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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROPOSED ACTION:

PURPOSE AND NEED
FOR THE PROPOSED
ACTION:

ALTERNATIVES TO
THE PROPOSED
ACTION:

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS OF THE
PROPOSED ACTION:

CONCLUSIONS:

The proposed action would include the acquisition and the
intermittent operation of approximately 30 to 50 portable
lights. These proposed lights would be deployed anywhere
along the 10.5-mile corridor along the US/Mexico border,
three miles to|the east and 7.5 miles to the west of the POE at
Naco, on an as needed basis. A total of 202 sites, along the
10.5-mile corridor, have been designated for light placement,
when needed

The primary purpose of the proposed action would be to
maximize the|deterrent enforcement capability of the USBP
and facilitate the desired level of border control by effecting a
permanent state of deterrence through certainty of detection
and apprehension. The need for the proposed project is a
result of developing trends such as urbanization and
industrialization of the immediate border, environmental
preservation concerns, and increases in trans-boundary
criminal activities, which continue to pose a border
enforcement challenge and compound the need for tactical
infrastructure

Alternatives addressed in the EA include no action and an
alternative to install permanent lights. The no action
alternative, border conditions and would remain the same as
they are now. The latter alternative would involve the
installation of approximately 160 permanent lighting systems
along the US/Mexico border, one light pole approximately
every 350 feet along the 10.5-mile corridor. Permanent lights
consist of stadium-type lights on approximately 30-foot poles
with two to four lights per pole. Light bulbs can range from
400 to 1,000 watts. Two types of poles would be considered
for the project: wooden poles, encased in concrete and steel
culverts (to prevent them from being cut down), would most
often be used, or steel poles with concrete footings may also
be used.

No significant adverse effects to the natural or human
environment are expected upon implementation of the
proposed action. In addition, no adverse effects to cuitural
resources are expected.

Based upon the results of the EA and the environmental
design measures to be incorporated as part of the proposed
action, it has been concluded that the proposed action would
not have a significant adverse effect on the environment.




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
- PORTABLE LIGHTS WITHIN THE NACO CORRIDOR

COCHISE COUNTY, ARIZONA

Dechber 2001

Lead Agency: Environmental Officer:
Russ D'Hondt
INS Facilities and Engineering Division
425 | Street NW, Room 2030
Washington, D.C. 20536
(202) 353-9412

Comments Due To: Charles Parsons
Immigration and Naturalization Service
- Western Region
24000 Avila Road
Laguna Niguel, CA 92607
(949) 425-7081




-l ed ek
N -0

QUGN
[6) BE SN OV}

2.0
21
2.2
2.3
24

3.0

3.1
3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9

4.0
41

4.2

4.3

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED.........ccocccccciiiiiiniiiee, 1-1
INEFOAUCHON ..ot ettt e e et e e e e e 1-1
Background ..........oooiveiiiiiiiiii i 1-1
1.2.1  INS Organization..........c.loviiiiiiiiiniiiicecee e 1-1
1.2.2  TUCSON SECIOT....uiieiiieiee e ettt ce et e e e e e e e e e e e e 1-2
1.2.3 Naco Station ......ooovvvieee e 1-4
Location of the Proposed ACHON . |....ccccoviiiiiiiiiiinii e 1-5
Purpose and Need ..ol 1-5
Report Organization ..o 1-11
ALTERNATIVES ..o e ee e e e e e e e e e e avaaaaaes 2-1
NO ACHON e e e e eee et e s ettt iaaa s e nen b 241
Proposed ACHON .......civiiiiieeiee ettt 2-1
Permanent Lights ..o 2-2
Alternative Considered but Eliminated from Further Detail.......................oc. 2-3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT ... it iceccenc e e e e 3-1
Land USE oo e 3-1
Soils and Prime Farmland .........olo oo 3-2
3.2.1  SOil ASSOCIAONS....ccoiiiire e e 3-2
3.2.2 HYANC SOIS et 3-2
3.2.3 Prime Farmiand ...........ooolomiiiiiiiiiiiieiireeece e crerccaee e 3-2
Biological RESOUICES ...c...eciiiiiiiiliii ittt 3-3
3.3.1  Vegetation. ... 3-3
3.3.2 WIIANIFE .o e 34
3.3.3 Unique or Sensitive Ar€a |..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3-6
Protected Species and Critical Habitats................ccoooo 3-6
341 Federal oot e a e a e 3-7

