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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

CONSTRUCTION OF U.S. BORDER PATROL CHECKPOINT
INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 35, MILE MARKER 29, LAREDO, WEBB COUNTY, TEXAS

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES: The primary purpose of the Proposed Action is to assist in fuimlipg the
U. S. Border Patrol’s (USBP’s) mission to provide anti-terrorism support and to reduce drug trafficking by

increasing its ability to detect, deter and apprehend undocumented aliens.

PROPOSED ACTION: The Proposed Action calls for the construction of a USBP checkpoint station
located approximately two miles north of the IH-35/Camino Colombia exchange. Vehicles traveling north
on 1H-35 from the toll road will pass through the new checkpoint, situated east of the access road. The
checkpoint will include a small office building, a canopy, and associated outbuildings used for equipment
storage. Existing access roads would be used to transport supplies during construction.

ALTERNATIVES: The Proposed Action and the No-Action Alternative were the primary focus of the
analysis. Other alternative locations considered for the checkpoint failed to meet at least one of several
operational criteria required for all USBP checkpoints and were rejected. The No-Action Alternative was
carried throughout the analysis, and is reflected in the baseline environmental conditions of the area. Under
the No-Acticn Alternative, there would be continued socioeconomic concerns relating to illegal drug
wrafficking and infiltration of U.S. borders by undocumented aliens. ’

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: Initial shovel testing and pedestrian surveying of the property
found one previously unknown prehistoric site of possible cultural and historical interest. Subsequent
archaeological testing determined that the site was not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. The Texas Historical Commission concurred with this determination. [t was thus determined that the
proposed project will not significantly affect cultural resources. No significant impacts on any other natural
or sociceconomic resources are expected.

There are no significant environmental concerns or effects associated with the Proposed Action. Possible
short-term insignificant environmental impacts are associated with the proposed project (i.e., air, water, land
_use, geological resources, biological resources, cultural resources, aesthetic issues, solid and hazardous
waste, and noise); however, these impacts would be temporary in nature and impacts will be mitigated
through sound engineering practices. Under the Proposed Action, there is a possible beneficial
sociceconomic effect due to a reduction in drug trafficking and criminal activities associated with
undocumented alien waffic.

DECISION:

Based on the environmental conditions outlined in this EA and the environmental design measures 1o be
incorporated as part of the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action will not have any significant impact on the
human environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement will not be required for the
implementation of the Proposed Action.

A4

Kenneth R.\Ehinger, Director
Headquarters Facilities and En

ine¢ring Division
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S Border Patrol (USBP) is the law enforcement arm of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS), and its field activities are administered under the Field Operations Division of the
INS. The USBP’s primary function is to detect and prevent the unlawful entry of aliens and
smuggling along the nation’s borders. With the increase in illegal drug trafficking and heightened
security against terrorism, the USBP also has assumed a major Federal responsibility for illegal drug
interdiction and apprehension of undocumented aliens. The USBP maintains a significant presence
in Laredo, Texas, the location of the Proposed Action addressed by this Environmental Assessment.

Laredo is the busiest land POE in the U.S. As|a result, IH-35 north of Laredo is a high-traffic
corridor for vehicles entering the country from Mexico for drug smuggling and illegal immigrant
activity. Currently, a checkpoint station is located approximately 20 miles north of the border on
IH-35, south of the newly constructed Camino Colombia Toll Road. The Camino Columbia Toll
Road connects IH-35 to the Columbia Solidarity Bridge approximately 22 miles west of the
interstate. As a result, vehicles entering IH-35 and traveling north from the toll road avoid the
checkpoint station south of this exchange. This severely limits the USBP’s ability to closely
monitor vehicular activity entering the U.S. from Mexico via the toll road.

The Proposed Action calls for the construction o‘f a checkpoint station located approximately two
miles north of the IH-35/Camino Colombia exchange. Vehicles traveling north on IH 35 from the
toll road will be forced to pass through the new checkpoint, situated east of the access road.
Implementation of the Proposed Action will thus enhance the USBP’s ability to fulfill its mission.
Approximately 15 acres of private property will be purchased, of which the new construction will

occupy approximately half. ‘ ‘

Potential impacts for this project were classified atl‘, one of three levels: significant, insignificant (or

negligible), and no impact. Significant impacts (as defined in CEQ guidelines 40 CFR 1500-1508)

are effects that are most substantial, and the:ref?re should receive the greatest attention in the
decision-making process. Insignificant impacts w?uld be those impacts that result in changes to the
existing environment that could not be easily detected. No-impact actions would not alter the

existing environment.

|

: . N

The Proposed Action g¢ould result in potential impacts to a prehistoric site of possible cultural
significance identified during the field investigatio‘m. Site 41WB612 is a lithic scatter with surface
and subsurface material covering about 2.07 acres. No diagnostic artifacts or features were
recovered, and the period of occupation is un«:le}ar. However, the site is contained within a flat
eolian plain that appears to be stable below the top layer of loose soil, and the potential for
additional subsurface cultural material is good. 1The layout of the proposed checkpoint is such
avoidance of the site is not possible, so it appears that the Proposed Action will impact the site. For
this reason, testing of the site for eligibility on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) has
been undertaken. The results of the testing will be addressed in a separate document. If the site is
determined to be ineligible for inclusion on the N]RLHP, the potential impact on this cultural resource

would be considered insignificant. 1

There would be no other significant areas of environmental concern associated with the Proposed
Action. Possible insignificant environmental impacts are associated with the proposed project (i.e.,
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air, geological resources, biological resources, and

noise); however, these would be only temporary
in nature and easily mitigated through sound engineering practices. Under the Proposed Action,
there is a possible beneficial socioeconomic impact to the region in the form of a reduction in drug
trafficking and related criminal activities. There would be no impact to land use, water resources,
aesthetics or solid/hazardous waste generation or management as part of the Proposed Action.

i
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1.0 INTRO

DUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses site-specific actual and potential cumulative
effects, beneficial and adverse, of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and U.S.
Border Patrol (USBP) proposed activity regarding the construction of a check point station located
at IH-35 Mile Marker 29 (Mile Marker 29) in Webb County near Laredo, Texas. This checkpoint
will serve as a prototype for ten other checkpoints forecasted to be constructed or redesigned in the

Laredo/Del Rio area. Once additional funds bec

ome available and sites are better defined, either

one single or two separate EAs will be completed for these checkpoints. The location of the
proposed project is shown in Figure 1.0. For the purposes of the EA, the project area is defined as a
15-acre area of potential impact. A site map is provided in Figure 2.0.

This EA was prepared in accordance with the Nat

onal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,

the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for the Implementation of
NEPA, and the INS” Procedures for Implementing NEPA (28 CFR Part 61).

1.1 INS ORGANIZATION

The INS has the responsibility to regulate and control immigration into the U.S. The INS has four
major areas of responsibility: (1) facilitate entry of persons legally admissible to the U.S., (2) grant

benefits under the Immigration and Nationality A

ct (INA) of 1952, including assistance to persons

seeking permanent resident status or naturalization, (3) prevent unlawful entry, employment or
receipt of benefits, and (4) apprehend or remove aliens who enter or remain illegally in the U.S.

To address the latter responsibility, the U.S. Congress in 1924 created the USBP to be the law
enforcement arm of the INS. The USBP’s primary function is to detect and deter the unlawful entry
of aliens and smuggling along the nation’s border between each POE. With the increase in illegal
drug trafficking, the USBP also has become the leIder for drug interdiction.

Since 1980, an average of 150,000 immigrants have been naturalized every year. At the same time,

however, illegal aliens have become a significant issue. INS apprehensions are currently averaging

more than 1.5 million illegal aliens per year thro ‘ghout the country. The INS estimates that there

are currently from three to six million illegal aliens in the U.S. Other studies have indicated higher
numbers, closer to 10 million (INS 2000). }

The USBP field activities are administered under the Field Operations Division of the INS. As

mentioned previously, the USBP’s primary functi‘on is to detect and prevent the unlawful entry of

aliens and smuggling along the nation’s borders. | With the increase in illegal drug trafficking, the

USBP also has assumed a major Federal responsibility for illegal drug interdiction (INS 2000).

|
1.2 REGULATORY AUTHORITY

The primary source of authority granted to officers of the INS is the INA, found in Title 8 of the
U.S. Code (8 USC), and other statutes relating to the immigration and naturalization of aliens. The
secondary sources of authority are administrative r‘egulations implementing those statutes, primarily
those found in Title 8 of the Code of Federal Regulations (8 CFR Section 287), judicial decisions,

and administrative decisions of the Board of Immigration Appeals. In addition, the Illegal
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FIGURE 1.1 LOCATION OF PROPOSED PROJECT AREA AT MILE MARKER 29 IN WEBB COUNTY, TEXAS.
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FIGURE 1.2 SITE MAP

Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) mandates INS to acquire and/or
improve equipment and technology along the international border, hire and train new agents for the
border region, and develop effective border enforcement strategies.

Subject to constitutional limitations, INS officers may exercise the authority granted to them in the
INA. The statutory provisions related to enforcement authority are found in Sections 287(a),
287(b), 287(c), and 287(e) [8 USC § 1357(a, b, ¢, €)]; Section 235(a) [8 USC §1225]; Sections
274(b) and 274(c) [8USC § 1324(b, c)]; Section 274(a) [8USC §1324(a)]; and Section 274(c)
[8USC §1324(c)] of the INA. Other statutory sources of authority are Title 18 of the USC, which
has several provisions that specifically relate to enforcement of the immigration and nationality
laws; Title 19 [19 USC § 1402(i)], relating to U.S. Customs Service cross-designation of INS
officers; and Title 21 [21 USC § 878], relating to Drug Enforcement Agency cross-designation of
INS officers (INS 2000).
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1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED

The U.S. experiences a substantial influx of illegal immigrants and drugs each year. Both of these
illegal activities cost American citizens bllhons of dollars annually due directly to criminal
activities, as well as the cost of apprehensmn detention and incarceration of criminals, and
indirectly in the loss of property, illegal ‘pctrtlclpatlon in government programs and increased
insurance costs. In addition, the potential for terrorists to infiltrate the country poses a threat to our
national security and the safety of all Amerlcan c‘ﬁtlzens

The Laredo point of entry (POE) is the busrest‘ cargo land POE in the U.S. High traffic levels
resulting from the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) play a significant role in illicit
drug trafficking (Office of Drug Control Pohcy 2001)

Table 1-1 Seizures and Apprehensions by tﬁe Laredo Station.

- FY 2002

L T gy e 8 “(to date)
Undocumented aliens 857 | 1,376 336
Marijuana (1bs.) 62,557 | 102,716 41,315
Cocaine (Ibs.) 1,700 | 1,974 1,690
Miscellaneous pills (total #) 352,000/ 382,000 12,000
Heroin (0z.) 218 317 0.01
Methamphetamine (Ibs.) 16.3 | 110.5 0

(source: USBP 2002) |

Although the number of USBP agents has drama.trcally increased, the apprehension and seizure data
also indicate that the number of illegal entries into the U.S. is 1ncreasmg every day. These increases
have necessitated the construction and unplemenﬁatlon of various infrastructure systems to enhance
the USBP’s ability to detect and apprehéncl undocumented aliens and drug traffickers. The
heightened threat of terrorism within U.S. borders further emphasizes the need for border security.

This EA addresses site-specific envrronmental constramts associated with the proposed construction
check point station, which would allow rnore 1ntensrve patrol of IH-35 near the U.S./Mexico border,
as well as traffic entering IH-35 from the new Chmmo Colombia Toll Road. This document also
addresses cumulative impacts of past, presem and foreseeable construction and operational actions
in the proposed project area. One prevrousi EA,‘ which addressed the construction of the Camino
Colombia Toll Road (Hicks and Compar1y199 3), 1 was consulted as part of this EA.

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT

Chapter 1.0 of this EA contains the background and location of the Proposed Action, along with the
purpose and need, and applicable statutes and regulatlons associated with the Proposed Action.
Chapter 2.0 gives a detailed analysis of the Proposed Action and all reasonable alternatives,
including the No Action Alternative and thpsu, that were considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis. Chapter 3.0 describes the baseline | enlvrr‘onmental conditions against which the impacts of
the Proposed Action and alternatives are ‘evaluated. These environmental conditions include
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information on soils, air quality, land use, hydl olﬂagy, biological resources, noise, cultural resources,
and the current socioeconomic conditions of the area. Chapter 4.0 describes the environmental
consequences of the Proposed Action and wltemétlves Chapter 5.0 presents environmental design
measures. Chapter 6.0 describes public mvolvement for this project. Chapter 7.0 lists the preparers
involved in the preparation of this document, <"‘hapter 8.0 presents references cited and Chapter 9.0
includes a list of acronyms and abbrev1<1t10ns A‘ppendlces are: (A) Site Photographs, (B) Federal

Air Pollutant Standards, (C) Consultation Létters, and (D) Notice of Availability.

) |
1.5 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL STA!TUTES AND REGULATIONS

This EA was prepared pursuant to Section 102 of the NEPA, as implemented by the regulations
promulgated by CEQ [40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508]. This EA should
provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) (40 CFR 1508.9).
Additionally, this EA complies with INS NEPA Regulations specified in 28 CFR 61. Brief
summaries of the Federal and State laws, regulations, executive orders (EO), and other entitlements
that may be applicable to the proposed project are provided in the following sections.

