










































BW1 FOIA CBP 007761













































































BW1 FOIA CBP 007799

































BW1 FOIA CBP 007815

























































BW1 FOIA CBP 007843



BW1 FOIA CBP 007844













BW1 FOIA CBP 007850



































BW1 FOIA CBP 007867

















BW1 FOIA CBP 007875



BW1 FOIA CBP 007876



BW1 FOIA CBP 007877



BW1 FOIA CBP 007878

























BW1 FOIA CBP 007890

















BW1 FOIA CBP 007898





































BW1 FOIA CBP 007916





























BW1 FOIA CBP 007930













































BW1 FOIA CBP 007952



















BW1 FOIA CBP 007961





BW1 FOIA CBP 007963





BW1 FOIA CBP 007965



BW1 FOIA CBP 007966







BW1 FOIA CBP 007969





































BW1 FOIA CBP 007987







BW1 FOIA CBP 007990















































BW1 FOIA CBP 008013



BORDER BARRIER SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

 BUREAU OF CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
TUCSON SECTOR - U.S. BORDER PATROL 

  

 
 
 
MEETING AGENDA 

Meeting Date and Time:  13 January 2004  
Meeting Location:    Tucson HDR’s Office, 10:00 am 

     5210 E Williams Cir, 
 
MEETING PURPOSE 

TCA PDT Meeting 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
10:00 – 10:15 REVIEW OF ACTION ITEMS 

 
 ACTION RESPONSIBLE 

1. 

Follow up on contract for GSRC to prepare EA for RVS in 
Douglas AO – need survey and engineering support – need 
purpose statement developed by HDR – funding followed 
up by  – access to sites reviewed by 
and HDR 

2. SWPPP training – need proposed dates and costs for 
training 

3. WWD foundation change to grouted rock – Baker to check 
on Geotech – AzANG to check with constructing unit 

4. Baker needs official comment resolution sign off on 
Nogales Tunnels from the PDT. 

5. Inspector that will be at 10 Feb 2004 JTF-6 deployment 
must be at the 19 November meeting with the constructing 
units commander. 

Baker 

6. Rent 6” forms for next JTF-6 deployment 

7. SWPPP responsibility for construction and ongoing 
reporting  - conference call 12 December @ 9:00 Central 
Time / 10:00 Eastern Time 

8. Personnel attending the 22 January “Back Brief” in El Paso 
shall provide personal data by COB 12 
December for security clearance. 

All 

9. 28 and 29 January 2004, the AzANG will tour the border 
with representatives from several units. Baker will provide 
technical support. 

All 

10. Douglas 4 miles west of POE submitted as 100% by 13 
January Baker 

11. Naco 10 miles submitted as 60% by 13 January Baker 
12. Nogales 1 ½ miles submitted as 100% by 13 January Baker 
13. Follow up on fencing for property in Douglas 

14. Temporary Vehicle Barrier locations for EA development, 
Various stations 
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BORDER BARRIER SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

 BUREAU OF CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
TUCSON SECTOR - U.S. BORDER PATROL 

  

 ACTION RESPONSIBLE 
15. 7 January meeting in Phoenix with regarding 

DGL/NGL/NCO ROEs  
16. to come up with acquisition plan 

and proceed with appraisals for Nogales 1 ½ mile roadway 
 
 

 ACTION 
Environmental Working Group RESPONSIBLE 

1. Mitigation costs possible from BA to be provided to 
– Due 13 January 

2. 

Tucson checkpoint - GSRC still needs some 
information from (Ajo) regarding strategic 
enforcement reasons the checkpoint needs to be relocated – 
Due 31 December. 

3. 

Letter drafted to USF&WS Phoenix Field Office for CBP 
signature regarding Yuma BO and Tucson/Yuma BA; the 
letter should also acknowledge the USFWS cooperation – 
Due 31 December 

4. PEIS Matrix due 12 Dec. followed by 16 December 
conference call 10:00 Eastern time / 7:00 Pacific 

5. to e-mail new draft environmental guidelines 
to key EWG members 

6. Mark to e-mail those items he needs GSRC and HDR to 
prepare for development of mitigation costs. 

7. Conference call number for 16 December conference call 

 
10:15 – 10:20 RVS   
 Monthly Report 
  
10:20 – 10:45 MILITARY DEPLOYMENTS  

Arizona National Guard  
 update 

WWD – West of DGL POE 
• Oregon National Guard – June 2004, 30 soldiers for two 2-week deployments 
• Alaska National Guard – 15 soldiers May 2004 
• Survey Crew from Idaho N.G. (pending MOU) 
Douglas Roadway West of POE 
• Illinois N.G. 10 July 2004 (80 troops w/ equipment, may do some fence also) 
• 28 and 29 January 2004, AzANG tour the border with deploying units  

JTF-6  
  

LOCATION PLANNER START END 
NACO, AZ USBP (Patrol Roads) 10-Feb 30-Mar 
DOUGLAS,AZ USBP (Patrol Roads) 10-Feb 30-Mar 
ORGAN PIPE, AZ, NPS (Vehicle Barriers) 15-Mar 15-Apr 
NOGALES, AZ USBP (Patrol Roads) Jul Aug 
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BORDER BARRIER SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

 BUREAU OF CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
TUCSON SECTOR - U.S. BORDER PATROL 

  

10:45 – 11:15 ENGINEERING 
Baker Eng.  -  updates and discussion 

Douglas, 13 Miles of Roadway 
Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway, Final Design pending delivery,  

due 13 January 
Douglas, Lighting  

(5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final Design.  
Douglas, Construction Oversight and Staking. 
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE,  

Preliminary and Final Design  
Naco, Primary Fencing, Preliminary and Final Design  
Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking  
Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking  
Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales  
Nogales, Schematic Design 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design 
Permanent Survey Markers 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 
Naco, 10-miles Roadway, Preliminary and Final Design 
 60% construction plans due 13 January 2004 

 
11:15 – 12:00 ENVIRONMENTAL 

GSRC  - updates and discussion 
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 
Checkpoints AERC 499) 
Checkpoint -  (AERC 227) 
BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51) 
Nogales Infrastructure EA (AERC #255 & 218 ENV #225) 
Douglas Whitewater Draw 
Sonoita 
Nogales Schematic Design 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers (Nogales & Sonoita Stations) 
Naco BA 
Douglas Dip 5 
Strategy Document 
RVS EA for Tucson and Ajo Station 

 
12:00 – 1:00 LUNCH 
 
1:00 – 1:30 REAL ESTATE 

USACE –
Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 
Douglas, International Ditch 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE 
Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition (Pending Alignments) 
Nogales, Schematic Design 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design and Coordination 
Permanent Survey Markers 
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BORDER BARRIER SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
TUCSON SECTOR, US BORDER PATROL 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

Meeting Date and Time:  13 January 2004 - 10:00 am 
Meeting Location:  HDR - Tucson 
Distribution Date:  15 January 2004 
Distributor: 
Distribution: 
 

 
 

MEETING PURPOSE 
PDT Meeting. 
 

ATTENDEES 
See Attached. 

 
PREVIOUS ACTION ITEMS STATUS 
 

 ACTION RESPONSIBLE STATUS 

1. 

Follow up on contract for GSRC to prepare EA 
for RVS in Douglas AO – need survey and 
engineering support – need purpose statement 
developed by HDR – funding followed up by 

– access to sites reviewed by
and HDR 

White Paper 
Reviewed in D.C. / 

field visit on 
engineered 

alignments pending 
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ENGINEERING 
 

Baker Eng.  -  updates and discussion 
Douglas, 13 Miles of Roadway 

Baker delivered 100% sealed plans for the 1.5 mile scheduled 
deployment from JTF-6.  
Also delivered were 4.3 miles west of the POE as a 100% review set. 

Nogales, Tunnels, Preliminary & Final Design 
Formal comment matrix pending. Comments from Union Pacific Rail 
Road are outstanding. 

Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway, sealed drawings delivered 
Douglas, Lighting  

(5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final Design. 
Not started  

Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. 
Not started  

Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design 
  Not started 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final 
Design  

Not started 
Naco, Primary Fencing, Preliminary and Final Design  

Not started 
Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Not started 
Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Not started 
Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales  

Not started 
Nogales, Schematic Design 

Not started 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design 

Not started 
Permanent Survey Markers 

Not started 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

Not started 
Naco, 10-miles Roadway, Preliminary and Final Design 
 60% construction plans delivered 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

GSRC  - updates and discussion 
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 

The Revised Draft PEIS for the Tucson/Yuma Sector Operations will be 
sent to CBP Legal Counsel and outside agencies who are members of the 
southwest strategy task force.  These folks will be requested to have their  
review completed by the end of January.  Provided no major comments 
or issues are identified, GSRC will be asked to proceed with preparation 
and distribution of the draft PEIS for public review.  Minor comments 
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received during this review will be addressed after completion of the 
public review period. 

BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51) 
The Tucson BA was revised and submitted for release to the USFWS last 
Friday (9 Jan). instructed  to have the USACE 
forward the BA to the USFWS and re-initiate consultation. The Yuma 
BO has not been received, but is working on the draft.  He 
expects that it will be completed within the next few weeks. 

Whitewater Draw 404 Permit 
Application is still in process.  will sign the response letter 
regarding the AGFD comment letter. will revise the letter and 
send it to by COB. GSRC is conducting a site visit this week to 
identify potential mitigation sites. AGFD attended the EWG meeting; the 
USBP response to their letter was discussed. 

Checkpoint -  (AERC 227) 
The Tucson checkpoint  EA and FONSI is at HQ for signature. 

agreed to sign the FONSI today and send it to  and 
GSRC. 

Checkpoints (AERC 499) 
The Tucson checkpoints  preliminary final EA will be sent up 
for processing next week or earlier if possible. 

Naco BA 
GSRC has initiated the efforts on the Naco BA.  is coordinating a 
site visit with the USFWS, BLM, and IBWC.  AzDGF was invited to 
participate in the site visit also. 

Temporary Vehicle Barriers (Nogales & Sonoita Stations) 
GSRC will need to define the project area for the Temporary Vehicle 
Barriers. will provide, pending project locations from the 
Stations. stated that TON has requested permanent VB on the 
Nation rather than TVB. These changes might require a modification and 
possibly a separate EA for the permanent VB. 

Sonoita 
GSRC will need to get ROEs before starting surveys.  has been 
tasked with obtaining the ROEs. Surveys cannot be started on the 
Sonoita or Nogales Stations' road projects until the ROEs are obtained.  

are working these ROEs. The ROEs for 
Nogales are also dependent upon the 15% design from Baker. 

Nogales Schematic Design 
Kleinfelder presented proposed alignments. 

Douglas Dip 5 
Complete 

Strategy Document 
Complete, will distribute as draft. 

RVS EA for Tucson and Ajo Station 
The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs require ROEs in order to initiate 
the field surveys.  has one more ROE to obtain from the City 
for the Tucson Station. 

Nogales Infrastructure EA (AERC #255 & 218 ENV #225).  
The Nogales Various (USFS Coronado) and 

 (JTF-6) requested copies of this document from GSRC.   
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The Cabeza Prieta road report is being revised.  The CR report was 
received last week and will be incorporated.  The revised report should be 
sent out next week. 
  
The ESA for the Ajo garage is expected to be submitted in late January. 
WRO has agreed to fund the environmental modification for the Ajo Station 
expansion; the field work for this and the remaining ESAs should be completed 
within the 
next month. 

 
REAL ESTATE 

USACE –
Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 

No action at this time 
Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 

All ROE’s have gone out.   
Douglas, International Ditch 

No action at this time  
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 

No action at this time 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE 

Property owners have been identified. Final road location has been 
determined. Appraisals and negotiations can proceed.  

Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition (Pending Alignments) 
No action at this time 

Nogales, Schematic Design 
All ROE’s have gone out for 10 miles west and 5 miles east of POE 

Sonoita, Preliminary Design, and Coordination 
Establishing dialog with the Forest Service, ROE for environmental 
surveys in place   

Permanent Survey Markers 
No action at this time 

Temporary Vehicle Barriers 
No action at this time 

Western Region –
Ephraim Ridge Reclamation  

provided an incomplete report on Ephraim Ridge land 
acquisition. Report must be resent due to technical errors. Task still 
pending. 

 
PROCUREMENT 

Naco & Douglas February deployment BOMs were discussed. Revised schedules for 
deployments will be provided to sequence material acquisition. 

 
CONSTRUCTION  

Back Brief in El Paso with JTF-6 is planed 22 January. Preconstruction meeting planned 
with Az ANG at the end of the month for deploying units into Douglas. 
 

 
ACTION ITEMS 
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27 April 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
25 May 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
22 June 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
27 July 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
24 August 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
14 September 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 

 
 

These minutes reflect the understanding of HDR Engineering, Inc.  If revisions or additions are needed, contact 
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November 2003 Arizona Environmental Actions Report 
DOCUMENT ENV Number TBA Action Type: EAAerc Number: 498/497

Project 
Actions:

Formerly part of Desert Grip II (ENV 145), Desert Grip (an operations related action) separated into 6 separate EA's including ENV 226, 227, 228 and others TBA. 
Beacons (AERC #497) off the TON (ENV 227) FONSI signed 19 June 2003

Document 
Title:

EA For Installation and Maintenance of 10 Rescue Beacons on the Tohono O'odham Nation

Project 
Details:

 EA for Ten Rescue Beacons on the Tohono O'odham Nation, USBP Tucson Sector, AZ

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Preliminary draft complete. Tohono O'odham council has objected to the beacons so the draft has not been released yet. 

On Hold

Draft: Holding due to pending discussions with the Nation.

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 1 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number TBA Action Type: EAAerc Number: 498/497

Final:

FONSI: See Summary

ROD: NA

NOI: N/A

NOA: pending

Scoping: NA

Preliminary 
Draft:

30-May-03

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

6-Jun-03

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 2 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 225 Action Type: EAAerc Number: 255

Project 
Actions:

EA for Nogales Various Infrastructure.

Document 
Title:

EA for Nogales Infrastructure Improvements, Unitied states Border Patrol, Tucson Sector, Nogales Station, Santa Cruz County, Arizona

Project 
Details:

Combination of Nogales infrastructure and RVS projects.18 RVS, 60 Portable lights. 1 mi. fence and 2mi road east of Nogales POE.

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Draft EA submitted for public comment on May 9, comment period extended to 30 June, See AERC # 218   RVS for TCA (AERC #255  ENV #225)
One EA was prepared for Naco and Douglas, FONSI issued.  One EA was prepared for the Crawford Hill relay tower in Nogales, FONSI issued.  The remaining 
Nogales RVS sites were rolled into the Nogales Various Infrastructure EA, after both the RVS and the Various Infrastructure EAs had been developed.

FONSI and Pre-Final staffed to HQ DHS.

FONSI signed 17 Oct 03

Draft: Draft EA submitted for public comment on May 9, comment period extended to 30 June,  pending comment resolution.  Comment resolution matrix and/or 
preliminary Final EA is expected by 5 September 2003.

Final:

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 3 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 225 Action Type: EAAerc Number: 255

FONSI: 17 Oct 03

ROD: N/A

NOI: N/A

NOA: Nogales Draft 5/9/03

Scoping: N/A

Preliminary 
Draft:

25-Apr-03

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

2-May-03

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 4 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 139 (changed from 148) Action Type: EAAerc Number: 218

Project 
Actions:

Environmental Assessment for 31-mile Enforcement Zone Infrastructure System, Naco, AZ and 26 miles in Douglas, AZ. A combination of infrastructure components

Document 
Title:

Supplemental Environmental Assessment For Infrastructure Within U.S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona

Project 
Details:

Environmental Assessment to address implementation of a 56-mile border enforcement system through a combination of infrastructure components (roads, fences and 
lights) in Naco and Douglas POE's. Formerly ENV 148 and one other.

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Project being coordinated through the Tucson PDT. Comments to the Preliminary Draft have been provided. Public scoping meeting held 18 November 2002.  PDT 
decided, based on guidance from HQ, to combine Naco and Douglas into a Supplemental EA for the Naco-Douglas Corridor.  Draft SEA was distributed for public 
review on 7 Feb 03; comment period was extended from 7 May to 30 June. PDT reviewed response matrix 23 Sept. 2003. 

Pre-final sent to PDT; comments due 7 Nov 03. Final EA expected 24 Nov 03.

Draft:  Public Review Extended to June 30, 2003 by .  Letter sent by  and USACE. PDT reviewed response matrix on 23 Sept 2003.

Final: PFEA 7/10/03  FEA pending comment resolution
PFSEA expected mid Oct 2003
Final expected 24 Nov 03

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 5 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 139 (changed from 148) Action Type: EAAerc Number: 218

FONSI:

ROD: N/A

NOI: N/A

NOA: 5/7/2003

Scoping:

Preliminary 
Draft:

Naco-Douglas EAs combined into one; Due 3-12-03

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

PDEA 3/13/03 to 3/26/03; DSEA released 5/7/2003

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 6 of 16

BW1 FOIA CBP 008034

(b)(6)(b)(6)



DOCUMENT ENV Number 220 Action Type: EAAerc Number: 503

Project 
Actions:

EA/EBS for purchase of warehouse and land currently under lease in Nogales.

Document 
Title:

EA/Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the Purchase and Acquisition of 30 Acres of Property and Accompanying Buildings

Project 
Details:

Nogales BPS.  Purchase of 30 Acres of Property. EA/Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the Purchase of 30 Acres of Property ENV # 503 & 220

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Final EA and FONSI sent to HQ for signature. FONSI was signed 17 October 2003. Phase One revealed a minor fuel contamination site. GSRC and USACE 
recommend Phase Two testing to determine extent of contamination and clean-up strategy. Phase Two awaiting funding.

Request for any additional funding must go through 

Draft: Nogales Station Draft EA came off the public comment period on 30 June. GSRC expects to have a preliminary final within the next two weeks.  There were issues on 
the ESA with WRO REO, but these have been resolved. GSRC will submit the revised SEA for the Nogales Station NLT August 1.  The expanded record search did 
not reveal any additional sites beyond the original record search. Comment period extended to 29 August 2003.

Final: Any additional work must be approved by HQ BOR

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 7 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 220 Action Type: EAAerc Number: 503

FONSI: Signed 17 October 2003

ROD: N/A

NOI: N/A

NOA:

Scoping: N/A

Preliminary 
Draft:

Due 12 May 03

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 8 of 16

BW1 FOIA CBP 008036

(b)(6) (b)(6)



DOCUMENT ENV Number  TBA Action Type: EAAerc Number: 499

Project 
Actions:

Temporary USBP Checkpoints in the Tucson Sector and Ajo and Casa Grande AO's.

Document 
Title:

EA for the Operation of Three Temporary Checkpoints  USBP Casa Grande Station, Arizona

Project 
Details:

1 of 2 EA's began as 4 checkpoints in Tucson Sector and part of Desert grip II.  These checkpoints

Current 
Status 
Summary:

The Draft Temporary Checkpoint went out 7 July to the public. checkpoint comments due 7 August 2003. The preliminary Draft EA for the 
checkpoints  has been completed, but we are waiting for approval from the to release it to th  Both of these EAs were conducted under 
AERC # 499.

Draft submitted for review 15 Sept 2003. Pending approval by  Council.

Pending  Council decision; Public review on  extended 30 days; Comment period to close 17 Nov 03.

Draft: pending

Final:

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 9 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number  TBA Action Type: EAAerc Number: 499

FONSI:

ROD: N/A

NOI: N/A

NOA: On hold until uses issues are resolved on the 

Scoping: N/A

Preliminary 
Draft:

The preliminary draft EA for one temporary checkpoint submitted for internal review;  Submitted to  15 Sept 2003.

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

Went out with comments due 14 August 2003.

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 10 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 90 Action Type: EISAerc Number: 225

Project 
Actions:

Programmatic EIS and Associated Tasks - USBP Yuma and Tucson Sectors, AZ (DO 007)

Document 
Title:

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for USBP Activitis within the Border Areas of the Tucson and Yuma Sectors, Arizona

Project 
Details:

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for USBP Yuma and Tucson Sectors - focus is on expansion of operations.

Current 
Status 
Summary:

 Public comments resulted in revision of document to remove specific references to actual infrastructure projects.  Revised Preliminary Draft PEIS reviewed by PDT 
EWG 20-21 August 2003; Revised document distributed for review and comments due 29 October 2003.

Internal comments on final revision extended to 29 Oct 03. Comment matrix for review by participants to be prepared in 2-3 weeks; conference call to be held to 
discuss the matrix; final version to be circulated for minor checking in December.

Draft: During a 22 April 2003 conference call it was decided to issue a revised draft PEIS that only address potential infrastructure in a cumulative manner.  GSRC was 
tasked with preparing a comment resolution letter informing receipients of the USBP's decision.  GSRC prepared and sumitted a draft resolution letter on May 17, 
2003 to for review. See comments on Final. The Tucson-Yuma PEIS revised draft went out 15 July. Comments due 7 August. The EWG conference in 
August in Phoenix to discuss any unresolved issues. Dates for the meeting are 20 & 21 August (the next PDT meeting is 19 August in Phoenix). HDR was assigned 
conference set-up duties.

Comments from the 20-21 August review session are now incorporated into a new draft distibuted for review; comments to be returned by 29 Oct 2003. All data 
previously requested must be received by that date. A copy has been given to  USBP, for CBP review. 

Have CBP comments been received?

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 11 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 90 Action Type: EISAerc Number: 225

Final: Should be released early next year?

FONSI: N/A

ROD:

NOI: 01-Sep-00

NOA: 11/18/2002

Scoping: Oct-Nov 2000

Preliminary 
Draft:

4 preliminary drafts to date

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

extended to 14 Feb; Current version internal review period ends 29 Oct 2003

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 12 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number Yuma: 40, 141,186 Tucson: 38 Action Type: BAAerc Number: 51

Project 
Actions:

Biological Assessments for USBP Daily Operations Tucson and Yuma Sectors, AZ (DO 043) ENV. # Yuma= 40, 141, 186 / Tucson= 38

Document 
Title:

Biological Assessments for USBP Daily Operations Tucson and Yuma Sectors, AZ

Project 
Details:

Two Biological Assessments for USBP Daily Operations; one in Tucson(ENV 38) and one in Yuma(ENV 186) Sectors

Current 
Status 
Summary:

According to at USFWS, we are at the top of the list once they complete the BO's for the military remanded BA's. FWS owes us a letter requesting an 
extension. Tucson BA being revised for changes in PEIS. Final QA/QC by USACE expected by 17 Nov 03.

Draft: Yuma--9/27/02; Tucson 10/24/02.   has not completed the Draft BO for the Yuma Sector as of 6/12/03. Iinternal review 3 July 03.  Internal comments 
due 25 July 03. Conference call scheduled 14 August.  Pending BO from USF&WS in Yuma and Tucson.

Final:

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 13 of 16

BW1 FOIA CBP 008041

(b)(6)

(b)(6)



DOCUMENT ENV Number Yuma: 40, 141,186 Tucson: 38 Action Type: BAAerc Number: 51

FONSI: N/A

ROD: N/A

NOI: N/A

NOA: N/A

Scoping:

Preliminary 
Draft:

AERC / USACE 
Review Dates:

USBP POC:

DHS FAE POC:

DHS Regional POC:

 Contractor:

 Contractor POC:

USACE POC:

AERC POC:

States: AZ

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 14 of 16
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TACTICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

 CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL - TUCSON SECTOR  

1 of 5 31 January 2005 

 
MEETING MINUTES 
 
Meeting Date and Time:  25 January 2005 @ 10:00 am   
Meeting Location:    Tucson Station 
Meeting Purpose:  TCA PDT Meeting 
Conference Call In Number 

Number   
passcode   

 

 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
(see attached sign-in sheet) 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
 
 ACTION RESPONSIBLE STATUS 

1. Ephraim Ridge Report  Tabled 

2. Nogales schematic design re-alignment  Pending 

3. 
GSA coordination on drainage tunnel access 
work. Follow-up with local contact at the 
POE.  

Pending – 
additional contacts 

with POE and 
ADOT 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008043

(b) (7)(E)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)





TACTICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

 CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL - TUCSON SECTOR  

3 of 5 31 January 2005 

ENGINEERING 
Baker Eng.         
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles) Coordination with APS and design are pending 
Douglas, 13-Mile Roadway  design of the western 2.5 miles is near complete. PDFs of the 
product will be forwarded by Baker to the PDT 
Douglas, International Ditch Coordination meetings have begun between Baker and those 
associated with the project in Douglas including representatives from the Station. Reference to 
the cross section within the project description was suggested. 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles)  
Nogales, Schematic Design Realignment is pending new SOW. 
Naco, 10-Mile Roadway Pending final design leg completion. Areas already completed are 
sufficient for current deployments. 
SWPP Training and Quarterly/Annual Report Preparation Complete 
 
FY’05 Engineering Projects   
2 additional miles of roadway in Douglas 
relocation of lights in Nogales 
2 additional miles of roadway in Nogales 
4 miles in Sonoita  
Construction management services will be required for at least a 90 day deployment of 300 
soldiers by JTF-6 and a 2 week deployment by a National Guard Unit. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL  
GSRC       
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 
The Revised Draft PEIS for the Tucson/Yuma Sectors is scheduled to come off the public 
comment period on 29 January. received over 2500 unsigned and faxed form letters.  
We will acknowledge these in the Final EIS, but will not respond directly to them since they are 
unsigned and most do not contain addresses.  has received about 20 legitimate comment 
letters thus far. 
Tucson BA   
GSRC has received the available ABCI enforcement data, per the Section 7 emergency 
consultation, from  to revise the Tucson BA.  Apparently, not all of the information 
was recorded by the BP stations.  GSRC plans to have the revised BA back to the Tucson EWG 
by the end of February.  reminded the group that the water conservation/mitigation 
measures need to be included in the BA. 
Ephraim Ridge (Phase I ESA for Ephraim Ridge) 

will send out the draft SOW for Ephraim Ridge ESA to the EWG for review.  After 
receipt of comments and the revised SOW will be sent to GSRC for a cost estimate.  The SOW 
needs to include Phase I ESA for lease, cultural resources survey, and EA for a land lease for the 
entire property. An update of the EA may be required. 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit Commitment/obligation of the $35,000 needed for mitigation 
The WWD MOA is still under review and consideration by the City of Douglas and USACE Los 
Angeles District.  The $35K mitigation money is not set aside, pending the RWA which should 
be released soon.  
San Pedro River LWC BA  
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No additional effort has been expended on the San Pedro River LWC BA; GSRC will need more 
engineering designs prior to completing the BA and submittal to the BLM and USFWS. 

will investigate the possibility of having Baker provide preliminary designs or 
preparing some more conceptual designs himself.  GSRC  will send the GSRC 
shape files and the conceptual designs prepared by HDR to 
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’Odham Nation (TON)  
The draft SOW for the permanent vehicle barriers on the TON (which covers CAG and AJO) is 
being staffed.  will need to get any additional comments on the SOW from 

et al.   
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, complete  
Sonoita Border Road  
The Sonoita border road preliminary draft EA was sent back out in early January.  The deadline 
for comments was established as 31 January; however, after the EWG/PDT, 
requested that the USFS Coronado be provided a copy of the PDEA.  The internal comment 
deadline has been extended until 18 February. 
Tactical Infrastructure for Western Arizona  
GSRC has completed two surveys (portions of the border and Camino de Diablo) for the western 
Arizona infrastructure project (TIWAZ). is attempting to schedule a meeting with 
CBP/OBP to decide on the direction of the NEPA document. Note that  is the OBP 
contact in D.C. for this project. 
USPP  

 reported on this issue, reviewing of options present for water use mitigation and the 
nexus to Ft. Huachuca. 
Nogales Schematic Design 
GSRC needs ROEs and new engineering designs to initiate surveys in Nogales for the 10-mile 
road project.  
Misc. 
The Ajo Station EA will be converted to an EA for acquisition of land and development of the 
horse corral (this issue was inadvertently omitted from the EWG discussion) 
 
REAL ESTATE 
USACE - Sacramento      
Douglas, International Ditch 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE, pending new Baker contract for boundary survey, this 
is pending FY’04 money. 
Nogales Schematic Design, pending boundary survey 
Sonoita Roadway  
 
NLC - Laguna Nigel     
Ephraim Ridge Report 
Report by suggested tabling this issue. During a side discussion it was agreed 
between  with concurrence by  to contact 
and request his  further assistance on this project. 
 
PROCUREMENT 
AERC      
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Funds for Tucson Sector and tracking contracts and projects contained on the RWA’s have been 
transferred to the AERC with the exception of Whitewater Draw 
 
Castro Electric for APS hook-up in Douglas has been canceled for this year because the 
deployment sizes have been reduced 
 
CONSTRUCTION 
Kleinfelder     
No construction in progress. 
 
To access a website that has updates, go to: 

-Click on the Client Link link at the left of the page. 
-Select Border Patrol Construction Oversite from the drop-down menu. 
-For a User Name enter:
-For a Password enter:
(The User Name and Password are case-sensitive, so make sure you don't capitalize.) 
-Select the deployment you wish to view 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
 

1. Nogales schematic design re-alignment – Pending new contract 

2. GSA coordination on drainage tunnel access work. Follow-up 
with local contact at the POE.  

3. Follow-up on paving the Nogales ½ mile with a private 
contractor once funding is available 

4. Follow-up on Asphalt and stormwater issues 

5. Sonoita border road PDEA internal comment deadline has been 
extended until 18 February. 

6. SOW and contract in place for construction admin. support 
beginning with deployment into Whitewater Draw 12 Febuary. 

 Environmental Working Group 
1. Set aside $35,000 for mitigation on Whitewater Draw 404 permit 

2. SOW and fee proposal for TON permanent vehicle barriers 

 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
22 February 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
22 March 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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DATE & TIME: 25 Jan.  2005 @ 10:00   
 
LOCATION: Tucson Station  

TACTICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
TUCSON SECTOR PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM

MEETING CHECK-IN 
 

Page 1 of  2 
 

 
 

 
 TUCSON SECTOR  DOUGLAS STATION  NACO STATION 

   
   
   
   CASA GRANDE STATION 

 NOGALES STATION   
    
  SONOITA STATION  YUMA SECTOR 
   

 
CONSULTANT TEAM 
 BAKER  GSRC  KLEINFELDER 

  
  

   
    

      
 
 BPSCC CORPS OF ENGINEERS                                   JTF- N 

  
  
   

   
 DHS   

  
  

  

  IBWC  AZ NATIONAL GUARD 
  

   
     
 
 
OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
 USFS AG&FD                                                               USF&WS 

   
   
 BLM   
    

      
 
OTHER 

NAME:   AFFILIATION:   USACE 

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE: FAX:  
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LOCATION: Tucson Station  
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NAME:   AFFILIATION:   

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:   FAX:  

      
 
 
NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:    FAX:  

      
 
 

NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:  FAX:  

      
 
 
NAME:      

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:    FAX:  

      
 
 
NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:    FAX:  
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From: 
Sent: Sunday, January 23, 2005 5:03 PM 
To:
Cc:

Subject: Task Force Diamondback Update 
 

it was good talking to you.  As per our FONCON I am sending you this e-mail to recap and to 
bring you and the PDT up to date on what Task Force Diamondback, Project Site Douglas is 
doing in 2005.  

        First we are having a pre-construction meeting beginning in the Douglas Armory at 0800 hrs 
on 25-27 January.  I have 4 engineer units and 1 transportation unit from 5 states that will be 
there.  The states are Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, and Massachusetts  The purpose of 
the meeting is to familiarize the units with the projects, the working environment, my  
expectations, the engineer design team, and the security team, U. S. Border Patrol.   

        The first deployment will be Alaska Army National Guard, 25 personnel, 12-26 February 
2005.  This is the same unit that started White Water Draw last year and they will be the unit to 
finish White Water Draw.  They will be concentrating on the road way, that is bringing into 
compliance with the design; they will be improving drainage, and repairing damage due to erosion 
of the roadway.   

        The next deployment will be the 947th Engineers from Colorado, 125 personnel, 14-28 May 
2005.  They will be working on culverts just to the west of White Water, a large low water crossing 
on Kings Road, fencing (both bollard and panel) and if time permits they will continue with 
bringing the road up to final grade west of the culverts.  Also deploying with the 947th is the 2220th 
Transportation Company, this is an AZ unit who recently returned from Iraq. Their missions are to 
provide long haul support for the 947th.  They will be available for other haul missions that the 
Border Patrol may have.   

        The next and last scheduled deployment for FY 2005 is the 101st Engineer Company from 
Massachusetts, 125 personnel, 11-25 June 2005.  This is the unit that really should make a big 
difference and to extend us out well beyond Callteman's and possibly out to Kings Road.  Their 
mission will be to improve drainage (culverts, ditching, and low water crossings) and continue on 
with fence building.  This means to finish up any remaining bollard fencing in the vicinity of White 
Water and to make construct a substantial amount of panel fencing.   

        The 877th Engineer Battalion from Alabama will be present for the conference.  They are an 
engineer battalion consisting of approximately 600 personnel.  That will be 3 rotations of two 
weeks each, unfortunately they are not planning to deploy until 2006.  I am hoping that they will 
be able to send one unit yet this year.   

        The Wisconsin ARNG was going to come this year but they are now saying next year. So 
we sill see. 

        Other issues that we discussed were; in regards to installing a water meter at 5th Street and 
Chino, this is the same  location last year.  We need to have an account for miscellaneous 
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supplies established at B & D Lumber.  We need to insure that Maddocks and Sons are in the 
loop and are prepared to support our needs….. 

………………………………Annotated ………………………. 

Commander, Task Force Douglas 

Mobile: 
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Scheduled Deployments FY’05 
Naco 1 to 30 April, 2005 west of POE for 3 LWCs and associated bollard fencing JT4000-05 - 
307th Eng. Bn. Request power supply needed by 1 April at the Douglas Airport. 
Naco/Douglas (as noted) 10 April to 20 May 2005  JT4159-05 
Naco east 1 to 2 miles patrol roadway construction 
Douglas 2 to 4 LWCs    
 
ENGINEERING 
Baker Eng.       
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles)  
Douglas, 13-Mile Roadway  
Douglas, International Ditch 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles)  
Nogales, Schematic Design Realignment is pending new SOW and funding. 
Naco, 10-Mile Roadway 
SWPP Training and Quarterly/Annual Report Preparation  
FY’05 Engineering Projects   
2 additional miles of roadway in Douglas 
relocation of lights in Nogales 
2 additional miles of roadway in Nogales 
4 miles in Sonoita  
Construction management services will be required for at least a 90 day deployment of 300 
soldiers by JTF-6 and a 2 week deployment by a National Guard Unit. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL  
GSRC       
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 
Tucson BA   
Ephraim Ridge (Phase I ESA for Ephraim Ridge) 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit Commitment/obligation of the $35,000 needed for mitigation 
San Pedro River LWC BA  
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’odham Nation (TON)  
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, complete  
The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS  
Sonoita Border Road  
Tactical Infrastructure for Western Arizona  
USPP  
Nogales Schematic Design 
 
REAL ESTATE 
USACE - Sacramento     
Douglas, International Ditch 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE, pending new Baker contract for boundary survey, this 
is pending FY’04 money. 
Nogales Schematic Design, pending boundary survey 
Sonoita Roadway  
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NLC - Laguna Nigel     
Ephraim Ridge Report 
 
PROCUREMENT 
AERC      
 
Funds for Tucson Sector and tracking contracts and projects contained on the RWA’s 
Castro Electric for APS hook-up in Douglas 
 
CONSTRUCTION 
Kleinfelder     
To access a website that has updates, go to: 
www.kleinfelder.com 
-Click on the Client Link link at the left of the page. 
-Select Border Patrol Construction Oversite from the drop-down menu. 
-For a User Name enter:
-For a Password enter: 
(The User Name and Password are case-sensitive, so make sure you don't capitalize.) 
-Select the deployment you wish to view 
 
OTHER ITEMS 
 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
22 February 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
22 March 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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MILITARY DEPLOYMENTS 

 
Arizona National Guard (see attached schedule) 

WWD – West of DGL POE 
Discussion of materials & equipment needed for deployment including 100 ton 
track hoe, temp water tank, precast box culvert and construction trailer all on site 
by 1 May. 
• Oregon National Guard – June 2004, 30 soldiers for two 2-week deployments 
• Alaska National Guard – 20 soldiers, 1 to 15 May 2004 
Douglas Roadway West of POE 
• Illinois N.G. 10 July 2004 (70 troops, LWCs on Kings Ranch Road – possible backup 

on WWD) 
28 and 29 January 2004, the AzANG toured the border with representatives from several 
units. Baker provided technical support. 

JTF-6  

Scheduled Deployments FY’04 
• Naco, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) 10-Feb to 30-Mar 
• Douglas, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) 10-Febto 30-Mar 
• Naco (Fence & Barriers) 15-Mar to 15-Apr 
• Nogales, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) Jul & Aug 

 
ENGINEERING 

Baker Eng.  -  updates, discussion and map of projects (see attached map) 
Douglas, 13 Miles of Roadway (see action items) 
Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway, follow up on Geotech with
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Pre. & Final Design. 

Pending NTP  
Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. 

Underway now, Note JTF-6 deployment  
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design 

Pending NTP 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final Design  

Pending NTP 
Naco, Primary Fencing, Preliminary and Final Design  

Pending NTP 
Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Underway now, Note JTF-6 deployment 
Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Pending deployments and NTP, Not started 
Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales  

Example of photos presented by Baker Eng. in working drafts of deliverables 
Nogales, Schematic Design 

Preliminary layout presented 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design 

Preliminary layout presented 
Permanent Survey Markers 
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Not started 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

Not started 
Naco, 10-miles Roadway, Preliminary and Final Design 
  

ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

GSRC - updates and discussion 
 

PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 
The Revised Draft PEIS for the Tucson/Yuma Sector Operations is still under review by 
the CBP Legal Counsel.  Tucson PEIS will not begin until Feb 27th. Some comments have 
been received from outside agencies, such as BLM, and have already been incorporated 
to the Revised Draft.  GSRC can provide an estimate for delivery of the public-ready 
draft until receipt of the legal comments.  
 
BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51) 
The Tucson BA was submitted to the USFWS on 14 January.  No comments have been 
received thus far.  The USFWS (Phoenix) is still working on the Draft BO for the Yuma 
operations.  The group decided not to send an official letter to the USFWS, but wait until 
the end of February to reconsider whether one should be sent.  In the meantime,
will contact and urge him to the get us a draft BO. The group also 
discussed the future standard procedures for providing internal copies to outside 
agencies.  The consensus was to send an early coordination letter to affected agencies, 
particularly to those with lands in the project area and request their participation as a 
cooperating agency. If an affirmative response is received, then a project specific MOA 
would be developed.  GSRC cautioned the team about releasing Section 7 consultation 
documents to outside agencies, other than Native American Nations whose lands are 
affected.  
 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit 
The Whitewater Draw permit application is still in process. is developing a 
SOW to send to GSRC for the development of a mitigation plan at the City of Douglas' 
restoration project.  will call  and urge him to issue the 404 permit 
with the condition that the restoration plan be completed and implemented by a certain 
date.  requested authorization to conduct geo-technical investigations within 
WWD in early March.  Kleinfelder will send GSRC the testing plan, with hole locations 
and volumes.  GSRC will contact to see if this action can be completed 
under NWP 18 (minor discharges) while the 404 IP is still pending.  
 
Checkpoint - (AERC 227) 
The Tucson checkpoint Final EA and FONSI has been distributed.  
 
Checkpoints (AERC 499) 
The Tucson checkpoints FONSI has been signed and sent to GSRC.  
The Final EA will be sent out by the end of this week or early next week  
depending upon the NOA being published.  
 
Cabeza Prieta Road Report  
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The Cabeza Prieta road report has been finalized and submitted.  
 
The Tucson Phase I ESA will be sent out this week or early next week.  

has requested that on future documents, we refer to these as  
Environmental Baseline Surveys (EBS) to avoid confusion with the Endangered  
Species Act (ESA).  
 
Phase 1 for the Ajo garage 
The Phase I ESA for the Ajo garage has been approved by  (no need to  
change from ESA to EBS for this project).  GSRC will send the final out this  
week.  
 
Ajo Station expansion EA 
GSRC has been waiting for access to conduct the field surveys for the Ajo Station 
expansion EA. indicated that we had all the ROEs and approval from BLM to 
conduct the surveys.  
 
Naco BA 

GSRC, HDR and Naco Station OBP conducted a site visit with the USFWS, 
BLM, AzDGF, and IBWC on 3 February 2004.  Various alternative designs including 
Bailey bridge, concrete low water crossing, culverts, gabions, were discussed.  An 
alternate location at the border was also discussed and was actually preferred by BLM to 
help deter ICs.  
 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers (Nogales, Sonoita, Tucson, Casa Grande & Ajo Stations) 

 provided project locations from Tucson, Casa Grande and Ajo stations for the 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers.  There is still some data needed from Sonoita. 
stated that TON has requested permanent VB on the Nation rather than TVB.  These 
changes will require a modification and possibly a separate EA for the permanent VB.  
GSRC will map out the locations and inform  about out of scope items. The 
group agreed that the TON project be a complete separate document since it is a different 
type of barrier requiring ground disturbances and is wholly on the TON.  
 
Sonoita 

completed the ROEs for the Sonoita road work, but not all of 
the ROEs for all of the access roads were granted. Sonoita is considering looking at other 
access roads.  will coordinate with Sonoita to identify these new access roads.  
GSRC also reminded the group that the current SOW includes only improvements to the  
existing roads; if engineering designs indicate that cut and fill activities (or new roads) 
are needed that go beyond the survey corridor that is scoped, a modification might be 
necessary.  Once the new roads and the preliminary designs are developed, GSRC will 
assess whether a modification is necessary.  
 
Nogales Schematic Design 
The ROEs for Nogales are also dependent upon the 15% design from Baker, which has 
recently changed.  The ROEs are needed prior to the conduct of GSRC's field surveys.  
 
 
RVS EA for Tucson and Ajo Station 
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The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs require ROEs in order to initiate the field surveys.  
 has one more ROE to obtain from the City for the Tucson Station.  One ROE 

from the NPS is also needed for the Ajo Station RVS.  
 
Additional items: 

needs to resubmit the Tucson strategy document.  
 
GSRC will develop a map of the completed environmental projects along the Arizona 
border.  

 
REAL ESTATE 

 
USACE –
2 March 2004 meeting and conference call scheduled in Phoenix with
regarding Nogales RE issues and acquisition plan. conducted a site visit and 
contacted land owners last week in Nogales. plans 22 March 2004 meeting 
with in Douglas to discuss Cattleman’s road alignment. 

Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
No action at this time 

Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 
Douglas, International Ditch 

No action at this time  
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 

No action at this time 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE (see notes above) 
Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition (Pending Alignments) 

No action at this time 
Nogales, Schematic Design 

All ROE’s have gone out for 10 miles west and 5 miles east of POE 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design, and Coordination 

Alignments must be revised due to private property owner issues. (see 
action items regarding Sonoita EA. 

Permanent Survey Markers 
No action at this time 

Temporary Vehicle Barriers 
No action at this time, pending location from  and possible 
revised SOW for GSRC to work on the TON. (see action items) 

Western Region –
Ephraim Ridge Reclamation  

provided an incomplete report in December on Ephraim 
Ridge land acquisition. Pending 

 
PROCUREMENT 

 
Naco & Douglas deployments (JTF-6) 
April deployment into Naco (JTF-6) 
May deployment into Douglas at Whitewater Draw (National Guard) 
 

 
CONSTRUCTION 
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 ACTION RESPONSIBLE 
 

5. Check on MOU / MOA and the Southwest Strategy, report 
back next PDT 

 
 
NEXT MEETINGS  
     

 23 March 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 27 April 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 25 May 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 22 June 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 27 July 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 24 August 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 14 September 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008062
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DATE:  17 February 2004  TIME:    10:00   
 
LOCATION:  HDR –  

US BORDER PATROL BORDER BARRIER PROJECTS
TUCSON SECTOR PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM

MEETING CHECK IN AND SIGN IN 
 

Page 1 of  2 
 

 
 

 
 TUCSON SECTOR  DOUGLAS STATION  NACO STATION 

  
  
  CASA GRANDE STATION 
    

 NOGALES STATION  SONOITA STATION  
   YUMA SECTOR 

 
   

 
CONSULTANT TEAM 
 HDR  BAKER  Kleinfelder 

 
  GSRC 

  
 
 BPSCC CORPS OF ENGINEERS                                   JTF-6 

   
   
  

   
 DHS   

  
  

  

    AZ NATIONAL GUARD 
  IBWC 
  

    
 
 
OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
 USFS AG&FD                                                               USF&WS 

  
  
    

     
     
 
OTHER 

NAME:   AFFILIATION:   DHS 

ADDRESS: E-MAIL: 

 PHONE: FAX:  

 Washington D.C.     
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DATE:  17 February 2004  TIME:    10:00   
 
LOCATION:  HDR –  

US BORDER PATROL BORDER BARRIER PROJECTS
TUCSON SECTOR PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM

MEETING CHECK IN AND SIGN IN 
 

Page 2 of  2 
 

 
 

NAME:   AFFILIATION:   BLM 

ADDRESS: E-MAIL: 

 Phoenix, Az.    85004 PHONE:   FAX: 

      
 
 
NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:    FAX:  

      
 
 

NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:  FAX:  

      
 
 
NAME:      

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:    FAX:  

      
 
 
NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:    FAX:  
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Minutes – Teleconference 
Whitewater Draw Mitigation 

30 January 2004 
 
Attendees: 

 
A potential mitigation site for the impacts to wetlands from the Whitewater Draw 
construction project was the main focus of the discussion.  GSRC explained that the city 
of Douglas was interested in allowing the Office of Border Patrol (OBP) to assist with the 
restoration of an unnamed drainage that is a tributary to WWD and for which the City is 
interested in making a natural area. The cit also intends to offset impacts to jurisdictional 
areas they will sustain while constructing the 3rd Street extension. 
 
Everyone was in agreement that this was a good mitigation site, since OBP would not 
have to incur the cost of land acquisition, but only pay for the restoration efforts and the 
submission of the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Also, since the site was recommended 
by  at the USACE, it will likely be easily approved. 
 

suggested that a memorandum of understanding between OBP and the city of 
Douglas be drafted.  He stated that this could take several months.  GSRC stated that a 
permit might be obtained through the submission of a letter to the USACE stating the 
intentions of the OBP to follow through on the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan as soon as 
possible.  GSRC will submit the letter for review to  on the 30th of 
January. Once the comments are received by GSRC on the letter it would be submitted to 

at the USACE for approval. 
 

suggested a call be placed to prior to sending the letter to inform him 
of the content of the letter and the urgency of this project.  Also, a follow up call will be 
placed after has received the letter, and record of the conversation be 
mailed out to all.  
 
Conference Call concluded 
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Note JTF-6 deployment  
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design 
  Not started 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final 
Design  

Not started 
Naco, Primary Fencing, Preliminary and Final Design  

Not started 
Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Note JTF-6 deployment 
Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Not started 
Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales  

Not started 
Nogales, Schematic Design 

Not started 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design 

Not started 
Permanent Survey Markers 

Not started 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

Not started 
Naco, 10-miles Roadway, Preliminary and Final Design 
  

11:15 – 12:00 ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

GSRC  - updates and discussion 
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 
BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51) 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit 
Checkpoint (AERC 227) 
Checkpoints (AERC 499) 
Naco BA 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers (Nogales & Sonoita Stations) 
Sonoita 
Nogales Schematic Design 
RVS EA for Tucson and Ajo Station 
Cabeza Prieta Road Report  
ESA for the Ajo garage  

 
12:00 – 1:00 LUNCH 
 
1:00 – 1:30 REAL ESTATE 

 
USACE – 

Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
No action at this time 

Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 
Douglas, International Ditch 

No action at this time  

BW1 FOIA CBP 008069
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Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
No action at this time 

Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE 
Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition (Pending Alignments) 

No action at this time 
Nogales, Schematic Design 

All ROE’s have gone out for 10 miles west and 5 miles east of POE 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design, and Coordination 
Permanent Survey Markers 

No action at this time 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

No action at this time 
Western Region –

Ephraim Ridge Reclamation  
provided an incomplete report on Ephraim Ridge land 

acquisition. Report must be resent due to technical errors. 
 
1:30 – 1:45 PROCUREMENT 

 
Naco & Douglas deployments (JTF-6) 
April deployment into Naco (JTF-6) 
May deployment into Douglas at Whitewater Draw (National Guard) 
 

 
1:45 – 2:00  CONSTRUCTION 

Report From Kleinfelder 
 
 
 

  OTHER ITEMS 
   
 
NEXT MEETINGS  
     

 23 March 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 27 April 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 25 May 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 22 June 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 27 July 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 24 August 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 14 September 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008070
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Phoenix – HDR Offices  
Suite #350 3200 E. Camelback Road 
Phoenix, AZ  85018-2311   
(602) 522-7700 

 
 

 
Located at the Northeast corner of 32nd St. & Camelback 

 
 
There is not an off ramp on SR51 at Camelback. Suggested rout is to take the 202 to 32nd 
Street north to Camelback Road. 
 
Suite 350 is on the south end of the building, 3rd floor.  Please use the elevator at the far 

southern end of the building. 
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Conference Call in: please use AERC number Pass code for all 
participants is  The regularly scheduled PDT begins at 10:00 am 
Mountain Time 

 
 

Meeting Location 
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4 of 6 28 February 2005 

lease of this land, relocating permanent lights, and improving existing roads.  No definitive 
decision was made.  
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit  
The WWD MOA is still under review and consideration by the City of Douglas and USACE Los 
Angeles District.  has not received the RWA as yet. reported that 
Phelps Dodge has verbally agreed to deed the site to the city of Douglas, but the agreement will 
not be finalized until 60-90 days. reminded the group that the temporary impact areas 
will need to be restored and that once all construction within the WUS is complete, we will need 
to notify the USACE Los Angeles District.  
San Pedro River LWC BA   
No additional effort has been expended on the San Pedro River LWC BA.  will 
provide more detailed conceptual designs for the LWC.  If BA is completed soon, there will only 
be a need to address the Huachuca water umbel, since the Critical Habitat for the fishes was 
removed.  The project will still need to be designed to reduce sediment or there would be the 
potential for re-initiating consultation if the CH is designated again. Subsequent to the meeting 

 provided the concept design (attached). 
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’Odham Nation (TON)  
The draft SOW for the permanent vehicle barriers on the TON (which covers CAG and AJO) is 
being staffed.  will need to get any additional comments on the SOW from 

 et al.   
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, complete  
Sonoita Border Road  
The Sonoita border road preliminary draft EA comment deadline was 18 February.  
stated that he had provided comments to reported that no comments 
have been received from USFS to date.   will check with  about the comments.   
Tactical Infrastructure for Western Arizona  
The current plan for the TIWAZ is to conduct 2 separate EAs--one for the BMGR vehicle 
barriers and one for the CPNWR vehicle barriers (using the Roosevelt Reservation only).  A 
subsequent EIS would be prepared for the remaining TIWAZ components.  The BMGR is 
scheduled to be completed by 14 March. 
USPP  

reported on this issue, reviewing of options present for water use mitigation and the 
nexus to Ft. Huachuca. 
Nogales Schematic Design 
GSRC needs ROEs and new engineering designs to initiate surveys in Nogales for the 10-mile 
road project. The Nogales 10-mile road project may be reduced to 2-mile roadway since funding 
is not available for the entire reach and will probably not be available for the next 3-5 years.  The 
EWG discussed the possibility of rolling this into the Supplemental EA for Various 
infrastructure Projects, discussed above. Also see discussion under engineering. 
Misc. 
The Ajo Station EA will be converted to an EA for acquisition of land and development of the 
horse corral (this issue was inadvertently omitted from the EWG discussion) 
 

 has requested that AZGFD be included as a cooperating agency for all future 
projects for planning purposes.  The EWG agreed to include AZGFD and other agencies, as 
requested, to participate in the planning stages and solicit comments regarding the projects.  
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will send a draft MOU to  for review.  The MOU should state that all pre-
planning documentation and discussions will not be disclosed to outside parties. 
 
GSRC has been requested to submit a cost estimate to re-write the preliminary draft EA (PDEA) 
for the Ajo Station, relocation of saguaro cacti, and prepare the Section 404 permit applications.  
 
GSRC is submitting a cost estimate for the Papago Farm Camp Detail today.  The camp is 
scheduled to be implemented in May 2005.  reported that a 15-day public comment 
period is not reasonable and we will provide for a 30-day comment period. 
 
REAL ESTATE 
USACE - Sacramento      
Douglas, International Ditch 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE, pending new Baker contract for boundary survey 
Nogales Schematic Design 
Sonoita Roadway pending coordination with BLM 
 
NLC - Laguna Nigel      
Ephraim Ridge Report 

 has agreed to assist in procuring the lease for the entire property. Pending review of 
his report by CBP legal little action will be taken except to prepare the SOW for the required 
Phase 1 which will include section 106 considerations. 
  
PROCUREMENT 
AERC       
No Report, except  requested the BOM for the JTF-N deployment ASAP. 
Presently, the BOM will be prepared by 5 March. This is within the 90 day window requested by 
AERC. Once the BOM is in place, current inventory and contract capacity will be correlated 
with other deployments and items procured accordingly. 
 
CONSTRUCTION 
Kleinfelder     
Whitewater Draw construction by the Alaska Army National Guard is going well by all 
accounts. The deployment ends this Friday and they should have the wearing surface to the west 
of box culvert in place. 
 
To access a website that has updates, go to: 
www.kleinfelder.com 
-Click on the Client Link link at the left of the page. 
-Select Border Patrol Construction Oversite from the drop-down menu. 
-For a User Name enter:
-For a Password enter:
(The User Name and Password are case-sensitive, so make sure you don't capitalize.) 
-Select the deployment you wish to view 
 
ACTION ITEMS 
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1. Nogales schematic design re-alignment – Pending new contract 

2. GSA coordination on drainage tunnel access work. Follow-up 
with local contact at the POE.  

3. Follow-up on paving the Nogales ½ mile with a private 
contractor once funding is available 

4. Follow-up on Asphalt and stormwater issues 
 Environmental Working Group 

1. Set aside  for mitigation on Whitewater Draw 404 permit 

2. SOW and fee proposal for TON permanent vehicle barriers  & 
GSRC 

 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
22 March 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 April 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
24 May 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
28 June 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 July 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
23 August 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
13 September 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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ENGINEERING 
Baker Eng.         
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles)  
Douglas, 13-Mile Roadway   
Douglas, International Ditch  
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles)  
Nogales, Schematic Design Realignment is pending new SOW. 
Naco, 10-Mile Roadway  
 
FY’05 Engineering Projects   
2 additional miles of roadway in Douglas 
relocation of lights in Nogales 
2 additional miles of roadway in Nogales 
4 miles in Sonoita  
Construction management services will be required 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL  
GSRC       
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 
Tucson BA   
Ephraim Ridge (Phase I ESA for Ephraim Ridge) 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit  
San Pedro River LWC BA  
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’Odham Nation (TON)  
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, complete  
Sonoita Border Road  
Tactical Infrastructure for Western Arizona  
USPP  
Nogales Schematic Design 
 
REAL ESTATE 
USACE - Sacramento     
Douglas, International Ditch 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE, pending new Baker contract  
Nogales Schematic Design, pending boundary survey 
Sonoita Roadway  
 
NLC - Laguna Nigel       
Ephraim Ridge, Pursuing a lease for entire property (update attached) 
 
PROCUREMENT 
AERC        
 
Needs BOM for Deployment into Naco 1 April (inventory and contract capacity may be enough 
for this deployment, needs verification) 
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CONSTRUCTION 
Kleinfelder     
Update on construction at WWD in Douglas 
 
To access a website that has updates, go to: 
www.kleinfelder.com 
-Click on the Client Link link at the left of the page. 
-Select Border Patrol Construction Oversite from the drop-down menu. 
-For a User Name enter
-For a Password enter: 
(The User Name and Password are case-sensitive, so make sure you don't capitalize.) 
-Select the deployment you wish to view 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
22 March 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 April 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
24 May 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
28 June 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 July 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
23 August 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
13 September 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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1)     Your relationship with the property owner has been very beneficial in 
The past, and the fact that the property has other CBP facilities on it... can you assist by contacting the property 
owner about a lease for the entire 
property? 
2)     Can you manage the lease along with your other project on the site 
You need a lease for (RVS site) with assistance/resources from the PDT? 
 
Your assistance and guidance in this real estate matter would be very 
helpful. 
 

Tactical Infrastructure Program Manager (Tucson Sector) 
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-Select Border Patrol Construction Oversite from the drop-down menu. 
-For a User Name enter:
-For a Password enter:
(The User Name and Password are case-sensitive, so make sure you don't capitalize.) 
-Select the deployment you wish to view 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
26 April 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
24 May 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
28 June 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 July 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
23 August 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
13 September 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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-Select Border Patrol Construction Oversite from the drop-down menu. 
-For a User Name enter:
-For a Password enter: 
(The User Name and Password are case-sensitive, so make sure you don't capitalize.) 
-Select the deployment you wish to view 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
26 April 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
24 May 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
28 June 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 July 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
23 August 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
13 September 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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Arizona National Guard (see attached schedule) 

WWD – West of DGL POE 
• Oregon National Guard – June 2004, 30 soldiers for two 2-week deployments 
• Alaska National Guard – 20 soldiers, 1 to 15 May 2004 
Douglas Roadway West of POE 
• Illinois N.G. 10 July 2004 (70 troops, LWCs on Kings Ranch Road – possible backup 

on WWD) 
 

JTF-6  
 (no report) 

Scheduled Deployments FY’04 
• Naco, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) 10-Feb to 30-Mar 
• Douglas, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) 10-Feb to 30-Mar 
• Naco (Fence & Barriers) 307 Red Horse Canceled to be replaced, possibly with July 

deployment 
• Nogales, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) Jul & Aug 

 
ENGINEERING 

Baker Eng.  -  updates and discussion by 
Douglas, 3.6 miles 60% due 27 April 2004 (area east of the POE designated for JTF-6 

deployments) 
Douglas, 4.3 miles due 27 April 2004 (area west of POE designated for Army National 

Guard Deployments) 
Douglas, Remaining 5-miles east of POE designated for JTF-6 due 27 May 2004 
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Pre. & Final Design. 

Pending NTP  
Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. 

Underway now, Note JTF-6 deployment  
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design 

Pending NTP 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final Design  

Pending NTP 
Naco, Primary Fencing, Preliminary and Final Design  

Near Completion 
Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Underway now, Note JTF-6 deployment 
Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway, followed up on Geotech with  remaining 

outstanding report data to be provided to  by Kleinfelder. 
Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking  

Pending deployments and NTP, Not started 
Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales  

Example of photos presented by Baker Eng. in working drafts of deliverables 
Nogales, Schematic Design 

Preliminary layout presented last PDT 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design 

Preliminary layout presented, revised access determined due to property owners 
concerns. 

Permanent Survey Markers 
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Some started where survey has been performed for construction. 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

Not started 
Naco, 10-miles Roadway, Preliminary and Final Design 
 100% due 22 June 2004 
  

ENVIRONMENTAL 
GSRC - updates and discussion 
 
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 

The Revised Draft PEIS for the Tucson/Yuma Sector Operations is still under 
review by the CBP Legal Counsel. Some comments have been received from 
outside agencies, such as BLM, and have already been incorporated to the 
Revised Draft.  GSRC can provide an estimate for delivery of the public-ready 
draft until receipt of the legal comments. In addition, there is an internal push to 
incorporate US Customs actions into the PEIS.  was unavailable, so 
the EWG agreed to table the issue until a conference call can be conducted next 
week.  The EWG decided to have a decision on the direction of the PEIS by 2 
April 2004. asked if there any other operations that were planned or on-
going that needed to be included in the PEIS; reported that there were 
none to his knowledge. 

BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51) 
The Tucson BA will need to be revised to include water usage by the 
Naco Station and to incorporate expanded ATV (if this is a real possibility) that 

(USFWS) reported was given to her.   will continue to 
coordinate with USFWS to identify the source of the ATV information, since it 
was not identified in the ABC strategy report.  also reported that the 
SW Border SPEIS had addressed UAV and manned reconnaissance missions and 
determined that no effect would occur.  These missions are 

and would not impact T&E species in 
any way. stated that JTF-6 probably prepares a CATEX or REC 
before each mission that is tiered to the SPEIS.  requested that JTF-6 
provide copies of these documents to CBP. will inform 

of this request. 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit 

The Whitewater Draw permit has been received.  The mitigation plan needs to be 
completed, reviewed and approved by the USACE Los Angeles /Phoenix Field 
Office 1 June.  will get SOW and cost request to GSRC ASAP. 

Checkpoints  (AERC 499) 
The Tucson checkpoints  Final EAs and FONSIs have been 
distributed. 

Cabeza Prieta Road Report  
Cabeza Prieta Road Report has been finalized and submitted.  Any additional 
work on the remaining 18 miles will need to be addressed in a NEPA document. 

Tucson Phase I ESA 
The Tucson Phase I ESA was revised and resubmitted last Friday; field 
work on the Ajo expansion area is on-going this week. 

  Naco BA 
GSRC will need conceptual designs of the crossing at San Pedro to proceed 
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with the Naco BA.  committed to have (HDR) 
complete his field trip assessment and provide some thoughts/ideas on the 
potential crossing designs. 

The Temporary Vehicle Barriers EA  
The Temporary Vehicle Barriers EA is being prepared.  will 
provide additional locations for barriers within the Nogales Station. 

Permanent Vehicle Barriers on the TON 
GSRC provided a draft SOW for the permanent vehicle barriers on the TON. 

will obtain prior correspondence that CAG had with TON and 
forward to

Sonoita 
Sonoita Station is now requesting a drag road be constructed next to the border 
road and to Forest Service Road 61.  This additional effort will require a 
modification and additional ROEs, although the drag road along FS Road 61 
should be entirely on USFS lands. 

Nogales Schematic Design 
The ROEs for Nogales are also dependent upon the 15% design from Baker. The 
current plan is to go 3 miles west of the commercial POE and 7 miles east of the 
east end of the planned 2 mile roadway improvements (i.e., total 9 miles east of 
the DiConcinni POE).  The ROEs and design or footprint are needed prior to the 
conduct of GSRC's field surveys. 

Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs 
The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs require ROEs in order to initiate the field 
surveys.  reported that these ROEs have either been obtained, or 
should be by the end of the week. also reported that an alternate site 
for the Powerline Site has been identified as the 66 site. The Water Tank Site is 
good to go. 

Additional items: 
provided a copy of the MOU that was signed between USBP and various DOI 

and USDA agencies specifically for Arizona.  will place an electronic copy on 
the AERC web page. 
 

needs to resubmit the Tucson strategy document.  
 
GSRC will develop a map of the completed environmental projects along the Arizona 
border.  
 
TON emergency beacons is still on hold 

 
REAL ESTATE 

 
USACE –
2 March 2004 conference call with regarding Nogales RE issues and 
acquisition plan. 

Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
No action at this time 

Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 
This is now 8 miles west and 5 miles east for ROEs 

Douglas, International Ditch 
No action at this time  
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 TUCSON SECTOR  DOUGLAS STATION  NACO STATION 

   
   
   CASA GRANDE STATION 
     

 NOGALES STATION  SONOITA STATION   
  YUMA SECTOR 

    
 
CONSULTANT TEAM 
 HDR  BAKER  Kleinfelder 

  
  
   

 IMC  GSRC  
    

 
 BPSCC CORPS OF ENGINEERS                                   JTF-6 

  
 
 

    
 DHS    

 
  

  

   AZ NATIONAL GUARD 
 IBWC  

  
     
 
 
OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
 USFS AG&FD                                                               USF&WS 

 
   

 BLM   
    

    
 
OTHER 

NAME:   AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS: E-MAIL: 

 PHONE: FAX:  
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6. 
San Pedro BA – need comments and review of 
Low Water Crossing footprint (attached) by 12 
April 

All 
Done –Pending 
comments from 

BLM field office  

7. Add of the TON to the PDT meeting 
distribution Done 

 
MILITARY DEPLOYMENTS 
 
Arizona Army National Guard     
Scheduled Deployments FY’05 
Douglas 10 to 25 June 2005 101st Engineer Company from Massachusetts. 70 personnel into 
Whitewater Draw to complete approaches to box culvert. 
Douglas 8 to 23 July 2005 980th EnBNfrom Texas. 2- 40 person 2 week deployments  
 
JTF-N        
Scheduled Deployments FY’05 
Naco (west) 1 to 30 April, 2005 west of POE JT4000-05 - 307th Eng. Bn.  
Naco (east) 10 April to 10 May 2005 JT4159-05 
 

reported that no other deployments have been scheduled this FY and sourcing of 
units for next FY is underway. 
 
ENGINEERING 
Baker Eng.          
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles) Preliminary layout being performed and ground truthing underway 
Douglas, 13-Mile Roadway 2.5 miles on the west end is ready for final. This is into the Naco 
AO and will need to be checked for EA compliance and real estate issues. These plans are at 
90%. 
Douglas, International Ditch Data collection with the City of Douglas is ongoing, typical 
section developed and project lay out performed. presented a water surface profile of 
the project that depicted reduced cpacity of the culvert at the POE. This may be a constraint on 
the project (the culvert under the POE has less than 100-year capacity) 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) west side of POE laid out and ground truthing underway 
Nogales, Schematic Design on hold pending resolution of real estate issues and funding to 
proceed. 
Naco, 10-Mile Roadway complete 
 
FY’05 Engineering Projects     
The following SOWs are developed:  

2 additional miles of roadway in Douglas 
relocation of lights in Nogales 
2 additional miles of roadway in Nogales 
4 miles in Sonoita (fee proposal received and in process) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  
GSRC         
 
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) The responses to public comments on the Revised Draft 
PEIS were sent out for review. The PDT agreed to establish a deadline of 13 May for comments.  
Tucson BA will confirm that new ABCI II enforcement data has been received; if 
not, will forward information to GSRC. will coordinate with 
regarding additional funds to incorporate the data. GSRC needs to get a definitive decision 
regarding the methods to be used to assess the water mitigation (e.g., agents only versus agents 
and their dependents, use OSI quantifications versus FH quantifications, etc.). 
Ephraim Ridge  will begin negotiations with GSRC for contract for Ephraim Ridge ESA 
and EA. The project area will be 80 acres. 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit  has requested that the WWD MOA be forwarded 
to ADEQ for review. The AERC has the mitigation money, but it needs to be obligated. 

suggested that if MOA, and thus implementation of mitigation, is delayed much longer, 
BP might want to consider paying the in lieu of mitigation to avoid having to mitigate for 
temporal impacts. GSRC  will contact  to determine which 
approach he would prefer/recommend. 
San Pedro River LWC BA  The San Pedro River LWC BA will be sent out early next week for 
internal review. USFWS and BLM indicated no major red flags with the footprint/design 
submitted by  However,  (BLM) will submit comments NLT Monday, 
2 May. If there are major revisions suggested, the BA will be delayed. 
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’Odham Nation (TON) The vehicle barriers on the TON is being 
negotiated; requested more funding from CBP; and  will coordinate 
to send the funds to AERC. 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, complete  
Sonoita Border Road The Sonoita border road draft EA will be sent out for internal review 
again next week. GSRC was provided a SOW for Baker's design of the first 4.4 miles of 
roadway. GSRC will review to determine if and how these designs will affect the EA.  
Tactical Infrastructure for Western Arizona GSRC has submitted the BMGR EA for review. 
Comments are due 6 May 2005. Initial efforts on the CPNWR EA is on-going; public scoping 
meetings will be conducted in May or June.  stated that additional monies have been 
received for the BMGR, CPNWR and portion of the EIS.  stated that he also wants to 
conduct an EA for improvements to Growler Valley Road and Camino de Diablo. and 

suggested that the TIWAZ team conduct a special TIWAZ conference call the Firday or 
Thursday before Tucson and Yuma PDT meetings and report back to the PDTs.  will 
coordinate this conference call. 
USPP  reported on this issue, reviewing of options present for water use mitigation 
and the nexus to Ft. Huachuca. Discussion of concerns with water usage by the Fort and possible 
impacts on Tactical Infrastructure. 
Nogales Schematic Design The Nogales 10-mile road project is on-hold. Might be rolled into 
another project 
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NEXT MEETINGS 
    
24 May 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
28 June 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 July 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
23 August 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
13 September 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
 
DISTRIBUTION 
 

 

 

 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008118

(b)(6)









BORDER BARRIER SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

 BUREAU OF CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
TUCSON SECTOR - U.S. BORDER PATROL 

Page 3 of  8 

• Illinois National Guard 10 July 2004 (70 troops, LWCs on Kings Ranch Road – 
possible backup on WWD) 

• Arizona National Guard paving WWD 6 August 
requested survey support on 3, 7, and 12 May, and twice in June. said he could 

provide the support requested. 
JTF-6  

Scheduled Deployments FY’04 
• Naco (Fence & Barriers) 917th Prime Beef Squadron 1 May - 18 Jun 
• Douglas (LWCs 11, 12, & 13 and Bollard Fence) MWSS 373 1-30 Jun 
• Naco (Low-water crossings) MWSS 371 6 Jul - 6 Aug  
• Nogales, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) 10 Jul - 23 Aug 
• Possible October deployment into Douglas for roadway construction 

 
ENGINEERING 

 
Baker Eng.  -  delivered the following products at the PDT meeting: 

Sonoita Station US/Mexico Corridor Report (Later downloaded from) 

 Utility Contact Report 
 100% Design 4.3 Miles West of Douglas POE 

60% Douglas 3.6 Miles West of Douglas POE (West of above ref. Project) 
Revised Whitewater Draw foundation plans 
Geotechnical Study Report Whitewater Draw Crossing 
Project Completion Report Naco Border Road (March Deployment Sta.104+72W 

to 75+40W) 
Project Completion Report Douglas Border Road (March Deployment Sta. 

68+36E to Sta. 153+00E) 
Geotechnical Study Report Douglas 5 Miles (Sta. 68+36E to Sta. 334+00E) 
Geotechnical Study Nogales 2 Miles Roadway (Sta. 10+00E to Sta. 115+00E) 

The maps below depict the active projects and where these deliverables pertain too: 
Douglas, Lighting, pending NTP 
Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. (see project completion reports 
and pending deployments) 
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary Design to begin 
Naco, 10-miles Roadway,  Final Design due 22 June 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE,  Pending NTP 
Naco, Primary Fencing,  
Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking (see project completion reports and 
pending deployments) 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design (see Sonoita Station US/Mexico Corridor Report) 
Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway (design complete, note Geotech report) 
Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking (pending deployment) 
Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales (done) 
Nogales, Schematic Design under development, alignments determined and 
geotechnical report under development 
Permanent Survey Markers, being placed with deployments 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, note EA development below 
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his field trip and provide some thoughts/ideas on the potential crossing designs 
by 11 May. 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers (Nogales & Sonoita Stations) 
The Temporary Vehicle Barriers EA is being prepared and is expected to 
be submitted for internal review by mid-May.  GSRC has requested drive-
through and other enforcement statistics for inclusion to the EA. 
GSRC provided a draft SOW for the permanent vehicle barriers on the TON and 
is waiting for directions to proceed. will check with  to 
determine if the JTF-6 1992-1993 CR surveys are still valid. provided 
copies of prior correspondence that CAG had with TON and to 
Nogales Schematic Design 
The ROEs for Nogales are also dependent upon the 15% design from Baker. 
Baker plans to have these designs completed by 11 May.  The ROEs and design 
or footprint are needed prior to the conduct of GSRC's field surveys. 
RVS EA for Tucson and Ajo Station 
The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs ROEs have been obtained; however, 3 
new alternate sites for the Ajo Station were proposed at a meeting at the OPCNM 
yesterday (26 April). 
Cabeza Prieta Road Report  
The Cabeza Prieta road report has been finalized and submitted.  A SOW 
for an EA to complete the work on the remaining 18 miles has been forwarded to 

 for staffing. will 
conduct an off-line conference call to discuss the possibility of using the USFWS 
CATEX for road maintenance, as suggested by (CPNWR). 

stated that any roads that are currently and routinely maintained by OBP 
could continue to be maintained without NEPA documentation or Section 106 
evaluation. 
ESA for the Ajo garage  
The Ajo Phase I ESA are expected to be submitted next week--one for the 5 
acre site and one for the 30-acre site.  The draft EA for the expansion will be 
postponed until official coordination with the BLM and TON can be completed.  
GSRC had intended to submit the preliminary draft for internal review on 12 
May.  reported that if the 5-acre site is selected, a BA would probably be 
required; wants to retain this alternative, but to address the potential 
impacts to CFPO. 
Sonoita EA 
GSRC recommended that the Sonoita border road EA address the additional 
work efforts as separate alternatives to avoid further delay.  The alternatives 
would be Minor Grading, Major Improvements, Major Improvements with New 
Road Construction, and Major Improvements with New Road Construction and 
New Drag along Forest Service Road 61.  The EA would include site specific 
surveys for the first two alternatives, but only secondary data for the latter two.  
This would allow the OBP to proceed with the latter two at some point in the 
future, if and when funding is available, by supplementing this EA.  It will also 
provide several alternatives to the EA. Baker provided a CD of the proposed 
access roads, border roads, RVS, etc. 

 
REAL ESTATE 

 
USACE – 
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Whitewater Draw 404 Permit 
Checkpoint (AERC 227) 
Checkpoint AERC 499) 
Naco BA 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers (Nogales & Sonoita Stations) 
Sonoita 
Nogales Schematic Design 
RVS EA for Tucson and Ajo Station 
Cabeza Prieta Road Report  
ESA for the Ajo garage  

 
12:00 – 1:00 LUNCH 
 
1:00 – 1:30 REAL ESTATE 

 
USACE –  

Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 
Douglas, International Ditch 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE 
Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition (Pending Alignments) 
Nogales, Schematic Design 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design, and Coordination 
Permanent Survey Markers 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

Ephraim Ridge Reclamation  
 
1:30 – 1:45 PROCUREMENT 

 
Naco & Douglas deployments (JTF-6) 
May deployment into Douglas at Whitewater Draw (National Guard) 

 
1:45 – 2:00  CONSTRUCTION 

 
 
 

  OTHER ITEMS 
   
 
NEXT MEETINGS  
     

 25 May 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 22 June 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 27 July 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 24 August 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 14 September 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
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GSRC is proceeding with the preparation of the revised Tucson BA, based on additional ABCI 
II data provided by will coordinate with  regarding additional 
funds to incorporate the data. GSRC needs to get a definitive decision regarding the methods to 
be used to assess the water mitigation (e.g., agents only versus agents and their dependents, use 
OSI quantifications versus FH quantifications, etc.).  has requested opinion for OC. 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit  

s still reviewing the WWD MOA.GSRC contacted to determine 
which approach he would prefer/recommend (i.e., mitigation vs. in lieu compensation) but no 
response has been received to date. 
San Pedro River LWC 
The San Pedro River LWC BA will be sent to BLM for review prior to submittal to the USFWS.  
No comments were received from  regarding the design footprint.  GSRC will send 
a copy to   Ingram will also forward e-mail from regarding the LWC 
to USACE,
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’Odham Nation (TON) 
The contract to develop the EA for vehicle barriers on the TON is being negotiated;  has 
not received the requested more funding from CBP.  stated that this project 
would be delayed until FY 05 funds are received (probably around September). 
Sonoita Border Road  
The Sonoita border road draft EA will be sent out for public review stating that the staging and 
bivouac sites will be determined later (surveys and supplemental NEPA might be required 
depending upon the size and location of these sites). stated that USFS had no further 
comments.  
Tactical Infrastructure for Western 
The BMGR EA was released for public review on 23 May. Initial efforts on the CPNWR EA is 
on-going; public scoping meetings are being coordinated, but GSRC needs a decision regarding 
the format of public meeting desired by BP.    
USPP 
No report this month on efforts to coordinate with the “Upper San Pedro Partnership” regarding 
water issues 
Nogales Schematic Design  
The Nogales 10-mile road project is on-hold. Might be rolled into another project 
Ephraim Ridge Phase I  

 will begin negotiations with GSRC for contract for Ephraim Ridge ESA and EA. The 
project area will be 80 acres.  
 
REAL ESTATE 
USACE - Sacramento      
Little activity is taking place on the real estate front until project move farther along, such as the 
International Ditch and the repackaging of the Nogales Schematic Design. Projects under tasking 
will include 1) Douglas, International Ditch; 2) Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway; 3) Nogales 
Schematic Design; and 4) Sonoita Roadway  
 
NLC - Laguna Nigel        
Ephraim Ridge Report 
(document is into CBP legal review) 
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4. 
Provide  with a copy of the Preliminary Draft EA for 
the Sonoita Border Roads to obtain feed back on deployment 
operation and staging sites. 

5. Comments needed on PEIS by 15 July All 
 
 
 
 
TRACKING SYSTEM UPDATE    T. Montgomery 
Update for tracking system Maintained by C. Parsons 
 

AERC 
NO 

PROJECT NAME 

Ajo EA for 10 RVS 
Douglas Acquire F&WS Property 
Douglas Complete White Water Draw 
Douglas Roadway, Temporary Vehicle Barrier 
and Pedestrian Fence 
Douglas 10’ CMP, Erosion Control/Monsoon 
Repair 
Naco Roadways East & West of the POE 
Nogales Construct 1.5 Miles of Roadway 
Ajo, Tuc, Cag Temporary Vehicle Barriers 
Nogales Ephriam Ridge Reclamation 
Nogales 2 Additional Roadway Miles 
Nogales Relocate Lighting Between POEs 
Nogales Tunnels 
Sonoita 5 Miles of Roadway Design 
Tucson PDT Coordination 
Naco Temporary Vehicle Barrier 
Papago Farms 
Tactical Infrastructure Western Arizona 
(TIWAZ) 

 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
28 June 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
26 July 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
23 August 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
13 September 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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DISTRIBUTION 
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DATE & TIME: 24 May  2005 @ 10:00   
 
LOCATION: Tucson Station  

TACTICAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
TUCSON SECTOR PROJECT DELIVERY TEAM

MEETING CHECK-IN 
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 TUCSON SECTOR  DOUGLAS STATION  NACO STATION 

  
   
  

    CASA GRANDE STATION 
 NOGALES STATION   

   
 SONOITA STATION  YUMA SECTOR 

  
 
CONSULTANT TEAM 
 BAKER  GSRC  KLEINFELDER 

  
   
   

      
 
 BPSCC CORPS OF ENGINEERS                                   JTF- N 

   
  
   

   
 DHS   

 
  

  

  IBWC  AZ NATIONAL GUARD 
 

   
      
 
 
OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
 
 USFS AG&FD                                                               USF&WS 

  
 
 BLM  
   

   
 
OTHER 

NAME:    AFFILIATION:    

ADDRESS:  E-MAIL:  

  PHONE:  FAX:  
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• Douglas (LWCs 11, 12, & 13 and Bollard Fence) MWSS 373 1-30 June. to 
arrange survey support prior to units arrival. 

• Naco (Low-water crossings) MWSS 371 6 Jul - 6 Aug
• Nogales, Az USBP (Nogales 0.5 Mile Roadway just east of Deconcinni POE) 10 Jul 

- 23 Aug 
• Possible October deployment into Douglas for roadway construction 

 
ENGINEERING 

 
Baker Eng.  -  delivered the following products at the PDT meeting: 

 100% Douglas 3.6 Miles West of Douglas POE  
Geotechnical Study Report Naco 10-Mile Roadway 
Geotechnical Study Report Douglas 3.6 Miles (Sta. 487+40E to Sta. 618+61E) 
Nogales Schematic Design (15% Design Nogales 10 Mile Roadway) 

Discussions centered on the Nogales schematic design. Baker presented a GIS overview 
and detail of the design, including land ownership. This facilitated answers to 
questions on environmental survey corridors and real estate issues.  

Maps at the end of these minutes depict the active projects and where deliverables 
pertain.  requested maps depicting both facilities constructed and those 
under design. was tasked with development of this map. 

• Douglas, Lighting, pending NTP 
• Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. (see project completion 

reports and pending deployments) 
• Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary Design to begin 
• Naco, 10-miles Roadway,  Final Design due 22 June 
• Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE,  Pending NTP 
• Naco, Primary Fencing,  
• Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking (see project completion 

reports and pending deployments) 
• Sonoita, Preliminary Design (see Sonoita Station US/Mexico Corridor 

Report) 
• Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway (design complete, note Real Estate) 
• Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking (pending deployment) 
• Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales (done) 
• Nogales, Schematic Design (complete, pending comments from PDT) 
• Permanent Survey Markers, being placed with deployments 
• Temporary Vehicle Barriers (SON, NGL, TUC Stations). note EA 

development below 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

from GSRC updated the PDT 
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225) 

The Revised Draft PEIS for the Tucson/Yuma Sector Operations is on hold 
pending receipt of information concerning expanded operations relative to the 
ABC Initiative.  has requested this information from each line station 
and provided a deadline of 28 May.  GSRC has received information regarding 
the number of ground sensors and agents assigned to each station. Schedule of 
the next version of the Revised Draft PEIS is dependent upon receipt of this 
information and the UAV documentation from OSI. 
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BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51) 
The Tucson BA is also on hold pending receipt of the information described above. 

still needs information regarding agents and their dependents for the 
Naco Station in order to narrow down options for water mitigation within the San 
Pedro Basin.  Conceptual designs of the crossing at San Pedro were provided by 
HDR. will provide comments to and the revised 
description will be distributed by 4 June. stated that the Naco 
Station would prefer to have a low water crossing at the border, with vehicle 
barriers to halt cattle traffic. 

Whitewater Draw 404 Permit 
 is supposed to provide comments on the Whitewater Draw 

mitigation plan; his main concern was to remove the City of Douglas as an 
identified participant since there has been no Section 404 process started for the 
city as yet. reminded GSRC to include costs for the 
implementation of the mitigation plan.  acknowledged that the mitigation 
would probably cost more than the in lieu compensation, but that the long-term 
"good environmental steward" would pay off bigger dividends. 

Cabeza Prieta Road Report  
The Cabeza Prieta road report has been finalized.  A SOW for an EA to complete 
the work on the remaining 18 miles has been forwarded to for staffing, 

to follow up.  is still attempting to get funds to construct 
vehicle barriers on the Cabeza Prieta NWR as a mitigation action. The PDT 
agreed to go forward with the Cabeza Prieta road EA (subsequent decisions were 
made to add the vehicle barriers to this EA as well).  A SOW for an EA to 
complete the work on the remaining 18 miles has been forwarded to
for staffing. 

Ephraim Ridge Reclamation 
The SOW for a Phase I ESA for Ephraim Ridge has been submitted to

for staffing.  The Phase I ESA will address the entire 82-acre parcel 
(expanded from 70 acres).  reminded the PDT to use the term Phase I 
instead of ESA due to possible conflicting terminology. 

Checkpoints (AERC 499) and (AERC 227) 
The  checkpoint near  has not been started--AERC has not 
received the funds and GSRC has not been scoped to prepare a supplemental EA.  

stated that  (Luke AFB/BMGR) will need to be 
coordinated with during the preparation of the EA. 

Douglas/Willcox RVS project 
AERC still has not received any funding for Douglas/Willcox RVS project. 

 will follow up with HQ BOR to determine status. 
Nogales Schematic Design 

The 15% design was received from Baker.  GSRC will need to identify the 
proposed survey corridor and then Sacramento will obtain the ROEs. 

Ajo Phase I ESA 
Comments were received from on the Ajo Phase I ESA; revisions are 
being made.  The draft EA for the expansion is still on hold pending 
coordination. reported that the BLM withdrawal application was 
submitted to BLM on 21 May. 

Temporary Vehicle Barriers (SON, NGL, TUC Stations) 
The Temporary Vehicle Barriers preliminary draft EA was sent out on 24 
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Monday.  The deadline for comments is 15 June. The draft SOW for the 
permanent vehicle barriers on the TON (which covers CAG and AJO) has been 
forwarded to Fort Worth for staffing. 

Sonoita Roadway 
GSRC has completed the biological surveys for the Sonoita border road 
project; cultural resources surveys were scheduled to start but will now be on 
hold pending the receipt of a final ROE for access road A.  GSRC had 
understood that all ROEs had been obtained. 

The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs are still on hold pending information regarding the 
access road and power ROWs, as well as any alternate locations. (per

(BLM) stated that the 3 Points site was owned by 
BLM but that the School District has a Recreation and Public Purposes lease on 
the property and has two more years to prove up on it.  Thus, the Tucson Sector 
needs to work out an arrangement with the school district.") 

 
under Checkpoints, you need to complete the first sentence; 3) under Ajo Phase I 
ESA- 
I would change the name to just Ajo Land or Ajo Expansion and it was the draft withdrawl application 
that was submitted for review by BLM. 

 
 
 
 
 

REAL ESTATE 
 
USACE –

Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, pending NTP 
Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE, ROEs out for signature and 

is coordinating with BLM. Deployments have ROEs in place for FY’04 
Douglas, International Ditch, pending NTP 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, pending NTP 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE, beginning acquisition 
process, boundary surveys and legal description due from Baker Eng. And 
decision on aquastiion of land between the border and the roadway 
Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition (Pending Alignments) 
Nogales, Schematic Design, USFS ROEs in place, private property pending final 
alignments 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design, and Coordination, USFS in place, continuing ROE 
issues on private property, one owner to be followed up with ASAP based on 
Baker GIS data, see Sonoita Station US/Mexico Corridor Report 
Permanent Survey Markers, pending NTP 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, Pending NTP 

Ephraim Ridge Reclamation, Final report pending, assigned 
development of an appraisal for the entire property. 

PROCUREMENT 
Whitewater Draw (National Guard), BOM in place material ordered and ready for next 
deployment in June.  requested that BOMs be placed into categories as defined 
in the cost matrix.  will e-mail the cost matrix to the team again. 
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 ACTION RESPONSIBLE 
 

4. San Pedro Crossing Report revised based on 
comments, due 4 June 

 
NEXT MEETINGS  
  

 25 May 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 22 June 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 27 July 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 24 August 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 14 September 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
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Arizona National Guard  

WWD – West of DGL POE 
• Oregon National Guard – June 2004, 30 soldiers for two 2-week deployments 
• Alaska National Guard – 15 soldiers, 1 to 15 May 2004 (Completed) 
Douglas Roadway West of POE 
• Illinois N.G. 10 July 2004 (70 troops, LWCs on Kings Ranch Road – possible backup 

on WWD) 
JTF-6  

Scheduled Deployments FY’04 
• Naco (Fence & Barriers) 917th Prime Beef Squadron 1 May - 18 Jun (Underway) 
• Douglas (Low-water crossings and Bollard Fence) MWSS 373 1-30 Jun 
• Naco (Low-water crossings) MWSS 371 6 Jul - 6 Aug 
• Nogales, Az USBP (Patrol Roads) 10 Jul - 23 Aug 

 
10:45 – 11:15 ENGINEERING 

 
Baker Eng.  -  updates, discussion and map of projects 

Douglas, 13 Miles of Roadway 
Douglas, Lighting  
Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. 
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design  
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12:00 – 1:00 LUNCH 
 
1:00 – 1:30 REAL ESTATE 

 
USACE –

Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE 
Douglas, International Ditch 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE 
Nogales, 2-Miles Roadway East of POE 
Nogales, Construction & ROW Acquisition 
Nogales, Schematic Design 
Sonoita, Preliminary Design, and Coordination 
Permanent Survey Markers 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers 

Ephraim Ridge Reclamation  
 
1:30 – 1:45 PROCUREMENT 

 
Naco & Douglas deployments (JTF-6) 
Follow-up on Whitewater Draw (National Guard) 

 
1:45 – 2:00  CONSTRUCTION 

Follow-up on Whitewater Draw by Kleinfelder 
 

  OTHER ITEMS 
   
 
NEXT MEETINGS  
     

 22 June 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 27 July 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
 24 August 2004 – HDR Phoenix, 10:00 am 
 14 September 2004 – Tucson Station, 10:00 am 
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MILITARY DEPLOYMENTS 

 
Arizona National Guard  

WWD – West of DGL POE 
• Successful mission by the Alaska National Guard in placing WWD foundation during 

May. Photos and reports of construction can be found at the Kleinfelder Webpage 
(SEE CONSTRUCTION FOR LINK) 

• Successful mission by the Oregon National Guard in placing WWD approaches and 
superstructure. Roadway Open to USBP traffic with last course of fill placed 
temporary basis. The deployment stayed an extra week, sometimes working 24/7 
with rotating shifts to complete the mission. 

Douglas Roadway West of POE 
• Illinois National Guard 10 July 2004 (70 troops to perform: 3 LWCs on Kings Ranch 

Road; 1000’ of bollard and landing mat fence - possible backup on WWD) 
• Arizona National Guard paving WWD 6 August 
• Tentative May 2005 deployment from the Colorado National Guard 

JTF-6  
Milt Blankenship for 
Scheduled Deployments FY’04 
• Naco (Fence & Barriers) 917th Prime Beef Squadron 1 May - 15 June 
• Douglas (LWCs 11, 12, & 13 and Bollard Fence) MWSS 373 1-30 June.  to 

arrange survey support prior to unit’s arrival. 
• Naco (Low-water crossings) MWSS 371 6 Jul - 6 Aug
• Nogales, Az USBP (Nogales 0.5 Mile Roadway just east of Deconcinni POE) 10 Jul 

- 23 Aug 
Scheduled Deployments FY’05 
• Possible 1 Oct. to 20 Nov. deployment into Naco and Douglas for roadway, fence, 

and electrical construction. Could be as large as 300 soldiers. 
 
ENGINEERING 

 
Baker Eng.  -  delivered the following products at the PDT meeting: 
 100% Plans Douglas 6 Miles west of Naco POE  
Discussions centered on the Naco roadway design, especially east of the POE. Baker presented a 

GIS overview and detail of the design, including land ownership. This facilitated answers 
to questions on constructability and real estate issues.  
 
• Douglas, Lighting, NTP issued, design need by September for October deployment 

by JTF-6 
• Douglas, Construction Oversight, and Staking. (see project completion reports and 

pending deployments) 
• Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary Design to begin 
• Naco, 10-miles Roadway,  note deliverables above 
• Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE,  NTP issued 
• Naco, Construction Oversight and Staking (see project completion reports and 

pending deployments) 
• Sonoita, Preliminary Design (see Sonoita Station US/Mexico Corridor Report from 

last months minutes) 
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• Nogales, 1-1/2 Miles Roadway (design complete, Real Estate underway, some 
construction scheduled for July 2004 by JTF-6) 

• Nogales, Construction Oversight and Staking (pending deployment) 
• Nogales, Aerial West of Nogales (done) 
• Nogales, Schematic Design (complete, comments from PDT received),  had 

concerns regarding 1 to 1 slopes in the fill areas and erosion potential. 
• Permanent Survey Markers, being placed with deployments 
• Temporary Vehicle Barriers (SON, NGL, TUC Stations). note EA development 

below 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

 
 USACE and  GSRC updated the PDT 

• PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225), GSRC has received information from the 
Tucson Sector concerning the ABC Plan and is currently trying to obtain information 
from CBP regarding Customs operations along the Arizona Border.  GSRC 
anticipates submitting a predraft PEIS 16 July 2004 pending receipt of Customs 
information. 

• BA – Operations – Tucson & Yuma (AERC 51), The Tucson BA is on hold awaiting 
receipt of 2004 Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-owl survey data from Arizona Ecological 
Services.  GSRC anticipates submitting a predraft of the BA for internal review 
around 30 July 2004 pending receipt of survey data. will provide with 
personnel numbers for the Naco Station so  can coordinate with the Upper San 
Pedro group concerning water conservation measures. Railroad rail will be used for 
the temporary vehicle barriers for the Tucson, Nogales, and Sonoita stations. 

wants to research the possibility of using the vehicle barriers as mitigation for 
the Tucson BA. will contact USFWS to discuss this possibility. 

• Whitewater Draw 404 Permit, Whitewater Draw Mitigation Plan was submitted to 
on 18 June 2004.  Contract modification for this project should be 

received by GSRC this week. 
• Cabeza Prieta Road Report, The initial Cabeza Prieta Road Report has been finalized.   
• Cabeza Prieta Vehicle Barrier (New Item), Fort Worth USACE is developing a SOW 

for the Cabeza Prieta road EA.  There are still questions on what items should be 
included in the SOW to avoid segmentation issues.  will check with 

(PAIC Ajo) to determine what admin. Roads and illegal trails the Ajo station 
has identified for maintenance. indicated preparation of the EA needs to 
begin ASAP because need to start vehicle barriers on Cabeza Prieta ASAP.M.
will set up a conference call for 13 July 2004 to discuss and develop a SOW. Any EA 
involving a project on the Cabeza will have to include all actions currently proposed 
in that area.  For instance the recent request for road maintenance, camp sites and in a 
cumulative manner, the off-road access. The need to include all "foreseeable" actions 
in the EA was discussed.   Also discussed was funding since camp sites and road 
maintenance do not fall under the Border Barriers umbrella.  The actions include 
Tucson and Yuma sectors.  With respect to foreseeable actions, recommend 
that Ajo and Wellton stations identify all actions that may be proposed in the next 3-
5yrs especially additional camps sites.  The farther into the future the less detail is 
needed.  

