From: Range, Brent K

To: Reagan, Steve

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Border wall construction water use at San Bernardino refuge
Date: Friday, December 4, 2020 7:37:34 AM

Attachments: 151019 SBNWR Drawdown (1).pdf

Re Water Issues - Copy - Copy (1).pdf

FYI

Brent K. Range

Program Manager - Inter-agency Borderland Coordinator and Field Communications
Office of the Secretary

U.S. Department of the Interior

1849 C Street NW - Room 5128

Washington D.C.
20240

Cell: 202-897-7206
Office: 202-208-7431
Privileged and Confidential

From: Ullenberg, Beth <beth_ullenberg@fws.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 3, 2020 6:40 PM

To: Elder, Mary M <mary_elder@fws.gov>; [(SISECIGIS] QICHOIVICI-; <- <.

Brent K <brent_range@ios.doi.gov>; Whaley, Kathy <kathy_whaley@fws.gov>; Parramore, Laury
<laury_parramore@fws.gov>

Cc: Armstrong, Karen <karen_armstrong@fws.gov>

Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Border wall construction water use at San Bernardino refuge

All,

Our response to the reporter. All previously used and DOI OCO approved language and
coordinated with CBP.

Best,

Beth Ullenberg, External Affairs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

500 Gold Ave SW/ PO Box 1306
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102
505-248-6638 Office
505-414-3815 Mobile

The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish,
wildlife and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.

From: Ullenberg, Beth <beth_ullenberg@fws.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 3, 2020 4:37 PM
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Introduction

For the past several years, ongoing construction projects by the US Customs and Border
Protection agency (CBP) have required water use near or on Refuge properties. The Division of
Water Resources (DWR) is concerned that these uses may impact Refuge water resources, and
affect several endangered and threatened species (Huachuca water umbel, San Bernardino
springsnail, Yaqui chub, beautiful shiner, Yaqui catfish, Yaqui topminnow, Chiricahua leopard
frog, Northern Mexican gartersnake, yellow-billed cuckoo, Southwestern willow flycatcher,
jaguar, and ocelot) and their habitat. Per communication with Refuge Complex Manager
William Radke, CBP contractors plan to lease water from the Glenn Ranch Corporation for
border infrastructure construction in the San Bernardino Valley. The Glenns informed Mr.
Radke that one of their wells, #55-218492, was retrofitted with a larger capacity pump by
contractors during September 2019. Prior to installation of the new pump, this well was
already capable of producing 300-gpm, and this well will be used by CBP contractors for
construction activities. Discussions and emails between Mr. Radke and CBP have not identified
exact figures for water use, although CBP contractors have stated the project timeline for the

San Bernardino Valley is anticipated to last approximately 580 days.

Current water infrastructure at San Bernardino NWR consists of several artesian wells
supporting water to nearby ponds and wetlands, for the purposes of this discussion we have
focused on seven wells (Map 1). Additionally, numerous currently free-flowing springs and
seeps also support ponds and associated wetlands on and adjacent to the refuge. Since 2005,
records show that overall well flows on the refuge have depleted. Several wells have had small
solar pumps installed to supplement existing artesian flow rates during short-term emergency
periods of drought. There is concern that these solar pumps do not have the capacity to pump

adequate water to sustain fish if ground water levels were to lower.

In 2002, an aquifer test was conducted at the Twin 2 well at San Bernardino NWR in order to
obtain transmissivity and storativity estimates to be used for a drawdown analysis using both
Theis and Jacob methods (USFWS 2002). The estimates were then used to predict changes in
water levels on the Refuge due to pumping at the nearby Peterson Ranch. Located

approximately 3,898 feet from the Bunting well on the northern boundary of the Refuge, the





analysis showed impacts on all wells as far south as the Border well on the southern boundary
of the Refuge, approximately 10,000 feet. For exact figures and additional analysis details,
DWR recommends reviewing the 2003 report. DWR is utilizing the 2003 methodology and data

to inform the potential impacts of the Glenn well on Refuge wells.