3.4.1.1Critical Habitat...... ....oooeiiiiii e 3-13
3u4.2  SHAIE oo e e e e e e e n e e et e e ae s et e s e ettt a s aaas 3-13
3.4.3 Navajo Nation ......coooeiiiiidiiiiii e 3-14
CUIUFAl RESOUITES .....vveiiiieieeieieseeeeeieerrreseeeeeeeeeseeeeeeaeesatetetiiaanseeertrrsiaaseanen 3-14
AT QUANIEY e e 3-14
Water RESOUIMCES......euueeeeeire]einnaeeeeaeeeeeetteetereecetertrsstieetts s eaessass 3-16
SOCIOBCONOIMICS ...vvvvvvrieeeeeeeeeeeiedeerertereeeetaeeaeeeesesaresresraesseseasaseiansrasessssaaaesaees 3-17
Lo Y= S U P OO PP P PP PPUUUURN 3-17
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES ..., 4-1
= Vo BN 6 LT O SO U 4-1
4.1.1 No Action Alternative ... ... 4-1
4.1.2 Portable Lights ... 4-1
4.1.3 Permanent LightS......coolu 4-1
ST F= ST PO O PP PR PPPPO PR 4-2
421 INO ACHOM . oo et 4-2
422 Portable LightS.......o i 4-2
4.2.3 Permanent LIghts...........li 4-2
BiologGiCal RESOUICES .....veveiieiiec i 4-3
4.3.1  Vegetation. ..o 4-3

iv




44

45

4.6

47

438

4.9

410

5.0
5.1
5.2

6.0
6.1
6.2
6.3

7.0

4.3 11N ACHON ..ot 4-3

4.3.1.2Portable Lights .........ccooiiii 4-3

4.3.1.3Permanent LIghtS ... 4-4
4.3.2 WIIANFE ..cooeee et e et 4-4

4.3.2.TNO ACHON ..ot 4-4

4.3.2.2Portable LightS ... l.eeeiieiieee e 4-4

4.3.2.3Permanent Lights ... 4-6
4.3.3 Unique or Sensitive Areas|.......c.cccccvviriiiiiiiiciiiiiiiiien i 4-6
Protected Species and Critical Habitats..............ccocciiiii 4-7
441 NOACHON oo e 4-7
442 Portable Lights ..o 4-7
4.4.3 Permanent LightS.......ooooi 4-8
CUIUIAI RESOUMCES ...vvvvvieeeeievei i e eeereiisae s e e e eimeibie e eesrivtaassessrrertiesseeeransans 4-8
451 NO ACHON ..ot crteet e e s e e e 4-8
4.5.2 Portable LightS.....cocoiiiiii it 4-8
453 Permanent LigNtS... ..ot 4-8
AIr QUAIILY et e e 4-9
4.6.1 NO ACHON ettt a e e e e e 4-9
4.6.2 Portable Lights.....ccoooidcii e 4-9
4.6.3 Permanent LightS........cc.loiriiiiiiiii e 4-10
WatEr RESOUICES ... uciviiieriireieadeeeiriiaieeeeereeerriiae et e e s setrstass s eestrasaeaaaasasesaaaaass 4-10
471 NOACHON .ot 4-10
47.2 Portable Lights. ..o 4-10
473 Permanent LightS........coouloiiiimiiiiicre e 4-10
SOCIOECONOIMUCS ....vvvvveeeeeeciiieirredeeeeeeaeesaaeiesrenreraeeeeeeesssasssrnsraratraraeeseassaaasaanes 4-11
4.8.1 NOACHON ..ottt ettt e e atnr e e e e ee e e e e s 4-11
4.8.2 Portable LIghtS......coieiiidoiiiieiieiie e 4-11
4.8.3 Permanent LightS.........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 4-11
4.8.4 Environmental JUSHCE.....Joc..coivieeieeeii s 4-12
Noise ............... e te e eeeeeuan—eeeennadeee teeetaaretettareenr e etnnetetuaetarasetartareraraaass 4-13
4.9.1 NO ACHON .ottt r et et e r vt r e 4-13
4.9.2 Portable LightS......cooooiii i 4-13
4.9.3 Permanent LightS........cc.leeiiiiiiiiiii i 4-13
CumUIative IMPECES .....cveiiiiiiie et 4-14
4.10.1 NO ACHON oot ee ettt s e e e e e e e e s 4-15
4.10.2 Portable LightS......cooi o 4-16
4.10.3 Permanent LightS.........oo o 4-16
ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES ... 5-1
BiologiCal RESOUICES .......ooviiiiii ettt 5-1
WV ALl RESOUICES ... eeutverriiinrteiarieiriiasaasesaeeeeeesaeiaaeeanenaaaareaesansrrsrreretarsesssssans 5-1
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT .....ooooiiiiiiieiietteeeee st ra e e s s s s 6-1
Agency CoordiNation .........c.ocovifiiiieiiii e 6-1
PUDHC REVIEW ...t bbb e e 6-1
Comments on Draft EA and ReSPONSES ........oouiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 6-2
6.3.1 AMZONA SHPO ..o ettt et 6-2
6.3.2 Tohono O'odham Nation .|..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6-2
6.3.3 Defenders of Wildlife .......L....comui i 6-2
REFERENCES ...ttt ettt 7-1

v




8.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS ..........ccooiii e 8-1
9.0 LISTOF PREPARERS ... ee e e e e re e e 9-1
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1 TUCSON SECION. .....iiiici ittt 1-3
Figure 2 Portion of Naco, AZ (1958) and Bisbee SE, AZ (1957) USGS topographic

quad showing the portable light systems located east of Naco, AZ. ...... 1-6
Figure 3 Portion of Naco, AZ (1958) and Start, AZ (1957) USGS topographic quad

showing the portable light systems located west of Naco, AZ ............... 1-7
Figure 4 Portion of Start, AZ (1952)|USGS topographic quad showing the portable