• Ephraim Ridge Reclamation, The SOW of work for Ephraim Ridge Phase 1 has been 
submitted to contracting office at Fort Worth USACE.  Anticipate delivery order 
being delivered to GSRC the week of June 28. 
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DISTRIBUTION 
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POSSIBLE JTF-N
FY’2006 Engineer Missions

Engineer Missions
1st Quarter

• ES4202 Road Laredo TX CBP Laredo

• ES4201 Fence Laredo TX CBP Laredo

• ES4156 Road Naco AZ (west) CBP Tucson

• ES4155 Lights Naco AZ (east)    CBP Tucson

BW1 FOIA CBP 008167



Engineer Missions
2nd Quarter

• ES4204 Lights San Diego CA CBP San Diego
• ES4209 Culverts     San Diego CA CBP San Diego

• ES4150 Road Douglas AZ (east) CBP Tucson

• ES4160 Road Naco AZ (east) CBP Tucson

• ES4158 Road Naco AZ (west) CBP Tucson

BW1 FOIA CBP 008168



Engineer Missions
3rd Quarter

• ES4157 Road Naco AZ (west) CBP Tucson

• ES4153 Road Nogales (east) CBP Tucson

• ES4334 Road Eagle Pass TX CBP Del Rio

• ES4145 Road Douglas AZ (east) CBP 
Tucson

BW1 FOIA CBP 008169



Engineer Missions
4th Quarter

• ES4149 Barrier Fence Tucson CBP Tucson

• ES4146 Barrier Fence Tucson CBP Tucson

• ESXXXX Road         Yuma CBP Yuma

• ESXXXX Road Yuma CBP Yuma

• ESXXXX Road Yuma CBP Yuma

•
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Douglas 2 to 4 LWCs    
 
ENGINEERING 
Baker Eng.         
Douglas, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the Port-of-Entry (POE), Preliminary and 
Final Design. Retro-fit satisfactory Douglas. No activity 
Douglas, 13-Mile Roadway West of POE, Preliminary and Final Design. Nearing completion, 
portion at 100% will go to construction in the spring. 2.5 miles of 60% design was submitted. 
This includes that area between the Naco and Douglas AOs. 
Douglas, International Ditch, Preliminary and Final Design. Coordination and design 
beginning.  will be copied by  on all communications regarding the 
international ditch. 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, Preliminary and Final Design. 
Construction of 2.5 miles east in Naco near complete, remaining design pending. 
Nogales, Schematic Design. Task100% complete, needing Real Estate resolution to progress to 
the next level of design. Meeting in Nogales with Station,  from Sacramento 
USACE and Baker revealed we need to try and find another alignment to avoid hostile property 
owners. Realignment is pending new SOW and funding. 
Naco, 10-Mile Roadway, Preliminary and Final Design. Nearing completion, portions will be 
constructed in the spring. 
SWPP Training and Quarterly/Annual Report Preparation. Complete except delivery of 
annual report. Local POC at the Stations will need to due routine after storm reports. 
Reset Nogales Property Corners complete 
FY’05 Engineering Projects   
Development of the FY’05 design schedule is underway, current delays in the process include 
the need for FY’05 funding. A SOW for these items below has been submitted AERC for 
processing: 
2 additional miles of roadway in Douglas 
relocation of lights in Nogales 
2 additional miles of roadway in Nogales 
4 miles in Sonoita  
Construction management services will be required for at least a 90 day deployment of 300 
soldiers by JTF-6 and a 2 week deployment by a National Guard Unit. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL  
GSRC        
PEIS Tucson & Yuma (AERC 225), The Revised Draft PEIS for the Tucson/Yuma Sectors 
comments due date of 29 January 2005. 
Tucson BA  GSRC needs the ABCI enforcement data, per the Section 7 emergency consultation, 
from  to revise the Tucson BA. will contact  to discuss.  
requested that GSRC send a copy of the BA to  OSI. 
Ephraim Ridge (Phase I ESA for Ephraim Ridge) GSRC's cost estimate for Ephraim Ridge 
ESA is at Fort Worth pending funding. sent an e-mail mandating the ESA to cover 
the entire 82 acres. The PDT has previously agreed to proceed with the entire site, but the project 
is still pending direction that is to be contained in the report being prepared by 
Whitewater Draw 404 Permit. GSRC is awaiting comments from on the 
Whitewater Draw Mitigation plan.  sent a copy of the MOA to CBP Office of Counsel 
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(OC) for review; it is currently at Indianapolis. OC has requested that a copy of the MOA not be 
sent to City of Douglas until review is complete. MOA will need to be signed by the AERC as 
well. Commitment/obligation of the $35,000 needed for mitigation should obligated. 
San Pedro River LWC BA  No additional effort has been expended on the San Pedro River 
LWC BA; GSRC will need more engineering designs prior to completing the BA and submittal 
to the BLM and USFWS.  will investigate the possibility of having Baker 
provide preliminary designs. 
Vehicle Barriers - Tohono O’odham Nation (TON) (AJO & CAG Stations) The draft SOW 
for the permanent vehicle barriers on the TON (which covers CAG and AJO) has been 
forwarded to Fort Worth for staffing. Mark will send the SOW to  CAG and for 
review and approval, prior to developing the estimate. 
Temporary Vehicle Barriers, The Temporary Vehicle Barriers Final EA and FONSI were 
distributed to the public on 21 December 2004.     
The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS The Ajo and Tucson Station RVS EAs are still on holding 
pending new contract for RVS installation. All RVS projects are tabled at this time. 
Ajo Station Expansion GSRC submitted the preliminary draft EA (PDEA) for the Ajo Station 
expansion; internal comments are due on 5 January.   
Sonoita Border border road preliminary draft EA will be sent back out for preliminary review 
the first week of January.  GSRC is having the document reviewed by an independent party over 
the holidays. 

 checkpoint near  has not been started -- AERC has not received the funds and 
GSRC has not been scoped to prepare the supplemental EA. Per “According to 

 this office has never funded checkpoint work. That has to be funded by HQ-BOR or 
sector.” 
Douglas/Wilcox RVS No indication has been provided regarding the funding for the 
Douglas/Wilcox RVS project. All RVS projects are tabled at this time. Interagency Coordination 
EWG meeting minutes from previous coordination meetings are pending from GSRC. 
Naco RVS.  is staffing the mod for this effort and the additional work items for the 
Tucson/Ajo RVS projects. All RVS projects are tabled at this time. 
Tactical Infrastructure for Western Arizona (Cabeza Preita NWR, Barry M. Goldwater 
Bombing Range, etc.). An EIS will be developed for the TIWA for vehicle barrier and ancillary 
roads needed to construct the barrier and defend the barriers/border. GSRC has completed two 
surveys (portions of the border and Camino de Diablo) for the western Arizona infrastructure 
project (TIWAZ). No Federally protected species have been located; however, several state listed 
species, including new populations, have been recorded.  Several large CR sites have been 
discovered.  
USPP the Upper San Pedro Partnership will be providing a list or projects for review. 
Coordination by
Nogales Schematic Design GSRC needs ROEs and new engineering designs to initiate surveys in 
Nogales for the 10-mile road project. 
 
REAL ESTATE 
USACE - Sacramento      
Douglas Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, No Activity 
Douglas, 13-Miles Roadway West of POE, No Activity 
Douglas, International Ditch, No Activity 
Naco, Lighting (5 Miles) Split East and West of the POE, No Activity  
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agreed that all roads needed by border patrol should be identified so 
that we don’t go to congress more than once concerning this issue.  The group agreed 
that although this strategy may not alleviate the current problem that the request was 
needed and the sooner we start the better.   
 

suggested that the issue of roads in wilderness make the significance of the project 
such that it would be prudent to write an IES rather than EA to address the impacts.  

agreed. 
 
It was agreed that if an EIS was required than there was no benefit from separating the 
barrier for the larger EIS, therefore one document would be produced. 
 

stated that if it were to take 2-4 years to complete the environmental work and the 
portions of the barrier on the east and west ends that perhaps we would have the 
wilderness issue resolved before we need to construct between the mountain ranges. 
 

 Suggested the course of action to be: Ask congress to add roads for access into 
the wilderness act.  The roads should be compiled for this and other projects so that one 
request is sent up the chain of command. 
 

suggest coordinating with at Cabeza on the request for roads.  
In conversation with Cabeza we should obtain a point paper from their legal if they say 
we can use the roads without congressional involvement. 
 

 GSRC will work on verifying the roads for the Cabeza. 
 

and  will send in the GPS for coordinates impassable washes 
and mountains. 
 

understood that the Organ Pipe barrier had been built with two parallel roads that 
appeared to be within the 60’ easement. thought that to accommodate larger 
vehicle we would still need larger turnaround areas as well as bivouac and borrow areas.  
He said was working to identify these areas.   
 

said that USFWS had suggested we integrate the Biological Assessment with the 
EA and asked if this is acceptable for the group.  said there is sensitive data in the 
BA and that if we had to enter into formal consultation that he would suggest separate 
documents.   
 

asked if we could place sensitive information in an appendix that could be removed 
for public distribution.  The group agreed that for the larger EIS that separate documents 
is appropriate. 
 

 suggested that BP at HQ approach congressional staff about wilderness 
amendment and that request legal review of the act by Tucson Sector. 
suggested pushing issue and information up to  agrees. 
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OTHER ITEMS 
Next Meeting and FY’06 Schedule 
 
NEXT MEETINGS 
    
Proposed - 18 October 2005 @ 10:00 – Tucson Station 
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Tucson and Yuma Sectors Environmental Project Status Matrix 
(as of 23 September 2005) 

 

 

Project Name Project Description Status Issues (Affected Agency) 
1.  Supplemental EA for 
Infrastructure Along the 
Naco-Douglas Corridor 

Project includes primary fencing 
along the entire Douglas AO 
border, secondary fencing in 
Douglas and Naco POE areas, 
vehicle barriers or fences along 
Naco western AO, lighting, and 
road improvements for Naco 
and Douglas 

Final EA released to the 
public in November 
2003.  Construction has 
begun on some items 
around Douglas and 
Naco POEs.  

1.  A portion of the project transects the San Pedro 
National Riparian Conservation Area, which contains 
some of the critical habitat and is sensitive wildlife area 
(BLM).   A BA is being prepared to address these issues 
(USFWS/BLM). 

2.  Tucson/Yuma 
Programmatic EIS 

Programmatic evaluation of 
daily operations for both 
sectors--includes air 
reconnaissance, SAR, 
checkpoints, dragging, patrols 
(particularly off-road) 

Preliminary Final EIS 
will be sent week of 18 
July for internal review.  

1.  Still some confusion regarding whether infrastructure 
is included or not.   
2.  Lot of misperception that BP will go cross country 
over wilderness areas with no regard for the 
environment. 

3.  Tucson Sector BA Addresses daily operations of 
USBP within Tucson Sector 

Revised Final BA 
expected by the middle 
of August—need to 
include data from Full 
Court Press 

 

4.  Yuma Sector BA Addresses daily operations of 
USBP Tucson Sector 

Received draft BO—
need commitments from 
BP that they will 
implement the 
conservation measures 

1.  Need comments from CBP HQ 
2.  Sonoran pronghorn on brink of extirpation 
3.  Jaguar critical habitat still being pushed 

5.  Three checkpoint 
locations

Construct and operate 3 
temporary checkpoints along 
state and Federal highways 

Final EA completed 
November 2003. 
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Project Name Project Description Status Issues (Affected Agency) 
6.  Nogales Various 
Infrastructure EA 

Project includes 2 miles of 
major roadway improvements 
on east side of POE, primary 
fencing on east side to parallel 
new road, installation of 15 
RVS sites and continuation of 
current use of 69 portable light 
generators 

Final EA completed in 
October 2003. 

 

7.  USBP Nogales 
Station EA and EBS 

Acquisition of 30-acre site for 
permanent USBP station 

Final EA completed in 
November 2003. 

 

9.  Rescue Beacons EA 
(Tohono Nation) 

Installation and operation of 10 
rescue beacons on Tohono 
O’odham Nation 

Preliminary draft 
completed; Tohono 
council has objected to 
the beacons so draft 
has not been released 
as yet 

1.  Tohono believe beacons will be used as staging area 
for smugglers; issue needs to be discussed in front of 
Council 

10.  27-mile Road 
Improvements EA, 
Sonoita Station 

Project expanded to include 43 
miles of road improvements.  
Mostly road grading with some 
widening, straightening, and 
repair/installation of drainage 
structures. 

Draft EA out for public 
comment.  Comment 
period closes 20 July. 

No significant issues yet, but most of the work is on 
National Forest 

11.  10-miles Road 
Construction, Nogales 
Station 

5 miles of major road 
construction and improvements 
on either side of Nogales POE 

Need project description 
and footprint.   

No issues yet 

12.  Installation of 
Temporary Vehicle 
Barriers, Tucson Sector 

Installation of temporary 
vehicles at high traffic areas 
anywhere within the Tucson 
Sector—no ground disturbance 

EA completed in 
December 2004 

No issues—TVBs being installed at various locations 

13.  Cabeza Prieta NWR 
Road Improvements and 
Permanent Vehicle 
Barriers EA 

38-45 miles of PVBs along the 
border with improvements to 
the border road; minor 
deviations out side of Roosevelt 
Reservation 

Public meetings week of 
18 July.  Pre-draft is on 
hold until engineering 
surveys and preliminary 
plans are completed 
(anticipate November 
2005) 

1.  Will affect wilderness areas—need to address use of 
minimal tools to affect these lands 
2.  Will affect SOPH, but PVBs are also considered a 
mitigation measures 

14.  BMGR Road 
Improvements and 
Permanent Vehicle 
Barriers EA  

36 miles of PVBs and patrol 
and drag roads within the 
Roosevelt Reservation 

Final EA released July 
2005  

1.  Concerns that illegal traffic will shift to CPNWR 
2.  North-South access road located immediately east of 
the Tinajas Altas – potential to affect proposed cultural 
resources district 
3.  Flat-tailed horned lizard conservation area, need to 
mitigate for loss of habitat north of Roosevelt 
Reservation 

15.  West Arizona 
Tactical Infrastructure 
EIS 

Approximately 400 miles of 
road improvements and 
construction on CPNWR, 
BMGR, and OPCNM 

Surveys will be initiated 
this fall; preliminary draft 
to follow in the spring 
2006.  EA will need to 
be supplemented to 
address JTF-N and 
BMGR issues—see 
#20. 

1. Wilderness areas 
2.  Effects to SOPH 
3.  Cultural Resources 
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Project Name Project Description Status Issues (Affected Agency)
16.  West Arizona Tactical 
Infrastructure Section 7 
Consultation.   

Separate or individual 
consultations regarding 
Projects 13, 14, and 15. 

Expected to be initiated 
in fall of 2005. 

Pronghorn, flat-tailed horned lizard, cactus ferruginous 
pygmy-owl.  Vehicle barriers are considered mitigation 
measure for the first two species. 

17.  Yuma Lights and 
Border Infrastructure EA 

Installation of permanent lights, 
secondary fence, all-weather 
patrol road, extension of the 
primary fence east of San Luis, 
and the installation of 
permanent lights only near 
Gadsden, AZ 

Final EA and FONSI 
completed in December 
2004; EA currently 
being supplemented—
see #18 below 

1.  Flat-tailed horned lizard conservation area east of 
Avenue E.  Compensatory mitigation has been provided 
to the BLM 
2.  Southwest willow flycatcher habitat along the Colorado 
River 

18.  Yuma Lights and 
Border Infrastructure SEA 

Extend enforcement zone 1.5 
miles north along the salinity 
canal, realign enforcement 
zone west of Friendship Park, 
install 3 vehicle bridges over 
Bureau of Reclamation canals, 
and realign enforcement zone 
to avoid electrical station east 
of San Luis. 

Anticipate completing 
EA in January 2006. 

1.  BLM cleared approximately 164 acres of riparian 
habitat along the Colorado River.  OBP now desires to 
maintain the clearing.  Potential issues associated with 
southwest willow flycatcher.  Coordination with BLM, AZ 
Game and Fish, and USFWS 

19.  El Camino Del Diablo 
and Growler Valley Road 
Improvement and 
Maintenance EA 

Repair impassable sections on 
the El Camino Del Diablo and 
Growler Valley Road and 
perform maintenance (e.g., 
grading) on the remainder of 
the roads.   

GSRC is waiting for 
Notice to Proceed 

1.  Wilderness areas - need to address use of minimal 
tools to affect these lands 
2.  Effects to SOPH – project area is located in current 
range of SOPH 
3.  Cultural Resources – cultural resources are numerous 
in the project area, in addition the El Camino Del Diablo is 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places 

20.  BMGR Road 
Improvements and 
Permanent Vehicle Barrier
SEA 

Establish new north-south 
access road to avoid proposed 
cultural resources district, add 
additional temporary lights for 
construction, and analyze 
additional construction 
turnarounds and staging areas. 

GSRC is waiting for 
Scope of Work and 
Notice to Proceed 

1.  North-South access road located immediately east of 
the Tinajas Altas – potential to affect proposed cultural 
resources district 
2.  Flat-tailed horned lizard conservation area, will need 
to coordinate mitigation for habitat loses with BLM and 
MCAS 
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November 2003 Arizona Environmental Actions Report 
DOCUMENT ENV Number TBA Action Type: EAAerc Number: 498/497

Project 
Actions:

Formerly part of Desert Grip II (ENV 145), Desert Grip (an operations related action) separated into 6 separate EA's including ENV 226, 227, 228 and others TBA. 
Beacons (AERC #497) off the TON (ENV 227) FONSI signed 19 June 2003

Document 
Title:

EA For Installation and Maintenance of 10 Rescue Beacons on the Tohono O'odham Nation

Project 
Details:

 EA for Ten Rescue Beacons on the Tohono O'odham Nation, USBP Tucson Sector, AZ

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Preliminary draft complete. Tohono O'odham council has objected to the beacons so the draft has not been released yet. 

On Hold

Draft: Holding due to pending discussions with the Nation.

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 1 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 225 Action Type: EAAerc Number: 255

Project 
Actions:

EA for Nogales Various Infrastructure.

Document 
Title:

EA for Nogales Infrastructure Improvements, Unitied states Border Patrol, Tucson Sector, Nogales Station, Santa Cruz County, Arizona

Project 
Details:

Combination of Nogales infrastructure and RVS projects.18 RVS, 60 Portable lights. 1 mi. fence and 2mi road east of Nogales POE.

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Draft EA submitted for public comment on May 9, comment period extended to 30 June, See AERC # 218   RVS for TCA (AERC #255  ENV #225)
One EA was prepared for Naco and Douglas, FONSI issued.  One EA was prepared for the Crawford Hill relay tower in Nogales, FONSI issued.  The remaining 
Nogales RVS sites were rolled into the Nogales Various Infrastructure EA, after both the RVS and the Various Infrastructure EAs had been developed.

FONSI and Pre-Final staffed to HQ DHS.

FONSI signed 17 Oct 03

Draft: Draft EA submitted for public comment on May 9, comment period extended to 30 June,  pending comment resolution.  Comment resolution matrix and/or 
preliminary Final EA is expected by 5 September 2003.

Final:

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 3 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 139 (changed from 148) Action Type: EAAerc Number: 218

Project 
Actions:

Environmental Assessment for 31-mile Enforcement Zone Infrastructure System, Naco, AZ and 26 miles in Douglas, AZ. A combination of infrastructure components

Document 
Title:

Supplemental Environmental Assessment For Infrastructure Within U.S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona

Project 
Details:

Environmental Assessment to address implementation of a 56-mile border enforcement system through a combination of infrastructure components (roads, fences and 
lights) in Naco and Douglas POE's. Formerly ENV 148 and one other.

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Project being coordinated through the Tucson PDT. Comments to the Preliminary Draft have been provided. Public scoping meeting held 18 November 2002.  PDT 
decided, based on guidance from HQ, to combine Naco and Douglas into a Supplemental EA for the Naco-Douglas Corridor.  Draft SEA was distributed for public 
review on 7 Feb 03; comment period was extended from 7 May to 30 June. PDT reviewed response matrix 23 Sept. 2003. 

Pre-final sent to PDT; comments due 7 Nov 03. Final EA expected 24 Nov 03.

Draft:  Public Review Extended to June 30, 2003 by   Letter sent by and USACE. PDT reviewed response matrix on 23 Sept 2003.

Final: PFEA 7/10/03  FEA pending comment resolution
PFSEA expected mid Oct 2003
Final expected 24 Nov 03

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 5 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 220 Action Type: EAAerc Number: 503

Project 
Actions:

EA/EBS for purchase of warehouse and land currently under lease in Nogales.

Document 
Title:

EA/Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the Purchase and Acquisition of 30 Acres of Property and Accompanying Buildings

Project 
Details:

Nogales BPS.  Purchase of 30 Acres of Property. EA/Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the Purchase of 30 Acres of Property ENV # 503 & 220

Current 
Status 
Summary:

Final EA and FONSI sent to HQ for signature. FONSI was signed 17 October 2003. Phase One revealed a minor fuel contamination site. GSRC and USACE 
recommend Phase Two testing to determine extent of contamination and clean-up strategy. Phase Two awaiting funding.

Request for any additional funding must go through

Draft: Nogales Station Draft EA came off the public comment period on 30 June. GSRC expects to have a preliminary final within the next two weeks.  There were issues on 
the ESA with WRO REO, but these have been resolved. GSRC will submit the revised SEA for the Nogales Station NLT August 1.  The expanded record search did 
not reveal any additional sites beyond the original record search. Comment period extended to 29 August 2003.

Final: Any additional work must be approved by HQ BOR

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 7 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number  TBA Action Type: EAAerc Number: 499

Project 
Actions:

Temporary USBP Checkpoints in the Tucson Sector and Ajo and Casa Grande AO's.

Document 
Title:

EA for the Operation of Three Temporary Checkpoints  USBP Casa Grande Station, Arizona

Project 
Details:

1 of 2 EA's began as 4 checkpoints in Tucson Sector and part of Desert grip II.  These checkpoints

Current 
Status 
Summary:

The Draft Temporary Checkpoint EA went out 7 July to the public.  checkpoint comments due 7 August 2003. The preliminary Draft EA for the 
checkpoints has been completed, but we are waiting for approval from the to release it to the .  Both of these EAs were conducted under 
AERC # 499.

Draft submitted for review on  15 Sept 2003. Pending approval by Council.

Pending Council decision; Public review on TOIN extended 30 days; Comment period to close 17 Nov 03.

Draft: pending

Final:

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 9 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number 90 Action Type: EISAerc Number: 225

Project 
Actions:

Programmatic EIS and Associated Tasks - USBP Yuma and Tucson Sectors, AZ (DO 007)

Document 
Title:

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for USBP Activitis within the Border Areas of the Tucson and Yuma Sectors, Arizona

Project 
Details:

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for USBP Yuma and Tucson Sectors - focus is on expansion of operations.

Current 
Status 
Summary:

 Public comments resulted in revision of document to remove specific references to actual infrastructure projects.  Revised Preliminary Draft PEIS reviewed by PDT 
EWG 20-21 August 2003; Revised document distributed for review and comments due 29 October 2003.

Internal comments on final revision extended to 29 Oct 03. Comment matrix for review by participants to be prepared in 2-3 weeks; conference call to be held to 
discuss the matrix; final version to be circulated for minor checking in December.

Draft: During a 22 April 2003 conference call it was decided to issue a revised draft PEIS that only address potential infrastructure in a cumulative manner.  GSRC was 
tasked with preparing a comment resolution letter informing receipients of the USBP's decision.  GSRC prepared and sumitted a draft resolution letter on May 17, 
2003 to for review. See comments on Final. The Tucson-Yuma PEIS revised draft went out 15 July. Comments due 7 August. The EWG conference in 
August in Phoenix to discuss any unresolved issues. Dates for the meeting are 20 & 21 August (the next PDT meeting is 19 August in Phoenix). HDR was assigned 
conference set-up duties.

Comments from the 20-21 August review session are now incorporated into a new draft distibuted for review; comments to be returned by 29 Oct 2003. All data 
previously requested must be received by that date. A copy has been given to  USBP, for CBP review. 

Have CBP comments been received?

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 11 of 16
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DOCUMENT ENV Number Yuma: 40, 141,186 Tucson: 38 Action Type: BAAerc Number: 51

Project 
Actions:

Biological Assessments for USBP Daily Operations Tucson and Yuma Sectors, AZ (DO 043) ENV. # Yuma= 40, 141, 186 / Tucson= 38

Document 
Title:

Biological Assessments for USBP Daily Operations Tucson and Yuma Sectors, AZ

Project 
Details:

Two Biological Assessments for USBP Daily Operations; one in Tucson(ENV 38) and one in Yuma(ENV 186) Sectors

Current 
Status 
Summary:

According to  at USFWS, we are at the top of the list once they complete the BO's for the military remanded BA's. FWS owes us a letter requesting an 
extension. Tucson BA being revised for changes in PEIS. Final QA/QC by USACE expected by 17 Nov 03.

Draft: Yuma--9/27/02; Tucson 10/24/02.  Mike Coffeen has not completed the Draft BO for the Yuma Sector as of 6/12/03. Iinternal review 3 July 03.  Internal comments 
due 25 July 03. Conference call scheduled 14 August.  Pending BO from USF&WS in Yuma and Tucson.

Final:

Friday, November 14, 2003 Page 13 of 16
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Department of the Interior 
Statement Concerning Real ID Act Waiver 

Invoked by Secretary John Kelly  
 Department of Homeland Security 

 
On July 26, 2017, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), executed a waiver of 
certain laws, regulations and other legal requirements in order to ensure the expeditious 
construction of border security infrastructure along our Nation’s southern border.  
Included in this waiver are environmental statutes and legal authorities associated with 
Department of the Interior (DOI) programs.   
 
Since January 25th, Customs and Border Protection (CBP) has been working to 
implement President Trump’s Executive Order 13767 - also known as Border Security 
and Immigration Enforcement Improvements. These efforts include planning for the 
construction of new infrastructure, the replacement of current border infrastructure with 
new and more effective systems, and the hiring of new agents and officers into the CBP 
ranks.  
 
DOI and its constituent bureaus have been working very closely with DHS to facilitate 
planning associated with the replacement of existing infrastructure and construction of 
new border security infrastructure in an environmentally responsible manner. The waiver 
is intended to cover border infrastructure projects located within the US Border Patrol’s 
San Diego sector including the replacement of approximately miles of primary fence 
and construction of wall prototype. Although the waiver eliminates CBP’s requirements 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), CBP remains committed to 
responsible environmental stewardship and will continue to perform all important surveys 
for biological and natural resources, wetlands, culturally significant sites, and 
environmentally sensitive areas. In addition, CBP will continue to coordinate and consult 
with federal, state, and local stakeholders to identify and measure the potential for any 
impacts to resources present and develop appropriate mitigation strategies.    
 
Border security infrastructure will decrease the adverse environmental effects of illegal 
activities upon fragile plant and animal communities located within Interior lands. As 
such, DOI will continue to strongly execute its mission to protect and manage the 
Nation's natural resources and cultural heritage by coordinating closely with CBP in its 
implementation of Executive Order 13767.   
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DRAFT  
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

for 
Environ mental Coordination Between 

U.S.  Department of the Interior, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), and U.S. Customs and Border Protection 

For Construction of Border Barrier Systems 
 
 
This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is entered into by the U.S. Department of 
the Interior (DOI) on behalf of the following bureaus: the National Park Service, U.S. 
Fish and Wild life Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) on behalf of 
the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a 
component of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).  The DOI, USFS, and 
CBP are collectively referred to herein as the Parties. 

 
I. Purpose 

 
The purpose of this MOA is to formal ize the commitment among the Parties to work in 
a collaborative manner to expeditiously execute border security requirements under the 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), primarily in 
circumstances when the Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security has issued a 
waiver of environmental laws. The intent of this MOA is to recognize the importance of 
the missions of each agency and for each agency to agree upon the methods and means 
by which the Parties will consult to ensure individual missions and values are 
considered and, to the extent practicable, incorporated into the design, construction, 
replacement, repair, and maintenance of border barrier systems including but not limited 
to wall, fence, gates, bridges, lighting, and roads. 
 
II. Background 
 
Under Section 102(c) of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility 
Act (IIRIRA), as amended, 8 U.S.C. § 1103 note, the Secretary of the Department of 
Homeland Security has authority to waive environmental laws and regulations 
associated with construction of border security requirements along the southwestern 
border. Under Section 564 (C) of the 2008 Omnibus Appropriations Act, IIRIRA was 
amended to require the Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security to consult 
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with the Secretary of the Department of the Interior, and the Secretary of Agriculture 
among other agencies and property owners. Border barrier systems that may be 
utilized for the purposes of securing the borders could include, but is not limited to: the 
construction, replacement, maintenance, and  repair of new border fencing and wall, 
roads, gates, bridges, and lighting. 
 
III. Missions 

 
The mission of CBP is to safeguard the American homeland, protect the American public 
against terrorists and the instruments of terror, enforce the laws of the United States while 
fostering economic security through lawful international trade and travel, and serve the 
American public with vigilance, integrity and professionalism. In carrying out its 
mission, CBP constructs, maintains and operates various facilities and tactical and 
technological infrastructure along the coastlines and international borders of the United 
States. 

 
The mission of DOI is to protect and manage the Nation's natural resources and cultural 
heritage; provide scientific and other information about those resources; and honor its 
trust responsibilities or special commitments to American Indians, Alaska Natives, and 
affiliated island communities. DOI has a longstanding responsibility of preserving and 
protecting cultural and natural resources in the Nation 's borderlands. In particular, an 
array of valuable fish, wildlife, and plant communities coexist with important 
archaeological sites that collectively contribute to the fabric of borderlands. 
 
The USFS's mission is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation's 
forests and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations. The USFS 
manages lands along the international borders to assist in meeting these goals and, like 
DOI, has a longstanding responsibility for many cultural and natural resources in the 
Nation 's borderlands within national forests along the international borders.  

 
IV. Statutory and Regulatory Authority 

 
WHEREAS, the Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security has the authority to 
execute a waiver of environmental laws for the expeditious construction of border 
barrier under the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 564 (C) of the 2008 Omnibus Appropriations Act, the 
Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security must consult with the Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior, and the Secretary of Agriculture among other agencies 
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V. Commitment of the Agencies 

 
In the spirit of cooperation and collaboration, and with the mutual understanding that this is a 
flexible working agreement among the signatory agencies, the Parties hereby commit to the 
following responsibilities: 
 

A. To facilitate preparation of NEPA documents, the Parties agree: 
 
I . That CBP will serve as lead agency for  CBP border facility 
and technological and tactica l infrastructure projects and will, as appropriate, coordinate 
NEPA 
docu ment development and review and associated scoping and environmental impact 
assessments with DOI and/or USFS and/or, where appropriate, Ind ian tribes; 

2. That when DOI or USFS have special expertise or jurisd iction by law related to a proposed CBP 
action, they may req uest to be designated as cooperating agencies, and CBP will promptly 
consider their requests; 
 
3. That where DOI and/or USFS are involved in any CBP projects 
that DOI and/or USFS will, when requested by CBP, serve as cooperating agencies for such 
projects, or in appropriate cases as co-lead; 
 
4. That DOI and/or USFS will ensure there is an appropriate level 
of coordination with CBP where DOC and/or USFS is acting as the lead agency for a project 
undergoing NEPA  review that has the potential to affect CBP's border security mission, 
includ ing the construction, operation, or maintenance of CBP facilities and/or technological 
and tactical  infrastructure; and 
 

5. That each party will assume responsi bil ity for its own actions. 
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A. As lead agency, the Parties agree: 
 

1. To provide project and policy information in a timely and thorough manner; 
 
2. To invite cooperating agencies to coordination meetings and 
joint  field reviews ; and 
 
3. To provide cooperati ng agencies an opportunity to comment on 
draft documents. 
 
C. W hen serving as a cooperating agency, the Parties agree: 
 
I . To prom ptly provide comments on draft documents and otherwise 
fulfill the role of a cooperating agency as set forth at 40 C.F.R. Part 150 I , in accordance with establ 
ished Departmental procedures; 
 
2. To provide technical assistance on tribal and non-tribal 
environmental and cu ltu ral resource issues; and 
 
 
3. To the degree possi ble, seek ways to streamline, share data and 
facil itate the completion of environmental and cu ltural com pliance processes. 
 

IV. Miscellaneous Provisions 
 
A. Nothing i n th is MOA may be construed to obligate the Parties or the 
Un ited States to any current or future expenditure of funds in advance of availability of 
appropriations, nor does th is MOA obligate the Parties or the United  States to spend  funds for 
any part icular purpose, even  if funds are available. 
 
B. The Parties will, as appropriate, enter into specific reim bursable 
agreements pursuant to the Econom y Act, 31 U.S.C. § 1535, when one party is to furnish materials 
or perfom1 work or provid e a service on behalf of another party. 
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C. The Parties shall retai n all applicable legal respon si bility for their 
respective personnel working pursuant to this MOA . This MOA is not intended to change i n any 
way the ind ividual employee status or the l iabil ity or responsibil ity of any party under Federal 
law. 
 
D. Nothing i n this MOA is intended to conflict with current law, regu lation, 
d irective, or other govern ing authority of any party to this MOA. If any term of th is MOA is 
inconsistent with such authority, then that term shall not apply, but the remai n ing terms and cond 
itions of the MOA shall remain in fu ll force and effect. 
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E. This document is an intra-government al agreement among the Parties and 
does not create or confer any rights, pri vileges, or benefits upon any person or entity 
not a signatory hereto. This MOA is not and shall not be construed as a rule or regu 
lation. 
 

F. Mod ifications within the scope of this MOU must be made by mutual 
consent of the parties, by the issuance of a written mod ification signed and dated by 
all properly authorized, signatory officials, prior to any changes being performed.  
Requests for modification should be made, in writing, at least 30 days prior to 
implementation of the req uested change. 
 

G. NON BINDING  AGREEMENT.  This MOA creates no right, benefit, or trust 
responsibility, substanti ve or procedural , enforceable by law or equity.  The parties 
shall manage their respective resources and activities in a separate, coord inated and 
mutual ly beneficia l manner to meet the purpose(s) of this MOA.  Nothing in this 
MOA authorizes any of the parties to obligate or transfer anything of value. 
 
Specific, prospective projects or activities that involve the transfer of funds, services, 
property, and/or anything of value to a party requires the execution of separate 
agreements and are contingent upon numerous factors, including, as applicable, but 
not lim ited to: agency availability of appropriated  funds and other resou rces; 
cooperator availability of funds and other resources; agency and cooperator 
administrative and legal requirement s 
(including agency authorization  by statute); etc.  This MOA neither provides, nor 
meets these criteria.  If the parties elect to enter into an obligation agreement that 
involves the transfer of funds, services, property , and/or anything of value to a party, 
then the applicable criteria must be met. Additionally, under a prospective agreement, 
each party operates under its own laws, regu lations, and/or pol icies, and any Forest 
Service obligation is subject to the availability of appropriated funds and other 
resources.  The negotiation, execution, and administration of these prospective 
agreements m ust comply with all applicable law 
 

H. This MOA shall be effective through Decem ber 31, 2017, and may be renewed 
for another five years upon mutual agreement of the Parties.  Any party to this MOA 
may 
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terminate its participation  in this MOA upon thirty (30) days written notice to the 
other Party. 
 
I.  This MOA becomes effective upon the date of signature by the last signatory. 
 
V. Conclusion 
 
In signing this MOA, the undersigned  recognize and accept the roles and responsibil 
ities assigned to each party.  Each of the Parties agrees to pursue maxi m um 
cooperation and communication to secure our Nation's borders and to eliminate and m 
itigate the environmental degradation of DOI and USDA-ad mini stered lands by 
agency actions and persons illegally entering the United States. 
AUTHORIZED  R EPRES ENTAT IV ES.  By signature below, each party certifies that 
the ind ividuals listed below are authorized to act in their respective areas for matters 
related to this MOA.  I n witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this MOA 
as of the last date written below. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

REVISED DRAFT 

 

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES  

WITHIN THE BORDER AREAS OF THE 

TUCSON AND YUMA SECTORS IN ARIZONA  

 
 
(X) Draft         (  ) Final 
 
Department of Homeland Security  
Customs and Border Protection 
Asset Management Division 
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Room 3.4-D 
Washington, DC 20229 
 
Type of Action: ( X) Administrative 

(   ) Legislative 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
This revised draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement analyzes the potential for 
significant beneficial or adverse environmental impacts of the Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP), Office of Border Patrol (BP daily operations within the border regions of the Tucson and 
Yuma Sectors, Arizona.  The original draft Programmatic Environmental Statement was 
released for public review in November 2002.  The original draft Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement included both operations and the types of infrastructure that could be installed 
along the Arizona border over the next 10 years.  The original draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement also provided quantification of these infrastructure systems.  
These infrastructure systems were merely a list of items that would be desired, exclusive of any 
planning analysis or environmental impacts.  The purpose of evaluating both operation and 
infrastructure in the original draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  was to 
provide a cumulative analysis of the conceptual infrastructure plans.  However, an evaluation of 
the public comments on the original draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  
indicated that a more focused analysis of the effects of the expansion of BP operations to 
achieve the desired objectives was necessary.  Therefore, the CBP has decided to issue a 
revised draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  focusing on the potential adverse 
and beneficial effects of expanding daily BP operations, expansion of technology-based 
systems, and the completion and maintenance of approved infrastructure.  This revised draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement also analyzes the potential effects of deploying 
the Arizona Border Control Initiative (ABCI)  that was announced in March 2004.   
 
The revised draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  was prepared in accordance 
with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the President’s Council on 
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Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA, and the legacy Immigration 
and Naturalization Service)’s NEPA regulations (28 C.F.R. Part 61, Appendix C) which the BP 
currently uses for NEPA compliance.  The Proposed Action is located along the international 
border between the United States and Mexico in Cochise, Santa Cruz, Pima, and Yuma 
counties in Arizona.  
 
The scope of this revised draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement covers the daily 
operations (i.e., additional BP personnel, support vehicles, air support, patrols, off-road 
operations, sensors, portable lighting, tactical and permanent checkpoints, temporary camp 
details, and remote video surveillance) within the Arizona border areas of the Tucson and Yuma 
Sectors. The revised draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement  describes the 
purpose and need, alternatives considered, existing conditions of the human and natural 
environment, the anticipated impacts that would result from implementation of the various 
alternatives, any design measures needed to reduce potential impacts, and cumulative impacts 
for the study area. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION: 
 
The border area in the BP’s Tucson and Yuma Sectors extends approximately 377 miles along 
the US-Mexico border.  BP agents in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors apprehended 
approximately 402,000 illegal entrants (IEs) and seized approximately 382,802 pounds of drugs 
during Fiscal Year (FY) 2003 .  These large numbers of IEs and volumes of drugs compromise 
the security of the US and can only be addressed with a significant increase in BP operational 
activity and various types of infrastructure needed to support these operations.  Just increasing 
the number of BP agents would not create a permanent deterrent through a certainty of 
detection and apprehension.  Infrastructure and technology-based systems serve as  a “force 
multiplier” when used in conjunction with manpower. 
 
The purpose and need for the expansion of operations (including the ABCI), technology-based 
systems, and completion of approved infrastructure proposed by the BP is to: 
 

(1) Satisfy the CBP and BP mission to prevent the entry of terrorists and their weapons and 
to enforce the laws that protect America’s homeland by the detection, interdiction, and 
apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any person or 
contraband across the US sovereign borders; 

(2) Provide a safe, effective, and efficient environment for BP agents in which to accomplish 
the BP mission; 

(3) Enhance the effectiveness of the apprehension activities through the combined use of 
manpower, technology, and infrastructure and to increase deterrence;  

(4) Create a permanent deterrence through a certainty of detection and apprehension; 
(5) Create a limited zone of certain apprehension in proximity to the US-Mexico border;  
(6) Prevent the loss of life of IEs traversing the desert; and  
Protect sensitive resources, public and private lands, and US residents from IEs, other 

illegal activities, and terrorists. 
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ALTERNATIVES: 
 
Four separate alternatives were considered in the revised draft Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement .  Three of the four alternatives could satisfy all or portions of the purpose and 
need.   
 
Alternative 1. Expand Operations, Technology-based Systems, and Complete Approved 
Infrastructure   
Alternative 1 (the preferred alternative) would allow the CBP and BP to expand its existing 
operations/activities (including technology-based systems) and complete approved 
infrastructure projects (i.e., border road improvements, border barriers, border fences, stadium 
style lighting).  The term “approved” as used in this document refers to projects that have been 
analyzed in previous NEPA documents and decision documents (i.e., Findings of No Significant 
Impact [FONSI] or Records of Decision [ROD]) that have been signed.  Enhancements under 
the Arizona Border Control Initiative (ABCI) are included as part of the preferred alternative.  
Alternative 1 includes the expansion of the following BP operational activities and technology-
based systems, including but not limited to: 
 

• Integrated Surveillance Intelligence Systems (ISIS); 
• Support vehicles; 
• Air support; 
• Portable lighting; 
• Checkpoints; 
• Patrols; 
• Off-road operations; 
• Drag road preparation for tracking and sign cutting; 
• Rescue beacons; 
• Temporary camp details; and 
• Additional BP personnel 

 
Alternative 2. Expand Technology-Based Systems and Complete Approved Infrastructure  
Alternative 2 promotes the expansion of technology-based systems and the completion and 
maintenance of currently approved infrastructure while keeping manpower and activities at 
current levels. Technology-based systems would expand the use of RVS sites, operational 
repeaters, and ground sensors positioned at strategic locations along the border.  Alternative 2 
would require the completion of approved infrastructure projects.  Implementation of this 
alternative would be designed to keep daily operations conducted by BP agents at current 
levels, since much of the border would be monitored remotely.    Alternative 2 includes the 
expansion of technology-based systems, including but not limited to: 
 

• ISIS components 
• Air support 

 
Alternative 3. Expand Existing Operations and Technology-based Systems  
Alternative 3 strictly relies on the employment and expansion of existing operations/activities 
(including technology-based systems).  It does not include the completion of approved 
infrastructure projects that have been evaluated through the NEPA process.  The NEPA 
process is defined by the CEQ as fulfilling all measures necessary for compliance with the 
requirements of Section 2 and Title I of NEPA (40 C.F.R. §1508.21.  Expanding all 
operations/activities including technology-based systems would rely almost solely on detection 
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of IEs as a means to effectively enhance deterrence and apprehension.  An invisible 
technological barrier would be the primary deterrence to illegal entry.  Alternative 3 includes the 
expansion of the following CBP and BP operational activities and technology-based systems, 
including but not limited to: 
 

• ISIS components; 
• Support vehicles; 
• Air support; 
• Portable lighting; 
• Checkpoints; 
• Patrols; 
• Off-road operations; 
• Drag road preparation; 
• Rescue beacons; 
• Temporary camp details; and 
• Additional BP personnel 

 
Alternative 4.  No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative consists of continuing the operations at the current level.  It would not 
include the expansion of technology-based systems or the completion of on-going and approved 
infrastructure projects.  Although this alternative would reduce unavoidable impacts and 
irretrievable committments of resources, it greatly hinders the CBP and BP mission to gain and 
maintain control of the border.  The No Action Alternative may also have a greater indirect 
impact since the flow of IEs would likely increase, leading to subsequent environmental damage 
that may be significantly greater than the other alternatives.  Past experience has demonstrated 
that illegal traffic may shift to areas where there is limited BP operations and infrastructure. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: 
 
Direct effects are caused by the proposed action and occur at the same time and place.  Indirect 
effects are caused by the action and occur later in time or removed in distance but are still 
reasonably foreseeable.  A cumulative impact is 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 or person undertakes such other actions.   
 
Alternative 1 Expand Operations, Technology-based Systems, and Complete Approved 
Infrastructure (preferred alternative): 
This alternative would increase operational activities (i.e., increases in manpower for patrols, 
additional tactical checkpoints, and continued support from existing programs such as Operation 
Skywatch1, Operation Desert Grip2, and the ABCI 3).  In combination with expanding operations 
and completing approved infrastructure projects, expanded employment of technology–based 
systems such as the approved RVS would further enhance detection and apprehension of IEs in 
                                                           
1Operation Skywatch is a special operation that involves the combined effort of Tucson and Yuma 
Sectors to increase aerial reconnaissance in the west desert of Arizona during the summer months (INS 
2002b).   
2Operation Desert Grip is a special operation that includes the establishment of temporary camp details in 
the west desert of Arizona, thus enabling the BP to have a 24-hour, 7-day presence in this region.  (DHS 
2003b) 
3 ABC Initiative is a special operation that involves the commitment of increased manpower and 
resources to the Arizona BP Sectors to achieve a safer and more secure southwest border. 
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proximity to the US-Mexico border. The anticipated individual and cumulative direct and indirect 
effects for Alternative 1 (preferred action) are: 
 

• Land use would be directly affected by the completion of approved infrastructure and 
expansion of technology-based systems under Alternative 1; 

• Approximately 5874 acres of soils and vegetation would be directly impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Approximately 430 acres of vegetation would be impacted as a result of increased 
illumination from completion of approved infrastructure projects; 

• Approximately 1,017 acres (587 acres plus 430 acres of illumination effects) of wildlife 
habitat would be potentially impacted; 

• Potential adverse impacts to groundwater supply in deficit/overdraft watersheds, such as 
the Upper San Pedro Basin, if water withdrawals associated with BP actions increase 
the water deficit in those watersheds; 

• Potential beneficial and adverse effects on those areas valued for their aesthetic 
qualities; aesthetics are based on individual perceptions and are difficult to quantify at a 
programmatic level; 

• Noise levels would temporarily increase adjacent to construction areas; however, 
permanent lights would reduce or eliminate the use of portable lights, thus reducing 
noise levels form diesel or gas-powered generators; however, noise levels could 
increase; 

• Adverse impacts to air quality as a result of expanding operations; and  
• Potential impacts to  threatened and endangered species, if activities are expanded 

within threatened and endangered species habitat as a result of increased air operations 
and vehicles. 

 
Impacts to vegetation, soils, wildlife, and air quality would increase substantially with increased 
operations such as off-road enforcement activities, increased road patrols, and increased air 
patrols. These impacts are unquantifiable at this time because it is unknown when the actions 
could occur and the extent of the action.  It can be assumed that impacts could increase by 
approximately 10 percent.  BP agents patrol on established roads to the extent practicable.  Off-
road activities occur only when a BP agent detects signs that IEs are traveling cross-country.  
The BP agent tracks signs for the purpose of law enforcement and/or saving human life.  When 
BP agents make the determination to track signs off-road, they follow the tracks of the IEs; 
therefore, BP agents are generally traveling within a previously disturbed area and are not 
creating new trails. 
 
Potential impacts to threatened or endangered species, cultural resources sites, wetlands and 
other sensitive resources would be avoided to the extent practicable, as they are now.  Where 
impacts are unavoidable, mitigation measures to reduce or compensate for losses would be 
implemented and coordinated through the appropriate Federal and state resource agencies. 
Implementation of best management practices (BMPs) and stormwater pollution prevention 
plans (SWPPP) would be required, as appropriate, for construction activities to reduce any 
potential effects to soils, soil erosion, and water quality.   
 
Implementation of this alternative would also have a beneficial effect on previously disturbed 
and degraded land that contains vegetation, wildlife, and numerous threatened and endangered 

                                                           
4 Impacts were derived from Table 4-1 and Table 4-2 of the revised draft PEIS. 
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species north of the border, through the long-term reduction of illegal foot and vehicle traffic and 
consequent BP enforcement activities. 
 
Alternative 2 Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure: 
While an increase in the technology-based systems would enhance the detection abilities of the 
BP, it would do little to provide the level of deterrence provided by daily and existing operational 
activities.  That is, cameras and sensors would aid agents in the active pursuit of IEs, but they 
would not ensure apprehensions. Traditional patrols and aerial support would still be required to 
pursue and apprehend IEs that breach the border.  This alternative would still require BP agents 
to deploy to remote areas to apprehend IEs.  This alternative would have less direct effects to 
the region’s natural environment than Alternative 1 because manpower and activities would not 
be increased; however, indirect effects may be greater because increased IE foot and vehicle 
traffic might require responsive patrol activity.  Any beneficial effects to the environment that had 
resulted from on-going BP operations may be diminished under this alternative.  The anticipated 
individual and cumulative direct and indirect effects for Alternative 2 are: 
 

• Land use would be directly affected by the completion of approved infrastructure and 
expansion of technology-based systems; 

• Approximately 587 acres of soils and vegetation would be directly impacted by 
construction activities; 

• Approximately 334 acres of vegetation would be impacted as a result of increased 
illumination from completion of approved infrastructure projects; 

• Approximately 921 acres (587 acres plus 334 acres of illumination effects) of wildlife 
habitat would be potentially impacted; 

• Potential adverse impacts to groundwater supply in deficit/overdrawn watersheds, such 
as the Upper San Pedro Basin, if water withdrawals associated with BP actions increase 
the water deficit in those watersheds; 

• Potential beneficial and adverse effects on those areas valued for their aesthetic 
qualities; aesthetics are based on individual perceptions and may be difficult to quantify 
at a programmatic level;                                                                                                                                                                          

• Noise levels would temporarily increase adjacent to construction areas, however, 
permanent lights would potentially reduce the use of portable lights, thus reducing noise 
levels from diesel or gas fired generators;  

• Temporary impacts  to air quality; and  
• Potential indirect effects on threatened and endangered species if activities are 

expanded within threatened and endangered species habitat. 
 
Unavoidable impacts to endangered species, cultural resources sites, wetlands, and sensitive 
resources would be mitigated to compensate for these losses.  BMPs and SWPPPs would be 
implemented for all construction projects to reduce potential impacts to soils, soil erosion, and 
water quality. 
 
Alternative 3 Expand Existing Operations and Technology-based Systems: 
This alternative would increase operational activities (i.e., increases in manpower for patrols, 
additional tactical checkpoints, and continued support from existing programs such as Operation 
Skywatch, Operation Desert Grip, and the ABCI).  In combination with expanding operations, 
expanded employment of technology–based systems such as the approved RVS and portable 
lighting would further enhance detection.  In areas or instances where there is adequate BP 
manpower to respond immediately when IEs are detected, this alternative would enhance 
deterrence.  However, at the present level of physical infrastructure on the border and without 
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construction of any of the currently approved infrastructure projects, the response time of BP 
agents would be inadequate to gain and maintain control of the border region beyond current 
levels.   
Even with an increase in manpower and ability to detect breaches in the border, agent response 
times would be further diminished without adequate access to remote areas. Reduced times 
would not be adequate to effectively apprehend IEs or rescue distressed individuals within 
proximity to the border.  The BP agents would consistently be required to either pursue IEs 
across sensitive habitat or be forced to wait until they reveal their location or come in contact 
with checkpoints.  This alternative would not effectively limit the trampling of vegetation by IEs, 
thus causing natural resource damage once they breach the US-Mexico border.  Alternative 3 
would have fewer direct impacts to the region’s natural environment than Alternative 1 because 
currently approved infrastructure would not be completed; however, indirect impacts may be 
greater because increased IE foot and vehicle traffic might require responsive patrol activity.  
The anticipated individual and cumulative direct and indirect effects for Alternative 3 are: 
 

• Land use would not be affected by implementation of Alternative 3; 
• Approximately 2 acres of soils, vegetation, and wildlife habitat would be directly 

impacted;  
• Approximately 98 acres (2 acres plus 96 acres from portable illumination effects) of 

wildlife habitat would be potentially impacted; 
• Potential adverse impacts to groundwater supply in deficit/overdrawn watersheds, such 

as the Upper San Pedro Basin, if expanded operations increase the water deficit in 
those watersheds; 

• Noise levels would temporarily increase adjacent to construction areas;  
• Potential beneficial and adverse effects on those areas valued for their aesthetic 

qualities; aesthetics are based on individual perceptions and may be difficult to quantify; 
• Potential indirect effects on threatened and endangered species because apprehensions 

would occur away from the border in potential threatened and endangered species 
habitat; 

• Air quality would be impacted as a result of increased patrols on unimproved roads; and 
• Potential indirect impacts to soils, vegetation, and wildlife from illegal traffic would likely 

increase because apprehension takes place over a wider area and is not limited to a 
corridor near the border. 

 
Mitigation would be provided for unavoidable impacts to resources as previously described.  
Some potential mitigation measures and environmental design features are presented in the 
following section. 
 
A summary matrix that illustrates whether each of the alternatives satisfies the stated purpose 
and need is presented in Table 1.  A summary of the environmental impacts anticipated as a 
result of the viable alternatives, as compared to the No Action Alternative is presented in Table 
2. 
 
MITIGATION: 
 
Several measures have been proposed by the CBP and BP to mitigate or compensate for 
potential impacts to vegetation, wildlife, air quality, and water quality as a result of the preferred 
alternative.   
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Table 1.  Summary Matrix for Alternatives Considered in the Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement   

Project Purpose Alternatives 
and Need Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 No Action 

Enhance the BP mission to prevent 
the entry of terrorists and their 
weapons and to enforce the laws that 
protect the US homeland by the 
detection, interdiction, and 
apprehension of those who attempt to 
illegally enter or smuggle any person 
or contraband across the sovereign 
borders of the US 
 

Yes Yes No No 

Provides a safe, effective, and 
efficient environment for BP Agents in 
which to accomplish the BP mission 
 

Yes Yes No No 

Enhances the effectiveness of the 
apprehension activities through the 
combined use of manpower, 
technology, and infrastructure and to 
increase deterrence  
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Increases deterrence through 
enhanced detection and apprehension 
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Creates a limited zone of certain 
apprehension in proximity to the US-
Mexico border 
 

Partially Partially Partially No 

Prevents the loss of life of IEs 
traversing the desert  
 

Yes No Partially No 

Protects sensitive resources, public 
and private lands, and US residents 
from IEs, illegal activities, and 
terrorists 
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Alternative 1.      Expand operations, technology-based systems, and  and approved infrastructure  
(Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative 2.       Expand technology-based systems and approved infrastructure 
Alternative 3.      Expand operations and technology-based systems 

 No Action    Maintain all operations, technology-based systems and infrastructure at current 
levels 
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Table 2.  Summary Matrix of Potential Impacts by Alternative1 

 

Natural and Cultural Resources 

Alternatives Land Use Soils Prime Farmland Water Supply and Quality Air Quality Noise Aesthetics Socio-economics Environmental 
Justice 

No Action No additional direct 
effect to land use. 

No additional 
direct effects; 
indirect effects 
(e.g. soil 
disturbance and 
erosion) from 
increased illegal 
off-road traffic.  

No additional 
direct impacts 
would occur.  
However, indirect 
impacts from 
illegal traffic 
would continue 
and likely 
increase. 

No additional direct impacts. No direct impacts. Minor indirect effects 
from BP vehicles in 
pursuit of IEs. 

No additional direct 
effects; indirect 
effects from 
increased 
environmental 
damage from illegal 
traffic. 

No additional direct impacts; 
indirect adverse effects to 
residential areas, recreation areas, 
and commercial developments 
associated with increased illegal 
activity. Likely increase in IE loss 
of life. 

No impacts. 

Alternative 1.   
Expand 
Operations, 
Technology 
Based Systems, 
and Approved 
Infrastructure 

Additional permanent 
conversion of 587 
acres from potential 
commercial 
developments and 
open lands to border 
infrastructure, 
technology-based 
systems, and 
operations.  Expanded 
operations would 
increase potential 
impacts by 
approximately 10% 
over existing levels. 

Additional 587 
acres of soil 
disturbed as a 
result of the 
expansion of 
infrastructure, 
operations, and 
technology-based 
systems and an 
additional 10% 
over existing 
levels of potential 
disturbance due to 
expanded 
operations. 

The expansion of 
operations would 
increase the 
potential for 
additional 
impacts.  
Adverse impacts 
would be short-
term; however, 
long-term 
beneficial 
impacts would be 
expected as IE 
activities are 
deterred by 
expanded BP 
actions. 

Some temporary impacts to 
water quality in ephemeral 
streams during construction; 
would be minimized through 
BMPs; all unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands/ other 
waters and groundwater 
supplies would be quantified, 
permitted, & mitigated in 
site-specific NEPA 
documents. 

Insignificant 
emissions; below de 
minimus thresholds, 
if projects are 
conducted in phases 
with implementation 
of environmental 
design measures. 

Additional noise from 
expanded operations 
including increased 
patrol vehicles (ATVs, 
trucks, and aircraft) as 
well as short-term 
construction noise and 
noise from vehicles and 
portable light 
generators could 
impact visitors to 
recreation areas; 
adjacent residential 
areas. 

Potential beneficial 
and adverse effects 
on those areas 
valued for their 
aesthetic qualities 
(e.g., Wilderness 
Areas, National 
Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, etc.) 

No relocation of houses or 
commercial facilities; some minor 
benefits due to purchase of 
materials from local suppliers; 
indirect beneficial effects to land 
values would occur by stabilization 
of border.  Some effects to tax 
base if landownership is 
transferred to DHS. Potential 
decrease in IE loss of life by 
increased deterrence, better 
detection, and confined crossing 
sites. 

No impacts. 

Alternative 2.   
Expand 
Technology-
Based Systems 
and Approved 
Infrastructure 

Additional permanent 
conversion of 587 
acres from potential 
commercial 
developments and 
open lands to border 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems.     

Additional 
permanent 
disturbance to 
soils estimated at 
587 acres; no 
prime farmlands 
impacted. 

No additional 
direct impacts are 
expected.  
However, indirect 
adverse effects 
from increased 
illegal traffic 
would likely 
occur. 

Some temporary impacts to 
water quality in ephemeral 
streams during construction; 
would be minimized through 
BMPs; all unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands/ other 
waters would be quantified, 
permitted, & mitigated in 
site-specific NEPA 
documents. 

Insignificant 
emissions; below de 
minimus thresholds. 

Temporary construction 
noise would return to 
ambient conditions 
upon completion of 
projects 

Potential beneficial 
and adverse effects 
on those areas 
valued for their 
aesthetic qualities 
(e.g., Wilderness 
Areas, National 
Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, etc.) 

No displacements of houses or 
commercial facilities; some minor 
benefits due to purchase of 
materials from local suppliers; 
indirect beneficial effects to land 
values would occur. No impact to 
current level of IE loss of life. 

No impacts. 

Alternative 3.   
Expand 
Operations and 
Technology-
Based Systems 

Additional permanent 
conversion of 2 acres 
as a result of the 
expansion of 
operations and 
technology-based 
systems.  Impacts 
would be expected to 
increase by 
approximately 10% as 
a result of increased 
operations. 

Additional 
disturbance to soil 
estimated at 2 
acres and an 
additional 10% 
over existing 
levels of potential 
disturbance for 
expanded 
operations; no 
impact to prime 
farmlands. 

Effects would be 
similar to those 
described for 
Alternative 1. 

Very minimal chance of 
impact to water quality in 
ephemeral streams during 
expanded operations use. 

Insignificant 
emissions; below de 
minimus thresholds. 

Additional noise from 
expanded 
operationsincluding 
increased patrol 
vehicles (ATVs, trucks, 
and aircraft). 

Potential beneficial 
and adverse effects 
on those areas 
valued for their 
aesthetic qualities 
(e.g., Wilderness 
Areas, National 
Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, etc.) 

No displacements of houses or 
commercial facilities; some minor 
benefits due to purchase of 
materials from local suppliers. No 
impact to current level of IE loss of 
life. 

No impacts. 
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Table 2, continued 

Natural and Cultural Resources 

Alternatives Vegetation 
Communities Wildlife Fisheries Unique and Sensitive Areas Threatened and Endangered Species Hazardous Waste Cultural Resources 

No Action No additional direct 
impacts; potential 
significant indirect effects 
from increased illegal 
traffic. 

No additional direct 
effects; indirect effects 
to wildlife in all areas 
due to continued and 
increased IE traffic. 

No impacts. No additional direct impacts to 
sensitive areas. 

No impacts. No impacts. No additional direct effects would 
occur to historic properties or 
cultural sites; indirect impacts 
would continue on potentially 
eligible sites from illegal and BP 
traffic as well as intentional 
looting. 

Alternative 1.   
Expand Operations, 
Technology-Based 
Systems, and Approved 
Infrastructure 

Additional 587 acres of 
vegetation cleared as a 
result of the expansion of 
proposed BP border 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems construction 
areas, and an additional 
10% over existing levels 
of potential disturbance 
for expanded operations. 
An additional 430 acres 
would be impacted by 
illumination.  Extant 
disturbed habitat 
(Sonoran desert 
scrublands) would be 
most impacted. 

Additional 587 acres 
removed as potential 
habitat due to the 
expansion of approved 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems, and an 
additional 10% over 
existing levels of 
potential disturbance 
for expanded 
operations.  Additional 
430 acres of indirect 
impacts (increased 
lighting).  Impacts to 
neotropical migrants 
and other wildlife from 
noise avoided by 
minimizing construction 
during nesting seasons. 

No impacts. Approximately 4.8 acres within 
seven different Unique & 
Sensitive Areas would be 
permanently removed and an 
additional 10% over existing 
levels of potential disturbance to 
account for expanded 
operations.  Some effects to 
T&E critical habitat and occupied 
habitats. 

Some species may be adversely 
impacted by the expansion of BP 
operations.  Mitigation measures would 
be implemented to not jeopardize the 
continued existence of any protected 
species. 

No impacts. Potential for direct impact to 
historic properties or cultural 
sites.  Requires site-specific 
surveys and Section 106 
coordination.  Testing and/or data 
recovery may be required. 

Alternative 2.   
Expand Technology-
Based Systems and 
Approved Infrastructure 

The construction of on-
going and technology-
based systems and 
infrastructure would 
directly affect 587 acres 
of vegetation.  An 
additional 334 acres 
would be directly affected 
by illumination. 

Additional 587acres of 
potential habitat 
affected due to the 
expansion of 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems.   

No impacts. Approximately 4.8 acres within 
seven different Unique & 
Sensitive Areas would be 
permanently removed.  Potential 
effects to T&E critical habitat and 
occupied habitat. 

Existing and ongoing T&E species 
concerns surrounding BP infrastructure 
and operations would continue.  
Reduced potential for additional direct 
impacts associated with expanded 
operations only (no construction of BP 
additional infrastructure).  Minimal 
additional indirect impacts.  Potential 
impacts reduced compared to 
Alternative 1. 

No impacts. Potential for direct impact to 
historic properties or cultural 
sites.  Requires site-specific 
surveys and Section 106 
coordination.  Testing and/or data 
recovery may be required. 

Alternative 3.   
Expand Operations and 
Technology-Based 
Systems 

Impact to approximately 2 
acres of vegetation as a 
result of the expansion of 
technology-based 
infrastructure and an 
additional 10% over 
existing levels of potential 
disturbance for expanded 
operations. 

Additional impacts to 2 
acres.  Minimal direct 
effects to wildlife due to 
extant disturbances and 
developed areas. 

No impacts. Approximately 0.6 acre of 
Unique and Sensitive Areas 
would be impacted as well as an 
additional 10% over existing 
levels of potential disturbance for 
expanded operations. 

No direct impacts associated with 
expanded construction of 
BPinfrastructure.  Minimal indirect 
impacts.  Impacts similar to Alternative 
2. 

No impacts No impacts to historic properties; 
potential impacts to unknown 
cultural sites require site-specific 
surveys.  Testing and/or data 
recovery may be required. 

1 Please refer to Tables 4-1 and 4-2 for a detailed summary of impacts.  Acreage impacts were derived from approved and ongoing CBP operations/activities and infrastructure provided by the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  Values were derived from previous environmental 
analysis and geographic information systems data of existing BP infrastructure as of October 1, 2003.   

2 The impacts presented for Alternatives 1 and 3 include only those impacts that are quantifiable at this time (e.g. approved infrastructure and technology-based systems).  Additional impacts are expected from the expansion of operations; however, the expansion of off-road 
enforcement activities, increased road patrols, and air patrols are unquantifiable at this time. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species 
Professional biologists have performed field surveys of potentially impacted areas for approved 
infrastructure projects.  All areas which are known to support threatened or endangered species 
will be considered off limits to avoid impacts to these resources, to the extent practicable.   
 
The BP air operations shall avoid known concentrations of Sonoran pronghorn on normal, 
routine flights.  Known fawning areas (i.e., Mohawk Dunes, Pinta Sands) will be avoided to the 
maximum extent possible during the peak fawning period (April through June).  Deviation to 
routine flight patterns is conducted in response to “sign” or evidence of illegal entry.  Helicopters 
from the Yuma Sector that leave the patrol route to fly to the Ajo Station at Why, Arizona for 
refueling will fly at a higher altitude, generally between 100 and 200 feet, and will not engage in 
hovering activities except in emergency situations.   
 
As part of the informal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA for the establishment and 
operation of rescue beacons, the CBP and the BP agreed to the following mitigation measures 
to reduce or minimize potential effects to the Sonoran pronghorn: (1) blue colored beacon lights 
are used for beacons in the Ajo Station’s AO located west of Highway 85 in current Sonoran 
pronghorn habitat; (2) BP helicopters shall avoid any helicopter over flights of the semi-captive 
breeding facility for the Sonoran pronghorn in Child’s Valley on the CPNWR and the BP shall 
avoid existing and future forage enhancement plots with helicopter over flights; (3) the BP shall 
report annually to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) all rescue missions conducted in 
Sonoran pronghorn habitat, as part of the reporting for formal consultation on Tucson Sector 
activities; (4) the BP shall minimize over flights of Sonoran pronghorn fawning areas from March 
15 to July 15 of each year, unless conducting rescue missions in these areas; and (5) the BP 
shall minimize hovering and landings by helicopters over current Sonoran pronghorn habitat to 
the maximum extent practicable (DHS 2003a).   As part of the mitigation requirements for 
Operation Desert Grip, the BP provided $50,000.00 to the USFWS for Sonoran pronghorn 
habitat improvements and to study impacts caused by IEs.     
 
According to BLM’s Conservation Agreement with the USFWS for the flat-tailed horned lizard, 
environmental design measures include minimizing surface disturbance projects to a level of 
one percent of the management area over five years beginning in 1997; collecting 
compensation fees; prohibiting off-highway competitive events; supporting continuing lizard 
monitoring and research; and attempting to acquire all private in-holdings.  Like most plans, the 
flat-tailed horned lizard Conservation Agreement is a working document subject to revision.  
Therefore, during the planning phase of potential projects in the Yuma Desert Management 
Unit, the CBP and BP will, to the extent practicable observe conservation measures included as 
part of the Conservation Agreement for the flat-tailed horned lizard.  Field surveys for the flat-
tailed horned lizard have been performed for approved infrastructure projects in flat-tailed 
horned lizard habitat and will be performed again prior to the initiation of construction.    
 
Coordination efforts will continue with the USFWS to obtain the most current information 
available about species status, habitat requirements, potential project impacts, and 
environmental design measures to avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for impacts.  If 
construction occurs in areas known to support threatened and endangered species, 
biologicalmonitors could be used. 
 
Vegetation 
Additionally, BP will minimize losses to vegetation by: (1) trimming vegetation along roadsides 
rather than removing entire plants, (2) requiring heavy equipment to utilize road pullouts or other 
such disturbed areas, and (3) ensuring revegetation efforts following completion of ground 
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disturbing activities (e.g., temporary construction footprint for new fence installation).  Disturbed 
sites or sites with low quality habitat will be utilized to the maximum extent practicable for 
construction and operational support activities.  Patrol vehicles and ATVs will be restricted to 
existing roads to the extent practicable without jeopardizing the BP’s mission. 
 
To comply with Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species (64 FR 6183, February 8, 1999), 
operation and construction activities will minimize ground disturbance when possible.   
However, when disturbance is unavoidable, the BP will coordinate with the USFWS and other 
land managers to determine revegetation measures.   Disturbed areas resulting from approved 
infrastructure projects will be revetated with native seeds or plants.  Revegetation of disturbed 
areas with native seeds and plants will be addressed under site-specific NEPA documents.  
Weed seed free horse feed will be utilized by BP horse units operating in sensitive areas to 
further decrease the potential of promoting the establishment and spread of invasive species by 
BP activities.  Weed seed free horse feed is certified to be free of noxious weed seeds for 
specific states. 
 
Wildlife 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)(16 U.S.C. §703, et.seq.) requires contractors to obtain a 
construction permit if the construction activity is scheduled during nesting seasons (March 
through August).  Surveys shall be performed to identify active nests, so that these nests could 
be avoided during construction.  Another mitigation measure that will be considered is 
scheduling all construction activities outside the nesting season (i.e., September through 
February). 
 
Environmental design features that will be considered, especially in areas that support protected 
species, include the development of vegetation corridors to avoid and/or minimize habitat 
fragmentation and the proper placement and size of culverts to adequately transport storm 
water and allow wildlife to safely cross roads.  Habitat fragmentation will be minimized to the 
extent practicable by providing for migration corridor systems (wildlife pathways) that allow free 
movement of animals across the international border.  Corridors act as a connection between 
two or more otherwise isolated habitats and provide for animal movement and reproduction.  It 
must be noted that no one wildlife corridor design will completely mitigate habitat fragmentation 
alone.  Project specific mitigation measures will be required for projects with the potential to 
cause substantial impacts on wildlife habitat, protected species, or other environmentally 
sensitive resources; these plans will be closely coordinated with, and approved by, the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and appropriate state resource agency(s) prior to initiation of 
construction.  It is policy, however, to mitigate adverse impacts through the sequence of 
avoidance, minimization, and finally, compensation.  The CBP and BP coordinates with the 
USFWS to obtain the most current information available about species status, habitat 
requirements, potential project impacts, and environmental design measures to avoid, minimize, 
and/or compensate for impacts.  Compensation varies and includes activities such as 
restoration of habitat in other areas and acquisition of lands and is coordinated with the USFWS 
and appropriate state resource agencies. 
 
Unique and Sensitive Areas 
Unique and sensitive habitats and areas such as caves, riparian communities, parks, refuges, 
Wilderness Areas, conservation areas, national forests, scenic streams, unique vegetation 
communities, or other sensitive resources will be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.  
Any unavoidable effects to such communities shall be closely coordinated with the appropriate 
Federal and/or state agency(s) to ensure that impacts are kept to an absolute minimum and that 
restoration actions are considered and implemented, where plausible. Road-kill impacts may 
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potentially increase due to the completion of on going and currently approved infrastructure (i.e., 
road maintenance, vehicle barriers, fences).  However, BP is committed to avoid impacts to the 
greatest extent practicable  through agent education and minimization of disturbance areas.  
Permanently stationed agents will receive biannual training regarding sensitive habitats and 
protected species.  Agents on temporary assignment will receive training regarding sensitive 
habitats and areas and protected species for the respective station to which he or she is 
assigned.    
 
Cultural Resources 
Potential adverse impacts to cultural resources will be mitigated through a policy of site 
avoidance. The continuation of archeological surveys and monitoring of potentially ground 
disturbing BP activities to ensure that cultural resources deemed to be potentially eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP shall be avoided when possible.  The 
CBP/BP will be responsible for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.  The CBP/BP will coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) along with the appropriate Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) or federally 
recognized tribes for maintenance activities involving earth-moving operations in areas where 
historic properties have been previously identified.  This coordination is necessary to ensure 
mitigation measures are implemented.  Mitigation measures that could be used, when approved 
by the SHPO and/or THPO, to preclude impacts include, but are not limited to, data recovery, 
preservation through site burial, and use of professional archeologists as monitors during 
construction. 
 
All construction activities shall be at least three feet away from the international boundary to 
avoid impacts to historical boundary monuments and other demarcations.  Near each 
permanent boundary monument, strict construction precautions shall be implemented to avoid 
potential damage to them.  Additionally, no construction materials shall be placed adjacent to 
these monuments.   
 
Patrol vehicles and ATVs will be restricted to existing roads to the extent practicable without 
jeopardizing the BP’s mission.  The BP is committed to avoid impacts to the greatest extent 
practicable through agent education and minimization of disturbance areas.  Permanently 
stationed agents will receive biannual training regarding cultural resources.  Agents on 
temporary assignment will receive training regarding sensitive habitats and areas and protected 
species for the respective station to which he or she is assigned. 
 
Air Quality 
Proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles, generators, aircraft and other equipment shall 
be implemented to ensure that air emissions are within the design standards of the equipment.  
Construction activities within non-attainment areas will be coordinated with the appropriate 
environmental agency(s) to ensure that the emissions will conform with regulations specified in 
the Clean Air Act.  Construction sites within urban areas, along major transportation routes, or in 
biologically sensitive areas (e.g., wildlife refuges, parks, Wilderness Areas) shall be kept wet, to 
the extent practicable, to reduce fugitive dust emissions.  Where practicable, drop lines from 
local electrical systems shall be used as a substitute for generators.  When electrical service is 
not available, generators will utilize low-sulfur fuels, such as diesel fuel or natural gas, to 
minimize emissions to the extent practicable. 
 
Water Resources 
Each proposed construction project that affects greater than 1 acre will require a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as part of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
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System (NPDES) permit process under the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The SWPPP is utilized by 
the entity(s) performing construction (e.g., CBP personnel, Joint Task Force North [JTF NORTH 
– formerly Joint Task Force Six], Arizona National Guard or independent contractors) to avoid 
and minimize impacts to water resources.  All proposed projects would be coordinated with the 
US Section International Boundary and Water Commission (USIBWC) for review and approval.  
Similarly, if wetlands or waters of the US are to be affected, early coordination by the CBP with 
the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Los Angeles District, Regulatory Branch 
Phoenix Field Office and Arizona Department of Water Resources agencies will be conducted.  
Applicable Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification procedures shall be 
completed prior to initiation of the construction activities, as required.  Mitigation and 
compensation shall be implemented to ensure no functional net loss of waters of the US, 
including wetlands. 
 
No action shall be initiated that may affect wetlands or floodplains without performing the 
requisite analysis and findings specified by Executive Orders 11990 and 11988 respectively, 
prior to taking any action. The CBP/BP generally does not directly perform construction 
activities.  JTF NORTH, National Guard units (typically the Arizona National Guard), and 
independent contractors perform construction for the CBP/BP within the Tucson and Yuma 
Sectors.  Project-specific SWPPPs are provided to the construction entity that identify 
conservation measures to avoid and minimize water resource impacts.  Some of those 
measures are presented here for reference.  The construction storage or staging sites will be 
located at least 0.5 mile from wildlife and livestock tanks or other permanent surface water 
bodies to reduce potential effects of accidental spills. Conservation measures will be 
implemented to preclude unnecessary waste of water supplies.  Discharges of gray water and 
other wastes to drainages or other water courses/bodies are prohibited.  However, gray water 
may be used for irrigation and dust suppression (i.e., road watering) if coordinated and 
approved by the land management agency.  Portable latrines and on-site septic systems, 
provided and maintained by licensed contractors, shall be used to the extent practicable during 
construction and operational support activities. 
 
Water conservation measures shall be considered for operations or construction projects within 
the Sierra Vista sub-watershed.  Water conservation measures for Sierra Vista air operations 
will be included as part of the required Section 7 consultation for the Tucson Sector BA.  
Potential water conservation measures may include but not limited to low water-use fixtures, low 
water-use landscaping, installation and use of waterless urinals, restrictive landscape watering 
policy and enforcement, and the use of gray water for irrigation.  
 
Hazardous Materials 
A Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) will be in place prior to 
the start of construction projects, and all personnel will be briefed on the implementation and 
responsibilities of this plan.  The SPCCP is utilized by the entity(s) performing construction (e.g., 
CBP personnel, JTF NORTH, Arizona National Guard, or independent contractors) to avoid and 
minimize impacts associated with hazardous materials during construction.  A designated 
environmental advisor will be on-site during construction activities in case of any accidents. 
 
All used oil and solvents will be recycled if possible. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated 
wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in 
accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste manifesting 
procedures. 
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Noise 
Mitigation of noise levels may occur at the noise source, along the path of the noise, or at 
receiver locations. Mitigation of noise levels occur in nature to varying degrees as sound 
propagates from the source over terrain surfaces (scattering and ground attenuation), as the 
distance between the source and receiver increases (dispersion), and when intervening natural 
terrain features intersect the path of the noise source to the receiver (diffraction). Within 
practical limits, these principles shall be applied to the mitigation of noise levels from proposed 
construction and operations. 
 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL AND SHORT-TERM USE OF SOCIETY’S 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM 
ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTIVITY 
 
Benefits derived from the control of IEs and narcotics trafficking into the U.S. and the adverse 
impacts associated with the expansion of BP operations and technology-based systems and 
completion of approved infrastructure necessary to accomplish this control represent trade-offs 
between the local, short-term use and the long-term stability and productivity of society’s 
environment.    Short-term, local adverse direct effects resulting from habitat disturbances would 
be off-set by long-term regional benefits, including protection from illegal vehicle and foot traffic, 
accidental fires caused by IEs, lower costs to the country for health and emergency services,  
potentially increase the quality of life along the border, reduction in crime near the border, and 
reduction in poaching.  Reductions in crime along the border would likely have a favorable effect 
on insurance rates for homeowners and businesses near the border.   
 
The preferred alternative would require the conversion of approximately 587 acres.  Most of this 
acreage has been previously disturbed and does not provide suitable habitat for most wildlife 
populations.  The long-term productivity of these lands would be lost over the life of the 
proposed project.  The CBP and BP would make every attempt practicable to avoid 
disturbances to valuable wildlife habitat (e.g., by locating project sites and staging areas in 
previously disturbed sites).  Compensation for these losses, if statutorily required, would be 
coordinated through the appropriate state and Federal resource agencies, as described in 
Chapter 5.  Some impacts to threatened or endangered species would occur and must be 
mitigated to offset these losses, as required by Sections 7 and 9 of the ESA.  
 
IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES INVOLVED IN 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PREFERRED ACTION 
 
The preferred action would result in the permanent conversion or loss of approximately 509 total 
acres of various habitats, mostly disturbed areas and non-native grasslands to roads and 
infrastructure.  The proposed action would also require the irretrievable commitment of fuel, 
labor, vehicles, building materials, and monetary resources. 
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CBP Mission Statement 

Source:  DHS 2003a  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

The US Customs and Border Protection (CBP), in the Bureau of Border and Transportation 

Security of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is the guardian of the United States’ 

(US) borders and has the responsibility to regulate and 

control illegal immigration into the US.  In 1924, Congress 

created the Border Patrol (BP) to be the law enforcement 

arm of the legacy Immigration and Naturalization Service 

(INS).  Recently the BP has been integrated as an office 

of the CBP.  While the BP has changed dramatically since 

its inception over 75 years ago, its primary task remains 

unchanged: to detect and prevent the unlawful entry of 

drug smugglers, terrorists, and illegal entrants (IE) 

throughout the US.  The term IE is used to describe 

anyone who crosses the border between Ports of Entry 

(POE) . 

 

This revised draft Programmatic Environmental Impact  (PEIS)  provides a broad assessment of 

the actual and potential effects, beneficial or adverse, of the BP’s daily operations (existing and 

proposed) along the Arizona border within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  The original draft 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement was released to the public for review in 

November 2002.  It included both operations and the types of infrastructure that could be 

installed (barring any environmental, funding, and other resource constraints) along the Arizona 

border over the next 10 years.  These infrastructure systems were merely a list of items that 

would be desired to provide absolute control of the border, exclusive of any planning analysis or 

environmental impacts.  The purpose of evaluating both operation and infrastructure in the 

original draft PEIS was to provide a cumulative analysis of the daily operations and conceptual 

infrastructure plans.  However, an evaluation of the public comments on the original draft PEIS  

indicated that a more focused analysis of the effects of the BP daily operations to achieve the 

desired objectives is necessary.  Therefore, the CBP has decided to issue a revised draft PEIS 

focusing on the potential adverse and beneficial effects of expanding daily BP operations, 

expansion of existing and technology-based systems, and the completion and maintenance of 

approved infrastructure.  Hereinafter the term PEIS is used to refer to this revised draft PEIS.  

The term “approved” as used in this document refers to projects that have been analyzed in 
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previous National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental documents and signed 

decision documents (i.e., Findings of No Significant Impact [FONSI] or Records of Decision 

[ROD]).  Proposed infrastructure that may need to be implemented along the US-Mexico border 

will be analyzed in a cumulative manner in this document, and in-depth in subsequent NEPA 

documents once future individual construction projects are identified.   

 

During the time the revised draft PEIS was being prepared, the DHS Under Secretary Asa 

Hutchinson announced on March 16, 2004 the Arizona Border Control Initiative (ABCI).  The 

ABCI supports the priority mission of DHS agencies to detect and deter terrorist activities and 

cross-border trafficking of people and contraband.  Additionally, the ABCI involves hundreds of 

local, state, tribal, and Federal enforcement officers in Arizona utilizing a cooperative approach 

enhanced with additional personnel, technology and aviation assets.  Hutchison summarized 

the ABCI  in a speech on March 16, 2004 (DHS 2004a): 

 
“...The ABC Initiative exemplifies Homeland Security’s goal to present one face 
at the border as we implement joint border operations with Border Patrol agents 
and employees of the US Customs and Border Protection, Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement, Transportation Security Administration, as well as the 
resources of the Department of the Interior, the Tohono O’odham Nation, the 
United States’ Attorney Office, Arizona Department of Public Safety and dozens 
of local law enforcement agencies.  By leveraging these resources, we are better 
able to multiply the positive effects of the initiative and can use the cutting-edge 
of technology to ensure that Arizonans and the nation’s citizens are safer.”  
 

The ABCI includes the increase of BP agents in the Tucson Sector, the deployment of 

unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), and the deployment of additional helicopters and fixed-wing 

aircraft.  A full description of the ABCI is provided in Subsection 1.6.3.  The increase in BP 

agents and resources associated with the ABCI would expand the daily operations of the 

Tucson and Yuma Sectors; therefore, the potential environmental effects of implementing the 

ABCI are considered in this revised draft PEIS as part of the Proposed Action.   

 

The expansion of BP operations is being proposed to enhance the BP’s capability to gain, 

maintain, and extend control of the US-Mexico border.  The cumulative effect of these actions, 

in conjunction with other existing and proposed projects, will be addressed in this document.  All 

physical estimates of direct impacts are given in English units (e.g., acres, miles, feet). This 

revised draft PEIS was prepared in accordance with the NEPA (42 U.S.C. §4321, et.seq.), the 

President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for the Implementation of 
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NEPA (40 C.F.R. Part 1500), as well as the INS’ Procedures for Implementing NEPA (28 C.F.R. 

Part 61, Appendix C), which BP is currently using for NEPA compliance. 

 

The Tucson and Yuma Sectors of the BP are responsible for controlling approximately 400 

miles of the US-Mexico border, most of which are remote and rugged lands.  Figure 1-1 depicts 

the border counties under the Tucson and Yuma Sectors’ areas of operation (AO).  Figure 1-2 

identifies the approximate boundaries of the BP Tucson and Yuma Sectors’ AO.  Land 

ownership in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors is identified in Figure 1-3.  IEs use both urban and 

rural areas of the border to gain illegal access to the US.  

 

Numerous tactics are employed to detect IEs including remote sensing techniques and visual 

observations.  Remote sensing techniques include ground sensors to detect motion, day and 

night video cameras, and counter-intelligence data collection.  Visual observations can be 

obtained from aerial reconnaissance using fixed-wing aircraft, un-manned aircraft, and 

helicopters, or on the ground by BP agents on foot or using vehicles, bicycles, motorbikes, all-

terrain vehicles (ATVs), boats, hovercraft, or horses.   

 

The study area of the revised draft PEIS is defined by the limits of existing operations/activities 

within southern Arizona. While the Tucson and Yuma Sectors extend well north of the border 

area, the vast majority of the BP’s daily operations/activities are located along the US-Mexico 

border in an attempt to control illegal entries at the border.  Therefore, in order to discuss 

impacts in more detail, the study area is limited to the immediate border counties. 

 

1.1 STRATEGIC INTENT AND PRIORITIES OF THE CBP 

 
The priority mission of the CBP is to prevent terrorist and terrorist weapons from entering the 

US. That important priority mission involves maintaining a diverse, multi-layered approach, 

which includes improving security at the US border and POEs, and extending CBP’s physical 

zone of security beyond the physical borders of the US so that the US borders are the last line 

of defense, not the first.  As part of this mission, the CBP will work to implement its 

Comprehensive Strategy to Address the Threat of Nuclear and Radiological Terrorism, identify 
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and seize terrorists’ assets and funding sources, and enhance its support infrastructure to 

further develop targets and analyses. 

 

In addition to its priority mission, the CBP must protect the US and its citizens and carry out its 

traditional missions.  These include controlling the US borders by apprehending individuals 

attempting to enter the US illegally; stemming the flow of illegal drugs and other contraband; 

protecting agriculture and economic interest form harmful pests and diseases; and facilitating 

international trade; collecting import duties; and enforcing US trade, immigration and other laws 

of the US at and beyond the US borders. 

 

1.2 BORDER PATROL MISSION AND AUTHORITY 

 
As the primary law enforcement agency between the POEs, the BP’s mission is to prevent the 

entry of terrorists and their weapons of terrorism and to enforce the laws that protect America’s 

homeland by the detection, interdiction, and apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter 

or smuggle any person or contraband across sovereign borders of the US.  Since the terrorist 

attacks of September 11, 2001, even greater importance has been placed on securing the 

Nation’s borders.  CBP Commissioner Robert C. Bonner summarized the current BP mission in 

a speech at the BP Change of Command Ceremony on March 3, 2003: 

 
 “...We need a strong and effective Border Patrol between our ports of entry to 
enforce the laws of the United States, to apprehend those who attempt to enter 
the United States illegally or attempt to bring in illegal drugs or other harmful 
substances. And we need the Border Patrol now more than ever to do all we can 
to make sure that terrorists and terrorists weapons, including even weapons of 
mass destruction, are not permitted to be smuggled into the United States 
between our ports of entry...” 

 
The primary sources of authority granted to officers of the BP are the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (INA), found in Title 8 of the United States Code (U.S.C.), and other statutes 

relating to the immigration and naturalization of aliens.  The secondary sources of authority are 

administrative regulations implementing those statutes, primarily those found in Title 8 of the 

Code of Federal Regulations (8 C.F.R. Part 287), judicial decisions, and administrative 

decisions of the Board of Immigration Appeals.  Subject to constitutional limitations, BP officers 

may exercise the authority granted to them in the INA.  The statutory provisions enumerating 

BP’s enforcement authority are found in INA Sections 287 (8 U.S.C. § 1357); 235(a) (8 U.S.C. § 

1225(a)); and 274(b) and (c) (8 U.S.C. § 1324(b and c)). 
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INA Section 287(a)(3) provides further authority to BP agents to enter any lands within 25 miles 

of the international borders, without prior approval of the property owner, in the pursuit of IEs (8 

U.S.C. § 1357(a)(3)).  Other statutory sources of authority include Title 18 of the United States 

Code, which has several provisions that specifically relate to enforcement of the immigration 

and nationality laws; Title 19 (19 U.S.C. § 1401(i)), relating to Customs cross-designation of INS 

officers; and Title 21 (21 U.S.C. § 878), relating to Drug Enforcement Agency cross-designation 

of INS officers. 

 

1.3 HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 

 
In the late 19th century, Congress passed the Immigration Act of 1891, the Nation’s first 

comprehensive immigration law in the US.  The Act created the Bureau of Immigration within 

the Treasury Department and placed the Commissioner of Immigration in the Port of New York.  

The Bureau of Immigration was transferred to the Department of Commerce in 1903.  

Immigration continued to rise, reaching a peak in 1907 when 1,285,349 immigrants arrived.  

Subsequent legislation (e.g., Immigration Act of 1924) created more stringent requirements and, 

coupled with the events surrounding World War I and the Great Depression, resulted in 

declining immigration rates over the next few decades. 

 

In the years preceding World War II, the numerical quota system continued under amendments 

to the Immigration Act of 1924.  Immigration increased quickly after the war partially due to new 

legislation that relaxed or waived some quotas to allow immigration of war brides, refugees, and 

orphans.  The Displaced Persons Act of 1948, the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) of 

1952, and the Refugee Relief Act of 1953 were among those legislative acts. 

 

In 1924, the Congress created the BP to serve as the law enforcement entity of the INS, and it 

did so until November 25, 2002, when Congress transferred all INS responsibilities to the newly 

created Department of Homeland Security with the passage of the Homeland Security Act of 

2002 (P.L. 107-296).  The official transfer of responsibilities occurred on March 1, 2003.  The 

BP was transferred into the CBP under the Office of Border Patrol.  The CBP also assumed 

many responsibilities and functions of other branches of the INS as well as those of the US 

Customs Service and the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. 
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Until the 1960s, the majority of immigrants to the US came from Europe, with smaller numbers 

coming from Asia and other countries in the Western Hemisphere. In the 1960s the national 

origins principle of determining immigration quotas was discontinued after 40 years of use.  

During the 1960s and 1970s, various legislation allowed for the immigration of refugees fleeing 

from political upheavals in specific countries and fleeing due to fear of persecution because of 

race, religion or political beliefs.  In October of 1965, the INA was amended, placing the first 

numerical ceiling on the total number of immigrants but abolishing quotas by nationality.  The 

new system provided an annual ceiling of 290,000 immigrants, which was later reduced to 

270,000 in 1980 by Congress. 

 

Since 1980, an average of 390,922 immigrants have been naturalized every year (INS 2003).  

At the same time, however, IEs have become a significant issue.  During the period 1995 to 

2001 apprehension rates averaged more than 1.2 million IEs per year throughout the southwest 

border (INS 2003).  The INS, Office of Policy and Planning estimated approximately seven 

million IEs reside in the US (US Citizenship and Immigration Service (USCIS) 2004).  For the 

past several years, Mexicans have comprised the largest number of legal as well as IEs to the 

US.  However, IEs from other countries, including Middle Eastern, European and Asian 

countries also attempt to illegally enter the US along the borders. 

 

Until the early 1990s, there was limited awareness of southwest border issues and little national 

attention was given to illegal border activity.  As a result, the BP’s growth was nominal, funding 

for enforcement efforts fell short, and the BP was required to function under severe resource 

constraints.  Various events in the 1990s elevated the Nation’s awareness concerning illegal 

immigration and narcotics smuggling.  Increased national concern led to increases in funding 

and staffing and enabled the BP to develop effective enforcement strategies. 

 

As mentioned previously, the BP’s primary function is to detect and prevent terrorists and other 

IEs from crossing the land and water borders of the US Additionally, with the increase in illegal 

drug trafficking, the BP has assumed a major Federal responsibility for illegal drug interdiction.  

In fiscal year (FY) 2001, the BP made over 11,387 drug seizures along the southwestern 

border, resulting in the removal of approximately 1,449,947 pounds of marijuana and 

approximately 446,330 pounds of cocaine from the US. The combined value of these and other 

drugs seized by the BP was over two billion dollars (USCIS 2003).  
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The BP patrols the US borders to prevent and deter the unlawful entry of IEs into the US. 

Deterrence is affected through the actual presence (24 hours per day, 7 days per week) of the 

BP agents on the border, fences and other physical (natural and man-made) barriers, lighting, 

and the certainty that the IEs would be detected and apprehended.  Detection of the IEs is 

accomplished through a variety of low-technology and high-technology resources including 

observing physical signs of illegal entry (vehicle tracks, footprints, refuse, human waste, clothes, 

etc.), visual observation of the illegal entries, information provided by private landowners or the 

general public, ground sensors, and remote video surveillance systems.  The continuation and 

expansion of historic enforcement operations such as “sign-cutting” (detection and the 

interpretation of any disturbances in natural terrain conditions that indicate the presence or 

passage of people, animals, or vehicles), aerial reconnaissance, remote sensing, lighting, 

increased patrol by agents, and expansion of infrastructure and technology-based systems 

greatly facilitate deterrence of illegal crossings and will allow the BP to gain and maintain control 

of the border. 

 

In response to the continued problems of IEs, Congress passed the Illegal Immigration Reform 

and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996 (P.L. 104-208). Title 1, Subtitle A, Section 

102 of IIRIRA states that,  

 
…the Attorney General, in consultation with the Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization, shall take such actions as may be necessary to install 
additional physical barriers, roads and other infrastructure deemed necessary in 
the vicinity of the US border to deter illegal crossings in areas of high entry into 
the United States. 

 
A combination of infrastructure (e.g., roads, fences, barriers) and adequate resources (e.g. 

vehicles, field agents, support personnel, aircraft, etc.) is essential for the effective enforcement 

of the border and integral to the success of the BP to gain, maintain, and extend control of the 

border. 

 

1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED 

 
The purpose of the operational programs and support infrastructure discussed in this revised 

draft PEIS is to facilitate BP law enforcement activities along the identified section of the US-

Mexico border.  The need for these programs is illustrated in the following section. 
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The US experiences a substantial influx of illegal immigrants and illegal drugs each year.  Both 

of these illegal activities cost US residents billions of dollars annually directly from crime and the 

apprehension, detention, and incarceration of criminals, and indirectly in loss of property, 

personal injury to US residents, increased insurance costs, and environmental damage. 

 

Rising rates of violent crime, serious damage to the Nation's health and economy, and strains 

on vital relationships with international allies led Congress to develop the National Drug Control 

Strategy (White House Office of National Drug Control Policy [ONDCP] 2003).  The National 

Drug Control Strategy included the BP and mandated a “prevention through deterrence” 

strategy. 

 

The BP stations along the US-Mexico border experienced a 90 percent increase in the number 

of drug seizures from Fiscal Year (FY) 1998 to FY 2003.  More importantly, the value and 

number of drug seizures along the southwest border represent at least 95 percent of those 

made by the BP throughout the US.  During the period from FY 1998 to FY 2003, the Tucson 

and Yuma Sectors experienced a 29 percent increase (an increase of 90,468 individuals) in the 

number of IE apprehensions and a 90 percent increase (an increase of 181,635 pounds) in the 

amount of drugs seized (Figure 1-4). 

