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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
 

PROPOSED ACTION: The proposed action is to convert 1.2 miles of vehicle 
barriers east of Naco, Arizona into landing mat fence. 
 

PURPOSE AND NEED: Vehicle barriers along the Naco corridor, which were 
constructed under a previous EA, have proven to be 
effective in stopping illegal vehicle traffic in this area. 
However, the barriers have done nothing to impede the 
continuing influx of illegal foot traffic, including migrants and 
smugglers. Because of the nearby road network, 
undocumented aliens can easily escape into the United 
States once they have successfully breached this portion of 
the boundary. Thus, there is a need to convert the 1.2 miles 
of existing vehicle barriers east of the Naco port-of-entry into 
landing mat fence. The purpose is to create a structure that 
would halt or substantially hinder illegal foot traffic in areas 
that provide easy escape routes for illegal entrants. 
 

ALTERNATIVES 
ADDRESSED: 

The No Action Alternative would not allow the construction 
of the 1.2 miles of landing mat fence. The Preferred 
Alternative would allow the conversion of 1.2 miles of 
existing vehicle barriers with 10-foot support poles into 
landing mat fence with little or no additional ground 
disturbance. Other alternatives considered but eliminated 
from further discussion include using various types of 
materials to construct the 1.2 miles of fence. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS OF THE 
PROPOSED ACTION: 

The Preferred Alternative would involve minimal 
construction activities within an area that has been 
previously disturbed. No significant adverse effects to air 
quality, water quality, cultural resources, unique areas, soils, 
protected species, or land use are expected. Site-specific 
surveys for sensitive resources and coordination with the 
appropriate Federal and state agencies by Joint Task Force 
Six have provided assurances that the proposed action 
would not have a significant adverse impact on the human 
or natural environment. 
 

CONCLUSION: Based on the findings of this analysis and assuming that all 
mitigation measures recommended herein are implemented, 
no significant adverse impacts would occur from the 
Preferred Alternative.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED 

 

This Final Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses the potential for effects, beneficial 

and adverse, of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and U.S. Border Patrol 

(USBP) proposed fence construction activities within the USBP Naco Station area of 

operation (AO). This EA evaluates the conversion of 1.2 miles of existing vehicle barriers 

to landing mat fence as part of the INS and USBP infrastructure projects within the Naco 

AO. This EA is tiered from two documents: the Final Environmental Assessment for 

Infrastructure within U.S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona 

(INS 2000) and the Final Environmental Assessment for Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6) 

Proposed Fence and Road Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona 

(USACE 2000). 

 

This EA was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

of 1969, the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for the 

Implementation of the NEPA, as well as the INS’s Procedures for Implementing NEPA 

(28 CFR 61). 

 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 INS Organization 

The INS has the responsibility to regulate and control immigration into the United States. 

In 1924, the U.S. Congress 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 undocumented 

aliens (UDAs) and smuggling along the United States’ land borders and between the 

ports-of-entry (POE). With the increase in illegal drug trafficking, the USBP also has 

become the leader for drug interdiction between land POEs. 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. Apprehension rates for INS are currently 

averaging more than 1.5 million illegal aliens throughout the country. At present, the INS 

estimates that there are seven to nine million illegal aliens in the United States. Other 

studies have indicated higher numbers, closer to 10 million.  
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The INS has reported that the U.S.-Mexico border is breached more than any other 

international border in the world. It is a large, diverse, and difficult boundary to effectively 

enforce without the use of dedicated tactical infrastructure (fences, lights, roads, 

cameras, etc.). 

 

Prior to the early 1990s, there was less awareness of southwest border issues and less 

national attention was given to illegal trans-boundary activity than is currently 

attributable. As a result, the USBP’s growth was nominal, funding for enforcement efforts 

fell short, and the USBP functioned under severe constraints. Events over the last 

decade, however, related to illegal immigration and narcotics smuggling have increased 

the nation’s awareness and generated substantial interest in controlling the U.S.-Mexico 

border. This has resulted in increased funding and staffing, and has also created new 

opportunities in the development of proactive border control strategies as demonstrated 

in patrol and enforcement operations throughout the southwest border area (e.g., 

Operations Gatekeeper, Hold-the-Line, Safeguard, and Rio Grande). 

 

The anti-terrorism role of the INS has always been an important function to the agency; 

however, since the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack on the United States, this role 

has been increased and is now more important than ever. This increased function to 

fight terrorism requires more vigilance at the POEs and all areas along the borders. All 

enforcement activities and subsequent infrastructure and technological improvements, 

such as roads, fencing, remote video surveillance (RVS) systems, and lighting, are 

necessary elements in securing our borders from illegal entry.  

 

Past enforcement strategies were reactive, and because little emphasis was placed on 

deterring illegal crossing, it diminished the importance of infrastructure (e.g., lights and 

fences) along the U.S.-Mexico border. Instead, the USBP’s efforts focused primarily on 

making apprehensions after the international boundary was breached. This strategy 

utilized the “element of surprise” by deploying their limited resources away from the 

border in concealed positions. However, as illicit trafficking continued to increase, the 

area that the USBP was required to patrol also increased. The USBP’s inability to deter 

or contain illegal migration at the border resulted in an increase in the geographic 

footprint, and subsequent environmental impacts, of illegal migration patterns.  
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During recent years, the USBP has significantly increased its emphasis on deterrence. 

Deterrence is achieved only when the USBP has the ability to create and convey the 

immediate, credible, and absolute certainty of detection and apprehension. As such, 

tactical infrastructure components, such as fences, are a critical element in the current 

enforcement strategy. Developing trends such as the continued urbanization and 

industrialization of the immediate border, the recognition of environmental preservation 

concerns, and the increase of criminal trans-boundary activities (including trafficking in 

people and drugs and terrorist acts) continue to pose a border enforcement challenge 

and compound the need for tactical infrastructure. 

 

1.1.2 Naco Station 

The Naco Station AO is located within Cochise County and covers approximately 1,600 

square miles. The station AO includes 30 miles of the international border and the towns 

of Naco, Bisbee, Tombstone, Sierra Vista, Warren, Hereford, Palominas, and Huachuca. 

There are currently 224 USBP agents assigned to the station. The geographical terrain 

of the area is desert with rolling hills covered with brush thickets and numerous north-

south trending washes. The approximate elevation of the station is 4,800 feet above 

mean sea level (msl).  

 

1.1.3 Regulatory Authority 

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

Nationality Act (INA), found in Title 8 of the United States Code (USC), and other 

statutes relating to the immigration and naturalization of aliens. Secondary sources of 

authority are administrative regulations 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 Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) mandates INS 

to acquire and/or improve equipment and technology along the 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,c,e)]; Section 235(a) [8 

USC § 1225]; Sections 274(b) and 274(c) [8 USC § 1324(b,c)]; Section 274(a) [8 USC § 
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1324(a)]; and Section 274(c) [8 USC § 1324(c)] of the INA. Other statutory sources of 

authority are Title 18 of the United States Code (18 USC), which has several provisions 

that specifically relate to enforcement of the immigration and nationality laws; Title 19 [19 

USC § 1401(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. 

 

1.2 Purpose and Need 

 

The combination of sound infrastructure (e.g., roads, fences, barriers, and technological 

components) and adequate resources (e.g., vehicles, field agents, support personnel, 

etc.) is essential for the effective enforcement of the border strategy and integral to the 

success of the USBP to gain, maintain, and extend control of the border.   

 

Border fences have proven to be an effective deterrent in numerous areas (e.g., San 

Diego, Naco, Nogales, and Tecate), even though a single fence can be breached, since 

USBP agents cannot protect the south side of the fence. In fact, UDA apprehensions in 

the Naco AO have fallen from 113,287 in fiscal year 2000 to 36,900 by May 2002. 

Fences are typically constructed in urban or developed areas, particularly around legal 

POEs. Military surplus steel landing mat fences have been the type of fence most 

commonly constructed along the border. However, numerous other styles, including 

bollard, Sandia, and steel picket fences, have also been used. These fences are 

generally 10-14 feet high and usually constructed within six feet of the U.S.-Mexico 

border. Fence designs can vary depending upon the presence of other natural or man-

made physical barriers, local terrain, and the USBP’s enforcement strategy.   

 

Vehicle barriers typically consist of 4- to 5-inch diameter metal pipe approximately three 

feet high to prevent vehicles from crossing the border at selected areas. They are 

usually constructed along the southern edge of existing roads, particularly roads that are 

adjacent to the U.S.-Mexico border. As the name implies, vehicle barriers are designed 

to impede illegal vehicle entry; however, they do not preclude pedestrian or wildlife 

movement. 
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The vehicle barriers, which were addressed under a previous EA (USACE 2000), have 

proven to be effective in stopping illegal vehicle traffic along the 1.2-mile corridor. 