1.5.1 National Environmental Policy Act 3

NEPA (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq. ), as implemented by the regulations promulgated
by the President's CEQ (40 CFR Parts 1500’-1508), establishes national policy, sets goals, and
provides the means for carrying out that pohcy Section 102(2) of NEPA contains “action-forcing”
provisions to make sure that Federal age nc1es acti according to the letter and spirit of the Act. The
principal objectives of NEPA are to ensure the careful consideration of environmental aspects of
Proposed Actions in Federal dec131on-m¢1k1ng probesses and to look at alternatives that may provide
a more environmentally acceptable solution; Addmonally, NEPA encourages public dialogue and
participation in an agency’s planning process and ensures that environmental information is made

available to decision makers, and the pubhc be fore decisions are made and actions are taken.

INS routinely complete individual, site- specmﬁc NEPA documents such as an Environmental Impact
Statements (EIS), Environmental Assessments (EA), and Memorandum for Record (MFR). INS
complies with NEPA in accordance w1th INS regulations as specified in 28 CFR 61, Appendix C.
These procedures shall apply to new efforts associated with all INS actions, 1nc1ud1ng (but not
limited to) INS operations; acquisition of real property whether by lease, purchase, or construction;
the design, alteration, operation, or maintenance \of new and existing INS facilities; and new INS
mission activities. These procedures dpply to wall INS Administrative Centers, Regions, Field
Offices, INS staff, contractors, and others who noperate under INS oversight.

1.5.2 Executive Order 11514, Protectlon an(l Enhancement of Environmental Quality

EO 11514, Protection and Enhancemeni; of 1Environmenta1 Quality, as amended by EO 11991, sets
the policy for directing the Federal government in providing leadership in protecting and enhancing
the quality of the nation's environment. :
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1.5.3 Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management

EO 11988 directs all Federal agencies to avoid, if possible, development and other activities in the
100-year base floodplain. Where the base floodplain cannot be avoided, special considerations and
studies for new facilities and structures are needed. Design and siting are to be based on scientific,
engineering, and architectural studies; consideration of human life, natural processes, and cultural
resources; and the planned lifespan of the ﬁroject. Federal agencies are required to 1) reduce the
risk of flood loss; 2) minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and 3)
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out agency
responsibility.

1.5.4 Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice

The purpose of EO 12898 is to prevent the disproportionate placement of adverse environmental,
economic, social, or health impacts from proposed Federal actions and policies on minority and
low-income populations. |

1.5.5 Executive Order 13007, Sacred Sites

The purpose of EO 13007 is to ensure that each executive branch agency with statutory or
administrative responsibility for the management of Federal lands shall, as appropriate, promptly
implement procedures for the purposes of (1) accommodating access to and ceremonial use of
Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioneris and (2) avoiding adverse effects on the physical
integrity of such sacred sites. Where approptiate, agencies shall also maintain the confidentiality of
sacred sites. ‘

1.5.6 Clean Air Act

The Clean Air Act (CAA) amendments of 1‘990 established Federal air quality standards.
According to air quality information received f{-om the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) Region 6, Laredo, TX is in attaifnmerflt with established national and state air quality
standards for all criteria pollutants. |

1.5.7 Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1251 jet seq., as amended) establishes Federal limits, through
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), on the amounts of specific
pollutants that may be discharged to surface waters in order to restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biological integrity of the water. $ection 404 of the CWA of 1977 authorizes the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to issue permits for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into water of the U.S., including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. (Section
328.3[2] of the CWA) are those waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb and

flow of tide, and all interstate waters including interstate wetlands.

1.5.8 Endangered Species Act |

The Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531--15143) requires Federal agencies to determine the




Draft EA for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX

effects of their actions on endangered or tbhreat:ned species of fish, wildlife, plants, and critical
habitats, and to take steps to conserve and protect|these species.

1.5.9 Cultural Resources Laws and Reguiatinms

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) bf 1966 (16 USC 470 et seq., as amended) and its -
implementing regulation, 36 CRF Part 800, require Federal agencies to determine the effect of their
actions on cultural resources, and to takd certain steps to ensure these resources are located,
identified, evaluated, and protected. The Archeologlcal Resources Protection Act (16 USC 470a-
11, as amended) protects archeological resdurceg on Federal lands. If archeological resources that
may be disturbed during site activities should be\ discovered, the NHPA would require permits for
excavating and removing the resources. Addmonally, the ARNG is required under EO 13175
“Consultation and Coordination with Indﬂan Thbal Governments” to consult with recognized
Federal Indian Tribal governments. When a proj Ect 1s requested, the state Environmental Programs
Manager must ensure this EO is covered whenl eﬁecutmg the proper level of NEPA analysis for the
project. ! |

1.5.10 Other Laws and Regulations

Additional Federal and State regulations that may apply to the Proposed Action and alternatives are
listed below:

American Indian Religious F}reedom Act of 1978
Texas Air Quality Standards
Bald Eagle Protection Act (Public Law 90-535)

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) (Public Law 96-510), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA)| (Pulb}ic Law 99-499), 1986

Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards

Federal Facilities Comphance Act‘

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act as amended, USC 661, et seq.

Hazardous Materials Transportcttldn Act (HMTA), 1975

Migratory Bird Treaty Act w

Resource Conservation and Rec overy Act (RCRA) (Public Law 94-580), 1976

Safe Drinking Water Act (Sl)WAj 1974

Solid Waste Disposal Act, 1980 |

Toxic Substances Control Act (I‘SbA) (Public Law 94-469)

Watershed Protection and Flood Pfeventlon Act, 16 USC 1101, et seq.

Wetlands Conservation Act (Pubh(‘: Law 101-23)
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the Proposed Action and alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative.
The Proposed Action would involve construction of highway checkpoint station and detention
facilities at Mile Marker 29 in Webb County near Laredo, TX. Under the No-Action Alternative,
the area would remain as it currently exists and USBP efforts to curtail illegal entry of aliens and
drug trafficking would remain unchanged. Other|than the alternatives identified in this section, no
other reasonable alternatives meeting INS or USBP requirements were identified.

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION

Laredo is the busiest land POE in the U.S. As|a result, [H-35 north of Laredo is a high-traffic
corridor for vehicles entering the country from Mexico for drug smuggling and illegal immigrant
activity and could serve as point of entry for terrorists. The USPB has a strong presence in this area.
A checkpoint station is currently located approximately 20 miles north of the border on TH-35, south
of the newly constructed Camino Colombia Toll Road. The Camino Columbia Toll Road connects
IH-35 to the Columbia Solidarity Bridge approximately 22 miles west of the interstate. Vehicles
entering IH-35 and traveling north from the toll road avoid the checkpoint station south of this
_exchange. This severely limits the USBP’s ability to closely monitor vehicular activity entering the
U.S. from Mexico via the toll road. o

The Proposed Action includes the construction of a checkpoint station located approximately two
miles north of the IH-35/Camino Colombia iexcha‘mge. Vehicles traveling north on IH 35 from the
toll road will be forced to pass through the nelTw checkpoint, situated east of the access road.
Approximately 15 acres of private property will be purchased for the new construction.
Photographs of the proposed project site are ‘preselnted in Appendix A.

The checkpoint would be constructed on a 15-acre parcel of land at Mile Marker 29 on the east side
of I-35. The proposed checkpoint would rép]{accl’: the checkpoint currently located approximately
eight miles to the south. The checkpoint would inl:lude a small office building, a canopy, associated
outbuildings used for equipment storage. The layout of the proposed checkpoint is depicted in

Figure 2.1. Existing access roads would be used t0 transport supplies during construction.

]

|
Once operational, the checkpoint would be;st‘afﬂfd by approximately 20 to 25 USBP agents and
would operate 24 hours per day. The USBP would also operate a K-9 unit consisting of eight to
twelve dogs. The checkpoint would include six lanes for inspection of vehicles. Although the
current checkpoint inspects approximately 10 to 15,000 vehicles per day, the USBP estimates that
with the additional inspections of vehicles eﬂterimh I-35 from the Camino Colombia Toll Road and
expected increases in truck traffic from Mexico, it will eventually inspect 20 to 25,000 vehicles per

day at the proposed checkpoint.

\

|

If the Proposed Action is implemented on the basis of this EA, the proposed project may begin
during the summer of 2002. The project wo@ld taﬂge approximately 12 to 14 months to complete.

Equipment to be used for the Proposed Alction| activities may include integrated tool carriers,
backhoes with augers or an auger truck, backhoés with breakers, flat bed trucks, graders, water
trucks, cranes, and forklifts. Equipment and construction materials would be stored on site.

3
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FIGURE 2.1 TYPICAL LAYOUT OF USBP CHECKPOINT

(figure originally prepared by Lockwood Andrews & Newnam, Inc.
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Existing turnouts or previously disturbed are

construction to minimize unnecessary impacts t

boundaries.
2.2 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No-Action Alternative, no constructio
remain as it currently exists and USBP efforts

as would also be used by equipment during

0 resources outside of the Proposed Action area.
Through an environmental briefing, all personnel would be informed about the limits of the
construction area and actions permitted within and outside of that area. Additionally, construction
limits would be flagged to ensure that the proﬁ)osed activities stay within the construction area

n activities would be conducted. The area would
to curtail illegal drug trafficking would remain

unchanged. Although it is unlikely that significant adverse impacts would occur, the No-Action
Alternative would not support the USBP’s efforts to effectively reduce drug smuggling and

trafficking near Laredo, TX. The associated vio

lent crime would continue along the project area.

Therefore, the No-Action Alternative may reduce the USBP’s ability to fulfill its mission as

described in Chapter 1.0.
2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT E]

Several factors limit the potential for other locat
checkpoint station and detention area. There are
smugglers to bypass the current IH-35 checkpoiny
State Highway 59 to the Callahan Road, whic

LIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

ons to serve as the project site for the proposed
two routes of travel that allow alien and narcotic
t. The first route is north from Laredo, Texas on
ch is located south of the Freer, Texas traffic

checkpoint. Traveling west on the Callahan Road from State Highway 59 will allow smugglers
access to IH-35, north of the current IH-35 checkpoint location. The second route is to travel north
from Laredo, Texas on Mines Road to the Camino Colombia Toll Road. This road also allows
access to IH-35, north of the current IH-35 checkpoint. Both of these roads intersect IH-35 near the

27-mile marker. From January 2001 to July 2001
smuggling loads emanating from these two routes

> the Laredo North Station apprehended 78 alien
of travel. Frontage along the 28-mile marker has

a long curve and insufficient space to safely operate a traffic checkpoint operation. The property

owner has publicly stated his opposition to s
establishment of a checkpoint. Consequently, t
location on IH-35 to safely and effectively operate

In order to eliminate unmonitored activity near
checkpoint to be located in a remote area, away
proximity to a truck stop in Encinal, TX, approxi
Toll Road/TH-35 exchange, would potentially decr

elling any land to the Border Patrol for the
he area near the 29-mile marker is the closest
a checkpoint.

the checkpoint station, it is desirable for the
from residential and commercial areas. Close
imately 15 miles north of the Camino Colombia
ease the ability of the USBP to monitor vehicular

and pedestrian traffic in the immediate area. Therefore, a location as far south from the truck stop
as possible would be preferred. For this reason, the most feasible site with the largest land buffer

between it and the truck stop was selected.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment is the baseline against which potential impacts caused by the Proposed
Action and alternatives are assessed. This chapter focuses on those resources specific to the
proposed project area that have the potential to be affected by activities connected with construction
of a checkpoint station at Mile Marker 29, and changes in USBP activities resulting from these
activities. Field work to determine these effects was carried out on J anuary 15-16, 2002.

3.1 AIR RESOURCES

Air resources describe the existing concentrations of various pollutants and the climatic and
meteorological conditions that influence the quality of the air. Precipitation, wind direction, wind
speed, and atmospheric stability are factors that determine the extent of pollutant dispersion.

Air quality in Texas is monitored by the Texbs Natural Resource Conservation Commission
(TNRCQC) at stations in the 19 metropolitan areas iof the state. The TNRCC uses the scale provided
by the USEPA called the Air Quality Index (AQI} for rating air quality. The AQI scale is based on
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as described in 58 CFR, Appendix G.
Applicable air quality standards for the proposed project are presented in Appendix B.

The closest air quality monitoring station tol Mile Marker 29 is located in Laredo, TX,
approximately 29 miles south of the project ‘area.i Ciritical pollutants in this area are ozone, caused
by precursors emitted primarily from axutomotiv‘(e activity and oil and gas industrial processes,
carbon monoxide, emitted by the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels, and particulate
matter, which includes dust, soot, and smoke (TNRCC 2001). Laredo has been designated as an
attainment area by the USEPA, and air quality lis the area may be described as good. Laredo
typically has the lowest levels of ozone in the entire state. Ozone and particulate matter levels have

each exceeded standard levels on only one o¢casidn from 1996 to 2000 (USEPA 2002).

32 LAND USE

Land in the project area is currently part of an un}developed private ranch. Some evidence of past
cattle grazing is present, as well as some hunting activity, but the conditions of facilities on the
property suggest that such activity has been atba:ndoned or decreased in recent years. However,
some activity of recent human migration through the area was noted, as blankets, shirts, coats, and
other personal items were found scattered on the p;roperty. According to agents of the USBP, these
items were likely left by illegal aliens moving north through the area.