Discussion and Findings

The Glenn well is located approximately 8,000 feet from the Snail Spring well near the western
boundary of the Refuge. Previous geologic studies show the basin system of the San
Bernardino area is composed primarily of alluvium over interbedded basalts overlying
laucustrine clays that act as the confining unit to the lower aquifer basin (USGS 1991). Bore
logs from the Glenn well drilling obtained for the Arizona Division of Water Resources were
compared to the bore logs from Refuge wells and show similar geologic structures. For the
purposes of this analysis, it is reasonable to assume that storativity and transmissivity figures
derived for the 2002 study would be applicable for a new Jacobs drawdown showing impacts
from the Glenn well. Updated figures include; distance from the Glenn well to Refuge wells,

pump size, and the time line of the project.

The results of the analysis show that ground water levels throughout the refuge will be
impacted by the Glenn well if the pump were to run at the design capacity of 300 gallons per
minute (Graph 1). The below graph and chart show the ground water levels may decline at
Snail Spring well by as much as 8.4 feet, and as much as 6.3 feet at the Bunting well over the
course of the project timeline; and initial impacts starting as soon as 30 days (Chart 1). CBP has
provided alternative water use estimates of 700,000gpd and 83,000gpd; when these figures are
used in the model, we see drawdown rates up to 13.7 feet at Snail Spring at 700,000gpd rate
(Graph 2), and 1.6 feet at the 83,000gpd rate (Graph 2). For a complete list of figures with the

alternative CBP figures please see charts 2 and 3.

While it may be difficult to quantify an exact figure given currently available data, it is
reasonable to assume that within an artesian aquifer system any ongoing withdrawals will have

large impacts on the system as a whole. As the Refuge wells support several endangered





species, DWR would recommend that the Refuge work with CBP In order to better understand
the relationship between the Glenn well and the Refuge wells. Wells within the same
groundwater aquifer, but located farther from the Refuge, will have a more delayed impact on
Refuge wells and artesian flow. Monitoring equipment should be installed at both the Glenn
well and all Refuge wells and these should be monitored for real time recharge lag time, and
drawdown rates; this data can be used to develop a more accurate hydrologic correlation
between the wells and CBP contractors can then adjust their water use in a manner that does

not impact the Refuge water resources.
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Calculated Drawdowns at San Bernardino NWR Wells due to Pumping at Glenn Property

Jacob Solution for Confined Aquifers

s=drawdown (ft} S=storativity

$=2.3Q/(4"pi"TILOG[(2.25" T't)/(r** S]] Q=ft'day r=radius (f})
T=ftday t=time (days)

Gallons per Minute| Q T 5 Time in Days| Distance in Feet r Drawdown in Feet| Well Name
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 15,696 246,364 416 0.6 B g
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 14,451 208,831,401 0.9 Dasis
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 13,059 170,537.481 1.3 Twin
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 13.246 175,456,516 1.3 Border
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 8,908 79,352,464 2.8 Snail Spring
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 9,936 98,724,096 24 Mitigation
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 30 10,719 114,896,961 21 Bath House
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 60 15,696 246,364 416 1.9 B g
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 60 14,451 208,831,401 22 Dasis
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 60 13,059 170,537.481 2.6 Twin
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 60 13.246 175,456,516 2.6 Border
300 57,753 2401 | 4.80E-04 60 8,908 79,352,464 41 Snail Spring
300 57,753 2402 | 4.80E-04 60 9,936 98,724,096 37 Mitigation
300 57,753 2403 | 4.80E-04 60 10,719 114,896,961 34 Bath House
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 180 15,696 246,364 416 4.0 B g
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 180 14,451 208,831,401 43 Dasis
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 180 13,059 170,537.481 47 Twin
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 180 13.246 175,456,516 47 Border
300 57,753 2401 | 4.80E-04 180 8,908 79,352,464 6.2 Snail Spring
300 57,753 2402 | 4.80E-04 180 9,936 98,724,096 5.8 Mitigation
300 57,753 2403 | 4.80E-04 180 10,719 114,896,961 5.5 Bath House
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 580 15,696 246,364 416 6.3 B g
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 580 14,451 208,831,401 6.6 Dasis
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 580 13,059 170,537.481 7.0 Twin
300 57,753 2400 | 4.80E-04 580 13.246 175,456,516 6.9 Border
300 57,753 2401 | 4.80E-04 580 8,908 79,352,464 84 Snail Spring
300 57,753 2402 | 4.80E-04 580 9,936 98,724,096 8.0 Mitigation
300 57,753 2403 | 4.80E-04 580 10,719 114,896,961 [N Bath House






