am 1.000000 12:00pm to 12:14 pm 1.000000 6:00pm to 6:14pm 1.000000
12:15am to 12:29 am 1.000000 6:15am to 6:29am 1.000000 12:15pm to 12:29 pm 1.000000 6:15pm to 6:29pm 1.000000
12:30am to 12:44 am 1.000000 6:30am to 6:44am 1.000000 12:30pm to 12:44 pm 1.000000 6:30pm to 6:44pm 1.000000
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Name: DEFAULT 

Name: DEFAULT 

12:45am to 12:59 am 1.000000 6:45am to 6:59am 1.000000 12:45pm to 12:59 pm 1.000000 6:45pm to 6:59pm 1.000000
1:00am to 1:14am 1.000000 7:00am to 7:14am 1.000000 1:00pm to 1:14pm 1.000000 7:00pm to 7:14pm 1.000000
1:15am to 1:29am 1.000000 7:15am to 7:29am 1.000000 1:15pm to 1:29pm 1.000000 7:15pm to 7:29pm 1.000000
1:30am to 1:44am 1.000000 7:30am to 7:44am 1.000000 1:30pm to 1:44pm 1.000000 7:30pm to 7:44pm 1.000000
1:45am to 1:59am 1.000000 7:45am to 7:59am 1.000000 1:45pm to 1:59pm 1.000000 7:45pm to 7:59pm 1.000000
2:00am to 2:14am 1.000000 8:00am to 8:14am 1.000000 2:00pm to 2:14pm 1.000000 8:00pm to 8:14pm 1.000000
2:15am to 2:29am 1.000000 8:15am to 8:29am 1.000000 2:15pm to 2:29pm 1.000000 8:15pm to 8:29pm 1.000000
2:30am to 2:44am 1.000000 8:30am to 8:44am 1.000000 2:30pm to 2:44pm 1.000000 8:30pm to 8:44pm 1.000000
2:45am to 2:59am 1.000000 8:45am to 8:59am 1.000000 2:45pm to 2:59pm 1.000000 8:45pm to 8:59pm 1.000000
3:00am to 3:14am 1.000000 9:00am to 9:14am 1.000000 3:00pm to 3:14pm 1.000000 9:00pm to 9:14pm 1.000000
3:15am to 3:29am 1.000000 9:15am to 9:29am 1.000000 3:15pm to 3:29pm 1.000000 9:15pm to 9:29pm 1.000000
3:30am to 3:44am 1.000000 9:30am to 9:44am 1.000000 3:30pm to 3:44pm 1.000000 9:30pm to 9:44pm 1.000000
3:45am to 3:59am 1.000000 9:45am to 9:59am 1.000000 3:45pm to 3:59pm 1.000000 9:45pm to 9:59pm 1.000000
4:00am to 4:14am 1.000000 10:00am to 10:14am 1.000000 4:00pm to 4:14pm 1.000000 10:00pm to 10:14pm 1.000000
4:15am to 4:29am 1.000000 10:15am to 10:29am 1.000000 4:15pm to 4:29pm 1.000000 10:15pm to 10:29pm 1.000000
4:30am to 4:44am 1.000000 10:30am to 10:44am 1.000000 4:30pm to 4:44pm 1.000000 10:30pm to 10:44pm 1.000000
4:45am to 4:59am 1.000000 10:45am to 10:59am 1.000000 4:45pm to 4:59pm 1.000000 10:45pm to 10:59pm 1.000000
5:00am to 5:14am 1.000000 11:00am to 11:14am 1.000000 5:00pm to 5:14pm 1.000000 11:00pm to 11:14pm 1.000000
5:15am to 5:29am 1.000000 11:15am to 11:29am 1.000000 5:15pm to 5:29pm 1.000000 11:15pm to 11:29pm 1.000000
5:30am to 5:44am 1.000000 11:30am to 11:44am 1.000000 5:30pm to 5:44pm 1.000000 11:30pm to 11:44pm 1.000000
5:45am to 5:59am 1.000000 11:45am to 11:59am 1.000000 5:45pm to 5:59pm 1.000000 11:45pm to 11:59pm 1.000000

Daily Operational Profiles Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Day Weight Day Weight
Monday 1.000000 Friday 1.000000
Tuesday 1.000000 Saturday 1.000000
Wednesday 1.000000 Sunday 1.000000

Thursday 1.000000

Monthly Operational Profiles Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Month Weight Month Weight
January 1.000000 July 1.000000
February 1.000000 August 1.000000
March 1.000000 September 1.000000
April 1.000000 October 1.000000
May 1.000000 November 1.000000
June 1.000000 December 1.000000
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None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

Aircraft Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Default Taxi Out Time: 19.000000 min
Default Taxi In Time: 7.000000 min
Year: Uses Schedule? Schedule Filename:
2011 No (None)

GSE Population Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Parking Facilities Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Roadways Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Stationary Sources Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Training Fires Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Gates Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxiways Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Runways Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Taxipaths Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Configurations Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Buildings Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Cartesian Receptors Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

Discrete Polar Receptors Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
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None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

Cartesian Receptor Networks Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

 Polar Receptor Networks Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created Aircraft Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created GSE Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl

User-Created APU Baseline (2), Yuma Mcas/Yuma Intl
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