3.3 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Geological resources include physical surfac:e iand subsurface features of the earth such as

topography, geology, soils, and the prime fanfrnlancils of the area. These features are discussed in the
following sections. o

3.3.1 Geology

The project area consists of marginal marine §sedi1hents from the middle Eocene Laredo Formation

1
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of the Claiborne Group. Typical of the Laredo formation are thick, very fine to fine grained
sandstone members in the upper and lower parts, and clay in the middle part. The sandstones are
dominantly red and brown, while the clay part is typically weathers orange-yellow. Dark-grey
limestone concretions are common is this formation, some of which are fossiliferous, and marine
megafossils are abundant (Brewton, et al. 1976 (1993)).

3.3.2 Soils 1

According to the Soil Survey of Webb Qountir, Texas, published by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Soil Conservation Service (now ]‘mo:wn as the Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS)), soil in the project areas is most likely Duval fine sandy loam. This soil generally has a
reddish-brown surface layer of fine sandy loam about 14 inches thick. The upper layer of the
subsoil, from 14 to 22 inches, is usually reddish blown to red fine sandy loam. From about 22 to 46
inches, the layer is red, sandy clay loam. The lower part of the subsoil, from 46 to 56 inches, is
yellowish red, sandy clay loam. The under parfs of the subsoil extend to about 62 inches, and
typically consist of yellowish red noncélcarebu:s sandstone.
! ‘ %
Duval soil is well-drained, has mediurJl surface rhnoff, and moderate permeability. The available

water capacity is medium, and the roolting zone is deep, allowing easy penetration by plant roots.
Hazards of water erosion and soil blowing aré moderate if this soil is not vegetated (NRCS 1985).

3.3.3 Prime Farmland

According to 16 USC 590a-f (7 CFR 2.62 Pub. L| 95-87; 42 USC 4321 et seq.), prime farmland is
land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed,
forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses (the land could be cropland,
pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or (fi;lher land, but not urban built-up land or water). It has the
soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high
yields of crops when treated and managed, inc:lu{%ing water management, according to acceptable
farming methods. In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and dependable water supply from
precipitation or irrigation, a favorable tem‘pe:ra;Lre and growing season, acceptable acidity or
alkalinity, acceptable salt and sodium content, and few or no rocks. They are permeable to water
and air. Prime farmlands are not excessively erodible or saturated with water for a long period of
time, and they either do not flood frequefnwtly or are protected from flooding.

There are no areas of prime farmland m Webb County in their native state. However, Duval soils,
when irrigated, may be considered prime farmland. Irrigation for large-scale agricultural production
is not feasible within the project area, as no large water sources exist within several miles.

3.4 WATER RESOURCES

The following sections describe surface water and groundwater sources, water quality and quantity,
and surface and subsurface water move;:menﬁ. The hydrological cycle results in the transport of
water into various media such as the ait, the ground surface, and subsurface. Natural and human-
induced factors determine the quality of water resources. Water issues will continue to be the
subject of future planning in Webb County, as one of the fastest growing cities in the U.S., Laredo,
continues to increase the demand for the scarce natural resource.

12
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3.4.1 Groundwater

The major aquifer system that furnishes large quantities of water for agricultural, public, and
industrial needs from Laredo to East Texas is the Coastal Uplands System, which includes the
Claiborne and Wilcox Groups. Mile Marker 29 lies within the southern boundary of the downdip of
the lower Claiborne-upper Wilcox aquifer. This aquifer is recharged by the infiltration of
precipitation that falls on topographically high outcrop areas. Natural discharge occurs as
evapotranspiration , loss to streams in outcrop areas, and as upward leakage as springs in downdip
areas. In areas of little or no pumpage, recharge and discharge are generally less than one inch per
year. However, counties immediately surrounding Webb County, known as part of the Winter
Garden for its ability to produce garden vegetable crops, pump water from the lower Claiborne-
upper Wilcox in large volumes generally for irrigation purposes. The intensive pumping has
created a large area of depression on the potentiometric surface of the aquifer, as shown in Figure
3.1. Potential for development in this area is increasingly small, as overdevelopment of the areas
dependent on the aquifer has already occurred. This conclusion has led to predictions by the Texas
Water Development Board suggesting that pumpage will decline dramatically as water levels
continue to drop (USGS 1996). Attention will continue to be turned towards ground water usage in
the area, especially in Laredo, which historically has used the diminishing Rio Grande as its sole
source of water (USGS 2001). No groundwater is currently used at the proposed checkpoint site.

EXPLAMNATION
Decline in potentiomebric
surface, predevelopment
o 1982, in fest
Less than 50 or insufficient da
500 100
100 w0 150
150 to 200
200 o 250
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Aquifer outcrop
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Aquiferabsent

Winler Garden area boundary

Modified from Ryder, P.D,, and Ardis, A.F,
in press, Hydrology of the Texas Gulf Coast
aquifer systems: U.S. Geological Survey
Professional Paper 1416-E.
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FIGURE 3.1 DECLINE IN POTENTIOMETRIC SURFACE OF THE LOWER CLAIBORNE-UPPER WILCOX AQUIFER
(USGS)
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3.4.2 Surface Water

The Rio Grande River is the most obvious

source of surface water in the area, and serves as the

principle water source for the City of Laredo. However, surface runoff from the project area flows

into drainages of the Nueces River System

which ends at the Corpus Christi Bay, approximately

150 miles east of the Project Area. No permanent surface water exists on the site, and drainage
swales are shallow and with indistinct boundaries. Because there is no running water at the
proposed checkpoint site, no surface water resources are currently utilized on the property.

3.4.3 Water Quality

Groundwater of the lower Claiborne-upper

Wilcox is variable. Most areas contain fresh water,

where dissolved solid concentrations are less than 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L). However, in the
downdip areas of the western and central portion of the aquifer system, including waters in the

project area, dissolved solid concentrations
fresh (USGS 1996).

Water quality of the Upper Nueces is consid
the U.S., the USEPA measures vulnerability

exceed 1,000 mg/L and water is no longer regarded as

ered good by the USEPA. For each major watershed in
of the system using nine separate indicators. Only two

indicators of the Upper Nueces showed a moderate vulnerability to potential problems. These two

were agricultural runoff and hydrological mo

difications of dams. The latter is most likely caused by

a relatively high volume of reservoir impoundment in the Upper Nueces needed to counter the arid

conditions in the region and sustain agricultu

ral production (USEPA 1999).

3.4.4 Jurisdictional Waters of the United States

Section 404 of the CWA of 1977 authorizes
Engineers, to issue permits for the dischars
including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. (Se

the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of
ve of dredged or fill material into water of the U.S.,
ction 328.3[2] of the CWA) are those waters used in

interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb and flow of tide, and all interstate waters including
interstate wetlands. Waters of the U.S. are further defined as all other waters such as intrastate

lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats, sandflats, w
lakes, natural ponds, or impoundments o

ctlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa
[ waters, tributaries of waters, and territorial seas.

Wetlands are those areas inundated or saturated by surface waters or groundwater at a frequency
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (USACE 1987). Jurisdictional

boundaries for these water resources are d

efined in the field as the ordinary high water mark

(OHWM), 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.

3.4.5 Floodplains

Under Federal regulations, all Federal agencies are directed to avoid, if possible, development and

other activities in the 100-year base floodp

lain. Where the base floodplain cannot be avoided,

special considerations and studies for new facilities and structures are needed. Federal agencies are

14
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required to 1) reduce the risk of flood loss; 2) minimize the impact of floods on human safety,
health, and welfare; and 3) restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by

floodplains in carrying out agency respon:
floodplain, according to FEMA maps. The

sibility. The project area does not fall within the
nearest floodplain zones are drainages associated with

Dolores Creek, and occur just north and south of the site boundaries.

3.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Biological resources include native plants and animals in the region around the proposed project
site. The proposed project area supports a plant community dominated by thorny brush typical of
the semiarid climate of the region. In this type of plant community, it is typical for a small number
of plant species comprise much of the total vegetation.

3.5.1 Vegetation

The project area is located in the mesquite-b

lackbrush brush ecoregion of Texas (McMahan, Frye,

and Brown, 1984). This region is distributed on shallow sandy loam soils of the South Texas

Plains. Dominant plants observed during
rigidula), guajillo (Acacia berlandieri), and

the January site visit include: blackbrush (Acacia
other Acacia, and large, thick stands of Texas prickly

pear cacti (Opuntia engelmanni). For the most part, vegetation in the area is confined to sparse

stands of thorny brush, impenetrable in some
during the site visit.

3.5.2 Wildlife

areas. Very little herbaceous vegetation was observed

Wildlife noted to occur on the property during the January site visit included: Harris’ hawk, desert
cottontail, red-tailed hawk, cedar waxwing, white-tailed deer, mockingbird, an unidentifiable wren,
greater roadrunner, several dove, coyote, and an unidentifiable field mouse. Further, evidence of
small burrowing mammals or lizards was noted as several burrows at the base of some cacti and

other shrubs. Scat of other medium-sized m
were also noted.

3.5.3 Aquatic Species

No aquatic habitat occurs within the Project
property.

3.5.4 Threatened and Endangered Species

ammals, most likely raccoon, skunk, and/or opossum,

Area; therefore, no aquatic species are present on the

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) [16 USC 1531 et. Seq.] of 1973, 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 protecti
authorities to further the purposes of the Act.
endangered species and development of any

on programs for designated species and to use their
Responsibility for the identification of a threatened or
potential recovery plan lies with the Secretary of the

Interior and the Secretary of Commerce. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are the primary agencies responsible for implementing

15
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the ESA. The USFWS is responsible for t
NMES is responsible for non-bird marine spe

An endangered species is a species in danger
its range. A threatened species is a species
future throughout all or a significant portion
formally submitted to Congress for official
USFWS has identified species that are candi
continued existence. The candidate (C) desi
has sufficient information on hand to support
ESA. However, proposed rules for this listi
precluded at present by other listing activity.

The ESA also calls for the conservation of
water, and air space that an endangered spe
such things as food and water, breeding sites

»

for normal population growth and behavior.

irds and terrestrial and freshwater species, while the

cies.

of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of

5 likely to become endangered within the foreseeable
of its range. Proposed species are those that have been

listing as threatened or endangered. In addition, the

dates for listing as a result of identified threats to their

gnation includes those species for which the USFWS
proposals to list as endangered or threatened under the

ing have not yet been issued because such actions are

critical habitat, which is defined as the areas of land,

cies needs for survival. Critical habitat also includes

cover or shelter, and sufficient habitat area to provide
One of the primary threats to many species is the

destruction or modification of essential habitat by uncontrolled land and water development.

Many Federally- and State-listed threatened
could occur in Webb County. A list of these
be found in Table 3-1. No evidence of
endangered species was observed during the |

3.5.4.1 Federally-listed Species

Three Federally-listed fauna species were rep
The following information briefly describes t]

The ocelot and jaguarundi both prefer a
savannahs, and semi-arid thornscrub. Uncon;
State of have been received.

The interior least tern prefers sandpits along
gravelly habitat, including rooftops of buildin

There are two Federally-listed plant species t
are usually clumped, and found within openil
highly saline soils. The ashy dogweed is fou
in southern Webb County. Neither was obser

3.5.4.2 State-listed Species

There are 20 State-listed fauna species for We
Federally-listed. Habitat for the 15 other spec

and endangered species of plants, fish, and wildlife
species as provided by the TPWD and the USFWS can
the Federally- or State-listed species threatened or
January 2002 site visit.

orted as having the potential to occur in Webb County.
he preferred habitat of these species.

habitat of humid tropical and sub-tropical forests,
firmed reports of individuals in the southern part of the

rivers for nesting, and are sometimes found in other
igs and cleared areas.

hat occur in Webb County. The Johnston’s frankenia
ngs of blackbrush dominated brushlands on pockets of
nd in limited areas, including the sandy pockets of soil
ved during the January 2002 site visit.

ebb County. Five are discussed above, as they are also
ries is briefly described below.
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COMMONNAME

| SCIENTIFICNAME |
Davis pocket gopher Geomys personatus davisi
Ocelot Felis pardalis
Cave myotis bat Myotis velifer
Jaguarundi Felis yagouaroundi LE E
White-nosed coati Nasua narica T
White-tailed hawk Buteo albicaudatus T
Gray hawk Buteo nitidus T
Common black-hawk Buteogallus anthracinus T
American peregrine | Falco peregrinus anatum DL E
falcon i .
Arctic Peregrine falcon | Falco peregrinus tundrius DL T
Sennet’s hooded oriole | Icterus cucullatus senneti SC
Audubon’s oriole Icterus graduacauda audubonii SC
Wood stork Mycteria americana T
Interiror least tern Sterna anitllarum athalassos LE E
Blue sucker Cycleptus elongatus T
Conchos pupfish Cyprinodon eximus T
Rio Grande darter Etheostoma grahami T
Rio Grande shiner Notropis jemezanus SC
Bluntnose shiner Notropis simus , EXT
Texas hornshell Popenaias narica C1
Reticulate collared lizard | Crtopytus reticulatus T
Indigo snake Drymarchon corais T
Texas tortoise Gopherus berlandieri T
Spot-tailed earless lizard | Holbrookia lacerate SC
Keeled earless lizard Holbrookia propinqua sC
Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T
Kleberg saltbush Atriplex klebergorum SC
Nickel’s cory cactus Coryphantha - sulcata ~ var SC
o nicelsiae ‘

Johnston’s frankenia Frankenia johnstonii LE E
Few-spine Engelmann’s | Opuntia|  engelmannii  var SC
prickly pear flexospina
McCart’s whitlow-wart | Paronychia maccartii SC
Ashy dogweek Thymophylla tephroleuca LE E

Table Key:

EXT Extirpated from area

LE Listed Endangered by USFWS: imminent jeopardy of extinction

LT Listed Threatened by USFWS ‘

R Considered Rare by TPWD. No official protection.

USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — Federally-listed species

TPWD Texas Parks and Wildlife Department — State Listed Species

17
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The white-tailed hawk prefers coastal prairies, grasslands, and semiarid scrub, and is often seen
perched along highways on telephone poles, fence posts, or dead trees.

The gray hawk and common black-hawk prefer riverside woodlands, the former prefers especially
those of cottonwoods, willows, and sycamgres. Because of their affinity for habitat along water
courses, neither species is expected to occur within the project area, as no such habitat exists.

The arctic and American peregrine falcons nest on cliffs in the Trans-Pecos region of West Texas.
They otherwise may be seen as migrants along the Texas Coast.

Wood storks prefer swamps, marshes, and mangroves, and are not typically found in Texas. They
may occur as rare migrants in coastal areas of Texas.

The white-nosed coati usually prefer wooded areas, but also are found in rocky canyons at the base
of mountains. Therefore, the occurrence of this species in the project area is unlikely.

The reticulate collared lizard prefers a variety of habitats, including rock piles and escarpments, but
usually burrow in brushy environments.

The indigo snake prefers the moist riparian breaks in the thorny brushlands of the coastal plains.
However, they may wander outside their preferred habitat in search of food.

The Texas tortoise requires areas with abundant patches of prickly pear cacti, and usually occurs in
the thorny brushlands of south Texas.

|
\
The Texas horned lizard may be found in arid and semiarid habitats in open areas with sparse plant
cover. They usually dig shallow burrows for nesting and hibernation purposes, and typical inhabit
sandy or other loose soils. |

Four species on occur on the State list are fish, one of which has been extirpated from the region.
Because no aquatic habitat exists in the project area, issues regarding these species will no longer be
addressed.

3.6 NOISE

Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on objective effects
(hearing loss, damage to structures etc.) or subjective judgments (community annoyance).
Measurement and perception of sound involves two basic physical characteristics: amplitude and
frequency. Amplitude is a measure of the strength of the sound and is directly measured in terms of
the pressure of a sound wave. Because sound pressure varies in time, various types of pressure
averages are usually used. Frequency, commonly perceived as pitch, is the number of times per
second the sound causes air molecules to oscillate. Frequency is measured in units of cycles per
second, or Hertz (Hz). Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the
decibel (dB). Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as a sound level. The threshold of human
hearing is approximately 0 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or pain is around 120 dB (INS
2000). '
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The proposed project area is located away from noise sensitive sites such as schools, churches,
hospitals, etc. The ambient noise environment within the general area is typical of rural areas with
projected noise levels ranging from about |35 to 55 average-weighted decibels (dBA) day/night
noise level (Ldn). These levels may be substantially higher when the wind blows (USACE 1995).
Further, noise levels may be higher in instances of heavy traffic along IH 35 within the immediate
area. '

3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Historic and archaeological resources are nonrenewable resources whose values may be easily
diminished by physical disturbances. These resources are those items, places, or events considered
important to a culture or community for reasons of history, tradition, religion, or science. The
cultural history of the project area is long and varied. The following chronology summarizes the

human habitation of South Texas. i

The cultural history of the project area is generally divided into four major time periods: Paleo-
Indian (9200-6000 B.C.), Archaic (6000 B.C. to A.D. 700), Late Prehistoric (roughly A.D. 700-
1600), and Historic (A.D. 1600 to present). The prehistoric periods are principally defined by the
presence of diagnostic projectile points and other technologies, but are intended to delineate change
in socio-cultural patterns. However, cultural‘ change proceeded at somewhat different rates over the
vast area of Texas; in some regions, hunting and gathering cultures persisted throughout prehistory;
in others, cultures with farming and settled village life dominated. Prehistoric cultures in South
Texas appeared to maintain a hunter-gatherer lifestyle throughout the Archaic and Late Prehistoric
periods, with moderate changes in technology. Historic occupations include the introduction of
Spanish colonists in the area as well as some Anglo-American settlers. Ranches, farms, and
settlements continued to develop throughout the 18", 19", and 20" centuries (Austin et al. 1994).
|

In order to evaluate the presence or absence of cultural resources at the project site, a site visit was
conducted in January 2002 by an Archaeologist from EComm, accompanied by a Laredo Station
USBP Agent. Prior to the site reconnaissance, a cultural resources file search was conducted at the
Texas Archeological Research Laboratory (TARL). No sites were previously recorded within the
project area or within 3 miles of the APE. |

The site visit consisted of a 100-percent pedestrian survey of the approximately 15-acre site in an
effort to inventory cultural resources at the proposed project area and evaluate the potential effects
of the Proposed Action on these resources. In addition, 15 shovel tests were placed at various points
throughout the project area to test for subsurface material. The shovel tests were 30-40 cm in
diameter, dug to a maximum depth of 60 cm, but most ranged from 40-50 cm. Undisturbed soils
were typically medium brown sandy loam, grading in places to sandy clay loam. All excavated
sediment was screened through Y-inch mesh

I
1

The results of the site survey included the dlscovery of a new archaeological site in the southwest
section of the project area. Site 41WB612 is a lithic scatter with surface and subsurface material
covering about 2.07 acres. No diagnostic artifacts or features were recovered, and the period of
occupation is unclear. However, the site is contained within a flat eolian plain that appears to be
stable below the top layer of loose soil, and the potential for additional subsurface cultural material
is good. More detailed descriptions of the survey and its findings are presented in a report
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submitted under separate cover (USACE 200

3.8 AESTHETIC RESOURCES

Aesthetic resources consist of the natural and

the area and give a particular environm

characteristics of the general project area is
patches of ground cover and other native veg|

3.9 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

There is no known or suspected toxic and/or
project area. However, litter is scattered tl
decayed building materials, broken housewa
past contents of most of these containers re|
occurring hazardous waste makes it difficult

3.10 SOCIOECONOMIC DATA

3.10.1 Population

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the popu

people in Webb County are of Hispanic orig
the importance of Laredo as a major cross
145,669 (75.4%) of the population are Mexic
figures are presented in Table 3-2.

3.10.2 Employment and Income

2).

manmade landscape features that appear indigenous to
ent its visual characteristics. The current visual
open space and mostly flat semi-arid brushland with
etation.

hazardous material contamination within the proposed
iroughout the project area, including rusted tin cans,
res, bottles, and other nonidentifiable containers. The
mains unknown, and the elusive nature of potentially
to accurately assess the property.

lation of Webb County is 193,117. 182,070 (94,2%)
in. The influences of a close proximity to Mexico and
sing point for NAFTA-related trade are apparent, as
can-American (U.S. Census Bureau 2000). Population

The unemployment rate in Webb County for November, 2001 was 6.4%, compared to a statewide
rate of 5.4%. Industry composition of the Laredo metropolitan area is diverse, as no sector can
claim a majority of the work force. Twenty-five percent of the work force is in the trade sector,
21% are in services, 19% are in transpcurtat‘on, communication, and utilities, and 18% are in the
local government sector of industry in the metropolitan area (U.S. Census Bureau 1996). Average
wages for workers in the metropolitan area |in ZQOO that paid unemployment insurance taxes was
approximately $27,200, while the average statewide during the same time period was approximately
$34,700. The largest employers in the Laredo metropolitan area are: 1) American Staff Resources
Corp., 2) APC Home Health Service Inc., 3) Edward D. Van Es, 4) H.E. Butt Grocery Co., and 5)
International Bank of Commerce (Texas Workforce Commission 2001). Employment and income

figures are summarized in Table 3-2.
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 TABLE 32 ECONOMIC AND POPULATION COMP,

Webb County/Laredo Metropolitan | Texas

Area
Total Population 193,117 20,851,820
Percent Hispanic 94.2% 32.0%
Average Covered Wages $27,200 $34,700
Workers in Trade 25% 24%
Workers in T,C,U 19% 9%
Workers in Services 21% 36%
Unemployment Rate 6.4% 5.4%
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Based on observations made during site visit, discussions with USBP personnel, Federal and State
agencies, and local authorities, as well as comparisons with similar USBP activities, several
environmental factors potentially associated with the Proposed Action have been identified. An
environmental consequence or impact is defined as a modification in the existing environment
brought about by mission and support activities. Impacts can be beneficial or adverse, a primary
result of an action (direct) or a secondary result (indirect), and permanent or long-lasting (long-term)
or of short duration (short-term). Impacts caF1 vary in degree from a slightly noticeable change to a
total change in the environment. |

Both long- and short-term impacts would occur within the project area during and immediately after
the construction of the proposed project. For this project, short-term impacts are defined as those
tied to the first two years following project ‘implementation, whereas long-term impacts are those
lasting more than two years. |

|

Significant impact criteria are presented foj each affected resource. These criteria are based on
existing regulatory standards, scientific and environmental knowledge, and/or best professional
judgment. Potential impacts for this projec* were classified at one of three levels: significant,
insignificant (or negligible), and no impact. LSigniﬁcant impacts (as defined in CEQ guidelines 40
CFR 1500-1508) are effects that are most substantial, and therefore should receive the greatest
attention in the decision-making process. Insignificant impacts would be those impacts that result in
changes to the existing environment that could not be easily detected. No-impact actions would not
alter the existing environment. In the following discussions, impacts are considered adverse unless
identified as beneficial. 1
|

Potential environmental consequences to each resource section include the following subcategories:

Impacts. The level and duration of impacts that would occur as a result of the Proposed
Action and the No-Action Alternative.
\ ‘

Mitigation. Mitigation measures that could be applied to avoid or further reduce adverse

impacts. Mitigation is discussed in Chapter 5.0.
Cumulative impacts and irreversible and irr&triev}able commitment of resources are discussed in
separate sections following the discussions oﬁ‘¢ each specific resource. Cumulative impacts are those
which result from the incremental impacts of} an action added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable actions, regardless of who is responsible for such actions. Irreversible and irretrievable

impacts are permanent reductions or losses of resources that, once lost, cannot be regained.
| :

This section of the EA will discuss only thosé environmental factors that would be impacted by the
Proposed Action and Alternatives carried through for analysis, including the No-Action Alternative.
Table 4-1 presents a comparison of the potentjial impacts by each area of concern.
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TABLE 4-1 COMPARISON OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS
Area of Impact Proposed = Action (checkpoint|No Action
construction)
(6-8 acres of disturbance)
Air Resources ST: Insignificant No Impact
LT: No Impact No Impact
Land Use ST: Insignificant Insignificant
LT: Beneficial Insignificant
Geological Resources ST: Insignificant No Impact
LT: Insignificant No Impact
Water Resources ST: Insignificant No Impact
LT: No impact No Impact
Cultural Resources ST: Insignficiant No Impact
LT: No Impact No Impact
Biological Resources ST: Insignificant Insignificant
LT: Insignificant Insignificant
Noise ST: In.sigfjﬂcant No Impact
LT: Insignificant No Impact
Aesthetic Resources ST: Insignificant No Impact
LT: Insignificant No Impact
Solid/Hazardous Waste |ST: Insigﬂ;iﬁcant Insignificant
LT: No Impact Insignificant
Socioeconomic ST: Bc:neﬁcial | Insignificant
LT: Beneficial - Insignificant

ST = Short-term Impact.

LT = Long-term Impact.

Beneficial = Impact would be favorable, prodhcmg an overall benefit.
Insignificant = Perceptible, but not mgmﬁcant Impacts.

Significant = Potential impact which requlres\ooncem
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4.1 AIRRESOURCES

4.1.1 Preferred Alternative

Under the Proposed Action, exhaust pollutants would be created from on-site heavy equipment and
vehicles bringing workers and building materials to the site. Additional equipment which could be
used at the project site includes: a portable generator; a compressor for hand-operated tools;
forklifts for moving materials, ready mix trucks for hauling and pouring concrete, and trucks to
deliver construction materials. It is assumed that as many as four pieces of heavy equipment could
be used simultaneously during the constructibn phase.

Such increases or impacts on ambient air quality during the construction/installation phase would be
expected to be short-term and insignificant, ‘i'md can be reduced further through the use of standard
dust control techniques, including watering of the construction site. There would be no net increases
in vehicular emissions associated with existence of the checkpoint, so no long-term impacts would
be expected to occur. ‘

4.1.2 No-Action Alternative

No change in baseline conditions would |be expected from the No-Action Alternative. No
checkpoint station would be constructed. Vehicles entering IH 35 from the Camino Colombia Toll
Road would continue to travel along the interstate without passing through a checkpoint station, and
security regarding drug trafficking and other illegal activity would continued to be breached by
vehicles using this route from Mexico. No ixbpacts to air resources would occur.