Drawdown of Ground-Water Levels at San Bernardino NWR Wells

Due to Pumping at Glenn Property. High Estimate
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Calculated Drawdowns at San Bernardino NWR Wells due to Pumping at Glenn Property
Jacob Solution for Confined Aquifers s=drawdown (ft) S=storativity
$=2.3Q/(4*pi*T)LOG[(2.25*T*1)/(r**S)] Q=ft’/day r=radius (ft)
T=ft’/day t=time (days)
Gallons per Minute Q T S Time in Days| Distance in Feet r? Drawdown in Feet| Well Name
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 15,696 246,364,416 -2.4 Bunting
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 14,451 208,831,401 -1.9 Oasis
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 13,059 170,537,481 -1.3 Twin
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 13,246 175,456,516 -1.4 Border
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 8,908 79,352,464 1.1 Snail Spring
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 9,936 98,724,096 0.4 Mitigation
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 10 10,719 114,896,961 -0.1 Bath House
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 15,696 246,364,416 3.1 Bunting
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 14,451 208,831,401 3.6 Oasis
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 13,059 170,537,481 4.3 Twin
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 13,246 175,456,516 4.2 Border
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 8,908 79,352,464 6.6 Snail Spring
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 9,936 98,724,096 6.0 Mitigation
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 60 10,719 114,896,961 5.5 Bath House
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 180 15,696 246,364,416 6.5 Bunting
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 180 14,451 208,831,401 7.0 Oasis
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 180 13,059 170,537,481 7.7 Twin
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 180 13,246 175,456,516 7.6 Border
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 180 8,908 79,352,464 10.0 Snail Spring
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 9,936 98,724,096 9.4 Mitigation
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 180 10,719 114,896,961 8.9 Bath House
486 93,560 2,400 [ 4.80E-04 580 15,696 246,364,416 10.2 Bunting
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 14,451 208,831,401 10.7 Oasis
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 13,059 170,537,481 11.3 Twin
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 13,246 175,456,516 11.2 Border
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 8,908 79,352,464 13.7 Snail Spring
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 9,936 98,724,096 13.0 Mitigation
486 93,560 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 10,719 114,896,961 12.5 Bath House






Drawdown of Ground-Water Levels at San Bernardino NWR Wells
Due to Pumping at Glenn Property. Low Estimate
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Calculated Drawdowns at San Bernardino NWR Wells due to Pumping at Glenn Property
Jacob Solution for Confined Aquifers s=drawdown (ft) S=storativity
$=2.3Q/(4*pi*T)LOG[(2.25*T*t)/(r**S)] Q=ft’/day r=radius (ft)
T=f/day t=time (days)
Gallons per Minute Q T S Time in Days| Distance in Feet r? Drawdown in Feet| Well Name
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 15,696 246,364,416 0.1 Bunting
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 14,451 208,831,401 0.2 Oasis
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 13,059 170,537,481 0.3 Twin
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 13,246 175,456,516 0.2 Border
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 8,908 79,352,464 0.5 Snail Spring
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 9,936 98,724,096 0.5 Mitigation
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 30 10,719 114,896,961 0.4 Bath House
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 15,696 246,364,416 0.4 Bunting
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 14,451 208,831,401 0.4 Oasis
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 13,059 170,537,481 0.5 Twin
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 13,246 175,456,516 0.5 Border
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 8,908 79,352,464 0.8 Snail Spring
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 9,936 98,724,096 0.7 Mitigation
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 60 10,719 114,896,961 0.7 Bath House
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 15,696 246,364,416 0.8 Bunting
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 14,451 208,831,401 0.8 Oasis
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 13,059 170,537,481 0.9 Twin
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 13,246 175,456,516 0.9 Border
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 8,908 79,352,464 1.2 Snail Spring
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 9,936 98,724,096 1.1 Mitigation
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 180 10,719 114,896,961 1.1 Bath House
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 15,696 246,364,416 1.2 Bunting
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 14,451 208,831,401 1.3 Oasis
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 13,059 170,537,481 1.3 Twin
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 13,246 175,456,516 1.3 Border
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 8,908 79,352,464 1.6 Snail Spring
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 9,936 98,724,096 1.5 Mitigation
57.7 11,108 2,400 | 4.80E-04 580 10,719 114,896,961 1.5 Bath House
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From: Fernandez, Juliette