 

F igure  1 -4 .  Apprehension and Drug Se izure Data for  
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To combat these rising numbers, the Clinton Administration committed additional resources to 

law enforcement agencies, including the BP.  Since 1998, the Tucson and Yuma Sectors have 

seen a 60 percent increase in resources. 

 

The constant flow of IEs passing through the US-

Mexico border area also threatens public lands, 

historical structures, and endangered species.  

Vehicles used by IEs are continuously being 

abandoned in National Parks, the Tohono 

O’odham Nation of Arizona (TON), Cabeza Prieta 

National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR and other 

natural and sensitive areas (Photograph 1-1).   

 

During the first half of FY 2004, 890 abandoned 

vehicles have been removed from the TON (TON 

2004).  Removal of these vehicles is becoming an 

ever-increasing burden on Federal and State land managers, the TON, private landowners, and 

the BP.  IEs have trampled vegetation (Photograph 1-2) and left litter (Photograph 1-3), 

abandoned vehicles, and deposited human excrement in an area that extends from the Bureau 

of Land Management’s (BLM) Guadalupe Canyon in the southeast corner of Arizona to the 

National Park Service’s (NPS) Coronado National Memorial south of Sierra Vista (Arizona Daily 

Star 2000). These deplorable conditions continue today.  The following description was taken 

from a letter written by James Bellamy, former Superintendent at the Coronado National 

Memorial, to Senator Jon Kyl on June 20, 2000: 

 
“This activity [illegal entrant) invasion into protected areas] has significantly impacted 
park resources. Human foot traffic has created several trails the width of one-lane 
roads. The large numbers of people have destroyed vegetation, exposed bare 
ground, eroded deep hillsides, and caused scars that will take years to heal. Smaller 
trails cover some parts of the park like spider webs. Litter covers the ground in many 
places, particularly plastic water bottles, food containers, discarded clothing and 
blankets. Conditions are very unsanitary in many places due to the amount of feces 
and toilet paper.” 
 
   

 

 

 

Photograph 1-1.  Abandoned Vehicle on the 
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008326



Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
1-15 

 

As discussed previously, past IE traffic has greatly degraded the appeal of the landscape.  Also, 

human-caused fires, which destroy thousands of acres, excessive amounts of litter such as 

plastic water bottles, and illegal roads that impact pristine landscape, such as on the Coronado 

National Memorial, have all taken a negative toll on the landscape (INS 2002d).  Similar 

damages have incurred on other public and private lands. 

 

Based on US Forest Service (USFS) estimates, 

IEs leave behind 8 to 10 pounds of trash per 

person at a cost of  $0.25 per pound for clean-up 

(USFS 2003).  Given the 2003 IE apprehension 

rate (402,000 individuals) for the Tucson and 

Yuma Sectors, this amounts to an average of 

$904,500 in annual trash removal costs.  This 

figure does not account for IEs that avoid 

apprehension.  Photograph 1-4 shows roads 

created by IEs on the CPNWR.  The number of 

illegal roads and foot trails created by IEs within 

the CPNWR has increased substantially from 

1998 (first year data were collected) through 2002 (Figures 1-5 and 1-6 [CPNWR 1998 and 

2002]).  Data have not been finalized for FY 2003 and FY 2004 at the time of printing. 

 

The problem is equally severe at the San Pedro River, which flows north from Mexico and is 

considered an important bird migration corridor. Officials at the San Pedro Riparian National

Photograph 1-3. Trash Deposited by Illegal 
Entrants 

Photograph 1-2.  Heavily Used Illegal  
Entrant Trail 

Photograph 1-4.  Illegal Entrant Roads 
on the Cabeza Prieta National 

Wildlife Refuge 
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Conservation Area (SPRNCA)  estimate that as many as 500 IEs per day are moving along the 

river, nearly twice the number of people who visited the area legally in 1999 (Arizona Daily Star 

2000).  Managers of Federal and state administered lands in the area are also voicing concern:  

 
We consider it to be a very serious environmental problem. We’re talking about 
thousands of people walking from south to north, breaking through brush and 
making their own trails. That’s not a positive.  (Radke 2000).   
 

There is also a growing concern for the safety of employees and visitors of public lands.  In 

February 2000, a Coconino County Superior Court judge and several others complained to 

agency officials after more than 100 IEs ran through their San Pedro River campsite during the 

night (Arizona Daily Star 2000).  Such complaints prompted the BLM to advise SPRNCA visitors 

not to camp within the conservation area.  At the Coronado National Memorial, the greater 

safety problem is for park employees and their families since park rangers have been assaulted 

in the past.  In August 2002, NPS Ranger Kris Eggle, while working with the BP, was murdered 

by a Mexican drug smuggler at the Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument (OPCNM).  The 

BLM employees are so concerned about encountering IEs during their work that they often have 

to work in pairs.  Additional safety hazards to both visitors and staff are those posed by 

speeding vehicles transporting IEs and the potential for wildfires from cigarettes and warming 

fires. 

 

Thus, the purpose and need for the expansion of operations, existing and technology-based 

systems, and completion of approved infrastructure proposed by the BP are to: 

(1) Enhance the BP mission to prevent the entry of terrorists and their weapons and to 
enforce the laws that protect the US homeland by the detection, interdiction, and 
apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any person or 
contraband across the sovereign borders of the US; 

(2) Provide a safe, effective, and efficient environment for BP agents in which to accomplish 
the BP mission; 

(3) Enhance the effectiveness of the apprehension activities through the combined use of 
manpower, technology, and infrastructure and to increase deterrence;  

(4) Increase deterrence through enhanced detection and apprehension; 
(5) Create a limited zone of certain apprehension in proximity to the US-Mexico border;  
(6) Prevent the loss of life of IEs traversing the desert; and  
(7) Protect sensitive resources, public and private lands, and US residents from IEs, illegal 

activities, and terrorists. 
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1.5 OPERATIONS/ACTIVITIES 

 
Several measures have to be employed by the BP in order to observe illegal activity or signs of 

illegal activity including patrolling, low-level flights, sign-cutting on drag roads, stopping vehicles 

at tactical checkpoints, and observing activity from elevated locations.  Once illegal activity has 

been detected, the BP agents, by law, must attempt to apprehend and detain IEs. Ground 

vehicles, horses, and aircraft may be used, individually or collectively, to make the 

apprehensions.  When possible, the BP agents remain on existing roads while attempting to 

apprehend IEs; however, since IEs attempt to avoid detection by avoiding existing roads, off-

road activity by the BP is sometimes required.  As stated previously, Section 287(a)(3) of INA 

provides the authority for BP agents to enter any lands within 25 miles of the international 

border in pursuit of IEs. The combination of infrastructure (e.g., roads, fences, and barriers) and 

adequate resources (e.g., vehicles, field agents, support personnel, etc.) is essential for the 

effective enforcement of the border and integral to the success of the BP to gain and maintain 

control of the border. 

 

The BP operations have been placed into activity groups to evaluate the potential impacts of 

various methods of apprehending IEs.  The activity groups include, but are not limited to, 

patrolling in support vehicles, air support, border barriers, lighting, and remote video 

surveillance (RVS) systems.  The following paragraphs describe each of these activity groups. 

 

1.5.1 Routine Patrols 

Road patrols are conducted as routine, normal BP 

operations on existing roads.  Most of these roads 

are improved or semi-improved roads (Photograph 

1-5), located on public and private land, and are 

traveled by the general public and other agencies.  

Four-wheel drive vehicles, all terrain vehicles 

(ATVs), and horses are used by the BP to patrol 

roads.  The BP traffic constitutes a small fraction 

of the total traffic volume on most public roads. 

 Photograph 1-5:  Semi-Improved Road 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008332



Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
1-21 

1.5.2 Drag Road Operations 

Drag roads are used by BP agents to identify visual 

evidence of illegal entires. Drag roads are typically 

parallel to existing patrol roads and/or on the 

shoulder of patrol roads in areas, which are highly 

traveled or regularly crossed by IEs.  The surface of 

these roads is prepared using a method known as 

“dragging” (Photograph 1-6).  “Dragging”  is 

accomplished by the use of a four-wheel drive 

vehicle towing several tires bolted together and 

pulled on sections of the road at speeds between 

five and seven miles per hour.  This method erases old tracks and smoothes the road surface 

so any new tracks crossing the road can be easily detected. Many of these roads are used by 

the public and other agencies and are located on public and private lands.  The frequency at 

which these roads are prepared varies for each road and station but can occur several times 

daily.  

 

1.5.3  Off-road Operations 

Off-road operations are defined as any ground activities conducted by the BP outside of 

established roads or trails.  Off-road operations are conducted at intervals that range from daily 

to once per month, depending on the station.  Off-road operations may include foot patrol, horse 

patrol, four-wheel drive vehicles, ATVs, and motorcycles.  Off-road pursuit by vehicle occurs 

only when it is determined that the IEs are in a specific area.   Again, Section 287(a)(3) of the 

INA authorizes entry into public and private lands within 25 miles of the international border 

while in pursuit of IEs. 

 

1.5.4  Air Operations 

The Tucson and Yuma Sectors maintain helicopters 

and aircraft that can provide assistance to any station 

within the two Sectors (Photograph 1-7). The air 

operations are located at the Tucson International 

Airport, Fort Huachuca Libby Army Airfield/Sierra 

Vista Airport, and Yuma International Airport, Yuma.  

However, one airplane and one helicopter are also 

Photograph 1-6:  Drag Road 

Photograph 1-7.  OH-6 Alpha Helicopter 
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stationed at the Nogales International Airport.  Currently, the BP, in support of the ABCI, is 

conducting a pilot test of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) at the Fort Huachuca Libby Army 

Airfield/Sierra Vista Airport as part of Operation Skywatch.  Details of the test program are 

discussed in detail in Section 1.6.2.  Several stations within the two Sectors maintain refueling 

tanks and a helipad.  The BP air operations are currently used in detection, deterrence, and 

search and rescue (SAR) missions.  The frequency of air patrols are defined by illegal traffic 

patterns.  Helicopters fly along the border at elevations high enough to be seen and to deter IEs.  

There are established flight patrol routes within some stations of the Tucson Sector; however, 

when assistance is requested, helicopters fly as far north as Tucson and Casa Grande.  There 

are established helicopter flight routes within the Yuma Sector.  Fixed-wing aircraft are used at 

higher altitudes for surveillance and pilot training.   

 

As mentioned above, aircraft are also used for SAR missions.  During the height of summer, 

extreme temperature and low humidity levels can occur, making the area extremely 

treacherous.  The lives of IEs are routinely jeopardized while crossing this harsh environment.  

The BP’s aircraft are used to locate and rescue these people who fall victim to the desert heat. 

 

1.5.5  Checkpoints 

Checkpoints are vehicle inspection points located 

along major highways leading away from the 

international border. The checkpoints are 

established to inspect vehicle traffic and intercept 

smuggling operations (Photograph 1-8). There are 

no permanent checkpoints in the Tucson Sector; 

however, permanent checkpoints are used in the 

Yuma Sector.   

 

1.5.6 Observation Points 

Observation points are elevated locations overlooking 

routes used by IEs.  These observation sites are used 

as platforms for infrared tracking scopes, skywatch 

towers, and other optical devices (Photograph 1-9).  

These locations are accessible by vehicle on 

established roads or trails.  Skywatch towers are 

Photograph 1-8.  Vehicle Checkpoint 

Photograph 1-9.  Observation Point 
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portable enclosed observation posts that can be elevated 

to observe the surrounding area and are generally located 

near high illegal traffic areas (Photograph 1-10).  The 

skywatch towers are generally equipped with lights and 

infrared spoting scopes. 

 

1.5.7 Rescue Beacons 

Rescue beacons are used by the BP in the desert region 

of Arizona as a means to locate and rescue individuals 

who fall victim to the harsh desert environment.  A rescue 

beacon is a 30-foot high pole mounted on a concrete 

block (approximately 4 to 9 square feet and approximately 

2 feet high) placed on the ground surface (Photograph 1-

11). The beacons are pre-assembled at the respective 

Sector’s maintenance facility and placed along extant 

roads using a track on wheel-mounted lift.  Installation of 

a rescue beacon does not require vegetation removal or 

soil excavation.  

 

Each pole is illuminated with a flashing blue or white light 

(maximum of 300 lumina per second) to enhance night 

visibility and free-mounted mirrors to enhance daytime 

visibility.  The beacon light only operates at night.  Solar 

panels located on the pole recharge the battery used to 

power the beacon and transmitter.  Signs in English and Spanish direct people who are in need 

of assistance to press a red button that would send a signal to the BP. The BP will dispatch a 

helicopter to the location transmitting the signal.  The presence of rescue beacons greatly 

increase the chances of the BP to rescue IEs who are suffering from exposure.  

 

1.5.8 Temporary Camp Details 

Temporary camp details, which are a part of Operation Desert Grip (discussed in detail in 

Section 1.6.1), within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors consist of one or two 27-feet camp trailer(s) 

or a semi-permanent structure (Yuma Sector) and amenities located in disturbed or semi-un-

vegetated areas along established roads within public lands (Photograph 1-12).  These roads 

Photograph 1-10.  Skywatch Tower 

Photograph 1-11.  Rescue beacon 
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are dirt/gravel roads that are routinely used by the 

public, BP, NPS, and US Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) staff.  The trailers and semi-permanent 

structures serve as administrative, mess, and housing 

quarters for BP agents, who are assigned to the camp 

details on 6 or 7-day shifts, depending on the BP 

station.  The temporary camp details may be 

operational for as few as 120 days a year during the 

summer months or may need to be extended for 

longer periods of time if the number and frequency of 

attempted crossings and drive-throughs continue to 

increase in remote areas. 

 

1.5.9 Portable Lights 

Portable lights allow the BP the flexibility to move 

lights to sites where the BP intelligence indicate 

increases in IE activities may occur. Portable light 

systems are an integral component of the detection 

process.  Enhancing the agents’ ability to see IEs 

during the night aids in their apprehension without 

increasing the number of agents in the field.  The 

addition of portable light systems aid in the deterrence 

and detection of IEs, thus providing more effective 

control of high IE traffic areas and enhancing the 

safety of BP agents. A 6-kilowatt self-contained diesel generator powers these lights. Each unit 

typically has four 1000-watt lamps, totaling 4000 watts of illumination (Photograph 1-13).  

Portable lights will generally operate continuously every night and require refueling every day.  

The portable light systems can be towed to the desired location by the BP vehicles and are 

typically spaced 100 to 400 feet apart, depending upon topography and IE traffic patterns.  

Placement of the portable lights is estimated to temporarily affect approximately 100 square feet 

(i.e., 10-feet x 10-feet).  The area affected by illumination from the lights is limited to 200 feet 

from the light source, mostly in a southerly direction.  Also, the lights have shields placed over 

the lamps to reduce or eliminate the effects of backlighting. Permanent lights are discussed in 

Section 1.8.3. 

Photograph 1-12.  Temporary Camp Site 

Photograph 1-13.  Portable light 
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1.6 SPECIAL OPERATIONS 

 
Special operations are conducted on an as-needed basis to address circumstances out of the 

ordinary.  During the period of May to September 2001, the Ajo Station, in conjunction with the 

Yuma Sector, Wellton Station, maintained a 24-hour presence on the Los Vidrios Trail.  This 

action was in response to increased drive through entries in the Los Vidrios Trail area. 

 

1.6.1 Operation Desert Grip 

 
The primary purpose of the operation is to assist in identifying and rescuing IEs who may be at 

risk of dying due to overexposure along the US-Mexico border.  A secondary purpose of the 

operation is to reduce illegal immigration and drug trafficking along the border by increasing the 

BP’s presence in these remote areas.  Current BP operations within this area are minimal due 

to the distance, time involved to drive to this area, conditions of the roads into the area, and the 

limited manpower available from the Wellton and Ajo stations.  As a result, within the past 

several years this area has become the route of choice for IEs.  This area of the border is very 

remote and numerous walking groups ill-prepared for the 50 to 70-mile journey from the 

international border to the perceived safety of Interstate 8 fall victim to the harsh environment of 

the desert.  IEs often deviate from established administrative roads and abandon disabled 

vehicles without regard to environmentally sensitive areas. Operation Desert Grip allows the BP 

to detect and deter IEs, prevent damage to valuable habitat on the CPNWR and OPCNM, and 

avoid deaths associated with the harsh desert environment. 

 

The Tucson and Yuma Sectors initiated Operation Desert Grip on May 5, 2002.  This operation 

has allowed the BP to establish a 24-hour presence along the US-Mexico border near the Los 

Vidrios Trail and El Camino Del Diablo.  The original operation was a cooperative action where 

BP agents patrol an area from near Monument 180 east into the Ajo Station’s AO at Monument 

175 using El Camino Del Diablo as a base route.  The agents patrol east and west along the El 

Camino Del Diablo, which is used as the primary operational route for this action (INS 2002e). 

 

Under Operation Desert Grip in 2002, two camp detail sites were established, one in the Ajo 

Station’s AO and one in the Wellton Station’s AO. The Ajo camp detail site is located at Bates 

Well in the OPCNM and the Wellton camp detail is at the Los Vidrios camping area (Desert Grip 

camp detail) in the CPNWR.  The camp details consisted of a 27-foot camp trailer parked in a 

disturbed area along an established road. Five agents were detailed at the temporary camp 
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details on 7-day shifts and worked two 12-hour shifts (INS 2002e). In 2003, seven additional 

temporary camp details were added in the Ajo (1), Casa Grande (4), and Tucson (2) stations’ 

AOs (DHS 2003b and DHS 2003c).  In 2004, the Yuma Sector Operation Desert Grip included 

one additional temporary camp detail at Tule Well and upgraded the existing Desert Grip camp 

detail to a 3,840 square-foot modular building. Other upgrades included a helipad and deep 

septic system (DHS 2004b).  The Desert Grip camp detail would typically be operated from 

March through October.  However, under the circumstance of increased crossings, drive-

throughs or other similar illegal activity, the operation of the camps may occur 365 days per 

year.  Operation Desert Grip will continue as long as illegal activities require it (DHS 2004b).   

 

1.6.2 Operation Skywatch 

During the summers of 2000 and 2001 the Tucson and Yuma Sectors initiated Operation 

Skywatch.  The purpose of Operation Skywatch was to conduct aerial reconnaissance along the 

US–Mexico border to detect or rescue IEs during the extremely hot summer months (May/June 

to September).  Operation Skywatch typically commences in early June and continues for 

approximately 125 days annually, if needed.  The BP Tucson Sector maintains and operates 

two additional fixed-winged single engine aircraft and up to 20 helicopters (including the nine 

helicopters normally maintained by the Tucson Sector), reassigned on a temporary basis from 

the Yuma Sector and other BP Sectors, for aerial reconnaissance missions along the US-

Mexico border in Arizona.  The aircraft support personnel for the action generally include two 

supervisory aircraft pilots, 24 journeymen pilots, and up to 12 mechanics (INS 2002b).  The BP 

has proposed to conduct Operation Skywatch annually. Environmental Assessments were 

prepared for the 2000, 2001, and 2002 Operation Skywatch programs (INS 2002b). Emergency 

Section 7 consultation with the USFWS, Phoenix Field Office was conducted for the 2000 

Operation Skywatch program. 

 

The aircraft have been primarily staged at the Tucson International Airport. However, a 

secondary staging site has been established at the Fort Huachuca Libby Airfield.  Other staging 

areas might be required, depending on changing operational needs.  The Yuma Sector will also 

assist in the Tucson Sector’s SAR mission by providing two fixed-wing aircraft on an as-needed 

basis. During the operations, all aircraft provided by the Yuma Sector would remain under the 

operational control of the Yuma Sector and based out of Yuma.  Effects to Federally protected 

species from air support provided by the Yuma Sector were addressed in a BA for that Sector 

(INS 1998).  The legacy INS and the BP requested re-initiation of formal Section 7 consultation 
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for BP operations in the Yuma Sector in a letter dated 8 May 2002.  The BP is currently 

preparing a BA for BP operations in the Tucson Sector.  The emergency Section 7 consultation 

for the Operation Skywatch Program is included as part of the Yuma Sector formal consultation 

and will be included as part of the Tucson Sector formal consultation. 

 

The helicopters would typically fly at an altitude of 100 to 200 feet above ground level (agl).  

Typical reconnaissance missions (i.e., fixed wing aircraft) will be flown at 2,000 to 4,000 feet agl, 

but pilots may drop down to 200 feet agl to accurately evaluate IE conditions to determine if 

rescue operations are necessary.  Shifts for the aircraft crew (pilots, mechanics, and other 

support personnel, as needed) would initially be 4:00AM to 10:00AM, 10:00AM to 4:00PM, 

4:00PM to 10:00PM, and 10:00PM to 4:00AM to provide at least one aircraft aloft at any time 

(from Douglas/Naco to Ajo).  Fixed wing aircraft would normally fly along the border corridor 

during daylight hours only and typically at higher altitudes. Most of the aerial reconnaissance 

efforts would be conducted over Pima, Santa Cruz, and Cochise counties (INS 2002b). 

 

In support of the ABCI the BP has established an operational test of UAVs (previously 

discussed in Section 1.5.4) as part of Operation Skywatch.  The initial test is being conducted to 

determine if UAVs would increase border surveillance effectivness and enhance the mission of 

the BP and, if so, to identify, evaluate, and quantify the resources required for, versus the 

benefits derived from, a long-term BP UAV program.  The UAVs are deployed in remote areas 

of the US-Mexico border where resources and personnel are limited.   

 

The mission of the UAVs is (1) to deter illegal entry through the public knowledge of their use, 

(2) to assist ground patrol units, track IEs, and facilitate apprehension, (3) to act in a rescue 

assist mode, and (4) to gather additional intelligence data, where possible, to transfer to the 

appropriate BP station. 

 

The BP maintains and operates two Hermes 450 UAVs for aerial reconnaissance missions 

along the US-Mexico border.  The Hermes 450 is designed to perform surveillance and 

reconnaissance missions under adverse environmental conditions.  Support personnel for the 

UAVs include four pilots, 15 mechanics, and six data analysts detailed to the Tucson Sector for 

a period of approximately 125 days.  These personnel are in addition to the BP air support staff 

maintained at the Libby Army Airfield.  The UAVs are staged at and operate from the Libby 

Army Airfield, Fort Huachuca, Arizona.  Libby Army Airfield is co-located with the Sierra Vista 
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Municipal Airport and serves as the operations, logistics, and maintenance center for BP UAV 

operations in support of the ABCI.  Two maintenance buildings support UAV operations and a 

1,500-foot extension to the southeastern-most taxiway serves as a UAV-only runway.  The 

aircraft are operated from established aircraft operating areas that are equipped with proper fuel 

and hazardous materials (e.g. cleaning solvents, petroleum, oils, and lubricants) storage and 

handling facilities. 

 

Flight operations are conducted along the US-Mexico border from the Ajo Station’s AO 

eastward to the Arizona-New Mexico boundary, typically at altitudes of 9,500 feet above mean 

sea level (amsl) or higher.  Flights are generally confined to Fort Huachuca Special Use 

Airspace and to designated Special Use Airspace and Military Operation Areas along the US-

Mexico border.  Flights along the border vary in times of operation but typically occur during the 

nighttime hours to allow the BP agent to make visual observations and assessments by taking 

advantage of the UAVs electro-optical and infrared sensor capabilities.   

 

Several major organizations currently participate in UAV-related activities on Fort Huachuca.  

These organizations represent both testing and training in support of a variety of UAV platforms 

and include: 

• 111th Military Intelligence (MI) Brigade, US Army Intelligence Center; 
• White Sands Missile Range-Electronic Proving Ground; 
• Intelligence Electronic Warfare Test Directorate; 
• TRADOC System Manager (TSM), UAVs; and  
• Naval Air Maintenance Training Group Detachment. 

 

1.6.3 Arizona Border Control Initiative 

On March 16, 2004, Mr. Asa Hutchison (DHS Under Secretary for BTS) announced the ABCI.  

The ABCI is a collaborative effort among DHS/BTS agencies (e.g., BP, Transportation Security 

Administration (TSA), and Immigration and Custom Enforcement (ICE)) and local law 

enforcement agencies.  The ABCI went into effect June 1, 2004.  Implementation of the ABCI 

increased BP operations in the Tucson Sector.  The Tucson Sector received enhancements as 

part of the ABCI.  Enhancements included additional permanent and trainee agents, additional 

special operation personnel, additional permanent and detailed air assets, pilots, and aircraft 

mechanics, interior repatriation, and UAV mission support, as discussed in the following 

paragraphs. 
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1.6.3.1 Routine Patrols 

The deployment of additional officers would increase the number of patrols on historically 

patrolled roads in the Tucson Sector.  As part of the ABCI, the BP has proposed to use 

identified illegal trails and all administrative trails on public lands. 

 

1.6.3.2 Off-road Operations 

The deployment of additional officers would increase the potential for off-road operations in the 

Tucson Sector.  As part of the ABCI, the BP has proposed the use of horses, ATVs, 

motorcycles, and four-wheel drive vehicles for tracking IEs off-road on public lands in 

circumstances that require immediate aid or action.  Methods of off-road enforcement action will 

be coordinated with the affected land manager to minimize impacts.   

 

1.6.3.3 Air Patrols 

Additional aircraft and air support staff would also be assigned to the Tucson Sector.  As part of 

the ABCI, UAVs, currently under operational testing, could be more widely used along the 

border in remote areas.  The BP agents could potentially manage security of these remote 

areas more effectively and efficiently through prompt detection, interdiction, and apprehension 

of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle contraband or tools of terrorism across US 

borders. 

 

1.6.3.4 Temporary Camp Details 

In support of the ABCI five additional temporary camp details have been proposed in the 

Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  A project specific NEPA document would be prepared for this 

action prior to implementation.  The existing Desert Grip camp detail in the Yuma Sector has 

been improved to a 3,840 square foot or 172.5 square foot/person modular building in support 

of the ABCI (DHS 2004b). 

 

1.7 TECHNOLOGY-BASED SYSTEMS 

 
Technology-based systems include items that assist in the detection of illegal activities from 

remote locations.  The following paragraphs discuss the typical technology-based systems used 

by the BP and how they are operated and maintained. 
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1.7.1 ISIS Components 

Components of the CBP’s Integrated Surveillance Intelligence 

Systems (ISIS) have become an integral part of the detection 

process and thereby enhance the BP agents’ ability to 

apprehend IEs. The ISIS components include, but are not 

limited to, operational repeaters, unattended ground sensors, 

low-light television cameras, remote video surveillance (RVS) 

infrared cameras (Photograph 1-14), towers (and their 

connections to power and communication lines), and intelligent 

computer-aided detection equipment (ICAD).  The BP is 

currently exploring the use of sensor operated radar systems to 

aid in the detection of IEs. 

 

1.7.7.1 Operational Repeaters 

Operational repeater locations are also used by the BP for radio and sensor communications.  

These locations are mountain or hilltop sites where antennas and electronic signal receiving and 

sending equipment are placed. Generally, several companies and organizations use these sites 

for similar purposes.  The locations often have radio, television, and telephone equipment at the 

sites.  Access to operational repeater sites is by established road or by helicopter.   

 

1.7.7.2 Sensors 

Sensors are small transmitters buried underground.  Generally, sensors are located along illegal 

traffic corridors in areas previously disturbed by illegal traffic.  Sensors have historically been 

used by the BP to improve apprehension efficiency by increasing the area that agents can 

protect from illegal entry.  The use of sensors also reduces the number of agents needed to 

patrol a station’s AO.  Furthermore, strategically placed sensors help agents determine the 

number, direction, and speed of IEs entering the US.  In some instances, sensors will 

malfunction, requiring additional maintenance.  Sensors are generally serviced and placed by 

vehicle or by foot.  Routine maintenance is conducted as required.  Sensor locations may be 

changed as dictated by operational needs.  The installation of sensors does not require the 

removal or disturbance of vegetation.  Sensors are deployed by all the BP stations within the 

Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  The location and specific number of sensors in use by each station 

are law enforcement sensitive information and are not provided in this public document.  

Photograph 1-14.  RVS system 
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However, a range of the number of sensors on inventory is provided for each station in the 

Tucson and Yuma Sectors in Section 2.   

 

1.7.7.3 Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) 

RVS systems allow the BP to remotely monitor the US border for illegal activity.  They generally 

consist of two cameras (color and infrared) and microwave transmitters mounted on either a 

single pole or three-legged tower.  The poles are generally 80 feet agl and the towers are 

generally 140 feet agl.  Primary power is provided from existing electrical grids or propane 

powered generators.  Propane powered generators are typically used as a secondary power 

source.  Typical RVS designs requires 900 square feet or 2,500 square feet (30 feet x 30 feet or 

50 feet x 50 feet, respectively) at each site depending on power source and associated facilities. 

Some larger RVS relay towers require up to 10,000 square feet (100 feet x 100 feet). 

 

1.7.7.4 Remote Radar/Optical System 

The BP is currently exploring the use of two types of remote radar/optical detection systems as 

a potential source for detecting and tracking illegal traffic.  The first system consists of highly 

sensitive radar for detecting personnel, vehicles, and aircraft, a day/night optical system (video 

and infrared) cued by the radar for classification, and microwave transmitter.  The system can 

be powered using an existing electrical grid, battery, or solar panels.  If integrated into the ISIS 

program, this type of system would be located in remote areas along the US-Mexico border.  

The second system consists of a portable radar that can detect personnel and vehicles.  This 

system does not have an optical detection system. 

 

The various remote sensing systems can be used separately or in combination with several 

types of systems or with other, more routine, enforcement activities (i.e., patrols).  However, to 

be most effective, or for maximum optimization, the ISIS need to be utilized in conjunction with 

other infrastructure and resources. 

 

1.8 INFRASTRUCTURE 

 
Infrastructure is an essential part of the BP’s operational capability to apprehend and, ultimately, 

deter IEs.  Infrastructure can include items that impede entry, such as fences and vehicle 

barriers, or assist in apprehension, such as border roads, fences, and permanent lights.  The 

following paragraphs discuss the typical infrastructure used by the BP. 
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Exhibit 1-1.  Various Styles of Fences Used Along the Border 

Picket or decorative fence 

Bollard fence Landing mat fence 

Sandia fence 

1.8.1 Fences and Barriers 

Fences are generally 10 to 15 feet high and usually constructed within 6 feet of the US-Mexico 

border.  The designs depend upon the presence of other natural or man-made physical barriers, 

local water flows, local terrain, type and frequency of illegal traffic, and the BP station’s 

enforcement strategy.  Environmental analyses of fences and barriers precede any installation.  

Border fences have proven to be effective deterrents in numerous areas (e.g., San Diego, Naco, 

Nogales, and Tecate), even though a single fence can be breached (since BP agents cannot 

protect the south side of the fence).  Fences are typically constructed in urban and developed 

areas, particularly around ports of entry (POE), although some barriers and fences are installed 

in remote areas where there is high volume of illegal traffic.  Military surplus steel landing mat 

fences have been the type of fence most commonly constructed along the border.  Numerous 

other styles, including bollard, sandia, and steel picket fences, have also been used as shown in 

Exhibit 1-1.   
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Permanent Vehicle Barrier with 10-foot Fence 
Extensions 

Temporary Barrier Constructed from 
Railroad Rails 

Permanent Low Vehicle Barrier 

Exhibit 1-2.  Various Styles of Vehicle Barriers Used Along the Border 

Temporary Barrier Constructed from Pipe 

Vehicle barriers are temporary or permanent structures designed to prevent illegal entry of 

vehicles across the US-Mexico border. As the name implies, vehicle barriers are designed to 

impede illegal vehicle entry only; they do not necessarily preclude pedestrian or wildlife 

movement. The barriers are typically placed immediately adjacent to the north side of the US-

Mexico border to minimize disturbance to wildlife and vegetation.  Generally, impacts are 

minimal because existing road construction has previously disturbed these areas.  Various 

styles of vehicle barriers that have been used previously are shown in Exhibit 1-2. 
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1.8.2 Roads 

Roads are probably the most important supporting infrastructure element for BP operational 

activities.  The BP patrols improved and semi-improved roads, located on public and private 

property, and traveled by the general public and other agencies.  These roads are primarily 

used as patrol routes, drag roads, and firebreaks.  The roads patrolled by the BP constitute a 

fraction of the existing roads in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  For purposes of this PEIS, 

roads are classified into four categories:  private, public, administrative, and illegal.  Private 

roads occur on private lands.  Public roads are open to public traffic at least part of the year and 

can be improved or unimproved.  Administrative roads are located on public lands (e.g., 

OPCNM, Coronado National Forest, CPNWR, etc.) and are closed to public traffic.  However, 

administrative roads (or trails) are used by the 

affected land manager for maintenance and 

management of the public lands.  These roads can 

also be used by emergency vehicles (e.g., fire 

suppression) during exigent circumstances.  Illegal 

roads have been created by IEs and smugglers or 

by off-road vehicles used by the general public.  

 

The condition and maintenance of southwest 

border roads are, therefore, serious enforcement 

concerns.  Many of the dirt roads within the border 

region of the Tucson and Yuma Sectors were 

about 24 feet wide when built.  Over the years, 

vegetation has encroached to the point that some 

of these roads are now less than 10 feet wide 

(Photograph 1-15).  In addition, many roads have 

experienced wind and water erosion that has 

resulted in impassable stretches (Photograph 1-

16).  The current condition of the deteriorated 

roads does not allow the safe or efficient use of 

some roads by the BP.  Also, their condition 

prohibits adequate enforcement activities within 

some regions.  Routine maintenance of these 

roads requires grading and leveling.  Routine road 

Photograph 1-15.  Unimproved Border 
Road  

Photograph 1-16.  Impassable Road Section 
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maintenance is required periodically and is part of 

normal BP operations.  Improvements to the roads 

require new road material, drainage structures, and 

water/ditch crossings (Photograph 1-17).  Any 

improvements to roads beyond routine maintenance 

activities will require site-specific environmental 

analysis.  

 

1.8.3 Permanent Lighting 

Light systems are used by the BP along the US-

Mexico border to aid in the deterrence and detection 

of IEs in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  

Permanent, fixed stadium-style lights are used in 

areas with utilities, specifically near POEs 

(Photograph 1-18); and portable, diesel generator 

lights are used in remote areas or areas lacking 

utilities. Permanent lights consist of stadium-type 

lights on approximately 30 to 80-foot poles with two 

to six lights per pole with lighting systems typically 

spaced about 150 to 350 feet apart, depending upon 

the local terrain and BP needs.  Light bulbs can 

range from 400 to 1,500 watts.  Two types of poles 

are used for most projects: wooden poles, encased 

in concrete and steel culverts (to prevent them from 

being cut down), or steel poles with concrete 

footings.  Overhead or underground electrical lines 

power permanent lights. The lights are generally operated 10 to 12 hours, from dusk until dawn. 

 

Permanent and portable lighting systems can be used separately or in combination with other, 

more routine, enforcement activities (i.e., patrols).  However, to be most effective, or for 

maximum optimization, light systems need to be utilized in conjunction with other infrastructure 

and resources.  No new lighting systems are installed without environmental analysis of the site 

location, applications, and controls of the proposed lighting system. 

 

Photograph 1-18.  Permanent light 

Photograph 1-17.  Border Road with 
Improvements 
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1.8.4 BP Operational Activities Summary 

As discussed above, the operational activities can be categorized as technology aided or 

infrastructure dependent.  Technical aided operational activities use technological tools (i.e., 

RVS towers and portable lighting systems).  Operational activities dependent on infrastructure 

include drag roads, routine patrols, and checkpoints.   Table 1-1 outlines the activities discussed 

and their categorization. 

 

Table 1-1.  Summary of Technology Aided and Infrastructure Dependent  

BP Operational Activities 

Action/Item Operational 
Activity 

Technology 
Aided 

Infrastructure 
Dependent 

Routine Patrols X  X 
Drag Road 
Operations X  X 

Off Road Operations X   
Air Operations X X X 
Checkpoints X  X 
Observation Points X X  
Rescue Beacons X X X 
Temporary Camp 
Details X  X 

Portable Lights X X  
Operation Desert 
Grip X  X 

Operation Skywatch X X X 
ABCII X X X 
ISIS Components  X X 
Fences and Barriers   X 
Roads   X 
Permanent Lighting   X 

 

1.9 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

 
The operational activities discussed above are considered to have various degrees of impact 

upon the natural environment along the US-Mexico Border.  Consequently, the BP elected to 

prepare the revised draft PEIS to determine the extent of these impacts. 

 

This revised draft PEIS is organized into 10 major sections including this section.  

• Section 2.0 will describe the stations and their operations, as well as the alternatives 

being considered;  

• Section 3.0 will describe the affected environment of the project study area;  
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• Section 4.0 will discuss the environmental consequences of implementing the viable 

alternatives;  

• Section 5.0 will discuss cumulative impacts from this and other proposed projects; 

• Section 6.0 will discuss the proposed environmental design measures;  

• Section 7.0 provides the references cited in the revised draft PEIS; 

• Section 8.0 provides a list of the persons involved in the preparation of the PEIS; 

• Section 9.0 provides a list of persons and agencies who received the revised draft PEIS; 

and  

• Section 10.0 provides a list of acronyms used in the revised draft PEIS.   

 

Appendix A includes supporting documents for the public involvement program such as copies 

of the scoping meeting notices and notices of availability published in local newspapers.  

Appendix B is a list of USFS sensitive species in the Coronado National Forest.  Appendix C is 

a list of state protected species for the affected counties.  Appendix D is a broad overview of 

southern Arizona prehistory and previous investigations within the study area.  Appendix E is a 

list of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) properties within the study area. 
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2.0 OVERVIEW OF EXISTING OPERATIONS AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

 

2.1 OVERVIEW OF THE TUCSON AND YUMA SECTORS 

 
The following paragraphs describe the existing operations and infrastructure located within the 

Tucson and Yuma Sectors.   

 
2.1.1 Tucson Sector 

The Tucson Sector encompasses all counties in southern Arizona except for Yuma, La Paz, and 

Mojave, and is responsible for approximately 260 miles of the US-Mexico Border.  The Sector is 

comprised of 8 BP stations.  These stations include the following: Ajo, Casa Grande, Tucson, 

Nogales, Douglas, Naco, Sonoita, and Willcox.  Most of these stations are located near the US-

Mexico border. Existing infrastructure and operations within the stations that comprise the 

Tucson Sector are summarized in Table 2-1.  The following subsections provide descriptions of 

the activities that occur within each of the station’s AO.  Although the stations operate 

independent of each other, operational needs may require the sharing of resources between 

stations. Included in the Tucson Sector’s AO is the TON, which is home to over 25,000 

indigenous people.  The TON Police Department and Tribal Councils work with various Federal 

agencies assisting in the control of IEs.   

 

During the spring and summer months, when temperatures in the desert can exceed 120 

degrees Fahrenheit (°F) with very low humidity, IEs often suffer from exposure which can and 

does result in death.   Consequently, agents must routinely conduct SAR operations in the 

Sector.  In FY 2003, 121 SAR operations and 139 deaths were recorded in the Tucson Sector.  

To date 96 SAR operations and 99 deaths have been recorded in the Tucson Sector during FY 

2004 (BP 2004a). 

 

2.1.1.1 Ajo Station 

The Ajo Station is located at Why, Arizona on State Route (SR) 85, about 30 miles north of the 

Lukeville, Arizona POE.  There are up to approximately 130 agents currently assigned to the Ajo 

Station, including enhancements from the ABCI.  The Ajo Station’s AO consists of 

approximately 9,000 square miles, and approximately 80 linear miles of the US-Mexico border, 

all within Pima County.  Within the Station’s AO are the towns of Ajo, Gila Bend, Lukeville and 
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Table 2-1.  Approximate Existing Operations/Infrastructure within the Tucson Sector 

1Portable lights are deployed at tactical checkpoint and temporary camp details. 
2 Off-road operations typically involve foot pursuit of IEs; however, ATVs, motorcycles, bicycles, and four-wheel drive vehicles can also be operated off-road in the 
pursuit of IEs. 
 
Note:  Values were derived from previous environmental analysis and geographic information systems data of existing BP infrastructure as of October 1, 2003.  
Totals have been rounded to the nearest integer

STATION 
ACTIVITY  

Ajo 
Casa 

Grande 
 

Tucson 
 

Nogales 
 

Sonoita 
 

Naco 
 

Douglas 
 

Willcox 
 

TOTALS 

Miles of drag roads 

 20 81 35 9 23 7 78 0 253 
Miles of roads patrolled 409 454 307 423 588 404 289 294 3168 
No. of operational repeaters 2 3 4 1 2 1 2 1 16 
Ground sensors Up to 160 Up to 90 Up to 135 Up to 345 Up to 150 Up to 200 Up to 305 Up to 110 1495 
No. of agents Up to 130 Up to 265 Up to 240 Up to 500 Up to 110 Up to 390 Up to 515 Up to 121 2271 
No. of RVS sites 0 0 0 10 0 9 13 0 32 
Miles of portable generator 
lights (number of lights) 

Stationary1 
(10) 0 0 

3 
(60) 
 

0 10 
(35)  

47 
(97) 
 

0 60 
(202) 

Miles of stadium style lights 0 0 0 2 0 5 3 0 107 
Miles of decorative fence 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 2 0 2.5 
Miles of bollard fence 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 
Miles of landing mat fence 0 0 0 3 0 5 4 0 12 
Rescue beacons 6 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 10 
Skywatch Towers 2 2 4 6 0 14 9 0 37 
Temporary camp details 2 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 
Miles of permanent vehicle 
barriers 14 0 0 0.1 0 6 1 0 21.1 

Miles of temporary vehicle 
barriers 0 0 0 0 0 12   12 

Miles of vertical fence 
extension 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 

Air patrols as needed as needed as needed as needed as needed as needed as needed as needed  
Helipad Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes No 4 stations 
Off road operations2 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 stations 
New station facility 
  

Yes No No No Yes Yes No Yes 4 stations 
Horse patrols Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 8 stations 
Tactical Checkpoint 1 3 0 1 1 2 2 0 7 stations 
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Why.  The Ajo Station’s AO includes the western region of the TON and portions of the 

CPNWR, OPCNM, and Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR).  The BMGR is a multi-purpose 

gunnery range operated jointly by the US Air Force (USAF) and the US Marine Corps (USMC).  

In the Ajo Station’s AO, the BMGR is controlled by the USAF and is known as the BMGR East.  

The terrain of the Ajo Station is characterized by arid and rural desert with valleys, arroyos and 

mountains.  The majority of mountains in this area trend in a northwest to southeast direction.  

Valleys are relatively flat and sparsely vegetated allowing vehicles to enter the US in most areas 

without the need for roads.  

 

There are four areas where the majority of IEs attempt to enter the station’s AO: 1) Lukeville 

POE area, 2) Menagers Dam, 3) Quitobaquito Springs, and 4) Papago Farms.  The majority of 

the station’s resources are concentrated in these four areas.  Figure 2-1 depicts the locations of 

activities and current infrastructure within the Ajo Station’s AO.  The BP activities within the Ajo 

Station’s AO are discussed below and are presented in Table 2-1.  

 

Patrols: 

Roads patrolled consist of improved and semi-improved roads within the station’s AO, including 

SR-85, SR-86, FR-1, and FR-24.  Public roads on the CPNWR and OPCNM are routinely 

patrolled by BP agents.  The roads are numbered in the Key to Figure 2-1.  Patrols are 

conducted continuously; however, the patrol routes and frequency change in response to IE 

traffic patterns.  Approximately 20 miles of drag roads are prepared in the Ajo Station’s AO, as 

needed.   

 

In support of the ABCI, the Ajo Station proposes the use of identified illegal roads and all 

administrative trails on the CPNWR and OPCNM.  Use of these routes would enhance the BP 

agents ability to track and locate IEs, enhance SAR operations, and the presence of BP agents  

would  act as a deterrence.  

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

The Ajo Station currently operates one tactical traffic checkpoint on SR 85 at Milepost 57.4, and 

a second site on SR 85 is currently being analyzed in an environmental assessment. 
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Key to Figure 2-1: Ajo Station 

Road 
Number Road Name 

1 El Camino del Diablo 
2 Pozo Nuevo 
3 Charlie Bell Pass 
4 Davidson Canyon Road 
5 Border Road 
6 Organ Pipe West  

Boundary Fence Road 
7 Bates Well Road 
8 Victoria Mine Road 
9 Senita Basin Road 
10 59.4 Crossover Road 
11 North Puerto Blanco 
12 State Route 85 
13 South Puerto Blanco 
14 Camino de Dos Republicos 
15 Alamo Canyon Road 
16 Ajo Mt. Drive 
17 Mead Road 
18 Country Club Road 
19 Rasmussen Road 
20 Darby Road 
21 Child’s Mt. Road 
22 Well Road 
23 Range Road 
24 Scenic Loop Road 
25 Pipeline Road 
26 Chico Shunie Road 
27 Mica Mine Road 
28 Adobe Well Road 
29 State Route 86 
30 Indian Route 1 
31 Indian Route 5 
32 Indian Route 7 
33 Indian Route 21 
34 Indian Route 28 
35 Range 4 Drag Road 
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Off-Road Operations: 

Off-road operations conducted in the station’s AO include agents on foot, motorcycle, four-

wheel drive vehicles, horses, and ATVs.  Agents use the ATVs and motorcycles for SAR 

missions on BLM lands, CPNWR, TON and OPCNM when needed.  In support of the ABCI, the 

Ajo Station proposes cross-country horse and motorcycle/ATV access on the CPNWR (see 

Figure 2-1).  Horses and motorcycles/ATVs would be used to the extent practicable to track IEs 

off-road in circumstances that require immediate action.  Cross-country access would be limited 

to following the sign of IEs.   
 

Air Operations: 

Air operations within the station’s AO are infrequent and destinations are dependent upon the 

travel route of IEs.  A helipad and refueling station are located at the Ajo Station facility.  Flights 

generally trend along Growler Valley and are usually related to SAR missions for lost and/or 

distressed IEs, with most flights originating from the Yuma Sector to the west.  

 

Sensors: 

The Ajo Station maintains an inventory of up to 160 sensors.  Sensors are routinely maintained 

as a part of operational activities. 

 

Observation Points: 

The Ajo Station has a current inventory of two skywatch towers.  The towers are deployed in 

disturbed areas near high traffic areas.   

 

Rescue Beacon: 

There are currently six rescue beacons in operation within the Ajo Station’s AO, located on the 

CPNWR, OPCNM, and adjacent BLM lands.  Four additional rescue beacons have been 

proposed for placement on the TON within the Ajo Station’s AO.  Approval from the affected 

TON Legislative Districts would need to be secured prior to placing rescue beacons  on the 

TON.  The environmental analysis for these rescue beacon sites would need to be completed 

upon approval from the affected TON Legislative Districts. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

The Ajo Station currently has two established temporary camp details; one on the OPCNM and 

another on the TON.  The temporary camp detail sites are located on previously disturbed 
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areas.  The Ajo and Casa Grande Stations jointly run camp details on the TON, located in the 

Ajo Station’s AO near the Papago Farms area, which is discussed in Section 2.1.1.2.  Two 

additional temporary camp detail sites have been identified and proposed in support of the 

ABCI.  

 

Portable Lights:  

Portable lights are used at the tactical checkpoint on SR 85 and the two temporary camp details 

in the Ajo Station’s AO.  A total of approximately 10 lights are used at these locations.   

 

ISIS Components: 

Two operational repeater sites are currently maintained in the Ajo Station’s AO. 

 

2.1.1.2 Casa Grande Station 

The Casa Grande Station’s AO is approximately 7,000 square miles, mainly located in western 

Pima County.  Including enhancements from the ABCI, there are currently up to 265 agents 

assigned to the Casa Grande Station.  The station’s AO encompasses approximately 40 linear 

miles of remote international boundary entirely within the TON.  The station’s AO includes 

metropolitan areas such as Casa Grande and Chandler, Arizona, and the TON.  The station’s 

AO is relatively flat desert terrain with numerous washes at the border and hills are scattered 

throughout the area.  Vegetation is sparse in the open and heavy in the washes.  There are no 

POEs within the station’s AO, and the closest town to the border is Vamori, Arizona.  During the 

spring and summer months, when temperatures in the desert can exceed 120oF with very low 

humidity, IEs sometimes suffer from exposure.  Consequently, agents must conduct SAR 

operations.  BP operational activities within the station’s AO are presented in Table 2-1.  Figure 

2-2 depicts the enforcement activities and current infrastructure within the Casa Grande 

Station’s AO.  

 

Patrols: 

The Casa Grande agents patrol approximately 454 miles of public and unimproved roads.  

Approximately 81 miles of drag roads, with the largest segment located along the US-Mexico 

border, are currently maintained in the Casa Grande Station’s AO.  The roads are numbered in 

the Key to Figure 2-2.   
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Key to Figure 2-2: Casa Grande Station 
Road 

Number Road Name 

1 61 Drag 
2 62 Drag 
3 63 Drag 
4 88-89 Drag 
5 No Hair Drag 
6 San Miguel Drag 
7 Huarache Drag 
8 Signcut Drag 
9 Baboquivari Drag 
10 Miles Drag 
11 16 Drag 
12 Wamul Tank Road  
13 Horseshoe Well Drag 
14 Vamori-Itak Ruins Drag 
15 Itak Ruins-Tecolote Drag 
16 Itak-Toros Ranch Drag 
17 Vamori-Cowlic Drag 
18 Cowlic-Aluminum Gate 
19 Aluminum Gate-Mule Deer Gate 
20 Pablo Charco Drag 
21 Federal Route 2-Bone Gate 
22 Cowlic-Bone Gate 
23 Harper’s Drag 
24 Federal Route 20-Federal Route 31 
25 18 Drag 
26 EK Ranch Road 
27 Trading Post Road 
28 Federal Route 18-Kots Kug Ranch 
29 Bone Gate-Topawa 
30 Toros Gate-Tecolote 
31 Highway 86 
32 Federal Route 15 
33 Federal Route 24 
34 Chicago Windmill 
35 Airport to Nolia 
36 Nolia to FR 30 
37 FR 34 to Quevo Well 
38 FR 35 
39 FR 34 to Ventana 
40 Quevo Well to GAR 
41 San Luis to Quisotoa Trading Post 
42 Santa Rosa to Silnakya 
43 N. Komilik to Silverbells 
44 Covered Wells to Santa Rosa 
45 South Mountain Pass 
46 FR 19 
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Tactical Checkpoints: 

There are currently three tactical checkpoints located within the station’s AO on the TON.  The 

tactical checkpoints are located at Milepost 21 on Federal Route (FR) 19, south of North 

Komelik on FR 15, and near Anegam on FR 15.   

 

Off-Road Operations: 

ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO.   

 

Air Operations: 

The Casa Grande Station does not maintain a helipad or refueling facilities for helicopters.  

Routine helipatrols occur along the international boundary within the TON (see Figure 2-2).  

Deviations from this travel route are only made to follow tracks, persons, or vehicles that have 

entered the US illegally. 

 

Helicopters also assist in SAR missions involving distressed persons.  Flights are infrequent and 

dependent upon Tucson Sector priorities and pilot availability  

 

Sensors: 

The Casa Grande Station maintains an inventory of up to 90 sensors as part of its operations.  

The routine maintenance of sensors is conducted as a part of these operations. 

 

Observation Points: 

The Casa Grande Station maintains an inventory of two skywatch towers.  The skywatch towers 

are deployed in disturbed near areas of high illegal traffic. 

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently, rescue beacons are not utilized in the Casa Grande AO.  However, seven rescue 

beacons have been proposed for placement on the TON (see Figure 2-2).  Approval from the 

affected TON Legislative Districts would need to be secured prior to placing rescue beacons on 

the TON.  The environmental analysis for these rescue beacon sites would need to be 

completed upon approval from the affected TON Legislative Districts. 
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Temporary Camp Details: 

The Casa Grande Station operates three temporary camp details on the TON.  One additional 

temporary camp detail on the TON at Papago Farms is located in the Casa Grande Station’s 

AO; however, the temporary camp detail is operated by the Ajo Station (see Figure 2-2).  The 

camp details are located in previously disturbed areas.  These temporary camp details are 

operated in the same manner as previously described. 

 

Portable Lights: 

Currently portable lights are not deployed in the Casa Grande Station’s AO. 

 

ISIS Components: 

Three operational repeaters are located within the Casa Grande Station. 

 

2.1.1.3 Tucson Station 

The Tucson Station encompasses portions of Santa Cruz and Pima counties.  There are 

currently up to 240 BP agents, including the ABCI enhancements, authorized for the Tucson 

Station.  The AO for this station encompasses approximately 4,000 square miles including 

approximately 26 linear miles of the US-Mexico border stretching from the Pima/Santa Cruz 

County line west to the Baboquivari Mountains.  The station includes the metropolitan area of 

Tucson.  Large arid deserts, agricultural valleys and rugged mountains characterize the terrain 

of this station’s AO. 

 

Tucson Station operations are divided into three phases.  The first phase is the responsibility for 

the immediate border area with the majority of resources directed to those areas.  The second 

phase entails the responsibility for backing-up the Douglas, Naco, Sonoita, and Nogales 

stations.   The third phase is special operations, such as criminal alien prosecutions, 

intelligence, and narcotics prosecutions.  During the spring and summer months, when 

temperatures in the desert can exceed 120oF with very low humidity, IEs sometimes suffer from 

exposure.  Consequently, agents must conduct SAR operations.  The BP operational activities 

within the Tucson Station’s AO were presented previously in Table 2-1 and are discussed in the 

following paragraphs.  Figure 2-3 depicts current BP activities in the southern portion of the 

Tucson Station’s AO.   
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Key to Figure 2-3: Tucson Station 

Road 
Number Road Name 

1 Anvil Ranch Road 
2 Shaw Access Road 
3 Wild Horse Ranch Road 
4 Palo Alto Road 
5 Black Hills Road 
6 Elkhorn Ranch Road (Drag) 
7 Pozo Nuevo Road 
8 Brown Canyon Road (Drag) 
9 Thomas Canyon Road 
10 Secundino Road 
11 Santa Margarita Ranch Road 

(Drag) 
12 High Gates Road 
13 Joe King Ranch Road 
14 Aros Ranch Road (Drag) 
15 B.A. Drag 
16 Sierra Vista Road (Drag) 
17 Connect Road 
18 De La Osa Ranch Road (Drag) 
19 Garcia Ranch Road (Drag) 
20 Fresnal Canyon Road (FS-601) 
21 Tres Bellotas Road (FS-216) 
22 Yellow Jacket Road  
23 Warsaw Canyon Road (FS-217) 
24 Ruby Road (FS-39) 
25 Highway 286 
26 Highway 86 
27 Tres Bellotos Road 
28 Arivaca Road 

 

Patrols: 

Agents at the Tucson Station patrol approximately 307 miles of improved and unimproved roads 

within the station’s AO.  These roads primarily run east/west and branch off from State Highway 

286. Approximately 35 miles of drag roads are currently maintained in the Tucson Station’s AO.  

The Key to Figure 2-3 lists each of the Tucson Station’s roads. 

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

Currently, no tactical checkpoints are operated within the Tucson Station’s AO. 
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Off-Road Operations: 

ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO.  Off-road operations occur daily during all shifts when tracking IEs cross-country.  

 

Air Operations: 

The Tucson International Airport and Fort Huachuca Libby Airfield/Sierra Vista Airport are 

currently utilized as bases for air operations within the entire Tucson Sector.  There are no 

specific flight routes or destinations within the Tucson Station.  Air operations in this area are 

primarily used to assist ground units in the interdiction of IEs and narcotics. 

 

Sensors: 

The Tucson Station maintains an inventory of up 135 sensors as part of its routine operations.  

The routine maintenance of sensors is conducted as a part of these operations.  

 

Observation Points: 

The Tucson Station maintains an inventory of four skywatch towers.   

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently rescue beacons are not deployed in the Tucson Station’s AO.  Two potential sites 

were identified; however, the landowner would not grant permission to use the sites. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

Two temporary camp details are operated on the Coronado National Forest in the Tucson 

Station’s AO.  The temporary camp details are operated in the same manner as previously 

described. 

 

Portable Lights: 

Currently portable lights are not deployed in the Tucson Station’s AO. 

 

ISIS Components: 

Four operational repeaters are maintained in the Tucson Station’s AO. 
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2.1.1.4 Nogales Station 

The Nogales Station encompasses approximately 27 linear miles of the US-Mexico border.  

Currently up to 500 BP agents are assigned to  the Nogales Station, including authorized 

positions and enhancements under the ABCI.  The BP activities within the Nogales Station’s AO 

were presented in Table 2-1 and are discussed in the following paragraphs.  Figure 2-4 depicts 

the locations of operational activities and current infrastructure within the Nogales Station’s AO.   

 

Patrols: 

Agents patrol approximately 423 miles of semi-improved and unimproved roads on private and 

public lands within the Nogales Station’s AO daily.  These roads are primarily concentrated in 

the area around the City of Nogales.  The roads are numbered in the Key to Figure 2-4.  

Approximately 9 miles of drag roads are maintained in the Nogales Station’s AO. 

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

The Nogales Station currently operates one tactical checkpoint outside the City of Nogales on 

Interstate 19 (I-19), which is alternated between two sites. 

 

Off-Road Operations: 

 ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO.   

 

Air Operations: 

The Nogales Border Patrol Station has a helipad and refueling capabilities.  In addition, the 

Nogales International Airport is also utilized for air operations.  Part of the border within the 

station’s AO is patrolled by air due to the rugged terrain, with a concentrated effort in the area 1 

mile east and 1 mile west of the City of Nogales. Helicopters also patrol along I-19 from Tucson 

to Nogales as needed. 

 

Sensors: 

The Nogales Station maintains an inventory of up to 345 sensors as part of its routine 

operations.  The routine maintenance of sensors is conducted as a part of these operations. 
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Key to Figure 2-4: Nogales Station 
Road 

Number Road Name 

1 W. Border Road 
2 50’s Ridge Road 
3 Mariposa Wash Road 
4 60’s Ridge Road 
5 Forrest Service (FS) Road 4210 (Potrero Canyon) 
6 FS Road 4207 (Green Canyon) 
7 FS Road 4206 (3 Gates/Alamo) 
8 FS Road 616 (Bellatosa) 
9 FS Road 4204 (Pesquiera Canyon) 
10 FS Road 623 (Pesquiera Canyon) 
11 FS Road 222 
12 FS Road 4202 (Calabasa Canyon Road) 
13 FS Road 4203 (Walker Canyon left fork) 
14 FS Road 221 (Walker Canyon right fork) 
15 FS Road 4195 (Pena Blanca) 
16 FS Road 4201 (Calabasas Camp/Ridge Road) 
17 FS Road 223 (Walker Wash Road) 
18 FS Road 39 (Dirt portion of Ruby/Drag Road 
19 FS Road 4200 (Bellota Tank Road) 
20 FS 4146 Tinaja Canyon/Bear Valley 
21 FS 4189 Tinaja/Manzanita Peak 
22 FS 4182 (Summit/Alamo West) 
23 FS Road 39A (Summit Motorway) 
24 FS Road 115 (Bear Valley) 
25 FS Road 4145 (Rock Corral) 
26 FS Road 4148 (Javelina Canyon) 
27 FS Road 4149 (Peck Canyon dirt portion) 
28 FS Road 4151 (Negro Canyon) 
29 FS Road 4191 (Wise Mesa) 
30 FS Road 4192 (Wise Mesa to Agua Fria) 
31 FS Road 4198 (Ramanote Wells) 
32 FS Road 61 (Duquesne Road/Drag Road) 
33 “C” Road 
34 “A” Road 
35 Kimmer Road 
36 Dairy Road 
37 Live Oak 
38 Hinds Ridge Road 
39 Buena Vista Ranch Road 
40 FS Road 235 (Paloma Road) 
41 FS Road 125 (Wild Hog) 
42 FS Road 215 (3R Road) 
43 FS Road 812 (Flux Canyon) 
44 FS Road 143 (Solero Ranch Road) 
45 FS Road 72 (Temporal Gulch) 
46 FS Road 144 (Squaw Gulch) 
47 FS Road 49 (Harshaw Road) 
48 FS Road 128 (Washington Camp Road) 
49 Arivaca Road 
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Observation Points: 

A total of six skywatch towers are maintainted in the Nogales Station’s AO. 

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently, rescue beacons are not located in the Nogales Station’s AO. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

No temporary camp details are currently deployed in the Nogales Station’s AO. 

 

Portable Lights: 

Currently approximately 3 miles of portable lights (60 lights) are deployed along the international 

border in the Nogales Station’s AO.  

 

ISIS Components: 

The Nogales Station currently operates one operational repeater.  Currently, 10 RVS sites are 

operated in the Nogales Station’s AO.   

 

Other Infrastructure: 

Currently, the Nogales Station maintains approximately 2 miles of stadium-style lights, 

approximately 3 miles of landing mat fence, 0.1 mile of vehicle barriers, and 0.5 miles of 

decorative fence. 

 

2.1.1.5 Sonoita Station 

The Sonoita Station’s AO encompasses approximately 1,000 square miles and approximately 

25 linear miles of the US-Mexico border within Santa Cruz County.  The area extends from the 

Patagonia Mountains in the west to the Huachuca Mountains in the east.  The northern border 

of the station’s AO is approximately 6 miles south of I-10.  Including enhancements under the 

ABCI, there are currently up to 110 BP agents authorized for the Sonoita Station.  The station 

has a rough, rocky, mountainous terrain and rolling hills with deep canyons interspersed.  

Elevations within the station’s AO range from 4,000 to 9,500 feet amsl.  The station’s AO is 

largely rural with cattle ranches and private residences intermixed with National Forest, BLM, 

Department of Defense (Fort Huachuca) and state lands. 
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The BP activities within the station’s AO were presented previously in Table 2-1 and are 

discussed below.  Figure 2-5 depicts the locations of current infrastructure within the Sonoita 

Station’s AO.  

 

Patrols: 

Agents at Sonoita Station currently patrol approximately 588 miles of semi-improved and 

unimproved roads on a daily basis.  There are approximately 23 miles of drag roads within the 

station’s AO.  Drag road preparation is conducted as needed.  The roads are numbered in the 

Key to Figure 2-5. 

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

One tactical checkpoint is operated on SR 83 at Milepost 40.8 within the Sonoita Station’s AO. 

 

Off-Road Operations: 

ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO. 

   

Air Operations: 

Helicopter flights in the station’s AO originate from Sierra Vista, Nogales or Tucson and are 

used to assist and support agents.  Helicopter flights occur throughout the station’s AO in 

response to IE and narcotic trafficking patterns; however, there are no set flight paths.  The 

Sonoita Station can potentially utilize four existing helicopter landing pads in the Huachuca 

Mountains within Fort Huachuca and proposes the use of three helicopter landing pads within 

the Miller Peak Wilderness Area for the purpose of inserting agents (see Figure 2-5).   

 

Sensors: 

The Sonoita Station maintains an inventory of up to 150 sensors as part of its operations.    

Sensors are routinely maintained as a part of operational activities. 

 

Observation Points: 

The Sonoita Station does not maintain an inventory of skywatch towers.   
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Key to Figure 2-5: Sonoita Station 
Road 

Number Road Name 

49 Forest Service Road 4716 
50 Forest Service Road 4718 
51 Forest Service Road 4719 
52 Forest Service Road 4720 
53 Forest Service Road 4722 
54 Forest Service Road 4729 
55 Forest Service Road 4730 
56 Forest Service Road 4732 
57 Forest Service Road 4735 
58 Forest Service Road 4736 
59 Forest Service Road 4740 
60 Forest Service Road 4742 
61 Forest Service Road 4764 
62 Forest Service Road 4765 
63 Forest Service Road 4770 
64 Forest Service Road 4771 
65 Forest Service Road 4772 
66 Forest Service Road 4774 
67 Forest Service Road 4777 
68 Forest Service Road 4783 
69 Forest Service Road 48 
70 Forest Service Road 4889 
71 Forest Service Road 4892 
72 Forest Service Road 49 
73 Forest Service Road 4909 
74 Forest Service Road 4911 
75 Forest Service Road 5508 
76 Forest Service Road 5535 
77 Forest Service Road 5539 
78 Forest Service Road 5540 
79 Forest Service Road 5541 
80 Forest Service Road 5561 
81 Forest Service Road 5563 
82 Forest Service Road 5569 
83 Forest Service Road 5589 
84 Forest Service Road 5593 
85 Forest Service Road 5609 
86 Forest Service Road 5621 
87 Forest Service Road 5622 
88 Forest Service Road 5624 
89 Forest Service Road 5626 
90 Forest Service Road 5629 
91 Forest Service Road 5630 
92 Forest Service Road 5632 
93 Forest Service Road 58 
94 Forest Service Road 61 
95 Forest Service Road 7015 
96 Forest Service Road 765 

Road 
Number Road Name 

1 Empire Cienega 900 
2 Empire Cienega 901  
3 Empire Cienega 902 
4 Empire Cienega 905 
5 Empire Cienega 907 
6 Empire Cienega 908 
7 Empire Cienega 910 
8 Empire Cienega 911 
9 Empire Cienega 912 
10 Empire Cienega 913 
11 Empire Cienega 914 
12 Empire Cienega 916 
13 Empire Cienega 919 
14 Fish Canyon 
15 Forest Service Road 128 
16 Forest Service Road 134 
17 Forest Service Road 139 
18 Forest Service Road 194 
19 Forest Service Road 196 
20 Forest Service Road 201 
21 Forest Service Road 202 
22 Forest Service Road 214 
23 Forest Service Road 227 
24 Forest Service Road 228 
25 Forest Service Road 231 
26 Forest Service Road 4015 
27 Forest Service Road 4016 
28 Forest Service Road 4019 
29 Forest Service Road 4058 
30 Forest Service Road 4061 
31 Forest Service Road 4617 
32 Forest Service Road 4619 
33 Forest Service Road 4620 
34 Forest Service Road 4622 
35 Forest Service Road 4626 
36 Forest Service Road 4627 
37 Forest Service Road 4635 
38 Forest Service Road 4636 
39 Forest Service Road 4677 
40 Forest Service Road 4690 
41 Forest Service Road 4691 
42 Forest Service Road 4695 
43 Forest Service Road 4695A 
44 Forest Service Road 4698 
45 Forest Service Road 4701 
46 Forest Service Road 4704 
47 Forest Service Road 4712 
48 Forest Service Road 4713 
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Key to Figure 2-5, continued  

Road 
Number Road Name 

97 Forest Service Road 766 
98 Forest Service Road 799 
99 Forest Service Road 8020 
100 Forest Service Road 8021 
101 Forest Service Road 812 
102 Forest Service Road 827 
103 Adobe Canyon 
104 Babocomari 
105 Casa Blanca 
106 Gardner Canyon 
107 Gas Line Road 
108 Granite Peak 
109 Greaterville/Bo 
110 Hilton Ranch 
111 Hog Canyon 
112 Lower Elgin 
113 Mattie Canyon 
114 Papago Springs 
115 Red Rock Canyon 
116 Research Ranch 
117 State Route 82 
118 State Route 83 
119 Stevens Canyon 
120 Temporal Canyon 
121 Vaughn Loop 
122 Wood Canyon 

  *Routine patrols considered as part of the study area 
 
 

Rescue Beacons: 

No rescue beacons are currently located in the Sonoita Station’s AO. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

Currently, temporary camp details are not deployed in the Sonoita Station’s AO. 

 

Portable Lights: 

Portable lights are not currently deployed in the Sonoita Station’s AO. 

 

ISIS Components: 

Two operational repeaters are maintained and operated in the Sonoita Station’s AO.  One of the 

operational repeaters is portable and can be moved via helicopter to other sites. 
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2.1.1.6 Naco Station 

The Naco Station’s AO is located within Cochise County and covers approximately 1,256 

square miles.  The Station’s AO includes approximately 36 linear miles of US-Mexico border 

and the communities of Naco, Bisbee, Tombstone, Sierra Vista, Warren, Hereford, Palominas 

and Huachuca, Arizona.  There are currently up to 390 BP agents, including enhancements 

under the ABCI, assigned to  the Naco Station.  The geographical terrain of the area is desert 

with rolling hills covered with brush thickets and numerous north-south trending washes; 

however, the Huachuca Mountains are located in the western portion of the station’s AO.  The 

station’s AO is largely rural with private lands intermixed with National Forest, BLM, Department 

of Defense (Fort Huachuca) and state lands. The approximate elevation of the station is 4,800 

feet amsl.   

 

BP activities within the station’s AO are discussed in the following paragraphs and were 

presented in Table 2-1.  Figure 2-6 depicts the locations of current infrastructure within the Naco 

Station’s AO.   

 

Patrols: 

Agents at the Naco Station patrol approximately 404 miles of improved and semi-improved 

roads within the Naco Station’s AO.  These roads are located on private and public lands and 

are used by the general public and other agencies.  The roads are numbered on Figure 2-6  and 

correspond to the Key to Figure 2-6.  The Naco Station currently conducts maintenance on 30 

miles of existing unimproved road (border road).  The Naco Station currently maintains 

approximately 7 miles of drag roads.  Drag road preparation is conducted as needed.   

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

There are two tactical checkpoint operated within the station’s AO.  One checkpoint is located 

on SR 90 and the second tactical checkpoint is located at the intersection of highways 80 and 

82 (see Figure 2-6).  The tactical checkpoint at the intersection of highways 80 and 82 is 

manned by BP agents from the Willcox Station. 
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Key to Figure 2-6: Naco Station 
Road 

Number Road Name 

1 Airport Road 
2 Big Sandy Road 
3 Border Road 
4 Boundary Marker 104 Drive Thrus 
5 Coronado Road 
6 Knob Hill Road 
7 Foudy Road 
8 Hereford Road 
9 Highway 80 
10 State Route 82 
11 Highway 90 
12 Highway 92 
13 Hutchinson Road 
14 Iron Horse Road 
15 Kings Ranch Road 
16 Mesa Drive Thru 
17 Middle March Road 
18 Montezuma Pass 
19 Pole Line Road 
20 Purdy Lane 
21 Red Mountain 
22 Rough Rider 
23 Secondary Road (Ladd Ranch) 
24 Smith Road 
25 Syble Ranch Road 
26 Wilson Road 
27 Yaqui Springs Drive Thru 
28 Forest Lane 
29 Brown Ranch Road 
30 Border Monument Drive 
31 Forest Service Road 4772 
32 Forest Service Road 4726 
33 Forest Service Road 61 
34  Forest Service Road 4774 
35 Forest Service Road 4772 
36 Forest Service Road 5714 

 

 

Off-Road Operations: 

ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO.   
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Air Operations: 

There is a helipad and a small refueling facility at the Naco Station.  Helicopter support is 

provided on an as needed basis. Flights generally occur along the US-Mexico border and SR 

92.  

  

Sensors: 

The Naco Station maintains an inventory of up to 200 sensors as part of its operational 

activities.  Sensors are routinely maintained as a part of operational activities. 

 

Observation Points: 

The Naco Station maintains an inventory of 14 skywatch towers.   

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently, four rescue beacons are located in the Naco Station’s AO and there are plans to 

place additional rescue beacons.  However, these plans are in the early stages of development, 

and the number of beacons to be placed has not been established.  An environmental analysis 

for any proposed rescue beacon sites would be performed prior to placement. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

There are no temporary camp details operated in the Naco Station’s AO. 

 

Portable Lights: 

There are currently 35 portable lights in use over a 10 mile corridor in the Naco Station’s AO. 

 

ISIS Components: 

There are currently nine RVS sites and one operational repeater maintained and operated in the 

Naco Station’s AO. 

 

Other Infrastructure: 

The Naco Station currently has approximately 5 miles of stadium style lights, approximately 6 

miles of fence, and 6 miles of vehicle barriers, and approximately 12 miles of temporary vehicle 

barriers.  
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2.1.1.7 Douglas Station 

The Douglas Station is located within southeast Cochise County and covers approximately 

1,440 square miles. The station’s AO includes approximately 47 linear miles of US-Mexico 

border.  There are currently up to 515 BP agents, including ABCI enhancements, assigned to  

the Douglas Station.  The communities of Douglas, Pirtleville, Elfrida and McNeal, Arizona are 

within the station’s AO. The City of Douglas shares the border with Agua Prieta, Mexico. The 

terrain of the area is relatively flat high desert, with numerous washes, and is bordered by the 

Dragoon and Mule Mountains to the west, and the Chiricahua, Pedregosa, Perilla, and 

Peloncillo Mountains to the east. The approximate elevation of the station is 4,000 feet amsl. 

 

BP operational activities within the Douglas Station’s AO are discussed in the following 

paragraphs and were presented previously in Table 2-1.  Figure 2-7 depicts the locations of 

current infrastructure within the Douglas Station’s AO.   

 

Patrols: 

Activities are primarily concentrated near the City of Douglas and agents patrol approximately 

289 miles of improved and semi-improved roads within the Douglas Station’s AO. These roads 

are located on private and public lands and are used by the general public and other agencies.  

The roads are numbered in the Key to Figure 2-7.   There are 78 miles of drag roads within the 

Douglas Station’s AO that are used as needed.   

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

There are two tactical checkpoints, at milepost 29.5 on SR 191 and at milepost 406.5 on 

Highway 80, in the Douglas AO.  However, BP agents assigned to the Willcox Station operate 

this checkpoint.  A third tactical checkpoint has been proposed at milepost 41 on SR 191 in the 

Douglas Station’s AO.   The Willcox Station would also be responsible for this checkpoint.  

  

Off-Road Operations: 

ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO.   
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 Key to Figure 2-7: Douglas Station 
Road 

Number Road Name 

1 Border Road 
2 Calumet 
3 Cattleman’s Road 
4 Chino 
5 Gas Line 
6 Gravel Pit 
7 Highway 80 
8 Leslie Canyon 
9 Line Road 
10 Paul Spur 
11 Plantation 
12 Puzzi 
13 Smelter 
14 Kings Highway 
15 Maddux Haul Road  
16 Davis Road 
17 Guadalupe Canyon 
18 Central Highway 
19 Double Adobe Road 
20 Geronimo Trail 
21 Brooks Road 
22 State Route 191 
23 State Route 182 
24 Rucker Canyon Road 
25 Courtland Road 

 
 

Air Operations: 

Douglas has helipad and refueling capabilities located at the local airport. There are currently no 

regular flights or set patrol routes in the Douglas area. When assistance is requested, 

helicopters fly along the border near the City of Douglas. Deviations from this route are only 

made to follow tracks, persons, or vehicles that have entered the US illegally. 

 

Sensors: 

The Douglas Station maintains an inventory of up to 305 sensors as part of routine operational 

activities.  The sensors are maintained as part of routine operational activities.  

 

Observation Points:  

A total of nine skywatch towers are maintained in the Douglas Station’s AO. 
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Rescue Beacons: 

No rescue beacons are currently located in the Douglas Station’s AO. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

An intermittent horse patrol camp detail is operated on private property in the eastern area of 

the Douglas Station’s AO.  The Douglas Station does not operate any temporary camp details 

as part of Operation Desert Grip. 

 

Portable Lights: 

The Douglas Station currently operates approximately 47 miles of portable lights (97 lights). 

 

ISIS Components: 

There are currently 13 RVS sites and two operational repeater sites operated in the Douglas 

Station’s AO. 

 

Other Infrastructure: 

The Douglas Station currently operates approximately 3 miles of stadium-style lights, e 

generator lights (97 lights), 4 miles of landing mat fence, 2 miles of decorative fence, 1 mile of 

vehicle barriers, 0.5 mile of bollard fence, and 2 miles of temporary vehicle barriers.  In addition, 

a new BP Station was assessed in prior NEPA documents (INS 2000b) and is currently in 

operation (INS 2000b). 

 

2.1.1.8 Willcox Station 

The Willcox Station’s AO begins approximately 30 miles north of the US-Mexico border, but 

shares operational responsibilities and resources with the Douglas Station, on an as needed 

basis, in the southeast corner of Arizona.  The Willcox Station’s AO is located mostly in Cochise 

County but can respond as needed to other counties such as Greenlee, Pima, Graham, 

Apache, and Navajo.  There are currently up to 121 BP agents, including ABCI enhancements, 

authorized for the Willcox Station.  

 

BP operational activities within the Willcox Station’s AO are discussed in the following 

paragraphs and were presented previously in Table 2-1.  Figures 2-8 and 2-9 depict the 

locations of current operations and infrastructure within the Willcox Station’s AO.   
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Patrols: 

There are approximately 294 miles of public and private roads and trails patrolled within the 

station’s AO. The principal roads patrolled in the Willcox Station’s AO are SR 80 and SR 191.  

Drag roads are not maintained in the Willcox Station’s AO. 

 

Roads patrolled by the Willcox Station in the study area are shown in Figure 2-8.  The roads are 

numbered in the Key to Figures 2-8 and 2-9.  The Willcox Station also patrols Courtland Road, 

Davis Road, Double Adobe Road, SR 181, Rucker Canyon Road, Leslie Canyon Road, and 

Dragoon Road in the Douglas Station’s AO and the Iron Horse Road, Middle March Road, Pole 

Line Road, Syble Ranch Road, and SR 82 in the Naco Station’s AO (see Figures 2-6 and 2-7).   
 

Key to Figures 2-8 and 2-9: Willcox Station 

Road 
Number Road Name 

1 Forest Service Road 795 
2 Forest Service Road 795 
3 Dragoon Road 
4 Forest Service Road 795 
5 Stronghold Road 
6 Old Ranch Road 
7 Johnson Road 
8 Dragoon Wash 
9 Sybil Road 
10 Pomerene Road 
11 Cascabel Road 
12 Three Links Road 
13 Airport Road 
14 I-10 
15 State Route 191 
16 State Route 80 
17 Old Mill Road 
18 State Route 186 
19 Pinery Canyon 
20 Ironwood Road 
21 US Highway 191 
22 San Simon/Paradise Road 
23 State Route 181 
24 Sybil Ranch Road 

 
 
Tactical Checkpoints: 

The Willcox Station operates two tactical checkpoints.  One is located at the junction of SR 80 

and 82 in the Naco Station’s AO and the other tactical checkpoint operated by the Willcox 

Station is at milepost 29.5 on SR 191 in the Douglas AO.  The Willcox Station would also 
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operate the proposed tactical checkpoint at milepost 41 on SR 191 although the checkpoint 

would be physically located within the Douglas Station’s AO. 

Off-Road Operations: 

ATVs, motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles are limited to existing roads except for hot 

pursuits and exigent circumstances.  Horseback and foot patrols are conducted throughout the 

station’s AO.   

 

Air Operations: 

Currently, there are no helicopter facilities, regular flights, or regular patrol routes at this time 

within the Willcox Station’s AO.  Helicopter facilities may be constructed in the future at the 

Willcox Station’s AO.  

 

Sensors: 

The Willcox Station maintains an inventory of up  to 110 sensors as part of its routine 

operational activities.  Maintenance of sensors is performed as needed as part of routine 

operational activities. 

 

Observation Points: 

The Willcox Station does not maintain an inventory of skywatch towers.   

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently, rescue beacons are not located in the Willcox Station’s AO. 

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

The Willcox Station does not operate any temporary camp details. 
 
Portable Lights: 

Currently, portable lights are not deployed in the Willcox Station’s AO. 
 
ISIS Components: 

There is one operational repeater operated in Willcox Station’s AO. 

 

Other Infrastructure: 

The construction of a new station is expected to be begin when funding is available, possibly as 

early as FY 05.  The NEPA document was completed in September 2002. 
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2.1.2 Yuma Sector 

The Yuma Sector was established in 1955 and encompasses all or portions of Yuma, La Paz, 

and Mojave counties in Arizona; Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial counties in California; 

and Lincoln, Nye, and White Pine Counties in Nevada. The Yuma Sector Headquarters is 

located in the southwest corner of Arizona and has responsibility for 118 linear miles of US-

Mexico border. The Sector’s AO consists of approximately 76,000 square miles, falling under 

the responsibility of three stations.   However, only Yuma and Wellton stations’ activities (within 

southern Arizona) are addressed in this PEIS; the Blythe Station is located in California and 

their actions are not addressed in this PEIS.   

 

A new 40,000 square foot Sector maintenance facility was completed in June 2001. This new 

facility is located on South Avenue A, directly across from the existing Yuma Station in Yuma, 

Arizona.  A new 25,000 square foot Sector headquarters was completed in 2002 immediately 

north of the maintenance facility. The constructions of these facilities were analyzed in a 

previous NEPA document (INS 1999b).  The Yuma Sector may receive up to 320 additional 

agents under the current plan of the ABCI.  It has not been determined at this time where these 

agents will be stationed.   

 

2.1.2.1 Yuma Station 

The Yuma Station is located at 4030 South Avenue A in Yuma. A new 45,000 square feet 

station facility is proposed across Avenue A from the existing Yuma Station. The station patrols 

a total of 54 linear miles of the US-Mexico border, including 28 miles along the Sonora border, 

17 miles of which is a river border where the international line is formed by the Colorado River 

between Arizona and Mexico. There are currently up to 260 BP agents assigned to the Yuma 

Station.  Although the number of agents has not been determined, it is anticipated that 

additional agents would be assigned to the Yuma Station as part of the current plan of the ABCI.  

The Yuma Station’s AO includes the southeastern portion of Imperial County, California.  The 

north boundary of the station’s AO in Arizona is generally considered the Union Pacific Railroad, 

which parallels I-8.  The BP activities within the Yuma Station’s southern Arizona AO are 

discussed below and shown in Figure 2-10.     
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Patrols: 

There are approximately 365 miles of public and private roads patrolled within the Yuma 

Station’s AO. The roads are numbered in the Key to Figure 2-10.  It should be noted, however, 

that all of the public roads within the city of Yuma and surrounding roads are also patrolled, but 

are not depicted in Figure 2-10 or the Key to Figure 2-10.  There are approximately 78 miles of 

existing public and private roads used as drag roads within the station’s AO that are prepared 

as needed.   

 
Key to Figure 2-10: Yuma Station 

Road 
Number Road Name 

1 Salinity Canal Road 
2 Levee Road 
3 Border Road 
4 Foothills Boulevard 
5 El Camino Del Diablo 
6 TV Drag (Drag) 
7 River Drag (Drag) 
8 New Drag (Drag) 
9 Co. 24th Street (Drag) 
10 Co. 23rd Street (Drag) 
11 Avenue B (Drag) 

 
 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

The Yuma Station does not currently operate any tactical checkpoints in Arizona.   

 

Permanent Checkpoints: 

The Yuma Station operates two permanent checkpoints at milepost 17 on I-8 and at milepost 52 

on Highway 95.  The latter checkpoint is co-managed with the Wellton Station. 

 

Off-Road Operations: 

Off-road operations consist of agents on foot, ATVs and four-wheel drive vehicles throughout 

the station’s AO.  Currently, the Yuma Station patrols the US-Mexico border with ATVs.  Marine 

operations (e.g., hover craft, boat operations, SCUBA missions) are also conducted along the 

Colorado River and All-American Canal system. 
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Air Operations: 

Fixed-winged aircraft and helicopters are used to patrol the US-Mexico border and for SAR 

missions. Day and night operational flights are conducted in the Yuma Station’s AO (see Figure 

2-10).  

 

Sensors: 

The Yuma Station maintains an inventory of up to 300  sensors as part of its routine operations.  

The sensors are maintained as part of the Yuma Station’s daily operations. 

 

Observation Points: 

The Yuma Station maintains an inventory of one skywatch tower that is deployed along the 

Colorado River. 

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently, five rescue beacons are utilized in the Yuma Station’s AO.  The Yuma Station 

proposes to place four additional rescue beacons in the future.  An environmental analysis of 

any proposed rescue beacon sites would be performed prior to placement.  

 

Temporary Camp Details: 

The Yuma Station has no temporary camp details in operation. 

 

Portable Lights: 

Currently, the Yuma Station operates and maintains 27 portable lights along an approximately 

3-mile corridor near the San Luis POE. 

 

ISIS Components: 

There are currently 15 RVS sites and two operational repeaters operated in the Yuma Station’s 

AO in Arizona.   

 

Other Infrastructure: 

Currently, the Yuma Station maintains approximately 6 miles of landing mat fence on either side 

of the San Luis POE.   
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2.1.2.2 Wellton Station 

The Wellton Station was established on February 1, 1955. The station was closed from 1964 to 

1967 and was operated as the Tacna Station from 1970 until 1990 when the current station was 

opened. The station is responsible for 64 linear miles of US-Mexico border. The station’s AO 

includes the BMGR-West and the CPNWR, making their patrol area some of the most isolated 

in the nation.  There are currently up to 85 BP agents assigned to the station.  No additional 

agents were assigned to the Wellton Station as part of the ABCI.  Although the number of 

agents has not been determined, it is anticipated that additional agents would be assigned to 

the Wellton Station.  The Wellton Station’s operational activities are shown in Figure 2-11. 

 

Patrols: 

There are approximately 325 miles of public and private roads used for patrol in the Wellton 

Station’s AO and 145 miles of public roads used for dragging.  The roads are numbered in the 

Key to Figure 2-11.  In support of the ABCI, the Wellton Station proposes the use, including 

maintenance of all existing roads and administrative trails on the CPNWR.  The Wellton Station 

also proposes the use of some illegal roads (those created by IE traffic) on the CPNWR as 

needed.   

 

Permanent Checkpoints: 

The Wellton Station currently maintains a permanent checkpoint at milepost 52 on Highway 95 

(see Figure 2-11). 

 

Tactical Checkpoints: 

One tactical checkpoint is located with the Wellton Station’s AO in Arizona at milepost 57 on I-8 

(see Figure 2-11).  This tactical checkpoint could be relocated in the near future.   

 

Off-Road Operations: 

Off-road operations consist of foot patrols and four-wheel drive vehicles throughout the station’s 

AO. 

 

Air Operations: 

The Wellton Station has a designated helicopter flight route. Flights are made from the Yuma 

International Airport.  Deviations from this route are only made to follow the tracks, persons, or 

vehicles that illegally entered the US or SAR missions. The helicopter flies along established dirt 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008405



Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector Revised Draft October 2004 
2-54 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008406





Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector Revised Draft October 2004 
   2-56 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008408



Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector Revised Draft October 2004 
2-57 

Key to Figure 2-11: Wellton Station 
Road 

Number Road Name 

1 Dripping Springs 
2 El Camino Del Diablo 
3 Ciprano Pass 
4 Smugglers Pass 
5 Hobbs Drag* 
6 Avenue 29E* 
7 Avenue 25E* 
8 High Tanks Pass 
9 Tractor Road* 
10 Lower Drag Road* 
11 Big Pass Drag* 
12 Little Pass Drag* 
13 Mohawk Drag * 
14 Papago Road 
15 E. Sand Dunes Road 
16 Stoval Road 
17 Culver Canyon Road* 
18 Growler’s Wash Road 
19 Monreal Well Road 
20 Old Papago Road 
21 Eagle Tank Road 
22 Tule Desert Trail 
23 Vidrine Smuggler’s Path 
24 C.P. Tank Road 
25 Tule Road 
26 Vidrios Drag (Drag) 
27 Avenue 40E (Drag) 

* Road is used for patrolling and dragging operations 

 

roads, washes and trails at an elevation between 50 and 75 feet above ground level (agl). The 

helicopter is required to operate between 50 and 200 feet agl.  This flight ceiling is imposed by 

the USAF due to military aircraft maneuvers routinely occurring on BMGR.  Approximately 60 

miles of the flight route is within the CPNWR, and approximately 90 miles is within Sonoran 

pronghorn habitat (INS 1998).   

 

Helicopters are also uses as needed for emergency extraction of IEs in life-threatening 

situations.    

 

Sensors: 

The Wellton Station maintains an inventory of up to 120 sensors.  Maintenance of sensors is 

performed as a part of routine operations.   
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Temporary Camp Details: 

Currently, the Wellton Station has two camp detail sites approved for operation on the CPNWR.  

One site is located at the Los Vidrios camp site.  In support of the ABCI, the original Desert Grip 

camp detail was upgraded from a Conex box style camp to a 3,840 square feet modular 

building.  The second camp detail site (see Figure 2-11) will be established at Tule Well (DHS 

2004b).   

 

Observation Points: 

The Wellton Station does not maintain an inventory of skywatch towers. 

 

Rescue Beacons: 

Currently, six rescue beacons are utilized in the Wellton Station’s AO.  The rescue beacons are 

located on the BMGR. 

 

Portable Lights: 

Portable lights are not currently deployed in the Wellton Station’s AO. 

 

ISIS Components:   

One operational repeater is maintained in the Wellton Station’s AO.  

 

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

 
The definition of viable alternatives for purposes of this evaluation is constrained by those that 

meet the purpose and need of the CBP and BP.  Three separate and distinct alternatives for 

achieving this mission will be evaluated in detail in this revised draft PEIS: (1) Expand 

Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved Infrastructure (the preferred 

alternative); (2) Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure; and (3) 

Expand Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems.  Although it does not satisfy the 

stated purpose and need, the No Action Alternative is also carried forward for evaluation, as 

required by the NEPA and CEQ regulations.  All four alternatives are described in the following 

paragraphs. 
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2.2.1 Alternative 1.  Preferred Alternative- Expand Operations, Technology-Based 

Systems, and Approved Infrastructure 

 
This alternative would allow the BP to expand its existing operations/activities (including 

technology-based systems) and to complete the approved infrastructure projects (i.e., border 

barriers, border fences, stadium-style lighting) as identified in Table 2-2.  The term “approved” 

as used in this document refers to projects that have been analyzed in previous NEPA 

environmental documents with signed decision documents (i.e., FONSI or ROD).  Alternative 1 

would provide sufficient support needed by the BP toward its mission of deterrence by allowing 

expansion of current operations/activities as dictated by changes in IE strategy.  This alternative 

would give the BP flexibility to combine a balanced level of technology-based operations (i.e., 

RVS, sensors, etc.), traditional operations/activities (patrols, dragging, checkpoints, etc.), with 

an appropriate number of tactical fences, vehicle barriers, and patrol roads strategically 

concentrating resources when and where they are needed most.  Alternative 1 includes the 

expansion of the following BP operational activities and existing and technology-based systems: 

• ISIS components; 
• Support vehicles; 
• Air support; 
• Portable lighting; 
• Checkpoints; 
• Patrols; 
• Off-road operations; 
• Drag road preparation; 
• Rescue beacons; 
• Temporary camp details; and 
•  Additional BP personnel.   

 

The normal routine enforcement operations, like concentrating patrol agents in certain areas, 

requesting aerial support, and permanent or temporary increases in staff, would not require 

further NEPA analyses.  Under this alternative, the BP would have to evaluate individual 

projects in accordance with 28 C.F.R. Part 61, Appendix C, and any subsequent regulations 

promulgated by CBP or DHS to determine if project specific NEPA documents would be 

required.  At this time, the new DHS Environmental Planning Program that covers the DHS 

NEPA implementation regulations is being published as Management Directive (MD) 5100.1.  

These regulations were published in the Federal Register for public review on 14 June 2004 and 

are currently being finalized. 
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Implementation of Alternative 1 would increase the effectiveness of the BP and enhance the 

safety and welfare of BP agents, IEs and the general public.  The expansion of BP operations 

and  technology-based systems and the completion of approved infrastructure would increase 

the effectiveness of the BP agents to apprehend and rescue IEs within proximity of the border, 

thereby reducing the footprint of illegal activities. The implementation of Alternative 1 would 

increase the BP enforcement area and cause short-term impacts to resources within the project 

area until sufficient control of the border area is achieved.  However, the combination of 

increased operations, technology-based systems and infrastructure will minimize the long-term 

environmental impacts associated with illegal activities by providing the BP with an increased 

level of deterrence through enhanced detection and apprehension. 

 

2.2.2 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

 
This alternative promotes the expansion of technology-based systems and approved 

infrastructure over traditional operations/activities as identified previously in Table 2-2.  Border 

Patrol operations would not be expanded in Alternative 2 in comparison to Alternative 1 

(preferred action).  Technology-based systems would expand the use of RVS sites and 

operation of ground sensors positioned at strategic locations along the border.  Alternative 2 

would include the construction/expansion of two BP stations to house and store equipment 

required for these types of operations and it would also allow for the completion of approved 

infrastructure projects.  Implementation of this alternative would be designed to maintain 

traditional daily operations conducted by BP agents and limit new personnel needs.  Alternative 

2 includes the expansion of ISIS components (i.e., RVS, sensors, operational repeaters, etc.) 

and the maintenance and completion of approved border roads, border barriers, and stadium 

style lighting. 

 

While an increase in the technology-based systems would enhance the deterrence and 

detection abilities of the BP, these systems alone do not provide the same level of deterrence, 

as do existing daily operational activities.  Although cameras and sensors would aid agents in 

the detection of IEs, they would not enhance the effectiveness of apprehensions.  Without a 

certainty of detection and apprehension, deterrence is reduced.  Traditional patrols and aerial 

support would still be required to pursue and apprehend IEs after the border is breached.  

Alternative 2 would still require BP agents to deploy to remote areas to apprehend IEs.  It is 

likely that more agents would be required to monitor RVS systems and to respond to the likely 
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increase in non-deterred IE attempted crossings.  This alternative would not effectively reduce 

the amount of natural resource damage due to trampling by IEs attempting to escape 

apprehension or reach safety inside the US.  This alternative would have fewer direct impacts to 

the region’s natural environment than Alternative 1; however, indirect impacts would be greater 

because increased illegal foot and vehicle traffic would increase patrol activity.  Consequently, 

patrol activity (i.e., off-road pursuits) would occur further from the border.   