However, the barriers have done nothing to impede the continuing influx of illegal foot 

traffic, including migrants and smugglers. Because of the nearby road network, UDAs 

can easily escape into the United States once they have successfully breached this 

portion of the border. Thus, there is a need to convert 1.2 miles of existing vehicle 

barriers east of the Naco POE into landing mat fence. The purpose is to create a 

structure that would halt or substantially hinder illegal foot traffic in areas that provide 

easy escape routes for illegal entrants. 

 

1.3 Location of the Proposed Action 

 

The proposed action is located in Cochise County near the town of Naco, Arizona 

approximately 100 miles southeast of Tucson. Naco is located on the U.S.-Mexico border 

across from Naco, Sonora, Mexico, and is a legal POE. Currently, about 2.3 miles of 

various infrastructure have been built along the border east of the Naco POE (Figure 1-1). 

The proposed action would take place along the eastern-most 1.2-mile section shown in 

Figure 1-1.  

 

1.4 Report Organization 

 

This report is organized into nine major sections including this introduction with the 

description of the purpose, need, and location of the proposed project. Section 2.0 

describes all alternatives considered for the project. Section 3.0 discusses the 

environmental features potentially affected by the project, while Section 4.0 discusses 

the environmental consequences for each of the viable alternatives. Mitigation measures 

are discussed in Section 5.0 and public involvement is addressed in Section 6.0. 

Sections 7.0, 8.0, and 9.0 present a list of the references cited in the document, a list of 

acronyms and abbreviations, and a list of the persons involved in the preparation of this 

document, respectively. Appendix A includes supporting documents of the public 

involvement program, such as the notice of availability and public comment letters. Other 

supporting documents can be found in the Environmental Assessment completed for 

U.S. Border Patrol’s Infrastructure along the Naco-Douglas Corridor in Cochise County, 

Arizona (INS 2000) and the Environmental Assessment for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and 

Road Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000).   





SECTION 2.0
ALTERNATIVES
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Photograph 1. Landing mat fence 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

 

The purpose of this section is to describe the alternatives that were considered during 

the preparation of the EA, relative to their ability to satisfy the purpose and need. Cost 

and maintenance requirements were also considered in the selection of alternatives. 

Four alternatives will be addressed: (1) No Action Alternative; (2) Preferred Alternative; 

(3) Conventional Fence Alternative; and (4) Specialty Fence Alternative. Each of these 

alternatives is discussed below. 

 

2.1 No Action Alternative  

 

The No Action Alternative would require leaving the vehicle barriers in place and not 

continuing the landing mat fence for 1.2 miles. While border vehicle barriers have proven 

to be an effective deterrent in illegal vehicular drive-throughs, they do not deter illegal 

immigrants from climbing over or under them. The No Action Alternative would not 

provide an increased deterrence of illegal foot entry nor expand the window of 

opportunity for USBP agents to detect illegal entry attempts. 

 

2.2 The Preferred Alternative – Landing Mat Fence 

 

The Preferred Alternative is to construct approximately 1.2 miles of steel landing mat 

panel fencing (Photograph 1) along the 

existing vehicle barriers east of Naco, 

Arizona. The proposed fence would start 

where the vehicle barriers with tall vertical 

supports begin (approximately 0.2 mile 

east of the existing landing mat fence) 

and continue east 1.2 miles. An existing 

border road is adjacent to and parallel 

with the vehicle barrier and would be 

used during the construction for the 

landing mat fence. Thus, no new roads or 

road upgrades would be required for the proposed action. The 0.2-mile section located 

between the end of the existing landing mat fence and beginning of the proposed 
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landing mat fence is a small drainage area (see Figure 1-1). This area currently has low 

vehicle barriers (Photograph 2). If fencing were to be erected in this area, it would most 

likely be a bollard style fence to allow water to flow and would require a separate NEPA 

document.  

 

Currently, of the 1.2 miles of proposed landing mat fence, 1.0 mile has the vertical 

supports in place while the remaining 0.2 mile of supports have not yet been 

constructed. Trenches (Photograph 3) for placement of the support barriers are in place 

and the work is expected to be completed in the near future. The trenching and 

installation of the vertical support barriers was covered under a previous NEPA 

document (USACE 2000). 

 

The proposed steel landing mat fence would be constructed with surplus military 

supplies similar to the existing fence adjacent to the POE at a cost of approximately 

$5,000 per mile. The fence would be erected to approximately 10 feet of height during 

the initial construction phase. It is also the USBP’s intent to add an approximate 5-foot 

vertical, expanded wire mesh panel extension to the top of the fence in the future. Each 

landing mat panel would be welded to the next to form a solid fence. The landing mat 

panels would be joined directly to the vehicle barriers; thus, very little, if any, additional 

ground disturbance would be required. Vertical support poles (Photograph 4) at a height 

of 10 feet are currently in place to provide additional support for the landing mat fence; 

however, additional support poles, if needed, would be installed using an auger and the 

holes would be grouted with concrete. This alternative would substantially impede illegal 

foot and vehicle traffic within the area with minimal cost and environmental impacts. 

 

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Evaluation 

 

Other types of fencing materials/fence designs were considered during the preparation 

of this EA. However, since they did not satisfy the purpose and need to provide a 

substantial barrier to illegal foot traffic or were too costly or time consuming to install or 

maintain, these alternative designs were eliminated from further consideration. Two 

major categories of fences (i.e., conventional and specialty) were considered, as 

described below. 
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Photograph 3 

Trenching for vehicle barriers 
with vertical support poles 

 

Photograph 4 
Existing vehicle barriers with 

10’ vertical support poles 

Photograph 2 
0.2 mile of low vehicle barrier 
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 2.3.1 Conventional Fence Alternative 

Conventional fence building materials, such as barbed wire and chain link, have been 

considered by the USBP. These materials are not excessively expensive when 

compared to the specialty fences described below, but still cost a great deal more than 

the landing mat option. In addition, these materials are not considered to be as effective 

as landing mat panels in satisfying the purpose and need. Chain link fencing costs 

approximately $130,000 per mile and requires a high level of maintenance, and is not 

resistant to cutting or vandalism. Barbed wire fencing would be the least effective and is 

easily traversed without the necessity of cutting the fence, although the cost is 

approximately $40,000 per mile. Although fences built from these materials may offer 

some level of deterrence to illegal entrance, they would require constant maintenance 

due to the effects of vandalism and exposure to the elements. Furthermore, the 

environmental impacts from the construction of these types of fences would be similar to 

those produced by construction of a landing mat panel fence. Additionally, landing mat 

panel fences would require less maintenance and as a result, less maintenance impacts 

and costs. Thus, these designs were eliminated from further consideration. 

 

2.3.2 Specialty Fence Alternative 

The bollard fence (Photograph 5) consists of a double row of 10- to 15-foot high steel 

pipe poles, approximately six inches in diameter, placed on 8.5-inch centers. The pipes 

would be filled with concrete for added strength and security. The two rows are offset, 

such that the gaps between the poles would be filled by the poles of the other row. A 

concrete footer is required to anchor the poles – approximately 20 inches wide and three 

feet deep. This type of fence is 

normally only used in areas with 

flowing water that would damage 

other types of fences. It is the most 

expensive to construct, costing 

approximately $1,000,000 per mile. 

Therefore, this type of fence was 

eliminated from further 

consideration for this 1.2-mile 

project area. 

 Photograph 5  Bollard style fence 
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Sandia fences (Photograph 6) 

have been used in other areas 

along the border. The current 

standard design consists of 

vertical secura metal mesh panels 

attached to 16- foot steel poles. 

Additional 6-foot panels are 

secured to the top panels at an 

angle of 45 degrees toward the 

south. The poles would be 

anchored to a 12-inch wide by 4-

foot deep concrete footing that runs the length of the proposed fence. Generally, this 

type of fence has been used as a secondary fence behind the landing mat panel fence 

or in maximum-security situations because of the high construction costs (approximately 

$200,000/mile) and high maintenance costs if subjected to vandalism. The 

environmental impacts from construction of this type of fence are greater than the 

preferred landing mat panel fence due to the required ground disturbance; therefore this 

design was eliminated from further consideration. 

 

Decorative picket style fences 

(Photograph 7) have been 

used (e.g., near the Douglas 

POE). The intended use of 

picket fences is for aesthetic 

reasons rather than structural 

or cost effectiveness. This 

fence has only been used in 

an urban setting due to the 

high cost of construction 

(approximately $200,000/mile) 

and the relative low durability 

of this design. Environmental impacts resulting from construction of this type of fence 

would be greater than the Preferred Alternative since the picket fence could not be 

Photograph 6  Sandia style fence 

Photograph 7  Picket style fence 
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applied directly to the vehicle barrier and additional ground disturbance would be 

required. 