To: Radke, Bill

Cc: Baca, Joaguin; Mclntyre, Julie; Sid Slone
Subject: Re: Water Issues

Date: Friday, August 16, 2019 1:30:52 PM

I should be able to make that time. I share all of Bill's concerns. We may need solicitor input
at some point.

Juliette Fernandez
Refuge Supervisor AZ/NM

505-248-6650 Office
505-933-3501 Cell
505-248-6460 Fax

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1306, Room 4112
Albuquerque, NM 87103-1306

Region 2 Connects

On Fri, Aug 16, 2019 at 11:06 AM Radke, Bill <bill_radke@fws.gov> wrote:
All; Thave a Lower San Pedro River Coordination meeting on Tuesday and will likely be
on the road at 3 PM. I will call in, but may or may not have phone coverage.

SBNWR is located in the middle of the many miles of border barrier that will be built across
the San Bernardino Valley.
The big issues for San Bernardino NWR are:

What will 700,000 gallons per day being withdrawn from the aquifer do to the SBNWR
artesian wells that supply about 20 wetlands (all are designated critical habitat for listed
fish)? Only about 1/3 of the refuge wells have solar powered pumps that could even try to
attempt to keep a pond full of water in an emergency (emergency = draw down prevents
artesian flow without supplemental pumping).

Will DHS force FWS to use existing refuge (U.S. Government) wells to provide the water
for "national security," and if so, can we legally even do that via any state water use
restrictions?

During 2008, DHS contractors used a private well (Glenn Ranch Well) located adjacent to
the west side of SBNWR to withdraw water for their mobile concrete batch plant used to
build the existing barrier. They will likely do that again for at least part of their water. Can
that well be legally used to provide water from the aquifer that supports the refuge?

How does the Douglas AMA influence SBNWR water use, if at all?

BANWR is located near portions of the proposed border barrier construction just east of the
refuge.
The big issues for Buenos Aires NWR are:

DHS will likely come to BANWR for water from our HQ irrigation well, which has a water
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right associated with it. The well is already allocated/overallocated with current DHS use
and planned FWS road construction project beginning in a couple months.
Can water from that well be legally used for border barrier construction?

I look forward to the discussion, which I hope I can participate in. Thank you, Bill Radke

On Fri, Aug 16, 2019 at 8:54 AM Baca, Joaquin <joaquin_baca@fws.gov> wrote:
I can do that. Can you send me some basic information on the project ahead of time?
Specific well # and location is enough to get me started (location the more important).

Thanks

On Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 5:01 PM Mclntyre, Julie <julie_mcintyre@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks, All. Working around Joaquin, Paul said he can do Thursday, Aug 20, at 3pm
AZ time. Is that too late for anyone?