 

2.2.3 Alternative 3.  Expand Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

 
This alternative strictly relies on the employment and expansion of existing operations/activities 

(including technology-based systems) identified previously in Table 2-2.  It does not include the 

completion of currently approved infrastructure projects evaluated through the NEPA process.  

Expanding all operations/activities including technology-based systems would rely almost solely 

on detection of IEs as the means of effectively enhancing deterrence or apprehension.  An 

invisible technology barrier would be the primary deterrence to illegal entry.  Alternative 3 

includes the expansion of the following BP operational activities and technology-based systems: 

• ISIS components; 
• Support vehicles; 
• Air support; 
• Portable lighting; 
• Checkpoints; 
• Patrols; 
• Off-road operations; 
• Drag road preparation; 
• Rescue beacons; 
• Temporary camp details; and 
• Additional BP personnel. 

 

This alternative would increase operational activities and technology-based systems (i.e., 

manpower for patrols, checkpoints, RVS units and supporting utilities, support from existing 

programs such as Operation Skywatch and Operation Desert Grip, and the ABCI).  In 

combination with existing operations and infrastructure, use of technology–based systems, such 

as the approved RVS sites and portable lighting, would further enhance effectiveness of 

detection.  In areas or instances where there is adequate BP manpower, this alternative would 

enhance deterrence.  However, at the present level of physical infrastructure on the border and 

without construction of any of the currently approved infrastructure projects, the amount of 

physical deterrence devices would be inadequate to gain and maintain control of the border 

region.  Even with an increase in manpower and ability to detect breaches of the border, agent 
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response times would be diminished without adequate access to remote areas.  Response 

times would not be short enough to effectively apprehend IEs or rescue distressed individuals 

within proximity of the border.  The BP agents would consistently be required either to pursue 

IEs across sensitive habitat or be forced to wait until they reveal their location or come in 

contact with checkpoints.  This alternative would not effectively limit the amount of natural 

resource damage due to trampling by IEs once they breach the US-Mexico border.  This 

alternative would have fewer direct impacts to the region’s natural environment than Alternative 

1; however, indirect impacts would be greater because increased illegal foot and vehicle traffic 

might require BP apprehension activity further from the border.   

 

2.2.4 No Action Alternative.  Maintain All Operations/Activities, Technology-Based 

Systems, and Infrastructure at Current Level of Effort  

This alternative would not allow for the expansion of BP operations (including technology-based 

systems) and would eliminate all currently approved construction projects identified in Table 2-2.  

The BP use and maintenance of patrol and drag roads would continue.  This alternative would 

allow operations and any normal maintenance and operational requirements associated with 

existing infrastructure to continue.  The continuing increase in IE traffic would likely overwhelm 

the current BP level of effort.  Indirectly, this alternative would likely increase IE and drug 

smuggling activity and the potential threat for terrorists entering the US.  The No Action 

Alternative would not facilitate the BP’s mission to gain and maintain control of the border. 

 

2.3 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

 
A summary matrix that illustrates whether each of the alternatives satisfies the stated purpose 

and need is presented  in Table 2-3.  A summary of the environmental impacts anticipated as a 

result of the remaining viable alternatives, as compared to the No Action Alternative is 

presented in Table 2-4. 
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Table 2-3.  Summary Matrix for Alternatives Considered in the PEIS 

Project Purpose Alternatives 
and Need Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 No Action 

Enhance the BP mission to prevent 
the entry of terrorists and their 
weapons and to enforce the laws that 
protect the US homeland by the 
detection, interdiction, and 
apprehension of those who attempt to 
illegally enter or smuggle any person 
or contraband across the sovereign 
borders of the US 
 

Yes Yes No No 

Provides a safe, effective, and 
efficient environment for BP Agents in 
which to accomplish the BP mission 
 

Yes Yes No No 

Enhances the effectiveness of the 
apprehension activities through the 
combined use of manpower, 
technology, and infrastructure and to 
increase deterrence  
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Increase deterrence through 
enhanced detection and apprehension 
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Creates a limited zone of certain 
apprehension in proximity to the US-
Mexico border  
 

Partially Partially Partially No 

Prevents the loss of life of IEs 
traversing the desert 
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Protects sensitive resources, public 
and private lands, and US residents 
from IEs, illegal activities, and 
terrorists 
 

Yes Partially Partially No 

Alternative 1.      Expand operations, technology-based systems, and approved infrastructure  (Preferred 
Alternative) 

Alternative 2.       Expand technology-based systems and  approved infrastructure 
Alternative 3.      Expand operations and technology-based systems 
No Action Maintain all operations,technology-based systems and infrastructure at current levels 
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Table 2-4.  Summary Matrix of Potential Impacts by Alternative1 

 

Natural and Cultural Resources 

Alternatives Land Use Soils Prime Farmland Water Supply and Quality Air Quality Noise Aesthetics Socio-economics Environmental 
Justice 

No Action No additional direct 
effect to land use. 

No additional direct 
effects; indirect 
effects (e.g. soil 
disturbance and 
erosion) from 
increased illegal 
off-road traffic.  

No additional 
direct impacts 
would occur.  
However, indirect 
impacts from 
illegal traffic 
would continue 
and likely 
increase. 

No additional direct impacts. No direct impacts. Minor indirect effects 
from BP vehicles in 
pursuit of IEs. 

No additional direct 
effects; indirect 
effects from 
increased 
environmental 
damage from illegal 
traffic. 

No additional direct impacts; 
indirect adverse effects to 
residential areas, recreation areas, 
and commercial developments 
associated with increased illegal 
activity. Likely increase in IE loss 
of life. 

No impacts. 

Alternative 1.   
Expand 
Operations, 
Technology 
Based Systems, 
and Approved 
Infrastructure 

Additional permanent 
conversion of 587 
acres from potential 
commercial 
developments and 
open lands to border 
infrastructure, 
technology-based 
systems, and 
operations.  Expanded 
operations would 
increase potential 
impacts by 
approximately 10% 
over existing levels. 

Additional 587 
acres of soil 
disturbed as a 
result of the 
expansion of 
infrastructure, 
operations, and 
technology-based 
systems and an 
additional 10% 
over existing levels 
of potential 
disturbance due to 
expanded 
operations. 

The expansion of 
operations would 
increase the 
potential for 
additional 
impacts.  
Adverse impacts 
would be short-
term; however, 
long-term 
beneficial 
impacts would be 
expected as IE 
activities are 
deterred by 
expanded BP 
actions. 

Some temporary impacts to 
water quality in ephemeral 
streams during construction; 
would be minimized through 
BMPs; all unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands/ other 
waters and groundwater 
supplies would be quantified, 
permitted, & mitigated in 
site-specific NEPA 
documents. 

Insignificant 
emissions; below de 
minimus thresholds, 
if projects are 
conducted in phases 
with implementation 
of environmental 
design measures. 

Additional noise from 
expanded operations 
including increased 
patrol vehicles (ATVs, 
trucks, and aircraft) as 
well as short-term 
construction noise and 
noise from vehicles and 
portable light 
generators could 
impact visitors to 
recreation areas; 
adjacent residential 
areas. 

Potential beneficial 
and adverse effects 
on those areas 
valued for their 
aesthetic qualities 
(e.g., Wilderness 
Areas, National 
Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, etc.) 

No relocation of houses or 
commercial facilities; some minor 
benefits due to purchase of 
materials from local suppliers; 
indirect beneficial effects to land 
values would occur by stabilization 
of border.  Some effects to tax 
base if landownership is 
transferred to DHS. Potential 
decrease in IE loss of life by 
increased deterrence, better 
detection, and confined crossing 
sites. 

No impacts. 

Alternative 2.   
Expand 
Technology-
Based Systems 
and Approved 
Infrastructure 

Additional permanent 
conversion of 587 
acres from potential 
commercial 
developments and 
open lands to border 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems.     

Additional 
permanent 
disturbance to soils 
estimated at 587 
acres; no prime 
farmlands 
impacted. 

No additional 
direct impacts are 
expected.  
However, indirect 
adverse effects 
from increased 
illegal traffic 
would likely 
occur. 

Some temporary impacts to 
water quality in ephemeral 
streams during construction; 
would be minimized through 
BMPs; all unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands/ other 
waters would be quantified, 
permitted, & mitigated in 
site-specific NEPA 
documents. 

Insignificant 
emissions; below de 
minimus thresholds. 

Temporary construction 
noise would return to 
ambient conditions 
upon completion of 
projects 

Potential beneficial 
and adverse effects 
on those areas 
valued for their 
aesthetic qualities 
(e.g., Wilderness 
Areas, National 
Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, etc.) 

No displacements of houses or 
commercial facilities; some minor 
benefits due to purchase of 
materials from local suppliers; 
indirect beneficial effects to land 
values would occur. No impact to 
current level of IE loss of life. 

No impacts. 

Alternative 3.   
Expand 
Operations and 
Technology-
Based Systems 

Additional permanent 
conversion of 2 acres 
as a result of the 
expansion of 
operations and 
technology-based 
systems.  Impacts 
would be expected to 
increase by 
approximately 10% as 
a result of increased 
operations. 

Additional 
disturbance to soil 
estimated at 2 
acres and an 
additional 10% 
over existing levels 
of potential 
disturbance for 
expanded 
operations; no 
impact to prime 
farmlands. 

Effects would be 
similar to those 
described for 
Alternative 1. 

Very minimal chance of 
impact to water quality in 
ephemeral streams during 
expanded operations use. 

Insignificant 
emissions; below de 
minimus thresholds. 

Additional noise from 
expanded 
operationsincluding 
increased patrol 
vehicles (ATVs, trucks, 
and aircraft). 

Potential beneficial 
and adverse effects 
on those areas 
valued for their 
aesthetic qualities 
(e.g., Wilderness 
Areas, National 
Parks, Wildlife 
Refuges, etc.) 

No displacements of houses or 
commercial facilities; some minor 
benefits due to purchase of 
materials from local suppliers. No 
impact to current level of IE loss of 
life. 

No impacts. 
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Table 2-4, continued 

Natural and Cultural Resources 

Alternatives Vegetation 
Communities Wildlife Fisheries Unique and Sensitive Areas Threatened and Endangered Species Hazardous Waste Cultural Resources 

No Action No additional direct 
impacts; potential 
significant indirect effects 
from increased illegal 
traffic. 

No additional direct 
effects; indirect effects 
to wildlife in all areas 
due to continued and 
increased IE traffic. 

No impacts. No additional direct impacts to 
sensitive areas. 

No impacts. No impacts. No additional direct effects would 
occur to historic properties or 
cultural sites; indirect impacts 
would continue on potentially 
eligible sites from illegal and BP 
traffic as well as intentional 
looting. 

Alternative 1.   
Expand Operations, 
Technology-Based 
Systems, and Approved 
Infrastructure 

Additional 587 acres of 
vegetation cleared as a 
result of the expansion of 
proposed BP border 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems construction 
areas, and an additional 
10% over existing levels 
of potential disturbance 
for expanded operations. 
An additional 430 acres 
would be impacted by 
illumination.  Extant 
disturbed habitat 
(Sonoran desert 
scrublands) would be 
most impacted. 

Additional 587 acres 
removed as potential 
habitat due to the 
expansion of approved 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems, and an 
additional 10% over 
existing levels of 
potential disturbance 
for expanded 
operations.  Additional 
430 acres of indirect 
impacts (increased 
lighting).  Impacts to 
neotropical migrants 
and other wildlife from 
noise avoided by 
minimizing construction 
during nesting seasons. 

No impacts. Approximately 4.8 acres within 
seven different Unique & 
Sensitive Areas would be 
permanently removed and an 
additional 10% over existing 
levels of potential disturbance to 
account for expanded 
operations.  Some effects to 
T&E critical habitat and occupied 
habitats. 

Some species may be adversely 
impacted by the expansion of BP 
operations.  Mitigation measures would 
be implemented to not jeopardize the 
continued existence of any protected 
species. 

No impacts. Potential for direct impact to 
historic properties or cultural 
sites.  Requires site-specific 
surveys and Section 106 
coordination.  Testing and/or data 
recovery may be required. 

Alternative 2.   
ExpandTechnology-
Based Systems and 
Approved Infrastructure 

The construction of on-
going and technology-
based systems and 
infrastructure would 
directly affect 587 acres 
of vegetation.  An 
additional 334 acres 
would be directly affected 
by illumination. 

Additional 587 acres of 
potential habitat 
affected due to the 
expansion of 
infrastructure and 
technology-based 
systems.   

No impacts. Approximately 4.8 acres within 
seven different Unique & 
Sensitive Areas would be 
permanently removed.  Potential 
effects to T&E critical habitat and 
occupied habitat. 

Existing and ongoing T&E species 
concerns surrounding BP infrastructure 
and operations would continue.  
Reduced potential for additional direct 
impacts associated with expanded 
operations only (no construction of BP 
additional infrastructure).  Minimal 
additional indirect impacts.  Potential 
impacts reduced compared to 
Alternative 1. 

No impacts. Potential for direct impact to 
historic properties or cultural 
sites.  Requires site-specific 
surveys and Section 106 
coordination.  Testing and/or data 
recovery may be required. 

Alternative 3.   
Expand Operations and 
Technology-Based 
Systems 

Impact to approximately 2 
acres of vegetation as a 
result of the expansion of 
technology-based 
infrastructure and an 
additional 10% over 
existing levels of potential 
disturbance for expanded 
operations. 

Additional impacts to 2 
acres.  Minimal direct 
effects to wildlife due to 
extant disturbances and 
developed areas. 

No impacts Approximately 0.6 acre of 
Unique and Sensitive Areas 
would be impacted as well as an 
additional 10% over existing 
levels of potential disturbance for 
expanded operations 

No direct impacts associated with 
expanded construction of BP 
infrastructure.  Minimal indirect impacts.  
Impacts similar to Alternative 2. 

No impacts. No impacts to historic properties; 
potential impacts to unknown 
cultural sites require site-specific 
surveys.  Testing and/or data 
recovery may be required. 

1 Please refer to Tables 4-1 and 4-2 for a detailed summary of impacts.  Acreage impacts were derived from approved and ongoing CBP operations/activities and infrastructure provided by the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  Values were derived from previous environmental 
analysis and geographic information systems data of existing BP infrastructure as of October 1, 2003.   

2 The impacts presented for Alternatives 1 and 3 include only those impacts that are quantifiable at this time (e.g. approved infrastructure and technology-based systems).  Additional impacts are expected from the expansion of operations; however, the expansion of off-road 
enforcement activities, increased road patrols, and air patrols are unquantifiable at this time. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  

 

Discussions in this chapter shall be limited to only those resources that could potentially be 

affected by the BP activities, as per CEQ guidance (40 C.F.R. §1501.7). Therefore, discussions 

of resources  such as geology, utilities, communications, hazardous waste, and climate would 

not be impacted by BP daily operations and thus are not included for evaluation in this PEIS.  

Furthermore, detailed descriptions about the existing conditions of the human and natural 

environment along the Arizona border were presented in the Technical Support Documents for 

the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (SPEIS) for INS and Joint 

Task Force Six (JTF-6)   activities (USACE 2001a). These discussions are incorporated herein 

by reference, as allowed by the CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 C.F.R.  §1508). 

 

Four Arizona counties (Cochise, Pima, Santa Cruz, and Yuma) within 50 miles of the US-

Mexico border comprise the portions of AOs within the Tucson or Yuma Sectors that are 

addressed in this PEIS. As mentioned previously, this is not the entire area under the Tucson or 

Yuma Sectors’ jurisdictions.  Both the Tucson and Yuma Sectors’ jurisdictions extend beyond 

the study area to encompass all of the State of Arizona and include Maricopa, Pinal, Graham, 

La Paz, Greenlee, Yavapai, Mohave, and Coconino counties.  In addition, portions of Imperial, 

Riverside, and San Bernardino counties in California are contained in the Yuma Sector; 

however, because this assessment only includes those counties in Arizona affected by BP 

activities, these California counties are not included as part of this revised draft PEIS. 

 

3.1 LAND USE 

 
The major land uses in the study areainclude agriculture, rangeland, urban, forest, wildlife 

management, recreation/special use, military, wilderness, and water. The major Federal 

agencies controlling large land areas are the USFS, NPS, BLM, and the Department of Defense 

(DoD).  The major state agencies controlling large areas of land are the Arizona State Land 

Department and Arizona State Parks.  Native American Tribes also own significant areas of 

land. Private and corporate uses are classified as urban areas, intensive specialized agriculture 

land, and large areas of rangeland. "Other" land ownership includes land controlled by other 

Federal agencies, such as the USFWS, along with county and municipal lands. 
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3.1.1  Cochise County 

The total area of Cochise County, Arizona is approximately 6,170 square miles. The estimated 

2001 census population was 119,281 with a population density of 19.3 persons per square mile 

(US Census Bureau 2003d).  The major population centers are Sierra Vista and Fort Huachuca.  

The largest land use in the entire county is in the private and corporate ownership category (42 

percent). The principal land uses outside the urban areas are rangeland and agriculture (cotton, 

alfalfa, barley, corn, and vegetables).  Fort Huachuca is located within Cochise County and the 

DoD controls approximately 841,000 acres (21 percent). The USFS controls approximately 

490,000 acres (12 percent) of land in this county. The majority of the USFS land is the multiple-

use Coronado National Forest. The USFWS controls the San Bernardino National Wildlife 

Refuge (SBNWR)  within Cochise County. The BLM controls approximately 391,000 acres (9 

percent). The BLM lands include the SPRNCA and numerous multiple use areas used primarily 

for recreation and grazing. The State of Arizona controls approximately 1,368,000 acres (34 

percent), which is used primarily for recreation, historical, and natural areas. The Cochise 

County portion of the study areahas three small to medium sized urban areas, Douglas, Bisbee, 

and Naco, that range in population from less than 1,000 to over 15,000 inhabitants.  

 
3.1.2  Pima County 

The total area of Pima County, Arizona is 9,187 square miles. The 2001 estimated population 

was 863,049 with a population density of 93.9 persons per square mile (US Census Bureau 

2003d). Major industries located in Pima County include agriculture and tourism. Major land 

uses in the county include: CPNWR, OPCNM, TON, BLM managed lands, and the Buenos 

Aires National Wildlife Refuge (BANWR).  According to the Arizona Department of Commerce 

(2003), the primary urban areas and their estimated 2002 populations are Tucson (507,085), 

Oro Valley (34,050) and Marana (17,770), Arizona. 

 
3.1.3  Santa Cruz County 

The total area of Santa Cruz County, Arizona is 1,238 square miles. The estimated 2001 

population was 39,590 with a population density of 31.9 persons per square mile (US Census 

Bureau 2003d). Major industries located in Santa Cruz County include tourism, international 

trade, and manufacturing. According to the Arizona Department of Commerce (2003), the 

primary urban areas and their estimated 2001 populations are Nogales (21,110) and Patagonia 

(905). 
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3.1.4  Yuma County 

The total area of Yuma County, Arizona is 5,514 square miles.  The estimated 2001 population 

was 164,942 with a population density of 29.9 persons per square mile (US Census Bureau 

2003d).  Major industries located in Yuma County include tourism, international trade, 

agriculture, and manufacturing.  The northeast portion of the county consists of the Fort Yuma 

Quechan Indian Reservation.  The Cocopah Indian Reservation is located in the southwestern 

portion of Yuma County and consists of three separate areas; West Reservation, East 

Reservation, and North Reservation.  Other land uses in the County include: Kofa National 

Wildlife Refuge, MCAS-Yuma, BMGR-West, BLM managed lands, and the CPNWR.  According 

to the Arizona Department of Commerce (2003), the primary urban areas and their estimated 

2001 populations are Yuma (81,380), San Luis (18,345), and Somerton (7,985). 

 

3.2 TRANSPORTATION 

 
3.2.1 Roads 

The Interstate highway system within the study area is well developed (Rand McNally 1997). 

The following paragraphs describe the Interstates and US Highways found within each county. 

 
3.2.1.1 Cochise County 

I-10 extends through Cochise County, Arizona and continues west through the cities of Tucson 

and Phoenix. SR 90 extends from I-10, through Sierra Vista, and intersects with US Highway 

80.  SR 80 extends from I-10 (at Benson, Arizona) to the New Mexico border, passing through 

Bisbee and Douglas, Arizona.  US Highway 92 also extends from Sierra Vista to Bisbee, 

Arizona, but takes a more southern route near Naco, Arizona. From Graham County (north of 

Cochise County, Arizona), US Highway 191 intersects I-10 and extends south to Douglas, 

Arizona.  SR 181 connects US Highway 191 to the Chiricahua National Monument.  SR 186 

also provides access to the Chiricahua National Monument via I-10 at Willcox, Arizona.  Two  

POEs are located in Cochise County at Douglas and Naco, Arizona. 

 

3.2.1.2  Pima County 

SR 86 is the major east-west artery through central Pima County.  There are no major roadways 

that parallel close to the US-Mexico border. There are two  POEs from Mexico via Pima County, 

Arizona. The first is located along SR 85 at Lukeville and the second is along SR 286 at 

Sasabe. 
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3.2.1.3 Santa Cruz County 

SR 289 generally parallels the US-Mexico border in the southern portion of Santa Cruz County.  

Access to Mexico is provided through two POEs at Nogales, Arizona. Vehicles can access the 

border crossing from the north along I-19, which is the major roadway in the county. Vehicles 

from the eastern portion of Santa Cruz County or western Cochise County can access I-19 and 

the border from SR 82. 

 
3.2.1.4 Yuma County 

The primary roadway access provided from I-8 to the border crossing at San Luis is US 

Highway 95. Highway 95 is a north-south artery that proceeds from the San Luis POE through 

Yuma and Blythe, California, Las Vegas, Nevada, and Boise, Idaho to the Canadian border.  It 

intersects with I-8, as well as with Interstates 10, 15, 40, 80, 84, and 90. 

 

3.2.2 Airports 

There are two major airports within the area of operation: Tucson International Airport and 

Yuma International Airport.  In addition to these major airports, there are numerous small and 

medium airports located throughout the area of operation.  These small to medium sized 

airports do not conduct regularly scheduled commercial or commuter flights.  Most of these 

airports are not located in the vicinity of the border area; however, aircraft providing surveillance 

and search and rescue missions of the US-Mexico border could utilize some of these smaller 

airports (e.g., Sierra Vista). 

 

3.3 SOILS 

 
Soil composition and other attributes are a function of source material, climate, and topography. 

Many parts of the study areahave not been mapped for soils including parts of Cochise, Pima, 

and Yuma counties.  The counties within the study area share a similar climate and similar 

types of parent material: unconsolidated stream sediments, consolidated sedimentary rocks, 

and crystalline igneous and metamorphic rocks. There are 42 general soil associations within 

the Basin and Range Province, which can be grouped by topography: mountains, 

uplands/foothills, valley slope, and alluvial fan/floodplain. The counties where these soils occur 

are listed in Table 3-1, and briefly described in the following paragraphs. 
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Table 3-1. Soil Characteristics for Counties within the Basin and Range Province 

Topography/ Soil Association Counties Permeability Range Flood/Erosion Hazard Limits to Construction 

Mountains 
Luzena-Faraway Cochise Moderate-slow Rare/severe Low-high shrink-swell 
Barkerville-Gaddes  Cochise Moderately rapid Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 
Tortugas-Rock Outcrop Cochise, Santa 

Cruz 
Moderate Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 

Faraway-Rock Outcrop-Barkerville Santa Cruz Slow Slight/high Low shrink-swell 
Cherioni-Gachado-Rock Outcrop Pima Slow Slight/slight Low shrink-swell 
Lomitas-Rock Outcrop Yuma, La Paz Moderate Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 
Uplands/Foothills 
White House-Bernadino-Carulampi Pima, Santa Cruz Slow-moderate Rare/severe High shrink-swell 
Kimbrough-Cave Cochise Moderate Rare/severe Moderate shrink-swell 
Hathaway-Nickel Cochise, Santa 

Cruz  
Moderate Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 

Rilloso-Latene Cochise Moderate Rare/severe Moderate shrink-swell 
Graham-Lampshire-Ustollic Cochise Slow-rapid Rare/severe Low-high shrink-swell 
Mabray Cochise Moderate Rare/severe Low 
Krentz Cochise Moderate Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 
Rough Broken Land-Gullied Land Cochise Moderate Rare/severe Low-moderate shrink-

swell 
Granite Rock Land Cochise Moderate-slow Rare/severe Low-high shrink-swell 
Pinaleno-Nickel-Palos Verdes Pima Slow-rapid Rare/slight Low shrink-swell 
Lamphshire-Chiricahua-Graham Santa Cruz Slow-moderate Rare/moderate-high Low-high shrink-swell 
Superstition-Rositaas Yuma  Rapid Rare/moderate Low shrink-swell 
Valley Slope 
Sonoita-Anthony Cochise, Pima 

Santa Cruz 
Moderate Slight/slight Low shrink-swell 

White House Tubac-Forrest Pima, Cochise Slow Slight/severe High shrink-swell 
Eba Cochise Slow Rare/moderate Moderate shrink-swell 
Martinez Cochise, Santa 

Cruz 
Very slow Slight/moderate High shrink-swell 

Casto Cochise, Santa 
Cruz 

Slow Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 
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Table 3-1. Continued 

Topography/ Soil Association Counties Permeability Range Flood/Erosion Hazard Limits to Construction 

Cruces Cochise Moderate Rare/severe Low shrink-swell 
Bonita-Sontag Cochise Slow-very slow Slight/moderate High shrink-swell 
Laveen-Coolidge Pima Moderate-rapid Severe/severe Moderate shrink-swell 
Alluvial Fan/Valley Floor 
Gothard-Crot-Stewart Cochise Moderately slow Slight-severe/slight High shrink-swell 
Elfrida Cochise Moderately slow Slight/slight Moderate shrink-swell 
Karro Cochise Moderately slow Slight/slight Moderate shrink-swell 
McAllister Cochise Slow Slight/slight Moderate shrink-swell 
Mohave Cochise Moderately slow Slight/slight Moderate shrink-swell 
Dry Lake-Playa Cochise Rapid-slow Severe/severe High shrink-swell 
Comoro-Anthony-Grabe Cochise Moderately rapid Slight/slight Low shrink-swell 
Vinton-Gila Cochise 

Pima 
Rapid Slight/severe Low shrink-swell 

Guest Cochise Slow-very slow Slight/slight High shrink-swell 
Coolidge-Wellton-Antho Yuma Moderately rapid Slight/slight Low shrink-swell 
Antho-Valencia-Gilman Pima Moderate-slow Severe/moderate Low shrink-swell 
Rillito-Gunsight-Pinal Pima, Yuma Moderate Slight/moderate Low shrink-swell 
Gilman-Vint-Brisos Yuma Moderate-rapid Severe/slight Low shrink-swell 
Imperial-Glenbar-Holtville Yuma Slow-moderate Frequent/slight Moderate-high shrink-

swell 
Comora-Pima Santa Cruz Occasional/slight Occasional/slight Low-high shrink-swell 
Harqua-Perryville-Gunsight Yuma Occasional/slight Occasional/slight Low-moderate shrink-

swell 

Source: US Department of Agriculture 1971; Richardson and Miller 1974; Maricopa Planning Department 1977; Richardson et al. 1979 
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The mountainside soils are shallow, steep, and, where sufficient soil is present, well-drained. 

There are four general soil associations present in this group that can be found throughout the 

mountain ranges of the area of operation. 

 

Soils formed on uplands/foothills are transitional and show a variety of features that reflect local 

topography. They are shallow to deep, gently to steeply sloping, and well drained. The surface 

can be deeply dissected, and rock outcrops may be exposed. Twelve general soil associations 

are present in this group. Transitional soils are rarely found in western Pima and Yuma counties 

except in the Supersitition-Rositas association in Yuma County where sand dunes are present. 

 

The soils of the valley slopes are deep, well drained, and on slopes of up to 10 degrees. They 

form on and from older alluvial layers. Sediments are unsorted and have variable textures. 

There are eight general soil associations present in this group. These soils are extensive in 

Cochise, Santa Cruz, and eastern Pima counties. 

 

The alluvial fan/floodplain soils contain 16 soil associations and are generally level to near level, 

deep soils formed from older alluvium. Composition and texture are variable depending upon 

host material. Examples of these soils include: Dry Lake-Playa found in the Willcox Playa, 

Vinton-Gila found in the San Pedro River Basin, Grabe-Gila-Pima found in the Santa Cruz River 

Basin, and Rillito-Gunsight-Pinal found in the Lower Colorado River and Lower Gila River 

basins (US Department of Agriculture 1971; Richardson and Miller 1974; Richardson et al. 

1979; Barmore 1980). 

 
3.4 PRIME FARMLANDS 

 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1980 and 1995 was established to preserve the Nation’s 

farmland. In Section 7 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 657.5, prime farmlands are 

defined as having the best combinations of physical and chemical properties to be able to 

produce fiber, animal feed, food, and are available for these uses. All prime farmlands in 

Arizona are classified as “Category 1” based on the requirement of irrigation to be arable. Prime 

farmlands in Arizona occur mainly within the San Pedro Valley and the Lower Colorado River 

area near Yuma. Many of the soils identified within the study area require irrigation in order to 

be considered prime farmlands. The prime farmlands located within the study area are 

presented in Table 3-2.  As can be seen from this table, most of the prime farmland soils are 

found in Pima County  (Breckenfield 2000). 
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Table 3-2.  Study Area Soils Considered Prime Farmland When Irrigated 

Soil Name Counties 

Antho fine sandy loam Yuma 
Anthony fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes* Pima 
Anthony sandy loam Yuma 
Bucklebar-hayhook-tubac complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Chucum loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Comoro sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes* Pima 
Comoro soils, 0 to 5 percent slopes Santa Cruz 
Date land fine sandy loam Yuma 
Date land loamy fine sand Yuma 
Dateland-denure association, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Dateland-denure association, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Denure-panaka complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Diasnar sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes Pima 
Gadsden clay Yuma 
Gadsden silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes* Pima 
Gilman loam Yuma 
Gilman very fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes* Pima 
Ginland silty clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes* Pima 
Glenbar loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes* Pima 
Glenbar silty clay loam Yuma 
Glendale clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes* Pima 
Glendale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes * Pima 
Glendale silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes* Pima 
Glendale-pajarito complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes* Pima 
Grabe soils Santa Cruz 
Grabe-Comoro complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes Santa Cruz 
Guest fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes * Pima 
Guest soils Santa Cruz 
Hantz clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes* Pima 
Hantz loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes * Pima 
Holtville clay Yuma 
Indio silt loam Yuma 
Kofa clay Yuma 
Mohall loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall loam. 0 to 2 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-pahaka complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-pahaka complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-trix complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-trix complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Pajarito-sahuarita complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Pima soils Santa Cruz 
Ripley silt loam Yuma 
Rive road and Comoro soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes * Pima 
Sasco loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Tubac complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Pima 
Tucson-Mohall Valencia complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes* Pima 
Vecent clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes* Pima 
Vecont clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes * Pima 
Winterburg loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Antho fine sandy loam Yuma 
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Soil Name Counties 

Anthony fine sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes  Pima 
Anthony sandy loam Yuma 
Bucklebar-hayhook-tubac complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Chucum loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Comoro sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes  Pima 
Comoro soils, 0 to 5 percent slopes Santa Cruz 
Date land fine sandy loam Yuma 
Date land loamy fine sand Yuma 
Dateland-denure association, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Dateland-denure association, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Denure-panaka complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Diasnar sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes Pima 
Gadsden clay Yuma 
Gadsden silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Gilman loam Yuma 
Gilman very fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Ginland silty clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Glenbar loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Glenbar silty clay loam Yuma 
Glendale clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes  Pima 
Glendale silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes  Pima 
Glendale silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes  Pima 
Glendale-pajarito complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes  Pima 
Grabe soils Santa Cruz 
Grabe-Comoro complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes Santa Cruz 
Guest fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Guest soils Santa Cruz 
Hantz clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Hantz loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Holtville clay Yuma 
Indio silt loam Yuma 
Kofa clay Yuma 
Mohall loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall loam. 0 to 2 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-pahaka complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-pahaka complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-trix complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Mohall-trix complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Pajarito-sahuarita complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes Pima 
Pima soils Santa Cruz 
Ripley silt loam Yuma 
Rive road and Comoro soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes  Pima 
Sasco loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 
Tubac complex, 0 to 2 percent slopes Pima 
Tucson-Mohall Valencia complex, 1 to 3 percent slopes  Pima 
Vecent clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Vecont clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes  Pima 
Winterburg loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Pima 

 

Table 3-2, continued 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008433



Programmatic EIS – Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
3-10 

 

Soil Name Counties 
Bonita clay, 0 to 1 percent slopes Cochise 
Courtland sand loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Cochise 
Courtland – diaspar complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Diaspar sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Cochise 
Dona ana – Mohave complex, 1 to 5 percent slopes Cochise 
Elgin – mcallister – stronghold complex, 1 to 8 percent slopes Cochise 
Forrest clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Forrest sandy loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Forrest silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Cochise 
Forrest – bonita complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Glendale very fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Cochise 
Guest silty clay loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Cochise 
Guest silty clay loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Kahn complex, 0 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Mcallister loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Mcneal gravelly sandy loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Cochise 
Sasabe gravelly sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Cochise 
Tenneco fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Cochise 
 

*  These soils are also considered prime farmland if irrigated and either protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded during the growing season.   
 

 

3.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
3.5.1 Vegetation Communities 

The rich floral communities (3,666 species of native and naturalized plants) of Arizona can be 

defined on the basis of the interaction of geomorphology, soils, climate, animals, and humans. 

These vegetation areas set the stage for a wide array of land uses varying from intensive 

cropland agriculture to ranching and urban development. There are four biotic provinces in 

Arizona, two of which are in the study area. These two provinces are: 1) the Apachian province 

which runs west from the New Mexico-Arizona state line through a large portion of Cochise, 

Santa Cruz, and parts of Pima counties, and 2) the Sonoran province which includes the 

northwestern part of Santa Cruz, Pima, Yuma, and La Paz counties (Dice 1943). The Apachian 

biotic province covers the high grassy plains and mountains of southeastern Arizona and 

consists of plant and wildlife species adapted to semiarid conditions. The Sonoran biotic 

province covers the desert region of southwestern Arizona and is characterized by extensive 

plains from which isolated small mountains and buttes rise abruptly.   

 

Source: Breckenfield 2000. 
 

Table 3-2, continued 
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The ecosystems, or vegetation communities, found within the study area include both upland 

(Forest, Woodland, Grassland, and Desertland) and wetland (Forest) formations (Brown 1994; 

Brown and Lowe 1983).  The distribution of both upland and wetland formations is a function of 

integrated environmental factors, primarily moisture.  Vegetation communities of a specific 

formation are further classified by climate.  Vegetation communities with shared formation and 

climate are termed biomes, and can be further classified by their dominant species to form 

vegetation-types.  Each of the biomes found in the study area have been organized by 

formation and is discussed below.    

 
3.5.1.1 Forest 

Forest vegetation communities consist of large trees and are frequently characterized by closed 

or multilayered canopies.  Forest trees generally attain heights greater than 50 feet in upland 

communities and 30 feet in wetland communities.  Limited in distribution to areas of high 

elevation where precipitation and lower temperatures provide relatively high amounts of 

available moisture, and to riparian zones where ground water is readily available for respiration, 

forests are the least represented formation in southern Arizona.  

 

Two upland forest biomes are present in the study area.  The Madrean Montane Conifer Forest 

biome is found at middle elevations of the Chiricahua Mountains in Cochise County, and the 

highest elevations of the Santa Rita Mountains and the Huachuca Mountains in Santa Cruz 

County, Arizona (Arizona Board of Regents 2003).   Two vegetation-types are found in this 

montane biome.  Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) forests dominate lower elevations and 

Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii), white fir (Abies concolor), limber pine (Pinus flexilis), and 

aspen (Populus tremuloides) are more abundant in cooler areas of higher elevations, canyons, 

and north facing slopes.    In the Chiricahua Mountains, this biome grades into the Rocky 

Mountain Subalpine Conifer Forest at the highest elevations where forests include Mexican 

white pine (Pinus ayacahuite) and, on northern slopes, the endemic Chihuahuan spruce (Picea 

chihuahuana).  At lower elevations, both grasses and forbs in forest openings and edges 

represent the herbaceous component of upland forest biomes.  At higher elevations, the 

herbaceous component consists of mosses, lichens, and fungi.    

 

Two wetland forest biomes occur within the western half of the study area.  The Sonoran 

Riparian Deciduous Forest biome is associated with riparian zones and floodplains of the larger 

rivers.  Vegetation in this biome consists of tropic-subtropic species of willow (Salix gooddingii 
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var. variabilis), cottonwood (Populus freemonti var. macdougalii), Alamo (P. dimorpha), and 

velvet mesquite (Prosopis velutina).  Willow and cottonwood forests are restricted to the 

immediate floodplain, while extensive mesquite bosques (woodlands) develop in on alluvium of 

old dissected floodplains at the confluence of larger rivers and their major tributaries.  The 

second wetland forest biome is the Sonoran Oasis Forest and is represented by groves of 

California fan palm (Washingtonia filifera) restricted to certain isolated, permanent springs, 

seeps, and moist canyons in the western edge of the Sonoran Desert. 

 
3.5.1.2 Woodland 

Woodland vegetation communities are dominated by shorter trees (less than 50 feet in height) 

forming an open to very open, single layered canopy.  The only upland woodland biome in the 

study area is the Madrean Evergreen Woodland. It is warm-temperate woodland found 

throughout the mountains of Cochise, Santa Cruz, and eastern Pima counties starting at an 

elevation of 4,000 feet msl.  Although composition varies with edaphic factors, gymnosperms 

and encinal, or semi-evergreen, oaks dominate vegetation communities in this biome.  

Dominant species in this biome include alligator bark juniper (Juniperus depeana), one-seed 

juniper (J. monosperma), Chihuahua pine (Pinus leiophylla var. chihuachuana), Arizona pine (P. 

ponderosa var. arizonica), Arizona white oak (Quercus arizonica), Mexican blue oak (Q. 

oblongifolia), and Chihuahua oak (Q. chihuahuensis) (Brown 1994). 

 

3.5.1.3 Grasslands 

Grasses and other herbaceous species dominate grassland vegetation communities.  The 

grassland communities of this province consist of the Semi-desert Grassland and the Plains 

Grassland. The Semi-desert Grassland is found in the valley areas of Cochise, Santa Cruz, and 

eastern Pima counties.  This vegetation community is dominated by grama grasses (Bouteloua 

sp.), tobosa grass (Pleuraphis mutica), alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides), curly mesquite 

grass (Hilaria belangeri), and scrub-shrubs such as honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), one-

seed juniper, little leaf sumac (Rhus microphylla), false-mesquite (Calliandra eriophylla), and 

desert hackberry (Celtis pallida) (Brown 1994). 

 

The Plains Grassland community is located between 4,000 and 7,500 feet amsl in Cochise and 

Santa Cruz counties. Dominant species include grama grasses, buffalo grass (Buchloe 

dactyloides), Indian rice grass (Achnatherum hymenoides), galleta grass (Pleuraphis sp.), 

prairie June grass (Koeleria macrantha), and plains love grass (Eragrostis intermedia), vine 
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mesquite (Panicum obtusum), and alkali sacaton. Shrubs such as four-wing saltbush (Atriplex 

canescens), sagebrush (Artemisia sp.), and snakeweed (Gutierrezia sp.) are often scattered 

throughout. 

 
3.5.1.4 Desertlands 

Desertland communities are represented in the most extreme of arid environments where plants 

are separated by significant areas of bare soil.  Desertland comprises the vast majority of the 

habitat within the AO. The Desertland formation in southern Arizona is subdivided into 

Chihuahuan Desertscrub and Sonoran Desertscrub biomes. Chihuahuan Desertscrub is found 

only in Cochise and eastern Pima counties. Creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) is the dominant 

vegetation, but cacti, tarbush (Flourensia cernua), ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens), and honey 

mesquite are also common associates (Brown 1994).  

 

West of the Beunos Aires, precipitation is unreliable and follows an uneven biseasonal pattern 

separated by periods of spring and fall drought.  The Sonoran Desertscrub biome covers this 

portion of the project area.  The Arizona Upland subdivision forms in southeastern Yuma County 

and the Lower Colorado River Valley (LCRV) subdivision forms to the west and continues past 

the Colorado River into California.   

 

The Arizona Uplands subdivision supports diverse vegetation communities consisting of cacti 

and woody plants that are often spiny or have chemical defenses against herbivores.  Cacti best 

represented in this subdivision include chollas (Opuntia sp.), desert Christmas cactus (O. 

leptocaulis), saguaro (Carnegia gigantea), organ pipe (Senocereus thurberi), night-blooming 

cereus (Peniocereus greggii var. transmontanus), fishhook pincushion (Mammillaria 

microcarpa), Thronber pincushion (M. thornberi), fishhook barrel cactus (Ferocactus wislizenii), 

and compass barrel cactus (F. acanthodes). Many of the trees that are confined to washes in 

the more arid portions of the Sonoran Desertscrub biome are interspersed among  open layers 

of shrubs, cacti, and other succulents giving vegetation communities the appearance of an open 

scrubland.  The dominant vegetation-type in the Arizona Upland subdivision is the paloverde-

cacti-mixed scrub series and is dominated by yellow paloverde (Parkinsonia microphylla), and 

secondarily by ironwood (Olneya tesota), with saguaros reaching above this stratum.  

 

The LCRV Subdivision is the driest of the Sonoran Desertscrub and perennial vegetation is 

often restricted to temporary drainages while interfluvial surfaces support only ephemeral 
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species.  Shrubs and small trees lining these drainage ways have a high proportion of their 

chlorophyll in or beneath the bark of stems and either have small leaves or no leaves at all.  

These species include western honey mesquite, ironwood, blue paloverde (P. florida), and 

smoke tree (Psorothamnus spinosus).   In sandier soils with better infiltration, the two common 

vegetation-types are dominated by creosote bush and white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa) or by 

saltbush (Atriplex sp.).  Within the creosote bush-white bursage vegetation-type, creosote bush 

is evenly spaced while white bursage tends to have a more clumped spacing.  The saltbush 

vegetation type is less common and occurs on finer soils where water retention is greater. 

 

3.5.2  Fish and Wildlife Resources 

Arizona contains an enormous diversity of environments for wildlife ranging from hot, dry 

deserts at low elevations through rich upland deserts, grasslands, and woodlands at mid-

elevations to cold, moist montane/alpine habitats. The distribution of these environments is 

controlled by climatic conditions and topographic factors. Physiographic features such as 

scarps, plateaus, plains, mountains, and drainage systems along with soil types and pedogenic 

and biotic elements influence wildlife distribution. Due to the difference in climate and 

topography within the area of operation, the terrestrial wildlife will be divided into wildlife found in 

southeastern Arizona and wildlife found in southwestern Arizona. 

 

The native faunal components of southeastern Arizona include 370 species of birds, including 

owls.  The study area is dominated by sparrows and towhees (35 species); wood warblers (32 

species); swans, geese, and ducks (31 species); tyrant flycatchers (30 species); sandpipers and 

phalaropes (26 species); and kites, eagles, and hawks  (15 species). The majority of these bird 

species occur in spring and fall when Neotropical migrants (e.g., flycatchers and warblers) pass 

through on their way to summer breeding or wintering grounds and in the winter when summer 

resident birds (i.e., robins, kinglets, and sparrows) from the north arrive to spend the winter. The 

majority of the 109 mammalian species found in the study areaare bats and rodents (i.e., mice, 

rats, and squirrels) with rodents being the most commonly encountered mammals. Of the 23 

amphibian species, which inhabit southeastern Arizona, spade foot toads and true toads are 

dominant and the most widespread. A total of 72 species of reptiles can be found in the area 

with the iguanid lizards and colubrid snakes being the most prevalent along with whiptails (Lowe 

1964; Hoffmeister 1986; Lane 1988; US Department of the Interior [USDOI] 1989; USACE 

1990; Davis and Russell 1991; Lowe and Holm 1992). 
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Distribution patterns of freshwater fish in Arizona are controlled by climatic and geological 

factors.  A total of 47 fish species can be found in the major river basins and springs in the AO. 

The Santa Cruz River system, 12 species; the Rio Yaqui Basin, 11 species; Monkey Spring, 10 

species; Sycamore Bear Canyon, four species; and Quitobaquito Spring, two species. 

Historically, the San Pedro River contained 14 species of native fish.  Today, these have been 

largely replaced by introduced species such as the common carp, yellow bullhead, and 

mosquito fish.  Only the longfin dace and desert sucker remain from the original San Pedro 

populations. The lower Gila River system contains 11 fish species of which only the Desert 

pupfish is a native species. The Lower Colorado River system supports 36 fish species, of 

which only four are native (Minckley 1973; Rinne and Minckley 1991; Robbins et al. 1991). 

 

The USFS identifies Management Indicator Species (MIS) in the Land and Resource 

Management Plans of each national forest and are intended to represent habitat types that 

occur within the national forest boundary and/or because they are thought to be sensitive to 

National Forest System management activities.  MIS for the Coronado National Forest, which 

covers large areas of Cochise, Santa Cruz, and Pima counties, are presented in Table 3-3. 

 

3.5.3  Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical Habitat 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §1532 et. seq.), as amended, 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 protection programs 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 have the responsibility for the identification of a threatened or 

endangered species, development of any potential recovery plans, and designation of critical 

habitat. 

 

The USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are the primary agencies 

responsible for implementing the ESA.  The ESA applies to both plant and animal species.  The 

implementing agencies’ 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 (known as 

Section 7 consultation). 
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Table 3-3.  Coronado National Forest Management Indicator Species by Habitat Type 

 Indicator Group Species 

1 Cavity Nesters Coppery-tailed (Elegant) Trogon 
Sulphur-bellied Flycatcher 
Other primary and secondary cavity nesters* 

2 Riparian Species Gray hawk 
Blue-throated hummingbird  
Coppery-tailed (elegant) trogon 
Rose-throated becard 
Thick-billed kingbird 

Sulphur-bellied flycatcher 
Northern Beardless tyrannulet 
Bell’s vireo 
Black bear 

3 Species Needing Diversity White-tailed deer 
Merriam’s turkey 
Coppery-tailed (elegant) trogon 
Sulphur-bellied flycatcher 
Buff-breasted flycatcher 
Black bear 

4 Species Needing 
Herbaceous   Cover 

White-tailed deer 
Mearn’s quail 
Pronghorn antelope 
Desert massassauga 
Baird’s sparrow 

5 Species Needing Dense 
Canopy 

Bell’s vireo 
Northern beardless tyrannulet 
Gray hawk 

6 Game Species White-tailed deer 
Mearn’s quail 
Pronghorn antelope 
Desert bighorn sheep 
Merriam’s turkey 
Black bear 

7 Special Interest Species Mearn’s quail 
Gray hawk 
Blue-throated hummingbird 
Coppery-tailed (elegant) trogon 
Rose-throated becard 

Thick-billed kingbird 
Sulphur-bellied flycatcher 
Buff-breasted flycatcher 
Northern beardless tyrannulet 
Five-striped sparrow 

8 Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Desert bighorn sheep 
Gray hawk 
Peregrine falcon 
Blue-throated hummingbird 
Coppery-tailed (Elegant) trogon 
Rose-throated becard 
Thick-billed kingbird 
Sulphur-bellied flycatcher 
Buff-breasted flycatcher 
Northern beardless tyrannulet 
Bell’s vireo 
Baird’s sparrow 
Five-striped sparrow 
Mexican stoneroller 

Arizona (Apache) trout 
Gila topminnow 
Gila chub 
Sonora chub 
Desert massassauga 
Twin-spotted rattlesnake 
Arizona ridge-nosed rattlesnake 
Huachuca (Sonora) tiger salamander 
Tarahumara frog 
Western barking frog 
Spikedace 
Arizona treefrog 
Mt. Graham spruce (red) squirrel 
Gould’s turkey 

Source: US Forest Service 2004c 
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An endangered species is a species 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 formally submitted to the implementing agency for official listing as threatened or 

endangered. Species may be considered endangered or threatened when any of the five 

following criteria occurs: (1) the present or threatened 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) the inadequacy of existing regulatory 

mechanisms; or (5) other natural or man-made factors affecting its 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 (C) designation includes those 

species for which the USFWS has sufficient information on hand 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. 

 

The ESA also calls for the conservation of what is termed Critical Habitat - the areas of land, 

water, and air space that are essential to the survival of a threatened or endangered species. 

Critical habitat includes such things as food and water, 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 or modification of essential habitat by uncontrolled land 

and water development. 

 

3.5.3.1 Federal 

A total of 39 Federally endangered, threatened, proposed threatened, and candidate species 

are present within Cochise, Pima, Santa Cruz, and Yuma counties.  A total of 22 species are 

listed as endangered, 10 as threatened, 2 as proposed threatened, and 5 as candidate. 

Information pertaining to these federally protected species is included in Table 3-4.  This list 

includes 10 birds, 6 mammals, 3 reptiles, 2 amphibians, 11 fishes, and 8 vascular plants.  In 

addition to threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, the USFS lists species 

classified as sensitive.  These USFS sensitive species are presented in Appendix B.  The 

following paragraphs briefly describe these species and their habitat requirements that are 

listed, or proposed for listing, by the ESA.   
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Table 3-4.  Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring within Cochise, Pima, Santa Cruz, and 

Yuma Counties, Arizona 

Common/Scientific Name Status Date 
Listed Counties BP Stations Habitat 

PLANTS 
Acuna cactus 
Echinomastus erectocentrus 
acunensis 

C 7/1/75 Pima SON, NGL, TUS CAG, 
AJO 

Well drained knolls and gravel ridges in 
Sonoran desert scrub 

Canelo Hills ladies’ tresses 
Spiranthes delitescens E 1/6/97 Cochise, 

Santa Cruz 
WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS 

Finely grained, highly organic, 
saturated soils of cienegas 

Cochise pincushion cactus 
Coryphantha robbinsorum T 1/9/86 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO 

Semi desert grassland with small 
shrubs, agave, other cacti, and grama 
grass 

Huachuca water umbel 
Lilaeopsis schaffneriana ssp. recurva E 1/6/97 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Cienegas, perennial low gradient 
streams, wetlands 

Kearney’s blue star 
Amsonia kearneyana E 1/19/89 Pima SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 

AJO 
West-facing drainages in the 
Baboquivari Mountains 

Lemmon fleabane 
Erigeron lemmonii C 7/1/75 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO Crevices, ledges, and boulders in 

canyon bottoms in pine-oak woodlands 
Nichol’s turk’s head cactus 
Echinocactus horizonthalonius var. 
nicholii 

E 10/26/79 Pima SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 
AJO 

Sonoran desert scrub on limestone 
slopes in desert hills 

Pima pineapple cactus 
Coryphantha scheeri robustispina E 4/20/92 Pima, Santa 

Cruz 
SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 
AJO 

Sonoran desert scrub or semi-desert 
grassland communities 

BIRDS 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus T 1/12/95 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz, Yuma 

WCX, DGL, NCO, SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO, 
WEL, YUM 

Large trees or cliffs near water with 
abundant prey 

Brown pelican 
Pelecanus occidentalis E 10/13/70 Yuma WEL, YUM Feed in shallow estuarine waters; nest 

on small coastal islands 

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl 
Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum E 3/10/97 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz, Yuma 

WCX, DGL, NCO, SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO, 
WEL, YUM 

Mature cottonwood/willow, mesquite 
bosques, and Sonoran Desert scrub 

Masked bobwhite 
Colinus virginianus ridgewayi E 3/11/67 Pima SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 

AJO 
Desert grasslands with diversity of 
dense native grasses, forbs and brush 

Program
m

atic EIS - Tucson/Yum
a Sector 

 
 

    
             R

evised D
raft O

ctober 2004 
 

 
 

 
       3-18 

 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008442



 

 

Table 3-4, continued 

Common/Scientific Name Status Date 
Listed Counties BP Stations Habitat 

Mexican spotted owl 
Strix occidentalis lucida T 3/15/93 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO, SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Nests in canyons and dense forests 
with multi-layered foliage structure 

Mountain plover 
Charadrius montanus PT 2/18/99 Cochise,  

Pima, Yuma 

WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO, 
WEL, YUM 

Open arid plains, short-grass prairies, 
and scattered cactus 

Northern aplomado falcon 
Falco femoralis septentrionalis E 1/25/86 Cochise, 

Santa Cruz 
WCX, DGL, NCO, SON, 
NGL, TUS Grassland and Savannah 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 
Empidonax traillii extimus E 2/27/95 Cochise, 

Pima, Yuma 

WCX, DGL, NCO, SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO, 
WEL, YUM 

Cottonwood/willow and tamarisk 
vegetation communities along rivers 
and streams 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus C NA 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO, SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO Large blocks of riparian woodlands 

Yuma clapper rail 
Rallus longirostris yumanensis E 3/11/67 Yuma CAG, AJO, WEL, YUM 

Cattail and bulrush marshes along the 
Colorado River, Gila River, and Salton 
Sea 

AMPHIBIANS 

Chiricahua leopard frog 
Rana chiricahuensis T 7/15/02 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WXC, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Streams, rivers, backwaters, ponds, 
and stock tanks 

Sonora tiger salamander 
Ambystoma tigrinum stebbinsi E 1/6/97 Cochise, 

Santa Cruz 
WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS 

Stock tanks and impounded cienegas 
in San Rafael Valley, Huachuca 
Mountains 

MAMMALS      
Black-tailed prairie dog 
Cynomys ludovicianus C 10/4/99 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO Short-grass prairie habitats 

Jaguar 
Panthera onca E 7/22/97 Cochise, Pima NGL Variety of habitats from Sonoran desert 

to conifer forests 

Lesser long-nosed bat 
Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae E 9/30/88 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Desert scrub habitat with agave and 
columnar cacti present as food plants 
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Table 3-4, continued 

Common/Scientific Name 
Status Date 

Listed Counties BP Stations Habitat 

Mexican gray wolf 
Canis lupus baileyi E 3/11/67 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Chaparral, woodland, and forested 
areas; may cross desert areas 

Ocelot 
Leopardus pardalis E 7/21/82 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Humid tropical and sub-tropical forests, 
savannahs, and semi-arid thorn scrub 

Sonoran pronghorn 
Antilocapra americana sonoriensis E 3/11/67 Pima, Yuma AJO, WEL 

Broad, intermountain alluvial valleys 
with creosote-bursage/palo verde-
mixed cacti  

REPTILES 
New Mexico ridge-nosed 
rattlesnake 
Crotalus willardi obscurus 

T 4/4/78 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO Presumably canyon bottoms in pine-
oak and pin-fir communities 

Sonoita mud turtle 
Kinosternon sonoriense 
longifemorale 

C 9/19/97 Pima SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 
AJO Ponds and streams 

FISHES 

Beautiful shiner 
Cyprinella Formosa T 8/31/84 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO 

Small to medium sized streams and 
ponds with sand, gravel, and rock 
bottoms 

Desert pupfish 
Cyprinodon macularius E 3/31/86 Pima, Santa 

Cruz, Imperial 
SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 
AJO, WEL, BLY, YUM 

Shallow springs, small streams, and 
marshes; tolerates saline and warm 
water 

Gila chub 
Gila intermedia PT 8/9/02 

Cochise, 
Pima, Santa 
Cruz 

WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 
NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO Pools, springs, cienegas, and streams 

Gila topminnow 
Poeciliopsis occidentalis occidentalis E 3/11/67 Pima, Santa 

Cruz 
SON, NGL, TUS, CAG, 
AJO 

Small streams, springs, and cienegas 
vegetated shallows 

Loach minnow 
Tiaroga cobitis T 10/28/86 Cochise, Pima WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 

NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO  

Cool to warm water, low gradient 
streams and rivers in the Gila River 
basin 

Razorback sucker 
Xyrauchen texanus E 5/22/90 Yuma CAG, AJO, WEL, YUM Rivers with strong, uniform currents 

over sandy bottoms 
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Table 3-4, continued 

Common/Scientific Name Status Date 
Listed Counties BP Stations Habitat 

Sonora chub 
Gila ditaenia T 4/30/86 Santa Cruz SON, NGL, TUS Large, deep, and permanent pools with 

bedrock-sand substrates 

Spikedace 
Meda fulgida T 7/1/86 Cochise, Pima WCX, DGL, NCO SON, 

NGL, TUS, CAG, AJO 

Cool to warm water streams and rivers 
of moderate gradient in the Gila River 
basin 

Yaqui catfish 
Ictalurus pricei T 8/31/84 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO Moderate to large streams with slow 

current over sand and rock bottoms 
Yaqui chub 
Gila purpurea E 8/31/84 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO Deep pools of small streams, pools, or 

ponds near undercut banks 

Yaqui topminnow 
Poeciliopsis occidentalis sonoriensis E 3/11/67 Cochise WCX, DGL, NCO 

Vegetated springs, brooks, and 
margins of backwaters.  Found 
generally in the shallows 

Source: USFWS 2003.  
E – Endangered  WCX – Willcox Station CAG – Casa Grande Station 
T – Threatened  DGL – Douglas Station  AJO – Ajo Station 
C – Candidate   NCO – Naco Station  WEL – Wellton Station 
PT – Proposed Threatened SON – Sonoita Station  YUM – Yuma Station 
NGL – Nogales Station  TUS – Tucson Station 
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Acuna Cactus 

The Acuna cactus (Echinomastus erectocentrus acunensis) is a small cactus, varying in height 

from three to nine inches. The flowers have been observed to be pollinated by at least ten 

species of native bees (Johnson 1992).  The Acuna cactus is found on well-drained knolls and 

gravel ridges at 1,300 to 2,000-feet amsl  in the Sonoran desert scrub.  Of the four known 

populations in Arizona (USFWS 1992a), three occur in Pima County on federal, state, and 

private lands. OPCNM has the largest and healthiest known population (Johnson 1992). The 

population may be threatened by illegal take and natural causes such as parasitism. A 

population may occur on BMGR (USFWS 1992a). 

 

The Acuna cactus is a candidate species for the Threatened and Endangered list. The plant is 

protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law, and is protected for international trade by the 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) 

(USFWS 1992a). 

 

Canelo Hills Ladies' Tresses 

Canelo Hills ladies' tresses (Spiranthes delitescens) is a white-flowered orchid (USFWS 2004).  

The plant is slender and may reach as much as 20 inches in height when in flower.  Mature 

plants flower in consecutive years and in some years, have no visible above ground structures.  

This orchid is known from five sites in cienega and streamside habitats within the San Pedro 

River watershed in Santa Cruz and Cochise counties, Arizona.  These sites occur where 

scouring floods are unlikely.  Soils supporting the populations are finely grained, highly organic, 

and seasonally or perennially saturated.  Springs are the primary water source, but a creek near 

one locality contributes near-surface groundwater.   

 

The Canelo Hills ladies' tresses were listed as a Federally endangered species on January 6, 

1997 (62 FR 665). Primary potential threats to this species include a number of activities that 

result in wetland habitat degradation such as groundwater overdrafts, surface water diversions, 

impoundments, channelization, improper livestock grazing, agriculture, mining, invasive exotic 

species, and recreation.  This orchid is also potentially threatened by collection.   

 

Cochise Pincushion Cactus 

The Cochise pincushion cactus (Coryphantha robbinsorum) is a small unbranched cactus (2 

inches tall) with few, if any, central spines.  The Cochise pincushion cactus occurs in semi-
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desert grasslands associated with small shrubs, agave (Agave sp.), grama grass (Bouteloua 

sp.), and other cacti (USFWS 1993a).  Soils are composed of thin, gravelly loam over Permian 

limestone rock, usually with fist-sized limestone rocks, or rubble (USFWS 1993a).  In addition to 

requiring high calcium limestone substrates, plants may also require the well-drained substrate 

offered by the coarse limestone chips and rock crevices in bedrock.  Most individuals of Cochise 

pincushion cactus are in the open and exposed to bright sunlight (USFWS 1993a).   

 

The total range of the Cochise pincushion cactus is southeastern and southwestern Cochise 

County, Arizona and northern Sonora, Mexico (Arizona Game and Fish Department [AGFD] 

2001a). The Cochise pincushion cactus is known from private or state land in the San 

Bernardino Valley, southwestern Cochise County, Arizona (Lopresti 1984, USFWS 1993a). 

 

The Cochise pincushion cactus was listed as a Federally threatened species on January 9, 

1986 (51 FR 952).  The USFWS (1986) did not designate critical habitat for this species 

because of its restricted distribution, accessibility, and the potential threat of poaching by cactus 

collectors.  The Cochise pincushion cactus was listed as “highly safeguarded” by the Arizona 

Department of Agriculture in 1993, and “sensitive” by the USFS for Region 3 in 1990.  Threats 

to this species include illegal collection, habitat degradation from cattle and wildlife, and 

extended periods of drought.   

 

Huachuca Water Umbel 

Huachuca water umbel (Lilaeopsis schaffneriana var. recurva), a member of the parsley family, 

is a herbaceous semi-aquatic perennial.  Flowering has been observed from March through 

October.  It appears that the Huachuca water umbel flowers are self fertile, and rapid 

colonization of ponds in SBNWR is evidence that this species may have extended seed 

dormancy (AGFD   1997a).  According to the AGFD, Huachuca water umbel habitat is described 

as cienegas and associated vegetation within Sonoran desertscrub, grassland or oak woodland, 

and conifer forest.  It requires perennial water, gentle stream gradients, small to medium sized 

drainage areas, and mild winters.  It is usually found in water depths averaging from 2.0 to 16.0 

inches.  Optimum substrate consists of submerged sand, mud and/or silt.  Habitat elevation 

ranges from 4,000 to 6,500 feet amsl (AGFD  1997a). 

 

In Arizona, Huachuca water umbel has been found in three counties.  In Pima County, it has 

been found in Tucson.  In Cochise County, it has been found in the Huachuca Mountains, the 
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San Pedro area, and at Saint David.  In Santa Cruz County, it has been found near Sonoita 

Creek, Canelo Hills/Turkey Creek, Sonoita Creek, and San Rafael Valley (AGFD  1997a). 

 

The Huachuca water umbel was listed as an endangered species in the 1997 Federal Register 

[62(3): 665-689] with critical habitat designated in Federal Register 63 FR 71838.  The 

Huachuca water umbel was also listed as “highly safeguarded” by the Arizona Department of 

Agriculture in 1993, and as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS in 1990.  The species appears 

to be lost from four historic sites in Arizona (Saint David, 2 sites; Tucson; Monkey Springs) 

because of the loss of cienegas; however, in 1993 and 1994 it was observed to be naturally 

recolonizing San Pedro River at several locations including the Hwy 90 crossing and Boquillas 

Ranch (AGFD  1997a), apparently as a result of improved aquatic habitat stability following 

improvement in management of the BLM San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area. 

 

The Huachuca water umbel’s major reasons for decline are limited distribution and destruction 

of wetland habitat.  Its habitat has been affected by watershed degradation due to livestock 

grazing development; and trampling by livestock; diversion of water and dewatering of habitats; 

flash flooding; and lowering of the water table (AGFD  1997a). 

 

Kearney's Blue Star 

Kearney’s blue star (Amsonia kearneyana) is a perennial herb in the dogbane family.  Mature 

plants grow up to 2.3 feet in height and nearly 3.3 feet across.  Kearney’s blue star is known to 

occur naturally only on the western slopes of the Baboquivari Mountains in South and Sycamore 

Canyons in Pima County.  These plants have been introduced into Brown Canyon, which is on 

the east side of the Baboquivari Mountains (AGFD  1997b).  They inhabit elevation ranges from 

3,750 to 4,500 feet amsl.  The Kearney’s blue star habitat is defined as canyon bottoms on 

sandy alluvium in partial shade under deciduous riparian trees, and the optimum substrate is 

granitic alluvium (AGFD 1997b).  Its plant community can be described as “Mexican Blue Oak 

association, Sonoran Desertscrub, Semidesert Grassland plant communities, or a transition 

zone between the two” (Reichenbacher and Welch 1993). 

 

The Kearney’s blue star was listed as an endangered species in the 1989 Federal Register 

[54(12): 2131-2134] with no designated critical habitat.  It was also listed in 1993 as “highly 

safeguarded” by the Arizona Department of Agriculture, and in 1990 as “sensitive” in Region 3 

by the USFS.  In 1982, McLaughlin found a total of eight individuals in the entire population in 
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South Canyon, and a follow-up survey in 1987 revealed no new individuals (AGFD 1997b).  An 

introduced population in Brown Canyon declined from approximately 130 to 35 following a flood 

in 1990.  The one native population consists of approximately 10 to 15 individuals (AGFD 

1997b).  The native population exists on land owned by the Tohono O’odham Nation, and the 

introduced sites exist on land owned by BANWR.  Because of the vulnerable canyon bottom 

habitat, Kearney’s blue star is greatly affected by flooding.  It is also threatened by disturbance 

and damage from livestock. 

 

Lemmon Fleabane 

Lemmon fleabane (Erigeron lemmonii) is a perennial aster found growing in dense clumps in 

crevices and on ledges of vertical cliffs.  It is known only from Scheelite Canyon in the 

Huachuca Mountains, where a total of 108 clumps (Gori et al. 1990) can be found on shady 

cliffs of the canyon walls and on the tops of large boulders in the canyon bottom.  This species 

is candidate for Federal listing, but its remote location reduces the probability of human 

disturbance.   

 

Nichol’s Turk’s Head Cactus 

Nichol’s turk’s head cactus (Echinocactus horizonthalonius var. nicholii) is a barrel-shaped 

cactus with spines growing from vertical, spiraling ridges.  This plant grows to a maximum 

height of 20 inches with a diameter of 8 inches.  This plant blooms from April to mid-May, 

displaying large pink or purplish flowers.  The cactus is found within the Sonoran desert of 

southern Arizona at sites in full sun on limestone slopes, often growing in soils rich in calcium 

carbonate. The most current information available (Matthews 1990) indicates that most of the 

populations of this species are grouped at two locations within the Waterman and Vekol 

Mountains of Pima and Pinal counties in south-central Arizona. Other smaller populations have 

been reported elsewhere in Arizona and northwestern Mexico. This species is not expected to 

occur within the Action Area since there are no areas of limestone or soils rich in calcium 

carbonate within the Yuma and Wellton Stations’ AOs to provide suitable habitat for this 

species. 

 

The Nichol’s turk’s head cactus is listed as Federally threatened (44 FR 61927, 26 October 

1979), is protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law, and is included in the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) of Wild Flora and Fauna. The most 
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significant threat to the survival of this species in recent times has been harvesting by plant 

collectors (Matthews 1990). 

 

Pima Pineapple Cactus 

The Pima pineapple cactus (Coryphantha scheeri var. robustispina) is a succulent perennial 

measuring between 4 and 18 inches in height and between 3 and 7 inches in diameter.  

Flowering occurs in mid-July with the onset of summer rains (AGFD 2001b).  The Pima 

pineapple cactus community is defined by the AGFD as lower Sonoran desertscrub and semi-

desert grassland dominated by white-thorn acacia (Acacia constricta), velvet mesquite, thread 

snakeweed (Gutierrezia microcephala), triangle-leaf bursage, and various other cacti and 

grasses (AGFD 2001b).  The range of the cactus in Arizona is bounded on the east by the 

Santa Rita Mountains in Santa Cruz County, on the west by the Baboquivari Mountains in Pima 

County, in the north by Tucson, and on the south by the Arizona-Mexican border (AGFD 

2001b). Only five to 10 percent of species range is on Federal land.  Small isolated tracts of 

BLM land are critical to the survival of species (AGFD 2001b). 

 

The Pima pineapple cactus was listed as an endangered species in the 1993 Federal Register 

[58(188): 51159] with no critical habitat designation.  It was also listed as “highly safeguarded” 

by the Arizona Department of Agriculture in 1993, and as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS in 

1990.  Seeds are currently being collected and stored at the Arizona-Sonora Desert Museum.  

Limited range and sparse distribution appear to be the greatest potential threat to the Pima 

pineapple cactus.  Other factors include loss of habitat due to urban development, off-road 

vehicle use, road construction, agriculture, and mining, habitat degradation due to livestock 

grazing; and alteration of habitat due to aggressive non-native grasses, illegal collecting, and 

range management practices that cause surface disturbances (AGFD 2001b). 

 

Bald Eagle 

In Arizona, bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest primarily on the Salt and Verde Rivers 

in the central part of the state where large trees or cliffs provide nest sites near fish inhabited 

waters.  In western Arizona, they nest on the Bill Williams River near Alamo Lake. Most of the 

state’s major river systems, including the mainstem of the Colorado, support wintering bald 

eagles.  Important food items in the southwest include fish, waterfowl, rabbits and carrion. Food 

availability and perch sites may limit wintering bald eagle abundance in Arizona. Other factors 

potentially limiting abundance include human disturbances and loss of aquatic habitat.  The 
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entire state is considered within the range of wintering bald eagles; however, the important 

habitat characteristics are not present within the study area.  This species would be an 

uncommon transient, if it would occur at all within the Yuma and Wellton AOs.  The bald eagle is 

Federally listed as threatened (60 FR 35999, 12 July 1995). 

 

Brown Pelican 

The brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) is a large water bird that is found on coastal land 

and islands of the Pacific coast.   It is an uncommon transient in Arizona on the Lower Colorado 

River, when individuals migrate from Mexico in the summer and fall. There are no breeding 

records for this species in Arizona (INS 1999a).  Occurrence of this species within the Yuma 

and Wellton stations’ AOs is highly unlikely as there is no suitable habitat present.  The brown 

pelican is Federally listed as endangered (35 FR 167047, 13 October 1970). 

 

Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-Owl 

The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum) is a small bird weighing 

approximately 2.3 to 3.1 ounces and measuring 5.8 to 7.2 inches (AGFD 2001c). The diet of the 

pygmy-owl consists of various reptiles, insects, birds, small mammals and frogs.  The pygmy-

owl begins nesting activities in late winter to early spring.  Three to six eggs are laid in cavities 

in trees or large columnar cacti (USFWS 1997).  In Arizona, the pygmy-owl occurs in Sonoran 

Riparian Deciduous Woodlands, and dense vegetation-types in the Sonoran Desertscrub 

biome.  Cavities for nesting and roosting, generally found in saguaros, are an important 

component of pygmy-owl habitat (Lesh and Corman 1995).  In Arizona, the owl has been 

historically documented as far north as New River and Cave Creek in northern Maricopa 

County.  The eastern-most record was along the Gila River near the community of Fort Thomas.  

This species has been documented in the southeastern part of Arizona near Dudleyville along 

the San Pedro River, near the Mexican border in Santa Cruz County, near Patagonia, and in 

Sycamore Canyon west of Nogales.  Records for Pima County exist from the Santa Cruz River 

and its tributaries near Tucson, and in southwestern Pima County at OPCNM and Sasabe.  One 

sighting was recorded in 1955 at Cabeza Prieta Tanks in CPNWR (Monson 1998) and two 

males have recently been sighted near Papago Well on the CPNWR (Coffeen 2002).  Present 

day locations have been documented in Pima, Santa Cruz, and Southern Pinal counties.  The 

owls inhabit areas within OPCNM, BANWR, TON, and privately owned lands in the northwest 

Tucson area and southern Pinal County (INS 1999a). 
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The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl was listed as an endangered species in the 1997 Federal 

Register 62(46): 10730-10747. This species was listed as “Wildlife of Special Concern” by the 

AGFD in 1996, and as “sensitive” for Region 3 by the USFS in 1988.  Critical habitat (730,000 

acres) for this species was delineated in 1999 (Federal Register 64(132): 37419-37440); 

however, a US Districtt Court ruling in 2001 rescinded the critical habitat designation for the 

cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Center for Biological Diversity [CBD] 2001a).    On November 

27, 2002 the USFWS proposed the redesignation of 1.2 million acres as critical habitat for the 

cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Federal Register 67 [229]: 71032-71064).  The pygmy-owl’s 

decline is believed to be due to the loss of riparian habitat and competition for nest sites with 

European starlings.  Urban and agricultural development, channelization, water diversion, 

groundwater pumping, livestock overgrazing, and timber harvesting account for the various 

causes of riparian habitat destruction (Lesh and Corman 1995). 

 

Masked Bobwhite  

The masked bobwhite (Colinus virgiananus ridgwayi) male is distinguished by its rich red breast 

and black head and throat.  Masked bobwhite habitat in the Sonora desert is relatively open, 

subtropics, and summer-active savanna grassland with dry-tropic scrub.  The scrub components 

are characteristic of Sinaloan thornscrub and Sonoran desertscrub (USFWS 1995b).  Favored 

habitats require moderately dense native grass cover characterized by Rothrock grama grass 

(Bouteloua rothrockii), cane beardgrass (Andropogon barbinoides), tanglehead (Heteropogon 

contortus), and three-awn grass (Aristida hamulosa) (Goodwin 1985). 

 

Recent studies were conducted in detail on reintroduced bobwhites from 1979 to 1981 on the 

Buenos Aires Ranch, now the BANWR, north of Sasabe, Arizona  (Goodwin 1982). These 

studies suggested that masked bobwhite used the bottomlands of the main and side drainages 

extensively. Furthermore, they displayed a specific range of preferences for understory shrub 

cover and grass-forb density and diversity within a general habitat type. Individuals were 

generally absent in areas having less than 8 percent shrub cover. Instead, overstory shrub 

cover of 15 to 30 percent was preferred. Young mesquite with low, pendulous branches close to 

the ground appeared ideal. Large mesquite provided little cover at ground level. Goodwin 

believed size and distribution of overstory cover was a key factor in masked bobwhite habitat 

(Goodwin 1982). 
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According to the AGFD, the masked bobwhite was extirpated from the US by 1900 (AGFD 

1998a).  In 1985, AGFD established a refuge population and captive-rearing program at 

BANWR in Pima County, Arizona.  There was an estimated population between 300 and 500 

individual birds at the refuge in 1996.  Historically, the masked bobwhite inhabited the Sonoran 

savanna grasslands, the Sonoran desertscrub, and the Sinaloan thornscrub of extreme south 

central Arizona and adjacent central Sonora, Mexico (AGFD 1998a).  Historic accounts and 

collections indicate that this subtropical subspecies was always restricted to level plains and 

river valleys in Sonora and extreme south-central Arizona, between elevations of approximately 

492 and 3,950 feet amsl (Brown 1985; Van Rossem 1945; Ligon 1952; Tomlinson 1972). 

 

The masked bobwhite was considered to be endangered shortly after being first identified in 

1884 (USFWS 1995b).  As a result, this species was included among the first fauna identified as 

endangered.  The masked bobwhite was listed as endangered by the USFWS on March 11, 

1967 (35 FR 8495) with no designated critical habitat. A Recovery Plan was completed in 

February 1978 and revised in 1984 and 1985.  The masked bobwhite is listed as a “Species of 

Special Concern” by the State of Arizona, and endangered in Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo 

Social.  Destruction of native grass ecosystems by grazing, periodic droughts, erosion, and 

wildfire suppression have reduced natural food supplies.  Another threat is that several areas in 

Sonora, Mexico are being converted to buffelgrass (Cenchrus ciliaris), which provides no food 

source for the masked bobwhite (AGFD 1998a). 

 

Mexican Spotted Owl 

The Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) is a medium-sized owl measuring 

approximately 17.5 inches in length, with a wingspan of 3.5 feet.  It is generally brownish and 

heavily spotted with white or beige.  Unlike most owls, Mexican spotted owls have dark eyes 

and no ear tufts.  Several thin white bands mark an otherwise brown tail (USFWS 1995a). 

 

Mexican spotted owls nest, roost, and forage in a diverse array of biotic communities.  Mixed-

conifer forests are the type of habitat commonly used throughout most of its range (USFWS 

1995a).  In general, Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and/or white fir (Abies concolor) 

dominate these forests, with codominant species including southwestern white pine (Pinus 

strobiformis), limber pine, and ponderosa pine (Brown 1994).  In southern Arizona, Madrean 

pine-oak forests are also commonly used for habitat (USFWS 1995a).  Nesting occurs in 

canyons and older forests of mixed-conifer or ponderosa pine/Gambel’s oak (Quercus gambelii) 
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with a multi-layered foliage structure, usually at elevations between 4,100 and 9,000 feet amsl.  

Foraging and juvenile dispersion corridors are often in more open, oak-dominated habitat.  Sites 

with cool microclimates appear to be of importance or are preferred for nesting (USFWS 

1995a). 

 

The Mexican spotted owl’s historic range is southern Utah and Colorado south through Arizona 

and New Mexico to the Mexican Plateau (Michoacan and Guanajuato).  It currently occupies 

most of its historic range; however, it does not occur uniformly throughout its range (USFWS 

1995a).  The Mexican spotted owl has not recently been reported along major riparian corridors 

in Arizona and New Mexico, nor in historically documented areas in southern Mexico (USFWS 

1995a).  In Arizona, the Mexican spotted owl is patchily distributed in forested mountains 

statewide (AGFD 2001b). 

 

The Mexican spotted owl was listed as Federally threatened on March 16, 1993 (58 FR 14248), 

and is one of three spotted owl subspecies (USFWS 1995a).  The Regional Director of the 

USFWS approved a Recovery Plan for the Mexican spotted owl on October 16, 1995.  The 

Mexican spotted owl was listed by the AGFD as “Wildlife of Special Concern” in 1996, and by 

the USFWS as “sensitive” for Region 3 in 1988.The USFWS published critical habitat for the 

Mexican spotted owl on June 6, 1995 (60 FR 29914).  Since that time, the USFWS had been in 

consultation with action agencies on the affects of proposed and ongoing actions on critical 

habitat.  However, on March 25, 1998 the USFWS amended the list of threatened and 

endangered wildlife to rescind the critical habitat designation for the Mexican spotted owl (50 FR 

14378).  This revocation also gave notice to Federal agencies that the USFWS would no longer 

consider critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl for the purpose of conducting Section 7 

consultation.  On July 21, 2000 the USFWS re-proposed critical habitat designation for the 

Mexican spotted owl (65 FR 45336-45353) and on February 1, 2001 the final designation of 

critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl was released (66 FR 8530-8553).  The final 

designation of critical habitat only included 4.7 million acres of the 13.5 million acres originally 

re-proposed for critical habitat designation in 2000.  All USFS lands in Arizona and New Mexico 

and certain tribal lands were removed as critical habitat in the final designation in 2001.  On 

August 27, 2001 the Center for Biological Diversity filed a complaint challenging the USFWS 

decision to exclude these lands.  A US District Court ordered the USFWS to repropose critical 

habitat.  The USFWS issued the final designation of critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl 

on August 31, 2004 (Federal Register 69[168]: 53182-53298).  Approximately 8.6 million acres 
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were designated as critical habitat in Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah on Federal 

lands. 

  

Mountain Plover 

The mountain plover (Charadrius montanus) is a small bird, measuring approximately 7 inches.  

The mountain plover is a bird of both short-grass prairie and shrub-steppe landscapes at both 

breeding and wintering locales.  The majority of breeding occurs in Colorado and Montana, and 

wintering occurs in California, Arizona, Texas, and Mexico.  Short vegetation, bare ground, and 

a flat topography are now recognized as habitat-defining characteristics at both breeding and 

wintering locales.  Mountain plovers generally nest in or near black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys 

ludovicianis) towns.  They also show a strong affiliation for sites that are heavily grazed by 

domestic livestock and also attempt breeding on fallow and cultivated fields that mimic natural 

habitats (USFWS 1999). 

 

The mountain plover was listed as a proposed threatened species in the 1999 Federal Register 

[64(30): 7587-7601].  No recovery plan has been approved for this species.  Conversion of 

grassland habitat for agricultural purposes and the decline of native herbivores are factors that 

likely have contributed to the mountain plover’s decline.  Pesticides may be a factor contributing 

to the decline, but the effects are not completely understood. 

 

Northern Aplomado Falcon 

Northern aplomado falcons (Falco femoralis septentrionalis) are long-tailed falcons intermediate 

in size between American kestrels (Falco sparverius) and prairie falcons (Falco mexicanus) 

(AGFD 1998a).  Essential components of the habitat of the  include open terrain with scattered 

trees, relatively low ground cover, an abundance of small to medium sized birds, and a supply 

of nesting platforms, particularly yuccas and mesquite (Hector 1983). In Arizona, the birds nest 

in mesquite, soaptree yucca (Yucca elata), cottonwood, western soapberry (Sapindus saponaria 

var. drummondii), and cholla (AGFD 1996). 

 

The northern aplomado falcon was designated as an endangered species by the USFWS on 

January 25, 1986 (51 FR 6686).  Critical habitat has not been designated for this species.  A 

species Recovery Plan was completed in June 1990.  The northern aplomado falcon is also 

listed as a “Species of Special Concern” by the State of Arizona.  The northern aplomado falcon 

is declining because of habitat degradation and habitat-type conversion due to brush 
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encroachment fostered by decades of livestock overgrazing and fire suppression, overcollecting 

and reproductive failure of the species caused by organochlorine pesticide use (AGFD 1998b). 

 

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

The southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a small bird, approximately 6 

inches long. It has a grayish-green back and wings, whitish throat, light gray-olive breast, and 

pale yellowish body. The southwestern willow flycatcher is found on breeding territories by mid-

May; nest building and egg laying typically occur in late May and early June; and fledglings can 

be found in early to mid-July (Muiznieks et al. 1994; Sogge et al. 1994).  The southwestern 

willow flycatcher occurs in riparian habitats with dense growths of willows (Salix sp.), marsh 

broom (Baccharis sp.), arrowweed (Pluchea sp.), buttonbush (Cephalanthus sp.), tamarisk 

(Tamarix sp.), Russian olive (Eleagnus sp.), and often with a scattered overstory of cottonwood 

(Populus sp.). These habitats tend to be rare, widely separated, or small, and usually separated 

by vast expanses of arid lands. 

 

The southwestern willow flycatcher was listed as Federally endangered on February 27, 1995 

(60 CFR 10693). Critical habitat was designated totaling 599 river miles within Arizona, 

California, and New Mexico on July 7, 1997 (62 CFR 39129); however during a hearing on 

March 25, 2001 the courts overturned the final ruling and the critical habitat designation no 

longer exists. This species is endangered due to the extensive loss and modification of its 

habitat. In addition, brood parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird (Molothrus ater) has 

significantly contributed to the endangered status of the southwestern willow flycatcher 

(Muiznieks et al. 1994; Sogge et al. 1997). 

 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

The yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) is a medium-sized bird of about 12 inches in 

length and about 60 grams in weight.  The yellow-billed cuckoo is primarily a foliage gleaning 

insectivore, but also hover gleans, hawks, and even hops on the ground to obtain prey (Ehrlich 

et al. 1992).  In the east, the cuckoo's prey consists mostly of hairy caterpillars, with lesser 

numbers of bird eggs, frogs, lizards, berries, and fruit (Ehrlich et al. 1988).  Breeding often 

coincides with the appearance of massive numbers of cicadas, caterpillars, or other large 

insects during summer rains (Ehrlich et al. 1992).  Clutch size is one to five (commonly two to 

three) eggs and is largest when prey is abundant (Hughes 1999).  Development of young is very 

rapid, with a breeding cycle of 17 days from egg-laying to fledging of young (NatureServe 2004). 
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Restricted in their distribution to large, continuous blocks of mature cottonwood/willow riparian 

habitat, the yellow-billed cuckoo has one of the most restrictive macro-habitat requirements of 

any bird species (Laymon 2004).  In Arizona, preferred migration and breeding habitat is found 

in streamside cottonwood, willow groves, and larger mesquite bosques (Corman 1992).  Several 

studies suggest that forest area, continuity, shape, composition, and structure are important 

characters affecting habitat suitability (Gaines and Laymon 1984, Laymon and Halterman 1985, 

Biosystems Analysis 1989, Halterman 1991, Laymon 2004).  

 

The primary threat to western cuckoos, both historically and recently, is due primarily to habitat 

loss on the breeding grounds.  Principal causes of riparian habitat losses are conversion to 

agricultural and other uses, dams and river flow management, stream channelization and 

stabilization, and livestock grazing.  Other serious threats include habitat fragmentation, 

degradation of riparian woodland due to agricultural and residential development (Dobkin 1994), 

stochastic extinctions and low colonization rates, flood control (Laymon and Halterman 1987, 

1989), and riparian habitats invaded by less desirable tamarisk (Huges 1999).  

 

Yuma Clapper Rail  

The Yuma clapper rail (RalIus longirostris yumanensis), a hen-like marsh bird, is one of seven 

North American subspecies of the clapper rails.  The Yuma clapper rail usually walks upright 

with up twitching of short tails.  They generally are slow and weak in flight.  The adults are good 

swimmers for short distances.  This species may occur only as an uncommon transient.  The 

Yuma clapper rail feed on crawfish, small fish, clams, isopods, and a variety of insects. The 

birds remain on their US breeding grounds from mid-April to mid-September, when they migrate 

south to Mexico for the winter.   

 

The Yuma clapper rail occurs in Arizona along the Colorado River in marsh habitat that has 

formed behind dams, and occasionally occurs in the Salt River marshes north of Phoenix.  This 

is the only clapper rail that breeds in freshwater marshes, although it also inhabits brackish 

water marshes and backwaters.  Along the lower Colorado River it is a common summer 

resident and breeds as far north as Topock Marsh on the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge.  The 

primary reasons for the Yuma clapper rail’s decline are habitat destruction due to stream 

channelization and drying and flooding of marshes.  Yuma clapper rail habitat in the study area 

occurs along the Colorado River. 
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The Yuma clapper rail is Federally listed as endangered (32 FR 4001, March 11, 1967; 48 FR 

34182,July 27, 1983).  There has been no habitat designated as critical for this species.   

 

Chiricahua Leopard Frog 

One of seven known leopard frogs found in Arizona, the Chiricahua leopard frog (Rana 

chiricahuensis) is greenish-brown usually with a green face.  This species is highly aquatic, 

living in a variety of water sources including rocky streams with deep rock-bound ponds, river 

overflow pools, oxbows, permanent springs, stock tanks, and ponds (AGFD 2001d).  The 

riparian habitat along these water bodies generally consist of oak and mixed oak and pine 

woodlands, but it can also range into areas of chaparral, grassland, and even desert. 

 

Its Arizona range is divided into two portions:  from montane central Arizona east and south 

along Mogollon Rim to montane parts of western New Mexico; and the southeastern montane 

Sector of Arizona and portions of Sonora, Mexico (Platz and Mecham 1979). 

 

The Chiricahua leopard frog was listed as threatened without critical habitat on July 15, 2002 

(Federal Register 67(117): 40790-40811).  It was also listed in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special 

Concern” by the AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” for Region 3 by USFS, and in 1994 as threatened 

in Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo Social.  Of all of Arizona's leopard frogs, the Chiricahua 

leopard frog has undergone perhaps the largest, most dramatic decline (Sredl and Waters 

1995). In the petition to list the Chiricahua leopard frog, the USFWS cited known threats as 

habitat alteration, destruction, and fragmentation; predation by nonnative organisms; introduced 

species such as bullfrogs and fish; and disease. Habitat loss has resulted from water diversions, 

dredging, livestock grazing, mining, degraded water quality, and groundwater pumping. 

Problems associated with small population numbers and size also threaten the species (AGFD 

2001d). 

 

Sonora Tiger Salamander 

The Sonora tiger salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum stebbinsi) is a large, stocky salamander. 

The Sonora tiger salamander is restricted to the San Rafael Valley in Santa Cruz County, 

Arizona. Its habitat varies from rolling grassland to mountain forests (AGFD 2001c).  

 

The Sonora tiger salamander was listed as an endangered species in the 1997 Federal Register 

[62(3): 665-689] with no designated critical habitat. It was also listed as “Wildlife of Special 
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Concern” in 1996 by the AGFD, and as “sensitive” for Region 3 by USFS.  By 1988, the Sonora 

tiger salamander was extirpated from at least three of the 18 known colonies (AGFD 2001c).  

The major threats to this species are disease and predation by introduced nonnative fish and 

bullfrogs.  Additional threats include habitat destruction, reduced fitness due to inbreeding, and 

increased probability of random extirpation characteristic of small populations (AGFD 2001c). 

 

Black-tailed Prairie Dog 

The black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus) is a medium-sized, short-tailed ground 

squirrel measuring approximately 11.0 to 12.9 inches from nose tip to rear end and weighing 

from 3.5 to 0.03 ounces.  Black-tailed pririe dogs inhabit flat, dry, open grasslands containing 

low, relatively sparse vegetation.  Historically, the prairie dog ranged from the west side of the 

Huachuca Mountains eastward, but is believed to be extirpated from Arizona.  The species was 

listed as a candidate species on October 4, 1999.   

   

Jaguar 

The jaguar (Panthera onca) is the largest and most robust of the North American cats.  The 

jaguar is found near water in the warm tropical climate of savannah and forests.  Individuals in 

Arizona have been found in Sonoran desertscrub up through subalpine conifer forests (AGFD 

1998a).  It dens in rocky caves and dense thickets (USFWS 1980). 

 

In Arizona, the species range included the mountainous parts of eastern Arizona to the Grand 

Canyon (AGFD 1998a).  There are no known breeding populations in the US.  Individuals are 

believed to be transients and may cross into Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona.  The most recent 

confirmed account in southwest Arizona was captured on film by Jack Childs in December of 

2001 by a motion-activated camera (Associated Press 2002).  This was the first jaguar 

photographed in approximately six years in North America (INS 2002f).  Prior to that, the last 

confirmed sighting of a jaguar was in 1996 near the Baboquivari Mountains in Pima County, 

Arizona (INS 2002c).  According to AGFD the nearest known population occurs in Mexico 

approximately 135 miles south of Tucson, Arizona (AGFD 1998a). 

  

The jaguar was designated as an endangered species by the USFWS on August 21, 1997 

(Federal Register 62(140): 39147-39157).  Critical habitat has not been designated for this 

species.  The jaguar is listed as ”Wildlife of Special Concern” by the State of Arizona.  The 

jaguar is also protected from international trade by the Convention on International Trade in 
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Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES).  Deliberate persecution, excessive and 

illegal hunting, over-exploitation by the fur industry, and predator control activities have 

extirpated this species from much of its original range and seriously reduced numbers in most of 

the rest (USFWS 1980).  Timber and brush clearing have degraded and destroyed habitat to the 

point where reestablishment of populations in the northern part of the range is doubtful (USFWS 

1980).   

 
Lesser Long-nosed Bat 

The lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) is a medium-sized bat that 

has a distinctively elongated nose with a leaf-shaped tip.  The bat’s long muzzle and tongue are 

adaptations that allow it to collect nectar from the flowers of columnar cactus, such as the 

saguaro (Carnegiea gigantea) and organ pipe (Lemaireocercus thurberi), and from paniculate 

agaves (Arizona Ecological Field Services Office [AEFSO] 2001). They appear to need no 

standing water, surviving on water from fruits and flower nectar (Petryszyn and Cockrum 1990).  

In general, foraging takes place from dusk to dawn during the months of May through 

September. 

 

Lesser long-nosed bats migrate into Arizona in the spring starting in early April, apparently 

following the flowering of columnar cacti (Dalton and Dalton 1993).  When they arrive, the 

females are pregnant and congregate in maternity colonies while males occupy separate roosts. 

The young are born between early May and late June.  They migrate south in the fall, leaving 

Arizona in September or early October.  Their fall migration appears to be linked to the flowering 

of the agave (Dalton and Dalton 1993). 

 

In Arizona, the lesser long-nosed bat is found during the summer within desert grasslands and 

scrubland (Hoffmeister 1986).  Maternity colonies are formed at lower elevations near 

concentrations of flowering columnar cacti.  After the young are weaned, some females and 

young move to higher elevations, primarily in the southeastern parts of Arizona near 

concentrations of blooming paniculate agave (AEFSO 2001).  During the day, they roost in mine 

tunnels and natural caves.   

 

The lesser long-nosed bat occurs in southern Arizona from the Picacho Mountains southwest to 

the Agua Dulce Mountains and southeast to the Chiricahua Mountains and south to Mexico 

(AEFSO 2001).  Of the approximately 12 known major maternity roosts throughout their range in 
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Central and North America, there are only three verified major maternity roosts of this species in 

the US, all of which are in Arizona (Cockrum and Retryszyn 1991). 

 

The lesser long-nosed bat was listed (originally, as Sanborn’s long-nosed bat) as endangered 

on September 30, 1988 (53 FR 38456).  No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 

Loss of roost and foraging habitat, interdependence with its food resources, and direct taking of 

individual bats during animal control programs, particularly in Mexico, have contributed to the 

current status of the species (AEFSO 2001).  This species is particularly vulnerable due to the 

fact that pregnant females concentrate their numbers by roosting in only a few sites.  Thus, 

destruction of a single major roost could have serious impacts on the entire species (Henshaw 

1972).   

 

Mexican Gray Wolf 

The Mexican gray wolf (Canis lupus baileyia) ranges in weight from 68 to 91 pounds for males 

and 58 to 68 pounds for females (McBride 1980).  Wolves do not have any specific habitat 

requirements and can exist in forests of all types, rangelands, brushlands, steppes, agricultural 

lands, wetlands, mountaintops, deserts, tundra, and barren ground areas.  The only habitat 

feature of potential importance is the presence of natural water sources such as springs, seeps, 

pools, riffles, vernal pools, and arid riparian habitat.  Dens are usually dug in slopes where tree 

roots, rocks, or firmness of soil will lessen the likelihood of a cave-in (McBride 1980). 