4.2 LAND USE

4.2.1 Preferred Alternative

Short-term impacts on land use will be insignificant and last the duration of the construction
activities. Once construction has been comg‘letted, areas disturbed by construction activities would
return to their original state over time. Therefore, no negative long-term impacts on land use are
expected from implementation of the Preferred Alternative. A beneficial long-term impact could be
realized from implementation of this project due to the increased surveillance by the USBP in this
area. This increase would be recognized as a beneficial effect based on an expected decrease in
illegal entry of people, drugs, and associatedicriminal activities in the Laredo area and the NAFTA
corridor. 3

4.2.2 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, baseline cj:onditions would not change. No checkpoint station
would be constructed. As noted above, vehtcles entering IH 35 from the Camino Colombia Toll
Road would continue to travel along the interstate without passing through a checkpoint station, and
security regarding drug trafficking and other illegal activity would continued to be breached by
vehicles using this route from Mexico. o
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43 GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4.3.1 Preferred Alternative

It is not likely that geologic hazards such js seismic events, landslides, subsidence, or increased
flooding would result from implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

The probability of any soil contamination from on-site fuel systems could result from any spills as a
result of construction activities would bé reduced with the use of secondary containment.
Additionally, no permanent sanitary facilities are planned for the project site, and any waste material
generated during construction will be disposed of at an approved waste disposal site. Therefore,

both short- and long-term impacts to geo}logilc resources are expected to be insignificant.

4.3.2 No-Action Alternative

No impacts to topography or physiography W!(ould be expected from the No-Action Alternative. It is
not likely that geologic hazards such as seismic events, landslides, subsidence, or increased flooding
over current conditions would be impacted from this alternative.

4.4 WATER RESOURCES

4.4.1 Preferred Alternative

No permanent water sources exist within the project area. Therefore, no long-term impacts to
surface water resources are expected from conmstruction and implementation of the Preferred
Alternative. Because the total area disturbed for this project appears to be greater than five acres, a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan is required for this project; this plan will be prepared prior to
the start of construction. |

Minimal water usage would be expected for| the operation of the Preferred Alternative, and during
the construction phase of the proposed project. The checkpoint station will at most require enough
water for bathrooms and drinking water; nd showers, laundry facilities, vehicle wash stations, or
other features that use higher volumes of water will be installed. The checkpoint will use a septic
system to dispose of its wastewater. As !long as the septic system is properly designed and
maintained, it should not impact groundwater. Overall, no long-term impacts on groundwater
quality or quantity, surface water quality, or natural drainage patterns are expected.

The proposed project site does not fall within a 100-year floodplain and does not contain wetlands.

4.4.2 No-Action Alternative !

No change in baseline conditions would be expected from the No-Action Alternative. No
checkpoint station would be constructed. No impacts to water resources would be expected.

4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A site visit was conducted in January, 2002 to the proposed project site by a Biologist, Project
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Manager, and Archaeologist from EComm, who were accompanied by a Laredo Station USBP
Agent. A 100-percent survey was conducted for the approximately 15-acre site. This survey was
conducted in an effort to inventory biological resources at the proposed project areas and evaluate
the potential effects of the Proposed Action on these resources. Prior to the site reconnaissance, all
available project-related literature was reviewed and information from TPWD and the USFWS was
obtained regarding Federally and State-listed threatened and endangered species or special species
of concern.

4.5.1 Preferred Alternative

4.5.1.1 Vegetation ‘

!

Based on the typical layout of checkpoint stﬁitions used by the USBP’s Laredo and Del Rio Sectors,
it is estimated that vegetation would be cleared from approximately half of the property, or 7-8
acres. The vegetation that would be removei is common and widespread throughout the region. As
such, the loss of vegetation due to the eropq‘sed construction is insignificant. In the unlikely event
that specimens of a protected species were observed in the construction area, they would be flagged
for avoidance prior to the start of oonstruc{i)on. For those individuals that could not be avoided,
coordination with TPWD would be conduct 2d to facilitate salvage and relocation of the specimens.
All TPWD requirements would be met prior to the inception of project activities.

4.5.1.2 Fish and Wildlife

No long-term impacts to either small mammal, reptile, and bird populations would be expected.
Larger terrestrial wildlife movements should not be affected due to the presence of identical habitat
surrounding the area of proposed construction and extending for many miles. Additionally,
construction activities would be conducted jonly during daylight hours, and not during the early
morning hours or night-time hours when wildlife species are most active. Therefore, short-term
impacts on wildlife species are expected to be msigniﬁcant.

4.5.1.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

that may affect Federally-listed species. Additionally, Federal agencies are required to ensure that
any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agencies would not be likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any threatened or endangered species. A copy of the consultation letters
with the USFWS and TPWD is presented inj&ppendix D.

|

Under the Endangered Species Act, formal ansultation with the USFWS is required for any action

No Federally- or State-listed threatened, endangered or proposed species were observed during
January, 2002 pedestrian surveys of the proposed project area. It is not expected there would be any
direct or indirect impacts to Federally- or State-listed threatened or endangered species. Specific
habitat requirements for the majority of the listed species are not met in the immediate area of the
proposed project site. No designated critical habitat for Federally- or State-listed species occurs
within the area of the proposed project site. ‘

Based on the information provided in Sectioril 3.5.4 for both flora and fauna species, their preferred

habitats, and lack of evidence that these species occur within the project area, it would be unlikely
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that any Federally-listed threatened or endangered species would be found within the proposed
project area, except on a transient basis. Ad‘ditionally, impacts to all sensitive vegetation would be
avoided or minimized. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have only an insignificant

indirect short-term impact on Federally—listeé‘i threatened and endangered species.

4.5.2 No-Action Alternative

No change in baseline conditions would ibe expected from the No-Action Alternative. No
checkpoint station would be constructed, and no impacts to biological resources would be expected.

4.6 NOISE

Noise naturally. dissipates by atmospheric ?ttenuation as it travels through the air. Some other
factors that can affect the amount of :atter[luati()n are ground surface, foliage, topography, and
humidity. For each doubling of distance from the source, the noise level can be expected to
decrease by approximately 6 decibels (dB). This method is a very conservative estimate of noise
levels. A significant impact would be an in¢rease in the ambient noise levels to a level of physical
discomfort, or 120 A-weighted decibels (dBA).

4.6.1 Preferred Alternative

Temporary construction noise impacts vary| markedly because the noise intensity of construction
equipment ranges widely as a function of |the equipment and its level of activity. Short-term
construction noise impacts tend to occur in discrete phases dominated initially by large earthmoving
equipment and later by hand-operated tools. The noise produced by an assemblage of heavy
equipment involved in urban, commercial, and industrial development typically ranges up to about
89 dBA at 50 feet from the source (USACE 1995).

|
Over the proposed project area, receptors are located well beyond these distances. Only insignificant
noise impacts are expected from the construction phase of the proposed project and no noise
impacts are expected during the operation ph‘Pse of the project. Additionally, given the heavy traffic
noise resulting from current traffic on the interstate, the noise expected from the proposed
construction activities would not increase exigting noise levels in the area.

4.6.2 No-Action Alternative

No change in baseline conditions would be expected under the No-Action Alternative. The No-
Action alternative would have neither a short- nor long-term impact on the baseline noise condition
within the proposed project area.

4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.7.1 Preferred Alternative

As noted in Section 3.7, the field survey identified a new archeological site, Site WB41612, within
the boundaries of the proposed project area. | Review of the proposed layout of the checkpoint and
the constraints of the property boundaries determined that avoidance of the site is not possible. The
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site is, therefore, undergoing testing for eligibility for the NRHP. The results of the testing are
being documented under separate cover. The SHPO will make the final determination of the site’s
eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP and the level of mitigation required, if any. The project will
not proceed until concurrence is obtained from the SHPO.

4.7.2 No-Action Alternative

No change in baseline conditions would|be expected from the No-Action Alternative. No
checkpoint station or detention area would be constructed, and no impacts to cultural resources
would be expected.

4.8 AESTHETIC RESOURCES

4.8.1 Preferred Alternative

As noted in Section 3.7, the current visual characteristics of the general project area are open space
and mostly flat, semi-arid brushland with 1patches of groundcover and other native vegetation.
Under the Preferred Alternative, aesthetic iresouroes would be insignificantly impacted by the
construction activities. However, construction activities are short-term and would not have a
permanent impact on the subject areas. Becjuse there are existing power lines along the I-35 access
road, paralleling the western property line‘t, no additional power lines would be required for
operation of the checkpoint. There would be no long-term impacts to aesthetic resources under this

alternative. *

4.8.2 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, baselinei conditions would not change. There would be no
impacts to aesthetic resources. ?

4.9 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTES

4.9.1 Preferred Alternative

Because of the random nature of illegal dumping hlong the border areas, it is difficult to determine
the location and quantity of hazardous waste that may be present within the general project area. If
hazardous materials or wastes are present, there would be a potential for exposure during
construction activities. Construction personﬂel would be informed about the potential to encounter
hazardous wastes that may be present on the site from dumping and the appropriate procedures to
use if suspected hazardous contamination is encountered. Under the proposed project, it is assumed
that worker-safety risks will be reduced through the implementation of standard safe practices, such
as wearing hard hats, steel-toed boots, gloves, ear protection, face masks, safety vests, and other
equipment, where appropriate and/or pre:scriFed by State and/or Federal worker health and safety

laws and regulations.

During construction and installation activitieis, fuels, oils, lubricants, and other hazardous materials

will be used. An accidental release or spill of any of these substances could occur. A spill could
result in potentially adverse impacts to on-site soils and threaten the health of the local population,
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as well as wildlife and vegetation. However, the amounts of fuel and other lubricants and oils
would be limited, and the equipment to quickly limit any contamination would be located on site.
Additionally, a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) will be in-place prior
to construction, and all personnel will be briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of the
plan. As a result, only short-term insignilkicant impacts would be expected from construction
activities. No long-term impacts are expecteb from the implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

4.9.2 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, baseline conditions would not change. Vehicles entering IH 35
from the Camino Colombia Toll Road would continue to travel along the interstate without passing
through a checkpoint station, and security reéarding drug trafficking and other illegal activity would
continued to be breached by vehicles using tﬂ‘n's route from Mexico. Impacts on due to uncontrolled
vehicle traffic would be insignificant. ‘

: |
4.10 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVTR¢)NMENTAL JUSTICE

4.10.1 Socioeconomics of Preferred Allterd;ative

This alternative would provide direct and| indirect economic benefits to area companies and
employees as a result of construction activ‘ities, and through economic multiplier effects. The
impacts on the socioeconomic resources in the region of influence (ROI) such as population,
employment, income, and business sales would be beneficial. As a result, the overall area
population would not be significantly impacted.

employment, income, and sales within the ROI. Although most labor and some materials would be
brought into the local area, some expenditur‘ s are expected to occur within the ROI.  Short-term
increases in local revenues for commercial establishments, trade centers, and retail sales will result
from the purchase of supplies and equipment rental. Any potential impacts from the construction
activities would easily be absorbed into the broader economy of the ROL

Direct expenditures associated with the péoposed project would have a minimal impact on

The socioeconomic impacts of this alternative are expected to be beneficial due to the expected
increase in alien apprehensions, decrease in d‘rug trafficking and smuggling, and improved security
against potential terrorist infiltration. Additionally, the increased patrols would contribute to the
reduction of socioeconomic impacts and Wburc;lens that currently exist on local law enforcement and
the medical communities in the surrounding dreas.

4.10.2 Environmental Justice of the Preferred Alternative

EO 12898 of 11 February 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations,” required that each U.S. Federal agency identify and
address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects
of its program, policies, and activities on |minority and low income populations in the U.S.

The proposed construction would not restrict the flow of legal visitation, trade, or immigration.
Therefore, there would be no expected disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority or
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low-income populations. Under the definition of EO 12898, there would be no adverse short or
long-term environmental justice impacts.

4.10.3 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the region would continue to experience immeasurable impacts to
law enforcement agencies, medical institutions, and other socioeconomic organizations in the
community as a result of continued alien entry, drug trafficking, smuggling, and associated crime.
This impact on environmental justice or the socioeconomic resources in the ROI would continue
under the No-Action Alternative. 1

4.11 IRREVERSIBLE AND IMETRIE¢MLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources would include a minimal amount of soil lost
through wind and water erosion, a minor loss of small animal habitat due to construction activities,
loss of cultural resources mitigated thmuglil a treatment plan, and loss of materials, energy and
manpower expended during construction of the project.

4.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The assessment of cumulative impacts is addressed in NEPA by its reference to interrelations of all
components of the natural environment. The CEQ defined cumulative impact as the incremental
impact of multiple past, present, and future actions with individually minor but collectively
significant effects. Cumulative impacts can be concisely defined as the total effect of multiple land
uses and developments, including their interrelationships, on the environment (Bain et al. 1986).

4.12.1 Past Projects

Only one EA was made available for revﬂjew as part of this project. This EA addressed the
construction of the Camino Colombia Toll Road (Hicks and Company 1993) and was prepared for
the Texas Department of Transportation. This EA concluded that construction of the toll road,
combined with appropriate mitigation measures, would not result in any significant adverse
environmental impacts. It did not address cdmulative impacts, however. INS also prepared an EA

for a proposed detention facility in the I-3

S corridor between San Antonio and Laredo. The

cumulative impacts of the proposed checkpoint construction combined with construction of the Toll

Road and the detention center, however, are

insignificant due to the availability of large areas of

similar undisturbed vegetation and habitat throughout south Texas.

Positive cumulative benefits have resulted
regarding cultural resources, threatened or

from past INS activities. Additional knowledge

endangered species’ locations, distribution, and life

requisites has been obtained through surveys and monitoring efforts associated with INS
construction projects. Erosion has been alleviated along some roads, and fences have precluded
illegal foot and vehicular traffic through environmentally sensitive areas. Additionally, the increase
in infrastructure has allowed the USBP to enhance its ability to enforce security in border areas.