 

2.4 Summary 

 

Two alternatives were carried forward for analysis: No Action Alternative and Preferred 

Alternative. Other fence designs were considered but eliminated due to operational or 

cost constraints. A summary of the alternatives, in comparison to the purpose and need 

for the action, is presented in Table 2-1. 

 

Table 2-1: Alternative Matrix 

Fence Purpose and Need 
Requirements 

No 
Action Landing 

Mat Fence 
 

Chain Link 
 

Barbed wire 
 

Specialty 

Effective in deterring foot 
traffic from illegal 
migrants and drug 
smugglers 

No Yes Maybe No Yes 

Reduce number of easy 
escape routes for illegal 
entrants 

No Yes No No Yes 

Prevent vehicular drive-
throughs Yes Yes Maybe No Yes 

Cost per mile NA $5,000 $130,000 $40,000 $200,000+ 

 

 

Due to the disturbed nature of the project corridor and the fact that the vehicle barrier is 

already in place, negligible impacts to the human and natural environment would occur 

as a result of the Preferred Alternative (Table 2-2). Conversion of the vehicle barrier to 

landing mat fence would have an effect on migration patterns of larger mammals; 

however, these effects are also considered to be insignificant since the surrounding area 

does not support expansive populations of large mammals that would be susceptible to 

slight, long-term shifts in genetic variability. 
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Table 2-2: Summary Matrix of Potential Impacts 

Affected Environment No Action Alternative Preferred Alternative – 
Landing Mat Fence 

Land Use No impacts Land use would remain the 
same as it is now 

Soils and Prime Farmlands No impacts No additional soil disturbance 
would be required 

Vegetation 
UDA foot traffic would 
continue to disturb vegetation 
in the project region 

The project site has been 
previously disturbed and 
essentially void of vegetation 

Wildlife Communities 

UDA foot traffic would 
continue to disturb wildlife 
species and their habitats in 
the project region 

Proposed project could 
interfere with wildlife migration 
patterns; however, the project 
area is highly disturbed and 
not suitable for wildlife species 
that would be most affected by 
fence 

Unique and Sensitive Areas No impacts No impacts 

Protected Species and Critical 
Habitat 

UDA foot traffic would 
continue to disturb protected 
species and designated critical 
habitats in the project region 

No protected species were 
observed within the project 
site; there are no designated 
critical habitats within the 
project site 

Cultural Resources No impacts 

No additional ground 
disturbance would be required; 
therefore, no impacts to 
cultural resources 

Air Quality No impacts 

Short-term increase in 
emissions from equipment 
required for proposed project; 
any increase is expected to be 
temporary 

Water Resources No Impacts No impacts 

Socioeconomics 

Continued UDA and drug 
smuggling foot traffic in 
urban/developed areas near 
the POE 

Improved socioeconomics in 
surrounding communities due 
to less UDA and drug 
smuggling activities 

Noise No additional impacts 

Short-term increase in noise 
from equipment required for 
proposed project; any increase 
is expected to be temporary 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

 

3.1 Land Use 

 

The total area of Cochise County is 6,170 square miles. The 2000 census estimated the 

population at 117,755, with a population density of 19.1 persons per square mile (U.S. 

Census Bureau 2001). The largest land use category for the county is in the private and 

corporate ownership (42%). The principal land use outside the urban areas is rangeland 

and agriculture (cotton, alfalfa, barley, corn, and vegetables). The Federal government 

controls approximately 841,000 acres (21%), with the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 

managing approximately 490,000 acres (12%) of the land in the county. The majority of 

the USFS land is the multiple-use Coronado National Forest. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS) manages the San Bernardino National Wildlife Refuge within Cochise 

County. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages approximately 350,000 acres 

(9%). The BLM land includes the Chiricahua National Monument, the San Pedro 

Riparian National Conservation Area, and numerous multiple use areas used primarily 

for grazing. The State of Arizona manages approximately 1,368,000 acres (34%), which 

is primarily maintained for recreation, historical, and natural uses.  

 

The project region has three small to medium sized urban areas. According to the U.S. 

Census Bureau (2001), the primary urban areas and their 2000 populations are: Douglas 

(14,312), Bisbee (6,090), and Naco (833). More detailed information regarding land use 

in the project region can be found in the EA completed for USBP’s infrastructure along 

the Naco-Douglas corridor in Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000) and the EA for JTF-6 

Proposed Fence and Road Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona 

(USACE 2000), and is incorporated herein by reference. 

 

3.1.1  Mining Operations  

Copper mining is an important industry in Arizona. In 1999, activities of the Arizona 

copper industry occurred on 187,900 acres of the state’s 72,960,000 acres (Arizona 

Mining Association 2000). No mines are presently being operated in Cochise County. 

However, Bisbee operates several tourist industries based on past mining in the area, 

such as Bisbee Mining and Historical Museum and Queen Mine Tours. 
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3.2 Soils And Prime Farmland  

 

3.2.1 Soils 

Arizona has a diverse assortment of soil types throughout the state with variations in 

depth, texture, chemical properties, and appropriate land uses. This diversity is directly 

related to regional differences in climate, parent material, topography, and erosion 

actions. The predominant soil association found within the project area is the Nickel-

Latene-Pinaleno Association (Hendricks 1985).   

 

The Nickel-Latene-Pinaleno Association is found in the central portion of the Naco 

Station and covers much of the area surrounding the POE. It consists of very deep and 

shallow, well-drained soils that formed in alluvium. It is found on floodplains and fan 

terraces at slopes of zero to 20 percent at elevations from 2,000 to 5,500 feet msl. More 

detailed information regarding the soils in the project area is contained in previous EAs 

(INS 2000; USACE 2000), and is incorporated herein by reference. 

 

3.2.1.1 Hydric Soils 

There are no hydric soils located within the project area (Wilson 2000; Bemis 2000). 

 

3.2.2 Prime Farmland 

There are no prime or unique farmlands located within the project area. Prime farmlands 

are classified as Category 1 soils that occur mainly within the San Pedro Valley. Soils 

within the project area are not considered unique because they require irrigation to be 

arable (Bemis 2000). 

 

3.3 Vegetation 

 

Biological resources include native plants in the region around the proposed project 

area. The proposed project region supports a plant community defined as semi-desert 

grassland, a perennial grass-scrub community that is usually located between desert 

scrub and higher elevation plant communities (Brown 1994). This habitat type is found in 

southeastern Arizona, southwestern New Mexico, and northern Mexico between 

elevations of 4,000 and 8,000 feet msl and receives an annual rainfall between 11 and 

17 inches per year. 
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Semi-desert grassland is found in the valley areas of Cochise and eastern Pima 

counties. This vegetation type is dominated by grama grasses (Bouteloua spp.), velvet 

mesquite (Prosopis velutina), Lehmann lovegrass (Eragrostis lehmanniana), and Arizona 

cottontop (Digitaria californica). Other species in this community observed during the 

November 1999 site visit include squawbush (Rhus trilobata), desert broom (Baccharis 

sarothroides), broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae), Parry’s agave (Agave parryi), 

and some oak species (Quercus sp.) (USACE 2000). More detailed information on 

vegetation in the project area can be found in previous EAs (INS 2000; USACE 2000) and 

is incorporated herein by reference. 

 

A field reconnaissance survey was performed along the 1.2-mile corridor in March 2002 

and a pedestrian survey of the entire Naco Station was performed in April 2002. These 

biological surveys were conducted in an effort to inventory biological resources in the 

proposed project area and evaluate the potential effects of the alternatives on these 

resources. 

 

Based on these recent field surveys, the semi-desert grassland designation is consistent 

throughout the project region. Dominant vegetation observed adjacent to the existing road 

and fence during the surveys was white thorn acacia (Acacia constricta), mesquite, 

Lehmann lovegrass, and Plains lovegrass (Eragrostis intermedia). Less common plants 

observed in the area were mormon tea (Ephedra aspera), soaptree yucca (Yucca elata), 

Christmas cholla (Opuntia leptocaulis), desert holly (Acourtia nana), and desert sumac 

(Rhus microphylla). The corridor where the proposed action would occur is in a disturbed 

state due to recent fence and road work along the border, which was addressed in the 

JTF-6 Fence EA (USACE 2000).  