 

The gray wolf (Canis lupus) was listed as endangered by the USFWS on March 11, 1967.  The 

subspecies C. lupus baileyi (Mexican wolf) was added as an endangered species on April 28, 

1976.  The species’ decline was primarily due to bounties offered by the livestock industry, 

which almost extirpated wolves from the region (Rutter and Pimlott 1968, AGFD 1996).  Habitat 

destruction was an indirect factor in the extirpation because as native habitat was destroyed and 

livestock introduced, opportunities for wolves to prey on livestock increased.  In the southwest, 

continued urbanization places demands on southwestern forests for recreation, big game 

hunting, increased production of timber and livestock, and continuing attempts to utilize the soils 

and water for growing non-native farm crops (AGFD 1998b). 

 

A recovery program for the Mexican gray wolf is currently operational  on the Apache-

Sitgreaves National Forest in eastern Arizona.  Reintroduced wolves are allowed to disperse 

and colonize an area referred to as the Blue Range Wolf Recovery Area, which includes a 
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portion of Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest and adjacent Gila National Forest in western New 

Mexico.  The USFWS, USDA Wildlife Services, the AGFD, the New Mexico Department of 

Game & Fish, and Turner Endangered Species Fund have formed an Interagency Field Team to 

conduct wolf releases and monitor and manage the wolves (USFWS 2004). 

 

Ocelot 

The ocelot (Leopardus pardalis) is a medium-sized cat measuring 30 to 41 inches and weighing 

15 to 40 pounds (AGFD 1998b).  In Arizona, the ocelot is believed to inhabit Sonoran 

Desertscrub communities. Little is known of the ocelot in Arizona, but reports of ocelots in 

southeastern Arizona warrant further investigation of its status in Arizona and northern Sonora 

(USFWS 1990).  Since 1980, four ocelots have been inadvertently trapped in Arizona: two from 

the San Pedro Valley, one from the Holbrook-Concho area, and one from Sasabe (USFWS 

1990a).  One ocelot sighting was reported in the last two years in Mexico near Douglas, Arizona 

(INS 2002c).  Sightings have been reported in Maricopa County, Arizona, but these are 

probably due to escaped or released captive animals (USFWS 1990a). 

 

The ocelot was listed as endangered by the USFWS on July 21, 1982 (47 FR 31670).  Critical 

habitat has not been designated for this species.  This species is listed as a “Wildlife of Special 

Concern” and “Prohibited Wildlife” in the State of Arizona, and endangered in Mexico’s 

Secretaría de Desarollo Social.  In North America, the greatest threat is fragmented habitat. For 

example, in the Lower Rio Grande, ocelots rely upon thick vegetation for hunting, resting and 

establishing dens. Biological corridors, such as rivers, shorelines, and natural drainages are 

essential, for travel between core habitat areas.  In northeastern parts of Mexico, ocelots also 

suffer from habitat loss, as areas are destroyed primarily for charcoal production, agriculture 

and ranches.  Road construction and land use changes have recently become a greater cause 

for concern. 

 

Sonoran Pronghorn 

The Sonoran pronghorn (Antilocapra americana sonorienses) is recognized as a distinct 

subspecies of the American pronghorn (Antilocapra americana).  It is distinguished from other 

subspecies by its small size, pale coloration and distinctive cranial features (Goldman 1945).  In 

contrast to the northern subspecies of pronghorn, the Sonoran does not congregate in large 

groups at any time of the year (AGFD 1981). 
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Sonoran pronghorn mate from July to September, and give birth from February through May 

(USFWS 1998).  However, the majority of the births occur in April (Coffeen 2004).  The diet of 

Sonoran pronghorn consists of a variety of plant materials.  Sonoran pronghorn have been 

observed eating triangle-leaf bursage (Ambrosia deltoidea), chain fruit cholla, mesquite 

(Prosopis velutina), and mistletoe (Phorandendron spp) (USFWS 1998).  The fruit of cholla 

constitutes a large portion of the Sonoran pronghorn diet (USFWS 1998).  Although pronghorn 

have been observed near natural and man-made water sources (AGFD 1986, INS 1999a), their 

dependency upon a source of water is debated (Monson 1968, Hughes and Smith 1990, 

Hughes 1991) and cholla fruit is considered their primary water source (USFWS 1998).   

 

Sonoran pronghorn inhabit creosote bush-bursage vegetation-types in broad alluvial valleys of 

the Sonoran Desert, which is an extremely harsh environment subject to extended drought 

(USFWS 1996a).  Within this vegetation type, Sonoran pronghorn utilize open areas with high 

visibility and a diversity of palatable forage (AGFD 1981, Hughes and Smith 1990).   

 

Sonoran pronghorn range from the plains of central and western Sonora, Mexico north to 

southwestern Arizona (AGFD 1986).  In Arizona, Sonoran pronghorn occur on the CPNWR, the 

BMGR, and OPCNM, from Highway 85 west to the Cabeza Prieta Mountains and from 

approximately the Wellton-Mohawk Canal south to the US-Mexico border (Snow 1994, USFWS 

1982).  Recent unconfirmed sightings suggest that some animals may also occur on the TON 

and in the Lechuguilla Desert, west of the Cabeza Prieta Mountains (USFWS 1996b).   

 

The Sonoran pronghorn was listed as an endangered species on March 11, 1967 (32 FR 4001). 

Review of the literature indicates that historic population declines and localized extirpation are 

attributable to previous unregulated hunting, current illegal hunting in Sonora, degradation of 

habitat by livestock grazing, disturbance of habitat resulting from military ground-based 

activities, loss of riparian habitat on the Gila River and the Rio Sonoyta, and conversion of 

habitat to agriculture, particularly in the Gila River Valley and Imperial Valley, California (deVos 

1990; USFWS 1982, 1996b).  While all of these factors may have historically contributed to the 

decline, drought has apparently caused most of the population fluctuations in recent time.  

Detected changes in the Sonoran pronghorn population are believed to be the result of less 

favorable environmental conditions.  Sonoran pronghorn must have substantial winter rains 

followed by early, summer rains to produce the conditions necessary for survival to be 

successful (Hervert 1999b).  As a result of the lack of rainfall, all the fawns produced in 2002 
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were lost, and the adult population decreased 85 percent (Morgart 2003).  Currently, the size of 

the Sonoran pronghorn population in the US is estimated at 30, plus or minus 10 individuals 

(Coffeen 2004).  At this population level the US Sonoran pronghorn population is in danger of 

extirpation.  In an effort to protect the species, the USFWS has established a captive breeding 

facility for the Sonoran pronghorn on the CPNWR.  The facility is a 1 square mile fenced area in 

Childs Valley.  Currently three animals are located within the captive breeding facility with plans 

to add three more Sonoran pronghorns from the US population during the winter of 2004-2005 

(Coffeen 2004).  The USFWS would like to include individuals from the Mexico Sonoran 

pronghorn population in the future (Coffeen 2004). 

 

New Mexico Ridge-nosed Rattlesnake 

The New Mexico ridge-nosed rattlesnake (Crotalus willardi obscurus) is distinguished by its 

upturned internasal and canthal scales that form a ridge around the front of the snout (Stebbins 

1966).  This subspecies has never been documented in Arizona although it has been observed 

near the Arizona border in the Peloncillo Mountains.  The New Mexico ridge-nosed rattlesnake 

is most commonly found in moist canyons in coniferous forests to pine and pine-oak woodland, 

but it is also found in adjacent, more arid woodland and ecotonal grassland habitats (AGFD 

1996).   

 

The New Mexico ridge-nosed rattlesnake was listed as threatened by the USFWS on August 4, 

1978 (43 FR 34479).  A Recovery Plan was completed in March 1985, and critical habitat was 

designated in a portion of Hidalgo County, New Mexico.  The New Mexico ridge-nosed 

rattlesnake is listed as a “Species of Special Concern” by the State of Arizona.  This species is 

listed as “threatened” because of its limited range, vulnerability, and past collecting.  After the 

species was discovered in 1957 in the Animas Mountains of New Mexico, collectors came from 

all parts of the country (Applegath et. al 1980).  Collectors also destroyed or altered habitat in 

their collecting efforts.  Other threats include destruction of habitat due to excessive grazing and 

infestation by certain flagellates and bacterium (Johnson 1983). 

 

Sonoita Mud Turtle 

In Arizona, the Sonoita mud turtle (Kinosternon sonoriense longifemorale) is known from one 

pond and limited stream habitat at Quitobaquito Springs in OPCNM (AEFSO 2002).  The 

population of approximately 130 turtles at Quitobaquito is relaitvely stable.  However, dredging 

activities reduced the area of previously available habitat and recently examined, dead turtles 
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have shown signs of inadequate diet and exposure to agrichemicals.  The Sonoita mud turtle 

was listed as a candidate species on September 19, 1997. 

 

Beautiful Shiner 

The beautiful shiner (Cyprinella formosa mearnsi) is a small fish rarely exceeding 3.5 inches 

total length, characterized by an elliptical, compressed, and elongated body.  This species 

inhabits riffles of smaller streams or intermittent pools of creeks that have a high percentage of 

riffles (Hendrickson et al. 1980).  The beautiful shiner was extirpated from the US in 1970, but in 

1990 it was re-introduced into four ponds on the SBNWR (AGFD 2001f).  The beautiful shiner is 

currently only found in San Bernardino Creek within the SBNWR, where its population is 

relatively scarce (AGFD 2001f). 

 

The beautiful shiner was listed as a threatened species in the 1984 Federal Register [49(171): 

34490-34497]. Critical habitat was established in 1984 and includes all aquatic habitats on the 

SBNWR.  This species was also listed in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special Concern” by the AGFD, in 

1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS, and in 1994 as threatened in Mexico’s Secretaría 

de Desarollo Social.  The primary reasons for the decline of this species are arroyo erosion due 

to overgrazing and the removal of riparian vegetation, pumping of groundwater, damming of 

watercourses, and the introduction of exotic species (USFWS 1995c).  More specifically, within 

the US, capping of the artesian well leading to what is now Twin Ponds on the SBNWR in 1970 

destroyed a short spring-fed run that served as a breeding habitat and refuge.  Capping of the 

well forced the fish into a pond inhabited by predatory fishes causing extirpation of the species 

in the US (Minckley 1973). 

 

Desert Pupfish 

The desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularius macularius) is a small, 3-inch long, laterally 

compressed fish with a smoothly rounded body.  They are found in shallow water of desert 

springs, small streams, and marshes below 5,000 feet amsl elevation. It was once common in 

desert springs, marshes, backwaters, and tributaries of the Rio Sonoyta, lower Gila River, and 

lower Colorado River drainages in Arizona, California, and Mexico (USFWS 2001).  They are 

often associated with areas of soft substrates and clear water (USFWS 1993b).  These fish are 

capable of withstanding extreme environmental conditions.  They have been known to survive in 

water with low oxygen content, temperatures over 95°F, and salinities almost three times that of 

sea water (Minckley 1973). 
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There are no natural populations of this subspecies remaining in Arizona.  Reintroduced 

populations exist in small springs, streams, and ponds in Pima, Pinal, Maricopa, Graham, 

Cochise, La Paz, and Yauapai Counties, Arizona (USFWS 2001). The Quitobaquito pupfish 

(Cyprinodon macularis cremus), a subspecies of Cyprinodon macularis, exists at the 

Quitobaquito Spring in the OPCNM (USFWS 2001). 

 

The desert pupfish was listed as an endangered species in the 1986 Federal Register [51(61): 

10842-10850] with designated critical habitat.  Critical habitat was designated at Quitobaquito 

Springs in Pima County, Arizona.  This species was also listed in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special 

Concern” by the AGFD, and in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS.  The desert pupfish 

population continues to decline as a result of stocking exotic predatory and competitive fishes, 

water impoundment and diversion, water pollution, groundwater pumping, stream 

channelization, and habitat modification (USFWS 2001). 

 

Gila Chub 

The Gila chub (Gila intermedia) has a chunky body with large, thick, and broadly imbricated 

scales.  Gila chubs are normally found in the smaller headwater streams, cienegas and springs 

or marshes of the Gila River basin.  Adults prefer habitats that consist of deep pools with heavily 

vegetated margins and undercut banks.  Juveniles prefer habitats with rifles, pools, or undercut 

banks of runs.  The associated plant community is a broadleaf riparian habitat consisting of 

cottonwood, willow, ash, alder, sycamore, walnut, and Baccharis spp. in association with 

submerged aquatic vegetation typical of cienega/marsh habitats.  Gila chubs are usually found 

in association with Gila topminnow, desert and Sonora sucker, and longfin and speckled dace 

(AGFD 2001g). 

 

In Arizona, Gila chubs are found in the following drainages:  Cienega Creek, Sabino Canyon, 

and Sheehy Spring of the Santa Cruz River; Eagle, Bonita and Harden Cienega Creeks, San 

Carlos River, and Blue River of the Middle Gila River; Bass, O’Donnell and Redfield Canyons; 

Babocomari River and Turkey Creek of the San Pedro River; Silver and Sycamore Creeks of 

the Agua Fria River; and Spring and Walker Creeks of the Verde River.  In Arizona, this species 

has been extirpated from Monkey Spring of the Santa Cruz River and Fish and Cave Creeks of 

the Salt River (AGFD 2001g). 
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The Gila chub was listed as a proposed endangered species in its entire range (Arizona, New 

Mexico, Mexico) on August 9, 2002 in the Federal Register (67 FR 51947-51985) with no 

designated critical habitat.  This species was also listed in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special Concern” 

by the AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS, and in 1994 as endangered in 

Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo Social.  Threats to the Gila chub include the cumulative 

effects of the introduction of exotic fish and land management activities that affect watersheds, 

alter stream flow characteristics, affect the amount of perennial water in streams, increase 

erosion, and destroy stream banks (AGFD 2001g).  Gila chubs currently co-exist with green 

sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus) in several streams; however, they have been extirpated from one 

location by largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides) (AGFD 2001g). 

 

Gila Topminnow 

The Gila topminnow (Poeciliopsis occidentalis occidentalis) is one of two subspecies of the 

Sonoran topminnow (Poeciliopsis occidentalis).  The reproductive season normally lasts from 

January through August.  Yet, in thermal waters, reproduction occurs all year long.  Gila 

topminnows are omnivorous, utilizing a broad spectrum of foods such as detritus and 

amphipods, but feed voraciously on aquatic insect larvae, especially mosquitoes, when 

abundant (AGFD 2001h). 

 

This species prefers lower-elevation (below 5,000 feet msl) shallow, warm, fairly quiet waters 

dense aquatic vegetation and algae mats, usually along stream margins or below riffles, with 

sandy substrates sometimes covered with organic muds and debris (Weedman 1998).    

Topminnows usually occupy pools, glides, and backwaters more frequently than marshes or 

areas of fast flow.  They can withstand water temperatures from near freezing to 90 to 100° F.  

They also can live in a fairly wide range of water chemistries, with pH ranging from 6.6 to 8.9, 

dissolved oxygen levels from 2.2 to 11 parts per million (ppm), and salinity ranging from tap 

water (near zero parts per thousand [ppt]) to sea water (32 to 36 ppt) (Weedman 1998).   

 

Eleven of the 13 locations currently supporting the Gila topminnow are in the Santa Cruz River 

system: Redrock Canyon, Cottonwood Spring, Monkey Spring, upper Sonoita creek, Fresno 

Canyon, Coal Mine Canyon, lower Sonoita Creek, Santa Cruz River north of Nogales, Cienega 

Creek, Sharp Spring, and the upper Santa Cruz River (Weedman 1998).  The other remaining 

naturally occurring localities are Bylas Springs, Middle Spring, and Salt Creek, all of which are 

located next to the Gila River on the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservation (Weedman 1998).  
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Reestablished populations currently exist on the Lower Mine Spring, Mud Spring, Dutchman 

Cave Spring, Walnut Spring, Johnson Wash Spring, Kayler Spring, Yerba Manga, Hidden Water 

Spring, Charlebois Spring, Unnamed Drainage, Tule Creek, Heron Creek, Mescal Warm Spring, 

Cold Spring, Watson Wash, AD Wash, and Lime Wash (Weedman 1998).   

 

The Gila topminnow was listed as an endangered species in the 1967 Federal Register 32:4001 

with no critical habitat designation.  This species was also listed in 1988 as threatened by the 

AGFD, in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special Concern” by the AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 

by the USFS, and in 1994 as threatened in Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo Social.  Threats to 

the Gila topminnow include habitat alteration and destruction, drought, aquifer pumping, and 

predation by and competition with nonnative fishes, principally the western mosquitofish 

(Gambusia affinis) (AGFD 2001h and Weedman 1998). 

 

Loach Minnow 

The loach minnow (Tiaroga cobitis) is a small, slender, elongated fish less than 3 inches in 

length.  This species is found in small to large perennial streams.  Specifically, it inhabits 

shallow, turbulent riffles with primarily cobble substrate and swift currents.  It uses the spaces 

between large substrate for resting and spawning (USFWS 2000f).  Recurrent flooding is 

required to maintain loach minnow habitat and to provide the species with a competitive 

advantage over non-native aquatic species.  The loach minnow occupies mainstream reaches 

and moderate-gradient perennial tributaries up to 6,500 feet amsl elevation (USFWS 2000f). In 

Arizona, the loach minnow is restricted to the following areas:  the Blue River and its tributaries 

Dry Blue, Campbell Blue, Little Blue, Pace, and Frieborn creeks (Greenlee County, AZ and 

Catron County, NM); Aravaipa Creek and its tributaries Turkey and Deer creeks (Graham and 

Pinal counties, AZ); Eagle Creek (Graham and Greenlee counties, AZ); the White River 

(Apache, Gila, and Navajo counties, AZ); and the Black River (Apache and Greenlee counties, 

AZ) (USFWS 2000f).   

 

The loach minnow was listed as a Federally threatened species in the Federal Register on 

October 28, 1986 (51 FR 39468-39478).  Critical habitat was originally designated for the 

species on March 8, 1994 (59 FR 10906-10915); however, this critical habitat designation was 

rescinded on March 25, 1998 (63 FR 14378-14379).  Critical habitat was re-proposed and 

approved on April 25, 2000 (65 FR 24327-24372).  The critical habitat designation was vacated 

by a Tenth Circuit Court decision in 2004 (Tenth Circuit 2004).  Habitat destruction and 
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competition and predation by non-native aquatic species have greatly reduced the loach 

minnow’s range and abundance (USFWS 2000f).   

 

Razorback Sucker 

The razorback sucker (Hyrauchen texanus) is one of the largest sucker fishes in North America.  

This fish is native to North America and found only in the Colorado River Basin, where it was 

once abundant.  The razorback sucker is now restricted to a few remnant populations, the 

largest of which is in Lake Mohave, Arizona/Nevada (US Geological Survey [USGS] 1998).  

Several thousand mature razorback suckers spawn in Lake Mohave but few of the young fish 

survive to reach breeding age. Competition and predation by over 40 introduced fish species 

and habitat loss due to channelization and reservoir construction contributed to the overall 

population decline.  Existing populations of the razorback sucker occur within the Action Area.  

The razorback sucker is Federally listed as endangered (55 FR 21159, 22 May 1990; 59 FR 

13374, 21 March 1994).  Critical habitat for this species is discussed in Section 3.5.3.2. 

 

Sonora Chub 

The Sonora chub (Gila ditaenia) is a fine-scaled, medium-sized cyprinid.  In Arizona, it occurs in 

Sycamore Creek (Bear Canyon), a tributary of the Rio Altor, 15.5 miles west of Nogales in 

Santa Cruz County.  In addition, it occurs in two tributaries of Sycamore Creek (Penasco Creek 

and an unnamed stream) (AGFD 2001i).  The Sonora Chub is found in the largest, deepest, and 

most permanent pools, with bedrock-sand substrates, and areas free of thick pads of floating 

algae (Carpenter and Maughan 1993). 

 

The Sonora Chub was listed as a threatened species in the 1986 Federal Register (51(83): 

16042-16047). This species was also listed in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special Concern” by the 

AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS, and in 1994 as endangered in Mexico’s 

Secretaría de Desarollo Social. Critical habitat was proposed in 1986 and signed into effect.  

Critical habitat includes Sycamore Creek, extending downstream from and including Yanks 

Spring.  Also designated were the lower 1.2 miles of Penasco Creek and the lower 0.25 miles of 

an unnamed stream entering Sycamore Creek from the west, about 1.5 miles downstream from 

Yanks Spring.  In addition, critical habitat includes a 39.4 feet-wide riparian area along each 

side of Sycamore and Penasco Creeks. The major threat to the Sonora Chub is the modification 

of Sycamore Creek by human activities including grazing, mining, recreation, and the 
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introduction of exotic taxa (USFWS 1992b).  The predation by exotic green sunfish is also a 

cause of concern. 

 

Spikedace 

The spikedace (Meda fulgida) is a small, slim fish less than 3 inches in length.  It is 

characterized by very silvery sides and spines in the dorsal and pelvic fins (USFWS 2000f).  

The spikedace is found in moderate to large perennial streams within shallow riffles with 

moderate to swift currents and swift pools with sand, gravel, and rubble subtrates.  Specifically, 

it inhabits shear zones where rapid-flow borders slower flow, areas of sheet flow at the upper 

ends of mid-channel sand/gravel bars; and eddies at downstream riffle edges.  Recurrent 

flooding is required to maintain spikedace habitat and to provide the species with a competitive 

advantage over non-native aquatic species.  The spikedace occupies mainstream reaches and 

moderate-gradient perennial tributaries up to 6,500 feet amsl elevation (USFWS 2000f). It 

currently occupies approximately 10 to 15 percent of its historical range.  The spikedace is 

restricted to the following areas: upper Gila River (Grant, Catron, and Hidalgo counties, NM); 

middle Gila River (Pinal County, AZ); lower San Pedro River (Pinal County, AZ); Aravaipa Creek 

(Graham and Pinal counties, AZ); Eagle Creek (Graham and Greenlee counties, AZ); and the 

Verde River (Yavapai County, AZ) (USFWS 2000f). 

 

The spikedace was listed as a Federally threatened species in the Federal Register on July 28, 

1986 (51 FR 23769-23781).  Critical habitat was originally designated for the species on March 

8, 1994 (59 FR 10906-10915); however, this critical habitat designation was rescinded on March 

25, 1998 (63 FR 14378-14379).  Critical habitat was re-proposed and approved on April 25, 

2000 (65 FR 24327-24372).  In 2004, a Tenth Circuit Court decision vacated designated critical 

habitat for the spikedace.  Habitat destruction and competition and predation by non-native 

aquatic species have greatly reduced the spikedace’s range and abundance (USFWS 2000f).   

 

Yaqui Catfish 

The Yaqui catfish (Ictalurus pricei) is a moderately large, fork-tailed species characterized by a 

distinguished pattern of wrinkles on the skin (USFWS 1995c).  Habitat for the Yaqui catfish 

includes ponds or streams, primarily in larger rivers but also in streams where it prefers quiet, 

clear pools.  It is primarily found in larger rivers in areas of medium to slow currents over sand 

and rock bottoms (AGFD 2001j).  This species was formerly found in extreme southeast Arizona 

to include San Bernardino Creek as far up as San Bernardino Ranch.  The Yaqui catfish 
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survived in San Bernardino Creek until spring flows diminished because of groundwater 

pumping.  Remaining habitat was severely trampled by livestock.  Other catfish introduced into 

the Yaqui basin have out-competed the Yaqui catfish (AGFD 2001j).  In November 1997, a 

small population of 350 Yaqui catfish was re-introduced into the Rio Yaqui (San Bernardino 

Creek) on the northern most portion of the SBNWR in 1996 (AGFD 2001j). 

 

The Yaqui catfish was listed as a threatened species in the 1984 Federal Register [49(171): 

34490-34497].  The USFWS has designated all aquatic habitat in the SBNWR as critical habitat 

and a recovery plan has been approved for this fish (USWFS 1995c).  This species was also 

listed in 1996 as “Wildlife of Special Concern” by the AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 

by the USFS, in 1994 as rare in Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo Social, and a “Special 

Concern Species” by the American Fisheries Society.   

 

Yaqui Chub 

The Yaqui chub (Gila purpurea) is a relatively small (less than 6 inches) fish but deep bodied 

with large scales.  In the US, the Yaqui chub is found only in Arizona, where it is limited to 

SBNWR and Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge (LCNWR) in Cochise County.  On 

SBNWR, the current distribution of the Yaqui chub includes Leslie Creek; House, Twin, North, 

and Mesquite Ponds; Black Draw; and El Coronado Ranch (Turkey Creek and ponds) (AGFD 

2001k).  The Yaqui chub is heavily dependent on artesian wells and spring flows on SBNWR.  

Yaqui chub habitat is described as deeper pools of small streams near undercut banks or debris 

and often in association with dense aquatic vegetation.  The Yaqui chub is also found in swifter 

areas with clean, gravel bottoms and abundant growths of algae (AGFD 2001k). 

 

The Yaqui chub was listed as an endangered species in the 1984 Federal Register [49(171): 

34490-34497].  Critical habitat was established in 1984 and includes all aquatic habitat on the 

SBNWR.  The Yaqui chub is included in the recovery plan for the fishes of the Rio Yaqui 

approved by USFWS in 1995 (USWFS 1995c).  This species was also listed in 1996 as “Wildlife 

of Special Concern” by the AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS, and in 1994 

as endangered in Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo Social.  Threats to the Yaqui chub include 

water development and pumping of underground aquifers, the introduction of nonnative species, 

and overgrazing with subsequent erosion (AGFD 2001k).  
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Yaqui Topminnow 

The Yaqui topminnow (Poeciliopsis occidentalis sonoriensis) is a small live-bearing fish.  Males 

rarely exceed 0.98 inches in length; females average 1.18 to 1.77 inches.  Its range is limited to 

the Rio Yaqui basin and in Arizona it is limited to the portion of the Rio Yaqui (San Bernardino 

Creek) basin in the SBNWR (AGFD 2001l).  It is found in lowland and some upland streams of 

desert and grassland, and margins of large, lowland rivers (AGFD 2001l).  It is a typical 

inhabitant of vegetated springs, brooks, and margins and backwaters of larger bodies of water 

(Minckley 1973).  Topminnows live near the surface in shallow water and are often associated 

with aquatic vegetation or other cover (Rinne and Minckley 1991).  The Yaqui topminnows seem 

to prefer streams with riparian communities consisting of cottonwood/willow or burrobrush/seep 

willow (USFWS 1983). 

 

The Yaqui topminnow was listed as an endangered species in the 1967 Federal Register 

[32:4001] with no designated critical habitat.  This species was also listed 1996 as “Wildlife of 

Special Concern” by the AGFD, in 1988 as “sensitive” in Region 3 by the USFS, and in 1994 as 

threatened in Mexico’s Secretaría de Desarollo Social.  The Yaqui topminnow is included in the 

recovery plan for the fishes of the Rio Yaqui (USFWS 1995c).  The main threats posed against 

the subspecies are loss of habitat and the competition and predation by the mosquitofish, which 

have caused the elimination of three introduced Yaqui topminnow sites (Bagley et al. 1991).  

Other factors include water development, aquifer pumping, and erosion due to overgrazing. 

 

3.5.3.2 State 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) maintains lists of Wildlife of Special Concern 

(WC).  This list includes species whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy, or with 

known or perceived threats or population declines.  These species are not necessarily the same 

as those protected by the Federal Government under the ESA.  Information pertaining to WC 

potentially occurring in Cochise, Pima, Santa Cruz, and Yuma counties is presented in 

Appendix C. 

 

Flat-tailed horned lizard 

The flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii) is a moderate-sized (2 to 3 inches), gray, tan, 

reddish-brown, or whitish horned lizard. Unlike other iguanid lizards, the flat-tailed horned lizard 

burrows in the sand to avoid detection rather than fleeing (Foreman 1996).  Flat-tailed horned 

lizards also hibernate in burrows that are rarely dug deeper than 4 inches below the surface 
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(Foreman 1996).  Their diet consists mainly of ants with the most important ant species being 

the harvester ants in the genera Veromessor and Pogonomyrmex (Foreman 1996).   

 

Flat-tailed horned lizards occur entirely within the Lower Colorado River Valley subdivision of 

the Sonoran Desertscrub biome.  In Arizona, they are apparently restricted to sandy and 

hardpan flats.  This may be due to the presence of big galleta grass, which is highly correlated 

with the presence of flat-tailed horned lizards in Arizona (Foreman 1996). 

 

In Arizona, the flat-tailed horned lizard is found in Yuma County south of I-8 and west of the Gila 

Mountains (Foreman 1996).  Suitable habitat is found east and south of the City of Yuma 

outside the Colorado River floodplain and adjacent croplands (Foreman 1996).  Threats to the 

flat-tailed horned lizard may include one or more of the following: commercial and residential 

development, agricultural development, off-road vehicle activity, energy developments, military 

activities, introduction of nonnative plants, and pesticide use. 

 

The flat-tailed horned lizard is listed as a WC with the AGFD.  It was originally proposed for 

listing as a Federally threatened species on November 29, 1993 (Federal Register 58:62624-

62629).  On July 5, 19997, the proposed lisitng was withdrawn by the USFWS (Federal Register 

62:37852-37860).  On December 26, 2001, the USFWs published a notice (Federal Register 

66FR66384 66385) reinstating its proposed rule to list the flat-tailed horned lizard as a 

threatened species.  However, the USFWS withdrew its 1993 proposed rule to list the flat-tailed 

horned lizard as a threatened species (USFWS 2003).  The decision to withdraw the proposed 

ruling was based on 1997 Conservation Agreement signed by seven Federal and state 

agencies.  Parties of the Conservation Agreement include the USFWS, BLM, BOR, US Marine 

Corps, US Navy, AGFD, and the California Department of Parks and Recreation (USFWS 

2003).  These agencies agreed to implement a Rangewide Management Strategy, which 

includes taking specific actions to conserve and manage the species and its habitat and 

establishing five separate management areas.  The management areas encompass 

approximately 35 percent of the remaining flat-tailed horned lizard habitat in the US (USFWS 

2003)   

 

The Arizona Department of Agriculture maintains a list of protected plant species within Arizona.  

The Arizona Native Plant Law (1993) defines five categories of protection within the state.  

These include: Highly Safeguarded, no collection allowed; Salvage Restricted, collection only 
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with permit; Export Restricted, transport out of state prohibited; Salvage Assessed, permit 

required to remove live trees; and Harvest Restricted, permits required to remove plant by 

products (Arizona Game and Fish Department [AGFD] 2000a).  Information pertaining to state 

protected plant species potentially occurring in Cochise, Pima, Santa Cruz, and Yuma counties 

is presented in Appendix B. 

 

3.5.3.3 Critical Habitat 

Critical habitat, as defined by the ESA, has been designated for 15 species and proposed for 

two species identified as potentially occurring in the area of operation.  Although critical habitat 

has been designated for the New Mexico ridge-nosed rattlesnake, none of the designated 

critical habitats are present within the AO.  The remaining 13 species with designated critical 

habitat include eight fishes, three birds, one reptile, and one vascular plant.  The BP will 

continue coordination with the USFWS and incorporate any future designated critical habitat for 

listed species such as the jaguar.   

 

Fifteen areas were designated as critical habitat for the razorback sucker within waterways in 

Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, and Arizona on March 21, 1994 (59 FR 13374).  Only one area is 

located within the Wellton Station’s AO, but is north of the project area. 

 

One area was designated as critical habitat for the desert pupfish in Arizona on March 31, 1986 

(51 FR 10842).  This area includes the Quitobaquito Springs and a 100-feet riparian buffer zone 

around the spring and pond located on the OPCNM that is located in the Ajo Station’s AO, Pima 

County (Figure 3-1).   

 

Four areas were designated as critical habitat for the Sonoran chub in Arizona on April 30, 1986 

(51 FR 16042).  These areas are located in the Coronado National Forest within the Tucson and 

Nogales stations’ AO, Santa Cruz County (Figure 3-2).  The critical habitat for Sonoran chub is 

defined as Sycamore Creek, and a riparian zone 25-feet wide along each side of the creek, from 

Yank’s Spring downstream approximately five stream miles to the international border with 

Mexico; Yank’s Spring; Penasco Creek, including a riparian zone 25-feet wide along each side 

of the creek from its confluence with Sycamore Creek upstream approximately 1.25 miles; and 

an unnamed tributary to Sycamore Creek upstream approximately 0.25 miles. 
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The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl previously had critical habitat (730,00 acres) designated in 

1999 (64 FR 37419); however, a US District Court ruling in 2001 removed the critical habitat 

designation for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Center for Biological Diversity [CBD] 2001).  

The ruling was the result of a lawsuit filed by the Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association, 

the National Association of Homebuilders, and the Homebuilders Association of Southern 

Arizona in 2000 (CBD 2001).  On November 27, 2002, the USFWS proposed designating 1.2 

million acres of critical habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (67 FR 71031).  The 

proposed critical habitat encompasses portions of Pima County (Figure 3-3) within the Tucson 

Station’s AO. 

 

The USFWS designated seven areas (units) as critical habitat for the Huachuca water umbel in 

Arizona on July 12, 1999 (64 FR 37441).  All seven units are located within the Sonoita and 

Naco stations’ AOs in Santa Cruz and Cochise counties (Figures 3-4 and 3-5).  These areas are 

defined as follows: (1) approximately 1.25 miles of Sonoita Creek southwest of Sonoita; (2) 

approximately 2.7 miles of the Santa Cruz River on both sides of Forest Road 61, plus 

approximately 1.9 miles of an unnamed tributary to the east of the river; (3) approximately 3.4 

miles of Scotia Canyon upstream from near Forest Road 48; (4) approximately 0.7 miles of 

Sunnyside Canyon near Forest Road 117 in the Huachuca Mountains; (5) approximately 3.8 

miles of Garden Canyon near its confluence with Sawmill Canyon; (6) approximately 1.0 mile of 

Lone Mountain Canyon, approximately 1.0 mile of Rattlesnake Canyon, 0.6 mile of an unnamed 

canyon, approximately 1.0 mile of Bear Canyon, and an approximately 0.6 mile reach of an 

unnamed tributary to Bear Canyon; and (7) approximately 33.7 miles of the San Pedro River 

from the perennial flows reach north of Fairbank to 0.13 miles south of Hereford, SPRNCA.  

These areas include stream courses and adjacent areas out to the beginning of upland 

vegetation. 

 

Seven areas were designated as critical habitat for the Gila chub in the study area (50 C.F.R. 

Part 17).  These areas are located in the Lower San Pedro River area and the Lower Santa 

Cruz River area (Figure 3-6).  The critical habitat for Gila chub is defined as Bass Canyon 3.4 

miles along the creek from Hot Springs Canyon to Pine Canyon; Hot Springs Canyon along 0.69 

mile of creek from below the Bass Canyon confluence to the end of perennial flow; Redfield 

Canyon 2.2 miles along the creek from Township 11 South, Range 20 East, Section 31 

Southeast to the confluence with Sycamore Canyon; Cienega Creek along 19 miles extending 

from the confluence with Pantano Wash to  Township  19  South,  Range  17  East,  Section  23  
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Northwest; Mattie Canyon along 2.4 miles of creek from the confluence with Cienega Creek to 

the BLM property boundary; Empire Gulch 3.2 miles along the creek extending from the 

confluence with Cienega Creek upstream through BLM property; Sabino Canyon along 7 miles 

of creek extending from the southern boundary of the Coronado National Forest upstream to the 

confluence with the West Fork of Sabino Canyon in the Coronado National Forest. 

 

Critical habitat was designated by the USFWS for the Mexican spotted owl on February 1, 2001 

(66 FR 8530).  Portions of Cochise and Pima counties have been designated critical habitat in 

Arizona; four units have been designated in the project area, encompassing several stations.  

Some of these areas have been identified previously in Figures 3-2, 3-4, 3-5, and 3-6; the 

remaining areas proposed for designation as critical habitat for Mexican spotted owl are 

depicted in Figures 3-7 through 3-9.  Unit BR-W-11 is located in Pima County north of I-10 in the 

Coronado National Forest and Saguaro National Monument.  The BR-W-15 Unit is located in 

Cochise County between SR 83 and SR 90 on Fort Huachuca, while Unit BR-W-15a is located 

south of BR-W-15 and is on the border south of SR 92 along Montezuma Canyon Road.  Unit 

BR-W-18 is also located in Cochise County south of I-10, east of I-119 in the Coronado National 

Forest and the Chiricahua National Monument.  Primary constituent elements are provided in 

canyons and mixed conifers, pine-oak, and riparian habitat types that typically support nesting 

and/or roosting. 

 

The USFWS designated one area (complex) as critical habitat for the beautiful shiner, Yaqui 

catfish, and Yaqui chub in Arizona on August 31, 1984 (49 FR 34490).  This area encompasses 

all aquatic habitat of San Bernardino National Wildlife Refuge including small permanent 

streams with riffles, or intermittent creeks with pools and riffles in the Rio Yaqui drainage area 

with clean, unpolluted water (Figure 3-10).  This area is located in the Willcox Station AO in 

Cochise County. 

 

3.6 UNIQUE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

 

A wide variety of unique or environmentally sensitive areas exist within the study area (Figure 3-

11).  A list of unique areas found in the study area study area by county is presented in Table 3-

5.  The following paragraphs describe the major unique and sensitive areas in the area of 

operation. 
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3.6.1 Cochise County 

3.6.1.1 Chiricahua National Monument 

The Chiricahua National Monument encompasses 12,000 acres in the Chiricahua Mountains of 

southeastern Arizona, approximately 30 miles southeast of Willcox (NPS 2000a). These 

volcanic mountains rise above the surrounding grasslands to elevations ranging between 5,100 

and 7,800 feet amsl. The Monument is located 120 miles east of Tucson on SR 186. The 

Chiricahua National Monument features 17 miles of maintained trail in a monument that is 90 

percent wilderness. It is home to a wide variety of plant and animal species. Most conspicuous 

are the rare birds such as sulphur-bellied flycatchers (Myiodynastes luteiventris), Mexican 

chickadees (Poecile sclateri), and elegant trogans (Trogon elegans), which make the area a 

popular site for bird watching. Mammals such as the Apache fox squirrel (Sciurus nayaritensis 

chiricahuae), coatimundis (Nasua nasua), and peccaries (Pecari tajacu), as well as trees, 

including the Chihuahua pine and Apache pine (Pinus englemanii), are found within the 

Monument. The plants found in the area range from cacti in the lowlands; oaks, alligator bark 

juniper, and Arizona cypress (Cypressus arizonica) in the canyon forests; manzanita-buckthorn- 

skunkbush chaparral on ridges; and ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, and aspen on the highest 

slopes. 

 

3.6.1.2 Coronado National Forest 

The Coronado National Forest covers 2,475,000 acres of southeastern Arizona and 

southwestern New Mexico (USFS 2000a).  Elevations range from 3,000 feet to 10,720 feet msl 

in 12 widely scattered mountain ranges or "sky islands" that rise from the desert floor, 

supporting diverse plant communities.  Over 1,100 miles of trails, four small lakes, and eight 

Wilderness Areas encompassing 338,536 acres are found within the Coronado National Forest.  

The Wilderness Areas found within the study region of Cochise County are the Miller Peak 

Wilderness and Chiricahua Wilderness Areas. 

• Chiricahua Wilderness Area:  The Chiricahua Wilderness Area is located approximately 
40 miles northeast of Douglas in the Chiricahua Mountains.  It was established in 1964 
and encompasses 87,700 acres (NWPS 2000b).  There is wide variation in elevation, 
slope, moisture, flora, and fauna.  Many birds found in the Wilderness Area and in 
nearby areas such as Cave Creek Canyon are species that are otherwise seen only in 
Mexico. 

 
• Miller Peak Wilderness Area:  The Miller Peak Wilderness Area is located six miles 

northwest of Sierra Vista in the southern portion of the Huachuca Mountains.  It was 
established in 1984 and consists of 20,190 acres.  Elevations range from 5,200 feet msl 
to 9,466 feet msl at Miller Peak itself.  The Huachucas are famous as a haven for bird 
life and more than 170 species, including 14 species of hummingbirds, have been 
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observed.  More than 60 species of reptiles and 78 species of mammals also are found 
in this range (NWPS 2000c). 

 

3.6.1.3 Coronado National Memorial 

The Coronado National Memorial is located in the south central border of Arizona, 25 miles west 

of Bisbee in the southern Huachuca Mountains.  It commemorates the first major exploration of 

the American Southwest by Francisco Vasquez de Coronado, who was in search of the fabled 

Seven Cities of Cibola.  The Memorial encompasses 4,750 acres of mostly oak woodland, a 

natural mountain habitat at an elevation about 5,000 feet amsl where a variety of plants and 

animals are found.  The Memorial is known for its wide variety of birds; more than 140 species 

have been recorded here, including 50 resident birds (NPS 2000b). 

 

3.6.1.4 Kartchner Caverns State Park 

Kartchner Caverns State Park is the newest addition to the Arizona State Parks system.  It is 

located nine miles southeast of I-10, in Benson, and encompasses 560 acres.  The caves were 

initially discovered in 1974, but the State Park did not open until November 12, 1999.  The 

massive limestone cave has 13,000 feet of passages, and two rooms as long as football fields.  

It is considered a "living cave" because the intricate formations continue to grow as dripping 

water slowly deposits minerals.  Kartchner Caverns State Park is a natural refuge and roosting 

area for approximately 1,000 to 2,000 bats that roost in the caverns from late April to mid-

September (ASP 2000a). 

 

3.6.1.5 Ramsey Canyon Preserve 

Ramsey Canyon Preserve is located 10 miles south of Sierra Vista and is managed by The 

Nature Conservancy (TNC).  It is located in the Huachuca Mountains, bounded on three sides 

by the Coronado National Forest and encompasses 300 acres.  A permanent stream (Ramsey 

Creek) and high canyon walls provide Ramsey Canyon with a moist, cool, and stable 

environment unusual in the desert southwest.  Water-loving plants such as sycamores 

(Platanus sp.), maples (Acer sp.), and columbines (Aquilegia sp.) line the banks of Ramsey 

Creek, often growing within a few feet of cacti, yucca, and agaves.  Communities ranging from 

semi-desert grassland to pine-fir forest are found within the canyon.  Ramsey Canyon is noted 

for the 14 species of hummingbirds that have been seen at the canyon between April and 

October.  In addition, Coue's deer (Odocoielus virginianus), coatis, mountain lion (Puma 

concolor), and dozens of varieties of butterflies are also found within the preserve.  The Ramsey 

Canyon leopard frog (Rana subaquavocalis) exists only in Ramsey Canyon and several nearby 
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sites in the Huachuca Mountains and foothills.  There are 45 mammal species and 20 species of 

reptiles and amphibians in and around the preserve (TNC 2000c). 

 

3.6.1.6 San Bernadino/Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge 

This refuge complex includes the 2,309-acre San Bernadino National Wildlife Refuge (SBNWR), 

located on the US-Mexico border 17 miles east of Douglas and the 1,240-acre LCNWR, located 

15 miles north of Douglas (USFWS 2000e).  Topography of the SBNWR is situated at the 

bottom of a wide valley at 3,720 to 3,920 feet amsl elevation and encompasses a portion of the 

Yaqui River.  LCNWR is located in rough mountainous terrain, encompassing Leslie Creek, 

providing valuable riparian habitat.  Over 270 species of birds, various mammals, and numerous 

reptiles and amphibians can be seen at this refuge complex.  It also has historically supported 

approximately one-quarter of the fish species native to Arizona.  These include several federally 

protected species such as the Yaqui chub, Yaqui topminnow, beautiful shiner, and Yaqui 

catfish. 

 
3.6.1.7 San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area 

The SPRNCA contains approximately 40 miles of the upper San Pedro River and is located 

between Sierra Vista and Bisbee. It is managed by the BLM’s Tucson Field Office and contains 

over 58,000 acres of public land.  The primary purpose for the designation is to protect and 

enhance the desert riparian ecosystem, a rare remnant of what was once an extensive network 

of similar riparian systems throughout the southwest.  Wildlife is abundant in the SPRNCA 

because of the abundant food, water and cover within and surrounding the riparian zone.  The 

SPRNCA supports over 350 species of birds, over 80 species of mammals, two native species 

and several introduced species of fish, and more than 40 species of amphibians and reptiles 

(BLM 2000e). 

 

3.6.2  Santa Cruz County 

3.6.2.1 Appleton-Whittell Research Ranch 

The Appleton-Whittell Research Ranch is a collaboration among the National Audubon Society, 

USFS, BLM, Appleton family, and the Research Ranch Foundation.  The Research Ranch is an 

8,000-acre refuge located near Elgin.  The Research Ranch was established in 1968 by the 

Appleton family for ecological research and has not been grazed by cattle since 1968.  The 

undisturbed habitat consists of semidesert grasslands, oak savannah, oak woodland, and 

riparian systems (National Audubon Society 2000). 
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3.6.2.2 Canelo Hills Cienega 

Canelo Hills Cienega is located 14 miles south of Sonoita and is managed by TNC (TNC 

2000a).  The preserve, once part of a "working ranch," includes 260 acres of rolling black oak 

and Arizona fescue "savannas" with small isolated riparian wetlands in the draw bottoms.  

O'Donnell Creek is a small perennial stream running through the Canelo Hills Cienega and 

supports one of the largest populations of the Gila chub and the Canelo Hills ladies’ tresses, 

both endangered species. 

 

3.6.2.3 Coronado National Forest 

As discussed previously, the Coronado National Forest covers 2,475,000 acres of southeastern 

Arizona and southwestern New Mexico (USFS 2000a).  Two Wilderness Areas, the Pajarita and 

Mt. Wrightson, and one Research Natural Area (RNA), the Goodding, are found within the 

Coronado National Forest in Santa Cruz County. 

 
• Pajarita Wilderness Area:  Congress designated the Pajarita Wilderness Area in 1984 

and it now has a total of 7,553 acres (NWPS 2000e).  More than 660 species of plants 
have been identified within its borders, 17 of them indigenous.  Located near the US-
Mexico border, Pajarita is dominated by the narrow and twisting, steep-walled Sycamore 
Canyon.  Although the flows that occur in Sycamore Canyon are ephemeral, the canyon 
does have year-round pools of water and serves as a major migration corridor for 
wildlife.  Elevations of the Wilderness Area range from 3,800 feet msl to 4,800 feet msl. 

 
• Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Area:  Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Area is located 30 miles 

southeast of Tucson at the core of the Santa Rita Mountains.  It has a total of 25,260 
acres and is visible from Tucson at 9,452 feet msl in elevation. This Wilderness has 
rough hillsides, deep canyons, and lofty ridges and peaks surrounded on all sides by 
semiarid hills and sloping grasslands and is dominated by Ponderosa pine and Douglas 
fir.  The stream-fed canyons support an abundance of plant and animal life, including 
many montane Mexican plants that grow nowhere else north of the border (NWPS 
2000d). 

 
• Goodding RNA:  This RNA was established in 1970 and encompasses 545 acres with 

elevations ranging from 3,800 to 4,500 feet msl (USFS 2000b).  It is located just north of 
the US-Mexico border, 15 miles west of Nogales, Arizona and lies within the Pajarita 
Wilderness Area.  The riparian system associated with the intermittent stream flowing 
through the RNA supports habitat for a number of rare animals.  The RNA is the only 
known location where three species of leopard frogs have co-occurred: Tarahumara 
leopard frog (Rana tarahumare) (extripated), Chiricahua leopard frog, and lowland 
leopard frog (Rana yavapainensis).  Bird diversity is high in the area, and the RNA 
supports the lowest elevation nesting location for the Mexican spotted owl.  Perennial 
waters support rare fish including the Sonoran chub. 

 
• Madera Canyon Recreation Area:  Madera Canyon is located 43 miles south of Tucson 

at an elevation of 4,600 feet amsl in the Santa Rita Mountains (USFS 2004a).  Because 
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of the year-round water to be found here, Madera Canyon attracts a wide variety of bird 
species.  More than a dozen species of hummingbirds, an equal number of flycatchers, 
warblers, tanagers, buntings, grosbeaks, and many rare birds not found in in any other 
state frequent Madera Canyon (Frommers 2003).   

 
• Pena Blanca Recreation Area:  Pena Blanca Lake is a 45-surface-acre lake located 63 

miles south of Tucson at an elevation of 4,000 feet amsl in the Atascosa Mountain 
foothills (USFS 2004b).  The recreation area is located at an environmental transition 
zone where desert cactus and oak and mesquite thickets both grow (Desert USA 2004).  
This area is valued by the recreating public for its birdwatching, hiking, and photography 
opportunities.   

 

3.6.2.4 Empire-Cienega Ranch 

Since 1988, the Empire and Cienega ranches have been under the administration of the BLM 

under the principles of multiple-use and ecosystem management.  The Empire-Cienega RNA is 

a working cattle ranch of 45,000 acres of public land located in southeastern Pima County and 

northeastern Santa Cruz County.  The diversity of habitat in this RNA supports healthy 

populations of fish and wildlife.  Three species of native fish are found in the Cienega Creek: 

Gila topminnow, Gila chub, and longfin dace.  A variety of amphibians and reptiles are found in 

the RNA and nearly 200 bird species have been identified.  Numerous game and non-game 

mammals are found in the RNA, including 11 species of bats.  The field station is located 46 

miles southeast of Tucson and 10 miles north of Sonoita.  The station is accessed by SR 83, 7 

miles north of Sonoita, and by SR 82, which is 5 miles east of Sonoita (BLM 2000c). 

 

3.6.2.5 Patagonia Lake State Park 

Patagonia Lake State Park is located approximately 12 miles northeast of Nogales and 20 miles 

southwest of Sonoita on SR 82 (ASP 2000b).  The lake is 2.5 miles long and approximately 250 

acres and was created by damming Sonoita Creek, which flows 2.5 miles along the edge of the 

park.  The lake is stocked every winter with bass (Micropterus sp.), crappie (Pomoxis sp.), 

bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), and catfish.  The new Sonoita Creek State Natural Area is 

located in the northeastern portion of the park and the Patagonia/Sonoita Creek Preserve is 

located near the northwestern portion of the park. 

 

3.6.2.6 Patagonia/Sonoita Creek Preserve 

The Patagonia/Sonoita Creek Preserve is located near Patagonia.  This 850-acre preserve is 

managed by TNC.  It is located in the floodplain valley between the Patagonia and Santa Rita 

Mountains and provides a rich habitat of cottonwood-willow riparian forest supporting a wide 

array of wildlife (TNC 2000b).  Over 290 bird species are found here, as well as other animal 
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species including the mountain lion, bobcat (Felis rufus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 

virginianus), javelina (Pecari angulatus), coatimundi, coyote (Canis latrans), desert tortoise 

(Gopherus agassizii), occasional rattlesnakes and several toads and frogs. 

 

3.6.2.7 Tubac Presidio State Historic Park 

Tubac Presidio State Historic Park is Arizona’s first state park (ASP 2000c) and encompasses 

11 acres.  It is located 45 miles south of Tucson near the community of Tubac.  Remnants of the 

military fort founded by the Spanish in 1752 have been uncovered by University of Arizona 

archeologists and preserved by Arizona State Parks.  An underground display features portions 

of the original foundation, walls, and plaza floor of the Presidio (fort) de San Ignacio de Tubac. 

 

3.6.2.8 Tumacacori National Historic Park 

Tumacacori National Historical Park is located in the Santa Cruz River Valley 48 miles south of 

Tucson (NPS 2000e).  The 45-acre park is the site of one of the oldest Spanish missions in the 

southwest. 

 

3.6.2.9 Wild Chile Botanical Area 

The Wild Chile Botanical Area is a special management area within the Coronado National 

Forest.  This 2500-acre area is designed to conserve wild relatives of the wild chile, an 

economically important crop. Through research, training and education, the botanical area 

provides government, non-government and private interests the opportunity to work together 

toward the common goal of conserving our natural resources (Native Seeds/Search 2002). 

 

3.6.3  Pima County 

3.6.3.1 Baboquivari Peak Wilderness Area 

Congress designated the Baboquivari Peak Wilderness Area in 1990, and it now has a total of 

2,040 acres (NWPS 2000a).  It is Arizona's smallest designated Wilderness Area and is 

managed by the BLM.  Elevations range from 7,730 feet amsl on the summit to 4,500 feet amsl 

on the desert floor.  Vegetation in the higher country includes oak, walnut, and piñon; saguaro, 

paloverde, and other chaparral species are found on the lower elevations. 
 
3.6.3.2 Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge 

The Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge (BANWR) is an 115,000-acre refuge established to 

preserve the endangered masked bobwhite quail (Colinus virginianus ridgwayi) (USFWS 
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2000a).  It is located in the southeast corner of Pima County, near Sasabe.  It contains 

extensive grasslands, seasonal streams, and a lake. Over 300 species of birds, including 

hawks, herons, vermilion flycatchers (Pyrocephalus rubinus) and golden eagles (Aquila 

chrysaetos) (during migration) are found on this refuge.  Other wildlife includes coyotes, deer, 

foxes, and pronghorn.  In addition to the masked bobwhite quail, BANWR protects habitat for 

five other endangered species (cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, Pima pineapple cactus, 

Kearney’s blue star, southwestern willow flycatcher, and razorback sucker). 

 

3.6.3.3 Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) 

The CPNWR is located along 56 miles of the US-Mexico border between Yuma and Ajo, in both 

Yuma and Pima counties. It encompasses 860,000 acres of Sonoran Desert habitat consisting 

of low mountain ranges separated by broad alluvial valleys and is the third largest national 

wildlife refuge in the lower 48 states (USFWS 2000b).  Under the 1990 Arizona Desert 

Wilderness Act, more than 803,000 acres of the refuge were classified as Wilderness Areas.  

The endangered Sonoran pronghorn, cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, and lesser long-nosed bat 

are found on this NWR, as well as desert bighorns, lizards, rattlesnakes, and desert tortoises.  

As many as 391 plant species and more than 300 species of wildlife are found on the CPNWR. 

 

3.6.3.4 Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area 

Congress designated the Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area in 1990 and it now has a total of 

5,080 acres (BLM 2000a).  It is located 40 miles southwest of Tucson and is managed by the 

BLM.  The Wilderness Area includes the Coyote Mountains, which cover about 40 percent of 

the total Wilderness Area.  The vegetation includes paloverde, saguaro, chaparral, and oak 

woodlands.  Currently there is no legal public access to the Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area. 

 

3.6.3.5 Kitt Peak National Observatory 

Kitt Peak National Observatory is located 44 miles southwest of Tucson at an elevation of 6,875 

feet amsl (NOAO 2000).  The observatory began operating in 1960 and is administered by the 

Association of Universities for Research in Astronomy and the National Optical Astronomy 

Observatories (NOAO). 

 
3.6.3.6 Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument (OPCNM)  

The OPCNM is located along the US-Mexico border in the southwestern portion of Arizona.  It 

runs 40 to 50 miles from both east-to-west and north-to-south, encompassing some 500 square 
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miles (NPS 2000c).  Most of the Monument is situated between the Ajo Mountain Range to the 

east and the Puerto Blanco Mountains to the west, with the Senita Plain extending west from 

here into the CPNWR.  The OPCNM Monument was established as a monument in 1937 and 

as an International Biosphere Reserve in 1976.  It is an almost pristine example of the Sonoran 

Desert, totaling 330,689 acres.  The Monument was established to protect the rare organ pipe 

cactus and 26 other cacti species, as well as more than 200 species of birds and other animals, 

many of which are unique to this area.  Three distinctive divisions of the Sonoran Desert 

converge here, representing six plant communities. 

 

3.6.3.7 Saguaro National Park 

Saguaro National Park is comprised of two regions, Saguaro East and Saguaro West, located 

30 miles apart on either side of Tucson in the Tucson Basin (NPS 2000d).  The basin is situated 

in the Sonoran Desert between two mountain ranges, the Rincon Mountains and the Tucson 

Mountains.  It encompasses 91,116 acres and is managed by the NPS.  More than 2,700 plant 

species, including 50 varieties of cacti, are found in Saguaro National Park.  The park's most 

prominent feature is the saguaro cactus, which is indigenous to the Sonoran Desert. 

 

3.6.4  Yuma County 

3.6.4.1 Eagletail Mountains Wilderness Area 

Eagletail Mountains Wilderness Area has a total of 97,880 acres and is located 65 miles west of 

Phoenix, in Maricopa, Yuma, and LaPaz counties (BLM 2000b).  Managed by the BLM, the 

wilderness includes 15 miles of the Eagletail Mountains ridgeline and Courthouse Rock to the 

north, Cemetery Ridge to the south, and a large desert plain area between the two ridgelines. 

 

3.6.4.2 Imperial National Wildlife Refuge (INWR)  

The INWR is located 40 miles north of Yuma, with lands situated in both Yuma County, Arizona 

and Imperial County, California (USFWS 2000c).  It is 30 miles long and encompasses 25,625 

acres and protects the desert and the Colorado River ecosystem, including the last 

unchannelized portion of the Colorado River prior to entering Mexico.  More than 15,000 acres 

of the INWR is federally designated as a Wilderness Area.  The refuge is home to 268 species 

of birds, including the endangered Yuma clapper rail, southwestern willow flycatcher, and bald 

eagle.  One special portion of the Colorado River is protected for the endangered razorback 

sucker. 
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3.6.4.3 Kofa National Wildlife Refuge (KNWR) 

The KNWR is located 40 miles north of Yuma on the east side of Highway 95 (USFWS 2000d).  

The KNWR comprises 665,400 acres of Sonoran Desert, 516,300 of which are designated 

wilderness, and encompasses the Kofa and Castledome Mountain ranges.  The desert bighorn 

sheep (Ovis Canadensis nelsoni) and the California palm, the only native palm in Arizona, are 

found on the KNWR.  Notable wildlife species found in the area include the white-winged dove 

(Zenaida asiatica), desert tortoise, and desert kit fox (Vulpes macrotis arsipus).  Approximately 

800 to 1,000 bighorn sheep now live in the refuge.  Other common bird species seen are the 

American kestrel, northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), Say's phoebe (Sayornis saya), cactus 

wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), phainopepla (Phainopepla nitens), and orange-

crowned warbler (Vermivora celata). 

 

3.6.4.4 Muggins Mountains Wilderness Area 

The 7,711-acre Muggins Mountains Wilderness Area is located approximately 25 miles east of 

Yuma and is managed by the BLM (BLM 2000d).  The most prominent summits are Muggins 

Peak at 1,424 feet amsl, Klothos Temple at 1,193 feet amsl, and Long Mountain at 914 feet 

amsl. 

 
3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
3.7.1 Cultural History 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106, requires Federal agencies to take 

into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and defines procedures 

governing Federal agencies’ statutory responsibilities (16 U.S.C. §461, et. seq.).  The 

implementing regulations for Section 106 of the NHPA are at 36 C.F.R. Part 800.  Revisions to 

these procedures emphasized consultation with Native American tribes as part of the Section 

106 process.  In particular, Sec. 800.2(c)(3) of the revised regulations states that Federal 

agencies are required to consult not only with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

and/or the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) (if one has been officially appointed), but 

also with relevant tribes that might claim cultural affinity in the area of the undertaking.  Such 

consultations should occur on all Federal undertakings subject to Section 106 review, 

regardless of whether or not the undertaking is on tribal lands.  As a result, the tribes must be 

given a reasonable opportunity to identify their concerns, advise on potential resources within 

the Area of Potential Effect (APE), including eligibility and provide input on project effects.  The 

following tribes in Arizona claim cultural affinity to the study area: Ak-Chin Indian Community, 
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Gila River Indian Community, Tohono O’odham Nation, Hopi, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 

Community, Yavapai, Zuni Pueblo, Cocopah, and Fort Yuma-Quechan (ASP 1999).  Ongoing 

consultation is being conducted with the Native American tribes claiming to have cultural affinity 

throughout both the Section 106 and NEPA processes.   

 
The archeology of the study area is quite detailed and relatively complex considering the 

various geographic and related cultural features.  A broad overview of southern Arizona 

prehistory and previous investigations within the study area are presented in Appendix D.  The 

predominance of the cultural history contained in the appendix comes directly from a baseline 

document developed for JTF-6 for Arizona (INS 1999b). 

 
3.7.2  Ethnographic Resources and Tribal Concerns 

The National Park Service defines an ethnographic resource as a site, structure, object, 

landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or 

other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it.  Ethnographic 

resources include Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP). TCPs are resources associated with 

cultural practices and beliefs of a living community that are rooted in its history and are 

important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community. TCPs may include 

archeological resources, locations of historic events, sacred areas, sources of raw material used 

to produce tools and sacred objects, topographic features, traditional hunting or gathering 

areas, and native plants or animals.  Identification of these resources requires consultation with 

the appropriate Native American Tribes, which claim a cultural affinity to the area. 

 

Consultation includes the identification of any TCPs, traditional Native American subsistence 

areas (such as Native American Ak-Chin fields) or other ethnographic resources that may exist 

within the project area.   

 

Several Native American reservations also exist within the study area.  Consultation with the 

THPO (if one has been officially recognized) of these reservation lands is also required where 

applicable.  The following Native American reservations are within the area of operation: San 

Xavier, Fort Apache, Tohono O’odham, Ak-Chin, Gila River, Gila Bend, Cocopah, Fort Yuma, 

and Salt River (Figure 3-12). 
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3.7.3 Previous Investigations 

Due to the great extent of the area of operation, a complete examination of the previous 

investigations conducted there is not possible.  Previous investigations include academic and 

Section 106 compliance work that has been completed for multiple agencies including, but not 

limited to, the BMGR, USACE, Arizona Department of Transportation and Development 

(ADOTD), JTF NORTH and legacy INS.  The multitude of previous archeological investigations 

resulted in the discovery of a vast array of sites in Arizona. 

 

Cultural resources in southern Arizona vary greatly in size and configuration.  Over 2,000 sites 

have been recorded within the AO.  Lands controlled by BMGR occupy a large portion of the 

current AO.  Numerous archeological surveys have been completed on BMGR lands between 

the mid-1950s through present day.  A total of 41 cultural resources projects have been 

completed at the BMGR through the year 2000.  The majority of these projects consist of 

intensive archeological surveys.  This has resulted in over 135,600 acres being surveyed and 

the recording of over 1,000 sites. The present index of properties listed in the National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP [Appendix E]) also represents a small proportion of those sites that 

may occur within the study corridor.  At the present, this listing includes primarily historic mining 

communities, industrial complexes, and ranches.  Only a few of the significant prehistoric 

properties within the study area are so listed. 

 

3.8 WATER RESOURCES 

 
3.8.1  Surface and Groundwater Resources 

Surface water in the study area is located in the Lower Colorado Hydrologic Region which 

contains seven surface water basins: Upper Gila River, Willcox Playa, Rios de Mexico, San 

Pedro River, Santa Cruz River, Middle Gila River, and the southern Colorado River.  The 

Willcox Playa Basin is a topographically closed basin that drains toward the interior.  The Upper 

Gila River, San Pedro River, and Santa Cruz River basins drain into the Middle Gila River 

Basin, which subsequently drains into the Southern Colorado River Basin.  The Rios de Mexico 

Basin, consisting of the Yaqui River and the Sonoran Drainage, drain south into Mexico.  

Various irrigation canals (i.e., Wellton, Mohawk, B East Main, and West Main) have been 

installed along the Lower Gila and Lower Colorado Rivers in Yuma County for agricultural and 

drinking water supplies.  The Colorado River and groundwater supply most of the potable water 

to the study area (USDOI 1977; Anderson and White 1986; Eden and Wallace 1992). 
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Other important surface water features of the study area include ephemeral waters such as 

springs, seeps, and tinajas.  Tinajas are depressions carved out of a streambed by infrequent 

flash floods.  These rockpools in arid regions provided oases for ancient peoples and desert 

travelers and often support local and unique populations of plant, animals, and invertebrates.  

Also important are man-made freshwater habitats such as artificial reservoirs (presas), farm 

ponds (estangues), and cattle tanks (charcos) (e.g., irrigation on CPNWR for habitat 

enhancement).  Irrigated plots have been established on the CPNWR to enhance forage for 

wildlife.  These habitats create aquatic communities with varying degrees of water permanence 

in arid parts of the study area study areathat would otherwise lack surface water (Brown 1994). 

 

The majority of the usable groundwater supply within the study area originates in alluvial 

aquifers that are confined and unconfined systems consisting of sand, gravel, silt, and clay.  

These aquifers range in depth from 100 to 2,000 feet below the ground surface with yields at 

large capacity wells averaging 1,000 gallons per minute with maximum yields exceeding 2,500 

gallons per minute (White and Anderson 1985; Konieczki and Wilson 1992).  Two Federally 

designated sole source aquifers are located within the AO: the Bisbee-Naco in Cochise County 

was designated September 30, 1988 (53 FR 38337) and the Upper Santa Cruz and Avra-Altar 

Basin in Santa Cruz and eastern Pima counties was designated January 24, 1984 (49 FR 2948) 

(US Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 1999).   

 

The water supply of the Upper San Pedro Basin is of concern, especially in the Sierra Vista 

Area.  The central feature of the San Pedro Basin is the San Pedro River, which originates in 

Mexico near the City of Cananea, flows northward and becomes a tributary to the Gila River in 

southern Arizona. The San Pedro River extends from about 23 miles south of the US-Mexico 

border to about 74 miles north of the border.  At “The Narrows,” near the town of Benson, the 

San Pedro becomes divided into upper and lower basins. The river is mostly ephemeral and 

flows primarily in response to local rainfall.  The Upper San Pedro Basin is an intermountain 

valley of about 1,875 square miles (28 percent lies in Mexico and the remaining 72 percent lies 

in the US) bounded on the west by the Huachuca, Whetsone, and Rincon Mountains, and on 

the east by the Mule, Dragoon, Little Dragoon, and Winchester Mountains.   The Upper San 

Pedro basin currently contains an estimated 56,700,000 acre-feet of water in aquifer storage 

(EEC 2002).  The deficit in the Upper San Pedro basin is estimated at 7,000 acre-feet per year 

(Center for Biological Diversity 2004). 
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Base flow in the San Pedro River is provided by groundwater discharge from the upper and 

lower valley fill and the Holocene alluvium.  Base flow is of concern because summer base flow 

has declined from approximately 2.5 to 5.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) prior to 1963 to 0.4 to 3.3 

cfs after 1982 (Pool and Coes 1999).  Groundwater supports base flow in the San Pedro River 

from both sides of the basin in the upper reaches (Palominas and Sonora, Mexico, etc.), but 

southward most of the recharge supporting base flow originates in the Mule Mountains on the 

east side of the basin (Pool and Coes 1999). Recharge from the west side of the basin is 

partially intercepted by pumping at Fort Huachuca and Sierra Vista.    

 

Seepage studies by the USGS during 1969 and 1970 indicated that the San Pedro River loses 

1.7 cfs streamflow (infiltration of the alluvial aquifer) between the US-Mexico border and 

Palominas.  The river then gains 8.5 cfs (streamflow is augmented by groundwater discharge 

from Palominas to Charleston), and loses 0.4 cfs in the river reach from Charleston to the mouth 

of the Bobocomari River near Fairbank (Freethey 1982).  The gains and losses suggest that 

there are surface and groundwater withdrawals in the Palominas area and in Mexico, probably 

for mining and agricultural purposes that are influencing stream flow near the US-Mexico 

border.   The stream losses near Fairbank may reflect the large cones of depression resulting 

from groundwater withdrawal at Fort Huachuca and Sierra Vista. 

 

Another possible factor that may be reducing the base flow of the San Pedro is the increasing 

area of the entrenchment alluvium (unconsolidated soil in the upper alluvium of the stream bed). 

A series of large floods, perhaps beginning as early as 1881, eventually led to the entrenchment 

of a channel 3 to 35 feet below the former extensive floodplain.   Prior to these events, the San 

Pedro River flowed in a shallow narrow channel in inner valley terrace deposits accumulated 

between A.D. 1450 and 1900.  During this period, the river was a relatively sluggish, low-energy 

fluvial system with extensive marshy reaches and a high water table (Hereford 1993).   

 

The cause of flooding around 1890 is poorly understood but is probably related to extensive 

wood cutting for mine timber and fuel, the introduction of large cattle herds, and unusually heavy 

rainfall (Hereford 1993).  The entrenchment alluvium acts as a very large drain pipe buried just 

below the bottom of the channel that short-circuits surface flow downstream to the end of the 

entrenched alluvium.  If there was a large volume of base flow, this short-circuiting may not be 

important; but, when base flow is small it can be a direct cause of reduced flow and extended 
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no-flow periods in that reach of the river and upstream. This drainpipe effect is greatest between 

the Town of Hereford and the Lewis Springs-Palominas areas.   

 

3.8.2  Waters of the US and Wetlands 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 (P.L. 95-217) authorizes the Secretary of the 

Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill 

material into the navigable waters of the US, including wetlands (33 U.S.C. §1344).  Waters of 

the US are all waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb and flow of tide, 

and all interstate waters including interstate wetlands.  Waters of the US also include all other 

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 (33 C.F.R. §328.3(a)(1-7)).  Wetlands are those areas inundated or 

saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under 

normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 

saturated soil conditions (33 C.F.R. §328.3(b)).  Jurisdictional boundaries for these water 

resources are defined in the field as the “ordinary high water mark” 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 (33 C.F.R. §328.3(e)). 

 

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) acting under Section 404 of the CWA, 

provides a vital function in protecting our valuable aquatic resources, including wetlands.  The 

objective of this Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 

the Nation’s waters.  Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Secretary of the Army is 

responsible for administering a regulatory program that requires permits for the placement of 

dredged or fill materials into waters of the US, including wetlands.  

 

The Supreme Court ruling in Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County (SWANCC) v. 

USACE (531 US159 (2001)) limited the regulatory authority of the USEPA and USACE under 

the CWA.  This ruling eliminates the CWA jurisdiction over isolated, non-navigable, and 

intrastate waters used as habitat by migratory birds.  Waters of the US specifically affected by 

the SWANCC ruling include: small intrastate lakes, isolated rivers and streams (including 
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intermittent streams), isolated wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or 

natural ponds.   

 

The USACE has established nationwide permits (NWPs) to efficiently authorize common 

activities, which do not significantly impact waters of the US The NWPs were modified and 

reissued by the USACE in the Federal Register on January 15, 2002 and became effective on 

March 18, 2002.  The USACE has the responsibility to authorize permitting under a NWP, or to 

require an individual permit. 

 

While there are many wetland types in the arid southwestern US, water is scarce and local 

wetlands have experienced years of intensive use, modification, degradation, and more 

recently, efforts at conservation. Wetland types within the study area include riverine and 

riparian ecosystems (many of which are spatially and/or temporally intermittent), playa lakes 

(e.g., Willcox Playa), artificial reservoirs, desert springs, and cienegas.  Stream-riparian 

ecosystems are the predominant form of wetlands in this region and the most highly valued. 

Current efforts to manage and conserve these habitats for a variety of uses are underway. 

Disturbance of wetlands takes many forms; flash flooding and extensive drying are probably 

most influential.  However, siltation, cattle grazing, algal pathogens, and various human effects 

such as water diversion, groundwater withdrawal, introduction of exotic species, and 

recreational uses may have strong effects. 

 

3.8.3  Water Quality 

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) has undertaken a comprehensive 

water quality assessment prepared in fulfillment of Section 305(b) of the CWA (ADEQ 1998). 

This endeavor was performed concurrently with the Arizona Unified Watershed Assessment 

(ADEQ 1998) and the ADEQ Source Water Assessment (ADEQ 1998). These programs are an 

integral part of a comprehensive statewide watershed management strategy implemented by 

the ADEQ and its Water Quality Division. Objectives included within this strategy are 1) Aquifer 

Protection Program Permits; Wastewater Reuse; and Dry Well Registration; 2) CWA Section 

305(b) Water Quality Assessment Report; 3) Triennial Standards Review; 4) Site-Specific 

Standards Determination; 5) CWA Section 303(d) Listing of Quality-limited (Impaired and 

Threatened) Waters and Development and Implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads 

(TMDL); 6) Safe Drinking Water Act Source Water Assessment, Protection Programs, and 

Public Water System Supervision (ADEQ, 1998). 
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Water quality monitoring of surface resources is accomplished through four programs in 

Arizona: 

• ADEQ Fixed Station Network – sites selected and monitored to provide data on long-
term conditions and trends on wadeable streams 

• USGS Monitoring Stations – collects long-term data on major rivers and streams 
• ADEQ Clean Lakes Program – collects monitoring data on lakes 
• The ADEQ Biocriteria Development Program – monitors pristine, wadeable, perennial 

waters to use as reference sites for biocriteria 
 

The ongoing assessment of surface waters includes portions of the area of operation. Assessed 

waters, their designated uses, assessment category, use support status, and assessments are 

summarized in Table 3-6. 

 

3.9 AIR QUALITY 

 
Section 109 of the Clean Air Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. §7401, et seq.), as amended, directed the 

USEPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for air pollutants that 

endanger public health or welfare (42 U.S.C. §7409).  The USEPA defines ambient air in 40 

C.F.R. §50.1(e) as "that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the general 

public has access.” In 40 C.F.R. Part 50, USEPA has designated "criteria air pollutants" in which 

ambient air quality standards have been established.  Ambient air quality standards are 

intended to protect public health and welfare and are classified as either "primary" or 

"secondary" standards.  Primary standards define levels of air quality necessary to protect the 

public health (40 C.F.R. §50.2(b)). National secondary ambient air quality standards define 

levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated 

adverse effects of a pollutant.  Primary and secondary standards have been established for 

carbon monoxide (CO), lead, ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (total and 

inhalable fractions) and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  Areas that do not meet these standards are called 

“non-attainment” areas; areas that meet both primary and secondary standards are known as 

“attainment” areas.  The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires that for areas designated as non-

attainment, plans must be prepared and implemented to bring the area into attainment within a 

specified time. 

 

The majority of the Arizona portion of the US-Mexico border area is sparsely settled desert or 

semi-desert with the exception of two large areas of urbanization, the Phoenix and Tucson 

metropolitan areas. Several "sister cities" are also located along the US-Mexico border.  There 
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Table 3-6.  Water Quality, Designated Uses, Assessment Category, and  

Use Support Status for Watersheds within the Area of Operation. 

Segment Name/ 
County Located 

ID 
Number 

Miles/Acres 
in Segment Designated Uses Assessment 

Category 

Use Support/ 
Water Quality 

Limited 
Assessment Narrative 

Colorado River: Indian 
Wash – Imperial Dam/ 
La Paz & Yuma Co. 

15030104
-001 

17 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, DWS, 
AgI, AgL 

Monitored Full/No High Sulfate and TDS 

Colorado River – Yuma 
Wash/Yuma Co. 

15030104
-008 

22 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, DWS, 
AgI, AgL 

Evaluated Partial/No Selenium levels in some samples 

Colorado River: Main 
Canal – Mexico 
Border/Yuma Co. 

15030107
-001 

32 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgI, 
AgL 

Monitored Parital/Yes High turbidity, metals and pesticides in 
some samples 

Gila River: Coyote 
Wash – Fortuna 
Wash/Yuma Co. 

15070201
-003 

28 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgI, 
AgL 

Monitored Non/Yes High metals, TDS, and turbidity 

Wellton-Mohawk 
Canal/Yuma Co. 

15070201
-301 

15 miles DWS, AgI, AgL Evaluated  Threat/No High copper, DDT metabolites, and 
toxaphene in some samples 

Imperial Reservoir/ 
Yuma Co. 

15030104
-0670 

513 acres A&Ww, FBC, FC, DWS, 
AgI, AgL 

Evaluated/ 
Unknown 

Partial/No High TDS and sulfates; selenium in some 
samples 

Mittry Lake/ Yuma Co. 15030107
-0950 

384 acres A&Ww, FBC, FC Evaluated/ 
Unknown 

Partial/No Selenium in some samples 

SANTA CRUZ RIVER/RIO MAGDELENA/RIO SONOITA WATERSHED 
Harshaw Wash/Santa 
Cruz Co. 

15050301
-268 

14 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgI, 
AgL 

Monitored Full/No High cromium and zinc in some samples 

Madera Canyon 
Creek/Pima Co. 

1500301-
322 

13 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgL Evaluated Full/No Use impaired 

Alum Gulch/Santa Cruz 
Co. 

1500301-
561A 

2 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgL Evaluated Non/Yes Use impaired by high metals, low pH 

Redrock Canyon Creek/ 
Santa Cruz Co. 

15050301
-576 

13 miles  A&Ww, FBC, FC Evaluated Full/No Use impaired 

Cienega Creek/ Santa 
Cruz and Pima Co. 

15050302
-006A 

37 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgL Evaluated Full/No Use impaired 

Cienega Creek/Pima 
Co. 

15050302
-006B 

11 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgL Monitored Full/No Use impaired 

Arivaca Creek/Pima Co. 15050304
-008 

15 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgL Monitored  Full/No Low dissolved oxygen during low flow 

Sycamore Canyon/Pima 
Co. 

15080200
-002 

10 miles A&Ww, FBC, FC, AgL Evaluated  Full/No Low dissolved oxygen during low flow 

       

Program
m

atic EIS – Tucson/Yum
a Sector 

 
 

 
               R

evised D
raft O

ctober 2004 
3-87 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008511





 

 

Segment Name/ 
County Located 

ID 
Number 

Miles/Acres 
in Segment Designated Uses Assessment 

Category 

Use Support/ 
Water Quality 

Limited 
Assessment Narrative 

SAN CARLOS/SAFFORD/DUNCAN WATERSHED 
East Turkey Creek – 
San Simon 
Wash/Cochise Co. 

15040006
-837 

14 miles A&Wc, FC, FBC, AgL Evaluated Full/No Use unimpaired 

Cave Creek South 
Fork/Cochise Co. 

1504006-
849 

22 miles A&Wc, FC, FBC, AgI, 
AgL 

Evaluated  Full/No Use unimpaired 

Cave Creek/Cochise 
Co. 

15040006
-852A 

9 miles A&Wc, FC, FBC, AgI, 
AgL 

Evaluated  Full/No Use unimpaired 

Source: ADEQ Water Quality Assessment, 1988. 
 

Legend:  

FC= Fish Consumption 

FBC= Full Body Contact  

PBC = Partial Body Contact 

DWS= Domestic Water Supply  

A&W= Aquatic and Wildlife  

c= Cold Water  

w= warm water  

AgI= Agricultural Irrigation  

AgL= Agriculture and Livestock Watering  

Full= segment fully supports designated uses  

Non= segment does not support designated uses  

Partial= segment partially supports designated uses  

Threat= designated uses threatened by identified pollutants  

Yes= water quality in this segment is limited  

No= water quality is not limited or threatened. 

 

Table 3-6, continued 
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are a number of air quality problems related to the rural, urban, and industrial areas within this 

AO.  Man-made sources of air contaminants affect the air quality of the AO.  These sources 

include industrial emissions, mobile (vehicular) emissions, area emissions (e.g., emissions from 

numerous residences and small commercial establishments in an urban setting), dust resulting 

from wind erosion of agriculturally disturbed lands, smoke from forestry burns, and pollutants 

transported into the study area on winds blowing from major urban/industrial areas outside the 

area. 

 

Airborne particulates are a special problem in the border area.  Construction activity and 

windblown dust from disturbed desert are significant sources of fugitive dust.  In agricultural 

areas, farming activity is an additional source of fugitive dust.  Many residences in the US-

Mexico border area burn non-traditional fuels such as wood scraps, cardboard, and tires to 

provide warmth in the winter.  The resulting particulate loading can also adversely affect air 

quality in the Arizona border counties. 

 

In addition to airborne particulates, high concentrations of SO2 in the study area are of concern.  

SO2 is the primary contributor to acid deposition, which causes acidification of lakes and 

streams and can damage trees, crops, historic buildings, and statues.  In addition, SO2 

compounds in the air contribute to visibility impairment and may affect breathing and aggravate 

existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease (USEPA 2000).  Ambient SO2 in the study area 

results largely from stationary sources such as coal and oil combustion, steel mills, refineries, 

pulp and paper mills, and from nonferrous smelters. 

 

3.9.1 Potential Sources of Air Pollutants 

The emission sources of those criteria pollutants regulated by the NAAQS are of concern 

nationally, statewide and regionally.  Ambient concentrations of CO are predominantly 

influenced by mobile source emissions.  Emissions of SO2 are associated mainly with stationary 

sources.  Ozone, lead, nitrogen oxides (NOx), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), total 

suspended particulates (TSP) and inhalable particulate matter (PM10/PM2.5) come from both 

mobile and stationary sources. 

 

CO is a colorless, odorless gas that results from the incomplete combustion of gasoline and 

other fossil fuels and impairs the ability of blood to carry oxygen in the body.  In most cities, 

approximately 80 percent of CO emissions are from motor vehicles.  Because CO disperses 
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quickly; the concentrations can vary greatly over relatively short distances.  Elevated 

concentrations are usually limited to locations near crowded intersections and long heavily 

congested roadways.  Consequently, it is important to evaluate CO concentrations on a 

localized basis to determine the impacts from the proposed project. 

 

O3, also an odorless and colorless gas, is a major constituent of photochemical smog at the 

earth's surface.  Research has indicated that O3 damages the respiratory system, reducing 

breathing capacity and causing chest pain, headache, nasal congestion, and sore throat.  

Individuals with chronic respiratory diseases are especially susceptible to O3.  In addition, high 

levels of O3 can cause injuries to certain plants, trees, and materials.  The precursors in the 

formation of O3 are VOCs and NOx.  In the presence of sunlight, O3 is formed through a series 

of photochemical reactions that take place in the atmosphere.  Because reactions occur as the 

pollutants are diffusing downward, elevated O3 levels are often found many miles from sources 

of the precursor pollutants.  Therefore, the effects of NOx and VOC emissions from mobile 

sources are examined on a regional basis. The change in regional mobile source emissions of 

these pollutants is related to the total number of vehicle miles travels (VMT) throughout the AO.   

 

Inhalable particulates are emitted from various sources: industrial facilities, power plants, 

construction activities, diesel-powered vehicle, unimproved roads, and open burning. The 

pollutants can cause irritation and damage to the respiratory systems, resulting in difficult 

breathing, inducement of bronchitis, and aggravation of existing respiratory diseases.  Also, 

certain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in particulate matter may be carcinogenic.  Individuals 

with respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, children, and elderly persons are at greatest risk.  

Secondary effects include dust settling, damaging materials, and impairment of visibility. 

 

SO2 emissions are primarily associated with the combustion of sulfur-containing fuels, oil and 

coal.  Exposure to high levels of SO2 aggravates asthma, resulting in wheezing, shortness of 

breath, and coughing. Secondary effects include visibility impairment and acid deposition due to 

its conversion to sulfate particles.   

 

Lead emissions are primarily associated with motor vehicle and industrial sources that use 

gasoline containing lead additives.  All vehicles produced in the US after 1980 are designated to 

use unleaded fuel, and the ambient air concentration of lead has declined significantly since 

then. 
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3.9.2 Ambient Air Quality Monitoring/Status 

The counties in the study area are within the Intrastate Air Quality Control Regions (IAQCR) for 

air quality planning purposes as follows: Cochise and Santa Cruz counties - Southeast Arizona 

IAQCR; Pima County - Pima IAQCR; and Yuma County to Mohave-Yuma IAQCR. 

 

The State of Arizona has adopted the NAAQS as the state’s air quality criteria.  National 

standards (discussed in the following paragraphs) for air quality are presented in Table 3-7.  

Based upon a review of the USEPA nonattainment website 

(http://www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/greenbk/), portions of Pima County have been designated as 

non-attainment for the SO2 and PM10 (suspended particulate matter less than ten microns) 

standards.  Portions of Yuma County are also designated as non-attainment for the PM10 

standard.  The rest of the counties are designated as attainment/unclassifiable for all other 

criteria pollutant standards. 

 

Existing air quality in the project region is monitored by a series of ambient air monitoring 

networks established and maintained by the state and local air pollution control agencies.  On 

average, emissions from selected pollutants measured in tons per year along the US-Mexico 

border are as follows: SO2 (4,663), NOx (6,519), TSP (1,190), CO (689), and VOCs (45). 

                 

3.10 SOCIOECONOMICS 

 
3.10.1 Population and Demographics 

The region of influence (ROI) of the proposed actions consists of a 4-county area along the 

southern border in Arizona, including Cochise, Pima, Santa Cruz, and Yuma counties.  The 

population and racial mixes of the different counties are presented in Table 3-8.  Population in 

each of the counties ranges from 843,746 in Pima County in 2000 to 38,381 in Santa Cruz 

County in 2000.  There was positive population growth in all counties within the ROI.  This 

growth, between 1990 and 2000, ranged from 49.7 percent in Yuma County to 12.7 percent in 

Santa Cruz County.  The racial mix of the area is predominated by Caucasians in all counties 

ranging from 77 percent in Cochise County to 68 percent in Yuma County.  Both Santa Cruz 

County, and Yuma County have the majority of the population claiming to be of Hispanic origin, 

81 percent and 50 percent respectively.  Overall, the percentage of people claiming Hispanic 

origin has increased across the ROI between 1990 and 2000.  For the most part, racial mix of 

the counties changed little between 1990 and  2000.   A  significant  drop  in  the  percentage  of  
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Table 3-8.  Population and Race Estimates within the Area of Operation 

 

Location White African 
American Asian Native 

American 
Hispanic 

Origin Total Population 
Density 

Arizona 
1990 
2000 
2002 

 
3,277,590 (89%) 
3,873,611 (75%) 

- 

 
114,960 (3%) 
158,873 (3%) 

- 

 
58,362 (2%) 
92,236 (2%) 

- 

 
214,427 (6%) 
255,876 (5%) 

- 

 
688,355 (19%) 

1,295,617 (25%) 
- 

 
3,665,339 
5,130,632 
5,456,453 

 
32.3 
45.2 

- 
Cochise 

1990 
2000 
2002 

 
89,282 (92%) 
90,269 (77%) 

- 

 
5,181 (5%) 
5,321 (5%) 

- 

 
2,298 (2%) 
1,942 (2%) 

- 

 
863 (1%) 

1,350 (1%) 
- 

 
28,379 (29%) 
36,134 (31%) 

- 

 
97,624 (3%) 

117,755 (2%) 
120,295 (2%) 

 
15.8 
19.1 

- 

Pima 
1990 
2000 
2002 

 
608,751 (91%) 
633,387 (75%) 

- 

 
21,951 (3%) 
25,594 (3%) 

- 

 
12,650 (2%) 
17,213 (2%) 

- 

 
23,605 (4%) 
27,178 (3%) 

- 

 
163,262 (24%) 
247,578 (29%) 

- 

 
666,957 

(18%) 
843,746 

(16%) 
881,221 

(16%) 

 
72.6 
91.8 

- 

Santa Cruz 
1990 
2000 
2002 

 
29,296 (99%) 
29,168 (76%) 

- 

 
129 (<1%) 
145 (<1%) 

- 

 
183 (<1%) 
201 (<1%) 

- 

 
68 (<1%) 
251 (1%) 

- 

 
23,221 (78%) 
31,005 (81%) 

- 

 
29,676 (1%) 
38,381 (1%) 
40,035 (1%) 

 
31.0 
31.0 

- 
Yuma 

1990 
2000 
2002 

 
100,142 (94%) 
109,269 (68%) 

- 

 
3,345 (3%) 
3,550 (2%) 

- 

 
1,577 (1%) 
1,486 (1%) 

- 

 
1,831 (2%) 
2,626 (2%) 

- 

 
43,388 (41%) 
80,772 (50%) 

- 

 
106,895 (3%) 
160,026 (3%) 
167,407 (3%) 

 
29.0 
29.0 

- 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2003b 
 

Caucasian populations seems to be more of a result of changes in data collection between the 

1990 and 2000 census, with the 2000 census dividing the population between those of one race 

or two or more races.  The 2002 population estimates show a similar population distribution 

across the counties with the largest total population in Pima County (881,221) and the lowest in 

Santa Cruz County (40,035) (US Census Bureau 2003a).  Racial breakdowns of 2002 

population estimates were not available. 

 

3.10.2 Employment and Income 

Table 3-9 summarizes the total number of jobs in the study area split by county. Pima County 

had the largest numbers of jobs in the ROI while Santa Cruz had the lowest.  Yuma County had 

the highest unemployment rate (23.8 percent) followed by Santa Cruz County (13.9 percent).  

Pima County (4.9 percent) and Cochise County (5.5 percent) were both below the state 

unemployment rate (US Census Bureau 2003a). 

 
Table 3-10 summarizes the total personal income (TPI) for the ROI.  TPI ranged from $21 billion 

in Pima County to $705 million in Santa Cruz County.  The average annual growth rate over the  
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Table 3-9.  Total Number of Jobs within the Area of Operation 

Location 1991 2001 Percent 
Change Unemployment Rate1 

Arizona 1,918,421 2,859,243 49% 6.2% 
Cochise 39,221 50,402 29% 5.5% 
Pima 326,153 445,041 36% 4.9% 
Santa Cruz 13,630 16,037 18% 13.9% 
Yuma 53,905 70,598 31% 23.8% 

12002 Annual Average 
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 2003a; Arizona Department of Economic Security 
(ADES) 2003 

 
Table 3-10.  Total Personal Income for the Region of Influence 

Location 1991 TPI (rank) 
(in $ billions) 

2001 TPI (rank) 
(in $ billions) 

Percent 
State 
Total 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate 

Arizona $25 (25th) $138 (23rd) 100% 7.6% 
Cochise $1.4 (7th) $ 2.4 (8th) 1.8% 5.2% 
Pima $ 11.4 (2nd) $ 21.4 (2nd) 15.6% 6.5% 
Santa Cruz $ 0.4 (12th) $ 0.7 (12th) 0.5% 6.3% 
Yuma $ 1.6 (4th) $ 2.8 (6th) 2.0% 5.7% 

Source:  BEA 2003b 
 
past 10 years ranged from 6.5 percent in Pima County to 5.2 percent in Cochise County.  The 

average annual growth rate of TPI for the US was 5.5 percent.  All the counties within the ROI 

were below the average annual growth rate for TPI within Arizona (BEA 2003b). 

 

Per capita personal income (PCPI) data for the ROI is located in Table 3-11.  PCPI ranged from 

$24,767 in Pima County, Arizona to $16,839 in Yuma County.  All the counties were below the 

national average of $25,288 with Pima County being the closest at 81 percent of the national 

average PCPI.  The average annual growth rate of PCPI ranged from 3.9 percent in Pima 

County to 1.7 percent in Yuma County.  The annual average growth rate of PCPI across the 

whole ROI was below the average annual growth rate of both the Nation (4.3 percent) and the 

State (4.0 percent) (BEA 2003b). 

 
Poverty levels for all counties within the study area are presented in Table 3-12.  Poverty 

estimates for the ROI range from 23.1 percent in Santa Cruz County to 13.5 percent in Pima 

County for people of all ages.  Poverty estimates within the ROI are not only higher than the 

state average but they are also much higher than the national average of 11.9 percent (US 

Census Bureau 2003c). 
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Table 3-11.  Per Capita Personal Income for the Region of Influence 

Location 1991 PCPI 
(rank) 

2001 PCPI 
(rank) 

Percent 
of State 
Average 

Percent 
National 
Average 

Average 
Annual 

Growth Rate 

Arizona $17,260 (37th) $26,055 (38th) -- 85% 4.0% 
Cochise $ 14,705 (6th) $ 20,279 (6th) 78% 67% 3.3% 
Pima $ 16,819 (2nd) $ 24,767 (2nd) 96% 81% 3.9% 
Santa Cruz $ 12,362 (12th) $ 17,964 (10th) 69% 59% 3.8% 
Yuma $ 14,203 (9th) $ 16,839 (11th) 65% 55% 1.7% 

Source: BEA 2003b 
 

Table 3-12.  Number and Percent of People of All Ages in Poverty by County1 

Location Number  Percent  

Arizona 643,045 12.8% 
Cochise 19,021 17.0% 
Pima 110,933 13.5% 
Santa Cruz 8,834 23.1% 
Yuma 33,874 21.9% 

1Based on 1999 model 
Source: US Census Bureau, 2003c 

 
 
3.10.3 Housing 

The report, The State of Housing in Arizona, produced by the Arizona Housing Commission in 

2000, states that Arizona is currently going through a housing crisis where housing prices are 

rising twice as fast as income statewide.  This is of particular importance to low income and 

minority households.  

 

For both minority and non-minority households, the incidence of housing problems increases 

dramatically as income levels decrease.  Since the percent of minority households that are low 

income far exceeds the proportionate number in the general population, minorities suffer 

disproportionately in terms of their basic need for adequate, affordable shelter.  This is 

particularly alarming considering the growth rate of minority populations in Arizona (Arizona 

Housing Commission, 2000). 

 

The total number of housing units in the ROI in 2000 was 505,039 (US Census Bureau, 2003d).  

Table 3-13 summarizes the total number of housing units by county.  The largest number of 

housing units are located in Pima County while the smallest is located in Santa Cruz County.  

Santa Cruz and Pima counties have the smallest percentage of vacant units, while Yuma 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008520



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
 3-97 

County has the largest percentage of vacant housing units.  Table 3-14 summarizes household 

growth trends by county for Arizona and average annual growth rate in median household 

income and house sales price between 1990 and 1995 for Arizona.  The latter set of data came 

from The State of Housing in Arizona.  The highest household growth is occurring in Yuma 

County, Arizona, while the lowest is occurring in Santa Cruz County.  The largest discrepancy 

between median household income growth and house sales price growth occurs in Pima 

County.  House sales prices are growing faster than median household income in all of the 

counties within the ROI except for Santa Cruz County. 