Julie

On Wed, Aug 14, 2019 at 7:45 AM Slone, Sid <sid_slone@fws.gov> wrote:
I'm available for a conference call anytime on Monday or Tuesday (19th &

20th) and after 10:00 an on Thursday (22nd).
Sid

Sid Slone
Manager

Cabeza Prieta NWR
1611 N. 2nd Ave.
Ajo, AZ 85321

PH: 520-387-4993
CELL: 520-560-0555

Julie Mclntyre, Ph.D.
Assistant Field Supervisor
Pollinator Coordinator, Southwest Region (R2)

US Fish & Wildlife Service

Arizona Ecological Services, Tucson Field Office
201 N. Bonita Avenue, Suite 141

Tucson, Arizona 85745
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Office Phone: 520.670.6150 x223
Work Cell: 602.525.4470
Fax #: 520.670-6155

***"Learn More About Endangered Species Conservation in the Southwest!"***

Joaquin Baca

Regional Hydrologist

US Fish and Wildlife Service, Southwest Region
Phone: 505 248-6622

Cell: 505 377-7549
www.facebook.com/USFWS Water Resources

William R. Radke; Project Leader

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Buenos Aires, Leslie Canyon, & San Bernardino NWRs
P.O. Box 3509

Douglas, AZ 85608

Cell: (520) 508-7180



http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/
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To: rfrazin@thehill.com <rfrazin@thehill.com>

cc: DI -DIONONSR - - (man, Vaness2
<vanessa_kauffman@fws.gov>

Subject: Fw: [EXTERNAL] Border wall construction water use at San Bernardino refuge

Hi Rachel,

Thank you for your inquiry. San Bernardino National Wildlife Refuge ponds remain intact and
the refuge continues to manage for endangered fish and wildlife. The Refuge identified that
larger capacity pumps were needed in order to maintain pond levels and appropriate pond
outflows. The border wall construction contractor purchased and installed the higher capacity
pumps.

Please contact Customs and Border Protection at cbpmediarelations@cbp.dhs.gov for specific
details on hydrology reports, water and well usage, and environmental reports.

Best Regards,

Beth Ullenberg, External Affairs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

500 Gold Ave SW/ PO Box 1306
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102
505-248-6638 Office
505-414-3815 Mobile

The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish,
wildlife and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.

From: Kauffman, Vanessa <vanessa_kauffman@fws.gov>

Sent: Thursday, December 3, 2020 2:44 PM

To: Parramore, Laury <laury_parramore@fws.gov>; Ullenberg, Beth <beth_ullenberg@fws.gov>;
Elder, Mary M <mary_elder@fws.gov>

Subject: Fwd: [EXTERNAL] Border wall construction water use at San Bernardino refuge

Please see inquiry below.
Regards, Vanessa

Begin forwarded message:

From: Rachel Frazin <rfrazin@thehill.com>

Date: December 3, 2020 at 2:13:12 PM EST

To: "Kauffman, Vanessa" <vanessa_kauffman@fws.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Border wall construction water use at San Bernardino refuge
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This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before
clicking on links, opening attachments, or responding.

Hi Vanessa

Rachel with The Hill here. | hope you're doing well.

Through a Freedom of Information Act request, | received this 2019 drawdown report
examining the impact of pumping water from the SBWR and | have a few questions

about it.

1. Had DHS/CBP or government contractors been pumping water already for border
wall construction when this report was conducted?

2. How many gallons per day were ultimately used and what rate was the water
pumped at?

3. After this report was completed, were any steps taken to reduce the impacts
projected by this report? If so, what were they and if not, why not?

4. Thus far, what have the impacts of pumping water for border wall construction been
and are they similar to the impacts laid out by this report?

5 Has there been harm to any animal species, plant species or habitats as a result of
pumping water for border construction?

| also received through FOIA an email from Bill Radke raising questions about the
proposed water use and | was wondering if you all would like to comment on that?

1. Did DHS "force" FWS to use its water resources?

2. Have there been issues where artesian wells not being able to get water as he
mentions?

The documents are attached and | would appreciate it if you can get back to me by COB
tomorrow.

Best,
Rachel Frazin
Energy and Environment Reporter, The Hill