 

3.4 Wildlife Communities 

 

The native fauna of southeastern Arizona, which encompass Cochise County, include 

approximately 370 bird species, 109 mammals, 23 amphibians, and 72 reptiles. The bird 

population is dominated by sparrows and towhees (35 species); wood warblers (32 

species); swans, geese, and ducks (31 species); tyrant flycatchers (30 species); and 

sandpipers and phalaropes (26 species). Bird species diversity is highest in the spring 
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and fall when neotropical migrants (i.e., flycatchers and warblers) pass through on their 

way to summer breeding or wintering grounds, and in the winter when summer resident 

birds (i.e., robins, kinglets, and sparrows) from the northern U.S. and Canada arrive to 

winter in the area. The majority of the mammal species found in the area are bats and 

rodents (i.e., mice, rats, and squirrels). Rodents, such as pocket mice and kangaroo 

rats, are the most commonly encountered. Of the 23 amphibian species that inhabit 

southeastern Arizona, spadefoot toads and true toads are dominant and the most 

widespread. Iguanid lizards, colubrid snakes, and whiptails are the most common 

reptiles in the area. The types of wildlife commonly occurring in Cochise County are 

listed in Appendix A of the EA for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, 

Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000). More information on fauna within the project region 

can be found in the EA for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and Road Improvement Project 

Douglas, Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000). 

 

A field reconnaissance survey was performed along the 1.2-mile corridor in March 2002 

and pedestrian surveys were performed in April 2002 for the entire Naco Station. Common 

fauna species observed during the April 2002 surveys of the station were black-tailed 

jackrabbit, black-throated sparrow, white-winged dove, western kingbird, roadrunner, 

scaled quail, Gambel’s quail, and verdin. No species were observed at the project site in 

March 2002. 

 

3.5 Unique or Sensitive Areas 

 

Several unique or sensitive areas are found in or near Cochise County, Arizona. The 

closest one to the project area is the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area. 

This conservation area begins approximately 17 miles west of the project area. 

 

3.6 Protected Species and Critical Habitats 

 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) [16 U.S.C. 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 protection programs for 

designated species and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the act. 
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Responsibility for the identification of a threatened or endangered species and 

development of any potential recovery plan lies with the Secretary of the Interior and the 

Secretary of Commerce. 

 

The USFWS is the primary agency responsible for implementing the ESA, and is 

responsible for bird, terrestrial, and freshwater species. The USFWS responsibilities under 

the ESA include: (1) the identification of threatened and endangered species; (2) the 

identification of critical habitats for listed species; (3) implementation of research on, and 

recovery efforts for, these species; and (4) consultation with other Federal agencies 

concerning measures to avoid harm to listed species. 

 

An endangered species is a species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range. A threatened species is a species likely to become endangered 

within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. Proposed 

species are those that have been formally submitted to Congress for official listing as 

threatened or endangered. Species may be considered endangered or threatened when 

any of the five following criteria occurs: (1) current/imminent destruction, modification, or 

curtailment of their habitat or range; (2) overuse of the species for commercial, 

recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4) inadequacy 

of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) other natural or human-induced factors affect 

continued existence. 

 

In addition, the USFWS has identified species that are candidates for listing as a result 

of identified threats to their continued existence. The candidate designation includes 

those species for which the USFWS has sufficient information to support proposals to list 

as endangered or threatened under ESA. However, proposed rules have not yet been 

issued because such actions are precluded at present by other listing activity. 

 

The ESA also calls for the conservation of what is termed Critical Habitat - the areas of 

land, water, and air space that an endangered species needs for survival. Critical habitat 

also includes such things as food and water, breeding sites, cover or shelter, and sufficient 

habitat area to provide for normal population growth and behavior. One of the primary 

threats to many species is the destruction or modification of essential habitat by 

uncontrolled land and water development. 
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3.6.1 Federal 

A total of 31 Federally endangered, threatened, proposed threatened, and candidate 

species occur within Cochise County, Arizona (USFWS 2001). A total of 16 species are 

listed as endangered, eight as threatened, two as proposed threatened, and five as 

candidate (Table 3-1). This information was taken from a recently published document 

for a project near Douglas, Arizona (approximately 20 miles to the east of Naco, AZ) and 

the coordination letter can be found in Appendix B of that document (INS 2002). USFWS 

coordination for the original barrier project was made under the EA for JTF-6 Proposed 

Fence and Road Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona from which this EA 

is tiered from (USACE 2000). 

 

Protected species in the Naco-Douglas Corridor are generally concentrated near the San 

Pedro River and the Huachuca Mountains. No known locations of threatened or 

endangered species occur within the project area. 

 

No evidence of Federally listed threatened or endangered species were found within the 

project site during the site visit in March and April 2002, or during past surveys in the 

project region (INS 2001; USACE 1993, 1994, 1996, 2000).   

 

Protected feline species potentially occurring in the area have been a common concern 

in the project area. One ocelot (Leopardus pardalis) sighting was reported in the last two 

years in Mexico near Douglas, Arizona (approximately 20 miles east of the project area). 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) recently photographed the endangered 

jaguar (Panthera onca) west of Nogales, Arizona (approximately 50 miles west of the 

project area); this jaguar is the first photographed in six years in North America (Dye 

2002). Until the December 2001 photograph, the last confirmed sighting of the jaguar 

was in 1996 near the Baboquivari Mountains, approximately 100 miles to the west of the 

project area in Pima County, Arizona. According to the AGFD there are no recorded 

sightings of jaguarundi (Herpailurus yagouaroundi cacomitli) in or near the project area 

in recent years (2001). There are no confirmed sightings of the jaguarundi in the region 

(AGFD 2001; Tewes 2001). The historic range of these three cats is in the southwestern 

part of the United States (Texas, Arizona, and New Mexico) and Mexico. 
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The range of the lesser long-nosed bat (Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) is from 

“southern Arizona and extreme southwestern New Mexico, through western Mexico, and 

south to El Salvador” (Bat Conservation International 2001, University of Arizona 2001). 

The occurrences in southern Arizona range from “the Picacho Mountains southwest to 

the Agu Dulce Mountains, southeast to the Chiricahua Mountains” (University of Arizona 

2001). Although the project area is outside of the lesser long-nosed bat’s range, their 

habitats, roosting areas, and feeding requirements were evaluated. Assessments were 

conducted during a field survey performed in 2001 (INS 2001) and were based on the 

presence of the columnar cacti and agaves, which are preferred food sources, and 

appropriate roosting and breeding sites, such as caves and mines (Bat Conservation 

International 2001, University of Arizona 2001). No such cacti or roosting and breeding 

sites were observed in or near the project area during previous surveys (INS 2001; 

USACE 1993, 1994, 1996, 2000). Agaves are common in the project region, but none 

were observed in the project site during the site visit in March and April 2002.   

 

3.6.2 Critical Habitat 

Critical habitat has been designated for seven species identified as potentially occurring 

in Cochise County, Arizona (USFWS 2000). None of their designated critical habitats are 

present within the project area.  

 

3.6.3 State 

The AGFD maintains lists of Wildlife of Special Concern. This list includes flora and 

fauna whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy, or with known or perceived 

threats or population declines (AGFD 2000). These species are not necessarily the 

same as those protected by the Federal government under the ESA. Recent letters from 

AGFD can be found in the appendix of the EA for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and Road 

Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000).  

 

The Arizona Department of Agriculture maintains a list of protected plant species within 

Arizona. The 1993 Arizona Native Plant Law defined five categories of protection within 

the state. These include: Highly Safeguarded, no collection allowed; Salvage Restricted, 

collection only with permit; Export Restricted, transport out of state prohibited; Salvage 

Assessed, permit required to remove live trees; and Harvest Restricted, permit required to 

remove plant by-products (AGFD 2000). 
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There was no evidence of or observations of any state-listed flora or fauna within the 

project site during the March and April 2002 site visits. 

 

3.7 Cultural Resources 

 

The cultural resources within the project area are extensive and diverse. Numerous 

terrestrial investigations have been performed north of the U.S.-Mexico border in the 

project area. These investigations and their results are discussed in detail in the EA 

completed for USBP’s infrastructure along the Naco-Douglas corridor in Cochise County, 

Arizona (INS 2000) and in the EA for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and Road Improvement 

Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000).  

 

Surveys within the current project area were performed as a part of the JTF-6 EA, from 

which this EA is tiered. Section 106 coordination was conducted for all ground disturbing 

activities during the JTF-6 NEPA process. Furthermore, recent surveys were conducted 

along the entire Naco-Douglas corridor to locate and re-evaluate sites that were 

previously identified. No sites that are considered potentially eligible for inclusion to the 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are found within the project area (USACE 

2001). 

 

No ground disturbing activities are associated with the Preferred Alternative; therefore, in 

accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.3 (a)(1), there is no potential to cause effects. 

 

3.8 Air Quality 

 

The State of Arizona has adopted the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

(40 CFR Part 50) as the state’s air quality criteria (Table 3-2). Primary standards are 

established to protect public health while secondary standards provide protection for the 

public's welfare including wildlife, climate, recreation, transportation, and economic 

values. States are required to adopt ambient air quality standards that are at least as 

stringent as the Federal NAAQS; however, the state standards may be more stringent. 