 

Table 3-13.  Housing Units by County (2000) 

Location Vacant 
Housing Units 

Owner Occupied 
Housing Units 

Renter Occupied 
Housing Units 

Total Housing 
Units 

Arizona 287,862 (13%) 1,293,556 (59%) 607,771 (28%) 2,189,189 
Cochise 7,233 (14%) 29,523 (58%) 14,370 (28%) 51,126 (2%) 
Pima 34,387 (9%) 213,603 (58%) 118,747 (32%) 366,737 (17%) 
Santa Cruz 1,227 (9%) 8,026 (62%) 3,783 (29%) 13,036 (<1%) 
Yuma 20,292 (27%) 38,911 (52%) 14,937 (20%) 74,140 (3%) 

Source:  US Census Bureau, 2003d 
 

Table 3-14.  Household Growth by County 

Location 1990 2000 Percent 
Change 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate in Median 

Household Income 
(1990-1995) 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate in 

Home Sales Price 
(1990-1995) 

Arizona 1,368,843 1,901,327 39% 3.0% 8.3% 
Cochise 34,546 43,893 27% 4.0% 7.3% 
Pima 261,792 332,350 27% 4.3% 8.6% 
Santa Cruz 8,808 11,809 34% 2.6% 2.6% 
Yuma 35,791 53,848 50% 2.9% 4.4% 

Source: Arizona Housing Commission, 2000; US Census Bureau, 2003d 
 

3.10.4 Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental 

Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires each Federal agency to 

identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects of its proposed actions on minority populations and low-income 

communities (59 FR 7629).  The racial mix along the border is mainly Caucasian.  Santa Cruz 

County has greater than 50 percent of the population claiming Hispanic origins, and in Yuma 

County half (50 percent) claim Hispanic origins.  Because of the minority populations in these 
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areas, they are particularly sensitive to environmental justice concerns.  Furthermore, the areas 

along the border, with the exception of Pima County, are significantly below the national 

average of PCPI.  These areas range from 55 to 67 percent of the national average for PCPI.  

As a result, there is the potential that the activities proposed would be conducted within or in 

close proximity to low-income populations and neighborhoods in these areas.   

 

3.10.5 Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children 

Executive Order 13045 of April 21, 1997, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health 

Risks and Safety Risks,” 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” (62 FR 19885).  This Executive Order 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.  

The area of highest population density lies within Pima County, which is almost double of the 

population density of any of the other counties within the ROI.  Over half of the population 

(486,699) resides in the City of Tucson, which is north of the border and away from the majority 

of the projects outlined in this programmatic document.  Several smaller communities also exist 

along the border including Douglas (5,186), Naco (833), Nogales (6,501), and San Luis 

(17,816). 

 

3.11 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

 
3.11.1  Fire and Emergency Medical Service 

Fire and emergency medical services within each county are well developed.  In each case, fire 

departments are trained to handle emergencies within their respective jurisdictions. Local 

community hospitals provide medical services to county residents including medical, surgical, 

obstetric, psychiatric and long-term care inpatient services.  The hospitals are supplemented by 

clinics, which offer internal medicine, general surgery, pediatrics, sub-specialties, occupational 

medicine, dental and urgent care services.  In certain areas, emergency departments provide 

ancillary services to support medical services, including but not limited to laboratory, radiology, 

physical, occupational and speech therapies, and pharmacies. 
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3.11.2  Police Protection 

Each of the counties in the study area maintains local law enforcement departments in their 

respective cities and towns.  For example, in Cochise County, the police department consists of 

four major divisions, including Patrol, Investigations, Detention, and Support Services. County 

jails are located in Bisbee, Arizona with substations located in Sierra Vista, Benson, Willcox, 

and Douglas.  In Pima County, the Pima County Sheriff's Department serves the 330,000 

people living in unincorporated areas of Pima County.   The Yuma Police Department is divided 

into six major bureaus. 

 

3.11.3  Educational and Social Institutions 

Northern Arizona University offers an academic center in Yuma, which provides upper division 

and graduate education for individuals seeking professional and personal growth, career 

advancement, or career transition.  In Tucson, the University of Arizona has an enrollment of 

approximately 35,000 students coming from all 50 states and more than 100 foreign countries.  

In addition, the University of Phoenix, Prescott College, and Northern Arizona University each 

offer classes to students.  On the smaller scale, local community institutions such as Pima 

Community College and Cochise College serve the residents of Pima, Santa Cruz, and Cochise 

counties.  Pima Community College has five campuses that offer university transfer programs, 

occupational and developmental education, and special interest courses.  Classes, workshops, 

and seminars are held at more than 145 off-campus locations in Tucson, Davis-Monthan Air 

Force Base, Green Valley, Nogales, and Sells (Pima Community College 2003).  Cochise 

College has campuses in Douglas and Sierra Vista, centers in Willcox and Benson, and an 

office at Fort Huachuca.  The College is committed to serving citizens throughout Cochise 

County offering classes at the locations previously mentioned, as well as Bisbee and outlying 

areas (Cochise College 2003).    

 

3.11.4  Medical Services 

Typical medical services are provided under county health programs in Arizona.  Examples are 

the Cochise Health Systems (AHCCCS/ALTCS Managed Care), Environmental Health Housing 

Assistance, Medical Assistance, Nursing & Community Health Nutrition, and Health Promotion 

Public Fiduciary.  Permanent sites are in Bisbee, Benson, Douglas, Sierra Vista, and Willcox. 

Many services are mandated by state statute; others are funded by contracts. 
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In Santa Cruz County, the majority of health care services are located in Nogales, including 

Carondelet Holy Cross Hospital (CHCH), the only hospital in the county.  CHCH provides 

general medical, critical care, surgical treatment, and outpatient services.  CHCH operates two 

outpatient treatment clinics in the City of Nogales. The Mariposa Community Health Center is a 

primary care clinic, and is also located in Nogales.  Health care provided at this site includes 

family practice, general practice, internal medicine, obstetrics and gynecology, pediatrics, and 

dentistry. 

 

3.11.5  Water Supply and Sewer Services 

Local municipalities typically supply drinking water supply in Arizona.  Local authorities and 

municipalities also provide sewage services in each county.  Most rural areas utilize private 

water well and septic tank leach field systems. 

 

3.11.6 Stormwater 

Stormwater management is largely determined by each county’s flood control practices, which 

are primarily adopted from Federal guidelines. Their function is to protect human life and 

property.  In addition, floodplains typically support important riparian ecosystems and a variety 

of associated wildlife. These areas also perform an important role in recharging valuable 

groundwater resources. 

 

3.11.7 Electricity and Natural Gas 

Arizona Power Service provides electricity to meet the primary needs of customers throughout 

Arizona.  UniSource Energy Corporation’s subsidiary, Tucson Electric Power, provides an 

additional source of electricity to areas of central and southern Arizona.  Southwest Gas 

provides natural gas utility services to central and southern Arizona. 

 

3.11.8 Solid Waste 

The number of facilities available to treat solid waste is dependent upon the size of the 

respective counties. For example, the Pima County Wastewater Management Department, 

Solid Waste Division, is a higher volume system that provides and operates public facilities for 

the safe and sanitary disposal of solid wastes generated within Pima County under authority 

from the State of Arizona (ARS 49-741). 
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The Treatment Division operates and maintains the treatment facilities that receive, treat and 

dispose of over 64 million gallons per day (mgd) of sanitary sewage. Two major facilities handle 

the sewage from the metropolitan Tucson area, and nine wastewater treatment plants serve 

remote areas scattered throughout serviced areas of eastern Pima County. In addition, the 

division includes the Technical Services Section which operates a federally approved 

pretreatment program and a state of Arizona licensed environmental laboratory for self-

monitoring and surveillance sampling. 

In Yuma County, residential solid waste transfer sites were authorized in the mid-1980s as a 

result of concerns for the ability of rural residents to dispose of their household solid wastes. 

These facilities were constructed in the North Gila Valley, Dome Valley, Wellton, Tacna and 

Dateland and are maintained by County employees (Public Works/Solid Waste Management). 

All commercial, industrial or large loads of solid waste not accepted at these facilities are 

delivered to the Cocopah or Copper Mountain Landfills.  In most cases where capacity is 

insufficient for a particular county, the remaining waste is transported elsewhere for treatment or 

disposal. 

 

The State of Arizona (ARS 49-742 et. seq.) allows the establishment of solid waste user fees to 

cover the costs of development, construction, operation, administration, and financing of public 

solid waste management activities, and broadly controls those activities. 

 

3.11.9 Telephone 

Telephone and telecommunications, including local and long-distance voice and data services, 

are provided to the four counties by SBC Communications, Inc. under the SBC Telecom brand.  

Several cellular telephone companies also serve the area. 

 

3.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 
The USEPA in 1996 listed approximately 15,000 uncontrolled hazardous waste sites in the US 

The majority of the uncontrolled hazardous waste sites are waste storage/treatment facilities or 

former industrial manufacturing sites.  The chemical contaminants released into the 

environment (air, soil or groundwater) from uncontrolled waste sites may include heavy metals, 

organic compounds, solvents and other chemicals.  The potential adverse human health impact 

of hazardous waste sites is a considerable source of concern to the general public as well as 

government agencies and health professionals. 
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A total of 851 contaminated sites were identified in the study area: 62 Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Superfund sites (8 - 

Cochise County, 38 Pima County, 10 - Santa Cruz County and 6 - Yuma), 17 Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) violation and corrective action sites, and 772 Leaking 

Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) sites (USEPA 2004).  Counties or areas that are 

predominantly rural with historically low industrial activity and small populations typically have a 

low number of reported sites.  Therefore, most of the contaminated sites are expected to be 

located outside the study areaor near the major municipal areas.  The trans-boundary 

movement of hazardous materials/wastes and abandoned or illegal hazardous waste sites is a 

potential source of pollution occurring in some regions of the border area.  Within the area of 

operation, the transportation, handling, and disposal of hazardous wastes are a cause of public 

concern. 

 

3.13 NOISE 

 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. It is emitted from many sources including airplanes, 

machinery, railroads, power generation plants, construction equipment, and highway vehicles. 

The magnitude of noise is described by its sound pressure. Since the range of a pressure varies 

greatly, a logarithmic scale is used to relate sound pressures to some common reference level, 

the decibel (dB).  Sound pressures described in decibels are called sound pressure levels. 

 

The human ear can hear frequencies from about 20 hertz (Hz) to about 20,000 Hz. It is most 

sensitive to sounds in the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz ranges.  When measuring community response to 

noise, it is common to adjust the frequency content of the measured sound to respond to the 

frequency sensitivity of the human ear.  The adjustment is called A-weighting (American National 

Standards Institute (ANSI) 1993). Sound levels measured using an A-weighted decibel scale are 

expressed as dBA.  Throughout this analysis, all noise levels are expressed in dBA.  Several 

examples of noise pressure levels in dBA are listed in Table 3-15. 

    

Noise is usually described in Leq (time-averaged equivalent noise level) or DNL (day-night average 

noise level).  Leq is the equivalent sound level of a steady sound, which has the same A-weighted 

sound energy as that contained in a time-varying sound, over a specific time period. 
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 Table 3-15.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Typical Noise Environments  

dBA Overall Level Noise Environment 

120 Uncomfortably Loud 
(32 times as loud as 70 dBA) Military jet takeoff at 50 feet 

100 Very loud 
(8 times as loud as 70 dBA) Jet flyover at 1,000 feet 

80 Loud 
(2 times as loud as 70 dBA) 

Propeller plane flyover at 1,000 feet 
Diesel truck 40 mph at 50 feet 

70 Moderately loud Freeway at 50 feet from pavement edge 
Vacuum cleaner (indoor) 

60 Relatively quiet 
(1/2 as loud as 70 dBA) 

Air condition unit at 10 feet 
Dishwasher at 10 feet (in door) 

50 Quiet 
(1/4 as loud as 70 dBA) 

Large transformers 
Small private office (in door) 

40 Very quiet 
(1/8 as loud as 70 dBA) 

Bird calls 
Lowest limit of urban ambient sound 

10 Extremely quiet 
(1/64 as loud as 70 dBA) Just audible 

0 Threshold of hearing  

Source:  Federal Agency Review of Selected Airport Noise Analysis Issues 1992  
 

DNL is defined as a 24-hour averaged noise level with a 10-dB nighttime (between 10 P.M. and 

7 A.M.) penalty. It is the community noise metric recommended by the USEPA and has been 

adopted by most Federal agencies. A DNL of 65 dB is the level most commonly used for noise 

planning purposes. Areas exposed to DNL above 65 dB are generally not considered 

compatible for residential use.  

 

Noise is also influenced by many types of variables, including the type of equipment generating 

the noise, vegetation, topography, climate, season of the year, time of the day, and proximity to 

the noise sources.  Noise attenuation is usually estimated at 6 dBA each time the distance is 

doubled (e.g., a 100 dBA noise level at 100 feet from the source would be 94 dBA at 200 feet). 

 

3.14 AESTHETICS 

 
Aesthetics are essentially based on an individual’s judgment as to whether or not an object is 

pleasing and/or would influence quality of life. The major visual appeal to southern Arizona lies 

in its vast areas of naturally occurring landscape.  It is known for its tranquil dark skies and 

scenic mountain ranges.  Several unique and pristine areas, as well as designated Wilderness 

Areas exist within the study areaand contribute to the overall beauty of the desert region.  Areas 

visited for their natural setting and aesthetic values include, but are not limited to, the CPNWR, 
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OPCNM, Coronado National Forest, Coronado National Memorial, as well as the various 

designated wilderness areas in the affected area. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 
 
For the purposes of this impact analysis, several assumptions were made by the PEIS 

Interdisciplinary Team regarding the area of potential impact for each type operation/activity.  

Technology-based systems and operational dependent infrastructure include RVS systems, 

tactical checkpoints, new stations, lighting, and rescue beacons.  RVS system towers impact 0.2 

acre in contrast to monopole RVS systems that impact 0.05 acre.  Because the exact types of 

towers to potentially be erected are not known at this time, the maximum impact was assumed 

to account for all potential impacts resulting from RVS systems.  Therefore, the installation of 

RVS sites was estimated to affect 0.2 acre per site.  The construction and operation of a tactical 

checkpoint facility and temporary camp detail area were estimated to affect approximately 0.5 

acre each.  New station construction or expansion was estimated to affect approximately 20 

acres.  Illumination effects for portable lights were assumed to occur along the total length of 

project corridors in each Sector.  However, most portable lights are located along roads and 

other disturbed areas and not all lights would be operated at the same time; therefore, it is likely 

that the actual impact from illumination would be less than that shown in this revised draft PEIS.   

 

Furthermore, at the programmatic level, the exact location of portable lights and the schedule 

for their operation are not known.  Given these assumptions, the potential affected area from 

existing and approved operations, technologies, and infrastructure within the Tucson and Yuma 

sectors are quantified in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, respectively.  Approved infrastructure, technology-

based systems, and infrastructure dependent operations can be quantified; however, expanded 

operations such as off-road pursuits and air patrols are not easily quantifiable because it is 

unknown when and where agents may need to pursue an IE.  BP agents limit off-road patrols to 

situations where IEs or their tracks are observed or in search and rescue operations.  The 

expansion of these types of operational activities would have an adverse impact on the natural 

and human environment.  In this PEIS it will be assumed that impacts would increase in equal 

proportion to manpower increase. 

 

The following discussions describe and, where possible, quantify the potential effects of each 

viable alternative on the resources within or near the project area.  These discussions are 

presented in the same sequential order as they appeared in Section 3 for each alternative 

carried forward for analysis.  Transportation would not affect or be affected by the proposed 

alternatives and is excluded from the following discussion. 
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4.1 LAND USE 

 

4.1.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in negative impacts to land use within 

the Tucson and Yuma Sectors, due to the use of four-wheel drive vehicles, horses, ATVs and 

motorcycles by IEs or BP agents in designated Wilderness Areas.  IEs breach the border in 

vehicles or on foot, requiring BP agents to use four-wheel drive vehicles and ATVs to 

apprehend them.  Under this alternative indirect adverse impacts from illegal traffic would 

continue and likely increase.  The creation and use of Illegal roads and trails, abandoned 

vehicles, and litter left behind by IEs would continue to degrade the wilderness characteristic of 

designated Wilderness Areas and destroy valuable wildlife and protected species habitat on 

both public and private lands (see Figures 1-5 and 1-6).   

 

Some road construction projects in the Naco and Douglas AOs are currently underway and 

would not be completed under this alternative.    Road maintenance, dragging, and road patrols 

would continue at the current level existing roads; thus, land use would not change.   

 

The “Roosevelt Reservation” is a 60-foot wide corridor on Federal lands along the US-Mexico 

border.  This corridor is regulated by the Federal government as specified under a Presidential 

Proclamation on May 27, 1907, and has historically been used for patrols, border demarcation, 

and barrier systems.  The BP would continue enforcement activities within the Roosevelt 

Reservation.   

 

4.1.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

Land use within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors would be affected by implementation of 

Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative). Construction of a new BP Station in the Willcox AO would 

not affect land use since the site exists on land already classified as urban.  Purchase of 

property for a station facility in the Nogales AO would not result in an impact to the area’s land 

use since the action would only involve the purchase of an existing building.  Similarly, tactical 

checkpoints would not result in a change in land use, since these areas would be placed along 

county, state or Federal highways within the road ROW.   
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Actions that would affect land use to some extent are the installation of RVS sites and rescue 

beacons in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  These approved sites would take place on private 

and public lands used for rangeland, grazing, and recreational activities.  Installation of RVS 

sites would require surface disturbance of approximately 0.2 acre at each location.  With the 

exception of the new access road construction, other areas disturbed by RVS construction 

activities would typically be insignificant and would return to their original state over time. The 

approved installation and operation (illumination) of permanent or portable lights would not have 

impacts to grazing or rangeland; therefore, under Alternative 1, the overall land use adjacent to 

each lighting location would not significantly change.  Portable and permanent lighting along the 

border in the study area would illuminate an area 150 feet north of the US-Mexico border with 

the lights oriented in a southerly direction.   

 

The largest impact to land use would occur through the completion of approved infrastructure 

projects such as roadway construction or upgrades, primary and secondary fences, vehicle 

barriers, and maintenance roads.  These actions were initially addressed in the 2000 INS Final 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for Infrastructure within US Border Patrol Naco-Douglas 

Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000a) and then readdressed in the 2003 Supplemental 

EA for Infrastructure within BP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (DHS 2003d). 

The greatest contributing factor is the construction of fencing and roadways in the Naco and 

Douglas Stations AOs that would essentially convert rangeland roadways and associated 

infrastructure.  The remaining areas proposed for fence or vehicle barrier installation and 

roadway construction would impact land use to a much lesser degree.  These areas would 

generally undergo construction in the same alignments as previous construction; therefore, land 

use within the region would not change significantly.  Road improvements and/or fence 

construction implemented within or near National Wildlife Refuges, National Parks, SPNRCA or 

the Coronado National Memorial would require coordination and approval from USFWS, NPS, 

BLM and USFS respectively.  Land use would be impacted within the footprint of fence or road 

construction.  Upon construction and/or improvements to roadways and fence projects, routine 

maintenance would be conducted, yet would not result in any additional changes in land use 

since all maintenance activities would occur on existing road surfaces. 

 

Current and expanded operations (e.g., Operation Skywatch, Operation Desert Grip and ABCI) 

would impact land use within the study area.  Some recreational opportunities could be affected 

by increased operations.  Specific roads and/or areas may be closed to recreationists during 
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maintenance activities.  The type (adverse or beneficial) and magnitude of these impacts would 

depend upon the type and duration of the operation, season, time of day, and personal 

viewpoint of the recreationist.  Increased off-road access and use of administrative trails for 

tracking IEs could have a significant adverse affect on Wilderness Areas.  The impacts from 

expanding operational activities such as off-road patrols and air patrols cannot be quantified 

because the extent of these operations is not known at this time.  Under the ABCI plan the 

number of agents assigned to the Tucson and Yuma Sectors increased by approximately 10 

percent; therefore, it could be assumed that patrols and consequent impacts associated with 

patrols could increase by 10 percent.   

 

As mentioned previously, illegal traffic has significantly affected the land use on public and 

private lands.  Furthermore, illegal vehicle traffic has created roads through Wilderness Areas.  

In some areas this damage is so severe that wilderness value has been degraded for these 

areas (Tibbitts 2004).  Alternative 1 would have indirect beneficial impacts to land use from 

reducing such illegal activities on public and private lands.  Increased operations, technology-

based systems, and completion of approved infrastructure would, in the long-term, reduce the 

use and prevent the creation of illegal roads and trails, reduce litter deposited by IEs, reduce 

vegetation and habitat damage, and reduce erosion resulting from illegal vehicle and foot traffic.   

 

4.1.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

Land use within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors would not be significantly affected by the 

implementation of this alternative.  Since installations of RVS sites and rescue beacons are the 

only operational activities that affect land use, the overall land use of the study area would not 

significantly change.  Land use impacts under this alternative would be substantially less 

compared to Alternative 1.  Off-road patrols, air patrols, and road patrols would not be increased 

under this alternative.  However, indirect beneficial impacts would be less compared to those 

described under Alternative 1.  IEs would continue to attempt to cross the border and, 

ultimately, be successful in the absence of expanded operations, even though the expansion of 

technology-based systems and completion of approved infrastructure would allow the BP to 

detect IEs in proximity to border.  Increased operations are needed to apprehend IEs, and 

without expanded enforcement actions, indirect adverse impacts from illegal traffic would 

continue or likely increase. 
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4.1.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Alternative 3 would not allow the completion and maintenance of approved infrastructure; 

therefore, land use within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors would not be affected by these 

activities.  However, it must be noted that operational dependent infrastructure such as a BP 

station would be constructed or acquired.  Installation of RVS sites would require surface 

disturbance of up to 0.2 acre at each location depending on the design.  With the exception of 

the physical pole locations, other areas disturbed by construction activities would return to their 

original state over time.  Installation of RVS would change the land use in the immediate vicinity 

of the RVS pole or tower.   

 

Impacts from the expansion of patrol agents under the ABCI, increased off-road access, 

increased road patrols, and increased air patrols would be the same as those described for 

Alternative 1.  Indirect beneficial impacts would be realized to a lesser degree compared to 

Alternative 1. 

 

4.2 SOILS 

 
4.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would eliminate future direct disturbances to soils 

from approved infrastructure. However, existing erosion problems would continue without BP 

road improvement projects.  Agents would be forced to use unimproved roads in order to detect 

and apprehend IEs.  The erosion rates would likely increase without abatement measures.   

 

Indirect effects to soils would also occur as IEs would traverse these areas to avoid areas that 

currently contain some barrier system components.  Since operations, technology, and 

infrastructure would stay the same, more IEs would be able to successfully enter the US.  

Increased illegal foot and vehicle traffic would continue to create illegal trails and road, thus 

potentially increasing erosion.  Abandoned vehicles and other waste discarded by IEs would 

potentially leach hazardous  substances (e.g. oil, antifreeze, gasoline, etc.) into the soil.   

 

4.2.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would disturb approximately 587 additional acres of soils, 

exclusive of permanent and portable lights.  Potential impacts from illumination are not 
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considered because illumination would not disturb soils.  However, additional soil disturbances 

from unquantifiable operational activities (i.e., increased off-road patrols) would be expected.  

Soil disturbance from the construction of approved infrastructure would occur almost exclusively 

within the Tucson Sector.  Previously disturbed routes and or locations would continue to be 

utilized to the maximum extent practicable to reduce the potential for soil impacts. Areas with 

highly erodible soils were given special consideration when designing proposed facilities or 

structures to ensure incorporation of various compaction techniques, aggregate materials, 

wetting compounds, and revegetation to minimize the potential of soil erosion. Borrow materials, 

if required, would be obtained from established borrow areas or from on-site sources, as 

allowed by the appropriate regulatory agencies.  Borrow material is earthen material (such as 

soil, sand, or rock) that is suitable for construction requirements.   Potential mitigation, if 

necessary, was included as part of the project specific NEPA analysis. 

 

The major engineering construction activities (e.g., roads, fences, BP stations, etc.) would 

produce the greatest impacts to soils. Construction of BP stations would require that the site be 

cleared and grubbed with portions of the site paved. Thus, these soils would be essentially 

removed from biological production.  Approximately 587 acres of vegetation would be cleared. 

This assumes that areas enclosed within secondary fencing, if constructed, would be 

mechanically cleared of vegetation to improve the line of sight for patrol agents.  Vegetation 

clearing is mentioned with soil impacts because mechanical clearing of vegetation would result 

in potential impacts to soils.  If other less intrusive methods (e.g. hand clearing) are used, 

impacts to soils would be minimized.  RVS sites, rescue beacons, and ditch upgrading would 

also require some soil disturbance. 

 

Soils along the border are typically very sandy and highly erodible.  Any construction activity 

conducted by the BP must evaluate the erosion potential of the soils in the study area and 

incorporate erosion control designs into the construction plan.  A Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Notice of Intent (NOI) under the CWA’s National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) will be required for all construction sites greater than 

one acre (33 U.S.C. §1342).   

 

Prime and unique farmlands, as defined by the US Department of Agriculture, Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), are rare along the border.  Future projects would 
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continue to make all practical attempts to avoid alterations to prime farmlands.  Subsequent 

tiered NEPA documents would address prime farmlands on a site-specific basis. 

 

Road maintenance activities would result in reduction of soil erosion in many areas. Roads that 

are considered impassable due to severe erosion are typically recommended for upgrades. 

Repair/upgrade activities would include specific design measures to control erosion.  Additional 

or modified compaction techniques and erosion control measures, such as water bars, mats, 

gabions, straw bales, re-seeding, and others would be implemented to alleviate these situations. 

Some increased erosion would be expected as a result of existing and expanded operations 

such as Operation Desert Grip and the ABCI. These activities would result in increased off-road 

and road patrols in the region. Negligible impacts to soils would result from Operation Skywatch.  

While the majority of activities would occur above ground, in the event of SAR missions aircraft 

would require infrequent landings in remote areas to retrieve distressed persons. If these 

landings are required, they could result in minor soil disturbances due to propeller or rotor wash.  

Off-road vehicular traffic is expected to increase with the expansion of operations and the ABCI, 

thus resulting in additional ground disturbance.  Vehicular traffic is normally restricted to existing 

roads and trails, to the extent practicable, unless agents are in pursuit of known IEs or 

conducting SAR missions.  Some disturbances of existing road surfaces and subsequent soil 

disturbance would be expected from the preparation of drag roads.  Potential disturbances to 

soils would be expected to increase by approximately 10 percent over 6,508 acres as a result of 

expanding operations.   

 

Alternative 1 would have indirect beneficial impacts to soils in the study area as a result of 

reducing illegal vehicle and foot traffic.  Reducing illegal traffic would reduce the use and 

creation of illegal roads and trails and damage to vegetation, thus reducing potential soil 

erosion.  Reducing illegal vehicle traffic would reduce the number of abandoned vehicles in the 

project area, thus reducing the potential for soil contamination from hazardous materials (e.g., 

oil, antifreeze, gasoline, etc.). 

 

4.2.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure  

Alternative 2 would also disturb approximately 587 acres of soil (exclusive of illumination area) 

due to the completion of approved infrastructure construction within the Tucson and Yuma 

Sectors as indicated previously in Tables 4-1 and 4-2.  Direct impacts to soils would be less 

under Alternative 2, because operational activities would not be expanded.  Although the 
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quantifiable impact is the same as Alternative 1, less soils would be potentially impacted as a 

result of not expanding off-road and road patrols.  Indirect beneficial impacts would be realized 

to a lesser degree compared to Alternative 1.  Indirect effects to soils would continue, since IEs 

would continue to attempt to evade detection and apprehension.  Without the additional 

operational activities (e.g., station expansion, Operation Desert Grip, Operation Skywatch, and 

road dragging) that would facilitate increased apprehensions, IEs would continue to be  

successful at entering the US  and deterrence would be less compared to Alternative 1.   More 

illegal entry attempts would result in increases of off-road vehicle and foot traffic by IEs and BP 

agents. 

 

4.2.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

The expansions of operations and technology-based infrastructure would increase soil 

disturbance in the study area.  Approximately 2 acres (exclusive of portable lights) would be 

disturbed by the expansion of technology-based systems; however, based on the 10 percent 

increase in agents and off-road and road patrols, soil disturbance would potentially increase 

above 10,011 acres by approximately 10 percent.  Disturbances would be similar to those 

described for Alternative 1 with the exception of disturbances resulting from completing 

approved infrastructure.  Without the completion of approved infrastructure, IEs would not be 

deterred from entering the US.  Thus, indirect beneficial impacts would be less than those 

expected under Alternative 1. 

 

4.3 PRIME FARMLANDS 

4.3.1 No Action Alternative 

There are two possible sources of impacts to Prime Farmlands under the No Action Alternative.  

Without expanded operations, technology-based systems, and approved infrastructure, IEs 

would continue to disturb soils and any crops found on prime farmlands.  Further, apprehension 

efficiency would not be improved and could result in otherwise avoidable impacts to prime 

farmlands.  There would be no beneficial effects of the No Action Alternative to Prime 

Farmlands.   

 

4.3.2 Alternative 1. Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

The expansion of operations would increase the potential for the occurrence of BP off-road 

activities, and associated impacts, on Prime Farmlands.  Technology-based systems and 
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approved infrastructure would not have direct impacts to Prime Farmlands.  Each of the 

measure in Alternative 1 would have short term indirect impacts as BP activity increases in the 

area of Prime Farmlands and long-term benefits as detection and apprehension become more 

efficient, deterrence becomes greater, and IE activities decrease in the area of Prime 

Farmlands.   

 

4.3.3 Alternative 2. Expand Technology-Based Systems, and Approved Infrastructure 

Under Alternative 2, there would be no impacts to prime farmlands as a result of expanded 

operations.  The expansion of technology-based systems and approved infrastructure would 

also have no impact to prime farmlands.  The indirect beneficial impacts of Alternative 2 would 

be less than those experienced under Alternative 1. 

 

4.3.4 Alternative 3. Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Under Alternative 3 the expansion of existing operations would affect Prime Farmlands in a 

manner similar to Alternative 1.  However, without the synergistic effect of implementing all 

three measures, the indirect, beneficial impacts of Alternative 3 would be less than those 

experienced under Alternative 1. 

 

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

4.4.1 Vegetation Communities  

4.4.1.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would eliminate direct adverse effects to vegetation 

communities along the border since none of the approved construction activities or increases in 

operations would occur. However, indirect adverse effects (e.g. wildfires and erosion) would 

continue and potential increase as a result of illegal vehicle and foot traffic and subsequent BP 

enforcement actions.  Illegal roads and trails created by IEs damage and destroy vegetation 

(see Figures 1-5 and 1-6).  Warming fires started by IEs is also responsible for destroying 

vegetation on public and private lands.  The TON fire department has responded to 

approximately 100 fires set by IEs in FY 2004 to date (Steere 2004).  In addition to direct 

physical damage, illegal traffic is a major distributor of exotic and noxious weed seeds along the 

border.  Seeds from exotic and noxious weed are transported into the US on vehicles and the 

clothing of IEs.  Exotic and noxious weeds compete with and often eliminate native vegetation.   
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4.4.1.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

Construction of facilities and roads, vegetation clearing, and other ongoing activities would 

impact vegetation throughout the project area. Site-specific surveys of vegetation communities 

by qualified biologists were conducted to determine potential impacts to vegetation communities 

as part of the NEPA process for future projects such as special operations or RVS poles. 

Subsequent tiered NEPA documents would need to address potential impacts to ensure that 

sensitive and rare vegetation communities are not affected. 

 

Alternative 1 would result in the disturbance of approximately 1,017 acres (approximately 430 

acres would be illumination impacts) of vegetation as a result of infrastructure projects such as 

roads, fences, and other projects identified previously in Tables 4-1 and 4-2. Where practicable, 

the BP would attempt to avoid impacts to native vegetation by utilizing existing or previously 

disturbed areas.  Disturbed lands include those that have been graded, paved, plowed, or 

replanted with non-native vegetation. To minimize adverse impacts to vegetation, temporarily 

disturbed areas would be revegetated with native plant species seeds or native plants.  

Enhanced patrol efforts allowed by new roads and improvements to existing roads would reduce 

indirect impacts associated with illegal traffic. The construction of fences, technology-based 

infrastructure, and other new infrastructure would enhance apprehensions and deter IEs from 

crossing the border, thus creating indirect beneficial impacts. 

 

As seen above, direct impacts would occur within the construction footprint of specific projects.  

The loss of vegetation would be inevitable within construction footprints.  The expansion of off-

road activities and the use of patrol roads would directly impact vegetation.  Off-road activities 

could damage or destroy vegetation.  Expanded off-road activities, patrols on un-improved or 

semi-improved roads, and dragging opertions would potentially increase fugitive dust emissions 

in the project area.  Fugitive dust reduces photosynthesis and evapotranspiration of adjacent 

vegetation.  The expansion of these operational activities is expected to increase potential 

impacts to vegetation by 10 percent above 6,508 acres.  Weed seed free horse feed would be 

used for BP horses to minimize the potential to spread exotic and noxious weeds.   

 

Lighting systems used by the BP generally use bulbs ranging from 400 to 1,000 watts that 

illuminate an area within 200 feet from the light source.  The flood of light is generally in one 

direction, since shields are placed over the lamps.  The shields reduce or eliminate the effects 
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of backlighting.  Lights are generally operated continuously every night from dusk until dawn.  

Existing evidence shows that lights emitting energy between 300 and 800 nanometers are 

effective in influencing the photosynthesis and photo responses of plants (DHS 2003d).  

However, the amount of energy produced by the bulbs under this alternative is not anticipated to 

be enough to produce measurable effects on plants outside of the illuminated area.  

Furthermore, recent tests in the Naco Station on reduced stray lighting (backlighting) due to the 

use of shields have provided evidence that the shields are successful at containing and focusing 

the illumination (DHS 2003d).  

 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would allow the BP to detect and apprehend IEs in close 

proximity to the border.  Early detection and apprehension of IEs in proximity to the border 

would have an indirect beneficial impact on vegetation.  Habitat and vegetation damage from 

illegal traffic and the consequent BP enforcement actions would potentially be reduced.  In 

conjunction with beneficial indirect impacts, other indirect adverse effects could potentially occur 

such as the loss of vegetation in previously undisturbed areas as illegal traffic shifts to avoid 

fences or heavily patrolled areas.  The extent of these effects is not quantifiable at this time 

since the future traffic patterns of IEs are not predictable.  

 

4.4.1.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

By implementing Alternative 2, approximately 921 acres (including 334 acres of illumination) of 

vegetation would be directly impacted.  Although the quantifiable increase is the same for 

alternatives 1 and 2, the direct impacts associated with this alternative would be less than those 

expected under Alternative 1.  Potential impacts to vegetation from expanded off-road patrols, 

dragging operations, and patrols on semi- and unimproved roads expected under Alternative 1 

would not occur under this alternative.  Construction of facilities and roads, vegetation clearing, 

and other ongoing activities would impact vegetation throughout the project area.  

Approximately 587 acres of vegetation (exclusive of stadium lights) would be permanently 

affected by the construction of approved infrastructure.  The construction of RVS systems and 

stadium style lights would impact vegetation in the immediate vicinity of the tower or poles.  

Potential effects to vegetation from the establishment of RVS systems and stadium style lights 

would be negligible. 

 

Alternative 2 calls for the use of technology-based systems as the primary method of detecting 

breaches of the border. Agents would still have to react and pursue IEs as they cross the 
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border, sometimes well after they have crossed, which in turn would result in more off-road 

patrols and subsequent impacts to vegetation.  Fugitive dust accumulating on vegetation 

adjacent to existing dirt roads would continue as a result of illegal traffic and subsequent BP 

actions.  Indirect adverse impacts to vegetation from illegal traffic would continue but to a lesser 

degree than the No Action Alternative. 

 

4.4.1.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Alternative 3 would have the fewest direct impacts to vegetation since none of the approved 

physical infrastructure would be constructed.  Technology-based systems and operation of 

portable lights would impact approximately 98 acres of vegetation communities.   

 

Increased operations, such as ground patrols and off-road activities, and some of the activities 

associated with operational support missions, would have adverse effects on vegetation.  

Recovery times for vegetation communities depend on the extent of damage incurred. Without 

upgrades to existing infrastructure, such as road improvements, indirect impacts to vegetation 

would increase.  Illegal traffic and subsequent off-road patrol traffic would cause vegetation loss 

along makeshift roads and trails through soil compaction and erosion.  In the absence of 

improved roads and fences, the response time for BP agents would increase, thus forcing BP 

agents to pursue IEs further from the US-Mexico border.  Without the completion of approved 

infrastructure, impacts to vegetation could potentially be greater than Alternative 1 as a result of 

off-road enforcement activities.   

 

4.4.2 Fish and Wildlife Resources 

4.4.2.1 No Action Alternative 

As presented in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, approximately 11,901 acres of potential wildlife habitat 

have been impacted by BP operations, existing infrastructure and technology-based systems.  

Approximately 1,890 acres of the 11,901 acres is the area affected by illumination, which does 

not cause direct physical impacts to vegetation and wildlife populations.  Although light does not 

cause physical harm or danger, it can have behavioral impacts.  Site-specific impacts have 

been addressed and approved in prior NEPA documents (INS 2002g, INS 2000a, USACE 

2001b) and are incorporated herein by reference.   

 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not have additional direct effects on wildlife 

populations; approved infrastructure would not be completed, and the expansion of operations 
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and existing and technology-based systems would not occur.  Indirect effects would occur, 

however, due to changes in habitat quality and quantity immediately north of the international 

border.  Concomitant effects to wildlife populations would be in line with the beneficial or 

adverse impacts to their habitats.  If there were a future reduction in BP patrol and enforcement 

activities, then the quality and quantity of habitats in the ROI could increase, thereby enhancing 

wildlife population numbers and diversity.  Contrarily, if the number of IEs likely rises and the 

consequent apprehension efforts increase within the Sonoran desertscrub habitats (which is 

likely under the No Action Alternative), the wildlife populations supported by the habitats would 

be adversely affected.  In addition, without the expansion of operations and technology-based 

systems and supporting infrastructure, illegal traffic and BP enforcement efforts would occur 

further north of the US-Mexico border.  Thus, this would increase the area of potential impacts 

to wildlife habitat from trampling by IEs.  

 

4.4.2.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

As presented in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, approximately 1,017 acres of wildlife habitat would be 

directly impacted due to the completion of approved infrastructure and the expansion of 

operations and technology-based systems.  Wildlife movement and dispersal corridors in the 

study area would potentially be impacted by the completion of existing and approved 

infrastructure.  The greatest movement of small animals generally occurs when disturbances 

such as road grading, clearing and grubbing, or fence construction occurs.  Mobile animals 

escape to areas of similar habitat, while other slow or sedentary animals such as reptiles, 

amphibians, insects, and small mammals could potentially be lost.  This displacement and/or 

reduction in the number of animals would not significantly impact animal communities due to the 

presence of similar habitat adjacent to the project area.  Larger terrestrial wildlife movements in 

the construction and maintenance areas would not be significantly affected due to the short 

duration of these activities.  Due to the high temperatures in a majority of the study area, 

construction activities often begin near daybreak.  However, some nighttime or pre-dawn 

construction would be required to avoid extreme high temperatures during the summer months.  

These activities could potentially cause temporary impacts to wildlife. 

 

Roads and fences result in other indirect impacts.  By design, improved roads would increase 

the speed at which vehicles travel. Higher vehicular speeds decrease the response time for 

drivers to avoid wildlife and wildlife to avoid the vehicles, thus, potentially increasing the number 
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of accidental wildlife deaths.  Fences serve as a barrier to some wildlife species; the magnitude 

of this effect depends upon the fence design and location.  Fences planned in more remote 

locations away from the POE might, depending on the type, pose a physical barrier to wildlife 

and could result in potential habitat fragmentation.  Vehicle barriers, as the name implies, are 

constructed to prevent vehicular traffic and do not typically impede wildlife movement, nor do 

they remove/alter significant amounts of wildlife habitat. 

 

In contrast to the direct adverse impacts associated with this alternative, roads and fences have 

afforded protection to some wildlife species and other sensitive resources.  Fences do 

significantly reduce illegal entries, which in turn reduce BP apprehension efforts, thus, indirectly 

benefiting wildlife habitats north of the border by protecting them and their habitat from 

increased vehicle and foot traffic. 

  

Impacts to wildlife resulting from the operation of the high intensity lighting at night could 

potentially occur.  Approximately 430 additional acres could be illuminated under this 

alternative.  The increase in lights along the border could also produce some long-term 

behavioral effects, although the magnitude of these effects in some areas is not presently 

known.  Some species, such as insectivorous bats, may benefit from the concentration of 

insects that would be attracted to the lights.  The adverse and/or beneficial effects of lighting on 

reptiles and amphibians are currently unknown; however, continual exposure to light has been 

proven to slightly alter circadian rhythms in mammals and birds.  Studies have demonstrated 

that under constant light, the time an animal is active, compared with the time it is at rest, 

increases in diurnal animals but decreases in nocturnal animals (Carpenter and Grossberg 

1984).  Utica College (New York) frog researchers have found that sudden exposure to artificial 

light can cause nocturnal frogs to suspend normal feeding and reproductive behavior and sit 

motionless, long after the light has been turned off.  Studies of moths indicate they typically go 

into erratic dives when they sense that they have been detected by foraging bats.  By exposing 

moths to simulated bat echolocation sounds, the University of Göteborg found that artificial light 

reduces moths' use of this defensive behavior, thereby interfering with their escape (Harder 

2002). The alteration of circadian rhythms by high intensity lighting is minimal, accounting for a 

maximum of two to three hours of increase or decrease in activity per day (Luce 1977).  It has 

also been shown that within several weeks under constant lighting, mammals and birds would 

quickly stabilize and reset their circadian rhythms back to their original schedules (Carpenter 

and Grossberg 1984).  Lighting could potentially increase the prey potential of certain species.  
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The long-term effects of an increased photoperiod on mobile wildlife species are expected to be 

insignificant.  Given the vast open space within the study area, animals can easily relocate to 

adjacent areas of darkness and most animals would be expected to acclimate to the permanent 

lighting.   

 

The expansion of operational activities, such as increased off-road access, increased air 

patrols, and increased road patrols would have a potential adverse impact on wildlife species.  

Increased off-road access and air patrols could disturb wildlife species and their habitat as well 

as increase the potential for a BP agent to collide with wildlife species.  IE traffic and BP off-road 

access and pursuits can adversely impact wildlife habitat and individuals by soil compaction, 

crushing/trampling vegetation, and degredation of habitat.  Off-road traffic (including foot and 

vehicular) causes direct impacts to the soil through compaction.  Compaction causes poor 

vegetation growth and erosion.  Vegetation that serves as food, cover, and nesting habitat is 

trampled, crushed, uprooted, or otherwise disturbed during off-road activities.  The combination 

of soil compaction and vegetation disturbance results in the degredation of wildlife habitat.   

 

Table 4-3 presents estimates of the number of wildlife specimens that could be lost from direct 

impacts within the study area as a result of this alternative.  It should be noted that these losses 

could occur throughout the entire study area and that these individual numbers represent 

numerous different species. 

 

4.4.2.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

As presented in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, approximately 587 acres of wildlife habitat would be lost 

due to expansion of technology-based systems and completion of approved infrastructure.  

Under Alternative 2, approved infrastructure projects would occur causing directs impacts 

similar to, but less than Alternative 1.  Potential impacts to wildlife as a part of expanding off-

road operations, air patrols, and road patrols associated with Alternative 1 would not occur 

under this alternative.  The protection afforded by improved roads, fences, and vehicle barriers 

intended to increase the efficiency of the BP, would benefit habitats that support wildlife.   

 

On the other hand, without the enhanced patrol operations proposed in Alternative 1, indirect 

impacts would continue to occur.  In addition, an increase in lighting operations in certain areas 

could have potential effects on wildlife populations by altering circadian rhythms, disrupting 

movement, and increasing predation potential.   Predation  potential  would  increase  since  the  
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Table 4-4.  Projected Direct Losses to Wildlife Populations in the Study area From 

Proposed Habitat Alterations under Alternative 2 

Lizards1 Birds1 Mammals1 

Project Type Impact 
(Acres) (Individuals Impacted) 

Road / construction and or upgrades 209 2,926 188 119 
Primary fence barriers (pedestrian fencing 
and/or vehicle barriers with a 10-feet 
maintenance road) 

60 840 54 34 

All-weather maintenance road 8 112 7 4 
Secondary fencing enclosing the border 
area 222 3,108 200 127 

International ditch upgrade 2 28 2 1 
RVS sites 2 28 2 3 
Stadium lights (area of illumination) 334 4,676 300 190 
Portable lights (area of illumination) 0 0 0 0 
Rescue beacons 1.004 0 0 0 
New Station 40 480 36 22 
Drag Roads 44 616 40 25 

Totals  
(% estimate for Study Area) 

921 
-- 

12,814 
(<1%) 

829 
(<1%) 

525 
(<1%) 

Total Population Estimate for  
Study Area2 -- 173,964,000 11,183,400 7,082,820 

 
1 Maximum lizard density 14 individuals/acre; maximum bird density 0.90 individuals/acre; maximum small 

mammal density 0.57 individuals/acre-density estimates rounded to nearest integer;  
2 Total area of study area is estimated to be 12.426 million acres (19,416 square miles)  
 
Source:  US Army 1994 and GSRC 2003. 

 

systems (i.e., RVS, lighting systems) would occur.  Although impacts could occur to wildlife due 

to this alternative, direct impacts would be less than those associated with Alternative 1.  

Conversely, indirect impacts associated with by the continued and potentially increased levels of 

illegal foot and vehicle traffic could damage wildlife communities north of the border due to the 

lack of deterrence (i.e., fences and all weather roads) and increased apprehension activities.  In 

the absence of infrastructure illegal traffic would be expected to increase and apprehensions 

would occur north of the border; therefore, off-road enforcement actions  would  be  expected  to 

increase.  Increases in off-road activities would have a potential adverse affect on wildlife and 

wildlife habitats.  Impacts associated with increasing operations would be similar to those 

described for Alternative 1. 

 

4.4.3 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical Habitats 

The BP coordinates with the USFWS early in the planning process for all potentially significant 

actions.  All NEPA documents prepared by the BP are regularly submitted to the USFWS and all 
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appropriate Federal and state resource agencies for review.  These documents contain 

information regarding the results of surveys for protected species and/or suitable habitat that 

may occur within the study area.  For example, a BA prepared as part of Section 7 consultation 

for the BP Yuma Sector, Wellton Station operations was finalized in 1999, and consultation has 

recently been reinitiated (October 2002).  A BA was also recently prepared for the BP Tucson 

Sector operations (INS 2002d) and submitted to the USFWS for initiation of formal Section 7 

consultation.  These assessments not only addressed potential effects to protected species, but 

also identified changes in daily BP operations that would be implemented to avoid or mitigate 

any effects.  The BP will continue to coordinate with the USFWS Ecological Services Field 

Offices in Phoenix and Tucson to address potential impacts to plans for reintroduction or 

recovery of protected species. 

 

4.4.3.1 No Action Alternative 

No direct impacts are expected to occur to threatened and endangered species or their habitats 

if the No Action Alternative is implemented since no future construction or operational activities 

would occur.  However, indirect effects would continue due to IE activities.  The rate of these 

indirect effects would increase as road conditions deteriorate and BP efforts to patrol remote 

areas are hampered or precluded.  IE traffic may increase as a result of reduced patrol 

activities.  IE traffic could result in loss and degradation of habitat and could cause incidental 

take of certain species.  Species with the most potential to be affected include those inhabiting 

riparian areas.  No new information regarding threatened or endangered species and their 

habitats would be collected because surveys would not be conducted as part of BP projects.   

 

4.4.3.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

As stated previously, a BA for the Yuma Sector was submitted to the USFWS to initiate formal 

Section 7 consultation and a Biological Opinion is pending.  The BP is currently preparing a BA 

for the Tucson Sector as part of the formal Section 7 consulation process.  The expansion of BP 

operations could adversely affect the Sonoran pronghorn.  In addition, expanded BP operations 

would not be expected to adversely affect, the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl, lesser long nose 

bat, southwestern willow flycatcher, Yuma clapper rail, and bald eagle.  The expansion of BP 

operations would not be expected to affect Nichol’s turk’s head cactus, brown pelican, and 

razorback sucker. 
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The expansion of BP operations could adversely affect the lessser long-nosed bat, cactus 

ferruginous pygmy-owl, Mexican spotted owl, Huachuca water umbel, and Gila topminnow.  

Expanded BP operations would not be expected to adversely affect the jaguar, Pima pineapple 

cactus, masked bobwhite quail, and Chiricahua leopard frog.  Impacts and mitigation efforts are 

documented in the Yuma and Tucson Sector BAs and are not considered to be of a magnitude 

that would jeopardize the continued existence of any protected species.   

 

Because the Sonoran pronghorn population is critically low within the region, the expansion of 

BP operations such as off-road activities, air patrols, drag road activities, road patrols, and night 

patrols would be expected to have an adverse impact on the Sonoran pronghorn.  Expanded 

operations would increase the presence of BP agents and vehicles in Sonoran pronghorn 

habitat, thus increasing the potential to disturb resting or foraging pronghorn.  However, ongoing 

dragging operations would have minimal adverse impacts to the pronghorn; in fact, dragging 

would have a beneficial impact, since it has an indirect result of increased forb production due to 

changes in hydrology within microsites. 

 

The operations and approved construction activities within the Yuma Sector AO would impact 

the state-protected flat-tailed horned lizard.  Of the five designated management areas for this 

species, only two are within the study region: BMGR-East, BMGR-West, and an area along the 

Colorado River five miles north of and paralleling the US-Mexico border.  Mitigation for impacts 

to the flat-tailed horned lizard habitat within the Conservation Areas would be required. 

 

Under Alternative 1, several existing and approved BP activities and RVS sites are located 

within designated critical habitat for various protected species. Table 4-5 defines the proposed 

activity, along with its general location and potential area of impact. 

  

Subsequent infrastructure projects as well as technology-based systems that may potentially 

affect threatened and endangered species or designated critical habitat may require Section 7 

consultation with the USFWS.  Consultation would be conducted on a site-specific basis.  For 

example, approved roadway improvements and vehicle barrier installation are proposed to 

cross designated critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl in the Naco Station’s AO. 
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Table 4-5.  Approved Activities Potentially Affecting Designated Critical Habitat under 

Alternatives 

Impact by Alternative Proposed 
Activity Station Protected 

Species 
Area 

Impacted 
(ft2) 

Area 
Impacted 
(acres) Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 

Vehicle Barrier 
Installation/Road 
Improvement 

Naco 
Mexican 
spotted 
owl 

8,712 0.2 P P  

1 RVS Installation Naco 
Mexican 
spotted 
owl 

1,500 0.03 P P P 

Total Critical Habitat Impacted 10,212 0.23  
 

Quantification of direct impacts to threatened and endangered species resulting from the 

expansion of dragging operations, off-road activities, road patrols, and air operations cannot be 

accurately predicted for Alternative 1 at this time.  The expansion of operations would be 

expected to increase the potential for adverse impacts to protected species.  For major 

construction projects where protected species are known or presumed to occur, the BP would 

use biologists to monitor construction progress and conduct post project, long-term monitoring, 

as deemed necessary.  Monitoring activites would be coordinated with USFWS and the 

appropriate state resource agencies. Additional NEPA documentation tiered from this revised 

draft PEIS would be completed prior to any maintenance or construction activities, as 

determined to be appropriate on a project-by-project basis. 

 

4.4.3.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure  

Direct impacts to threatened and endangered species or critical habitat associated with this 

alternative would be similar in nature to Alternative 1; however, these impacts would be less, as 

no additional operations would occur.  Implementation of Alternative 2 would create less overall 

direct impacts to threatened or endangered species caused by additional border monitoring 

patrols, dragging operations, and routine aerial support, because much of the border would be 

monitored remotely.  However, the indirect impacts would be greater than Alternative 1 as 

agents would still be required to pursue IEs as they are detected upon entry into the US.  

Although this alternative would allow for a concentrated effort in apprehensions, the likelihood of 

IEs entering the US and being able to proceed northward away from the border into sensitive 

habitat that supports threatened and endangered species or their critical habitat is probable. 

Thus, additional indirect impacts through trampling of vegetation, fires, and subsequent BP 

operations would be created.  The amount of impacts caused by the lack of additional 
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operations is not quantifiable; the method and occurrence of illegal actions is determined by the 

IEs.   

 

4.4.3.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Under Alternative 3, no major infrastructure construction activities would be implemented (i.e., 

roads and fences), and consequently, no direct impacts to protected species or their habitats 

would occur due to loss of habitat.  However, impacts to protected species from RVS and other 

technology-based systems would occur.  Impacts from the installation and operation of 

technology systems and possible special operations would be addressed in project specific 

NEPA documents.  Biological surveys would be completed as part of the NEPA process. 

 

The expansion of operations would result in impacts similar to those described for Alternative 1.  

Indirect impacts to protected species resulting from this alternative would be similar to that of 

Alternatives 1 and 2, but on a larger scale.  These associated impacts would be the result of the 

lack of significant deterrence measures being implemented, causing illegal traffic to continue 

and potentially increase.  The lack of infrastructure would result in pursuits and apprehensions 

north of the border in protected species habitat.  Off-road pursuits would likely increase in 

response to illegal traffic traveling cross-country to avoid detection.   

 

4.5 UNIQUE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

 
4.5.1 No Action Alternative 

Direct impacts are expected to occur to unique and environmentally sensitive areas if the No 

Action Alternative is implemented.  Unique and environmentally sensitive areas that are 

currently impacted by operations will continue to be impacted to the same or a greater degree.  

Direct impacts, as a result of approved construction and/or maintenance activities to these 

areas, would be eliminated upon implementation of this alternative.  However, indirect adverse 

effects would continue due to illegal traffic and subsequent BP enforcement actions.  As 

discussed in Section 1.2, the constant flow of IEs passing through the US-Mexico border area 

threatens environmentally sensitive areas, such as, but not limited to the CPNWR, OPCNM, 

Coronado National Memorial and the SPRNCA (see Figures 1-5 and 1-6).  These effects have 

been, and would continue to be, significant adverse effects on the wilderness qualities. 
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Beneficial indirect effects associated with the implementation of this Alternative would be a 

potential increase in crime deterrence; therefore, limiting the total amount of impacts caused by 

illegal traffic through these areas.  The camps of IEs can negatively impact sensitive areas from 

food and wood gathering and the potential for wildfires in wooded areas.  Cactus poachers and 

smugglers of endangered species like to work in remote areas where they do not fear detection.  

Although these activities are outside of the primary BP mission, the increased presence of BP 

agents should serve as a deterrent to environmental crimes as well. 

 

4.5.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in similar direct impacts as Alternative 1. Beneficial 

indirect impacts would result due to the decrease in landscape alternations by IEs in unique and 

sensitive areas.  Similar to Alternative 1, the BP must consult with the appropriate agencies 

prior to any construction activities. 

 

4.5.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

Under Alternative 3, approximately 0.6 acre of unique or sensitive areas would be directly 

impacted due to the installation of RVS systems. These impacts, however, should be small and 

limited to the footprints of the RVS towers.   

 

Increased operations could adversely impact unique and sensitive areas, depending upon the 

type and duration of the operation.  Increased off-road access, road dragging, and road patrols 

on the CPNWR and OPCNM would have a potential significant adverse affect on designated 

Wildernes Areas, a national wildlife refuge, and a national monument.  BP agents are mandated 

to make every practicable attempt to apprehend IEs; consequently, agents must enter unique 

and sensitive areas, often in vehicles or on ATVs, in their pursuit of IEs.  Routine operations, 

however, can be performed in a manner that would result in minimal or no adverse impacts to 

unique and sensitive areas.  For example, increased vehicular patrols could remain on existing 

roads and RVS systems could be be installed instead of increasing the use of drag road 

operations for tracking.  However, without expanding infrastructure (i.e, roads and fences) the 

response time is not sufficient to apprehend IEs in proximity to the border.  Therefore, BP 

agents must travel off-road to pursue and apprehend IEs north of the border.  
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4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Arizona is very diverse and rich with prehistoric and historic resources.  Consequently, the 

potential presence of properties eligible and potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP is high. A 

complete list of known NRHP properties is presented in Appendix E.  In accordance with 

Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations, 36 C.F.R. Part 800, the BP 

customarily consults with the SHPO and other appropriate government agencies (e.g., USAF, 

USMC, BLM, USFWS, USFS and NPS) prior to performing construction activities and, will also 

coordinate operations on military properties.  The BP will also consult with the appropriate 

Native American tribes concerning the potential of impacts to TCPs, sacred sites, or other 

ethnographic resources prior to performing construction activities and operations where 

applicable.  The BP will conduct surveys of all construction sites (temporary and permanent) 

prior to commencement of construction activities to ensure that significant archeological sites 

are avoided to the maximum extent practicable.  If a site is unavoidable, other mitigation 

measures, such as, but not limited to, data recovery, are implemented with the concurrence of 

the Arizona SHPO and/or appropriate THPO, as well as Tribal Governments and Bureau of 

Indian Affairs (BIA), as applicable.  By instituting the process of avoidance as the preferred 

mitigation procedure combined with monitoring during construction activities, impacts to cultural 

resources eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP will be minimized.  

 

Some concerns have been raised that improved roads could lead to increased opportunities for 

looting or damage of archeological sites.  However, enhanced patrol efforts in these areas 

allowed by the improved roads and completion of existing and approved infrastructure would 

reduce illegal traffic in the area and subsequently have a reduction in the potential for looting 

and damage of significant cultural resources.  In addition, the use of artificial lighting in the 

areas of archeological sites will also reduce the opportunities for looting and damage of 

archeological sites and historic properties.  The BP will cooperate with natural resources 

agencies to provide training (including educational video/DVD modules) for patrol agents to 

educate them on the importance of biological and cultural resources and ways to avoid impacts 

to such resources while conducting their normal operations.  Bi-annual training shall be provided 

to all permanent personnel. Temporary personnel shall have training incorporated into their 

orientation briefings.   

 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008557



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
4-28 

The predominance of existing and approved infrastructure would involve ground-disturbing 

activities during construction.  The infrastructure improvements involving ground-disturbing 

activities include construction of fences (including landing mat, bollard, and decorative fences), 

vehicle barriers, helipads, new stations and station expansions, stadium lights, sensor 

placement, RVS sites, operational repeaters, tactical checkpoints, and general road 

maintenance.  Clearing of vegetation along the border in certain areas would also involve some 

degree of ground disturbance.  All existing and approved infrastructure have the potential for 

visual impacts in the area and could have impacts on the cultural landscape, rock-art, TCPs, 

and sacred sites. 

 

Operations in the study area and illumination from lights generally do not adversely impact 

archeological and historical sites.    Patrol and apprehension activities limited to existing roads 

have little potential to impact cultural resources in the area.  Keeping these activities limited to 

the road would avoid undisturbed significant cultural resources, thus minimizing any direct 

adverse effects to cultural resources within the area.  Off-road activities, including turn arounds 

and pullovers, have a greater potential to adversely impact known or unknown cultural 

resources.  BP agents would typically not be cognizant of recorded or unrecorded sites and, 

during off-road pursuit or SAR missions, could inadvertently impact these resources.  Such 

activities shall be limited to the greatest extent practicable in order to avoid negatively impacting 

unknown cultural resources.  Air operations within the study area would have no adverse effects 

on archeological or historic sites, but do have the potential to impact TCPs, rock-art, or sacred 

sites.  Such potential impacts and appropriate mitigation measures would be identified in 

consultation with the appropriate Native American tribes.  Ongoing coordination with Federal 

and state agencies will also be conducted in order to identify areas of avoidance and thus 

further minimize impacts to cultural resources from BP operations.  Impacts to cultural 

resources will be quantified on a project-by-project basis with subsequent NEPA documentation 

tiered from this programmatic document, as appropriate. 

 

The surveys and analysis performed for BP projects significantly adds to the knowledge base of 

the history and prehistory of the southwest.  Without these activities and the required surveys, 

much of this information would never be obtained or would be improperly recovered by amateur 

archeologists.  This is especially true on private lands where there are no requirements for 

landowners to conduct routine surveys. 
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4.6.1 No Action Alternative 

Section 106 and NEPA compliance analyses were conducted for specific past and current 

activities, as applicable.  Prior to any ground disturbing activity, a full literature and records 

check for known “historic properties” and a full survey of the study area was conducted to record 

any unknown archeological sites.  All archeological sites that were determined either potentially 

eligible or eligible for the NRHP within the project areas were either avoided or potential impacts 

were mitigated, resulting in no adverse effect to any known significant cultural resources under 

the No Action Alternative.   

 

Under the No Action Alternative, there is a high likelihood of increased IE traffic, both pedestrian 

and vehicular, to occur in off-road areas, as BP enforcement actions would be hindered.  This 

illegal off-road traffic could cause significant short and long-term adverse impacts to known and 

unknown cultural resources sites.  Indeed, numerous sites on the TON have already been 

impacted by IE traffic (Steere 2004).  Similar impacts to cultural resources sites, including 

sacred sites and other TCPs throughout the study area, would be expected to increase 

dramatically.  The increased illumination from stadium and portable lighting (totaling 430 acres) 

would probably deter looting of sites and the destruction of sites through illegal traffic, and thus, 

has a positive effect on the cultural resources of the study area. 

 

4.6.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

Under Alternative 1, approximately 921 acres (exclusive of portable lights) would be subject to 

ground disturbance that could potentially impact cultural resources.  Archeological records were 

checked as part of the Section 106 process conducted during the NEPA planning process for 

approved projects.  The archeological records check included, but was not limited to, site and 

project records on file with the Arizona SHPO, Arizona State Museum, NPS, BMGR, USFWS 

and any historical maps on file with the BLM that could show potential locations for historic 

structures.  Consultation has been done with the Native American tribes that claim a cultural 

affinity to the area in order to determine the presence of any TCPs, sacred sites, or other 

ethnographic resources within the proposed project area.  In addition, intensive archeological 

surveys were conducted on areas that had not been previously surveyed and where ground-

disturbing activities would take place.  All archeological sites found during the surveys were 

recorded and the NRHP elgibility determination was made for each site.  The BP would avoid 

sites where sufficient information was not available to make a successful NRHP eligibility 
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determination.  If they cannot be avoided, other mitigation measures for these sites would be 

necessary.  Mitigation measures will be developed in consultation with the Arizona SHPO, 

THPO, Native American tribes and other interested parties where applicable.  Monitoring in the 

vicinity of these sites during ground disturbing activities would provide an additional safeguard in 

avoidance of any adverse impacts to these sites.  It should be emphasized that most of the road 

and fence projects performed by the BP are repair and upgrade projects.  Therefore, most of the 

ground disturbing activities would be in areas that have been previously disturbed and/or 

surveyed. 

 

Alternative 1 would consist of an additional 430 acres of illumination for a total of 2,320 acres 

when combined with the 1,890 acres of existing illumination.  Consideration of visual impacts to 

historic properties were taken into account during the placement of lights.  Illumination would not 

be expected to have adverse effects on any cultural resources within the project corridor 

provided the lights are placed at an adequate distance from known historic sites (see Appendix 

E) and properly coordinated through the Arizona SHPO along with the appropriate THPO and/or 

Native American Tribes where applicable.  Lighting has the potential beneficial effect of 

deterring looting and damage to sites from intentional and unintentional illegal activity. 

 

Increases in off-road enforcement actions would potentially cause significant impacts to 

unknown cultural resources within the study area.  The increased patrols and infrastructure 

would provide faster response time for BP agents and would result in shorter apprehension 

times.  IEs would be apprehended closer to the border, which would potentially decrease the 

number of impacts to cultural resources located away from the border.  Any impacts for special 

operations would be addressed with project specific NEPA and Section 106 documentation and 

tiered from this programmatic document.  Control of the border and IEs would reduce long-term 

impacts.  

 

Density of sites varies greatly throughout Arizona depending upon topography, available water 

sources, available sources for tool-making, and suitable habitat for vegetation/wildlife 

populations.  However, for comparison purposes, if it is assumed that the average site density is 

0.07 sites per acre (based on previous survey results within the corridor).  Because off-road 

patrols do not occur along predetermined routes, it is difficult to determine the area of 

disturbance.  However, off-road patrols would be expected to potentially encounter additional 
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cultural resources sites, as previously mentioned, and could result in significant adverse impacts 

to unknown cultural resources sites. 

 

4.6.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

Under Alternative 2, there would be expansion of the use of ongoing and technology-based 

systems and completion and maintenance of current infrastructure. Direct impacts would be 

similar to Alternative 1.  Ground disturbing activities from construction would be 587 acres.  The 

potential for expanded operations to affect unknown cultural resources sites would not occur 

under Alternative 2.  Placement of lights near structures listed on the NRHP were coordinated 

with the Arizona SHPO to ensure that the visual qualities of the historic structures are not 

impaired.  Consultation will be conducted with the appropriate Native American tribes in order to 

identify any TCPs, sacred sites, or other ethnographic resources that may be impacted.  

Illumination from stadium and portable lights would be similar to that described for Alternative 1. 

 

Section 106 coordination has been completed for existing and approved infrastructure activities 

that could potentially impact both archeological and historic sites. Prior to construction, an 

archeological records check will be conducted in all areas where ground disturbance is planned.  

The archeological records check includes, but is not limited to, site and project records on file 

with the Arizona SHPO, ASM, USFWS, BMGR, NPS, and any historical maps on file with the 

BLM that could show potential locations for historic structures.  In addition, an intensive 

archeological survey will be conducted in areas that have not been previously surveyed and 

where ground-disturbing activities will take place.  All archeological sites found during those 

surveys will be recorded and enough information collected to make a determination on whether 

they meet the criteria for potential inclusion on the NRHP.  All sites that meet the criteria for 

inclusion on the NRHP and those that do not have enough information to make a successful 

NRHP-eligibility determination would be avoided.  If these cannot be avoided, other mitigation 

measures for these sites will be necessary.  Appropriate mitigation measures for these sites 

would be developed in consultation with the Arizona SHPO, the THPO, and/or the appropriate 

Native American tribes.  Monitoring in the vicinity of these sites during ground disturbing 

activities will provide an additional safeguard to these sites. 

 

Maintaining off-road enforcement activities at the current level would not result in any additional 

impacts to unknown cultural resources within the study area.  However, maintaing operations at 

status quo would result in longer apprehension times, which would increase the operational 
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footprint of the BP. As a result, illegal foot and vehicle traffic would extend further away from the 

border, potentially impacting cultural resources over a greater area as compared to Alternative 

1.  This would result in an increase of potential impacts on archeological and historic sites 

through either illegal pedestrian or vehicular traffic or from increased off-road pursuits that would 

be needed in apprehension.  Impacts for specific projects would be addressed in project-specific 

NEPA and Section 106 documentation, which would be tiered from this programmatic 

document. 

 

4.6.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

Under this alternative the operations (including technology-based operations) and activities 

would be increased and no new infrastructure would be constructed.  The construction 

technology-based systems would result in approximately 2 acres of ground disturbing activities.  

Direct impacts impacts would be considerable less than Alterntive 1 in the absence of 

infrastructure. 

 

Portable lights would have no potential impact on any archeological sites if they were kept within 

the bounds of existing road ROWs and outside boundaries of known archeological sites.  

Placement of lights near structures listed on the NRHP will need to be coordinated with the 

Arizona SHPO to ensure that the visual qualities of the historic structures are not impaired.  

Consultation will be conducted with the appropriate Native American tribes in order to identify 

any TCPs, sacred sites, or other ethnographic resources that may be impacted. 

 

Increases in off-road enforcement actitives would result in impacts similar to those described for 

Alternative 1.  A large amount of pedestrian and vehicle traffic is expected under this alternative 

in comparison to Alternatives 1 and 2.  The reduction in additional barriers would allow more 

illegal traffic to pass freely over the border, particularly vehicular traffic.  This would result in the 

increased potential for significant impacts to archeological and historic sites through either 

illegal pedestrian or vehicular traffic, or from off-road pursuits required to apprehend the IEs. 

Furthermore, new roads and improvements to existing roads would not be completed under 

Alternative 3, which would increase the response time of BP agents.  This would result in longer 

apprehension times and a larger operational footprint.  As a result, cultural resources would 

potentially be significantly impacted over a larger area.  Impacts for special operations and 
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technological projects would be addressed with project specific NEPA and Section 106 

documentation as appropriate and tiered from this programmatic document. 

 

4.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 
Water resources within the area encompassed by the revised draft PEIS are limited, and 

concerns regarding adequate supplies and quality are increasing.  Impacts to water resources 

would be dependent upon the location of specific projects in relation to water bodies.  Potential 

direct and indirect impacts to water resources from infrastructure and operations projects have 

been addressed on a project-by-project basis.  Indirect impacts such as dust, stormwater run-

off, erosion, accidental spills, and other such activities have the potential to impact surface 

water resources and wetlands in the project area.  Site-specific surveys of potential impact 

areas have been conducted to determine jurisdictional wetlands, waters of the US, and other 

water resources that may potentially be impacted by infrastructure projects.   

 

4.7.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would continue to have an indirect impact on water resources in the 

project area.  Water withdrawal for daily operations in the Upper San Pedro Basin would 

continue to contribute to the ground water deficit in this water basin.  The BP would continue to 

patrol roads until they become impassable.  Without the road improvements, erosion and 

sedimentation would continue and, perhaps, increase.  The magnitude of indirect impacts would 

depend upon the rate of erosion and the location and intensity of patrol routes relative to rivers 

and other drainages.  

 

4.7.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

The deployment of personnel for construction, maintenance, or patrol operations within the 

study area would result in an increased use of limited water resources in some regions.  Most of 

the proposed construction and maintenance actions are anticipated to be relatively short and 

infrequent, and therefore, they are not expected to contribute to long-term impacts to 

groundwater supplies. However, in groundwater basins that are experiencing a recharge deficit, 

such as the Upper San Pedro Basin, any additional water use would contribute to the deficit and 

could result in long-term impacts, especially if annual deficits continue.  The significance and 

extent of impacts to water resources would be evaluated on a project and site-specific basis. In 

some cases, coordination with state and local agencies, as well as conformance with Federal 
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regulations regarding surface water impacts, will be required.   All proposed works and projects 

would be coordinated with the USIBWC for review and approval.  Notification and permitting 

procedures for specific proposed actions and projects will be evaluated for each site-specific 

construction project proposed prior to commencement of activities (e.g., prior to installation of 

water wells at tactical checkpoints and other facilities).  

 

Increases in BP agents at the Naco Station would increase the amount of water withdrawn from 

the Upper San Pedro Basin, thus contributing to the groundwater recharge deficit.  The USEPA 

estimates that each individual in the basin uses approximately 155 gallon/day (USEPA 2004).  

The BP would be responsible for mitigating this amount of water usage per person for the Naco 

Station.  Personnel would be apprised of applicable water-conservation practices, and 

construction equipment would be maintained and configured for best efficiency in water-limited 

areas.  Water management practices have been proposed for the expansion of BP air 

operations at Fort Huachuca Libby Airfield/Sierra Vista Airport. Water use in other groundwater 

basins with a deficit, such as the Upper San Pedro Basin, would be mitigated.  Mitigation 

measures could include, but not limited to low flow faucets, low flow toilets, xeriscape 

techniques, and effluent recharge facilities or septic tanks.  Best management practices (BMPs) 

for preventing contamination from stormwater runoff will be specified in mitigation plans. These 

plans will also address hazardous substances and/or contaminated material spills. 

 

Since Alternative 1 has more construction projects and expansion of operational activities 

associated with it than the other four alternatives, it follows that Alternative 1 would have the 

greatest potential to directly affect water resources. The use of large amounts of groundwater 

for construction activities could contribute to current deficits in the affected aquifer.  Impacts to 

waterbodies from stormwater run-off or accidental spills during construction operations would be 

one of the more significant effects. The magnitude of these effects would depend upon the size, 

type, and duration of the construction project, timing, weather conditions, vegetative cover, and 

soil type. A SWPPP and other erosion control measures, as described previously and in 

Chapter 6, will significantly reduce the potential of adverse impacts to nearby water resources. 

 

Construction of BP stations and other permanent facilities would demand additional water and 

sewage treatment capacities.  The increased water demands of new and expanded stations 

would need to be analyzed relative to the hydrologic effects on sensitive surface waterbodies, 

such as the San Pedro River.  Site-specific NEPA documents would address these needs to 
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ensure that existing treatment facilities would be capable of handling the additional flows without 

causing a permit violation. Some facilities may require individual treatment systems (e.g., septic 

tanks, oxidation ponds, etc.); these treatment systems would require permits from the 

appropriate agencies. 

 

Major surface waters potentially impacted by proposed infrastructure include, but are not limited 

to: proposed road construction/maintenance near the Santa Cruz River; proposed road 

construction/maintenance, fence, and stadium style and portable generator lights near the San 

Pedro River; and proposed road construction/maintenance and proposed portable generator 

lights, stadium style lights, and fence near the Colorado River. 

 

Potential impacts include siltation from stormwater runoff, erosion, and accidental spills or leaks. 

However, due to the small area affected by each RVS or portable light generator site, potential 

impacts to nearby water resources, if they occurred, would be negligible.  Implementation of 

BMPs; Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plans (SPCCP); and SWPPPs, 

will also reduce these risks. 

 

Increased operations could have direct and indirect effects on water resources.  Off-road SAR 

and/or apprehension activities could temporarily affect surface water resources if vehicles have 

to traverse streams.  These effects are difficult, if not impossible, to quantify.  The magnitude of 

the effects would depend upon the number of times the stream or waterbody is crossed, type of 

vehicle, season, and the size and condition of the stream/water body. It must also be noted that 

“engineer-designed” low-water crossings would be constructed in stream or waterbodies where 

road upgrades are planned. Therefore, the magnitude of effects is expected to be reduced in 

areas that would experience road improvements. 

 

Portable light generators would not be placed within 0.25 mile of an intermittent or permanent 

stream or water body.  Thus, the potential for impacts from accidental spills during their 

operation would be eliminated.  Other equipment, including vehicles, would be staged away 

from arroyos, streams, drainage channels, and other water bodies, to the extent practicable.  

Infrastructure and operations within floodplains would require further assessment and may 

require permits.   
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4.7.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

Implementation of this alternative would reduce the potential for water resources to be adversely 

impacted.  As with Alternative 1, construction of infrastructure such as roads and fences would 

be responsible for majority of the water requirements under this alternative. Since the focus of 

this alternative is to reduce the operational tempo of the Sector through efficient use of 

technology, water required for general operations such as vehicle washes, drinking water, and 

even dust suppression would be reduced.  Potential impacts to the Upper San Pedro Basin 

would be less than those expected under Alternative 1.  Estimates of the impacts to water 

resources that would be impacted are unknown without project-specific analyses in areas where 

construction is proposed. Impacts based on upper extreme case scenarios are unreliable 

because impacted areas may not contain nearby water resources. Impacts to water resources 

would be addressed in site-specific NEPA documents.  All proposed works and projects would 

be coordinated with the USIBWC for review and approval. 

 

Major surface waters potentially impacted by approved and ongoing operations and 

infrastructure would be less than those identified in Alternative 1.  Potential impacts include 

siltation from stormwater runoff, erosion, and spills or leaks. However, if these impacts occurred, 

they would be minor since the implementation of BMPs, SWPPP, and SPCCP will reduce these 

risks.  Infrastructure and operations within floodplains would require further assessment and 

may require permits.   

 

4.7.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

Impacts to water bodies from this alternative would be limited mostly to non-point source 

sedimentation from eroding road surfaces and other indirect effects, while the impacts to water 

sources by the expansion of operations and technology systems would be similar to Alternative 

1.  The magnitude of operational effects would depend upon the number of vehicle miles, 

timing, weather conditions, adjacent vegetation cover and soil type. Employment of good 

maintenance practices for unsurfaced roads and trails, as well as other erosion control 

measures, would significantly reduce the potential of adverse impacts to water resources.  

Environmental design measures are described further in Chapter 6. 

 

Construction of a new BP station and several tactical checkpoints and camps would be needed 

under Alternative 3.  Construction of the BP stations would demand additional water and 

sewage treatment capacities.  The increased water demands of new BP stations would need to 
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be analyzed relative to the hydrologic effects on water resources.  Site-specific NEPA 

documents would be required to address these needs to ensure that existing treatment facilities 

would be capable of handling the additional flows without causing a permit violation. All 

proposed works and projects that affect international streams would be coordinated with the 

USIBWC.  Some facilities may require individual treatment systems (e.g., septic tanks, oxidation 

ponds, etc.); these treatment systems would require permits from the appropriate agencies. 

Tactical checkpoints and camp details generally bring in potable water and have temporary 

sewage facilities.  Thus, neither would have increased water demands or additional onsite 

sewage treatment/discharge effects.  Infrastructure and operations within floodplains would 

require further assessment and may require permits.   

 

4.8 AIR QUALITY 

 

Pollutant emissions estimates for industrial sources operating within 50 miles of the US-Mexico 

border study area are substantial, and probably represent only a portion of the total pollutant 

emissions.  Air pollutant emissions from mobile sources (e.g. automobiles, aircraft, construction 

equipment) and other widely dispersed activities (e.g. open burning, wind blown dust) are also 

substantial in these areas.  Many sources are not controlled, particularly in Mexico, but 

nevertheless have impacts on the study area.  Proposed actions by the BP in these areas must 

be evaluated on a site-specific basis prior to construction through proper NEPA documentation.  

These evaluations may include air quality dispersion modeling to assess the impacts on air 

quality from additional mobile and stationary sources.  Coordination with Federal and state 

regulatory agencies would be imperative to ensure proper notification, permitting, and 

documentation of potential impacts to air quality. 

 

Equipment used for transporting materials and personnel during construction deployments, 

construction, and surveillance support operations utilize hydrocarbon fuels and internal 

combustion engines that emit air pollutants.  Proposed mobile sources presented in the 

alternatives include cars, trucks, helicopters, and small aircraft.  As discussed in Section 3.6, the 

main pollutants of concern for mobile source operations are CO, PM10, and SO2.  Travel along 

unpaved roads and soils disturbed during construction and road dragging result in the release of 

airborne particulate matter.  Equipment and vehicles to be used for all proposed actions would 

be configured and maintained to conform to state and local air quality requirements. 
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Operational emissions would result from mobile sources and on-site stationary sources. Fugitive 

dust emissions might increase as a result of expanded operations.  These emissions would 

result from increased patrols on unimproved roads and road dragging.  USEPA and state 

agency guidelines provide screening criteria for determining whether a detailed analysis and 

permitting would be required.  BP procedures for determining air quality impacts relate to the 

attainment status of the county where future operations/infrastructure are proposed.  

Procedures and impact estimates are based on pollutants that would occur in or near non-

attainment areas and the proposed actions/source of pollution that could worsen the attainment 

levels.  For example, portions of the study area are in non-attainment for PM10; therefore 

proposed actions within those areas should document all sources of fugitive dusts associated 

with the action and evalute the impact on PM10 attainment levels.  Pollutants that are in non-

attainment status would be analyzed as specified by the general conformity rule of the CAA.     

 

4.8.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would eliminate all potential emission sources associated with BP 

construction activities and future increases in operational support services within the study area.  

As mentioned above, however, unimproved roads could increase fugitive dust levels that could 

exacerbate conditions within non-attainment areas.  The short duration of construction/ 

maintenance activities and dust suppression measures utilized during past construction (e.g. 

water trucks), the type of equipment used, and the good dispersal patterns of the region indicate 

that long-term impacts associated with air emissions have been minimal.  While the No Action 

Alternative would eliminate all potential emission sources associated with future and approved 

construction projects, routine maintenance to existing roads and dragging activities would 

continue, resulting in negligible impacts.  No further impacts, beneficial or adverse, are expected 

to occur under the No Action Alternative. 

 

4.8.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

Through implementation of this alternative, construction of existing and approved projects are 

anticipated to be relatively short in duration and, therefore, are not expected to contribute to 

long-term air quality impacts.  Increases or impacts on ambient air quality during construction 

and maintenance activities are expected to be short-term and can be reduced further through 

the use of standard dust control techniques, including roadway watering and dust suppressants.  

Air quality analyses for the approved infrastructure projects have indicated that hydrocarbon, 
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SOx, NOx, and PM10 emissions would be far below de minimus thresholds and, thus, an air 

conformity analysis would not be required. 

 

Fugitive dust emissions would be expected to increase as a result of expanded operations.  

These emissions would result from expanded off-road enforcement activities, increased patrols 

on unimproved roads and dragging operations.  Naturally occurring windblown dust from dry 

soils is inherent to southern Arizona and is more problematic during extended drought 

conditions. Air quality impacts from construction and maintenance activities (roads, fences, 

vehicle barriers, stadium lights, RVS sites, portable generator lights) include emissions due to 

fuel combustion from heavy equipment and fugitive dust due to travel through the area.  Based 

upon the current air quality status of the project area, the pollutants of special concern are 

airborne particulate matter.  Many of the approved projects under consideration involve 

improving existing roads by making them all weather roads, which would decrease the amount 

of airborne particulate generated under Alternative 1.   

 

The operation of drag roads would be the single largest air quality impact resulting from this 

alternative.  The impacts to air quality resulting from dragging would be permanent unless active 

measures are taken to stabilize them once the roads are abandoned.  Operation of the drag 

roads would create fugitive dust.  Approximately 625 acres of roads are dragged on a regular 

basis in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  Fugitive dust emissions would be expected to increase 

with the expansion of dragging. 

 

There would be little or no emissions associated with operation of the stadium lights or RVS 

sites as these lights and RVS would be powered by non-emission generating sources (e.g., 

existing electrical grid, natural gas, solar, etc.).  Construction activities would be limited to 

pouring concrete pads, and the installation of the lights and RVS systems.  The short duration of 

these activities, the type of equipment used, and the good dispersion patterns (air flow) of the 

region, indicate that air emissions would not be created that would adversely affect air quality in 

the ROI.   Maintenance vehicles driving to and from the RVS sites and stadium lights would be 

the only emission source required by the operation and maintenance of the lights and RVS.  

Furthermore, in the event that the RVS power system is temporarily inoperable, emergency 

natural gas powered generators would power the RVS.  EPA regulations exempt projects in 

non-attainment areas from general conformity requirements if the projected emissions do not 

exceed specified de minimis levels, which are based on a regions specific nonattainment 
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classification. These generators would not create emissions above the de minimus threshold 

and thus are considered insignificant impacts.   

 

Approximately 202 diesel generators are currently used to power the portable lighting systems 

in the Tucson and Yuma Sectors, and would be in operation approximately 12 hours per day.  

The portable lighting unit typically consists of a 6-kilowatt diesel generator, which powers four 

1000-watt lights on a 15-foot mast.  Since diesel fuel contains inherently low amounts of fuel 

bound nitrogen, it is anticipated that installation of portable generators would not contribute to 

NOx problems in the area.  Other diesel generator pollutants of concern such as SO2 and PM10, 

would be expected to be far below the de minimus thresholds, and thus, no air conformity 

analysis would be anticipated. 

 

Alternative 1 would result in an increase in the number of BP vehicles patrolling in the study 

area.  Patrol actions would occur in proximity to the border due to early detection as a result of 

technology-based infrastructure.  The additional vehicles would increase emissions level in the 

immediate patrol area; however, the proposed alternative is not expected to have a measurable 

impact on regional NOx and O3 levels.  In areas that are chronically or acutely in violation of 

NAAQS, any additional contribution to air quality degradation could be considered significant 

and may require a conformity analysis and possibly mitigation. 

 

4.8.3  Alternative 2.   Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

This alternative promotes the use of technology-based systems and existing and approved 

infrastructure over traditional operations.  The use of technology-based systems, fences, and 

other physical barriers under this alternative would have less direct and indirect impacts to air 

quality as that of Alternative 1.  Mobile emissions as well as fugitive dust would be created on a 

short-term basis by the construction of approved infrastructure and continued BP apprehensions 

efforts.  However, potential increases in fugitive dust emissions associated with expanded 

operations would not occur under Alternative 2.  Without the expansion of operations, less 

vehicles, portable lights generators, and aircraft would be operating in the study area.  Thus, 

NOx and O3 emissions would be less compared to Alternative 1.  A combination of good 

dispersion patterns within the region and the use of BMPs and equipment that is in good 

working condition would insure that air quality within the ROI would not be significantly impacted 

under this alternative. 
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4.8.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

As mentioned previously, air pollutants of special concern for the study area are primarily 

airborne particulate matter. The ambient airborne particulate level under desert conditions is 

naturally high during certain seasons.  Vehicle travel on un-surfaced roads is the primary non-

agricultural contributor of airborne particulates from human activities.  This alternative would 

result in increased fugitive dust emissions due to the lack of roadway improvements. 

 

Alternative 3 would result in an increased number of surveillance vehicles and extended patrols, 

similar to that described for Alternative 1.  These actions would create long-term minor impacts; 

however, the amount of these impacts would still be below the de minimus threshold, and thus, 

would be considered insignificant impacts.  The number of vehicles would be increased over a 

large area, thus air dispersal would minimize a buildup of pollutants. 

 

Increased off-road enforcement activities and road patrols resulting from an expansion of 

operations would be expected to increase fugitive dust emissions.  As the number of vehicles 

and trips per day increase, fugitive dust, NOx, and O3 emissions would increase.  In the absence 

of expanded infrastructure, off-road pursuits would be expected to increase, thus increasing 

fugitive dust emissions.   

 

4.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 

 

BP activities generally result in beneficial impacts to local, regional, and national economies.  

The diversity of past projects performed by the BP implies that socioeconomic impacts would 

vary considerably.  Some projects have very small construction and operational impacts while 

others are more substantial (i.e., construction costs, impacts, and project magnitude).  The 

actual construction activity impacts are usually very localized due to the temporary nature of the 

construction activities and the fact that the predominance of labor for these projects in the past 

has been provided by the National Guard or Active and Reserve military units coordinated 

through the JTF NORTH.  Consequently, the purchase of construction materials and supplies 

(increase in local sales and income) is typically the primary, direct economic effect in the project 

vicinity. 

 

Although construction impacts are temporary in nature, the effects associated with 

implementation of BP projects are expected to continue for the economic life of the project. BP 
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actions provide socioeconomic benefits from increased detection, deterrence, and interdiction of 

illegal smuggling activities with concomitant benefits of reduced enforcement costs, losses to 

personal properties, violent crimes, and entitlement programs.  These actions can produce 

subsequent indirect positive benefits from increased economic activity such as commerce, 

increased property values, and overall quality of life improvements as the activities of IEs are 

controlled. 

 

Effects to the aesthetics and/or quality of life could be incurred in certain regions that experience 

significant new construction actions or increases in patrolling activities. These effects can be 

either positive or negative, depending upon an individual’s opinion.  The magnitude of 

perceptible effects, however, would be expected to increase in remote areas rather than in 

urban or developed areas.  Increases in patrolling activities as well as construction activities 

near Wilderness Areas, parks, national monuments, and other such sensitive areas would 

cause the greatest adverse effects, although the impacts are difficult to quantify. 

 

4.9.1 No Action Alternative 

Most of the labor for completed infrastructure projects typically comes from either the National 

Guard or JTF NORTH Active/Reserve military units; hence, there are only temporary increases 

in the population of the project area.  Materials and other project expenditures for the 

construction activities typically are obtained through merchants in the local community, further 

temporarily boosting the local economy.  

 

A total of about 1,890 acres have been or would be illuminated under the No Action Alternative 

through the use of stadium and portable lighting authorized under previous documents including 

the Final EA for JTF-6 Proposed Lighting Project, Naco, Cochise County, AZ (USACE 1999a), 

Final EA JTF-6 Proposed Lighting Project, Yuma, Yuma County, AZ and Imperial County, CA 

(USACE 1999b), Final Environmental Assessment for the JTF-6 Proposed Fence, Lighting, and 

Road Improvement Project, Douglas, Cochise County, AZ (USACE  2001b), and Final 

Environmental Assessment-Portable Lights Within the Naco Corridor, Cochise County, AZ (INS 

2001a).  The added illumination has deterred drug smuggling, illegal immigration, and other 

illegal activity and is expected to have resulted in the reduction of the associated social costs of 

such activities.  Approximately 229 portable generator lights would be operated in the Tucson 

and Yuma Sectors under the No Action Alternative.  These portable light units run 12 hours a 

day consuming approximately 6 gallons of fuel each period.  As a result, the operation of the 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008572



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
4-43 

portable lighting uses approximately 1,374 gallons of diesel fuel daily for operation. Fuel 

purchased locally would continue to provide local economic benefits during their continued 

operation. 

 

4.9.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

As mentioned previously, the National Guard or JTF NORTH Active/Reserve military units have 

completed the BP infrastructure projects to date.  With the exception of construction labor for BP 

stations and some RVS towers, BP would be expected to continue to request these units. 

Private contractors may be used instead of military units for projects that the military units are 

unable to construct or those projects that do not have adequate training value.  The relocation of 

the units would result in only temporary increases in the population of the project area.  

Materials and other project expenditures would likely be obtained through merchants in the local 

community, further temporarily boosting the local economy.  Likewise an increase in the number 

of BP agents would have a positive effect on the local retail and service industries.  Land 

acquisition would have to occur in certain areas to allow for the placement of RVS sites, 

roadway easements, as well as areas enclosed by barrier fencing 

 

As part of the ABCI, up to 260 additional agents would be deployed throughout the Tucson 

Sector, and up to 320 BP agents would be deployed to the Yuma Sector under the current plan 

of the ABCI.  This increase in agents would increase demand for housing.  The effect of this 

increase would be most notable in small, rural towns where housing supply is limited, although 

the larger urban areas, which have greater infrastructure, would typically attract BP agents. The 

potential increase in housing demand would potentially elevate the price of housing in the larger 

developed areas, such as Sierra Vista, Nogales, and Yuma. 

 

The construction of approved infrastructure would potentially remove private lands from the tax 

roles.  Local, county, and state governments would lose tax benefits from private properties that 

have been purchased by the Federal government. 

 

The additional illumination proposed for stadium and portable lights is expected to assist in the 

deterrence of drug smuggling, illegal immigration and other illegal activity, and subsequently 

result in the reduction of the associated social costs of such activities.  The prevention of 

potential terrorists from entering the US has a nationwide positive effect.  An increase in 
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operations in vehicle, pedestrian, and air operations would also require additional fuel and other 

resources for their continued operation.  Increases in manpower at certain stations over the next 

few years would include a subsequent increase in supplies and other materials used in their 

daily operations.  Most likely, these materials would be purchased from the surrounding 

communities and would increase revenues for the local economy. 

 

In addition to existing stadium and portable lighting, 60 new 6-kilowatt diesel portable lighting 

units are scheduled for operation as documented in the Nogales Infrastructure EA (INS 2003d).  

Though these units would probably not be purchased locally, fuel for their operation would be 

supplied by local distributors.  Portable light generators would operate for 12 hours a day and 

use an average of six gallons of diesel per generator during each 12-hour shift.  This would 

require a total of 360 gallons of diesel fuel used daily in the operation of the proposed portable 

lighting units.  Adding this to the fuel consumption of the 229 existing portable lighting units 

totals 1,734 gallons of fuel used daily in their operation.  Fuel would be purchased locally and 

would provide ongoing local economic benefits during operation, through an increase in local 

fuel sales.  Land acquisition would generate revenues for affected landowners.  However, lands 

purchased by the Federal government would remove these lands from the tax base of the 

respective counties. 

 

4.9.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

Similar socioeconomic effects, direct and indirect, would result upon implementation of this 

alternative as discussed for Alternative 1.  Materials and other project expenditures would 

predominantly be obtained through merchants in the local community, serving as a temporary 

boost to the local economy.  Substantially less construction would occur under this alternative 

compared to Alternative 1, thus, short-term economic benefits from construction activities and 

purchase of materials would be less. 

 

The amount of stadium and portable lighting units under this alternative would remain the same 

as Alternative 1.  By limiting traditional operations, control along the immediate border region 

would be limited, which would reduce the ability to deter IEs, and subsequently result in the 

reduction of the associated social costs of such activities.  As mentioned above, about 360 

additional gallons of diesel (total of 1,734 gallons annually) would be purchased locally for the 
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operation of the additional portable light generators. Ongoing, long-term economic benefits 

would result from the operation of these generators. 

 

4.9.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

This alternative is expected to assist in the deterrence of illegal entry of potential terrorists, drug 

smuggling, illegal immigration, and other illegal activities, and subsequently result in a reduction 

of the associated social costs of such activities.  An increase in vehicle, pedestrian, and air 

operations would also require additional fuel and other resources for continued operation.  

Increases in manpower at certain stations over the next few years, as proposed by this 

alternative, would include an increase in supplies and other materials used in daily operations.  

These materials would likely be purchased from the surrounding communities and would 

increase revenues for the local economy.  Nearby communities are expected to experience 

reductions in operating expenses and increased revenue as a result of improved quality of life, 

improved property values, and subsequent increased commerce.  Without the addition of 

fencing and other infrastructure along the border, illegal pedestrian and vehicle traffic could 

increase.  The associated social costs of increases in crime and drug related activity would 

subsequently be expected to increase. 