Without the past infrastructure improvements

illegal entrants would quickly identify areas that were

either limited or void of adequate infrastructure and relocate their operations to these areas. The

USBP would either have to increase their

enforcement footprint farther to the north, thereby
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decreasing the chance for apprehension, of increase the risk to the agents’ health and safety by
requiring that they enter high traffic areas without sufficient roads, barriers, or other infrastructure
components.

4.12.2 Current and Future Projects

The USBP indicated that no other USBP or m S projects were planned for the I-35 corridor north of
Laredo. The Laredo metropolitan area, however, is growing rapidly, and it is likely that this growth
will include a variety of public works and‘ infrastructure projects. Such growth may warrant a
greater USBP presence in the future and may result in the need for future construction projects.

A key factor to consider in assessing potential cumulative impacts of future USBP projects in the
area is the lack of a cause-and-effect relationship between such projects and the overall development
of the area. While public works and infrastructure projects may facilitate further growth, the
Proposed Action and any other such future USBP projects do not. The cause-and-effect relationship
with development is effectively reversed for projects such as those typically undertaken by the
USBP- it is development of an area that attracts smugglers of drugs and illegal aliens and thus
necessitates an increased USBP presence. The Proposed Action addressed by this EA, for example,
is very unlikely to lead directly to increased growth of the area, and its impacts on the natural
environment are negligible compared to those resulting from the development that will likely occur
whether or not it is implemented. It is likely that the same would be true of future USBP
construction activities. As such, it is unlikely that future USBP projects would result in significant
adverse indirect effects. |

A positive cumulative impact will be realizeld by the additional cultural resource baseline data that
has been gathered during the production of the various environmental documents and the data
recovery and testing activities, such as those noted in this environmental assessment. The USBP
will continue to coordinate fully with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer, as required by
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, for all of its future construction projects on
undeveloped property. Future USBP actions would follow the same strategy of avoidance (if
possible) of cultural resources. |

Direct cumulative impacts on economics from future USBP projects would be expected to be
beneficial but insignificant, depending upon the amount of local expenditures and economic
multipliers in the region (USACE 2000). H«‘Pwever, the cumulative impact to the quality of life in
Laredo, and in all communities for which intercepted drugs and illegal aliens were destined, could
be significant and beneficial if the USBP is successful at curbing illegal entry and drug trafficking.
In addition, the entire country will benefit from any and all improvements in the USBP’s ability to
intercept potential terrorists attempting to infiltrate. our borders.

When combined with past, present, and ]knowj;vn future projects in the Laredo area, it is difficult to
determine the exact indirect impacts. However, USBP construction activities would have been (and
will continue to be) subject to analysis under the existing laws protecting the environment. The
greatest cumulative impacts (both direct and fij{ndirect) resulting from the growth of the population in
Laredo would be to soils, water supply, air quality, land use, and socioeconomics. Responsible
growth by the city would have insignificant cumulative impacts on biological and cultural

resources. f
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4.12.3 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in no additional direct effects on the area’s resources.
Vehicles entering IH 35 from the Camino Colombia Toll Road would continue to travel along the
interstate without passing through a checkpoint station, and security against drug trafficking,
possible terrorist infiltration, and other illegal activity would continue to be breached by vehicles
using this route from Mexico. Additionally, the current rate of growth for the area would most
likely continue, thereby causing a possible increase in illegal alien entries and drug activities.
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5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

This chapter describes environmental desi } measures that would be implemented as part of the
proposed project to reduce or eliminate imp?’cts from construction activities. Due to the short-term
nature of the proposed construction activities, impacts are expected to be insignificant; therefore,
mitigation measures are only described for tﬁlose resources with potential for impacts.

5.1 WATER RESOURCES

Standard erosion control measures such as silt fences, water bars, hay bales, and revegetation would
be implemented to minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation during construction
activities. As previously noted, a SWPPP will be prepared prior to construction and will specify the
exact measures to be employed. All work would cease during heavy rains and would not resume
until conditions are suitable for the movem%t of equipment and material. Storage or staging sites
would be located at least 0.50 miles from wildlife or livestock tanks or other permanent surface
water bodies to reduce potential effects of accidental spills. Conservation measures would be
implemented to preclude unnecessary waste ‘of water supplies. Discharges of gray water and other
wastes to drainages or other water courses/bodies will be prohibited. Portable latrines, provided and
maintained by licensed contractors, would be used to the extent practicable during construction and
operational support activities. |

5.2 AIR QUALITY

Mitigation measures would include dust suppression methods to minimize airborne particulate
matter that would be created during construction activities. Additionally, all construction equipment
and vehicles will be required to be kept in gq‘od operating condition to minimize exhaust emissions.
Standard construction practices would be used to control fugitive dust during the construction
phases of the proposed project. Coordination with USEPA Region 6 will be performed to provide
specific notification of Proposed Actions and obtain necessary permits for operators of equipment
and vehicles in accordance with air quality r#gulations.

5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impacts to existing vegetation during construction activities will be minimized through avoidance.
Disturbed sites would be utilized to the| maximum extent practicable for construction and
operational support activities. Additionally, attempts to minimize loss of vegetation may include:
(1) trimming vegetation along roadsides rather than removing the entire plant; (2) requiring heavy
equipment to utilize road pullouts or other sw‘lch disturbed areas; and (3) considering the possibility
of revegetative efforts. Native seeds or plants which are compatible with the enhancement of
protected species will be used to the extent feasible, as required under Section 7(a)(1) of the

Endangered Species Act.

Additional mitigation measures will include best management practices during construction to
minimize or prevent erosion and soil loss, Vehicular traffic associated with engineering and
operational support activities will remain oniestab‘lished roads to the maximum extent practicable.
Areas with highly erodible soils will be given special consideration when designing the proposed
project activities to ensure incorporation of| various compaction techniques, aggregate materials,
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wetting compounds, and revegetation to ameliorate the subsequent soil erosion. Borrow materials,
if required, will be obtained from established borrow pits or from approved on-site sources.

54 NOISE
During the construction phase, noise impactf are anticipated at local human receptors. As required
by Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), earplugs will be worn by employees
working in environments with continuous noise levels of 8 hours per day above 90 dBA. Because
of the increased noise sensitivity during quiet hours, time limits on on-site construction activities are
warranted for grading and the use of heavy equipment. On-site activities will be restricted to
daylight hours on Monday through Saturday, except in emergency situations, and only maintenance
of equipment permitted on Sundays. Additid‘mally, all construction equipment will possess properly
working mufflers and be kept in a proper state of tune to reduce backfires. Implementation of these
measures will reduce noise impacts to an insi}gniﬁcant level.

|

5.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

To mitigate these potential adverse impacts on site 41WB612, the site is undergoing testing for
eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP. The findings of the testing will be submitted to the SHPO in
a separate report. The SHPO will make the final determination of the site’s eligibility for the NRHP
and the need for further mitigation, if any. Construction will not proceed until concurrence from the
SHPO has been obtained. If evidence of additional archeological deposits is encountered during
construction, work in the immediate area will cease and USACE archeological staff will be
contacted to initiate accidental discovery procedures under the measures contained in 36 CFR Part
800. i

5.6 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASlTES

With proper handling, storage, and/or disposjal of hazardous and/or regulated materials there would
be no significant adverse impacts to onsite workers and neighboring flora and fauna. To minimize
potential impacts from hazardous and regulated materials, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be
collected and stored in tanks or drums within a secondary containment system that consists of an
impervious floor and bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container
stored therein. 1

The refueling of machinery will be oompletéd following accepted guidelines, and all vehicles will
have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and drips. Although it would be unlikely for a
major spill to occur, any spill of five gallons or more will be contained immediately within an
earthen dike, and the application an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, sock, etc) will be used to
absorb and contain the spill. Any major spill of a hazardous or regulated substance will be reported
to on-site environmental personnel who would notify appropriate Federal and State agencies.

Additionally, all personnel will be briefed on the correct procedures for prevention of and response
to a spill. A Spill Prevention Plan will be in place prior to the start of construction, and all personnel
will be briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of this plan. Adoption and full
implementation of the construction measures described above will reduce adverse
hazardous/regulated substances impacts to insignificant levels.
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|

All used oil will be recycled if practicable. 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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1
I
6.0 PUBLf‘C INVOLVEMENT
|
This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that occurred in the preparation of this
document. This includes contacts made dun;g development of the Proposed Action, elimination of

alternatives, and writing of the EA. Formal and informal coordination has been conducted with the
following agencies: |

* Immigration and Naturalization Service dINS)

* U.S. Border Patrol (USBP);

* U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers (Fort W(#rth District);
* Texas Parks and Wildlife Department |

* State Historic Preservation Office (SHP )

* U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);

The Draft EA was made available for public review and letters of coordination can be found in
Appendix C. Appendix D contains a copy oﬁ the Public Notice of Availability.
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ARNG
BIA
BLM

CA
CAA
CERL
CEQ
CERCLA
CFR
CMP
CO
CWA
dB
dBA
DoD
DOJ
EA
e.g.
EIS
EO
ESA
FCAA

FONSI

GAO
GPS
HC
HCHO
HMTA

IBWC
IIRIRA
INA
INS
IRT
Ldn

LEA
LT
MET

9.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Armmy Regulation

Army National Guard
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management
Candidate

California

Clean Air Act

Construction Engineering Research Laboratory

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations
Corrugated Metal Pipe
Carbon Monoxide

Clean Water Act

Decibel

A-weighted decibels
Department of Defense
Department of Justice
Environmental Assessment
for example ‘
Environmental Impact Sta tenjent

Executive Order

Endangered Species Act ;

Federal Clean Air Act |

Federal Insecticides, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act

Finding of No Significant Imﬁ»act

Fiscal Year 1

General Accounting Office

Global Positioning System

Exhaust Hydrocarbons

Aldehydes

Hazardous Materials Transpofrtatlon Act

Hertz |

International Boundary and Water Commission

Hlegal Immigration Reform a}d Immigrant Responsibility Act

Immigration and Nationality Act
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Innovative Readiness Trainin
Day/Night Noise Level |

Listed Endangered |

Law Enforcement Agencies |
Long-term |
Meteorological

Memorandum for Record

|
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LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (CONT.)

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality| Standards
NDCS National Drug Control Strategy

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NMEFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NOA Notice of Availability

NO, Nitrogen Oxides |

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Ehmlna‘uon System
NPL Native Plant Law ‘

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NWP Nationwide Permit |

OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark |

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
PL Public Law |

PM;g Particulates ‘

POE Port of Entry |

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

ROI Region of Influence !

ROW Right of Way |

RVS Remote Video Surveillance

S Sensitive

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SC Species of Concern

SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SIP State Implementation Plan

SO, Sulfur Oxides

SPCCP Spill Prevention, Control, ani Countermeasures Plan
ST Short-term

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Acf

TX Texas |

UDA Undocumented Alien

U.S. United States of America »

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers

USBP United States Border Patrol

USC United States Code |

USEPA Environmental Protection Agency

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

41




Draft EA for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX

Photo 1. Typical vegetation of project area.

Photo 2. View of project area from [H-35 access road.
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards*

National Standards*

Air Pollutant Type of Primary'”  Secondary®
Average (ng/m>) (ug/m>)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1-hr 40,000 -—-
8-hr 10,000 -—
Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM;o)  24-hr 150 -
AAMP) 50
Lead (Pb) Calendar
Quarter 1.5 -—
3-months
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) AAMP 100 100
Ozone (0;) 1-hr 235 235
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 30-min - —
3-hr - 1,300
24-hr 365 -—-
AAMP 80
Total Suspended Particulate Matter 1-hr — -—
(TSP) 3-hr -— —
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) 30-min --- —
Sulfuric Acid (H,SO,) 1-hr —- —
24-hr — -
Inorganic Fluoride Compounds (as 3-hr - _—
HF) 12-hr -—- -
24-hr -— —
7-day -—- —
30-day - —
Beryllium 24-hr — —
Other Hazardous and Odorous 30-min - -
Pollutants AAMP - —

1

National Primary Standards establish the level of air quality necessary to protect the public health from any
known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant,
population.

National Secondary Standards establish the

allowing a margin of safety to protect sensitive members of the

level of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare by

preventing injury to agricultural crops and livestock, deterioration of materials and property, and adverse impact on the
environment.
3

4
5

*

Annual Arithmetic Mean.

If it affects a residential area, business, or commercial property.

If it affects only a property used for other than
Adapted from 40 CFR 50.

residential, recreational, business, or commercial purpose.
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Februarv|4, 2002
Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division

1).5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Fcological Services

ATTN: Field Supervisor

¢/o Carpus Christi State University
Campus Box 338

8300 Ocean Drive

Corpus Christi, TX 78412

Dear Field Supervisor,

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, is preparing a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) addressing the proposad construction of a vehicle checkpaint by the U.S.
Border Patrol (USBP) north of the City of Laredo, Wabb Counly, Texas. The praposed
construction would be located on the sast side of interstate Highway 35 at Mile Marker 20. The
enclosed map indicatss the proposed jocation of this facllity. This propesed project has been
requested by the USBP to support its mission of curtailing the smuggling of drugs and Hlegal
afiens into the U.S. and protecis National security.