Based on measured ambient criteria pollutant data, areas are designated as having air 

quality better than the standard (attainment) or worse than the standard (nonattainment). 
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Table 3-2:  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

POLLUTANT STANDARD VALUE STANDARD TYPE 

Carbon Monoxide (CO)    
  8-hour average  9ppm (10mg/m3)** Primary 
  1-hour average 35ppm (40mg/m3)** Primary 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 0.053ppm (100µ/m3)** Primary and Secondary 
Ozone (O3)   
  1-hour average* 0.12ppm (235µg/m3)** Primary and Secondary 
  8-hour average* 0.08ppm (157µg/m3)** Primary and Secondary 
Lead (Pb)   
  Quarterly average 1.5µg/m3 Primary and Secondary 
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM10)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 50µg/m3 Primary and Secondary 
  24-hour average 150µg/m3 Primary and Secondary 
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM2.5)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 15µg/m3 Primary and Secondary 
  24-hour Average 65µg/m3 Primary and Secondary 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)   
  Annual arithmetic mean 0.03ppm (80µg/m3)** Primary 
  24-hour average 0.14ppm (365µg/m3)** Primary 
  3-hour average 0.50ppm 

(1300µg/m3)** 
Secondary 

Source: USEPA 1995. 
Legend: ppm = parts per million 
  mg/m3  = milligrams per cubic meter of air 
  µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air 
*The ozone 1-hour standard applies only to areas that were designated non-attainment when the 
ozone 8-hour standard was adopted in July 1997. 
**Parenthetical value is an approximate equivalent concentration. 
 

 

Cochise County is in attainment for all Federal NAAQS except for Douglas and Paul 

Spur. The Clean Air Act requires that for areas designated “non-attainment”, plans must 

be prepared and implemented to bring the area into attainment within a specified time. 

More detailed information on air quality in the project area can be found in the EA 

completed for USBP’s infrastructure along the Naco-Douglas corridor in Cochise County, 

Arizona (INS 2000) and the EA for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and Road Improvement 

Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000). The information contained in 

these two documents is incorporated herein by reference. 
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3.9 Water Resources 

 

The project area receives water from surface runoff and groundwater via precipitation 

and snowmelt in the local mountains. Geologic forces have created a regional terrain 

that includes arroyos or washes (deep gullies), steep canyons, and somewhat flat 

basins. Due to the arid climate of the area, most of the drainage channels are dry much 

of the year. Rivers and streams that flow periodically due to fluctuations in precipitation 

are referred to as being ephemeral. Intermittent waterways (rivers, streams, etc.) are 

those that flow as a result of seasonal precipitation. Due to the flash flood tendency of 

the washes, sediment loads are high when water is present. Natural and human-induced 

factors determine the quality of these resources. Numerous small ephemeral drainages 

transect the project area.  

 

The major surface water drainage near the project area is the Greenbush Draw, which 

flows just north of Naco and is a tributary of the San Pedro River. Numerous smaller 

streams, which are intermittent or ephemeral in nature, flow to or from the draw 

depending on topography.  

 

Groundwater resources in the surrounding areas are available from both unconfined 

(water table) and confined (artesian aquifer) conditions. Water depths to unconfined 

water are between 50 and 570 feet, while confined water can be found from 500 to 1,000 

feet below the ground (USACE 2000). 

 

More information on surface and groundwater resources within the Naco area is 

described in detail in the EA for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, 

Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000) and the EA for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and Road 

Improvement Project, Naco, Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000). The information 

contained in these two EAs is incorporated herein by reference (USACE 2000; INS 

2000).   

 

3.9.1 Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands 

There are no jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, within the 

project site (USACE 2000). 
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3.10 Socioeconomics 

 

The 2000 census estimated the population of Cochise County to be 117,755 with Naco’s 

population accounting for approximately 833 of the total (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). 

The four major towns closest to the project area are Huachuca, Bisbee, Douglas, and 

Sierra Vista. More information, incorporated herein by reference, can be found in the EA 

for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 

2000) and the EA for JTF-6 Proposed Fence and Road Improvement Project, Naco, 

Cochise County, Arizona (USACE 2000).   

 

3.11 Noise 

 

The three common classifications of noise are: (1) general audible noise that is heard by 

humans; (2) special noise, such as sonic booms and artillery blasts that can have a sound 

pressure or shock component; and (3) noise-induced vibration also typically caused by 

sonic booms and artillery blasts involving noise levels that can cause physical movement 

(i.e., vibration) and even possible damage to natural and man-made structures such as 

buildings and cultural resource structures. Most noise sources will fall within the audible 

noise classification because of the rural nature of the majority of the project area. 

 

Audible noise typically is measured in A-weighted sound pressure levels expressed in 

decibels (dBA). The A-scale de-emphasizes the low and high frequency portions of the 

sound spectrum and provides a good approximation of the response of the average 

human ear. On the A-scale, zero dBA represents the average least perceptible sound, 

such as gentle breathing, and 140 dBA represents the intensity at which the eardrum may 

rupture, such as a jet engine at open throttle (National Research Council 1977). 

 

Since the proposed activities are not capable of attaining the speed of sound and thus are 

incapable of causing special noises, all noise levels discussed herein are measured on the 

A-scale dBA. Normal rural noise levels in the project area would range from a low of 35 

dBA over the majority of the corridor to a high 60 dBA near any rural community. More 

detailed information on noise in the project area can be found in previous EAs (INS 2000; 

USACE 2000) and is incorporated herein by reference. 

 



SECTION 4.0
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

 

This section of the EA addresses potential impacts to the affected environment within 

the Naco area for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives outlined in Section 2.0.  

 

4.1 Land Use 

 

4.1.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not affect current land use within the 

Naco area. 

 

4.1.2 Preferred Alternative 

No changes to land use in this area would occur from implementing this alternative. The 

project area is currently used as a border enforcement zone and would continue to be 

used as such. Fencing would be installed along the existing border roadway. 

 

4.2 Soils And Prime Farmland 

 

4.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would eliminate potential direct disturbances 

to soils from further construction activities. Regardless of the alternative selected, 

existing erosion problems would continue, since the USBP would continue to use the 

roads for patrol activities. Soils found in the Naco area have medium to high erosion 

hazards, depending on the slope. Maintenance activities would occur along the existing 

road adjacent to the border, but soil erosion would continue to be a problem. 

 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would have no effect on prime farmland in 

the project area because there are no prime farmlands. 

 

4.2.2 Preferred Alternative 

Construction activities addressed under this alternative would occur in proximity to the 

border road, where soils are already considered disturbed. The only ground disturbance 

expected would be during the occasional installation of support poles. The holes would 
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be about eight inches in diameter and backfilled with concrete. Best management 

practices (BMPs) would be incorporated into the construction plan to control erosion.  

 

Prime and unique farmlands are not found within the Naco-Douglas Corridor (Wilson 

2000; Bemis 2000). 

 

4.3 Vegetation 

 

4.3.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would eliminate the potential for direct 

disturbances to vegetation from further construction activities. However, the existing 

road right-of-way where all fence construction would occur is already devoid of 

vegetation due to previous construction and maintenance activities.  

 

Impacts to vegetation outside the maintained road corridor from illegal entrants would 

continue to occur. Indirect effects have occurred to vegetation by illegal entrants 

diverting around fences or away from areas that are heavily patrolled. Improvements in 

the infrastructure and increases in patrol activities have resulted in some illegal entrants 

redirecting their efforts into more remote areas. Increases in illegal foot and vehicle 

traffic would continue to result in damage to vegetation.   

 

4.3.2 Preferred Alternative 

This alternative would include the conversion of 1.2 miles of vehicle barrier to landing 

mat fence. The corridor along which the action would take place has been previously 

disturbed and no additional impacts to vegetation are expected. The conversion to 

landing mat fence should substantially reduce secondary impacts to vegetation from 

illegal entry within the project area.  

 

However, indirect effects could occur to the vegetation beyond the project area by UDAs 

attempting to avoid the fenced corridor. The magnitude of these effects cannot be 

determined at the present, since the routes selected by UDAs and smugglers are at their 

discretion and out of the control of the USBP. 
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4.4 Wildlife 

 

4.4.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not allow the conversion of the vehicle barrier to a 

fence. Larger mammals and herpetiles would benefit from the No Action Alternative 

since solid fences can impede movement by such species. Fences have also afforded 

protection to some wildlife species and other sensitive resources by reducing habitat 

disturbances caused by UDA activities. Fences do significantly reduce illegal entries 

and, indirectly, reduce the amount of foot traffic within wildlife communities in the U.S. 

 

4.4.2 Preferred Alternative 

No additional direct impacts to wildlife resources are expected from the conversion of the 

vehicle barrier to landing mat fence since no additional wildlife habitat would be altered. 

However, the landing mat fence would create a barrier to wildlife movement, especially 

for larger mammals and herpetiles. The magnitude of this impact cannot be quantified at 

the present. However, there are no wildlife populations in the project area that are 

sensitive to potentially slight reductions in genetic variability. Therefore, impeding some 

local wildlife movement in this area is not considered significant. 