 

The amount of stadium and portable lighting units under this alternative would remain the same 

as both Alternatives 1 and 2.  By eliminating the completion of existing and approved 

infrastructure, IEs would be able to cross more freely.  Furthermore, no new roads or 

improvements to existing roads would be completed under this alternative.  This would result in 

a longer response time by BP agents and would effectively increase the operational footprint.  

As a result, operations along the immediate border region would be limited to present levels, 

which would reduce the ability to deter IEs, and subsequently result in more associated social 

costs of such activities.  As mentioned above, about 360 additional gallons of diesel (total of 

1,734 gallons, annually) would be purchased locally for the operation of the additional portable 

light generators. Ongoing, long-term economic benefits would result from the operation of these 

generators. 

 

The increase in operations will require an increase in the number of BP agents.  An increase of 

180 to 270 agents is expected across the Tucson Sector.  The largest increase would occur at 

the Naco Station.  Increases in the number of agents would put added demands on the local 

housing market.  Because of the current housing shortage as reported by the Arizona Housing 
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Commission (2000), this action could result in higher housing prices in those areas receiving 

significant numbers of additional BP agents.   

 

4.9.5 Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental 

Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” requires each Federal agency to 

identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects of its proposed actions on minority populations and low-income 

communities (59 FR 7629). 

 

As indicated earlier in Section 3.10 of this revised draft PEIS, the racial mix of the study area is 

predominantly Caucasian.  Santa Cruz and Yuma counties have a significant portion of the 

population claiming Hispanic origins.  These counties are particularly sensitive to environmental 

justice issues concerning minority populations.  Particular attention would have to be made 

regarding the placement of infrastructure and other construction in proximity to minority 

populations.  BP projects that have been completed and the current and future projects are 

sporadically located, based on strategic effectiveness, throughout the respective counties. 

Furthermore, none of the projects proposed or completed to date would have or has displaced 

minority residences or commercial structures in any community along the project corridor.  

Therefore, disproportionate effects to minority populations would not be expected.  Communities 

such as Ajo, Gila Bend, San Luis and Yuma, due to their higher populations and commercial 

densities, would be particularly sensitive to environmental justice issues.  Project specific 

impacts in regard to environmental justice would be addressed in site-specific NEPA 

documentation tiered from this programmatic document.  Specific impacts cannot yet be 

identified from increasing operations or holding operations to current levels.   

 

Since Alternative 1 consists of the greatest area of construction activities, it would have the 

most potential to encounter environmental justice issues.  The construction in Alternative 2 is 

reduced and would therefore be less likely to encounter environmental justice issues.  Under the 

No Action Alternative, all environmental justice issues have been addressed in previous 

compliance documentation, and there would be no additional impacts in regards to 

environmental justice.  Alternative 3 would result in the least potential for environmental justice 

issues since only construction in support of increased operations would be initiated.   
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The study area has between 16.2 and 30.3 percent of its total population living at or below 

poverty levels.  The 1997 per capita personal income was estimated to be between 57 to 83 

percent of the national average. Therefore, it is likely that some infrastructure has been 

completed or is approved for construction near low-income neighborhoods.  The location of 

these structures, however, is selected based on the frequency and intensity of potential IEs, and 

the need to protect these specific areas from IE.   

 

Implementation of any of the alternatives would enhance the probability of success for the BP.  

The levels of enhanced success would vary among each alternative.  This increased success in 

controlling illegal drug activity and in reducing the flow of IEs into the Tucson and Yuma Sectors 

would benefit all populations, regardless of income, nationality, or ethnicity. In addition, 

construction activities would have short-term, but positive impacts on local economies from 

sales of construction materials, other project expenditures, and temporary employment.  Long-

term positive impacts would occur on local, regional, and National levels by the reduction of IEs, 

and the associated social costs.  Alternative 1 would provide the most opportunity to deter illegal 

traffic across the border, followed by Alternative 2 and then Alternative 3. 

 

As mentioned previously, the expanded operations could indirectly result in higher housing 

demands and, in turn, increased housing costs.  This could cause environmental justice 

concerns for both low income and minority populations where the increased demand in housing 

would further increase the cost of affordable housing.  These impacts would probably be felt in 

areas where the average annual growth rate in housing prices is rising faster than the average 

annual growth rate in median household income. The BP is aware of this concern and is 

proactive in finding solutions.  For example, CBP is proposing through the General Service 

Administration (GSA), to build 52 housing units near the Ajo Station and 15 units near the 

Lukeville POE.  These housing units are to accommodate the increase housing demand 

anticipated by ultimately placing new agents in those areas (Parsons 2003 and Feeney 2003).  

 

4.9.6 Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children 

Executive Order 13045 of April 21, 1997, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health 

Risks and Safety Risks,” 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” (62 FR 19885). Implementation of any 
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alternative would not result in disproportionately high or adverse environmental health or safety 

impacts to children.  The majority of the construction would take place away from residential 

areas and would ultimately result in a decrease of illegal traffic throughout the area, creating a 

safer environment for children.  Furthermore, these alternatives would result in a reduction of 

illegal immigration, drug trafficking, and other crimes within the area further making a safer living 

environment for children.  Projects near border towns would have the greatest potential to have 

health or safety impacts on children.  Because of the relatively low population density within the 

project area, however, these issues are unlikely.  The potential impacts to the health and safety 

of children for such projects would need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis in future 

NEPA documentation tiered from this PEIS. 

 

4.10 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

 

4.10.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not affect current public services (e.g., police, 

fire, and emergency medical services) and utilities within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors since 

no new construction would occur.  At present, public agencies and private industry regularly 

perform maintenance of existing utilities within the region and are continuing to provide needed 

public services, such as law enforcement, medical treatment, and education.  Therefore, these 

services would not change. 

 

It should be noted that future impacts not associated with BP operations might occur regardless 

of the No Action Alternative since existing infrastructure of services and utilities would eventually 

be unable to meet the capacity requirements of the growing populations within these respective 

counties. 

 

4.10.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

Implementation of Alternative 1 is expected to cause negligible disruption to current public 

services within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors, with the exception of some possible traffic delays 

in the vicinity of any construction adjacent to public roadways.  Impacts to individual utilities 

would be evaluated on a site-specific basis following a utility survey of the respective areas to 

be affected in future action-specific NEPA documents.  Some anticipated impacts include 

additional electrical and water usage, additional disposal of solid wastes, and additional need for 
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fire and emergency services and possible traffic delays around construction sites such as 

lighting projects or new stations.  A proper traffic management plan implemented during the 

placement of proposed additional lighting and new stations would minimize any potential traffic 

delays caused by additional BP agents.   

 

4.10.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

Implementation of Alternative 2 is also expected to cause only negligible disruptions to current 

public services within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  As in the case of Alternative 1, the 

impacts to individual utilities would need to be evaluated on a site-specific basis following a 

utility survey of the respective areas to be affected in future action-specific NEPA documents.   

 

4.10.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

This alternative would have the least direct impacts on public utilities, since only construction in 

support of increased operations would occur.  A proper traffic management plan implemented 

during the placement of proposed additional lighting and new stations would minimize any 

potential delays.  As in the case of Alternatives 1 and 2, the impacts to individual utilities would 

need to be evaluated on a site-specific basis following a utility survey of the respective areas to 

be affected in future action-specific NEPA documents.  Operational activities would be 

expanded, but these are not expected to cause significant additional demands on or impacts to 

public utilities. 

 

4.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

4.11.1 No Action Alternative 

Completion of all ongoing infrastructure projects is expected to result in a minimal increase in 

hazardous materials generated by BP operations.  These materials include used oil generated 

from vehicles and other wastes.  This increase in materials is expected to have a minimal 

impact since proper waste disposal practices are followed at BP facilities.  This alternative 

would also insure that no known waste sites are impacted from construction activities.  

However, the potential for hazardous material spills from abandoned vehicles would persist and 

likely increase under this alternative.  Hundreds of vehicles are abandoned by IEs throughout 

the study area.  All of these vehicles carry hazardous substances such as oil, antifreeze, and 

gasoline.  In some areas the amount of garbage and human waste from IEs is substantial 
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enough to be considered a hazardous waste site (Tibbitt 2004).  These sites are potential health 

risk to workers and visitor to public lands. 

 

4.11.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

The BP would perform site-specific environmental site assessments, as appropriate, within the 

study area, prior to implementation of construction projects.  Prior to acquisition of additional 

lands required to implement any projects, environmental site assessments are also conducted. 

Because of the random nature of illegal dumping along the US-Mexico border, it is difficult to 

determine the location and quantity of hazardous waste that may be present in a proposed 

construction area.  If hazardous materials or wastes were present, there would be a potential for 

exposure during construction activities.  Construction personnel would be informed about the 

potential for encountering hazardous wastes that may be present on the site from dumping and 

the appropriate procedures to use if suspected hazardous contamination is encountered. 

Additionally, a SPCCP prepared by the BP would be in place prior to construction. All personnel 

would be briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of the plan.  Alternative 1 would 

reduce illegal vehicle and foot traffic thus reducing the potential for hazardous materials to be 

introduced into the border area by IEs, thus having an indirect beneficial effect.   

 

An accidental release or spill could occur as a result of fuels, oils, lubricants, and other 

hazardous or regulated materials brought on site for the proposed construction activities. Any 

uncontained and unremediated spill could result in potentially adverse impacts to on-site soils 

and threaten the health of the local population, as well as wildlife and vegetation.  However, the 

BP site-specific SPCCP and commitment to have trained personnel and the proper equipment 

located on-site to quickly contain and remediate any accidental release or spill would limit the 

amount of fuel and other lubricants and oils released and aerial extent of impact. As a result, no 

significant impacts would be expected. 

 

4.11.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

As discussed for Alternative 1, projects included under this alternative would have little or no 

affect on any known inactive or abandoned hazardous waste sites.  Since this alternative would 

result in less construction particularly along roads for tactical checkpoints and station facility 

construction in the vicinity of the US-Mexico border, the probability of encountering hazardous 

waste sites would be slightly less than Alternative 1.  This alternative would result in an increase 
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in waste oils generated by BP operations, primarily in the use of portable light generators.  

There would be no significant impacts since waste oil disposal is carefully managed in strict 

accordance with state and USEPA procedures and regulations.  

This alternative would not deter illegal traffic to the extent of Alternative 1 and apprehensions 

would still occur north of the border.  Therefore, this alternative would have indirect benefits 

similar to Alternative 1, but to a lesser degree. 

 

4.11.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

The actions proposed under this alternative are expected to result in a minimal increase in 

waste materials generated by BP operations.  These materials include used oil generated from 

vehicles, generators, and other equipment maintenance activities.  This increase in materials is 

expected to have a minimal impact since wastes would be disposed of in strict accordance with 

state and USEPA procedures and regulations.  This alternative would generate less waste than 

Alternatives 1 and 2.  However, the indirect beneficial effects would be less compared to 

Alternative 1 because apprehensions would not occur in proximity to the border due to the lack 

of infrastructure.  Without infrastructure to deter illegal entry, IEs will continue to enter the US 

illegally.   

 

4.12 NOISE 

 

4.12.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not result in any additional noise increases from construction 

and operational activities. 

 

4.12.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

This alternative would result in construction and operation of new facilities, tactical checkpoints, 

roads, fences and barriers, helipads, lighting, and RVS systems along the Arizona border. 

 

4.12.2.1 Construction Noise 

Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels at locations immediately adjacent to 

construction sites. Noise levels created by construction equipment would vary greatly depending 

on factors such as the type of equipment, specific model, operation being performed, and condition 
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of the equipment. The equivalent sound level (Leq) of the construction activity also depends on the 

fraction of time that the equipment is operated over the time period of the construction. 

 

Construction equipment can be divided into two major groups: stationary and mobile. Stationary 

equipment operates in one location for one or more days at a time, with either a fixed power 

operation (pumps, generators, compressors) or a variable power operation (pile drivers, pavement 

breakers). Mobile equipment moves around the construction site with power applied in cyclic 

fashion (bulldozers, loaders) or to and from the site (trucks). 

 

Depending on the scale and the type of project and stage of environmental review, the BP may 

conduct a construction noise assessment that would be incorporated into the environmental 

document for the project.  When the project is major (i.e., the construction duration is expected to 

last for more than several months), noisy equipment would be involved, or the construction is 

expected to take place near a noise-sensitive site (especially for residential and institutional uses), 

then detailed construction noise analyses may be required.  Otherwise, the assessment would be a 

general description of the equipment to be used, duration of construction, and any mitigation 

requirements placed on particularly noisy operations. Most construction activities as the result of 

this alternative would produce only short-term noise level increases. Since construction would only 

occur during daylight hours and blasting would not be expected, these short-term noise increases 

are not expected to substantially affect adjacent noise sensitive receptors and wildlife areas. 

 

If it is determined to be necessary, a detailed construction noise assessment can be performed to 

predict construction noise level using Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) methodologies or 

other prediction models.  Noise impact will be assessed based on project-specific criteria, existing 

ambient noise level, duration of the construction activities, adjacent land uses, and proximity to 

sensitive receptors. 

 

Construction noise can be controlled with appropriate mitigation measures. These mitigation 

measures include: 

• Construction of temporary walls and/or earth berms; 
• Providing equipment enclosures; 
• Re-route truck traffic away from sensitive receptors; 
• Minimizing nighttime construction activities; 
• Avoiding impact pile driving if possible; and 
• Using quieter equipment, such as enclosed air compressors and mufflers. 

 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008582



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
4-53 

In addition, community relations would be important. The affected communities will be informed 

about the duration and extent of the construction activities through public service 

announcements via local media sources (e.g., newspaper and radio). 

 

4.12.2.2 Operational Noise 

The BP operations associated with this alternative, such as the use of helicopters, airplanes, 

electric power generators and substations, would cause long-term short-duration increases in 

noise levels. The magnitude of these increases would depend upon ambient noise levels, 

distance to sensitive receptors, increase in number of such operational activities, and duration. 

 

BP firing ranges would usually be located in rural areas away from the communities for safety 

reasons. Therefore, noise impacts from firing ranges would be minimal.  However, site-specific 

NEPA analyses would be performed for such projects.  Portable generators for lights would also 

be situated primarily in remote areas, where access to electrical power sources is not readily 

available, and thus, away from human sensitive noise receptors. 

 

Vehicle, aircraft, and helicopter noise during the border patrol and reconnaissance operations 

will be mostly temporary in nature.  However, long-term noise increases could occur around 

regional airfields and heliports if the number of daily flights is increased substantially (more than 

10 percent of the total annual operation) and/or the helicopters are used frequently near noise 

sensitive locations.  If it were determined to be necessary, the BP would conduct a detailed 

aircraft noise assessment to predict noise levels using Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

methodologies and prediction models, such as Integrated Noise Model (INM) and Helicopter 

Noise Model (HNM).  Noise impacts will be assessed based on FAA and project specific criteria, 

existing ambient noise level, number of operations, flight path, and adjacent land uses. 

 

In addition, the BP may be required to perform a detailed traffic noise assessment to predict 

noise levels using FHWA methodologies and prediction models.  A Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 

will be required if there is substantial increase (more than 50 percent of the peak-hour volume) 

in vehicular traffic on existing and proposed roads near noise sensitive receptors. This is not 

expected to occur.   
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4.12.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

4.12.3.1Construction Noise 

This alternative would only eliminate or reduce the amount of operation activities, such as 

installation of tactical checkpoints and station construction.  Construction activities would consist of 

technology-based operational infrastructures and approved infrastructure projects.  Therefore, it 

would experience similar construction noise impacts as Alternative 1. 

 

4.12.3.2 Operational Noise 

Air operations, training at firing ranges, and other operational-dependent activities would still occur 

under this alternative and produce noise.  Typical noises resulting from normal operations would be 

reduced since operations would focus on remote detection rather than intense roving vehicle 

patrols.  The magnitude of these effects would depend upon the variables described under 

Alternative 1.  Operation of most technology-based systems (e.g., RVS, ground sensors, stadium 

lights) would produce little or no noise. Portable generators for lights would increase ambient noise 

levels.  Generators would be situated primarily in remote areas, where electrical power sources are 

not readily available and away from human sensitive noise receptors such as schools and 

hospitals. 

 

4.12.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

4.12.4.1 Construction Noise 

This alternative would greatly reduce construction noise compared to Alternatives 1 and 2.  No 

infrastructure construction would take place under this Alternative.  Increased operations and 

technology-based operations would be implemented and limited construction activities would be 

needed in support of those operations.  Construction activity would be limited to RVS sites, 

stadium and portable lighting, BP stations, and temporary campsites. 

 

4.12.4.2 Operational Noise 

If implemented, this alternative would result in increased air operations, training at firing ranges, 

and other operational activities.  These would produce additional noise.  The magnitude of these 

effects would depend upon the variables described under Alternative 1. 

 

Vehicle, aircraft, and helicopter noise during patrol and reconnaissance operations would be 

mostly temporary in nature. However, long-term noise increases could occur around regional 

airfields and heliports if the number of daily flights is increased substantially and/or the 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008584



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
4-55 

helicopters are used frequently near noise sensitive locations.  Target locations for increased 

noise are difficult to predict with certainty as is inherent with any type of law enforcement activity 

in hot pursuit. 

 

4.13 AESTHETICS 

 
4.13.1 No Action Alternative 

Aesthetics is a subjective issue that varies by personal preference.    With the No Action 

Alternative, impacts to aesthetics would continue to occur at the existing levels, as the current 

BP operational activities, technology-based systems and infrastructure would be maintained.  

Direct long-term impacts to aesthetics would likely increase from damage to natural resources 

(i.e., illegal roads in sensitive and Wilderness Areas, garbage, etc.) as a result of increased 

illegal traffic and the required subsequent BP enforcement actions (see Figures 1-5 and 1-6).  

Illegal traffic has affected the wilderness characteristic of some Wilderness Areas to the point 

they would not longer be considered to have wilderness value (Tibbitt 2004). 

 

 

4.13.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure  

Depending on the location of increased BP operations/activities, expansion of technology-based 

systems, and approved infrastructure, Alternative 1 would have both beneficial and negative 

effects on those areas valued for their aesthetic qualities, such as Wilderness Areas, national 

parks, wildlife refuges, etc.  The expansion of BP operations/activities, technology-based 

systems, and approved infrastructure would have a potential negative effect on aesthetics.  The 

majority of the approved infrastructure projects are located along the border in previously 

disturbed areas.  It should be noted, enforcement actions would have an indirect positive effect 

on aesthetics as a result of decreasing damage (i.e., illegal roads, footpaths, trash, defecation, 

etc.) caused by illegal traffic in those areas valued for their aesthetic qualities.  Alternative 1 

would allow the BP to apprehend IEs within closer proximity of the US-Mexico border, thus 

potentially limiting most of the perceived negative aesthetic effects to the immediate border area 

in the long-term.  Potential effects to aesthetics would be addressed in site-specific project 

NEPA documents for future special operations and technology-based systems.   
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4.13.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure   

Depending on the location of technology-based systems and approved infrastructure, 

Alternative 2 would have both beneficial and negative effects on aesthetics.  However, the 

effects would not be of the same magnitude as those expected under Alternative 1.  Although 

the negative effects would be less under Alternative 2 because BP operations/activities would 

not be allowed to expand, the indirect beneficial effects would also be less because Alternative 

2 would limit the BP’s ability to apprehend IEs in closer proximity to the US-Mexico border.  

Thus, the footprint of illegal activity and subsequent BP enforcement activities would extend 

beyond the immediate border area.  

 

4.13.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems  

The effects expected under Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 1.   

 

4.14 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL AND SHORT-TERM USE OF SOCIETY’S 

ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM 

ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTIVITY 

 

Benefits derived from the control of IEs and narcotics trafficking into the US and the adverse 

impacts associated with the expansion of BP operations and technology-based systems and 

completion of approved infrastructure necessary to accomplish this control represent trade-offs 

between the local, short-term use and the long-term stability and productivity of the 

environment.  The proposed action would reduce the flow of illegal drugs and entrants to the 

US, and consequently, reduce the social costs associated with managing these issues.  Short-

term, local adverse direct effects resulting from habitat disturbances would be off-set by long-

term regional benefits, including protection from illegal vehicle and foot traffic, accidental fires 

caused by IEs, lower costs to the country for health and emergency services, increase in the 

quality of life along the border, reduction in crime near the border, and reduction in poaching.  

Reductions in crime along the border would likely have a favorable effect on insurance rates for 

homeowners and businesses near the border. 

 

The preferred alternative would require the conversion of approximately 587 acres.  Most of this 

acreage has been previously disturbed and does not provide suitable habitat for most wildlife 

populations.  The long-term productivity of these lands would be lost over the life of the 

proposed project.  The CBP and BP would make every attempt practicable to avoid 
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disturbances to valuable wildlife habitat (e.g., by locating project sites and staging areas in 

previously disturbed sites).  Compensation for these losses, if statutorily required, would be 

coordinated through the appropriate state and Federal resource agencies, as described in 

Chapter 5.  Some impacts to threatened or endangered species would occur and must be 

mitigated to offset these losses, as required by Sections 7 and 9 of the ESA. 

 

4.15 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETERIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

INVOLVED IN IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PREFERRED ACTION 

 
The proposed action would result in the permanent conversion or loss of approximately 587 

total acres of various habitats, mostly disturbed areas and non-native grasslands to roads and 

infrastructure.  The proposed action would also require the irretrievable commitment of fuel, 

labor, vehicles, building materials, and monetary resources.   
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

 

This section of the revised draft PEIS addresses the potential cumulative impacts associated 

with the implementation of the alternatives outlined in Section 2.0 and other projects/programs 

that are planned for the region. The following paragraphs present a general discussion of 

proposed and reasonably foreseeable CBP, BP, and other agency projects in southern Arizona 

and the cumulative effects that would be expected irrespective of the alternative selected. 

Reasonably foreseeable projects are those likely to occur within the next five years.  These 

discussions are presented in the same sequential order as they appeared in Section 3 for each 

alternative carried forward for analysis.  Transportation would not affect or be affected by the 

proposed alternatives and is excluded from the following discussion. 

 
 
5.1 OTHER DHS/ CBP OPERATIONS 

 
The BP is currently conducting projects in the region. Other recently completed or reasonably 

foreseeable BP projects in southern Arizona include: 

• Tucon Sector: 
o Ajo Station: 

§ Proposed housing developments within the Ajo Station’s AO (52 unit 
housing development on 10 acres in Ajo and a 15 unit housing 
development at Lukeville, Arizona).  The development will provide 
housing for approximately 225 agents and their families – GSA will 
contract the construction and CBP will lease housing from private entity 
(Parsons 2003); 

§ Proposed lease/purchase/withdraw option of up to 35 acres of native 
desert habitat adjacent to the existing BP Station.  The existing station 
land and proposed acquisition will be converted for proposed 
infrastructure (e.g., garage, office space, etc.) requirements (Parsons 
2003); 

§ The BP proposes to lease an existing vehicle maintenance facility in Ajo, 
Arizona (Feeney 2003). 

§ Potential addition of 2 camp details on the CPNWR within the Ajo 
Station’s AO in support of ABCI; 

§ Proposed installation of 12 RVS systems along the US-Mexico border 
south of Ajo, Arizona; 

§ Installation of 6 emergency beacons within the CPNWR and Barry M. 
Goldwater Range (0.0012 acre); 

§ Install a landing mat fence from the Lukeville POE extending 2 miles east 
and west (NPS 2003); 

§ The BP proposes to construct a permanent vehicle barriers, an all-
weather road and drag road along the CPNWR-Mexico border from the 
east boundary of the CPNWR to the Yuma/Pima County line; 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008591



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
5-2 

§ The BP proposes the installation of temporary vehicle barriers at Agua 
Dulce Pass, Davidson Canyon Road, and Papago Well Road within the 
CPNWR; 

§ Proposed maintenance of all existing roads and some administrative and 
illegal trails on the CPNWR; 

§ Proposed installation of two additional rescue beacons on the CPNWR; 
and 

§ Proposed installation of 11 RVS systems on the OPCNM and one RVS 
system in Ajo. 

o Casa Grande Station: 
§ Improvements to about 52 miles of border road within the TON; 
§ Construction of a Joint Processing Center within the TON; 
§ Implementation of three tactical BP checkpoints on Federal and TON 

lands (DHS 2003c); and 
§ The BP proposes the construction of permanent vehicle barriers along the 

TON-Mexico border within the TON. 
o Tucson Station: 

§ Proposed ½ to 1 acre parking area on vacant property near the 
intersection of Valencia and Randall Street in Tucson, AZ.  The BP needs 
additional parking and proposes to clear, grade, and asphalt the site 
(Parsons 2003); 

§ Installation of three temporary camp details in the BP Yuma Sector, 
Wellton Station and the BP Tucson Sector, Tucson stations 
(approximately 1.5 acres) (INS 2002d); 

§ Proposed installation of 9 RVS systems along the US-Mexico border in or 
near the Coronado National Forest and Buenos Aires National Wildlife 
Refuge; 

§ Implementation of Operation Skywatch (a seasonal search and rescue 
mission using helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft) (INS 2002b); and 

§ Installation of 8 rescue beacons on the Federal and privately owned lands 
(DHS 2003e). 

o Nogales Station: 
§ Acquisition of space for the Nogales Station; 
§ Restoration of Ephraim Ridge near Nogales (1.1 acres) (INS 2003c); 
§ Installation of 15 RVS systems in the Nogales Station’s AO (INS 2003d); 
§ Installation of a relay tower at Crawford Hill (INS 2002h);  
§ Proposed installation of 87 miles of temporary vehicle barriers along the 

US-Mexico border in Pima, Santa Cruz, and Cochise counties, Arizona 
(DHS 2004d); and 

§ Relocation of checkpoint on I-19. 
o Sonoita Station: 

§ Relocation of checkpoints (approximately 1 acre); 
§ Proposed improvement of 42 miles of existing trails/roads in the Sonoita 

Station’s AO; 
§ Proposed establishment of three helicopter insert/extract sites within 

Miller Peak Wilderness (currently being coordinated with the Coronado 
National Forest); 

§ The Sonoita Station is currently proposing the establishment of two 
temporary camp details in the Huachuca and Patagonia mountains within 
the Coronado National Forest to potentially base horse patrol operations; 
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§ The Sonoita Station proposes to establish additional repeater sites in the 
Huachuca and Patagonia mountains and the Miller Peak Wilderness 
depending on operational necessities; and 

§ Ten additional RVS sites are proposed. 
o Naco Station: 

§ 30 to 50 portable lights in a 10.5 mile corridor near the Naco POE 
(approximately 0.5 acres) (INS 2001b); 

§ Four miles of border road improvements and 9 miles of pedestrian fence 
construction west of Naco  (approximately 10 acres) (INS 2003a);   

§ Acquisition of hanger space at Sierra Vista; 
§ Installation of nine RVS systems (INS 2003b); and 
§ Cumulative EA for BP operations on Fort Huachuca. 

o Douglas Station: 
§ Improvements to 2 miles of Kings Ranch Road to provide north/south 

access from the new Douglas Station to the border (approximately 9 
acres) (INS 2002f); 

§ A new BP station located about 2 miles west of Douglas (approximately 
15 acres) (INS 2000b); and 

§ The proposed installation of 13 RVS sites east of Douglas. 
• Yuma Sector: 

o Yuma Station: 
§ Proposed construction of approximately 13 miles of stadium style lights, 8 

miles of secondary fence, 8 miles of all-weather patrol road, 8 miles of 
security fence, 8 miles of maintenance road, and approximately 3.5 miles 
of primary fence along the US-Mexico in the Yuma Station’s AO; 

§ Proposed construction of vehicle barriers along the US-Mexico border 
from Avenue C in Yuma, AZ to the Gila Mountains; 

§ Construction of 40 RVS along approximately 45 miles of the US-Mexico 
border in the Yuma and Wellton stations; and  

§ Conversion of the existing Yuma Station complex into a Sector training 
facility. 

o Wellton Station 
§ Proposed construction of vehicle barriers along the US-Mexico border 

from the Yuma/Pima County line to the Gila Mountains; 
§ The deployment of eight additional rescue beacons on the CPNWR and 

BMGR;  
§ Potential addition of four temporary camp details for rapid deployment of 

a 21-foot travel trailer for a brief period of time on the CPNWR and 
BMGR; 

§ Proposed use and maintenance of all existing roads and some 
administrative and illegal trails on the CPNWR and BMGR; 

§ Proposed installation of a water well at the existing Desert Grip Camp; 
§ Proposed construction of a new station headquarters; 
§ Proposed creation of two drag roads on the BMGR; 

Proposed improvement of the El Camino Del Diablo Road to an all-
weather road with an adjacent drag road from Papago Well to Tinajas 
Altas Pass; 

§ Proposed continued maintenance, use, and improvements on the line 
drag road from International Boundary Monument 192 to Avenue 4E.  
Proposed improvements include grading and widening the road that runs 
through High Tank Pass; 
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§ Proposed use of horses, ATVs and motorcycles on existing roads and 
foot trails on the CPNWR and BMGR; and  

§ Proposed intallation and use of additional radio repeater, microwave links, 
RVSs, sensors, and radar. 

 
The BP might be required to implement other activities and operations that are currently not 

foreseen or mentioned 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 the potential IEs.  For instance, during the summers of 2002 and 

2003, the Tucson Sector temporarily had to detail aircraft and support personnel from other 

Sectors to provide additional SAR missions.  The sole purpose of these missions (known as 

Operation Skywatch) was to save the lives of IEs.  Operation Skywatch temporarily assigns 20 

helicopters and two fixed-wing aircraft, 24 pilots, up to 12 aircraft mechanics and other support 

personnel as needed to the Tucson Sector for a period of approximately 125 days.  SAR aerial 

reconnaissance also indirectly benefits the natural environment by reducing the amount of off-

road traffic required to rescue IEs.  The BP has prepared an EA documenting the potential 

impacts from  (INS 2002b).  The Yuma Sector, on an as-needed basis, provides additional 

support.   

 

The BP recently completed a Supplemental EA for the Expansion of Operation Desert Grip 

(DHS 2003b).  This project temporarily details two trailers, eight agents, and six vehicles in two 

areas with high IE activity in a remote region of the desert in both the Tucson and Yuma 

Sectors.  Trailers are located on previously disturbed areas.  The purpose of this project is to 

provide a 24-hour presence along the border to deter IEs in an effort to save lives.   

 

As part of the ABCI, UAVs, which currently under operational test, could be more widely used 

along the border in remote areas.  The BP agents could potentially manage security of these 

remote areas more effectively and efficiently through prompt detection, interdiction, and 

apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle contraband or tools of terrorism 

across US borders. 

 

Operation Skywatch, ABCI, and Operation Desert Grip received emergency consultation under 

Section 7 of the ESA.  Operation Skywatch and Operation Desert Grip were addressed in the 

Tucson Sector draft BA (DHS 2004c) and the revised Yuma Sector BA (INS 2002c).  Other 

major operations/actions would be evaluated as prescribed in the new DHS regulations 

(Management Directive 5100.1) to determine the need for and level of NEPA documentation. 
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The CBP is currently conducting projects in the region. Other recently completed or reasonably 

foreseeable CBP projects in southern Arizona include: 

• A new Industrial POE at San Luis (approximately 15 acres) – As part of this project, there 
will be expansion construction at the current San Luis POE, and the cattle guard at the 
site of the new POE will be relocated to Avenue D (US Department of the Interior [USDOI] 
2000);  

• New Infrastructure at the Douglas – Agua Prieta crossing with a total of 11,526 square 
feet of office space, 40,680 square feet of light industrial space, 1,239 square feet health 
unit space, and 6,725 feet2 of warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004); 

• New Infrastructure at the Lukeville – Sonoyta crossing with a total of 13,690 square feet of 
office space, 13,259 square feet of light industrial space, 1,185 square feet health unit 
space, and 556 square feet of warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004); 

• New Infrastructure at the Mariposa Road crossing with a total of 15,425 square feet of 
office space, 66,961 square feet of light industrial space, 264 square feet health unit 
space, and 283 square feet of warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004); 

• New Infrastructure at the Morley Gate crossing with a total of 37,534 square feet of office 
space, 33,416 square feet of light industrial space, 1508 square feet health unit space, 
and 1803 square feet of warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004); 

• New Infrastructure in Naco with a total of 8,461 square feet of office space, 7,516 square 
feet of light industrial space, 992 square feet health unit space, and 542 square feet of 
warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004); 

• New Infrastructure at the San Luis crossing with a total of 13,286 square feet of office 
space, 24,834 square feet of light industrial space, 356 square feet health unit space, and 
769 square feet of warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004);  

• New Infrastructure at the Sasabe crossing with a total of 1,155 square feet of office space, 
11,459 square feet of light industrial space, and 484 feet2 of warehouse/storage space 
(CBP 2004); and 

• The CBP is currently preparing a Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Office of 
Border Patrol actions on Fort Huachuca. 

 
 

5.2  OTHER AGENCY PROJECTS 

 
Plans by other agencies which would also affect the region’s natural and human environment 

include various road improvements by ADOT, an US Highway 80 commercial truck bypass and 

border crossings near Douglas, a bypass highway near Yuma that will traverse the BMGR, the 

Bisbee-Douglas International Airport expansion, and the reactivation of the abandoned 

Southern Pacific railroad line. With the exception of the proposed new bypasses and border 

crossing near Douglas, the remaining projects would be along existing corridors and/or within 

previously disturbed sites (e.g., airport).  Land use would change along the bypass, and 

additional wildlife habitat would be lost.  The magnitude of these effects would depend upon the 

length and width of the bypass ROW and the extant conditions within and adjacent to the ROW. 

Reactivation of the railroad line and crossing near Naco would result in additional habitat losses, 

even though the rail would probably be constructed along the existing, but abandoned, line.  
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The tracks were removed in 1975 and have had ample time for vegetation to recover.  

Reactivation of the line would also increase noise in the immediate vicinity and increase 

potential health and safety risks due to possible transportation of hazardous cargo. 

 

In addition, projects are currently being planned which could affect areas currently in use by the 

BP. The CBP and BP would maintain close coordination with these agencies to ensure that their 

activities do not conflict with other agency(s) policies or management plans.  The BP will consult 

with applicable state and Federal agencies prior to performing any construction activities and 

will coordinate operations so that it does not impact the mission of other agencies.  The 

following is a list of projects other applicable agencies are conducting within the US-Mexico 

border region.  

 
• The BLM is currently in the process of producing Resources Management Plans (RMP) 

for the Sonoran Desert National Monument and an EIS for implementation of the RMP. 
The RMP addresses the management of public lands in the Sonoran Desert. The plan 
could propose the closure and reclamation of some roads currently traveled by BP agents.    

• The USAF and USMC are also in the process of producing an INRMP for the BMGR and 
a draft EIS for implementation of the INRMP on BMGR. This plan, if implemented, could 
also change the areas available for certain BP operations/activities.     

• The BLM is currently preparing the Ironwood Forest National Monument INRMP.  
• The BLM recently approved (July 25, 2003) a Resource Management Plan (RMP) for 

BLM's Las Cienegas National Conservation Area (NCA). The approved RMP and Record 
of Decision (ROD) establish land use decisions and management actions for the 42,000-
acre NCA. 

• The NPS is in the process of preparing a Wilderness Management Plan for the 
Wilderness Areas located within the OPCNM. 

• The NPS is to complete the construction of approximately 30 miles of vehicle barriers 
along the US-Mexico border within the OPCN and a 1-mile section in the Coronado 
National Memorial.  Construction should begin in 2003 (NPS 2003). 

• The NPS is preparing an Environmental Assessment for BP actions, including actions in 
support of the ABCI, on the OPCNM. 

• The USFS is in the process of planning Pena Blanca Lake Maintenance in Santa Cruz 
County. 

• The USFS is planning border road maintenance in San Rafael Valley, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning Chiminea pasture division and Montana grazing allotment in the 

Pajarita Mountains, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is proposing a fuels treatment in Hunter Canyon on the Sierra Vista Ranger 

District. 
• The USFS is proposing dam maintenance project in Canelo Hills, Cochise County 
• The USFS is planning Potrero fuelwood/hazardous fuel reduction in the Pajarita 

Mountains, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Puerto Spring enclosure in the Tumacacori Mountains, Santa 

Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning renovations on the Rose Canyon Campground (T 12 S, R 16 E, 

Section 16) in Pima County. 
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• The USFS is proposing a renovation project at Sabino Recreation Site (T 13 S, R 15 E, 
Section 9) Pima County. 

• The USFS is planning to use spruce MCH in the Pinaleno Mountains, Graham County. 
• The USFS is planning the A-Bar Habitat Improvement project in the Patagonia Mountains, 

Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the American Flag/Interocean Allotment Management Plan in T 10 

S, and T 11 S, R 16 E, Pinal and Pima Counties. 
• The USFS is planning the Bear Valley Allotment Management Plan in the Pajarito 

Mountains, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Bug Springs Trail Designation and Construction in T 12 S, R 6 

E, Sections 22, 27, 28, and 33 on the Santa Catalina Ranger District. 
• The USFS is planning the Carr (Grab) Small Tracts Act in the Huachuca Mountains, 

Cochise County. 
• The USFS is planning the Carr House parking lot and restroom facility in the Huachuca 

Mountains, Cochise County. 
• The USFS is planning bunkhouse construction at the Columbine Work Center in the 

Pinaleno Mountains, Graham County. 
• The USFS Coronado National Forest is planning a forestwide Invasive Exotic Plant 

Management Program. 
• The USFS Cote Land Exchange project is currently on hold in the Sierra Vista Ranger 

District. 
• The USFS is planning the Duquesne, Hayfield, Lochiel, Blacktail Allotment Management 

Plans in the Huachuca Mountains, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Ferrell, Harshaw, MacFarland, Lewis, Weiland, Red Mountain 

Allotment Management Plans in Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Granillo Small Tracts Act in the Huachuca Mountains, Cochise 

County. 
• The USFS is planning a relocation project for Greaterville Road in the Santa Rita 

Mountains, Pima County. 
• The USFS is proposing the Happy Valley Allotment Management Plan in the south end of 

the Rincon Mountains, T 15 S, R 18 E, Pima and Cochise Counties. 
• The USFS is planning the Horseshoe, Cienega, Sanford, Sulphur Draw Allotment 

Management Plans in the Chiricahua Mountains, Cochise County. 
• The USFS is proposing the Jakes, Laurel Canyon, Kane Springs, North and South Reef, 

and Goodwin Allotment Management Plans in the Santa Teresa Mountains. 
• The USFS is planning a pipeline extension along the Jones Mesa in the San Rafael 

Valley, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Kent Springs Center Permit in Madera Canyon of the Santa 

Rita Mountains, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Dunde and Papago Allotment Management Plans in the Canelo 

Hills, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning the Lone Mountain Land Exchange in the Huachuca Mountains, 

Cochise County. 
• The USFS is planning the Maderia Canyon Association Waterline in the Santa Rita 

Mountains, Pima and Santa Cruz Counties. 
• The USFS is planning mechanical brush control in San Rafael Valley, Santa Cruz County. 
• The USFS is planning a burn in Merritt Canyon in the Huachuca Mountains, Cochise 

County. 
• The USFS Forest Plan Amendment for Mexican Spotted Owl and Northern Goshawk 

management within the wildland-urban interface is currently on hold in the Supervisor’s 
Office. 
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• The USFS is planning the Outfitter/Guide Ranger District and Forest Wide 5 Year permit 
issuance in the Sierra Vista Ranger District. 

• The USFS is planning the Paradise Allotment Management Plan in the Ciricahua 
Mountains. 

• The USFS is planning the Peloncillo Mountains Programmatic Fire Plan in Cochise 
County, Arizona and Hidalgo, New Mexico. 

• The USFS is planning the Perimeter Trail and Parking Plan in the Huachuca Mountains, 
Cochise County. 

• The USFS is planning the Pine Canyon Camp Master Development Plan in Pine Canyon, 
Chiricahua Mountains, Cochise County. 

• The USFS is proposing the Red Mountain Powerline project in the Patagonia Mountains, 
Santa Cruz County. 

• The USFS is planning the Redington Pass Area Analysis (T 13 S, R 16 and 17 E) in Pima 
County. 

• The USFS is proposing the Rose Canyon Fuels Reduction project (T 12 S, R 16 E, 
Section 16 in Pima County. 

• The USFS is planning the Sabino Historic Trail Designation (T 13 S, R 15 E, Section 2) in 
Pima County. 

• The USFS is planning a prescribed burn project for Stockton in the Pinaleno Mountains, 
Graham County. 

• The USFS is planning a Tiger Salamander habitat improvement project in the Huachuca 
Mountains, Cochise County. 

• The USFS is planning the Twilight Dispersed Recreation Area in the Pinaleno Mountains, 
Graham County. 

• The USFS is planning the University of Arizona Florida Work Center permit in the Santa 
Rita Mountains, Pima County. 

• The USFS is planning a Wildland Fire Amendment to the Coronado National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan. 

• The USFS is planning a project for the Alpha Calcit marble Quarry in the Dragoon 
Mountains, Cochise County. 

• The USFS is proposing a project concerning the PNM Transmission Line from Palo Verde 
Power Plant, AZ to Nogales, Sonora, Mexico. 

• The USFS is planning a project regarding the TEP Transmission Line from Sahuarita, AZ 
to Nogales, Sonora, Mexico. 

 

The City of Nogales is the designated gateway from and to Mexico on the CANAMEX Trade 

Corridor.  The name “CANAMEX” is derived from the country names of Canada, America, and 

Mexico where a western trade corridor of existing 1,700 miles of highway and interstate systems 

connect the three countries.  The CANAMEX corridor is poised to become one of the most 

important north/south trade corridors in North America, as well as a catalyst for economic 

growth and development in the CANAMEX region. 

 

The United States 1998 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)(P.L. 105-178) 

allocated $140 million per year for planning, engineering, design, and construction of high 

priority corridors and border crossings for the subsequent five years.  The state governments of 
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Arizona and Nevada committed to obtain funds to construct a four-lane divided highway in 

anticipation of the CANAMEX Trade Corridor.  The completion of these projects would create an 

uninterrupted north/south highway system down the spine of the CANAMEX Trade Corridor.  

This project is in the planning stage, and potential impacts are unknown at this time. 
 

5.3 CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 
The CEQ defines a cumulative impact as an impact on the environment, which results from the 

incremental impact of multiple past, present, and future actions with individually minor but 

collectively significant effects (See 40 C.F.R. §1508.7).  A cumulative impact can be concisely 

defined as the total effect of multiple land uses and developments, including their 

interrelationships, on the environment, including cultural and socioeconomic resources. 

 

Past NEPA documents have evaluated and recorded cumulative effects of the BP 

operations/activities and infrastructure projects for the southwest border region.  These 

included, but were not limited to, EAs from previous and current CBP and JTF NORTH projects, 

a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (USACE 1994), the EA for INS infrastructure 

within the Naco-Douglas Corridor (INS 2000a), the Environmental Assessment for Operation 

Skywatch for Tucson Sector, Arizona (INS 2002b), the Environmental Assessment for Operation 

Desert Grip within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors, Arizona (INS 2002e), and the Supplemental 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for INS and Joint Task Force-Six Activities 

(USACE 2001).  Many positive cumulative impacts have been realized through BP activities.  

For example, construction and maintenance activities have had cumulative positive impacts on 

socioeconomic resources within the border area and the Nation through reductions in illegal 

drug smuggling activities.  The former INS (now CBP) activities completed from 1994 to 1999 

have provided information on over 100 new cultural resources potentially eligible for NRHP 

listing.   

 

Other agency plans and actions in the region, which could also affect the region’s natural and 

human environment, were compiled and reviewed to evaluate cumulative effects (Section 5.2).  

The following sections quantify, where possible, cumulative impacts as a result of the past and 

proposed CBP activities and identify potential cumulative effects of other agency plans and 

actions in the region.  Tables 4-1 and 4-2, presented previously, provide the basis for 

quantification of past and proposed CBP activities within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  The 
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total CBP acreage impact estimate for each resource was derived from Tables 4-1 and 4-2.  For 

certain resources, such as water quality, it is impossible to quantify and distinguish cumulative 

impacts by alternative, so a qualitative discussion of effects is included.  Future site-specific 

NEPA documents, tiered from this PEIS, will quantify potential cumulative impacts of each site-

specific action and its alternatives.   

 
5.3.1 Soils  

Ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations have required some form of ground disturbance of 

native soil.  Soils that are denuded are vulnerable to erosion.  The proposed BP infrastructure 

and operations are not expected to produce significant cumulative adverse impacts on soils in 

the study area because appropriate environmental design and mitigation measures will be 

implemented to prevent soil erosion.  Furthermore, erosion has been alleviated on hundreds of 

miles of road through ongoing actions such as improved drainage crossings (e.g., culverts, 

gabions, and other low water crossings) and erosion control measures (e.g., water bars, mats, 

straw bales, and re-seeding).  Erosion control is an important planning element of approved 

actions.  In addition, fences have precluded illegal foot and vehicular traffic that, in turn, disturb 

soils (USACE 2001).  There are soil disturbance activities (e.g. drag-roads) that are inherent 

with ongoing and approved CBP actions that will yield minor adverse secondary effects.  

However, the vast majority of impacts associated with approved projects are from road 

maintenance and improvement projects planned to alleviate soil erosion; thus, the cumulative 

effects on soils would be beneficial.   

 
5.3.1.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have the fewest direct cumulative impact on soils as only the 

ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations would be continued.  The No Action Alternative does 

have a cumulative direct impact as ongoing actions have subjected an estimated 6,508 acres 

(10 square miles) of native soil to some form of ground disturbance.  In addition, the No Action 

Alternative could yield potential indirect impacts to soils as existing and future erosion problem 

areas potentially repaired by CBP actions would be obviated. IE activity in the border region 

would continue to disturb soils through the creation of trails and the disturbance of high erosion 

areas such as arroyos and washes.  Furthermore, reasonably foreseeable CBP and other 

agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will likely have adverse cumulative effects on 

soils in the region.   
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5.3.1.2 Alternative 1: Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

Alternative 1 would impact about 587 additional acres (0.9 square miles) of soils by approved 

projects that require some form of ground disturbing construction.  The cumulative soil 

disturbance impact of ongoing and approved CBP operations and infrastructure total 

approximately 10,598 acres (16 square miles).  In addition to the estimated impact of approved 

CBP operations and infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects 

presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 would have significant cumulative effects on soils in the 

region.   

 

Beneficial cumulative impacts of Alternative 1 would include the reduction of off-road vehicle 

and foot traffic by both IEs and BP agents.  Expansion of operations, implementation of 

technology-based systems, and improved infrastructure would all contribute to more efficient 

and effective apprension of IEs and both concentrate and control disturbance-causing activities 

of IEs and BP.  While the expansion of operations would result in an initial increase of the 

operation footprint, the resulting improvement in apprehension rates and numbers and the 

potential for eventual deterrence of IEs would reduce long-term impacts to soils.  The 

implementation of technology-based systems would have indirect benefits to soils through the 

reduction of the number of agents in the field, potential deterrence of IEs crossing the border, 

and improved efficiency of IE apprehension.  Although improvements to infrastructure would 

result in an initial disturbance and loss of soils, improved access to the border, improved road 

conditions, and the potential reduction of IE activity would reduce the overall effect of erosion 

and soil loss.  The three measures proposed under Alternative 1, when implemented together, 

would act synergistically to reduce ongoing soil disturbance. 

 

5.3.1.3 Alternative 2: Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

Alternative 2 would disturb approximately 587 acres (0.9 square miles) of soil due to the 

expansion of infrastructure and technology-based systems operation.  The cumulative soil 

disturbance impact of Alternative 2 totals approximately 10,598 acres (16 square miles).  Under 

Alternative 2, the extent of operations would remain unchanged.  Thus, indirect impacts from 

potential off-road activities of Alternative 2 would be less than those expected under Alternative 

1.  However, the areas into which the BP proposes to expand their operations would continue to 

be opportunistic areas for IEs to avoid apprehension.  Soil disturbances in these areas would be 

likely to increase as IEs learn to utilize under-patrolled areas.  In addition to the estimated 
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impact of approved CBP technology-based operations and infrastructure, the reasonably 

foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will have 

cumulative effects on soils in the region.  The indirect beneficial effects of Alternative 2 would be 

less than those of Alternative 1.  Without the expansion of operations, areas of the border region 

would remain porous, resulting in reduced apprehension rates and efficiency. 
 

5.3.1.4 Alternative 3: Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Alternative 3, the expansion of on going and approved operations without infrastructure 

improvements, would have the least cumulative direct impact on soils by disturbing 

approximately an additional 2 acres (cumulative impact of 10,013 acres [16 square miles]).   

However, reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 

5.2 will have additive cumulative effects on soils in the region.  The indirect impacts of increased 

operations and associated potential for increased off-road activities would be similar to those 

discussed under Alternative 1.  The indirect beneficial effects of Alternative 3 would be less than 

those of Alternative 1 and similar in extent to those of Alternative 2.  Without the expansion of 

infrastructure, BP operational resources would not be as effective or efficient in the 

apprehension and deterrence of IEs. 

 

5.3.2 Vegetation Communities 

The primary cumulative effect of the past and proposed projects is the permanent loss of 

vegetation. Throughout the Tucson and Yuma Sectors’ AOs, native vegetation, consisting of 

mostly disturbed habitat, semi-desert grassland, and desert scrub communities, has been 

impacted by ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations and activities. In addition, vegetation 

communities have been indirectly impacted by increased illumination associated with stadium-

style and portable lights.      
 

5.3.2.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have the least direct impacts to vegetation communities as only 

the ongoing CBP operations would be continued and all construction (except stations) would 

cease.  The No Action Alternative does have a cumulative direct impact as ongoing actions 

have subjected an estimated 11,901 acres (18 square miles) of direct impact and approximately 

1,890 acres (3 square miles) of indirect impacts by increased illumination.  In addition, 

reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 

would likely have adverse cumulative effects on vegetation communities in the region.  Indirect 
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effects from illegal traffic would likely increase above current levels as a result of not expanding 

BP operations, technology-based systems, and approved infrastructure.  Impacts from illegal 

traffic have had an adverse significant impact on vegetation. 

 

5.3.2.2 Alternative 1: Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

Approximately 587 acres (0.9 square miles) of vegetation would be directly impacted by 

approved operations, technology, and infrastructure construction and approximately 430 acres 

(0.7 square miles) by increased illumination under Alternative 1.  The expansion of operations 

would increase the operational footprint and the area of potential impacts to vegetation from off-

road activities and disturbance in sensitive areas such as arroyos and washes.  Much of the 

area of proposed infrastructure construction has been previously disturbed (e.g., existing roads) 

or is naturally devoid of vegetation and would occur within 500 feet of the international border.  

In addition, impacts from roads and fences are calculated separately, when, in reality, this 

infrastructure would typically be constructed within the same footprint.  Also, other reasonably 

foreseen CBP and other agency projects will have a cumulative impact on and further reduce 

vegetation and wildlife habitat.   

 

The cumulative impact to vegetation of ongoing and approved CBP operations, technology and 

infrastructure construction totals approximately 10,598 acres (16 square miles) of direct physical 

impact and 2,320 acres (4 square miles) of illumination.  In addition to the estimated impact of 

approved CBP operations and infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency 

projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 would have significant cumulative long-term 

effectson vegetation in the region. 

 

The beneficial cumulative impacts of Alternative 1 would include the long-term reduction of off-

road vehicle and foot traffic by both IEs and BP agents.  The proposed improvements would 

give BP agents improved access to the border, the ability to apprehend IEs more quickly and 

closer to the border, and reduce the frequency of off-road vehicular and foot traffic.  Reduction 

in off-road foot and vehicular traffic would significantly alleviate loss of vegetative cover causing 

erosion and compaction. 
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5.3.2.3 Alternative 2: Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

About 587 acres (0.9 square miles) of vegetation would be directly impacted by approved 

infrastructure and operation construction and approximately 430 acres (0.7 square miles) 

indirectly impacted by increased illumination under Alternative 2.  It should be emphasized 

again, that these figures are estimates.  Much of the area to be impacted has been previously 

disturbed (e.g., existing roads) or is naturally void of vegetation.  The direct cumulative impacts 

to vegetation would be very similar to Alternative 1.  The short-term indirect impacts of 

Alternative 2 would be less than Alternative 1 and the long-term indirect cumulative impacts 

would be more than Alternative 1. 

 

The cumulative impact to vegetation of Alternative 2 totals approximately 10,598 acres (16 

square miles) of direct physical impact and approximately 2,320 acres (4 square miles) of 

illumination.  In addition to the estimated impact of approved CBP operations and infrastructure, 

the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 

would have additive cumulative effects on vegetation in the region.   
 

5.3.2.4 Alternative 3: Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Alternative 3, the expansion of on-going and approved operations without infrastructure 

improvements, would have the least additional impacts to vegetation.  Approximately 2 acres of 

vegetation would be directly impacted under Alternative 3.  There would be no additional 

impacts associated with illumination under Alternative 3.  The cumulative impact to vegetation of 

Alternative 3 totals approximately 10,013 acres (16 square miles) of direct physical impact and 

1,890 acres (3 square miles) of illumination.  The indirect impacts from expanded operations 

would be the same as Alternative 1.  In addition, reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency 

projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 would have additive cumulative effects on vegetation 

communities in the region.     

 

5.3.3 Fish and Wildlife Resources 

The primary impact to fish and wildlife resources associated with ongoing CBP infrastructure 

and operations is the loss or conversion and fragmentation of habitat.  Ongoing CBP 

infrastructure and operations have required some form of habitat conversion.  The majority of 

this area is comprised of disturbed habitat, semi-desert grassland, and desert scrub 

communities.  The approved BP infrastructure and operations are expected to produce 

significant cumulative adverse impacts to wildlife.   
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5.3.3.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have the least direct impact on fish and wildlife resources as 

only ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations would be continued.  In addition, reasonably 

foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will have additive 

adverse effects on fish and wildlife resources of the region.   

 

5.3.3.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

Long-term indirect adverse cumulative effects to fish and wildlife resources have occurred and 

would continue to occur.  However, these effects, both beneficial and adverse, are difficult, if not 

impossible, to quantify with the exception of conversion of habitat.  Approximately 1,017 acres 

(1.5 square miles) of wildlife habitat would be directly impacted by Alternative 1 (587 acres 

directly impacted by approved infrastructure and operation construction and approximately 430 

acres indirectly impacted by increased illumination).  The fragmentation of large, continuous 

blocks of available habitat resulting from CBP, IE, ADOT, and USFS road and trail construction 

would also increase and continue to affect large species, species with large home ranges, and 

species dependent upon the conditions found in interior habitats or that are sensitive to the 

conditions created by edges.  The cumulative impact to wildlife habitat of ongoing and approved 

CBP operations and infrastructure totals approximately 12,918 acres (20 square miles [10,598 

acres of direct physical impact and 2,320 acres of illumination]).   
 

Reductions in and fragmentation of habitat have undoubtedly created inter- and intra-species 

competition for available food and shelter.  The effects associated with habitat fragmentation 

would continue.  Increased patrol activities would increase the potential for some wildlife 

specimens to be accidentally hit and killed.  Such losses would not be expected to result in 

significant reductions to the populations. 

 

The area of CBP operations would be increased under Alternative 1 and would result in 

cumulative impacts to fish and wildlife resources.  Some wildlife species are sensitive to 

anthropogenic activity and the increase in CBP operational area could result in the displacement 

or avoidance of some areas by these species.  Increased operational area also increases the 

potential loss of individuals through incidental take.  The beneficial effects of increased 

operational area would include the decrease of IE disturbance in the long-term. 
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The increase in lighting along the border also could produce some long-term cumulative effects, 

although the magnitude of these effects in some areas is not presently known.  Some species, 

such as insectivorous bats, may benefit from the concentration of insects that would be 

attracted to the lights.  Circadian rhythms of other diurnal species and migratory bird species; 

however, could be disturbed enough that breeding or feeding patterns are skewed, causing 

synergistic physiological changes. Most lighting would be placed near urban areas, thus 

reducing the chances of indirect effects, if any, on wildlife populations. 

 

Consideration was given to the potential increase of raptor electrocution or entanglement in 

overhead power lines from the installation of stadium-style lights and RVS sites.  Although 

injuries and deaths to raptors due to collision with power lines and support (guy) wires do occur, 

studies have indicated these structures do not present a major problem. The relative 

infrequency of collisions is due to the high visual acuity of raptors and the large size of 

transmission line conductors (Raptor Research Foundation 1996).  The proposed RVS systems 

would also comply with USFWS guidelines for reducing fatal bird strikes on communication 

towers (see http://migratorybirds.fws.gov/ issues/towers/comtow.html [USFWS 2002]). These 

guidelines recommend co-locating new antennae arrays on existing towers whenever possible 

and to build towers as short as possible without guy wires or lighting and use white strobe lights 

whenever lights are necessary for aviation safety.  In addition, most RVS towers are less than 

200 feet high and, thus do not typically require guy wires.  The stadium style lights and RVS 

towers do provide artificial perch sites for raptors.  Consequently, raptor predation on small 

mammals, birds, reptiles, and other prey species are likely to increase in the study area. 
 

5.3.3.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrstructure 

The cumulative impacts on fish and wildlife resources would be very similar to Alternative 1.  

Approximately 1,017 acres (1.5 square miles) of wildlife habitat would be impacted by 

Alternative 1 (587 acres [0.9 square miles] directly impacted by approved infrastructure and 

operation construction and 430 acres [0.7 square miles] by increased illumination).  The 

cumulative impact to wildlife habitat of ongoing and approved CBP operations and infrastructure 

totals approximately 12,918 acres (20 square miles [10,598 acres of direct physical impact and 

2,320 acres of illumination]).   
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In addition to the estimated impact of CBP technology based operations and infrastructure, the 

reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will 

have additive cumulative effects on wildlife resources in the region.   
 

5.3.3.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

The cumulative impacts on wildlife would be lower in comparison to Alternatives 1 and 2.  

Approximately 2 acres (0.003 square miles) of wildlife habitat would be impacted by Alternative 

3.  The cumulative impact to wildlife habitat of ongoing and approved CBP operations and 

infrastructure totals approximately 11,903 acres (18 square miles [10,013 acres of direct 

physical impact and approximately 1,890 acres of illumination]).  The cumulative effect of 

expanded operations on fish and wildlife would be similar to those discussed for Alternative 1. 

 

In addition to the estimated impact of CBP technology based operations and infrastructure, the 

reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 

would have cumulative effects on wildlife resources in the region.   

 
The expansion of BP operations, especially off-road enforcement activities, would have a 

cumulative adverse impact to fish and wildlife resources.  Expanded BP operations would 

adversely affect wildlife habitats and could result in the displacement of wildlife species.  The 

beneficial effects of increased operational area would include the decrease of IE disturbance. 

 

5.3.4 Threatened/Endangered Species and Critical Habitats 

Ongoing and approved CBP operations/actions likely will have cumulative indirect effects on 

some threatened and endangered species and their habitat.  For example, the Sonoran 

pronghorn is fairly timid and typically occupies remote areas away from human disturbance. 

Certain increased CBP operations (e.g., expansion and increased use of patrol roads, helicopter 

patrols, etc.) may adversely affect the Sonoran pronghorn. 

 
Beneficial effects on protected species have resulted from BP actions through habitat protection 

and enhancement as well as expanding the knowledge of species distribution and habitat 

suitability (Ervin 1998; Ellingwood and Schoch 1998).  For example, the Yuma Sector routinely 

assists the AGFD  and USFWS by providing helicopter reconnaissance during inventories of 

Sonoran pronghorn.  The BP provided funding ($25,000) in 2002 for Sonoran pronghorn 

management (e.g., placement and monitoring of temporary waters for the Sonoran pronghorn 

on the CPNWR and adjacent Federal land) and funding ($25,000) for the quantification and 
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monitoring of resource damage from past, current, and future IE activities and responses to 

those actions by Federal law enforcement entities.  This funding was provided as partial 

mitigation for Operation Desert Grip (DHS 2003b). 

 

It also appears that Sonoran pronghorn tend to utilize the BP drag roads for resting and foraging 

areas, presumably since the dragging activities indirectly (by changing local hydrology) 

encourage new forb (non-grasslike herbaceous plant) growth in adjacent areas (Hervert 1999a).  

It should be noted that because of the slow speed at which roads are dragged, it is highly 

unlikely that collisions with animals ever occur.  To date, no such incidents have occurred.  In 

addition, improvements to roads allow the BP to conduct patrol activities more effectively, 

significantly curtailing the amount of illegal traffic that is occurring in this area. IEs have caused 

a great deal of damage to native vegetation (much of which is contained within Wilderness 

Areas, areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC), or areas of designated critical habitat) 

by depositing trash, defecating, and by repeated trampling, burning, and cutting of native 

vegetation. 

 

Quantification of potential future direct impacts on threatened and endangered species cannot 

be accurately predicted and distinguished by alternative. In order to determine those impacts, 

professional biologists must survey any proposed and alternate routes and/or locations in order 

to identify areas that may support protected species.  For major construction projects, where 

protected species are known or presumed to occur, BP would use biologists to monitor 

construction progress and conduct post project long-term monitoring, as deemed necessary.  

Such assessments would be coordinated with the USFWS and other appropriate Federal and 

state resource agencies.   

 

No significant variations in potential cumulative impacts on threatened and endangered species 

are anticipated with Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.  The reasonably foreseeable CBP and other 

agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 could potentially have cumulative adverse 

effects to threatened/endangered species and critical habitats.  Future site-specific NEPA 

documents, tiered from this PEIS, will quantify potential cumulative impacts on threatened and 

endangered species.   
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5.3.5 Unique and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

BP operations have occurred in unique and sensitive areas such as National Parks and National 

Wildlife Refuges.  The BP is authorized and mandated by the Congress to enter any lands 

within 25 miles of the border during the pursuit of IEs.  Consequently, when IEs attempt to enter 

the US through these sensitive areas, BP agents must attempt to apprehend them.  Close 

coordination and approval from the appropriate Federal and state agencies would continue to 

be required for any construction activity potentially affecting any unique or sensitive areas (i.e., 

Wilderness Areas, conservation areas, national parks, etc.) to ensure adverse effects would be 

avoided or substantially reduced.  Roads and fences have and can deter illegal foot and 

vehicular traffic through environmentally sensitive areas.  However, in some instances, roads 

and fences have caused obstacles such that IEs have relocated attempted crossings to 

sensitive remote areas (USACE 2001).  The expansion of operations into unique and sensitive 

areas would have a significant short-term adverse impact on the quality and function of unique 

and sensitive areas.  However, the expansion of BP operations could have long-term beneficial 

impacts, as the presence of and disturbance related to IEs is reduced.   

 

5.3.6 Water Resources 

5.3.6.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have the least direct cumulative impact on water resources as 

only the ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations would be continued. In addition, the No 

Action Alternative could yield potential indirect impacts to water quality erosion problem areas 

are exacerbated by the lace of repair and maintenance.  Under the No Action Alternative, the 

BP’s IE apprehension efficiency would remain unimproved, and IEs activities would continue to 

disturb water resources.  Furthermore, reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects 

presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will likely have adverse cumulative effects to water resources 

of the region.  Illegal traffic would continue and likely increase, thus resulting in additional roads 

and trails.  Erosion from illegal roads and trails would have indirect long-term cumulative 

impacts on water quality. 

 

5.3.6.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

Surface and groundwater supplies would be impacted for a short term during and immediately 

after completion of infrastructure construction projects.  Construction of proposed BP 

infrastructure may require installation of water wells for water supply.  Depending upon the 
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magnitude of increases in BP agents and the length of time required for construction projects, 

the additional demands on groundwater supplies could potentially have a direct and indirect 

adverse cumulative effects on the region’s surface and groundwater systems, especially when 

combined with other urban development.  The region’s expanding water conservation measures 

would need to be incorporated into BP projects and operations to mitigate these effects.  A 

reduction in erosion rates would have consequent beneficial results to area surface water 

quality by reducing turbidity and biochemical oxygen demands. 

 

According to the 2001 JTF-6 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (USACE 

2001), the total amount of waters of the US including wetlands that have been impacted by the 

legacy INS and/or JTF NORTH since 1994 has been less than five acres.  Impacts to these 

valuable habitats have been avoided, wherever practicable, resulting in the low area impacted.  

Each project that cannot avoid effects on waters of the US including wetlands, however, is 

coordinated through the Section 404/401 permit process under the CWA with the appropriate 

regulatory agencies.  The completion of on-going and approved infrastructure would affect up to 

13.6 acres of other waters of the US, including wetlands (CBP 2003).   

 

Unavoidable impacts associated with ground-disturbing infrastructure and technology-based 

systems have been or would be mitigated.  The expansion of operation would include increased 

numbers of personnel and result in increased demand for water resources and could potentially 

increase erosion and pollution of stream channels and streams.  Increased BP operations, 

especially off-road enforcement actions, could increase erosion, thus adversely impacting 

streams in the study area.  However, the expansion of operations would have an indirect long-

term beneficial impact as a result of reducing illegal traffic and erosion resulting from illegal 

traffic.   
 

5.3.6.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrstructure 

The direct cumulative impacts to surface water quality and groundwater supply would be very 

similar to Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 would directly impact 587 acres (0.9 square miles) of land 

surface area as a result of completing approved infrastructure.  However, cumulative impacts 

would be less than Alternative 1 with the deletion of expanded operations.  In addition to the 

estimated impact of CBP technology-based operations and infrastructure, the reasonably 

foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 could have 

cumulative adverse effects on surface water quality and groundwater supply in the region.  
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Future site-specific NEPA documents, tiered from this PEIS, would quantify potential cumulative 

impacts to water resources.   

 
5.3.6.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Alternative 3 would have the least cumulative impact to land surface area disturbing 

approximately an additional 2 acres.  Consequently, Alternative 3 would have a lower potential 

for adverse cumulative impacts to water resources than Alternatives 1 and 2.   However, the 

reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 

would have additive cumulative effects on water resources in the region.  The cumulative 

impacts of increased operations on water resources would be similar to those of Alternative 1. 

Indirect cumulative impacts from expanding operations would be similar to those discussed 

under Alternative 1.   

 

5.3.7 Cultural Resources 

Ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations require some form of ground disturbance, which has 

the potential to physically impact cultural resources.  The proposed BP infrastructure is not 

expected to produce significant cumulative adverse impacts to cultural resources within the 

study area because appropriate environmental design and mitigation measures will be 

implemented through both the NEPA and NHPA Section 106 processes.  In addition, fences 

have precluded illegal foot and vehicular traffic that, in turn, disturb cultural resources within the 

area (USACE 2001).   

 

Impacts to cultural resources from off-road operations have likely adversely impacted cultural 

resources in the past and will likely adversely impact cultural resources in the future.  Due to the 

random and spontaneous nature of off-road pursuits, it is impossible to predict where such off-

road operations would occur.  Subsequently, it is not possible to estimate the amount of cultural 

resources, if any, which would be impacted by such off-road activities.  In addition to BP’s off-

road operations other off-road activities from private individuals and companies, state, local and 

federal organizations, along with illegal foot and vehicular traffic, also have the potential to 

impact cultural resources in the area.  These off-road activities, like the BP’s off-road 

operations, are often spontaneous and hard to predict.  As a result, it is impossible to estimate 

the amount of cultural resources that may be impacted by such activities. 
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5.3.7.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have the least direct cumulative impact on cultural resources, 

as only the ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations projects would be continued.  The 

potential cumulative direct impact of ongoing actions has subjected an estimated 10,011 acres 

(16 square miles) to some form of ground disturbance.  Section 106 and NEPA compliance 

analyses have been performed on all past construction projects and would be performed on all 

approved construction projects. Mitigation measures developed through NEPA and Section 106 

compliance analyses would minimize any adverse effects on cultural resources.  Furthermore, 

reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will 

likely have adverse cumulative effects on soils in the region.  It should be noted though that the 

majority of the projects outlined include Federal involvement, which would require both NEPA 

and Section 106 compliance analyses.  As a result, impacts  on cultural resources resulting from 

the projects would probably be minimized. 

 

Under this alternative, patrols and off-road operations would be expected to stay at current 

levels. As a result, potential impacts  on cultural resources from BP off-road activities would 

likely stay at current levels.  The continued deterioration of appropriate infrastructure would 

result in longer apprehension times and increase the operational footprint of the BP.  

Consequently, potential impacts on cultural resources would be spread over a larger area, but 

could also be considered significant. In addition to the estimated impact of approved CBP 

operations and infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects 

presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 could have additive cumulative effects on cultural resources 

in the region where these projects involve off-road activities. 

 

5.3.7.2 Alternative 1.  Expand Operations, Technology-Based Systems, and Approved 

Infrastructure 

Alternative 1 would involve an additional 587 acres (0.9 square miles) of ground disturbance by 

approved projects. The cumulative ground disturbance impact of ongoing and approved CBP 

operations and infrastructure total 10,598 acres (16 square miles).  Section 106 and NEPA 

compliance analyses have been performed on all past construction projects and would be 

performed on all future construction projects.  Mitigation measures developed through NEPA 

and Section 106 compliance analysis would minimize any adverse effects to cultural resources.   
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However, the expansion of operations would result in an increased area of disturbance.  

Expanded operational area, especially off-road enforcement actions, would have a significant 

cumulative impact on unknown cultural resources.  In addition to the estimated impact of 

approved CBP operations and infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency 

projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 would have cumulative effects to cultural resources 

of the region. It should be noted though that the majority of the projects outlined include Federal 

involvement, which would require both NEPA and Section 106 compliance analyses.  As a 

result, impacts to cultural resources resulting from the projects would probably be minimized. 

 

Expansion of operations, implementation of technology-based systems, and improved 

infrastructure would all contribute to more efficient and effective apprehension of IEs and both 

concentrate and control disturbance-causing activities of IEs and BP.  Although direct impacts to 

cultural resources from construction activities can be avoided, any increase in off-road activities 

related to increased operations could potentially disturb unprotected cultural resources.  In 

addition to the estimated impact of approved CBP operations and infrastructure, the reasonably 

foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 would have 

additive cumulative effects on cultural resources in the region where these projects involve off-

road activities.  
 

5.3.7.3 Alternative 2.  Expand Technology-Based Systems and Approved Infrastructure 

The cumulative impacts  to soils would be very similar to Alternative 1.  Alternative 2 would 

cause approximately 587 acres (0.9 square miles) of ground disturbance due to the expansion 

of infrastructure and technology-based systems operation.  The cumulative ground disturbance 

of Alternative 2 totals 10,598 acres (16 square miles). Section 106 and NEPA compliance 

analyses have been performed on all past construction projects and would be performed on all 

future construction projects. Mitigation measures developed through NEPA and Section 106 

compliance analysis would minimize any adverse effects to cultural resources.  As a result, no 

significant adverse impacts are anticipated from these ongoing and approved CBP operations 

and infrastructure. In addition to the estimated impact of CBP technology based operations and 

infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 

5.1 and 5.2 will have additive cumulative effects to cultural resources of the region.  It should be 

noted though that the majority of the projects outlined include Federal involvement, which would 

require both NEPA and Section 106 compliance analysis.  As a result, impacts to cultural 

resources resulting from the projects would probably be minimized. 
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Under this alternative, patrols and off-road operations would be expected to decrease, which 

would decrease the potential of the BP to impact cultural resources within the area. However, 

without the increase of operations, some areas would continue to be impacted, apprension 

efficiency would not improve, and the area of impact would not be controlled or concentrated in 

proximity to the international border.  In addition to the estimated impact of approved CBP 

operations and infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects 

presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 could have additive cumulative effects on cultural resources 

in the region where these projects involve off-road activities.  

 

5.3.7.4 Alternative 3.  Expansion of Existing Operations and Technology-Based Systems 

Alternative 3 would have the least cumulative ground disturbance totaling approximately an 

additional 2 acres (cumulative impact of 10,013 acres [16 square miles]).   Section 106 and 

NEPA compliance analyses have been performed on all past construction projects. Mitigation 

measures developed through NEPA and Section 106 compliance analyses would minimize any 

adverse effects on cultural resources.  As a result, no additional significant adverse impacts  are 

anticipated from these ongoing and approved CBP operations. However, the reasonably 

foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 will have additive 

cumulative effects on cultural resources in the region. It should be noted though that the 

majority of the projects outlined include Federal involvement, which would require both NEPA 

and Section 106 compliance analyses.  As a result, impacts on cultural resources resulting from 

the projects would probably be minimized. 

 

Under this alternative, patrols and off-road operations and their footprint would be expected to 

increase, which would increase the potential for the BP to impact cultural resources within the 

area. Due to the lack of physical barriers and other infrastructure, illegal foot and vehicle traffic 

would also increase, thereby increasing the potential for impacts  on cultural resources in the 

area.  Furthermore, the lack of appropriate infrastructure would result in longer apprehension 

times, which would increase the operational footprint of the BP and potential impacts on cultural 

resources would be spread over a larger area, and could be significant.  Alternative 3 would 

contribute to significant impacts on cultural resources.  In addition to the estimated impact of 

approved CBP operations and infrastructure, the reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency 

projects presented in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 could have additive cumulative effects on cultural 

resources in the region where these projects involve off-road activities. 
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5.3.8 Air Quality 

Vehicles, aircraft, and heavy equipment have produced air emissions through normal use (i.e., 

patrols, dragging, construction, etc.); however, these have not resulted in significant cumulative 

impacts due to the short duration of the activities, dust suppressant techniques used during 

construction (e.g., water trucks), and the dispersion capabilities of the region.  None of the 

proposed BP operations or infrastructure improvements would be expected to yield significant 

cumulative impacts. Furthermore, none of the projects to date have exhibited an exceedence 

level that could violate air quality standards, especially within non-attainment areas.  Thus far, 

no Federal Class I areas have been affected. 

 

No significant variations in potential cumulative impacts to air quality are anticipated with 

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.  The reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented 

in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 are not expected to have cumulative adverse effects to air quality of the 

region.  Future site-specific NEPA documents, tiered from this PEIS, will quantify potential 

cumulative impacts to air quality.   
 

5.3.9 Socioeconomics 

Ongoing CBP construction and maintenance activities have had positive cumulative impacts on 

socioeconomic resources within the border area and the nation through reductions in crime 

associated with human smuggling and illegal drug smuggling activities.  Direct cumulative 

impacts of approved CBP actions on socioeconomics would be expected to be beneficial but 

insignificant.  The magnitude of the effects would depend upon the project costs (i.e., local 

expenditures) and the economic multipliers in the region. At the same time, cumulative indirect 

effects to socioeconomic resources (e.g., purchase of diesel fuel) would be beneficial and 

significant, but not easily quantified.  BP operations are valuable to society, in ways both 

obvious and obscure.  For example, the costs of a terrorist act caused by a single undetected, 

unapprehended IE could be catastrophic.  The implementation of the Preferred Alternative 

(Alternative 1) would allow BP to more efficiently and effectively detect, deter, and apprehend 

IEs, thereby reducing social costs associated with property damages, violent crimes, drug 

treatment and rehabilitation, and entitlement programs, locally and nationally.   

 

No significant variations in potential cumulative impacts on socioeconomics are anticipated with 

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.  The reasonably foreseeable CBP and other agency projects presented 

in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 are not expected to have cumulative adverse effects on socioeconomic 
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resources of the region.  Future site-specific NEPA documents, tiered from this PEIS, will 

quantify potential cumulative impacts on socioeconomic resources.   

 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008616



SECTION 6.0
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES

BW1 FOIA CBP 008617



BW1 FOIA CBP 008618



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
6-1 

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES 

 
This chapter describes those measures anticipated to be implemented to reduce or eliminate 

potential adverse impacts  to the human and natural environment.  The CBP/BP has 

incorporated many of these measures as standard operating procedures on past projects.  The 

mitigation measures are presented for each resource category that could be potentially affected.  

It should be emphasized that these are general measures; development of specific measures 

will be required for each current and future action once the specific location and project design 

is identified.  Specific measures will also be identified and addressed in site-specific NEPA 

documents.  The proposed measures will be coordinated through the appropriate agencies and 

land managers or administrators.  The Sector Chief will be responsible for the implementation 

and maintenance of mitigation measures in their respective Sector’s AO.   

 

6.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
Professional biologists will be utilized to perform field surveys of technology-based systems 

sites and special operations, as appropriate, as early as possible in the planning and design 

stages in order to avoid sensitive biological resources.  These surveys will be coordinated with 

the appropriate Federal and state agencies.  All areas which are known to support threatened or 

endangered species will be considered off limits to avoid impacts to these resources, to the 

extent practicable.  If possible, construction activities will be scheduled at times when they are 

least likely to disturb breeding and nesting activities.  Additionally, BP will minimize losses to 

vegetation by: (1) trimming vegetation along roadsides rather than removing entire plants, (2) 

requiring heavy equipment to utilize road pullouts or other such disturbed areas, and (3) 

ensuring revegetation efforts following completion of ground disturbing activities.  Disturbed 

sites or sites with low quality habitat will be utilized to the maximum extent practicable for 

construction and operational support activities. 

 

To comply with Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species (64 FR 6183, February 8, 1999), 

operation and construction activities will minimize ground disturbance when possible.   

However, when disturbance is unavoidable, the BP will coordinate with the USFWS and other 

land managers to determine revegetation measures.   Revegetation of disturbed areas will be 

addressed under site-specific NEPA documents.  Weed seed free horse feed will be utilized by 

BP horse units operating in sensitive areas to further decrease the potential of promoting the 
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establishment and spread of invasive species by BP activities.  Weed seed free horse feed is 

certified to be free of noxious weed seeds for specific states. 

 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)(16 U.S.C. §703, et.seq.) requires contractors to obtain a 

construction permit if the construction activity is scheduled during nesting seasons (March 

through August).  Surveys shall be performed to identify active nests, so that these nests could 

be avoided during construction.  Another mitigation measure that will be considered is 

scheduling all construction activities outside the nesting season (September through February). 

 

Unique and sensitive habitats and areas such as caves, riparian communities, parks, refuges, 

Wilderness Areas, conservation areas, national forests, scenic streams, unique vegetation 

communities, or other sensitive resources shall be avoided to the maximum extent practicable.  

Any unavoidable effects to such communities shall be closely coordinated with the appropriate 

Federal and/or state agency(s) to ensure that impacts are kept to an absolute minimum and that 

restoration actions are considered and implemented, where plausible. Road-kill impacts  may 

potentially increase due to the completion of on going and currently approved infrastructure (i.e., 

road maintenance, vehicle barriers, fences).  However, BP is committed to avoid impacts to the 

greatest extent plausible through agent education and minimization of disturbance areas.  

Permanently stationed agents shall receive biannual training regarding sensitive habitats and 

protected species.  Agents on temporary assignment shall receive training regarding sensitive 

habitats and areas and protected species for the respective station to which he or she is 

assigned.    

 

Environmental design features that will be considered, especially in areas that support protected 

species, include the development of vegetation corridors to avoid and/or minimize habitat 

fragmentation and the proper placement and size of culverts to adequately transport storm 

water and allow wildlife to safely cross roads.  Habitat fragmentation will be minimized to an 

extent of insignificance by development of safe and effective corridor systems (wildlife 

pathways) that allow free movement of animals across the international border.  Corridors act as 

a connection between two or more otherwise isolated habitats and provide for animal movement 

and reproduction.  It must be noted that no one wildlife corridor design would completely 

mitigate habitat fragmentation alone.  Project specific mitigation measures, as appropriate, shall 

be required for projects with the potential to cause substantial impacts on wildlife habitat, 

protected species, or other environmentally sensitive resources; these plans will be closely 
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coordinated with, and approved by, the USFWS and appropriate state resource agency(s) prior 

to initiation of construction.  It is policy, however, to mitigate adverse impacts  through the 

sequence of avoidance, minimization, and finally, compensation.  The CBP and BP coordinate 

with the USFWS to obtain the most current information available about species status, habitat 

requirements, potential project impacts, and environmental design measures to avoid, minimize, 

and/or compensate for impacts.  Compensation varies and includes activities such as 

restoration of habitat in other areas and acquisition of lands and is coordinated with the USFWS 

and appropriate state resource agencies. 

 

The BP air operations shall avoid known concentrations of Sonoran pronghorn on normal, 

routine flights.  Known fawning areas (i.e., Mohawk Dunes, Pinta Sands) will be avoided to the 

maximum extent possible during the peak fawning period (April through June).  Deviation to 

routine flight patterns is conducted in response to “sign” or evidence of illegal entry.  Helicopters 

from the Yuma Sector that leave the patrol route to fly to the Ajo Station at Why, Arizona for 

refueling will fly at a higher altitude, generally between 100 and 200 feet, and will not engage in 

hovering activities except in emergency situations.   

 

As part of the informal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA for the establishment and 

operation of rescue beacons, the CBP and the BP agreed to the following mitigation measures 

to reduce or minimize potential effects to the Sonoran pronghorn: (1) a blue colored beacon light 

will be used for the six beacons in the Ajo Station’s AO located west of Highway 85 in current 

Sonoran pronghorn habitat; (2) BP helicopters shall avoid any helicopter over flights of the semi-

captive breeding facility for the Sonoran pronghorn in Child’s Valley on the CPNWR and the BP 

shall avoid existing and future forage enhancement plots with helicopter over flights; (3) the BP 

shall annually report to the USFWS all rescue missions conducted in Sonoran pronghorn 

habitat, as part of the reporting for formal consultation on Tucson Sector activities; (4) the BP 

shall minimize over flights of Sonoran pronghorn fawning areas from March 15 to July 15 of 

each year, unless conducting rescue missions in these areas; and (5) the BP shall minimize 

hovering and landings by helicopters over current Sonoran pronghorn habitat to the maximum 

extent practicable.   As part of the mitigation requirements for Operation Desert Grip, the BP 

provided $50,000.00 to the USFWS for Sonoran pronghorn habitat improvements and to study 

impacts  caused by IEs.  The USFWS and BP has proposed the installation of permanent 

vehicle barriers on the CPNWR as a potential conservation measure for the ongoing formal 
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Section 7 consultations for the Yuma Sector.  This same measure will be proposed as part of 

the upcoming formal Section 7 consulation for the Tucson Sector. 

 

According to BLM’s Conservation Agreement with the USFWS for the flat-tailed horned lizard, 

environmental design measures include minimizing surface disturbance projects to a level of 

one percent of the management area over five years; collecting compensation fees; prohibiting 

off-highway competitive events; supporting continuing lizard monitoring and research; and 

attempting to acquire all private in-holdings.  Like most plans, the flat-tailed horned lizard 

Conservation Agreement is a working document subject to revision.  Therefore, during the 

planning phase of potential projects in the Yuma Desert Management Unit, the CBP and BP will, 

to the extent practicable observe conservation measures included as part of the Conservation 

Agreement for the flat-tailed horned lizard.  Field surveys for the flat-tailed horned lizard will be 

performed prior to the initiation of any construction activities as part of the site-specific NEPA 

documentation.  Coordination efforts will continue with the USFWS to obtain the most current 

information available about species status, habitat requirements, potential project impacts, and 

environmental design measures to avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for impacts.  If 

construction occurs in areas known to support threatened and endangered species, bio-

monitors could be used. 

 

6.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
Potential adverse impacts to cultural resources are mitigated through a policy of site avoidance. 

The continuation of archeological surveys and monitoring of potentially ground disturbing BP 

activities shall ensure that cultural resources deemed to be potentially eligible for NRHP listing 

are avoided. Consequently, such activities will have no effect on historic properties.  Surveys 

and monitoring on Native American Nation properties will be performed in conjunction with and 

upon approval of the appropriate Indian Tribal Government.  The CBP/BP will be responsible for 

coordinating with the Arizona SHPO along with the appropriate THPO, if applicable, for 

maintenance activities involving earth-moving operations in areas where historic properties have 

been previously identified.  This coordination is necessary to ensure mitigation measures are 

implemented.  Mitigation measures that could be used, when approved by the SHPO and/or 

THPO, to preclude impacts  include, but are not limited to, data recovery, preservation through 

site burial, and use of professional archeologists as monitors during construction. 
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The revised regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800 strongly emphasize the roles of tribes as 

consulting parties.  According to Section 800.2(c)(2)(ii), Federal agencies are required to consult 

not only with the SHPO and/or the THPO, but also with relevant tribes that might claim cultural 

or religious affinity in the area of the undertaking.  Such consultation will take place on all 

Federal undertakings subject to Section 106 review.  Such consultation will occur for all levels of 

the Section 106 process. The following tribes claim cultural affinity to the current study areain 

Arizona: Ak-Chin Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Tohono O’odham Nation, 

Hopi, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Yavapai, Zuni Pueblo, Fort Yuma – 

Quechan, San Carlos – White Mountain Apache Yavapai Prescott, Y-Apache, Hia C-ed 

O’odham, Fort Mohave, and the Cocopah (ASP 1999). 

 

All construction activities shall be at least two feet away from the international boundary to avoid 

impacts to historical boundary monuments and other demarcations.  Near each permanent 

boundary monument, strict construction precautions shall be implemented to avoid potential 

damage to them.   

 

6.3 AIR QUALITY 

 
Proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles, generators, aircraft and other equipment shall 

be implemented to ensure that air emissions are within the design standards of the equipment.  

Construction activities within non-attainment areas will be coordinated with the appropriate 

environmental agency(s) to ensure that the emissions will conform to regulations specified in the 

Clean Air Act.  Construction sites within urban areas, along major transportation routes, or in 

biologically sensitive areas (e.g., wildlife refuges) shall be kept wet, to the extent practicable, to 

reduce fugitive dust emissions.  Where practicable, drop lines from local electrical systems shall 

be used as a substitute for generators.  When electrical service is not available, generators will 

utilize low-sulfur fuels, such as diesel fuel or natural gas, to minimize emissions to the extent 

practicable. 

 

6.4 WATER RESOURCES 

 
Each proposed construction project that affects greater than 1 acre will require a SWPPP as 

part of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process under the 

CWA.  The SWPPP is utilized by the entity(s) performing construction (e.g., CBP personnel, 

JTF NORTH, Arizona National Guard or independent contractors) to avoid and minimize 
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impacts  to water resources.  All proposed projects that affect international water bodies would 

be coordinated with the USIBWC for review and approval.  The IBWC will not permit projects if 

there are adverse impacts to the international monuments or drainage patterns.  Similarly, if 

wetlands or other waters of the US are to be affected, early coordination by the CBP with the 

USACE Los Angeles District, Regulatory Branch (jurisdictional authority over the USACE 

Phoenix Field Office) and Arizona Department of Water Resources agencies will be conducted.  

Applicable Section 404 permit and Section 401 Water Quality Certification procedures shall be 

completed prior to initiation of the construction activities, as required.  Mitigation and 

compensation shall be implemented to ensure no functional net loss of waters of the US, 

including wetlands. 

 

No action shall be initiated that may affect wetlands or floodplains without performing the 

requisite analysis and findings specified by Executive Orders 11990 and 11988 respectively, 

prior to taking any action. The CBP/BP generally does not directly implement construction.  JTF 

NORTH, National Guard units (typically the Arizona National Guard), and independent 

contractors implement construction for the CBP/BP within the Tucson and Yuma Sectors.  

Project-specific SWPPPs are provided to the construction entity that identify conservation 

measures to avoid and minimize water resource impacts.  Some of those measures are 

presented here for reference.  The construction storage or staging sites will be located at least 

0.5 mile from wildlife and livestock tanks or other permanent surface water bodies to reduce 

potential effects of accidental spills. Conservation measures will be implemented to preclude 

unnecessary waste of water supplies.  Discharges of gray water and other wastes to drainages 

or other water courses/bodies are prohibited.  However, gray water may be used for irrigation 

and dust suppression (i.e., road watering) if coordinated and approved by the land management 

agency.  Portable latrines, provided and maintained by licensed contractors, shall be used to the 

extent practicable during construction and operational support activities. 

 

Water conservation measures shall be considered for operations or construction projects within 

the Sierra Vista sub-watershed.  Water conservation measures for Sierra Vista air operations 

will be included as part of the required Section 7 consultation for the Tucson Sector BA.  

Potential water conservation measures may include low water-use fixtures, low water-use 

landscaping, installation and use of waterless urinals, restrictive landscape watering policy and 

enforcement, and the use of gray water for irrigation.  Where necessary, floodplain permits 

would be obtained prior to construction. 
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6.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 
A SPCCP will be in place prior to the start of construction projects, and all personnel will be 

briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of this plan.  The SPCCP is utilized by the 

entity(s) performing construction (e.g., CBP personnel, JTF NORTH, Arizona National Guard, or 

independent contractors) to avoid and minimize impacts  associated with hazardous materials 

during construction.  A designated environmental advisor will be on-site during construction 

activities in case of any accidents. 

 

Some of those measures generally contained in the SPCCP are presented herein for reference.  

To minimize potential impacts  from hazardous and regulated materials at construction sites, all 

fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums within a secondary 

containment that consists of an impervious floor and bermed sidewalls capable of containing the 

volume of all containers plus 50 percent of the aggregate volume stored therein.  Following 

accepted guidelines will complete refueling machinery, including portable lights,, and all vehicles 

will have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and drips.   Any spill of 5 gallons or 

more will be contained immediately within an earthen dike, and the application of an absorbent 

(e.g., granular, pillow, sock, etc.) will be used to absorb and contain the spill.  Any major spill of 

5 gallons or more of a hazardous or regulated substance will be reported immediately to the on-

site environmental advisor who will notify appropriate Federal and state agencies.   

 

All used oil and solvents will be recycled if possible. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated 

wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and disposed of in 

accordance with all Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste manifesting 

procedures. 

 

6.6 NOISE 

 

Mitigation of noise levels may occur at the noise source, along the path of the noise, or at 

receiver locations. Mitigation of noise levels occur in nature to varying degrees as sound 

propagates from the source over terrain surfaces (scattering and ground attenuation), as the 

distance between the source and receiver increases (dispersion), and when intervening natural 

terrain features intersect the path of the noise source to the receiver (diffraction). Within 
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practical limits, these principles shall be applied to the mitigation of noise levels from proposed 

construction and operations. 

 

Placing roadways and heliports away from sensitive receptors can potentially reduce noise 

impacts.  However, the selection of alternative alignments and profiles for noise abatement 

purposes must consider the balance between noise impacts  and other engineering and 

environmental parameters. 

 

Acquisition of real property or interests therein to serve as buffer zones is also practical for this 

project. Noise insulation of buildings, such as schools, provides an additional type of mitigation, 

which is available for reducing noise levels, although this method will only potentially reduce 

noise levels inside the building and will not benefit outdoor activities. 

 

The following mitigation strategies may be employed, to the extent practicable to limit the 

potential impact of noise. Since infrastructure considered as part of this project will be located in 

remote and/or non-developed areas, the mitigation required is expected to be minimal. 

 

• Source Control - This option includes regular equipment maintenance especially including 

designed engine enclosures, intake silencers and exhaust systems that are functioning 

properly. 

• Site Control - This option includes placement of stationary equipment as far away from 

sensitive receptors as possible (i.e., pumps, compressors, aggregate crushers, AC plants, 

operators, etc.), choice of disposal sites/haul routes, and employing shielding where 

possible. 

• Time and Activity Constraints - Schedule of operations to coincide with periods when the 

environment is least likely to be affected.  This includes limiting working hours and 

workdays to the least noise-sensitive times. 

• Community Awareness - This option includes public notification of construction 

operations. 
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Corporation Ecology 15 years NEPA and related 

studies PEIS Review 

Howard Nass Gulf South Research 
Corporation Forestry and Wildlife 14 years NEPA and related 

studies 
GSRC Project Manager and EIS 
Review 

Sharon Newman Gulf South Research 
Corporation GIS/Graphics 7 years GIS analysis Graphics and GIS 

Mike Schulze Gulf South Research 
Corporation Environmental Studies 3 years natural resource and 

NEPA Studies 

Soils, Vegetation, Water 
Resources, and Environmental 
Design Measures 
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NAME ORGANIZATION DISCIPLINE/ 
EXPERTISE EXPERIENCE ROLE IN PREPARING EIS 

John Mire Gulf South Research 
Corporation Wildlife Conservation 9 years natural resource and 2 

years NEPA Studies PEIS preparation 

Kate Koske Gulf South Research 
Corporation Forestry/Wildlife 3 years NEPA and related 

studies PEIS preparation 

Maria Reid Gulf South Research 
Corporation Ecology  3 years NEPA and related 

studies PEIS preparation 

Michael Hodson Gulf South Research 
Corporation Botany/Ecology 3 years natural resources 

 
Vegetation and Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Steven Eget, P.E. The Louis Berger Group, 
Inc. 

Environmental 
Engineering 

7 years environmental 
engineering, NEPA studies 

Air Quality and Hazardous 
Materials 

Michael F. 
Monteleone, AICP 

The Louis Berger Group, 
Inc. 

Transportation and 
Land Use Planning 

13 years of transportation/ 
land use planning for the 
preparation of NEPA studies 

Land Use and Transportation 

Alex Chen, P.E. The Louis Berger Group, 
Inc. 

Transportation 
Planning 

12 years environmental 
planning, and NEPA studies Noise and Acoustical Analysis 

George Perng The Louis Berger Group, 
Inc. 