The proposed praject would entail construction of a small office building, a canopy, assogiated
outbuildings and paving of entrance and exit lanes, six inspaction lanes, and small parking
areas for USBP personnel on & portion of a 15-acre property. It is estimated tha! approxirnately
half of the proparty would be disturbed by the proposed construction. This area is cufrently
used for ranching and deer hunting. The action & proposed ta begin in the summer of 2002.

Istance in detenmining If any federally listed
ncern near the proposed project site could be
SFWS web site is unavailable, a listing of

We are contacting your office to solicit your as
threatenad, endangared, or other species of
impacied by the Proposed Action. Since the
threatsned and endangered species has been refrieved from the Texas Parks and Wildlife
Dapartment. and is enclosed (Attachment 2). Please notify us. at your garliest convenjence, if
there have baen any changes to this list since its publication.

A copy of tha draft EA will be forwarded to your office upon compistion. if you require any
addltional information at this time please contact Mr. Charles McGregor of my stafi at 817/886-
1708.

Sincerely,

William Fickel, Jr.
Planning, Environmental and
Regquiatory Division

Attachments

McGregor, 6-1708 AA
Paxton, PER-EE
Hathorn, PE ¢

Fickel, PER—A,
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February 4, 2002

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division

Ms. Dorinda Sullivan

Natural Heritage Program

Texas Parks and Wildlifa Depariment
3000 IH-35 South, uite 100

Austin, Texas 78704

Dear Ms. Sullivan:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, is preparing a Draft Environmental
Assessment (EA) addressing the proposed construction of a vahicle checkpeint by the U.5.
Rorder Patrot (USBPY north of the City of Larado, Webb Counly, Texas. The propossd
construction wauld be located on the east side of Interstate Highway 35 at Mile Marker 28. The
enclosed map indicales the proposed location of this faciiity. This proposed project has been
requested by ths USBP 1a support its mission of curtaling the smugging of drups and iliegal
aliens inta the U.S. and protacts National security.

The proposad project would entail canstruction of a small office building, a canopy, associated
outbuildings and paving of antrance and exit lanas, six inspection lanes, and small parking
areas for USBP personnel on a portian of a 15:acre property. It is estimated that approximaisly
nalf of the property would be disturbed by the roposed consfruction. This area is currently
used for ranching and deer hunting. The action is propased to begin in the summer of 2002.

We are contacting yout office to solicit your assistance in determining if any state-fisted
threatened, endangered, or other species of concem near the proposed project site could be
impacted by the Proposed Action. A fisting of threatened and endangered spacles has besn
ratrisved from your office, and is enclosed (Attachment 2). Please notify us, at your earlies!
convenience, if there have been any changses jo this list since its publication.

A copy of the draft EA wil be forwarded to your office upon completion. If you raguire any
additional information at this time pleasa contact Mr. Charles McGragor of my staff at 817-886-

1708.
Sincerely,
illiam Ficksl, Jr.
lanning, Environmental and
Regulatory Division
Altachments

McGreqor, 6-1708
Paxton, PER-EE
Hathorn, PE W if

Fickel, PERYA—
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. __FORT WORTH DISTRICT,.CORPS OF ENGINEERS
CP.0. BOX 17800~
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REALY TO :
ATTENTION OF: ] 5, 2002

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for Construction of U.S. Border Patrol
Checkpoint near Laredo, Texas

Texas Historical Commission
- Archaeology Division

ATTN: Ms. Debra Beene

Capitol Station

P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711-2276

Dear Ms, Beene:

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its
implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, the Fort Worth District of the US Army
Corps of Engineers, acting on behalf of the INS and the USBP, is initiating the Section
106 process for the above-mentioned proposed project and we wish to consult with you
regarding this proposed action. Alsa, the Fort Worth District is preparing a Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing the proposed construction of a vehicle
checkpoint by the U.S, Border Patrol (USBP) north of the City of Laredo, Webb County,
Texas. The proposed construction would be located on the east side of Interstate
Highway 35 at Mile Marker 29. THe enclosed map indicates the proposed loeation of this
facility (Antachment 1; map is from the Callaghan Ranch North 7.5-minute USGS
quadrangle). This proposed project has been requested by the USBP to support its
mission of curtailing the smuggling of drugs and illegal aliens into the U.S. and to pratect
National security.

The proposed project would entail construction of a smal| office building, & canopy,
associated outbuildings and paving of entrance and exit lanes, six inspection lanes, and
small parking areas for USBP personnel on a portion of a 15-acre property. It is
estimated that approximately half of the property would be disturbed by the proposed
construction. This area is currently used for ranching and deer hunting. The action is
proposed to begin in the summer of 2002,

¢y was undertaken within the Area of Potential

A cultural resources pedestrian s
re surveyed at the proposed checkpoint and one

Effect (APE). A total of 15.386 acres wi
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archaeological site was found and recorded. A trinomial number has been requested for
the site. It is a Jow-density seatter of prehistoric lithic material. No diagnostic material
or features were located. The site is situated at the southwestern comer of the proposed
site area and will be avoided throughout the construction of the checkpoint. The site will
be thoroughly flagged and roped off so that no encroachment on the site area occurs, The
enclosed Proposed Construction Plan illustrates the configuration of the checkpoint
station. The archaeological site is located in the southwest portion of that area (see
Figure 1 in archaeological survey report). Enclosed is a plan map of the proppsed
geotechnical borings that will take place within three (3) weeks. As noted on that map
one of the proposed drilling sites has been deleted and the other has been moved north
well ont of the range of the existing site, With these accommodations within the
proposed checkpoint station area no impacts will oceur to the archacological site.

The site will be avoided and therefore, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d),
we wish to request your concurrence in a determination of no historic properties affected.
If we have not heard from you within 3% days of receipt of this request, we will assume
your concurrence with our determination of no historic properties affected.

If you have any questions regarding this proposed project, please contact Ms.
Patience Patterson at (8]7) 886-1723.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ' ?W-EC-
FORT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P.Q. BOX 17300
RECETVE]

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300
REPLY TO .
ATTENTION OF Feb 5, 2002 A _
FEE 5 8 2002

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division :
HEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment for Construction of U.S. Border Patrol
Checkpoint near Laredo, Texas

Texas Historical Commission
Archaeology Division
ATTN: Ms. Debra Beene
Capitol Station

P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711.2276

Dear Ms. Beene:

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its
implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, the Fort Worth District of the US Army m}
Corps of Engineers, acting on behalf of the INS and the USBP, is initiating the Section &j:! : /A0
106 process for the above-mentig sed project and we wish to consult with you hf ,/(
regarding this proposed action. (Also) the Fort Worth District is preparing a Draft 4 L2
Environmental Assessment (EA) ssing the proposed construction of a vehicle sa,:;.,.l .

checkpoint by the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) north of the City of Laredo, Webb County, ¢
Texas. The proposed construction would be located on the east side of Interstate

Highway 35 at Mile Marker 29. The enclosed map indicates the proposed location of this
facility (Attachment 1; map is from the Callaghan Ranch North 7.5-minute USGS
quadrangle). This proposed project has requested by the USBP to support its

mission of curtailing the smuggling of drugs and illegal aliens into the U.S. and to protect
National security.

The proposed project would entail construction of a small office building, a canopy,
associated outbuildings and paving of entrance and exit lanes, six inspection lanes, and
small parking areas for USBP personnel on a portion of a 13-acre property. Itis
estimated that approximately half of the property would be disturbed by the proposed
construction. This area is currently used for ranching and deer hunting. The action is
proposed 10 begin in the summer of 2002.

A cultural resources pedéstrian survey was undertaken within the Area of Potential
Effect (APE). A total of 15.386 acres were surveyed at the proposed checkpoint and one
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archaeological site was found and recorded. A trinomial number has been requested for
the site. It is a low-density scatter of prehistoric lithic material. No diagnostic material
or features were located. The site is situated at the southwestemn comer of the proposed
site area and will be avoided throughout the construction of the checkpoint. The site will v’
be thoroughly flagged and roped off so that no encroachment on the site area occurs. The
enclosed Proposed Construction Plan illustrates the configuration of the checkpoint
cuation. The archaeological site is located in the southwest portion of that area (see
Figure 1 in archaeological survey report). Enclosed is 2 plan map of the proposed
geotechnical borings that will take place within three (3) weeks. As noted on that map
one of the proposed drilling sites has been deleted and the other has been moved north
well out of the range of the existing site, With these accommodations within the
proposed checkpoint station arca no impacts will oceur 1o the archaeological site.

The site will be avoided and therefore, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d),
we wish to request your concurrence in a determination of no historic properties affected.
If we have not heard from you within 30 days of receipt of this request, we will assume
your concurrence with our determination of no historic properties affected.

If you have any questions regarding this proposed project, please contact Ms.
Patience Patterson at (817) 886-1723.

Sincerely,

g

Chief, Planning, Environfrjental

and Regulatory Divisio
Enclosures ¢ BT Rt
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NO HISTORIC
PROPERTIES AFFECTEC ¢
PROJECT MAY PROCEED

By ___Mﬂ_—_.im
for F. Lawerence Oaks
State Historic Presyvation Ofiicer

Date 2/ ( ﬁﬁ%"
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> :./ 200, tfuntle 45 [CComBErfos!




COMMISSIONERS

KATHARINE ARMSTRONG IDSAL
CHAIRMAN, SAN ANTONIO

ERNEST ANGELO, JR.
VICE-CHAIRMAN, MIDLAND

JOHN AvViLA, JR.
FORT WORTH

CAROL E. DINKINS
HousToN

JOsePR B.C. FITZSIMONS
SAN ANTONIO

ALVIN L. HENRY
HousToN

PHILIP O'B. MONTGOMERY, ill
DALLAS

DONATO D. RAMOS
LAREDO

MARK E. WATSON, JR.
SAN ANTONIO

LEE M. BAss

CHAIRMAN-EMERITUS
FORT WORTH

ANDREW SANSOM
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Give Thanks for
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Lone Star Legacy.
Give to the

Lone Star Legacy
Endowment Fund

4200 SMITH SCHOOL ROAD
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78744-3291
512-389-4800

www.tpwd. state.tx.us

February 21, 2002

Mr. William Fickel

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division
US Army Corps of Engineers

Fort Worth District
PO Box 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

Dear Mr. Fickel:

This Jetter is in response to your review request, dated February 4,
2002, for rare and threatened and endangered (T&E) species
within or near the proposed US Border Patrol construction of a
vehicie checkpoint along IH 35 at Mile Marker 29 north of Laresdo,

Webb County.

Given the small propo
the TPWD Biological

ion of public versus private land in Texas,
d Conservation Data System (BCD) does

not include a representative inventory of rare resources in the

state. Although it is b
regarding rare species
definitive statement as

ased on the best data available to TPWD
, the data from the BCD do not provide a
3 to the presence, absence, or condition of

special species, natural communities, or other significant features
in the project area. These data cannot substitute for an on-site

evaluation by qualified

biologists. The BCD information is

intended to assist the applicant in avoiding harm to species that
may occur on the project site.

Based on the project as presented, the TPWD Webb County list,
and presently known BCD records for the general project area, the
following rare and T&E species could be impacted by proposed
project activities, if suitable habitat is present:

Federal and State Listed Endangered
Johnston’s frankenia (Frankenia johnstonii
Ashy dogweed (Thymophylla tephroleuca)

State Listed Threatened
Reticulate Collared Lizard (Crotaphytus reticulatus)

Indigo Snake (Drymarc

hon corais)

Texas Tortoise (Gopherus berlandieri)
Texas Horned Lizard (Fhrynosoma cornutum)

Enclosed is a copy of the TPWD list of rare and T&E species for
Webb County. TPWD recommends the county list be reviewed
entirely as species could be present depending upon habitat
availability. If rare or T&E plant or animal species are found

To manage and conserve the natural and cultural resources of Texas Jor the
use and enjoyment of present and future generations.

webb checkpoint.doc




Mr. William Fickel, USACOE
US Border Patrol Vehicle Checkpoint/Webb County
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within or near the project area, TPWD recommends precautions be taken to
avoid adverse impacts to them. TPWD also recommends the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) Corpus Christi Ecological Services office be contacted at
(361) 994-9005 for more information on Endangered Species Act compliance.

Please use the enclosed “Threatened and Endangered Species Review” form with
all future review request letters. Providing more information with your review
requests is valuable when reviewing projects, allows for a more focused review,
and often expedites the review process. If you would like this form sent to you
electronically, please contact me.

This letter does not constitute a general review of fish and wildlife impacts that
might result from the activity for which this information is provided. Should
you need such a review, contact Kathy Boydston, TPWD Wildlife Habitat
Assessment Program, Wildlife Division (512) 389-4571.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have any
questions or need additional assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(512) 912-7054.

Sincerely,

ey fg

Amy Sugeno, Habitat Review Assistant
Wildlife Habitat Assessment Program, Wildlife Division
Threatened and Endangered Species

Enclosure




TEXAS PARY

<S AND WILDLIFE

Wildlife Habitat
Threatened and En
3000 S. It

Austin,

512/91:

512/9

wWWww.