 

4.5 Unique or Sensitive Areas 

 

There are no areas classified as unique or sensitive natural areas found within the 

proposed project area.   

 

4.6 Protected Species and Critical Habitats 

 

4.6.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on protected species or designated 

critical habitats. However, increased and continued illegal traffic and the consequent 

enforcement activities could be adverse to protected species and critical habitats. 

 

4.6.2 Preferred Alternative 

No listed threatened or endangered species or their designated critical habitats are known 

to occur within the project area. Thus, the proposed activities within the project area 
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would not be expected to adversely affect protected species or critical habitats. No 

Federally listed species were found in the project area during the surveys conducted in 

March and April 2002. 

 

No agaves or columnar cacti, a preferred food source for the lesser long-nosed bat, 

were located in the project site during surveys performed in March and April 2002. 

Agaves are present in the surrounding communities, but would not be disturbed by the 

proposed action. 

 

There have been no confirmed sightings of the ocelot, jaguar, and jaguarundi in the 

project area. The conversion of 1.2 miles of vehicle barriers to landing mat fence is not 

expected to have a negative effect on the migration patterns of these three species, 

since they are not known to occur in the project area. The proposed fence is located 

approximately one mile from the Naco POE; this area receives heavy traffic and is 

urbanized. The presence of these feline species in this type of environment would be 

unlikely. The closest feline sighting to the project area was one ocelot reported in the last 

two years on the Mexico side of the border near Douglas, Arizona, approximately 20 

miles east of the project area. 

 

4.7 Cultural Resources 

 

4.7.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not result in any direct effects to cultural resources. 

However, as illegal traffic, and the consequent enforcement actions continue, indirect 

effects to known and undiscovered sites would continue to occur. 

 

4.7.2 Preferred Alternative 

Conversion to landing mat fence would not directly affect any cultural resource sites, 

since no additional ground disturbance would be required. Indirect beneficial effects 

would occur, however, by reducing illegal foot traffic in the area. 
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4.8 Air Quality 

 

4.8.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would eliminate all potential emission sources associated with 

the proposed vehicle barrier conversion. No further impacts, beneficial or adverse, are 

expected to occur under the No Action Alternative.  

 

4.8.2 Preferred Alternative 

Air quality impacts from construction and maintenance activities of fences include 

emissions due to fuel combustion from heavy equipment, and fugitive dust due to travel 

through the construction area. Particulate concentrations would be expected to be below 

de minimis thresholds due to the short duration of the construction activities and 

negligible ground disturbances. Thus, the proposed action would not violate national 

standards. All impacts would be temporary in nature. 

 

4.9 Water Resources 

 

4.9.1 No Action Alternative 

No impacts to water resources would be expected under this alternative. 

 

4.9.2 Preferred Alternative 

Conversion to landing mat fence would not affect any water resources since none occur 

within the project corridor (USACE 2000). 

 

4.10 Socioeconomics 

 

4.10.1 No-Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would provide no direct effects to socioeconomic resources. 

Indirect effects due to the lack of deterrence to illegal aliens and smugglers and the 

reduced capability of the USBP agents to apprehend illegal entrants would include 

increased crime, loss of property, and costs of social programs. 
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4.10.2 Preferred Alternative 

Materials and other project expenditures would predominantly be obtained through 

merchants in the local community, providing minor increases to the local economy. 

Landing mat panels, as discussed previously, are wartime surplus items and thus would 

not be purchased. Labor would be obtained through the National Guard, active/reserve 

military units primarily through JTF-6, USBP maintenance staff, or commercial 

contractors. 

 

4.10.3 Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” require 

each Federal agency to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionate adverse 

effects of its proposed actions on minority populations and low-income communities. 

 

The racial mix of Cochise County is about 90 percent Caucasians, and less than half (34 

percent) of the entire county population claim to be of Hispanic origin. The proposed 

projects would not displace residences or commercial structures in or around the project 

area. Therefore, disproportionate effects to minority populations would not be expected.  

 

Cochise County has about 21 percent of its total population living at or below poverty 

levels. The 1997 per capita personal income was estimated to be about $17,000, which 

indicated a 28 percent increase since 1990. However, the proposed action’s location is 

east of Naco and remote to any low-income neighborhoods. Consequently, no 

disproportionate adverse effects to low-income populations would be expected from the 

implementation of any of the alternatives. 

 

On the other hand, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would enhance the 

probability of success for the INS/USBP. This increased success in controlling illegal 

drug activity and the increasing flow of UDAs into the Naco area would benefit all 

populations, regardless of income, nationality, or ethnicity. In addition, construction 

activities would have short term, but positive impacts on local economies from sales of 

construction materials, other project expenditures, and temporary employment. Long 

term positive impacts would occur on local, regional, and national levels by the reduction 

of illegal immigrants and drug trafficking and the associated social costs. 
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In addition, the Proposed Action alternative is not expected to generate 

disproportionately high environmental health and safety risks to children as specified by 

Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks.” This 

Executive Order was prompted by the recognition that children, still undergoing 

physiological growth and development, are more sensitive to adverse environmental 

health and safety risks than adults. 

 

4.11 Noise Effects 

 

4.11.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in no additional INS or USBP-

related construction activities, and, thus, no increases in ambient noise levels. 

 

4.11.2 Preferred Alternative 

If this alternative was selected, equipment, such as welding machines, cranes, and 

trucks, would cause temporary increases in noise levels. The magnitude of these effects 

would depend upon the time of year, proximity to sensitive receptors (e.g. schools, 

hospitals, churches, and residences), climatic conditions, type and number equipment 

pieces, and terrain. Based on past similar activities, the construction would occur only 

during daylight, thus reducing the day-night average sound level and the chances of 

causing annoyances. No blasting would be expected.   

 

Animals, particularly domesticated species, would be expected to quickly habituate to 

construction noise. Wildlife may at first be startled and flee the construction area; 

however, wildlife species, too, have demonstrated rapid habituation, even to loud and 

sudden noises which cause panic responses. Bowles (1997) reported that habituation 

could occur with fewer than five exposures. Several other recent studies (Workman et al. 

1992; Krausman et al. 1993, 1998; Weisenberger et al. 1996) have indicated that wildlife 

habituate through repeated exposure without long-term discernible negative effects.  

 

Ambient noise levels would return upon completion of the proposed projects with no 

long-term, significant adverse impacts. The project area is rural and is not in the vicinity 

of sensitive receptors. No significant adverse effects would be expected.   
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4.12 Cumulative Effects 

 

This section of the EA addresses the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 

conversion activities and other projects/programs that are planned for the region.  

 

4.12.1 No Action Alternative  

Approximately 126 acres of wildlife habitat near Naco have been impacted by fence 

construction, new road construction, road improvements, and the installation of stadium 

lighting and RVS sites in the past five years. Of these 126 acres, 62 acres are located in 

Chihuahuan desert scrub, 48 acres are located in semi-desert grassland, 11 acres are 

located in Madrean Evergreen Woodland, and five acres are located in plains grassland. 

 

However, there is no documented evidence that wildlife populations in the area were 

significantly impacted by this habitat loss. The linear nature of the clearing for road 

construction, upgrade, and fence and stadium lighting right-of-ways, and, more 

importantly, the highly degraded and disturbed nature of the majority of the project 

locations have contributed to the determination of negligible effects to wildlife 

populations. In general, these impacts did not result in a significant reduction in the 

number of animals whose home range is within or adjacent to the project area, and no 

change in the overall species composition of the area is believed to have occurred due 

to these projects. 

 

Wildlife movement in the project area might have been impacted by the infrastructure 

construction and maintenance over the past five years; however, there is no 

documentation of this effect. The greatest effect to movement of small animals generally 

happens when a disturbance such as road grading, dozing, or fence construction occurs. 

Mobile animals escaped to areas of similar habitat, while other slow or sedentary 

animals such as reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals were potentially lost. This 

displacement and/or reduction in the number of animals did not significantly impact 

animal communities due to the presence of similar habitat adjacent to the project area. 

Larger terrestrial wildlife movements in the construction and maintenance areas were 

not affected due to the short duration of construction activities at each site. Additionally, 

construction activities were only conducted during daylight hours. No construction 
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activities were conducted during the early morning hours or nighttime hours when wildlife 

species are most active.   

 

Roads and fences resulted in other indirect impacts. Improved roads increased the 

speed at which vehicles travel and increased traffic as well. Higher vehicular speeds 

decreased the response time for wildlife to avoid the vehicles, and thus, potentially 

increased the number of accidental wildlife deaths. Fences serve as a barrier to wildlife 

species; the magnitude of this effect depends upon the fence design and location. 