Environmental 
Science & Engineering 

24 years NEPA studies, air 
quality modeling & monitoring Air Quality 
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9.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

 

Arizona ACLU 
Attn: Carolyn Trowbridge 
744 S. 5th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
Attn: Rick Duarte 
205 South 17th Ave. 
Suite 213 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Attn: Bob Broscheid 
Field Supervisor 
2221 W. Greenway Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ 85023-4399 
 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Attn: Bill Knowles 
9140 East 28th Street 
Yuma, AZ 85365 
 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Attn: Marty Tuegel 
555 Greasewood Road 
Tucson, AZ 85602 
 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Attn: John Hervert 
9140 East County 101/2 Street 
Yuma, AZ 85365 
 
Arizona National Resource Conservation 
Service 
3003 N. Central Ave. 
Suite 800 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
 
Arizona National Resource Conservation 
Service 
Attn: Rob Wilson 
18256 E. Williamsfield Rd. 
Suite 1 
Higley, AZ 85236 
 

Arizona SHPO 
1300 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
 
BAN 
Attn:  Bryn Jones 
P.O. Box 384 
Tucson, AZ  85702 
 
Bisbee Community Development 
Attn: Donna Harris 
118 Arizona St. 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
 
Bisbee/Douglas International Airport 
Attn: L.H. Hamilton 
1415 Melody Ln., Bldg. C 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
 
Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge 
Attn: Mr. Wayne Scifflett 
7.5 miles north of Sasabe, off of Rouge 286 
on the Buenos Aires Refuge 
Sasabe, AZ 85633 
 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Papago Agency 
P.O. Box 578 
Sells, Arizona 85634 
 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Fort Yuma Agency 
256 South 2nd Avenue 
Yuma, Arizona 83564 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Stafford Field Office 
Attn: Bill Civish 
711 14th Avenue 
Stafford, AZ 85546-3321 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma Field Office 
Attn: Merv Boyd 
2555 East Gila Ridge Rd. 
Yuma, AZ 85365-2240 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Beau McClure 
222 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ  85004 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Tucson Field Office 
Attn: Bill Auby 
12661 E. Broadway 
Tucson, AZ 85748-7208 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Tucson Field Office 
Attn: Jesse Juen 
12661 E. Broadway 
Tucson, AZ 85748-7208 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Tucson Field Office 
Attn: Mr. Larry Schultz 
12661 E. Broadway 
Tucson, AZ 85748-7208 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Bill Childress 
1763 Paseo San Luis 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Gene Dahlem 
21605 N. 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85027-2099 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Phoenix Field Office 
Attn: Teri Raml 
21605 N. 7th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85027-2099 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Tucson Sector 
Attn: Jesse Juen 
12661 East Broadway 
Tucson, AZ 85748-7208 
 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Phoenix Area Office 
P.O. Box 81169 
Phoenix, AZ 85069 
 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Attn: Peggy Haren 
7301 Calle Agua Salada 
Yuma, AZ 85364 
 
City of Sierra Vista Community 
Development 
1011 N. Coronado Dr. 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 
 
Coalition Derechos Humanos 
Attn: Isabel Garcia 
5130 S. Camino De La Tierra 
Tucson, AZ 85746 
 
Coalition Derechos Humanos 
Attn: Jose Matus 
631 S. 6th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Coalition Derechos Humanos 
Attn: Lupe Castillo 
730 S. Osborne Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Coalition Derechos Humanos 
Attn: Pancho Medina 
631 S. 6th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Cochise County Attorney’s Office 
Attn: Chris M. Roll 
P.O. Box Drawer CA 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
 
Cochise County Planning 
Attn: James Vlahovich 
1415 Melody Lane, Bldg E 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
 
Center for Biological Diversity 
Attn: Daniel Patterson 
P.O. Box 710 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Attn: Brian Segee 
1130 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20036-4604 
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Defenders of Wildlife 
Attn: Kara Gillon 
824 Gold SW 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 
 
Fort Huachuca 
Attn: Gretchen Kent 
Environmental Division, DIS 
Building 22526 Butler Road. 
Fort Huachuca, AZ 85613-6000 
 
Huachuca City Government 
Attn: George Nerhan 
500 N. Gonzales Blvd. 
Huachuca City, AZ 85616 
 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Attn: Ronald L. Pearce 
Director, Range Management Department 
P.O. Box 99134 
Yuma, AZ 85369-9134 
 
National Park Service 
3445 N. 3rd Ave. No. 101 
Phoenix, AZ 85013 
 
National Park Service 
Coronado National Memorial 
Attn: Jim Bellamy 
4101 E. Montezuma Canyon Road 
Hereford, AZ 85615 
 
National Park Service 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 
Attn: Kathy Billings, Superintendent 
Route 1 Box 100 
Ajo, AZ 85321 
 
National Park Service 
Saguaro National Monument 
3693 South Old Spanish Trail 
Tucson, AZ 85730 
 
National Park Service 
Chiricahua National Monument 
HCR2 Box 6500 
Willcox, AZ 85643 
 

National Park Service 
Tumacacori National Historical Park 
P.O. Box 67 
Tumacacori, AZ 85640 
 
National Park Service Headquarters 
Director, National Park Service 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DE 20240 
(202) 208-6843 
 
New Mexico Department of Agriculture 
Attn: Mr. Bud Starnes 
P.O. Box 30005 
Las Cruces, NM 88003-8005 
 
Office of Congressman Ed Pastor 
Attn: Landis Davis 
411 N. Central Ave., Ste. 150 
Tucson, AZ 85004 
 
Sky Island Alliance 
Attn: Rachel Kondor 
P.O. Box 41165 
Tucson, AZ 85717-1165 
 
Sierra Club 
Attn: Gayle Hartman 
2224 E. 4th Street 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Sierra Club – Lone Star Chapter 
Lower Rio Grande Group 
Attn: Jim Chapman 
200 East 11th Street 
Weslaco, TX 78596 
 
Sierra Club 
Rincon Goup 
Attn: Tim Lengerich 
738 North 5th Avenue, #214 
Tucson, AZ  85705 
(520)620-6401 
 
Sierra Club 
Southwest Deserts Borderlands Task Force 
Attn: Lainie Levick 
1143 East 9th Street 
Tucson, AZ 85719  
(520) 623-2872 
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Southwest Strategy 
Attn: Bill Maxon 
435 Montano NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87107 
 
The Nature Conservancy 
Attn: Andy Laurenzi 
1510 E. Ft. Lowell 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Tucson Audubon Society 
Attn: Ms. Sonja Macys 
300 E. University #120 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
The Wilderness Society 
Attn: Jim Waltman, Director Refuges & 
Wildlife 
1615 Main Street NW 
Washington, D.C.  20036 
 
The Wilderness Society 
Attn: Pamela Pride Eaton, Director Four 
Corners States Region 
7475 Dakin Street, #410 
Denver, CO  80221 
 
The Wilderness Society 
Attn: Edward B. Zukoski, Staff Attorney 
2260 Baseline Road, Suite 200 
Boulder, CO  80302  
(303) 444-1188 ext. 213 
(303) 786-8054 (fax) 
 
US Air Force 
Luke Air Force Base 
Captain Stephanie Dawley 
7224 North 139th Drive 
Luke AFB, Arizona 85309-1420 
Cc: Carol Heathington, Luke AFB 
 Lisa McCarrick, Luke AFB 
 Col James Uken, Luke AFB 

Marion Erwin, Air Education and 
Training Command 

 
HQ USAF/ILEP 
Attn: Mr. Jack “Hammer” Bush 
Senior Planner 
1260 Air Force Pentagon 
Room 4B267 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1260 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IX 
Attn: Ms. Shanna Draheim 
Mail Code CMD-2 
75 Hawthorne St. 
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activities 
NEPA Compliance Division 
EIS Filing Section 
Ariel Rios Building (South Oval Lobby) 
Mail Code 2252-A, Room 7241 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20044 
Attn: Pearl Young 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Srevice 
Attn: Sherry Barrett 
2001 N. Bonita, Suite 141 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Srevice 
Attn: Doug Duncan 
2001 N. Bonita, Suite 141 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Attn: Mike Coffeen 
2321 W. Royal Palm Road 
Suite 103 
Phoenix, AZ 85021-4951 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Attn: Steve Spangle 
2321 W. Royal Palm Road 
Suite 103 
Phoenix, AZ 85021-4951 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Imperial National Wildlife Refuge-Martinez 
Lake 
P.O. Box 72217 
Yuma, AZ 85365 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge 
356 West 1st St. 
Yuma, AZ 85364 
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US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge 
Attn: Roger DiRosa 
1611 N. Second Ave. 
Ajo, AZ 85321 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
San Bernardino/Leslie Canyon National 
Wildlife Refuge 
P.O. Box 3509 
Douglas, AZ 85607 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge 
P.O. Box 109 
Sasabe, AZ 85633 
 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 2 
Attn: Mr. Gary Montoya 
P.O. Box 1306 
Alburquerque, NM 87103 
 
US Forest Service  
Nogales Ranger District 
Attn: Keith L. Graves 
303 Old Tucson Road 
Nogales, AZ 85621 
 
US Forest Service 
Coronado National Forest 
Douglas Ranger District 
Attn: Doug Hardy 
3081 N. Leslie Canyon Rd. 
Douglas, AZ 85607 
 
US Forest Service 
Coronado National Forest 
Attn: Dale Thompson 
300 W. Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
US Forest Service 
Coronado National Forest 
Attn: John M. McGee 
300 W. Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 

US Forest Service 
Coronado National Forest 
Attn: Tom Skinner 
Federal Bldg.300 West Congress FB42 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
US Forest Service 
Safford Ranger District 
Attn: Melinda Roth 
P.O. Box 709 
Safford, AZ 85548 
 
US Forest Service 
Santa Catalina Ranger District 
Attn: District Ranger 
5700 N. Sabino Canyon Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
US Forest Service 
Sierra Vista Ranger District 
Attn: District Ranger 
5990 S. Highway 92 
Hereford, AZ 85615 
 
US Geological Survey 
520 N. Park Ave. Ste. 221 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
US Marine Corps 
Ronald L. Pearce 
Director, Range Management Department 
P.O. Box 99134 
Marine Corps Air Station 
Yuma, Arizona 85369-9134 
 
US Senator, The Honorable Jon Kyl 
7315 N. Oracle Rd., Suite 220 
Tucson, AZ 85282 
 
US Senator, John McCain 
450 West Paseo Redondo, Suite 200 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
US Representative Jim Kolbe 
1616 N. Swan Road, Suite 112 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
US Representative Raul M. Grijalva 
810 E. 22nd St., Suite 102 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
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US Representative Jeff Flake 
1640 South Stapley, Suite 215 
Mesa, AZ  85204 
 
Wildlands Project 
Attn: Mr. Kim Vacariu 
P.O. Box 32577 
Tucson AZ 85751 
 
LIBRARIES 
 
Douglas Library 
Attn: Glenda Bavier 
560 E 10th Street 
Douglas, AZ 85607 
(520) 364-3851 
 
Nogales City-Santa Cruz Library 
Nogales Place 
518 North Grand Avenue 
Nogales, AZ 85621 
 
Casa Grande Public Library 
405 East Sixth 
Casa Grande, AZ 85222 
 
Yuma County Library 
350 Third Avenue 
Yuma, AZ 85364 
 
Yuma County Library 
Wellton Branch 
10425 William Street 
P O Box 577 
Wellton, AZ 85356 
 
Pima Community College 
West Campus Learning Resource Center 
2202 West Anklam Road 
Tucson, AZ 85709-0001 
 
University of Arizona Library 
1040 East Fourth Street 
Tucson, AZ 85709-0001 
 
Cochise College 
Andrea Cracchiolo Library 
901 North Colombo 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 
 

Tucson-Pima Library 
101 North Stone Avenue 
P. O. Box 27470 
Tucson, AZ 85726-7470 
 
Copper Queen Library 
6 Main Street 
P. O. Box 1857 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
 
Elsie S. Hogan 
Community Library 
207 W. Maley 
Willcox, AZ 85643 
 
Tucson-Pima County Community Library 
33 Plaza 
Ajo, AZ 85321 
(520) 387-6075 
 
INDIVIDUALS 
 
Adam Luevan 
1608 N. Desert Pl. 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
Alex Black 
3105 9th 
Douglas, AZ 85607 
 
Alma Berkowitz 
209 E. Linden St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Antonio D’Lallo 
1970 W. Valencia Rd. #161 
Tucson, AZ 85746 
 
Arne Ehstnam 
427 S. 4th Ave. #1 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Barbara J. Adams 
5376 Hwy. 191 
Douglas, AZ 85607 
 
Baudelina Amezcua 
582 S. Main Avenue 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
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Bill Kerekes 
1210 17th Place 
Yuma, AZ 85364 
 
Maria Carillo 
221 E. Lee St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Martha Aboyte 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Laura Lee Schaeffer 
231 W. University 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Susan Thorpe 
642 S. RoseMount 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Daniel Garcia 
5118 S. Camino De La Tierra 
Tucson, AZ 85746 
 
Betsy McDonald 
3461 E. 3rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
David Ramirez 
Pascoa Yaqui Tribe 
Tucson, Arizona 88748 
 
John Miles 
6604 E. Calle Mercurio 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
 
Inez Duarte 
3215 E. Patricia 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Samantha Knowlden 
334 S. 6th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Josh Schachtr 
120 E. 16th St. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Rev. Robert Carney 
1375 S. Camino Seco 
Tucson, AZ 85710 

Jerry Wharton  
5033 E. 23rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Eorl Kimmich 
2744 N. Martin 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Jose Matus 
7781 S. Camine de tetaviecti 
Tucson AZ, 85746 
 
Luis Hirera 
221 W. Sahuaro St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Richard Ortiz 
1526 S. Columbus #2 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Geraldine Aboyte 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Linda Bohlla 
1222 W. Oatario 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
 
Keith Bagwell 
744 S. Fifth Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
 
Kathryn Rodriguez 
3401 E. Presidio Rd. #4 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
J. Watkins 
2726 E. Malvein 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Judith Barber 
9321 N. Gozelle Pl. 
Tucson, AZ 85742 
 
Piper Winberg 
530 N. 1st Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Roy Goodman 
PO Box 1454 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
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Kelly Wisseliruk 
3463 English Oaks Dr. 
Kennesaw, GA 30144 
 
John Duante 
3215 E. Patricia St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Ann Yellott 
1718 E. Speedway #305 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Helen Dick 
3801 N. Swan Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85718 
 
Pat  
4131 N. Western Winds #230 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Eliane Rubinstein-Avila 
2534 E. Edison St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Bernice Muller 
3311 N. Fremont 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Concerned Party 
801 W. Calle Sierra 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Linda Green 
337 E. Blachelige Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
June 
4811 Salida del Sol 
Tucson, AZ 85718 
 
Ted Coopor 
510 E. Drachman St. 
Tucson, AZ 95705 
 
Carlos Saluz 
PO Box 85026 
Tucson, AZ 85754 
 
Darla Masterson 
2602 N. Grannen Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85754 

Ila Abernathy 
1343 N. 5th Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85405 
 
Deborah Cobb 
8588 S. Walnut 
Tucson, AZ 85706 
 
Brita Miller 
6201 N. Piedra Seca 
Tucson, AZ 85718-3109 
 
Sarah M. Roberts 
5755 E. River Rd.,#2612 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
Ronald Rosenberg 
2727 S. Lands End 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Mary Judge Ryan 
9115 E. Sierra St. 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
 
Concerned Party 
11230 E. Sundance Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85749 
 
Katie Bolger 
1232 N. 3rd Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Ivonne Ramirez 
6441 E. Calle Cappela 
Tucson, AZ 85710 
 
Amy Miller 
2728 E. 5th St. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Concerned Party 
6991 E. Able Love 
Tucson, AZ 85715 
 
Concerned Party 
2410 S. Walking  
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Nancy Myers 
528 S. Third  
Tucson, AZ 85701 
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Keith Henry 
PO Box 744 
Tucson, AZ 85702 
 
Andrew Silverman 
3757 E. Calle Fernando 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Chris Ford 
223 W. 2nd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85705 
 
Randie Vietti 
2295 E. Camino Rd. 
 
Tucson, AZ 85718 
Theresa Berdine 
4231 E. La Cienega Dr. 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
Joanne Welter 
PO Box 31 
Tucson, AZ 85702 
 
Helen Lundgren 
3785 N. Warren 
Tucson, AZ 85719 
 
Ana Chacon 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Hussein Kamel 
5920 E. Calle Agna Jerde 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
Mrs. Krider 
6255 E. Placita Chiripa 
Tucson, AZ 85750 
 
David Cummings 
 PO Box 1748 
Tucson, AZ 85702-1748 
 
Gabriella Santamonica 
2357 S. Campbell Ave. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Concerned Party 
1309 E. Lee St. 
Tucson, AZ 85719 

Libia Soto 
9065 N. Sweet Acacia St. 
Tucson, AZ 85742 
 
Concerned Party 
1582 W. Swisher Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85746 
 
Elizabeth Rowe 
3008 East 3rd Street 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Rosemary Hallivon 
6570 N. Motezuma 
Tucson, Arizona 85718 
 
Elisa Reisgo 
4222 E. Blanton Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
Julia Burkart 
2601 N. Swan Rd. 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
Gertrude Shergalis 
409B Paseo Cerro 
Green Valley, AZ 85614 
 
Lorry Fosteu 
4136 E. Elida St. 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
 
Barrnia Crummiel 
3401 E. Presidio 
Tucson, AZ 87516 
 
Daniel Brito 
6666 E. Laolf Linds #162 
Tucson, AZ 85730 
 
Sammu Traller 
2716 E. 4th Street 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
 
Erica Bredie 
1019 W. Huron 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
 
Joshua Schachter 
120 E. 16th St. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
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Betty Schrolder 
5349 W. Bar X 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Ray Figueoa 
1222 W. Ontario 
Tucson, AZ 85745 
 
Lois Pritzier 
5033 E. 23rd St. 
Tucson, AZ 85711 
 
Patricia Berinie 
5349 W. Bar X St. 
Tucson, AZ 85713 
 
Mark Adams 
PO Box 1112 
Douglas, AZ 85608 
 
Rally Coaaellz 
3200 E. Lindea St. 
Tucson, AZ 83716 
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10.0 ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS 

 
ABCI Arizona Border Control Initiative 
ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation and Development 
AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department 
AGL Above-Ground Level 
AO Area Of Operation 
ATV All-Terrain Vehicle 
BA Biological Assessment 
BANWR Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
BMGR Barry M. Goldwater Range 
BMP Best Management Practices 
BP US Border Patrol 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CBP Customs and Border Protection 
CCP Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
CEQ President’s Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR Code of Federal Regulation 
CO Carbon Monoxide 
CPNWR Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge 
CWA Clean Water Act 
dB Decibel 
DNL Day-night average noise level 
DOD Department of Defense 
DHS Department of Homeland Security 
EA Environmental Assessment 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
°F  Degrees Fahrenheit 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
FY Fiscal Year 
GTR Geronimo Trail Road 
Hz Hertz 
IAQCR Intrastate Air Quality Control Regions 
ICAD Intelligent Computer Aided Detection 
IIRIRA Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
IE Illegal Entrants 
INA Immigration and Nationality Act 
INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
INS Immigration and Naturalization Service) 
ISIS Integrated Surveillance Intelligence Systems; 
JTF-6 Joint Task Force Six 
JTF NORTH Joint Task Force North 
LCNWR Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge 
LCRV Lower Colorado River Valley 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008671



 

Programmatic EIS - Tucson/Yuma Sector  Revised Draft October 2004 
 10-2 

Leq Time-averaged equivalent noise level 
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MCAS U. S. Marine Corps Air Station 
msl Mean Sea Level 
NAAQS National Air Ambient Quality Standards 
NCA National Conservation Area 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act) 
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NPS National Park Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NWP Nationwide Permit 
O3 Ozone 
OPCNM Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 
PCPI Per Capita Personal Income 
PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
PM10 Particulate Matter less than Ten Microns 
POE Port of Entry 
RNA Research Natural Area 
ROI Region of Influence 
RVS Remote Video Surveillance System 
SAR Search and Rescue 
SBNWR San Bernadino National Wildlife Refuge 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SPCCP Spill Containment and Countermeasures Plans 
SPEIS Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
SPRNCA San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area 
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
TCP Traditional Cultural Properties 
T/E Threatened/Endangered Species 
THPO Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Loads 
TNC The Nature Conservancy 
TPI Total Personal Income 
TSP Total Suspended Particulates 
US United States 
USACE US Army Corps of Engineers 
USIBWC US Section, International Boundary and Water Commission 
USC United States Code 
USCIS US Citizenship and Immigration Service 
USEPA US Environmental Protection Agency 
USFS US Forest Service 
USFWS US Fish and Wildlife Service 
USMC US Marine Corps 
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
VMT Vehicle Miles Travel 
WC Wildlife of Concern
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11.0 INDEX 

 
 
Abandoned vehicles ............................................................................. 1-14, 4-5, 4-8, 4-10, 4-49 
Acuna cactus .......................................................................................................3-18, 3-22, 7-12 
Aesthetics......................................................................v, vi, vii, ix, 2-69, 3-103, 4-42, 4-55, 4-56 
Air operationsv, xi, xiv, 1-21, 1-22, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-21, 2-27, 2-38, 2-43, 2-48, 2-52, 2-53, 4-

23, 4-28, 4-34, 4-43, 4-45, 4-54, 6-3, 6-6 
Air Qualityv, vi, vii, ix, xiii, 2-69, 3-86, 3-90, 3-92, 3-93, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 5-25, 6-5, 7-20, 8-

2, 10-1 
Aircraft ix, xiii, 1-2, 1-3, 1-12, 1-20, 1-21, 1-22, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, 1-29, 1-31, 2-52, 2-57, 2-61, 2-

69, 3-4, 4-10, 4-37, 4-40, 4-53, 4-54, 5-2, 5-4, 5-25, 6-5, 7-5 
Ajo Station ..........xi, 1-25, 1-28, 2-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-15, 3-21, 3-50, 3-67, 4-47, 5-1, 6-3 
All-terrain vehicles (ATVs)ix, xi, xiii, 1-3, 1-20, 1-21, 1-29, 2-2, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-21, 2-27, 2-37, 

2-39, 2-48, 2-51, 2-69, 4-5, 4-26, 5-4, 10-1 
Alternative 1iii, iv, v, vi, vii, ix, x, 2-59, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-69, 2-70, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-

14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-20, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-26, 4-31, 4-32, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-40, 4-
41, 4-44, 4-47, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-
17, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-25 

Alternative 2iii, vi, ix, x, 2-65, 2-69, 2-70, 4-10, 4-12, 4-14, 4-23, 4-31, 4-40, 4-46, 4-47, 4-56, 5-
11, 5-12, 5-14, 5-16, 5-20, 5-23 

Alternative 3iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, x, 2-66, 2-69, 2-70, 4-12, 4-15, 4-19, 4-24, 4-26, 4-32, 4-36, 4-46, 4-
47, 4-56, 5-12, 5-14, 5-17, 5-21, 5-24 

Alternativesii, iii, iv, vii, viii, ix, x, 1-36, 1-37, 2-1, 2-58, 2-59, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68, 2-69, 4-1, 4-
5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 4-24, 4-25, 4-
26, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-
43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 5-1, 5-10, 5-11, 5-13, 
5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-20, 5-23, 5-25, 6-8 

Ambient air quality ......................................................................................3-86, 3-92, 3-93, 4-38 
Amphibian..................................................... 3-14, 3-17, 3-19, 3-70, 3-72, 4-16, 4-17, 7-13, 7-18 
Appleton-Whittell Research Ranch ......................................................................3-67, 3-70, 7-14 
Apprehensionii, iv, vi, vii, viii, 1-9, 1-11, 1-13, 1-15, 1-19, 1-20, 1-24, 1-27, 1-29, 1-30, 1-31, 2-

65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68, 4-7, 4-11, 4-12, 4-14, 4-16, 4-17, 4-20, 4-28, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-35, 
4-51, 5-4, 5-11, 5-12, 5-19, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24 

Arizona Border Control Initiative (ABCI)i, ii, iii, iv, vi, 1-2, 1-22, 1-27, 1-28, 1-29, 1-36, 2-1, 2-3, 
2-8, 2-9, 2-15, 2-21, 2-26, 2-33, 2-39, 2-44, 2-49, 2-53, 2-58, 2-61, 2-66, 4-3, 4-4, 4-6, 4-
7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-43, 5-1, 5-4, 5-6, 7-6, 10-1 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) ........................3-85, 3-86, 3-89, 7-1, 10-1 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 

3-32, 3-34, 3-35, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-
49, 3-50, 5-17, 7-2, 7-3, 10-1 

Attainment ....................................................................................................................3-86, 4-38 
Baboquivari Peak Wilderness Area......................................................................3-67, 3-73, 7-14 
Bald eagle..........................................................................................3-18, 3-26, 3-27, 3-75, 4-21 
Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR)2-3, 2-53, 2-57, 2-58, 3-3, 3-22, 3-39, 3-81, 4-22, 4-29, 4-31, 

5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 10-1 
Beautiful shiner ............................................................... 3-20, 3-22, 3-41, 3-59, 3-64, 3-67, 3-70 
Biological Resources .............................................................................................3-10, 4-12, 6-1 
Birds 3-14, 3-17, 3-18, 3-27, 3-29, 3-31, 3-33, 3-50, 3-68, 3-69, 3-70, 3-72, 3-74, 3-75, 3-76, 3-

84, 4-17, 4-19, 4-20, 5-16, 7-6, 7-7, 7-8, 7-10, 7-13, 7-14, 7-21, 7-22 
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Black-tailed prairie dog ........................................................................................3-19, 3-31, 3-35 
Brown pelican ......................................................................................................3-18, 3-27, 4-21 
Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge (BANWR)3-2, 3-22, 3-25, 3-27, 3-28, 3-29, 3-67, 3-73, 3-

74, 10-1 
Bureau of Border and Transportation Security (BTS)...............................................................1-1 
Bureau of Land Management................. 3-67, 3-70, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 3-76, 4-6, 4-29, 4-31 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)xi, 1-14, 1-19, 2-8, 2-26, 2-33, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-24, 3-26, 3-

49, 3-59, 3-70, 3-72, 3-74, 3-75, 3-76, 4-6, 4-27, 5-6, 6-4, 7-1, 7-4, 10-1 
Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR)xi, 1-14, 1-15, 1-17, 1-18, 1-25, 1-34, 2-3, 2-8, 

2-53, 2-57, 2-58, 3-2, 3-3, 3-27, 3-39, 3-40, 3-67, 3-74, 3-75, 3-82, 3-103, 4-24, 4-25, 4-
26, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-17, 6-3, 7-4, 7-5, 10-1 

Cacti 3-13, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-22, 3-23, 3-26, 3-27, 3-36, 3-68, 3-69, 3-75, 3-76, 4-21 
Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl. 3-18, 3-27, 3-28, 3-53, 3-55, 3-74, 4-22, 7-1, 7-4, 7-7, 7-13, 7-21 
Canelo Hills Cienega ...........................................................................................3-67, 3-71, 7-18 
Canelo Hills ladies' tresses ..................................................................................3-18, 3-22, 3-71 
Casa Grande Station .................................................. xxiv, 2-9, 2-11, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 3-21, 5-2 
Chiricahua leopard frog...............................................................................3-19, 3-34, 3-71, 4-22 
Chiricahua National Monument........................................... 3-3, 3-59, 3-67, 3-68, 7-13, 7-14, 9-3 
Chiricahua Wilderness Area.................................................................................3-67, 3-68, 7-15 
Clean Water Act (CWA) .................................................. xiii, 3-84, 3-85, 4-9, 5-20, 6-5, 7-1, 10-1 
Cochise County2-33, 2-39, 2-44, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-11, 3-23, 3-47, 3-59, 3-67, 3-68, 3-82, 3-92, 3-

94, 3-95, 3-99, 3-102, 4-6, 4-42, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 7-5, 7-6, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10, 7-11, 7-15, 7-19, 
7-20, 9-2 

Cochise pincushion cactus .........................................................................3-18, 3-22, 3-23, 7-21 
Conservation measures ................................................................................xi, xiv, 5-20, 6-4, 6-6 
Coronado National Forest1-34, 1-37, 2-20, 3-2, 3-15, 3-16, 3-50, 3-59, 3-67, 3-68, 3-69, 3-71, 3-

73, 3-104, 4-25, 5-2, 5-7, 5-8, 7-8, 7-22, 9-5 
Coronado National Memorial . 1-14, 1-15, 1-19, 3-67, 3-69, 3-104, 4-6, 4-24, 4-25, 5-6, 7-14, 9-3 
Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area.......................................................................3-67, 3-74, 7-4 
Criteria pollutant............................................................................................................3-90, 3-92 
Critical Habitatx, 2-70, 3-15, 3-17, 3-23, 3-24, 3-26, 3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 3-34, 3-35, 3-

37, 3-38, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-50, 3-51, 3-52, 3-53, 3-
55, 3-56, 3-57, 3-58, 3-59, 3-61, 3-62, 3-63, 3-64, 3-67, 4-20, 4-22, 4-23, 5-17, 5-18, 7-
21 

Cultural Resourcesv, vi, ix, x, xiii, xxvi, 2-69, 2-70, 3-81, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 5-9, 
5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 6-4, 8-1 

Culverts ........................................................................................................... xii, 1-35, 5-10, 6-2 
Cumulative Effects3-43, 5-1, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-19, 5-20, 5-

21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24 
Cumulative Impactsii, 1-37, 5-1, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 

5-21, 5-23, 5-25, 5-26 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP)i, ii, iii, iv, vii, x, xi, xii, xiii, xiv, xv, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-30, 2-58, 2-59, 2-70, 4-3, 4-4, 4-47, 4-56, 5-1, 5-5, 5-6, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-
14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 5-25, 6-1, 6-3, 6-4, 6-5, 6-
6, 6-7, 7-5, 7-7, 7-8, 7-15, 7-20, 8-1, 10-1 

Demographics .......................................................................................................................3-92 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS)i, iv, ix, xi, 1-1, 1-2, 1-10, 1-26, 1-28, 1-29, 2-58, 2-59, 

2-69, 4-6, 4-14, 5-2, 5-4, 5-18, 7-6, 10-1 
Desert pupfish ....................................... 3-15, 3-20, 3-22, 3-41, 3-42, 3-50, 3-51, 3-67, 7-3, 7-21 
Desertland ....................................................................................................................3-11, 3-13 
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Deterrenceii, iv, vi, viii, ix, 1-12, 1-13, 1-19, 1-22, 1-24, 1-35, 2-3, 2-59, 2-65, 2-66, 2-68, 2-69, 4-
11, 4-12, 4-20, 4-24, 4-26, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44, 5-11, 5-12 

Disturbed lands.............................................................................................................3-90, 4-13 
Douglas Station .............................. 2-39, 2-41, 2-43, 2-44, 2-47, 2-48, 3-21, 3-62, 3-64, 4-6, 5-3 
Drag roadiii, iv, 1-20, 1-21, 1-34, 1-36, 2-2, 2-3, 2-9, 2-19, 2-21, 2-27, 2-33, 2-39, 2-51, 2-59, 2-

63, 2-66, 2-67, 4-2, 4-10, 4-19, 4-22, 4-26, 4-39, 5-1, 5-3, 5-18 
Dragging1-21, 2-53, 2-57, 2-59, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 4-5, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14, 4-22, 4-23, 4-25, 4-26, 

4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 5-18, 5-25 
Drug smuggling................................................................. 2-67, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 5-9, 5-25 
Drugs ii, xv, 1-9, 1-11, 1-13, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-47, 4-56, 5-9, 5-25 
Eagletail Mountains Wilderness Area..............................................................................3-75, 7-4 
El Camino Del Diablo............................................................................ 1-25, 2-7, 2-51, 2-57, 5-3 
Emissions .................. ix, xiii, 2-69, 3-90, 3-91, 3-92, 4-13, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 5-25, 6-5 
Empire-Cienega RNA ...................................................................................................3-67, 3-72 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) ....................... xi, xv, 3-15, 3-17, 3-48, 3-50, 4-57, 5-4, 6-3, 10-1 
Environmental...............................................................................................................2-67, 3-84 
Environmental Assessment1-26, 2-3, 4-6, 4-42, 4-44, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-9, 7-5, 7-6, 7-10, 7-

11, 7-12, 7-14, 7-19, 7-20, 10-1 
Environmental design measures............................... ix, xi, xii, 1-37, 2-69, 4-36, 6-1, 6-3, 6-4, 8-1 
Environmental Impact Statement .............................................................................................5-6 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ..........................i, ii, iii, viii, 1-1, 5-6, 5-9, 7-18, 7-19, 7-20 
Environmental Justice.......................................................... ix, 2-69, 3-97, 3-98, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47 
Erosionv, vi, ix, 1-34, 2-69, 3-5, 3-6, 3-29, 3-41, 3-43, 3-47, 3-48, 3-90, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 

4-15, 4-18, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 5-10, 5-11, 5-13, 5-19, 5-20 
Ethnographic resources .....................................................................3-77, 4-27, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32 
Fencesiii, xii, 1-12, 1-20, 1-31, 1-32, 1-36, 2-59, 4-2, 4-9, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-

20, 4-24, 4-26, 4-28, 4-35, 4-39, 4-40, 4-51, 5-10, 5-13, 5-19, 5-21, 6-2, 7-11 
Findings of No Significant Impact (FONSI)................................................................. iii, 1-2, 2-59 
Fish 3-15, 3-17, 3-20, 3-26, 3-33, 3-34, 3-35, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-

50, 3-67, 3-70, 3-71, 3-72, 3-89, 5-14, 5-15, 5-17, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4, 7-5, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10, 7-12, 
7-13, 7-14, 7-15, 7-16, 7-17, 7-18, 7-20, 7-21, 7-22, 7-23, 9-1, 9-4, 9-5, 10-2 

Fish and Wildlife Resources .....................................................3-14, 4-15, 4-19, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16 
Fish and Wildlife Service........................................................................................................3-67 
Flat-tailed horned lizard .................................................................... xi, 3-48, 3-49, 4-22, 6-4, 7-8 
Forest xii, xxvi, 1-15, 2-26, 2-31, 2-32, 2-33, 2-37, 2-47, 3-1, 3-11, 3-12, 3-15, 3-16, 3-19, 3-20, 

3-23, 3-29, 3-33, 3-34, 3-35, 3-37, 3-40, 3-53, 3-67, 3-68, 3-69, 3-72, 4-25, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 
6-2, 7-4, 7-13, 7-16, 7-22, 9-5, 10-2 

Fort Huachuca1-21, 1-22, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, 2-20, 2-26, 2-27, 2-33, 3-2, 3-59, 3-83, 3-99, 4-34, 
5-3, 5-5, 7-18, 9-3 

Four-wheel drive vehicles1-20, 1-21, 1-29, 2-2, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-21, 2-27, 2-37, 2-39, 2-48, 2-
51, 2-53, 4-5 

Gila chub ............................................................... 3-16, 3-20, 3-42, 3-43, 3-53, 3-58, 3-71, 3-72 
Gila topminnow...................................................... 3-16, 3-20, 3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-72, 4-22, 7-23 
Goodding RNA ....................................................................................................3-67, 3-71, 7-22 
Grasslands ................... xv, 3-12, 3-14, 3-18, 3-23, 3-29, 3-35, 3-36, 3-68, 3-70, 3-71, 3-74, 4-57 
Ground Sensors............................................................................................................4-10, 4-54 
Groundwaterv, vi, vii, ix, 2-69, 3-22, 3-28, 3-34, 3-41, 3-42, 3-47, 3-81, 3-82, 3-83, 3-84, 3-85, 3-

100, 3-101, 4-33, 4-34, 5-19, 5-20, 7-1, 7-12, 7-23 
Groundwater Resources ........................................................................................................3-81 
Hazardous Materials ........................................ xiv, 1-28, 3-101, 3-102, 4-10, 4-49, 4-50, 6-7, 8-2 
Helipads ........................................................................... 2-8, 2-14, 2-21, 2-38, 2-43, 4-28, 4-51 
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Hispanic......................................................................................................3-92, 3-94, 3-97, 4-46 
Housing ................................................................... 1-24, 3-96, 3-97, 3-99, 4-43, 4-45, 4-47, 5-1 
Huachuca water umbel ................................. 3-18, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-53, 3-56, 3-57, 3-67, 4-22 
Illegal entrants (IEs)........................................................................... ii, 1-1, 1-14, 7-1, 7-15, 10-1 
Illegal immigration............................................................. 1-1, 1-11, 1-25, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-47 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act........................................1-12, 10-1 
Illegal trafficiv, vii, ix, x, 1-22, 1-23, 1-30, 1-31, 1-32, 2-14, 2-69, 2-70, 4-5, 4-7, 4-10, 4-12, 4-13, 

4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-20, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-29, 4-32, 4-47, 4-51, 4-55, 5-13, 5-18, 5-19, 5-
20 

Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)ii, iv, 1-1, 1-3, 1-10, 1-11, 1-15, 1-25, 1-26, 1-27, 2-
44, 2-49, 2-57, 2-62, 2-63, 3-1, 3-27, 3-35, 3-38, 3-39, 3-77, 3-81, 4-6, 4-15, 4-21, 4-42, 
4-44, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-9, 5-20, 7-10, 7-11, 7-12, 7-19, 10-1 

Impactsi, ii, iv, v, vi, vii, ix, x, xi, xii, xiii, xiv, xv, xxiv, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-17, 1-18, 1-20, 1-29, 1-33, 1-
36, 1-37, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-69, 2-70, 3-37, 3-91, 4-1, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-
10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-
26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-
41, 4-42, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 5-1, 5-4, 5-9, 5-10, 5-
12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 5-25, 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4, 6-5, 6-6, 
6-7, 6-8, 7-4, 7-5 

Imperial National Wildlife Refuge (INWR) ..............................................................................3-75 
Indirect effectsiv, v, vi, vii, ix, x, 2-69, 2-70, 4-8, 4-11, 4-15, 4-21, 4-24, 4-26, 4-35, 4-36, 5-13, 5-

16, 5-17, 5-25 
Indirect impactsvii, ix, x, 2-66, 2-67, 2-69, 2-70, 4-11, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-20, 4-23, 4-

26, 4-33, 5-11, 5-12, 5-14 
Infrastructurei, ii, iii, iv, v, vi, vii, viii, ix, x, xi, xii, xv, 1-1, 1-2, 1-9, 1-12, 1-19, 1-20, 1-31, 1-34, 1-

35, 1-36, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-9, 2-21, 2-26, 2-27, 2-33, 2-38, 2-39, 2-44, 2-48, 2-49, 2-52, 2-
53, 2-58, 2-59, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-64, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68, 2-69, 2-70, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-
4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 
4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-
38, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-46, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-
57, 5-1, 5-5, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22, 5-
23, 5-24, 5-25, 6-2, 6-8, 7-3, 7-6, 7-10, 7-12 

Integrated Surveillance Intelligence Systems (ISIS)iii, iv, 1-30, 1-31, 1-36, 2-9, 2-15, 2-20, 2-26, 
2-32, 2-38, 2-44, 2-48, 2-52, 2-58, 2-59, 2-65, 2-66, 10-1 

Interdiction ........................................................ ii, viii, 1-9, 1-11, 1-19, 1-29, 2-20, 2-68, 4-41, 5-4 
Jaguar 3-19, 3-35, 3-50, 4-22, 7-3, 7-20 
Joint Task Force North (JTF NORTH).................................................................... xiii, 5-20, 10-1 
Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6)................................................ xiii, 3-1, 3-77, 4-42, 5-20, 7-19, 10-1 
Kartchner Caverns State Park ...............................................................................3-67, 3-69, 7-3 
Kearney’s blue star ............................................................................3-18, 3-24, 3-25, 3-74, 7-16 
Kitt Peak National Observatory .....................................................................................3-67, 3-74 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge ............................................................... 3-3, 3-67, 3-76, 7-21, 9-4 
Land usev, vi, vii, ix, 2-69, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 3-10, 3-38, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-52, 4-53, 5-5, 5-6, 5-9, 

8-2 
Lemmon fleabane.........................................................................................................3-18, 3-25 
Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge (LCNWR) ...............................3-47, 3-70, 7-21, 9-5, 10-1 
Lesser long-nosed bat ................................................................................3-19, 3-36, 3-37, 3-74 
Lightingii, iii, iv, vi, x, 1-12, 1-20, 1-35, 1-36, 2-59, 2-62, 2-63, 2-65, 2-66, 2-70, 4-1, 4-6, 4-13, 4-

14, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-40, 4-42, 4-44, 4-45, 4-48, 4-49, 4-51, 4-
54, 5-16, 7-11, 7-19 

Loach minnow ............................................................................................3-20, 3-44, 3-45, 7-21 
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Madera Canyon Recreation Area..................................................................................3-67, 3-71 
Mammals 3-14, 3-17, 3-19, 3-27, 3-68, 3-69, 3-70, 3-72, 4-16, 4-17, 4-19, 4-20, 5-16, 7-10, 7-15 
Masked bobwhite............................................ 3-18, 3-28, 3-29, 3-73, 3-74, 4-22, 7-8, 7-13, 7-18 
Mexican gray wolf ................................................................................................3-20, 3-37, 7-22 
Mexican spotted owl3-19, 3-22, 3-29, 3-30, 3-52, 3-56, 3-57, 3-58, 3-59, 3-61, 3-62, 3-63, 3-67, 

3-71, 4-22, 4-23, 5-7, 7-21 
Miller Peak Wilderness Area.......................................................................2-27, 3-67, 3-68, 7-15 
Missionii, iv, viii, xi, xiii, 1-2, 1-3, 1-9, 1-19, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, 2-58, 2-59, 2-67, 2-68, 4-26, 5-2, 5-

6 
Mitigationv, vii, x, xi, xii, xiii, xiv, xv, 2-70, 4-9, 4-22, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-31, 4-34, 4-40, 4-52, 5-

10, 5-18, 5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24, 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4, 6-6, 6-8 
Mountain plover ...................................................................................................3-19, 3-31, 7-21 
Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Area............................................................................3-67, 3-71, 7-15 
Muggins Mountains Wilderness Area.....................................................................3-67, 3-76, 7-4 
Naco Station ....... xxiv, 2-33, 2-35, 2-37, 2-38, 2-47, 3-21, 3-53, 3-67, 4-14, 4-22, 4-34, 4-45, 5-3 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) .............................3-86, 3-90, 3-92, 4-40, 10-2 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)i, ii, iii, ix, xii, 1-2, 1-3, 1-29, 2-44, 2-48, 2-49, 2-58, 2-

59, 2-63, 2-66, 2-69, 3-1, 3-77, 4-9, 4-10, 4-13, 4-15, 4-20, 4-23, 4-24, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 
4-32, 4-34, 4-36, 4-37, 4-46, 4-48, 4-49, 4-53, 4-55, 5-4, 5-9, 5-10, 5-18, 5-21, 5-22, 5-
23, 5-24, 5-25, 5-26, 6-1, 6-4, 8-1, 8-2, 9-4, 10-2 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).................................................... xiii, 3-76, 4-27, 5-21 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) ...................................................................3-15, 10-2 
National Park Service ................................................ 1-14, 3-67, 3-77, 7-8, 7-14, 7-17, 9-3, 10-2 
National Register of Historic Places.........................................................................................6-4 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)...... xiii, 1-37, 3-81, 4-27, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 5-9, 10-2 
Native American ...................... xxv, 3-1, 3-76, 3-77, 3-79, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 6-4 
New Mexico ridge-nosed rattlesnake ...................................................................3-20, 3-40, 3-50 
Nichol’s turk’s head cactus ..................................................................................3-18, 3-25, 4-21 
No Action Alternativeiv, vii, 2-58, 2-67, 4-5, 4-8, 4-11, 4-12, 4-15, 4-16, 4-21, 4-24, 4-29, 4-33, 

4-38, 4-42, 4-46, 4-48, 4-49, 4-51, 4-55, 5-10, 5-12, 5-15, 5-19, 5-22 
Nogales Stationxxiv, xxv, 2-15, 2-21, 2-23, 2-25, 2-26, 3-21, 3-50, 3-53, 3-61, 3-67, 5-2, 7-11, 7-

12 
Noise v, vi, vii, ix, x, xiv, xv, 2-69, 2-70, 3-102, 3-103, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 5-6, 6-7, 6-

8, 7-8, 8-2, 10-1, 10-2 
Non-attainment .................................................................... xiii, 3-86, 3-92, 4-38, 4-39, 5-25, 6-5 
Northern aplomado falcon.............................................................................................3-19, 3-31 
Observation points................1-22, 1-36, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-26, 2-27, 2-38, 2-43, 2-48, 2-52, 2-58 
Ocelot 3-20, 3-38, 7-20 
Office of Border Patrol (BP)i, ii, iii, iv, v, vi, vii, viii, ix, x, xi, xii, xiii, xiv, xv, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-9, 1-10, 

1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-14, 1-19, 1-20, 1-21, 1-22, 1-23, 1-24, 1-25, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, 1-29, 1-
30, 1-31, 1-32, 1-34, 1-35, 1-36, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-9, 2-15, 2-21, 2-26, 2-27, 2-33, 2-39, 2-
44, 2-49, 2-53, 2-58, 2-59, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68, 2-69, 2-70, 3-1, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21, 
3-50, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-
18, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 4-33, 4-
34, 4-36, 4-38, 4-40, 4-41, 4-43, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-
55, 4-56, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-6, 5-9, 5-10, 5-11, 5-13, 5-14, 5-17, 5-18, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 
5-22, 5-24, 5-25, 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 6-4, 6-6, 7-6, 7-7, 7-15 

Office of National Drug Control Policy...........................................................................1-13, 7-23 
Operation Desert Gripiv, vi, xi, 1-23, 1-25, 1-26, 1-36, 2-44, 2-61, 2-66, 4-6, 4-10, 4-11, 5-4, 5-9, 

5-18, 6-3, 7-6, 7-11 
Operation Skywatch. iv, vi, 1-22, 1-26, 1-27, 1-36, 2-61, 2-66, 4-6, 4-10, 4-11, 5-2, 5-4, 5-9, 7-11 
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Operational repeaters ............... iii, 1-30, 2-2, 2-15, 2-20, 2-32, 2-52, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-65, 4-28 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument (OPCNM)1-19, 1-25, 1-34, 2-3, 2-8, 3-2, 3-22, 3-27, 3-

39, 3-40, 3-42, 3-50, 3-67, 3-74, 3-75, 3-104, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 5-2, 5-6, 10-2 
Original Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement ............................................. i, 1-1 
Overview................................................................................................................1-37, 2-1, 3-77 
Pajarita Wilderness Area ..............................................................................................3-71, 7-15 
Patagonia Lake State Park ....................................................................................3-67, 3-72, 7-3 
Pena Blanca Recreation Area.......................................................................................3-67, 3-72 
Permanent vehicle barriers .............................................................. 2-2, 2-62, 2-63, 5-1, 5-2, 6-3 
Permanent checkpoint ............................................................................ ii, 1-22, 2-51, 2-53, 2-61 
Permanent lights......................................................................................... v, vi, 1-24, 1-31, 1-35 
Pima County2-1, 2-9, 2-15, 3-2, 3-3, 3-7, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-26, 3-27, 3-29, 3-35, 3-42, 3-50, 3-

53, 3-59, 3-67, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-92, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-98, 3-99, 3-100, 3-101, 3-102, 
5-1, 5-3, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 7-15, 7-16, 9-6 

Pima pineapple cactus................................................................................3-18, 3-26, 3-74, 4-22 
Populationxv, 3-2, 3-3, 3-17, 3-22, 3-24, 3-25, 3-29, 3-34, 3-35, 3-39, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-45, 3-

47, 3-48, 3-92, 3-94, 3-96, 3-97, 3-98, 3-102, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-22, 4-30, 4-
42, 4-43, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-50, 4-56, 5-15, 5-16, 7-5, 7-8, 7-10, 7-12, 7-18, 7-19 

Portable lightsv, vi, 1-24, 1-36, 2-2, 2-9, 2-15, 2-20, 2-26, 2-32, 2-38, 2-44, 2-48, 2-52, 2-58, 2-
61, 2-62, 2-63, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-6, 4-19, 4-20, 4-31, 4-32, 4-40, 4-43, 5-3, 5-12, 6-7, 
7-11 

Ports of Entry (POE) ................. 1-1, 1-9, 1-32, 2-1, 2-3, 2-52, 3-4, 4-17, 4-47, 5-1, 5-3, 5-5, 10-2 
Prime farmland ........................................................ ix, 2-69, 3-7, 3-8, 3-10, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 7-4 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS)i, ii, iii, viii, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-12, 1-34, 1-36, 

1-37, 2-49, 2-58, 2-63, 2-68, 3-1, 4-1, 4-23, 4-46, 4-48, 5-1, 5-9, 5-10, 5-18, 5-20, 5-21, 
5-25, 5-26, 8-1, 8-2, 10-2 

Protection of Children ...................................................................................................3-98, 4-47 
Public Services ....................................................................................................3-98, 4-48, 4-49 
Ramsey Canyon Preserve ............................................................................................3-67, 3-69 
Razorback sucker ......................................... 3-20, 3-22, 3-45, 3-50, 3-67, 3-74, 3-75, 4-21, 7-22 
Record of Decision (ROD) .................................................................................. iii, 1-2, 2-59, 5-6 
Recreation ...................................................................... ix, 2-69, 3-1, 3-2, 3-22, 3-37, 3-45, 3-72 
Remote Video Surveillance System (RVS)iii, iv, vi, xxv, 1-12, 1-20, 1-30, 1-31, 1-36, 2-2, 2-26, 

2-38, 2-44, 2-52, 2-59, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-65, 2-66, 4-1, 4-2, 4-4, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-
13, 4-14, 4-19, 4-20, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-28, 4-35, 4-39, 4-43, 4-51, 4-54, 5-1, 
5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-16, 10-2 

Reptiles ............................. 3-14, 3-17, 3-20, 3-50, 3-69, 3-70, 3-72, 4-16, 4-17, 5-16, 7-13, 7-18 
Rescue beaconsiii, iv, xi, 1-23, 1-36, 2-2, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-26, 2-32, 2-38, 2-44, 2-48, 2-52, 2-

58, 2-59, 2-61, 2-62, 2-66, 4-1, 4-2, 4-4, 4-6, 4-7, 4-9, 4-19, 4-20, 5-2, 5-3, 6-3 
Revised Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement..............................................4-33 
Revised Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement..................................... i, ii, iii, 1-1 
Road patrolsv, x, 1-20, 2-62, 2-63, 2-70, 4-1, 4-5, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-14, 4-15, 4-18, 4-

22, 4-23, 4-25, 4-26, 4-30, 4-41 
Roads v, vii, xi, xii, xiii, xv, 1-12, 1-14, 1-15, 1-20, 1-21, 1-22, 1-23, 1-24, 1-25, 1-29, 1-31, 1-34, 

1-35, 2-2, 2-3, 2-9, 2-14, 2-19, 2-20, 2-21, 2-27, 2-33, 2-37, 2-39, 2-47, 2-48, 2-51, 2-53, 
2-57, 2-59, 2-62, 2-65, 3-3, 3-91, 4-1, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 
4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-20, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-32, 4-33, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-
38, 4-39, 4-41, 4-45, 4-50, 4-51, 4-53, 4-55, 4-57, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-6, 5-10, 5-13, 5-14, 5-
17, 5-18, 5-19, 6-2 

Robert C. Bonner.....................................................................................................................1-9 
Routine Patrols ...........................................................................................1-20, 1-29, 1-36, 2-32 
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Saguaro National Park...........................................................................................................3-75 
San Bernadino National Wildlife Refuge (SBNWR)........... 3-2, 3-23, 3-41, 3-47, 3-48, 3-70, 10-2 
San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (SPRNCA)1-19, 3-2, 3-24, 3-53, 3-67, 3-70, 4-

24, 4-25, 10-2 
San Pedro River1-15, 1-19, 3-7, 3-15, 3-22, 3-24, 3-27, 3-42, 3-46, 3-53, 3-70, 3-81, 3-82, 3-83, 

3-88, 4-34, 4-35, 7-5, 7-9, 7-20 
Santa Cruz County2-15, 2-26, 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-11, 3-24, 3-26, 3-27, 3-34, 3-45, 3-50, 3-67, 3-70, 

3-71, 3-72, 3-92, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-100, 3-102, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 7-5, 7-11, 7-12 
Search and rescue (SAR)1-22, 1-26, 2-1, 2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-14, 2-15, 2-52, 2-53, 2-61, 3-4, 4-1, 4-

10, 4-28, 4-35, 5-2, 5-4, 10-2 
Secondary fence.............................................................................................................. 4-6, 5-3 
Sedimentation...............................................................................................................4-33, 4-36 
sensors ..................................................................................................................................2-27 
Sensorsii, iii, vi, 1-3, 1-12, 1-30, 1-31, 2-2, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-21, 2-27, 2-38, 2-43, 2-48, 2-52, 2-

57, 2-59, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-65, 4-2, 4-4, 5-4 
Skywatch towers.....................1-22, 1-23, 2-2, 2-8, 2-14, 2-20, 2-26, 2-27, 2-38, 2-43, 2-48, 2-58 
Socioeconomics........................................................................................... 3-92, 4-41, 5-25, 8-1 
Soils v, vi, vii, ix, 2-69, 3-4, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-10, 3-14, 3-18, 3-22, 3-23, 3-25, 3-37, 4-8, 4-9, 4-

10, 4-11, 4-37, 4-39, 4-50, 5-10, 5-11, 5-12, 5-22, 5-23, 8-1 
Sonoita mud turtle................................................................................................3-20, 3-40, 3-41 
Sonoita Station .........................................2-26, 2-27, 2-29, 2-31, 2-32, 3-21, 3-56, 3-58, 5-2, 5-3 
Sonora chub ........................................................................................3-16, 3-21, 3-45, 7-5, 7-20 
Sonora tiger salamander......................................................................................3-19, 3-34, 3-35 
Sonoran pronghornxi, 2-57, 3-20, 3-22, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 3-74, 4-21, 4-22, 5-17, 5-18, 6-3, 7-2, 

7-6, 7-10, 7-17, 7-20, 7-21 
Southwestern willow flycatcher ....................................... 3-19, 3-32, 3-74, 3-75, 4-21, 7-14, 7-18 
Spikedace...................................................................................................3-16, 3-21, 3-46, 7-21 
Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP)xiv, 4-35, 4-36, 4-50, 6-7, 

10-2 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)xiii, 3-76, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32, 6-4, 6-5, 7-3, 9-

1, 10-2 
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (SPEIS) .........................3-1, 10-2 
Surface water .................................... xiv, 3-22, 3-81, 3-82, 3-86, 4-33, 4-35, 4-36, 5-20, 6-6, 7-1 
Tactical checkpointiv, vi, 1-20, 2-2, 2-3, 2-9, 2-14, 2-19, 2-21, 2-27, 2-33, 2-39, 2-47, 2-48, 2-51, 

2-53, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 4-1, 4-5, 4-28, 4-34, 4-36, 4-37, 4-50, 4-51, 4-54 
Temporary Camp Detailsii, iii, iv, 1-23, 1-24, 1-26, 1-29, 1-36, 2-2, 2-8, 2-9, 2-15, 2-20, 2-26, 2-

32, 2-38, 2-44, 2-48, 2-52, 2-58, 2-59, 2-61, 2-66, 5-2, 5-3, 7-6 
Temporary vehicle barriers ................................................... 2-2, 2-38, 2-44, 2-62, 2-63, 5-2, 7-6 
Terrorist ..............................ii, viii, 1-1, 1-2, 1-3, 1-9, 1-11, 1-19, 2-67, 2-68, 4-43, 4-44, 5-4, 5-25 
Threatened/endangered speciesvii, xi, xv, 3-15, 3-17, 3-71, 3-74, 4-20, 4-21, 4-26, 4-57, 5-17, 

5-18, 6-1, 6-4, 10-2 
Tohono O’odham Nation (TON)1-2, 1-14, 2-1, 2-3, 2-8, 2-9, 2-14, 2-15, 3-2, 3-25, 3-27, 3-39, 3-

77, 4-12, 4-29, 5-2, 6-5, 7-6, 7-18 
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) .............................. 3-77, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-31, 4-32, 10-2 
Transportation .................................................................... xiii, 3-3, 3-102, 4-1, 5-1, 5-6, 6-5, 8-2 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) ......... xiii, 3-76, 3-77, 4-27, 4-30, 4-31, 6-4, 6-5, 10-2 
Tubac Presidio State Historic Park.........................................................................3-67, 3-73, 7-3 
Tucson Sectorxi, xiv, 1-2, 1-22, 1-26, 1-27, 1-28, 1-29, 2-1, 2-2, 2-14, 2-20, 2-61, 4-2, 4-3, 4-9, 

4-21, 4-22, 4-42, 4-43, 4-45, 5-2, 5-4, 5-9, 6-3, 6-4, 6-6, 7-6, 7-11, 7-12, 7-15, 9-2 
Tucson Station................................. xxiv, xxv, 2-15, 2-17, 2-19, 2-20, 2-61, 3-21, 3-53, 3-55, 5-2 
Tumacacori National Historic Park .......................................................................3-67, 3-73, 7-14 
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Unique and Sensitive Areas......................................................x, xii, 2-70, 3-59, 4-25, 4-26, 5-19 
Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) ...........................................................................................1-2 
Upper San Pedro Basin ................................................ v, vi, vii, 3-82, 4-33, 4-34, 4-36, 7-8, 7-15 
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)xiv, 2-63, 3-1, 3-14, 3-81, 3-84, 3-85, 4-15, 4-42, 5-9, 5-

10, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 6-6, 7-7, 7-18, 7-19, 10-2 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)xi, xii, 1-24, 1-26, 3-1, 3-2, 3-15, 3-17, 3-21, 3-22, 3-23, 

3-27, 3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-34, 3-35, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-44, 3-
45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-49, 3-50, 3-53, 3-59, 3-67, 3-70, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 3-76, 4-6, 4-20, 
4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-27, 4-29, 4-31, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 6-1, 6-3, 6-4, 7-1, 7-5, 7-8, 7-20, 7-
21, 7-22, 7-23, 9-5, 10-2 

US Forest Service (USFS)xxvi, 1-15, 1-37, 3-1, 3-2, 3-15, 3-16, 3-17, 3-23, 3-24, 3-26, 3-28, 3-
30, 3-34, 3-35, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-44, 3-45, 3-47, 3-48, 3-67, 3-68, 3-70, 3-71, 3-72, 4-6, 
4-27, 5-6, 5-7, 5-8, 5-15, 7-22, 9-5, 10-2 

Utilities 1-35, 2-66, 3-1, 3-98, 4-48, 4-49 
Vegetationv, vi, vii, x, xi, xii, 1-14, 1-23, 1-30, 1-33, 1-34, 2-70, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-

19, 3-23, 3-27, 3-31, 3-35, 3-38, 3-39, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-47, 3-48, 3-53, 3-67, 3-74, 3-
84, 3-88, 3-103, 4-7, 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-18, 4-23, 4-28, 4-30, 4-36, 4-50, 
5-6, 5-12, 5-13, 5-14, 5-18, 6-1, 6-2 

Vegetation communities....................x, 2-70, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 4-12, 4-13, 4-15, 5-12, 5-14 
Water Quality.......... v, vi, vii, ix, xiv, 2-69, 3-34, 3-85, 3-86, 3-87, 3-89, 5-10, 5-19, 5-20, 6-6, 7-1 
Water Resources ......... xiii, xiv, 3-81, 3-84, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 6-5, 6-6, 8-1 
Waters of the US .......................................................................... xiv, 3-84, 3-85, 4-33, 5-20, 6-6 
Wellton Stationxxv, 1-25, 2-49, 2-51, 2-53, 2-55, 2-57, 2-58, 3-21, 3-25, 3-27, 3-50, 4-21, 5-2, 5-

3, 7-10 
Wetlands...................................... v, vi, ix, xiv, 2-69, 3-18, 3-37, 3-71, 3-84, 3-85, 4-33, 5-20, 6-6 
Wild Chile Botanical Area .............................................................................................3-67, 3-73 
Wilderness Areaix, xii, xiii, 2-27, 2-69, 3-67, 3-68, 3-71, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 3-76, 3-103, 3-104, 4-

5, 4-7, 4-25, 4-42, 4-55, 5-6, 5-18, 5-19, 6-2, 7-4, 7-14, 7-15 
Wildlife v, vi, vii, x, xii, xiii, xiv, xv, 1-33, 2-70, 3-1, 3-10, 3-14, 3-23, 3-30, 3-70, 3-71, 3-72, 3-74, 

3-76, 3-82, 3-89, 3-100, 4-5, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 4-26, 4-30, 4-50, 4-52, 4-
55, 4-56, 4-57, 5-5, 5-13, 5-14, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 6-2, 6-5, 6-6, 7-22 

Willcox Station .... xxiv, xxv, 2-33, 2-39, 2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-47, 2-48, 3-21, 3-57, 3-59, 3-63, 3-67 
Woodland ................. 3-11, 3-12, 3-14, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-23, 3-27, 3-33, 3-34, 3-40, 3-69, 3-70 
Yaqui catfish .......................................................... 3-21, 3-22, 3-46, 3-47, 3-59, 3-64, 3-67, 3-70 
Yaqui chub...................................................................... 3-21, 3-22, 3-47, 3-59, 3-64, 3-67, 3-70 
Yaqui topminnow ........................................................................................3-21, 3-48, 3-70, 7-20 
Yellow-billed cuckoo ........................................... 3-19, 3-32, 3-33, 7-5, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10, 7-12, 7-13 
Yuma clapper rail...............................................................................3-19, 3-33, 3-34, 3-75, 4-21 
Yuma County3-3, 3-4, 3-7, 3-13, 3-49, 3-67, 3-75, 3-81, 3-92, 3-94, 3-95, 3-97, 3-101, 4-42, 7-3, 

7-19, 9-6 
Yuma Sector............................. 2-1, 2-8, 2-49, 3-1, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-10, 4-21, 4-22, 5-4, 5-9, 5-17 
Yuma Station ...................................................................... xxv, 2-49, 2-50, 2-51, 2-52, 3-21, 5-3 
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Coronado National Forest Sensitive Species List and Status by Ranger District 

Status on Ranger District 
Common/Scientific Name 

Douglas Nogales Sierra 
Vista Safford Santa 

Catalina 

PLANTS 
Alamos deer vetch 
Lotus alamosanus  S?    

Aravaipa sage 
Salvia amissa    S S 

Arid throne fleabane 
Erigeron arisolius S S S   

Arizona alum root 
Heuchera glomerulata S   S S 

Arizona giant sedge 
Carex ultra S S S S S 

Arizona manihot 
Manihot davisiae  S   S 

Arizona monkshood 
Aconitum infectum  S   S 

Bartram stonecrop 
Graptopetalum bartramii S S S  S 

Beardless chinch weed 
Pectis imberbis  S S   

Bigelow thoroughwort 
Eupatorium bigelovii Su   S S 

Box Canyon muhly 
Muhlenbergia dubioides  S S  S 

Branching penstemon 
Penstemon ramosus Sd   S near?  

Broad leaf ground cherry 
Physalis latiphysa  S?  S  

Catalina beardtongue 
Penstemon discolor S S  S S 

Chihuahuan sedge 
Carex chihuahuensis S S S S S 

Chihuahuan stickseed 
Hackelia ursine Su S  S S 

Chiltepin 
Capsicum annuum var. 
glabriusculum 

Su S    

Chiricahua dock 
Rumex orthoneurus S  S S  

Chiricahua fleabane 
Erigeron kuschai S     

Chiricahua mock pennyroyal 
Hedeoma costatum   S   

Chiricahua mountain 
brookweed 
Samolus vegans 

S S S  S 

Chiricahua rock cress 
Arabis tricornuta S S S  S 

Chiricahua rock daisy 
Perityle cochisensis S     
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Status on Ranger District 
Common/Scientific Name 

Douglas Nogales Sierra 
Vista Safford Santa 

Catalina 

REPTILES 
Arizona ridge-nosed 
rattlesnake 
Crotalus willardi willardi 

S S S   

Desert massasauga 
Sistrurus catenatus edwardsi S?  Su   

Giant spotted whiptail 
Cnedmidophorus burti 
stictogrammus 

S? S S S  

Gray-checkered whiptail 
Cnemidophorus dixoni S?    S 

Mexican garter snake 
Thamnophis eques megalops S?  S S? S 

Sonoran desert tortoise 
Gopheris agassizii  S S? S SB 

FISHES 
Mexican stoneroller 
Campostoma ornatum S     

Roundtail chub 
Gila robusta      

INSECTS 
A Tiger beetle 
Amblycheila baroni S S S S S 

A Tiger beetle 
Cicindela purpurea cimarrona    S  

Arizona metalmark 
Calephelis arizonensis S? S S  S 

Arizona water penny beetle 
Psephenus arizonensis S     

Aryxna giant skipper 
Agathymus aryxna S S S S S 

Chiricahua water scavenger 
Cymbiodyta arizonica S?     

Chiricahua white 
Neophasia terlootii S S S S S 

Evansi brigadier 
Agathymus evensi S S S   

False ameletus mayfly 
Ameletus falsus     S 

Maricopa tiger beetle 
Cicindela oregona maricopa      

Mexican meadowfly 
Sympetrum signiferum  S S   

Blue silverspot butterfly 
Speyeria nokomis coerulescens   Su  Su 

Obsolete viceroy 
Limenitis archippus obsolete S? S S S S 

Pima orange tip 
Anthocharis pima S? S S  S 

Table 3-5, continued 
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APPENDIX D: Cultural Resources 

 

The cultural chronology of Arizona is commonly divided into five periods: Paleo-Indian, 

Archaic, Formative, Protohistoric, and Historic.  These periods are commonly subdivided 

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. 

 

Paleo-Indian (10,000-7,500 B.C.) 

The nature and temporal position of the first people in southern Arizona is a subject of 

debate.  Most researchers contend that successive migrations occurred throughout the 

later part of the Pleistocene, coinciding with global temperature drops that resulted in 

massive quantities of water being frozen.  As the ice caps increased in size, sea levels 

dropped, exposing land bridges in the areas where the sea was the shallowest.  One of 

these land bridges connected Alaska with Siberia across the Bering Strait.  This land 

bridge has successively appeared and disappeared over the last 100,000 years as 

temperatures fluctuated. 

 

A majority of the best-known Paleo-Indian sites in the southwest are in southern Arizona.  

The earliest occupations at these sites are named after a site near Clovis, New Mexico 

and are recognized by a particular fluted projectile point type that is thought to have 

been used for hunting big game such as mammoth, mastodon, and camel.  To a certain 

extent, this view is probably biased because most Clovis sites that have been excavated 

are kill sites.  Plant gathering and processing was, no doubt, an important aspect in the 

lives of early Paleo-Indians.  Of particular importance are the sites in the San Pedro and 

Sulphur Springs valleys in southeastern Arizona, such as Naco, Murray Springs, 

Leikham, and Navarette, which have extinct mammal bones, associated with Paleolithic 

artifacts. 

 

For the Papagueria, or south-central Arizona, the earliest dated site is Ventana Cave.  

Among the bones of extinct dire wolf, jaguar, shasta ground sloth, and horse, an 

BW1 FOIA CBP 008763



Appendix D: Cultural Resources 

assemblage of almost 100 tools was recovered.  A single point with a concave base 

represents the Clovis affiliation, while an assemblage of steeply retouched flakes, along 

with blocky, unifacially and bifacially reduced cobbles, reveals an association with a far 

western desert Paleo-Indian tradition often referred to as the San Dieguito, known 

principally in California.  Haury (1950) termed this early material the Ventana complex and 

believed that it was affiliated with the San Dieguito tradition.  Radiocarbon dates for the 

Ventana complex range from 11,300 to 12,600 B.C. (Haury and Hayden 1975).  Malcolm 

Rogers (1945a) originally identified the earliest archeological manifestation in the 

southwest as the Malpais Industry, but later concluded that the differences he saw 

between artifacts from the Malpais Industry and San Dieguito complex were more 

apparent than real (Rogers 1958). 

 

San Dieguito Complex (10,000-5,000 B.C.) 

The earliest accepted prehistoric complex for the Colorado River sub region is the San 

Dieguito Complex, which was defined first along the southern coastal area near San Diego 

at the C.W. Harris Site (Rogers 1938; Warren 1966).   The San Dieguito complex in 

California overlaps and runs into the Archaic Period in the Arizona chronology.  Groups 

associated with the San Dieguito Complex probably were organized as small bands and 

were nomadic hunter-gatherers.  On a general level, the material culture of the San 

Dieguito Complex reflects an adaptation focusing on the hunting of animals, not dissimilar 

in pattern to late Paleo-Indian cultures (Eighmey 1990; Robbins-Wade 1986).  Diagnostic 

lithic artifacts associated with the San Dieguito Complex include well-made foliate knives 

and projectile points, heavy "horse-hoof" planes, and crescent-shaped stones (Moratto 

1984; Eighmey 1990; Robbins-Wade 1990).  San Dieguito points and knives are narrow 

and long in profile with thick cross-sections and the points are usually basal notched 

(Warren 1966; Davis 1969).  Overall, this complex is very similar to contemporary cultures 

in the Great Basin associated with the Western Pluvial Lakes Tradition (Bedwell 1970; 

Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984). 

 

Archaic (7,500-400 B.C.) 

The cultural remains of Archaic people, post-Pleistocene foragers, are more common 

manifestations than those of Paleo-Indian populations.  The cultural affiliation and age of 

Archaic materials in southern Arizona are not well understood.  Two Archaic traditions 

have been proposed for southern Arizona: the Desert culture (also called San Dieguito II 
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and III) and the Cochise culture.  Haury (1950) and Ezell (1954) have argued that the 

Papagueria was the zone of contact between the Cochise culture, located primarily within 

southeastern and south-central Arizona and New Mexico, and the Desert culture, recorded 

in southern California (Rogers 1939; Hester 1973; King 1976) and southwestern Arizona 

(Rogers 1941; Haury 1950; Hayden 1970; Rosenthal et al. 1978).  Other researchers 

disagree with Haury and Ezell, arguing instead that the Desert culture is a pan-

southwestern occurrence extending from California to the Trans-Pecos Region of Texas. 

 

People associated with another complex called the Amargosan are believed to have 

migrated into east-central Arizona, displacing cultures affiliated with the San Dieguito 

complex at about 3000 B.C. (Rogers 1958).  The eastern aspect of the Amargosan 

complex produced two-phase patterns, Amargosa I and II, both of which were found at 

Ventana Cave (Haury 1950).  At either the beginning of or during Amargosa II times, 

trough and basin metates and mortars appeared in southern Arizona for the first time 

(Rogers 1958). 

 

The three Cochise culture stages generally recognized include the Sulphur Springs, 

Chiricahua, and San Pedro (Sayles and Antevs 1941).  The Sulphur Springs stage (ca. 

7500 B.C. to 3500 B.C.), considered to be a specialized, Paleo-Indian adaptation, is 

known only from a few sites near Double Adobe in southeastern Arizona (Whalen 1971). 

The Chiricahua stage, dated by Whalen (1975) from 3500 B.C. to 1500 B.C., marks 

another aspect of the Archaic Period in southern Arizona.  Several researchers believe 

that maize and squash were introduced during the Chiricahua stage (Dick 1951; Martin 

and Schoenwetter 1960).  The San Pedro stage tentatively dates from 1500 B.C. to 100 

A.D. (Whalen 1975).  Listed among the material cultural inventory are deep basin metates, 

shaped pestles, mortars, two-hand manos, and an increase in the type and number of 

pressure flaked tools (Sayles et al. 1958).  Pithouses and storage features, agriculture 

(beans, maize, and squash), and pottery appear at the end of the San Pedro stage 

(Sayles 1945; Martin et al. 1949; Eddy 1958; Dick 1965). 

 

Due to the nature of the local vegetal material, radiocarbon dates are available only for the 

later part of the Archaic Period, namely, to the time immediately preceding the rise of 

sedentism and agriculture in southern Arizona.  These dates suggest that the Archaic 

persisted into the first millennium A.D. 
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Amargosa/Elko Period (1,500 B.C. - A.D. 900) 

Sites representing the Amargosa/Elko Period are not well represented in the Colorado 

River sub region (Eighmey 1990) and are more frequent in the Mojave Desert and 

Peninsular Ranges (Moratto 1984; Eighmey 1990).  Nevertheless, the Amargosa/Elko 

Period appears to bridge the interval of time when cultures were shifting from use of the 

spear and atlatl to the bow and arrow pestles which implies a heavier reliance on plant 

foods (especially hard seeds) in some areas (Moratto 1984).  During the Amargosa/Elko 

Period technological changes are also represented by an increase in the number of 

manos and metates and the introduction of mortars and pestles (Moratto 1984).  Shaft 

smoothers, incised stone tablets and pendants, hollowed-out stone tubes, shell beads, 

and bone awls also are associated with this period.  An additional impetus behind the 

introduction of new technologies in the southern desert region may have been increasing 

contacts with desert populations to the east of the Colorado River, as well as the California 

coastal zone (Moratto 1984). 

 

Formative (A.D. 100-1,450) 

Following the Archaic, the Formative Period refers to the prehistoric ceramic-making 

agriculturalists.  In southern Arizona, some researchers date the beginning of the 

Formative as early as 300 B.C. (Haury 1976), and others as late as A.D. 500 (Schiffer 

1982).  In south-central Arizona, the principal inhabitants are called Hohokam, a Piman 

word meaning "all used up" (Haury 1976).  Peripheral cultures are the Trincheras in 

northern Sonora (Bowen n.d.; Sauer and Brand 1931; Hinton 1955; Johnson 1960, 1963; 

McGuire and Villalpando 1991), the Mogollon in eastern Arizona (Douglas and Brown 

1984, 1985), and the Patayan in western Arizona (Rogers 1945a; Waters 1982). 

 

Hohokam Culture 

When and where the Hohokam arose is still unresolved.  Di Peso (1956) and Hayden 

(1970) believed that the prehistoric people antecedent to the Hohokam in southern 

Arizona followed the Ootam tradition.  Di Peso contended that the Ootam were an 

indigenous group who came under the rule of Mexican intruders, the Hohokam, from 

roughly A.D. 900 to 1200.  Other researchers have viewed the Hohokam culture as an 

evolution of indigenous Archaic populations who were influenced by ideas coming from 

Mexico (Wasley and Johnson 1965; Wilcox 1979). 
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The Hohokam cultural has been defined primarily from sites along the Salt, Gila, and 

Santa Cruz rivers.  In addition to this core area there is also the “Desert Branch” of the 

Hohokam, which was used to explain variability between contemporaneous populations; 

those living in the core area of the Salt-Gila and Tucson Basins, the Riverine Hohokam, 

and those living in the Papagueria, the Desert Hohokam.  After A.D. 1000, differences can 

be clearly seen in burial practices, pottery types, metate types, projectile points, carved 

stone, figurines, pallettes, stone jewelry, shell jewelry, and subsistence patterns. 

 

Hohokam culture history is generally divided into four temporal periods: the Pioneer Period 

(A.D. 425-750), Colonial Period (A.D. 750-950), Sedentary Period (A.D. 950-1150) and the 

Classic Period (A.D. 1150-1450).  The Pioneer Period is ill defined and based largely on 

excavations at Snaketown.  Hohokam population increased greatly during the Colonial 

Period as improved irrigation in the Phoenix Basin and to a lesser extent in the Tucson 

Basin, allowed for the reliable cultivation of maize, beans, squash, and cotton.  Primary 

Village sites with ball courts were constructed along major drainages and cremation burial 

practices replaced inhumation burial practices.  During the Sedentary Period settlement 

expanded into the secondary drainages and bajadas and agricultural strategies expanded 

to include rock piles and rock pile fields.  Dry farming techniques were employed 

increasingly in the Santa Cruz Valley.  By the Classic Period dramatic changes occurred in 

the architectural styles, burial practices and material culture.  Adobe-walled pit houses and 

later, above ground adobe and stone masonry structures surrounded by adobe or stone 

walls replaced the previous pit house style of architecture.  Ball court construction had 

ceased and was replaced by construction of earthen platform mounds, possibly 

Mesoamerican derived in the large villages.  Larger villages were settled situated on major 

drainages.  The abrupt changes during the Colonial Period may have been the result of 

increased warfare in the area (Lascaux 1998). 

 

Trincheras Culture 

The region occupied by the Trincheras culture has been demarcated by Bowen (n.d.) as 

extending from Puerto Libertad on the south to the international border on the north, and 

from the Gulf of California on the west to the Rio San Miguel on the east.  The pottery 

series within this area is fairly well documented.  Sauer and Brand (1931) have described 

Trincheras Purple-on-red and Nogales Polychrome.  Bowen (n.d.) refined the painted 

pottery types to include Purple-on-brown and Purple-on-red.  Trincheras Polychrome was 
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defined by Di Peso (1956).  Even though the types within the Trincheras series have not 

been securely dated, it is believed that they were produced over a considerable period of 

time.  Cross-dating indicates that most of the Trincheras types were in use at least as 

early as the Hohokam Colonial Period (A.D. 800) and may have extended until Spanish 

contact though terminal dates are problematic (McGuire and Villapando 1991, Bowen n.d., 

Braniff 1978). 

 

The most distinctive aspect of the Trincheras Culture is the “cerros de trincheras”.  These 

are features consisting of dry-laid rock walls, terraces, structures, enclosures, and trails on 

hill slopes and hilltops. These sites are thought to have multiple functions including garden 

plots, habitation, and defense due to their location.  Based on surveys in Sonora, these 

may have been constructed as early as A.D. 800.  However most date to after A.D. 1100 

although southern Arizona sites date A.D. 1100-1300 and have no associative pottery 

(Lascaux 1998). 

 

Evidently, the Trincheras people exploited a variety of environmental zones including 

hilltop terraces, inland ridges, floodplains, and valleys (Bowen n.d.; McGuire and 

Villalpando 1991).  A variety of subsistence strategies were utilized including floodwater, 

runoff and limited canal irrigation agriculture, along with exploitation of wild resources. 

 

Several Trincheras sites display evidence of shell jewelry production and the preparation 

of shell bracelet "blanks".  The Trincheras people moved large quantities of shell material 

to the Playa site between A.D.800 and A.D. 1200 (Johnson 1960).  In the Papagueria it 

has been hypothesized that shell was used by the populations as barter for agricultural 

products from the Salt-Gila Basin Hohokam, thus assuring themselves access to 

resources necessary to serve as a "buffering mechanism," shielding them from the 

vagaries of agriculture in a desert environment (Doelle 1980).  It is conceivable that the 

Trincheras people utilized a similar strategy or participated in the Papaguerian system. 

 

Patayan Culture 

Much of the confusion regarding the Ceramic Period has been resolved by Waters 

(1982) who basically adopted Rogers' (1940, 1945a, 1945b) diagnostic ceramic traits to 

provide chronological and typological distinctions for Lowland Patayan pottery types.  

Three ceramic periods have been defined: Patayan I (A.D. 700-1000), Patayan II (A.D. 
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1000-1500), Patayan III (A.D. 1500-Present).  It must be mentioned that Waters' time 

periods and ceramic typology have not met universal acceptance (Schroeder 1952, 

1967).  Unfortunately, the only stratified site excavated to date has been poorly reported 

(Harner 1958). However, Harner's results appear to contain important differences from 

those of Rogers, Waters, and Schroeder. Huckell's (1979) excavations in the Crater 

Mountains have produced data that may be in conflict as well with the time scheme 

outlined above.  Schaefer et al. (1987) proposed a similar chronology based on three 

periods Patayan I (ca. AD 900-1050), Patayan II (ca. A.D. 1050-1450), and Patayan III 

(ca. A.D. 1450-1800) based on the works of Shroeder (1952,1957,1961) and Harner 

(1958). 

 

The frontier between Hohokam and Patayan ceramic types is a short distance west of a 

line between Gila Bend, Arizona, and OPCNM (Ezell 1954).  The excavations conducted 

by Wasley and Johnson (1965) between Agua Caliente and Gila Bend revealed sites with 

Patayan pottery and a few intrusive Hohokam sherds.  Sites farther west on the Gila River 

exhibit Patayan ceramics almost exclusively (Schroeder 1952; Breternitz 1957; Vivian 

1965).  South, near the international border, sites with Patayan sherds were recorded east 

of the Ajo Mountains in the Quijotoa Valley by Rosenthal et al. (1978).  Patayan sherds 

also were found at sites west of the Ajo Mountains in OPCNM.  Immediately west of Organ 

Pipe, in the CPNWR, the sites described by Fontana (1965) were dominated by Patayan 

wares, as were sites in the Sierra Pinacates (Hayden 1967). 

 

The ceramic-bearing Patayans who settled along the lower Colorado and Gila rivers 

adopted a subsistence strategy of floodwater farming, gathering, and hunting of small 

game (Rogers 1945a; Schroeder 1957).  Riverine settlements were composed of 

individual households in a dispersed, or rancheria pattern.  Initially, habitations were 

round or oval, domed, jacal structures with rock foundations that lacked roof supports.  

Later, houses along the river were also jacal, but square in plan with four roof supports.  

Structures away from the rivers were domed jacals during all time periods. 

 

The earliest users of Patayan pottery are unclear.  Malcolm Rogers (1945a) was of the 

opinion that the makers of Patayan I (Yuman I) ceramics were immigrants from southern 

California who, along with the Hohokam, learned to make pottery from people in Mexico.  

Rogers perceived a hiatus in the local development about A.D. 1000 and concluded that 
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the Patayan I people were not biologically ancestral to the modern Yumans.  Harner 

(1958), on the other hand, saw a direct continuum in Patayan I and II materials.  According 

to Rogers, the makers of Patayan II pottery were the descendants of new immigrants 

and/or people who settled in the area as a result of internecine warfare on the Colorado 

River.  These people eventually became the modern day Yumans (Rogers 1945a).  

Rogers (1945a) viewed Patayan II times as ones of expansion and suggested that the 

trincheras sites in Sonora and the Gila Bend Fortified Hill site (Greenleaf 1975) were 

responses to raiding by Patayan groups.  During the Patayan II Period, groups of 

presumed Yuman-speakers filtered into the Colorado Desert and settled along the shore 

of Lake Cahuilla (Rogers 1945; Moratto 1984).  Groups associated with the Patayan II 

Period constructed domed-shaped, brush-walled houses and cremated their dead.  

Coprolite studies have revealed a rich diet among the Patayan II inhabitants of Lake 

Cahuilla, including fish, shellfish, aquatic birds, mammals, and a number of freshwater 

marsh and lowland desert plants (Wilke 1978).  It appears that cultigens were not part of 

the Lake Cahuilla diet (Weide 1976).  During this time there was active trade in seashells 

between groups living in the desert and others living along the Gulf of California and the 

southern Pacific coast.   At the end of the Patayan II Period, it is believed that the 

Colorado River ceased to drain into Lake Cahuilla and that the lake rapidly began to shrink 

in size, becoming saline as a result.  Thus, it appears that populations in the Colorado 

Desert quickly dispersed into adjacent areas such as the Lower Colorado River Valley and 

Peninsular Ranges (O'Connell 1971; Wilke 1978).  By Patayan III times, very few 

inhabitants remained in the Colorado Desert, and of those, the majority were occupying 

the vestiges of Lake Cahuilla near the present-day shoreline of the Salton Sea (Rogers 

1945; Schaefer et al. 1987).  Along the Lower Colorado River there had been a continuous 

occupation of the area from Patayan I through Patayan III times. 

 

Huge figures, or intaglios created on the ground surface are an unusual characteristic of 

the Lowland Patayan culture.  Patterns were formed by cutting, trenching, scraping, 

outlining with stones, heaping material, or combinations of the above (Hayden 1982; Solari 

and Johnson 1982).  The figures are striking because the desert pavement on which they 

were constructed provides a dark, contrasting background.  Often depicted are 

anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figures, abstracts, and "avenidas" stretching for as 

much as 700 ft. (Hayden 1982; Solari and Johnson 1982).  Hayden (1982) reported 

ground figures associated with the Malpais Industry, Phase I of the San Dieguito complex, 
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and the Amargosan complex.  Solari and Johnson (1982) concurred with Hayden in a 

general sense, stating that Yumans, specifically Mohave, and their prehistoric Patayan 

forbearers constructed the ground figures.  Rogers (1945a) contended that the figures are 

from Patayan I, II, and III times.  The function of these figures remains obscure. 

 

The Mogollon and Pueblo Cultures 

The Mogollon culture evolved from the Cochise culture; in fact, early Mogollon villages 

appear to be little more than late Archaic villages with pottery (Sayles 1945).  The 

hallmarks of this stage are agriculture, red-on-brown pottery, and pit houses.  

Southeastern Arizona has been included in the San Simon Branch of the Mogollon 

(Sayles 1945), which has been divided into three periods and six phases.  The Early 

Period consists only of the Penasco phase, which was derived from the San Pedro stage 

of the Cochise culture.  In essence, the only difference appears to be the addition of plain 

ware and red slipped pottery.  Following this is an intermediate period composed of the 

Dos Cabezas, Pinaleno, and Galiuro phases, which are defined by the introduction of 

decorated ceramics.  The Late Period is composed of the Cerros and Encinas phases, 

which exhibit considerable influence from the Hohokam to the northwest and Mimbres to 

the east (Sayles 1945).  Although dates for these phases are not clear, the whole 

sequence likely ranges from about A.D. 200 to 1200. 

 

The appearance of rock and adobe pueblos in the southeastern part of Arizona has been 

identified with three traditions.  One of these traditions is the Ringo phase that, 

unfortunately, is known only from a single excavation in the Sulphur Springs Valley.  The 

Ringo site consists of two small adobe compounds with 27 rooms with a variety of ceramic 

trade wares.  The ceramic assemblage suggests contact with four areas; (1) Chihuahua 

(over 25% of the decorated wares), (2) the White Mountain area, (3) the Tonto Basin 

(these ceramics could have been made locally), and (4) the Tucson Basin (Johnson and 

Thompson 1963).  The suggested dates for them fall between 1250 and 1325 (Johnson 

and Thompson 1963).  The Ringo phase, although interpreted as basically Mogollon, 

reflects outside influences likely from the Anasazi to the north or possibly the Chihuahuan 

area to the south (Johnson and Thompson 1963). 

 

The Animas phase, best known from Hidalgo County, New Mexico, is represented at the 

Pendleton Ruin (Kidder et al. 1949).  This phase generally has been interpreted very 
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differently from the Ringo phase even though the two overlap temporally.  The dating of 

the Animas phase (ca. A.D. 1175-1350) and the presence of Ramos Polychrome and 

other Casas Grandes pottery types implies an association with Casas Grandes at its 

zenith.  Unlike the Ringo site, a number of Animas sites fall in the 100 to 300-room 

category.  The nature of the association between the Animas phase and Casas Grandes 

has been debated for the last 30 years.  Kidder et al. (1949) argued that the traits found at 

the Pendleton Ruin were quite distinct from those at Casas Grandes.  More recent 

researchers have accepted the Animas phase as peripheral to Casas Grandes, but 

directly interacting with the core area (LeBlanc 1980; DeAtley and Findlow 1980).  These 

authors viewed the Animas phase as non-Mogollon.  In fact, LeBlanc (1980) specifically 

suggests a population movement from the south into the Mimbres Valley that absorbed 

the remaining indigenous population.  Others remain unconvinced of a Casas Grandes 

expansion into southwestern New Mexico, pointing out that the five excavated Animas 

phase sites, the few available dates, and the published survey data collected by DeAtley 

and Findlow (1980) do not present enough data for such a conclusion. 

 

The term Animas phase has not been generally applied in southeastern Arizona.  

Nevertheless, the great similarities in ceramic types and their frequencies, architectural 

features, burial patterns, and projectile point styles between most of the pueblo sites in 

southeastern Arizona and the Animas phase sites in southwestern New Mexico suggest 

that they are part of the same cultural tradition (Amsden 1928; Sauer and Brand 1930; 

Kidder et al. 1949; Neily and Beckwith 1985; LeBlanc 1980; DeAtley and Findlow 1980; 

Klein et al. 1982). 

 

Protohistoric Period 

The abandonment of the large aggregated pueblos in the Southwest around A.D. 1450 

marks the beginning of the Protohistoric Period in Arizona, which is another time period 

that is poorly understood.  Based on cross-dating with Hohokam and Salado ceramics, 

Di Peso (1951) concluded that the inhabitants of Babocomari Village in the San Pedro 

Valley moved into that vicinity at a time roughly contemporaneous with the Tucson 

phase, ca. A.D. 1200-1450.  It is possible that abandonment occurred quite late, perhaps 

during Apache times (Di Peso 1951).  If this is the case, then Babocomari Village 

represents the only large Protohistoric site excavated to date. 
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The Protohistoric Period in the Colorado River subregion began with the exploration of the 

mouth of the Colorado River by Alarcon in 1540.  Some 60 years later, the Spanish 

explorer Oñate led an expedition down the Lower Colorado River.  At the time, the 

Colorado River subregion was inhabited by Yuman- speakers of the Hokan stock (Moratto 

1984).  Tribes affiliated with the Yuman language group inhabited the Lower Colorado 

River, while speakers of the Southern Diegueño language occupied the Colorado Desert.  

As mentioned above, tribes along the Lower Colorado River were agricultural and grew 

maize, beans, squash, and some melons (Eighmey 1990).  In the Colorado Desert, tribal 

groups were more reliant on hunting and gathering.  However, some horticulture may have 

been practiced in the area from time to time; a practice probably adopted from the tribes 

living along the Lower Colorado River (Schaefer et al. 1987).  Groups from the Colorado 

Desert also went into the Peninsular Ranges to hunt deer and gather mescal (Schaefer et 

al 1987). 

 

Historic Period 

The Historic Period can be broken up into a Spanish/Mexican Period (A.D. 1699-1856) 

and an American Period (A.D. 1856-1945).  Spanish exploration of the area began in 1539 

with the explorations of Francisco Vasquiez de Coronado, Melachor Diaz, and Alarcon in 

1540.  In 1687 the Jesuit missionary Eusebio Francisco Kino traveled through the Santa 

Cruz Valley and the adjacent Papagueria. During his travels he established a chain of 

missions, which allowed for an influx of Spanish missionaries, explorers, miners, ranchers, 

and settlers.  Silver strikes in 1736 to 1741 and the discovery of gold in Arizona and 

California during the mid to late 1800s caused a great influx of settlers and prospectors 

into the area.  Tensions increased between the Native American populations and the 

European settlers and resulted in revolts by the Pima and Papago, and raids by the 

Apache.  By the mid 1800s the El Camino del Diablo became a popular route connecting 

Sonoita, Mexico to Yuma, Arizona, for people traveling to California.  The loss of life from 

unprepared parties and the Pinacatenos attacks along the route were high (Sykes 1937). 

 

The Gadsden Purchase occurred in 1854 but was not until 1856 that the land left Mexican 

domain and came under the control of the United States.  This ushered in the American 

Period (1856-1945).  Travelers were still coming into the area lured by gold and silver 

found in Arizona and California.  Apache attacks on travelers and settlers of the area 

prompted the establishment of several forts in southern Arizona and the stationing of 
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troops in the San Bernardino Valley at Silver Creek, Guadalupe Canyon, and, briefly in 

1878, at Camp Supply (Wells 1927). 

 

The Apaches continued to raid the San Pedro Valley until 1884 when Colonel George 

Crook forced them onto the San Carlos Reservation.  In 1885, a large number of Apaches 

led by Geronimo fled the reservation, crisscrossing southeastern Arizona and 

southwestern New Mexico.  However, in 1886 they surrendered to General Crook at 

Cañon de los Embudos in the mountains 30 miles south of the San Bernardino Ranch 

Headquarters. 

 

At the turn of the century the area became a profitable cattle ranching area.  The Anglo-

American ranchers in the area employed the local Papago population enabling the 

Papago to learn a considerable amount about the cattle ranching industry and allowing 

them to make a shift from subsistence pastoralism to cash ranching.  Tensions developed 

between Papago ranchers and Anglo-American Ranchers over grazing land and 

waterholes but never resulted in violent conflicts due to the collapse of the cattle market 

and the establishment of the Papago Reservation (Spicer 1962).  The Papago were the 

last Native American tribe to acquire a reservation.  Also during this time ore smelting 

became a profitable industry and smelters were built in both Douglas and Bisbee.  This 

prompted the development of railroads in the area to transport the ore (Hadley 1987). 

 

The Tohono O'odham, formally know as the Papago, have lived in the Sonoran Desert 

for thousands of years. The desert, although thought by many to be unrelenting in its 

severe weather conditions, supplied the Papago with their sustenance for many years. In 

the 1980's the Papago officially changed their name from Papago, which means "Bean 

Eaters," to Tohono O'odham, which means, "desert people" in their language. The name 

change reflects the tribe's desire to retain its identity and traditions.  The Tohono 

O'odham belong to the Piman branch of the Uto-Aztecan Linguistic family and are 

closely related to the Pima tribe. The tribe's territory extended west and southwest 

across the desert Papagueria and on into Sonora, Mexico. Piman peoples are probably 

descendents of the prehistoric Hohokam Culture (Mueller, 

http://web.nmsu.edu/~tomlynch/swlit.tohono.html). 
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The American border once again saw military activity during the Mexican Revolution in 

1910.  US soldiers were stationed for the first time on the border at Nogales, Naco and 

Douglas.  By 1916 airplanes were also used to patrol the border establishing the first 

operational airport in Douglas.  The airport would be used off and on until 1929 for 

planes patrolling the border for the Mexican Revolution and the later Escobar rebellion 

(Christiansen 1974). 
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