Assessment Program_
dangered Species Review
1-35, Suite 100

Texas 78704

2-7011 phone

12-7058 fax
wd.state.tx.us

Threatened and End

This service includes an analysis of your site
information and impacts on threatened, enc
communities, and special features presently
vicinity of a project. Please complete this fc
listed below, and send this information to u
analysis and/or recommendations based on
Parks and Wildlife regarding these sensitive
for review, depending on the size of your re
provide, the more customized our review, a
state or county level information for pr
please contact our administrative staff at (5

angered Species Review

2-specific assessment of environmental
langered, and other rare species, natural
known and/or potentially occurring in the

orm, attach a write-up for Numbers 1 through 8
s at the above address. We will provide you an
the most current information available to Texas
natural resources. Please allow up to 8 weeks
quest. Note that the more information you

nd the faster our turnaround. If you need only
eliminary project planning, in lieu of this form
12) 912-7011.

NAME
COMPANY
ADDRESS
Project Title:

1) Scope of Project — Why is the review be
a) What regulations will this review hel
b) What activities will be conducted at

2) Vegetation - structure and composition,
species '

3) Other Natural Resources/Physical featu

4) Improvements - extent of pavement, gr
landscaped, xeriscaped, drainage syste

Revised 08/01

DATE
PHONE

FAX
County(ies):

2ing requested?
p you to comply with?
the site?

vegetation layers, height of layers, dominant

res - watercourses, soils, geology, animals, etc.

-avel, shell, or other cover; buildings,
m, etc).




- ($25/additional hour). The response lette

- Threatened and Endangered Species Review, contd. -

5) Historic Use of Site - Describe in detail,

6) Has a T & E survey already been perfo
qualifications, survey method; acreage
time of day, and dates the survey was

rmed? If Yes, provide surveyor name,
surveyed; level of effort; weather conditions,
performed.

7) Description of potential negative impacts from preject activities and avoidance,

minimization, and mitigation measures

planned. Describe briefly.

8) Description of planned beneficial enhancements or restoration efforts. Describe briefly.

9) Original(s) or photocopy(ies) of relevant portion(s) of USGS 7.5 topographic

quadrangle(s) or best map(s) available.

10) Original(s) or color-copied photograph(s), or aerial photograph(s).

TPWD would like to inform you that due tc
endangered species review of propose
service. Since TPWD is largely a self-fund
staffing to provide more timely responses
flat fee (minimum charge of $50/project s

weeks, longer for large projects, and acco
receipt. Government agencies are exempt
performing work under contract for goverr

) the increase in requests for threatened and
d projects, charges have been instituted for this
ed agency, this revenue will allow for additional
to review requests. The charges are based on a
te), except when the project is unusually large

r for these projects will be provided within 8
mpanied by an invoice, which will be due tipon
red from these charges. Private consultants
iment entities will be charged.

Revised 08/01

Page 2 of 2




TEXAS

The T

I TEXAS

exas Biological

PARKS & and Conser

vation Data System PARKS &

WILDLIFE

The Texas Biological and Conservatior
is the Department's most comprehens
and endangered plants and animals, ¢
significant features. Though it is not
updated, providing current or additior
locations of these unique elements of

The TXBCD gathers biological informa
records, publications, experts in the s
individuals, and on-site field surveys ¢
private lands with written permission.
ecologists perform field surveys to locz
priority biological elements and collect
quality, and management needs.

The TXBCD can be used to help evalyl
siting options for development project
environmental review, and permit revi

Given the small proportion of public
does not include a representative in
Although it is based on the best dat
these data cannot provide a definiti

WILDLIFE

1 Data System (TXBCD), established in 1983,
ive source of information on rare, threatened,
>xemplary natural communities, and other
all-inclusive, the TXBCD is constantly

1al information on statewide status and
natural diversity.

ition from museum and herbartum ccllecticn

cientific community, organizations,

conducted by TPWD staff on public lands or
TPWD staff botanists, zoologists, and

ate and verify specific occurrences of high-

t accurate information on their condition,

ate the environmental impacts of routing and
5. It also assists in impact assessment,
ew.

c versus private land in Texas, the TXBCD
wwentory of rare resources in the state.

a available to TPWD regarding rare species,
ive statement as to the presence, absence,

or condition of special species, natural communities, or other significant

features in any area. Nor can these
qualified biologists. The TXBCD inf
avoiding harm to species that may

Please use the following citation to cre
level information:

Texas Biological and Conservati
Wildlife Diversity Branch. Coun
name(s) and revised date(s)].

For information on obtaining a project r
areq for rare species, please call (512)

Revised: 2/15/02

data substitute for on-site evaluation by
lormation is intended to assist the user in
occur.

dit the TXBCD as the source for this county

on Data System. Texas Parks and Wildlife,
ty Lists of Texas' Special Species. [county

eview form or a site-specific review of a project
912-7011.




TEXAS

TEXAS

Notes for
E.’.“*_Ki.?‘_ County Lists of m
WILDLIFE Texas' Special Species WILDLIF E

The Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPWD) county lists include:

Vertebrates, Invertebrates, and Vascular Plants on the special species
lists of the Texas Biological and Conservation Data System. These’
special species lists are comprised of all species, subspecies, and
varieties that are federally listed; proposed to be federally listed; have
federal candidate status; are state listed; or carry a global
conservation status indicating a species is imperiled, very rare, or

vulnerable to extirpation.
Colonial Waterbird Nesting Areas and Migratory Songbird Fallout Areas
are contained on the county lists for coastal counties only.

The TPWD county lists exclude:

Natural Plant Communities such as Little Bluestem-Indiangrass Series
(native prairie remnant), Water Oak-Willow Oak Series (bottomland
hardwood community), Saltgrass-Cordgrass Series (salt or brackish
marsh), Sphagnum-Beakrush Series (seepage bog).

Other Significant Features such as non-coastal bird rookeries, migratory
bird information, bat roosts, bat caves, invertebrate caves, and
prairie dog towns.

The revised date on each county list reflects the last date any changes or
revisions were made for that county and reflects current listing statuses and
taxonomy.

Species that appear on county lists do not all share the same probability of
occurrence within a county. Some species are migrants or wintering residents
only. Additionally, a few species may be historic or considered extirpated within a
county. Species considered extirpated within the state are so flagged on each list.

Revised: 2/15/02




TEXAS PARKS AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT
ENDANGERED
SPECIAL SPECIES LIST

Scientific Name

**% BTIRDS
BUTEO ALBICAUDATUS
BUTEO NITIDUS

- BUTEOGALLUS ANTHRACINUS

FALCO PEREGRINUS ANATUM
FALCO PEREGRINUS TUNDRIUS
ICTERUS CUCULLATUS SENNETTI
ICTERUS GRADUACAUDA AUDUBONII
MYCTERIA AMERICANA ’

_ STERNA ANTILLARUM ATHALASSOS

*%% FISHES

_ CYCLEPTUS ELONGATUS

CYPRINODON EXIMIUS
ETHEOSTOMA GRAHAMI
NOTROPIS JEMEZANUS
NOTROPIS SIMUS (EXTIRPATED)

*%% MAMMALS

FELIS PARDALIS

FELIS YAGUARONDI

GEOMYS PERSONATUS DAVISI
MYOTIS VELIFER

NASUA NARICA

*%% MOLLUSKS
POPENAIAS POPEI

*%% REPTILES
CROTAPHYTUS RETICULATUS
DRYMARCHON CORAIS
GOPHERUS BERLANDIERI =
HOLBROOKIA LACERATA
HOLBROOKIA PROPINQUA

_ PHRYNOSOMA CORNUTUM

#%% VASCULAR PLANTS

ATRIPLEX KLEBERGORUM

CORYPHANTHA SULCATA VAR
NICKELSIAE

FRANKENIA JOHNSTONII

OPUNTIA ENGELMANNII VAR
FLEXOSPINA

PARONYCHIA MACCARTII

- THYMOPHYLLA TEPHROLEUCA

- Page 2

- Webb County

WE

RESOURCES BRANCH

BB COUNTY

Common Name

WHIT
GRAY
COMM
AMER
ARCT

E-TAILED HAWK

HAWK

ON BLACK-HAWK

ICAN PEREGRINE FALCON
IC PEREGRINE FALCON

SENNETT'S HOODED ORIOLE

AUDU
WOOD

BON'S ORIOLE
STORK

INTERIOR LEAST TERN

BLUE
CONC
RIO
RIO
BLUN

OCEL
JAGU
DAVI
CAVE
WHIT

TEXA

RETI
INDI
TEXA
SPOT
KEEL
TEXA

KLEB
NICK

JOHN
FEW-
PR
MCCA|
SHY

-contin

SUCKER

HOS PUPFISH
GRANDE DARTER
GRANDE SHINER
TNOSE SHINER

OoT

ARUNDI

S POCKET GOPHER
MYOTIS BAT
E-NOSED COATI

S HORNSHELL

CULATE COLLARED LIZARD
GO SNAKE

S TORTOISE |
-TATILED EARLESS LIZARD
ED EARLESS LIZARD

S HORNED LIZARD

ERG SALTBUSH
EL'S CORY CACTUS

STON'S FRANKENIA
SPINE ENGELMANN'S
ICKLY-PEAR

RT'S WHITLOW-WORT
DOGWEED

ued next page-

Revised:
98-03-31

Federal State

Status

8- DL
BLeA DL

LE

LE
LE

LE

LE

Status

tl =3 HEA A4

EE

HAa4




Revised: 98-03-31

Codes: Co
LE,LT - Federally Listed Endangered/Threatened
PE,PT - Federally Proposed Endangered/Threatened
E/SA,T/SA - Federally Endangered/Threatened by Similarity of Appearance
Cl1 - Federal Candidate, Category 1; information supports proposing to
list as endangered/threatened
DL, PDL - Federally Delisted/Proposed Delisted
E,T - State Endangered/Threatened

Species appearing on these lists do not all share the same probability of
occurrence within a county. Some species are migrants or wintering residents
only. BAdditionally, a few species may be historic or considered extirpated
within a county. Species considered extirpated within the state are so flagged:
on each list. Each county's revised date reflects the last date any changes or
revisions were made for that county, to reflect current listing statuses and

taxonomy. |
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF: March 14, 2002

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division
; .

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment fo[\r. Construction of U.S. Border Patrol
Checkpoint near Laredo, Texas and subsequent testing of Site 41WB612

Texas Historical Commission
Archaeology Division
ATTN: Ms. Debra Beene
Capitol Station

P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711-2276

Dear Ms. Beene:

On February 5, 2002, in accordance vith Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800, the Fort Worth
District of the US Army Corps of Engineers, acting on behalf of the INS and the USBP,
initiated the Section 106 process for the above-mentioned proposed project. We noted
that a cultural resources pedestrian survey was undertaken within the Area of Potential
Effect (APE). A total of 15.386 acres were surveyed at the proposed checkpoint and one
archaeological site was found and recorded, 41WB612. At that time, it was understood
that the proposed checkpoint station area wopuld cause no impacts to occur to the
archaeological site. We asked, and received your concurrence with our determination of
no historic properties affected. |

It has now come to our attention that Site 41WB612 cannot be avoided given the
criteria for traffic flow and lane configurations set forth by the Texas Department of
Transportation. No other alternatives for land acquisition are possible at this time. Given
these circumstances and in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(c), we propose to test and
evaluate the site for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. Once this
testing phase has been completed we will ask for your review and comment on the draft
report and for the necessary concurrence with our determination of eligibility of site
41WB612, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1) or (2).

The level of effort for testing will consist of band excavation of up to 12 1x1 meter
units and a complete pedestrian survey recording surface artifacts with a GPS unit. The
depth of the soil deposits (about 1.5 m according to the soil survey) and the stable flat

U
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land indicates the site is probably close to the surface, and a backhoe trench was not
deemed necessary. We are allowing for at least 2 scientific assays, one AMS date and
another that might be lipid analysis or obsidian hydration, should we encounter any
possible lipid samples or obsidian. The materials and data generated by this field effort
will be processed in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79 and will be accessioned at TARL.

We propose to begin this field effort|as soon as possible. 1f you have any questions
regarding this proposed testing effort, pleTse contact Ms. Patience Patterson at (817) 886~
1723. -

|
Sincerely,
|
\Q QQ i- 0\: A
William Fickel, Jr.
Chief, Planning, Envi ental
an? Regulatory Division
|
Enclosures ‘
Copy Furnished:

Ms. Noma Edwards
CESWEF-EC-AM

Mr. Alain Bernier
CESWF-PM-C







Public Notice/Notice of Availability

Interested parties are hereby notified that the Immigration and Naturalization Service has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the construction of a new vehicle checkpoint
at approximately Mile Marker 29 on the|northbound side of Interstate 35 north of Laredo,
Webb County, Texas. This notice is being issued to interested parties in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Public Law 91-190, and regulations for
implementing the Procedural Provisions of the NEPA, 40 Code of Federal Regulations
1500-1508. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to construct a new vehicle inspection
checkpoint Laredo Sector of the USBP.

The Environmental Assessment is available for public inspection beginning April 1, 2002
and ending May 1, 2002. Comments will be accepted for the same 30-day period. The
document is available for public viewing at the U.S. Border Patrol Office, 201 W. Del
Mar Blvd., Laredo, TX 78041.

All questions and comments regarding the Environmental Assessment should be directed,
in writing, to the following:

Mr. Charles McGregor

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Fort Worth District

Attn: CESWF-EV-EE

Room 3A14

819 Taylor Street

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

For further information, contact the Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers, Technical
Manager, Mr. Charles McGregor, at (817) 886-1708.
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Notice of Availability as it appeared in E: ngl}sh and Spanish in the Laredo Morning Times March
29-31, 2002 ‘