Fences that would act as a physical barrier to wildlife are generally constructed at or 

near POEs, which are located within very developed areas. Consequently, such fences 

do not have a significant effect on wildlife movement. Vehicle barriers do not impede 

wildlife movement or remove/alter significant amounts of wildlife habitat. 

 

The No Action Alternative would result in no additional direct effects to the area's 

resources. No threatened or endangered species or critical habitat would be affected, 

nor would there be any adverse effects on cultural resources sites or historic structures 

that are listed or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. Likewise, no additional direct 

impacts to air quality, water resources, soils, and socioeconomic conditions would occur 

under this alternative. 

 

Long term indirect cumulative effects have occurred and would continue to occur to the 

area’s natural habitats from a variety of sources such as urban development, mining 

operations, off-road recreational vehicles, ranching, UDA traffic, and USBP and INS 

activities; however, these effects, both beneficial and adverse, are difficult, if not 

impossible, to quantify. Reductions in habitat have undoubtedly created inter- and intra-

species competition for available food and shelter and, eventually, slight reductions in 

some wildlife populations. Given the rural nature of Cochise County, 126 acres of altered 

habitat would be a negligible loss.  

 

The increase in lights along the border also could have produced some long-term 

cumulative effects, although the magnitude of these effects in some areas is not 

presently known. Some species, such as insectivorous bats, may benefit from the 

concentration of insects that would be attracted to the lights. Circadian rhythms of other 

diurnal species, however, may be disturbed enough that breeding or feeding patterns 
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are skewed, causing synergistic physiological changes. Increased patrol activities would 

increase the potential for some wildlife specimens to be accidentally hit and killed. Such 

losses would not be expected to result in significant reductions to the populations. 

 

The USBP Naco Station currently maintains about 21 miles of drag roads throughout its 

2,000 square mile AO. Drag roads are existing, unimproved roads that are highly 

traveled or regularly crossed by UDAs or smugglers. The surface of these roads is 

prepared using a method known as dragging. Dragging is accomplished by the use of a 

4-wheel drive vehicle towing several tires bolted together and pulled on sections of the 

road at speeds between five and seven miles per hour. This method erases old tracks 

and smoothes the road surface so any new tracks crossing the road can be easily 

located. These roads are located within known UDA and smuggler travel corridors and 

are instrumental in detecting evidence of vehicle and/or pedestrian crossings. Many of 

these roads are open to the public and used as general transportation routes. The Naco 

Station will drag these roads at least daily and occasionally up to three times per day. 

 

Since dragging occurs on existing roads, no direct effects to vegetation or wildlife 

occurs. However, the dragging activities do produce fugitive dust, which settles on 

adjacent vegetation and can result in reduced photosynthesis. 

 

Helicopter flights are conducted within the Naco Stations AO on a daily basis, with no set 

flight pattern. However, the reconnaissance flights are typically flown along the 

international border of State Highway 92, at altitudes of about 200 to 300 feet above 

ground level. The purpose of these flights is multifold: (1) identify signs of illegal entry, 

(2) assist in the apprehension of UDAs and smugglers, (3) serve as a deterrent to illegal 

entry, (4) serve as force multiplier, (5) enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of 

ground patrols and, (6) provide search and rescue missions for UDAs and smugglers. 

While these flights can cause temporary disturbances to wildlife and recreationists, they 

are considered to be negligible due to the short duration and infrequency of the 

disturbance. 

 

Positive cumulative benefits have resulted from INS activities as well. Additional 

knowledge regarding threatened or endangered species’ locations, distribution, and life 

requisites has been obtained through surveys and monitoring efforts associated with INS 
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construction projects. Erosion has been alleviated along some roads, and fences have 

precluded illegal foot and vehicular traffic through environmentally sensitive areas.  

 

The INS/USBP is currently in the early stages of planning road improvements along a 4-

mile reach east and west of the Naco POE. These improvements would include grading 

and resurfacing the existing roadway and installing up to four low water crossings to 

provide an all-weather patrol road. The INS/USBP is also in the preliminary planning 

phase of identifying/designing infrastructure projects along the entire international border 

within the Naco and Douglas Stations AO. This infrastructure could include primary and 

secondary fences, lights, RVS, and patrol/drag roads within a 300-foot corridor. These 

activities are being planned and would require additional NEPA documentation to 

analyze and present the impacts and mitigation, if required. 

 

Plans by other agencies in the region which would also affect the region’s natural and 

human environment include the road improvements by Arizona Department of 

Transportation (ADOT), the commercial truck U.S. Highway 80 bypass and border 

crossings near Douglas, the Bisbee-Douglas International Airport expansion, and the 

reactivation of the abandoned Southern Pacific rail line by SWKR, Inc to the west of 

Naco. With the exception of the proposed new bypass and border crossing near 

Douglas, the remaining projects would be along existing corridors and/or within 

previously disturbed sites (e.g., airport). Land use would change along the bypass, and 

additional wildlife habitat would be lost. The magnitude of these effects would depend 

upon the length and width of the bypass right-of-way (ROW) and the extant conditions 

within and adjacent to the ROW. 

 

Reactivation of the rail line and crossing near Naco would result in additional habitat 

losses, even though the rail would probably be constructed along the existing, but 

abandoned, line. The tracks were removed in 1975 and the line has begun to 

revegetate. Reactivation of the line would also increase noise in the immediate vicinity 

and increase potential health and safety risks due to transportation of hazardous cargo. 

 

4.12.2 Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of this alternative would have similar cumulative effects as the No Action 

Alternative, since very little, if any, ground disturbances would occur. Furthermore, any 
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of the disturbances would occur within areas that are already heavily disturbed by on-

going or past activities. The primary cumulative effect that would occur under the 

Preferred Alternative, as opposed to the No Action Alternative, would be the barrier to 

wildlife movement, especially for larger mammals and herpetiles; no provisions have 

been made for small mammal passageways through the fence. The magnitude of this 

impact cannot be quantified at the present, but there are no wildlife populations in the 

project area that are anticipated to be sensitive to potentially slight reductions in genetic 

variability. Also, the fence would be constructed in an area that has already been 

developed and wildlife species would most likely not be utilizing the project area for habitat 

or for migration purposes. Therefore, the potential to impede wildlife movement in this area 

is not considered significant. 

 

Construction activities would result in temporary emissions, but they are short term and 

would not be expected to add significantly to the cumulative effects.  

 

Indirect effects could occur to the vegetation beyond the project area by UDAs 

attempting to avoid the fenced corridor. USBP would patrol areas beyond the landing 

mat fence to apprehend UDAs, which would lessen any indirect effects to vegetation 

from illegal traffic trying to skirt around the barrier. The magnitude of these effects 

cannot be determined at the present, since the routes selected by UDAs and smugglers 

are at their discretion and out of the control of the USBP. Since there are no plans for 

ground disturbing activities, no provisions have been made to prevent UDAs or 

smugglers from tunneling under the fence. 

 

Future plans to construct bollard style fencing between where the existing landing mat 

fence ends and where the proposed landing mat fence would begin have been designed 

(see Figure 1-1). This is a section along the border where a minor drainage crosses into 

Mexico, and the bollard style fence would allow for seasonal water events to flow 

unimpeded. Also, bollard fence, as described in Section 2.3.2, leaves small gaps in 

between the poles, allowing for small mammals and herpetiles to cross though. This 

section of bollard style fence is approximately 0.2 mile and would be addressed under a 

separate NEPA document. 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES 

 

This chapter describes those measures that could be implemented to reduce or 

eliminate potential adverse impacts to the human and natural environment. Many of 

these measures have been incorporated as standard operating procedures by INS and 

USBP on past projects. Environmental design measures are presented for the resource 

category that could be potentially affected. The proposed mitigation measures would be 

coordinated through the appropriate agencies and land managers/administrators. 

 

5.1 Air Quality 

 

Proper and routine maintenance of all vehicles, generators, and other equipment would 

be implemented to ensure that air emissions are within the design standards of the 

equipment. If bivouac sites were required (in the event the National Guard or other 

military units are used for construction services), generators and other similar field 

equipment would be kept to the minimum required. Where practicable, drop lines from 

local electrical systems would be used as a substitute for generators.   

 

Project-related emissions would be minimized by the implementation of BMPs in the 

form of a truck watering program for roads and construction zones within the project 

area, construction curtailed in winds exceeding 25 miles per hour, efficient utilization of 

equipment to minimize the amount of time engines are left idling, and upkeep and 

maintenance of construction equipment to ensure that engines and emission systems 

are properly tuned. Any necessary air quality operating permits are the responsibility of 

the contractor. 
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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

 

6.1 Agency Coordination 

 

This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that would occur during 

preparation of the draft and final versions of this document. This would include contacts 

that are made during the development of the proposed action and writing of the EA. 

Formal and informal coordination will be conducted with the following agencies: 

 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

• Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 

• Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

• Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

• Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 

• Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) 

• Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) 

• Arizona Department of Agriculture 

 

6.2 Public Review 

 

The draft EA was made available for public review for a period of 30 days, and the Notice 

of Availability (NOA) was published in the local newspaper. Proof of publication is included 

in Appendix A of this document. A request was received from the public to extend the 

comment period an additional 24 days and the request was granted. Three public 

comment letters were submitted on the draft document and are included in Appendix A. 

Summaries of the comments received and the responses to these comments are 

presented in the following section. 

 

The final EA will be released to the public and a NOA will be published in the local 

newspaper. Exhibit 6-1 is a copy of the NOA that will be published for the final EA.  
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Exhibit 6-1 

 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 

 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

for 
Conversion of Vehicle Barriers to Landing Mat Fence 

Naco, Cochise County, Arizona 
 

The public is hereby notified of the availability of the final Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for fence construction along the U.S.-Mexico Border near Naco, Cochise County, 
Arizona. This EA addresses the conversion of 1.2 miles of existing vehicle barriers to 
landing mat fence along the International Border by welding landing mat panels to the 
vehicle barriers. The final EA will be available for review at the Douglas Library, 560 E. 
10th Street, Douglas, Arizona 85607 or can be viewed and/or downloaded the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District’s webpage at 
http://www.swf.usace.army.mil/ins/Pages/Publicreview.cfm. 
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6.3 Comments and Responses 

 

The following sections address the three comment letters received during the public 

review of the draft EA.  

 

6.3.1 SouthWest Alliance to Resist Militarization (SWARM) 

Comment 1:  The commenter claims that the EA is inadequate because of supposedly 

erroneous statements regarding the lack of vegetation and wildlife at the project site. 

 

Response 1:  Since the proposed project is to weld landing mat fence to existing vehicle 

barriers along the road, there would be no need to disturb any additional vegetation. The 

road right-of-way is already devoid of vegetation due to vehicle traffic along the roadway, 

and previous construction and maintenance activities, which were addressed under 

previous NEPA documents (USACE 2000).  

 

Nowhere in the document does it state, “no wildlife species were observed, so thus there 

will be no impact on wildlife.” This EA addresses the potential impact to wildlife migration 

patterns by converting vehicle barriers to landing mat fence. Section 3 discusses wildlife 

species known to occur in the project area; none of these species were observed at the 

project site during the survey conducted specifically for this project. No threatened or 

endangered species are known to exist in the area. The project area is approximately one 

mile from the POE and the border road along which the fence would be constructed 

receives heavy vehicle traffic.  

 

As stated in several places in the EA, no Federally listed flora or fauna threatened or 

endangered species were located in the project area during the surveys conducted in 

March and April 2002 or during previous surveys conducted in the region (INS 2001; 

USACE 1993, 1994, 1996, 2000). 

 

Comment 2:  The commenter felt the EA did not adequately address the potential to the 

ocelot, jaguar, and jaguarundi. 

 

Response 2:  Section 4.6 has been updated to specifically include the ocelot, jaguar, and 

jaguarundi. Section 3.6 discusses all three species and the date and location of their last 
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sightings. These species are not expected to inhabit the project area, or use this area as a 

migration corridor due to the proximity to the Naco POE and residential areas.  

 

Comment 3:  The commenter expressed a concern that there were potential cumulative 

impacts to vegetation and wildlife or uncertainties about effects to the species that were 

not sufficiently addressed or supported documentation. 

 

Response 3:  The cumulative effects section of the document thoroughly addresses past 

and present effects in the area, such as road construction, lighting, fence, and actions by 

other agencies. One paragraph in Section 4.12.1 discusses some long-term, indirect 

cumulative effects as being unquantifiable. These effects have been defined further as 

effects by UDAs, mining, ranching, recreation, urban development, and USBP and INS 

activities, and are not only related to INS/USBP projects. Activities of this nature 

continuously occur in the areas along the border, especially near POEs. Cumulative 

effects expected from the implementation of the Proposed Action alternative have been 

addressed in Section 4.12.2 and are concluded to not result in “significant” adverse effects 

on vegetation or wildlife, as defined by 40 CFR Section 1508.27.  

 

Comment 4:  The commenter would like to see USBP “off-roading, helicopter flights, and 

tire-dragging” included in the cumulative effects section, as well as all other USBP and 

JTF-6 activities. 

 

Response 4:  The use of vehicles off designated roads (by the USBP and civilians), 

helicopter flights, and tire-dragging have been added to the cumulative effects section of 

the document. USBP and JTF-6 activities in and near the project area are addressed in 

the cumulative effects section.  

 

Comment 5:  The commenter claims that the EA does adequately address the effects the 

fence would allegedly have on human health and safety, particularly since the fence would 

force migrants “into desolate and dangerous areas where there is no water or shelter from 

the elements.” 

 

Response 5:  Migrants attempting to illegally cross the U.S-Mexico border are violating 

Federal law. It is not the USBP or INS’s responsibility to “mitigate” for individuals who are 
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committing a crime. While it is true that immigrants have been known to attempt to illegally 

cross the border in desolate areas, this is their choice. The USBP does not force illegal 

immigrants into remote areas. 

 

Comment 6:  The commenter requested that Executive Order 13045, “Protection of 

Children from Environmental Health Risks,” be addressed. 

 

Response 6:  EO 13045 has been addressed in Section 4.10.3 Environmental Justice of 

this document. As for the health and safety of illegal immigrants trying to cross the border 

in remote areas, please refer to the response to the above Comment 5. 

 

6.3.2 Ernest M. Rogers 

Comment 1:  The commenter stated that USBP and INS “should make every effort to 

ensure that the community’s input is included in construction projects.” 

 

Response 1:  This comment has been noted. The EA was made available to the public for 

a period of 30 days, with an additional 24-day extension. A NOA was published in the local 

newspaper (see Appendix A). 

 

Comment 2:  The commenter expressed concern that materials for the proposed project 

had already been purchased and placed at the proposed site before the public comment 

period had closed.  

 

Response 2:  The USBP and INS have other on-going projects in the Naco area. The 

materials that the commenter referred to had been purchased and will be used for these 

projects. Materials for the proposed project have not been purchased. 

 

Comment 3:  The commenter stated that they are in favor of the proposed project. 

 

Response 3:  This comment has been noted. 
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6.3.3 Alejandro Jimenez S. 

Comment 1:  The commenter stated that USBP and INS “should make every effort to 

ensure that the community’s input is included in construction projects.” 

 

Response 1:  This comment has been noted. The EA was made available to the public for 

a period of 30 days, with an additional 24-day extension. A NOA was published in the local 

newspaper (see Appendix A). 

 

Comment 2:  The commenter expressed concern that materials for the proposed project 

had already been purchased and placed at the proposed site before the public comment 

period had closed.  

 

Response 2:  The USBP and INS have other on-going projects in the Naco area. The 

materials that the commenter referred to had been purchased and will be used for these 

projects. Materials for the proposed project have not been purchased. 

 

Comment 3:  The commenter stated that they are in favor of the proposed project. 

 

Response 3:  This comment has been noted. 

 

6.3.4. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

On September 13, 2002, Mr. Chris Ingram of Gulf South Research Corporation spoke with 

Ms. Thetas Gamberg from the USFWS via telephone. 

 

Comment 1:  Ms. Gamberg stated that two listed species’ statuses have changed. The 

Chiricahua leopard frog is now listed as threatened and the Gila chub has been changed 

from a candidate species to proposed endangered. 

 

Response 1:  The new designations have been updated in Table 3-1. 
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8.0 ACRYONYMS  
 
ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation 
AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department 
AO Area of operation 
BLM Bureau of Land Management 
BMP Best Management Practice 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality  
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CO Carbon monoxide 
dBA decibel 
EA  Environmental Assessment 
ESA  Endangered Species Act 
IBWC  International Boundary and Water Commission 
IIRIRA  Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
INA  Immigration and Nationality Act 
INS  Immigration and Naturalization Service 
JTF-6  Joint Task Force Six 
µg/m3 Micrograms per cubic meter 
mg/m3 Milligrams per cubic meter 
msl mean sea level 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 
NRCS  Natural Resource Conservation Service 
NOA  Notice of Availability 
NO2  Nitrogen Dioxide  
O3  Ozone 
PM10  Particulate matter measuring less than 10 micrometers 
PM2.5  Particulate matter measuring less than 2.5 micrometers 
Pb  Lead 
POE  Port of Entry 
ppm  Parts per million 
ROW  Right-of-way 
RVS  Remote Video Surveillance  
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Office 
SO2  Sulfur dioxide 
UDA  Undocumented Alien 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USBP  U.S. Border Patrol 
USC  U.S. Code 
USEPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFS  U.S. Forest Service 
USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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