Photograph 1
Photograph 2
Photograph 3

Table 3-1
Table 3-2

Table 4-1

APPENDIX A

light systems located west

Typical portable light
Typical grassland habitat ..

Federally Listed, Proposed

Occurring within Cochise County

National Ambient Air Quali

Of NBCO, AZ..coeree e, 1-8
LIST OF PHOTOGRAPHS
............................................................................. 2-1
.................................................................... 3-5
Grassland habitat with dense scrub-shrub in arroyos..........cccccoeeeeeinne 3-5
LIST OF TABLES

, and Candidate Species Potentially
........................................................ 3-10
ty Standards ..o 3-15
| Powered Generators............covvvuvrevveenecnnes 4-9

Emission Factors for Diese

APP

Correspondence

ENDICES

vi




Ll

- SECTION 1.0
INTRODUCTION




1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOS

1.1 Introduction

This Environmental Assessment (EA)
adverse, of the proposed installation of g
Immigration and Naturalization Service
evaluates the acquisition and operation

within a 10.5-mile corridor along the U.S

These improvements have been propos
capability to gain, maintain, and extend
outlined is to be conducted in accordan
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USA
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended
Preservation Act of 1974, as amended
Act of 1969 (PL-90-190), Executive Ord
Cultural Environment”, and the Endange

E AND NEED

addresses the potential effects, beneficial and
ortable light systems near Naco, Arizona by the
(INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This EA
of approximately 30 to 50 portable light systems

-Mexico border.

ed by USBP in an effort to enhance the USBP’s
control of the U.S.-Mexico border. The work
ce with and in partial fulfilment of the INS and
CE) obligations under the National Historical
(PL-96-515), the Archaeological and Historical
(PL-93-291), the National Environmental Policy
er #11593, “Protection and Enhancement of the

red Species Act of 1973, as amended.

This document was tiered from the Environmental Assessment completed for U.S.

Border Patrol's infrastructure along the Naco-Douglas corridor in Cochise County,

Arizona (INS 2000). That EA was pre
impacts of previous, current, and future

the illegal entry of undocumented alien

pared in 2000 for the INS to address potential
projects that facilitate USBP’s mission to deter

s into the U.S. and reduce illegal drug activity

along the U.S.-Mexico border. The 2000 EA also addressed the cumulative effects of

past and reasonably foreseeable proj

ects in the corridor and identified the action

proposed herein as a potential future praject in the Naco area.

1.2 Background
1.2.1 INS Organization

The INS has the responsibility to regulat

e 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 det

ect and deter the unlawful entry of aliens and
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smuggling along the nation’s land border:
increase in illegal drug trafficking, the
interdiction between land POEs. Since
been naturalized every year. At the san
significant issue. INS apprehension rate
illegal aliens throughout the country. The
million illegal aliens in the United States

closer to 10 million.

1.2.2 Tucson Sector

The mission of the USBP Tucson Se(
Arizona through the detection and preve
the United States. The Tucson Sector e

Maricopa, Yavapai, Navajo, Apache,

s and between the ports-of-entry (POE). With the
USBP also has become the leader for drug
1980, an average of 150,000 immigrants have
ne time, however, illegal aliens have become a
s are currently averaging more than 1.5 million
INS estimates that there are currently three to six

. Other studies have indicated higher numbers,

stor is to protect the U.S.-Mexico boundary in

tion of smuggling and illegal entry of aliens into

compasses all or parts of Cochise, Pima, Pinal,
ila, Graham, Greenlee, Coconino, and Santa

Cruz counties (Figure 1-1). The Tucson Sector is responsible for approximately 280
miles of the U.S.-Mexico border, most of which are remote and rugged lands, particularly

along the Naco-Douglas corridor.

The Tucson Sector uses a variety of methods to detect and deter undocumented aliens
(UDAs) and illegal drug traffickers. eterrence is accomplished through the actual
presence (24 hours per day, seven days per week) of the USBP agents on the border,

fences and other physical barriers (natural and man-made), lighting (both permanent

and portable lights), and the knowledg
apprehended. Detection of the UDAs
variety of low technology and high-te
physical signs of illegal entry (vehicl
observation of the illegal entries fro

that the illegal entrants will be detected and
nd illegal traffickers is accomplished through a
hnology resources. These include observing
tracks and footprints, clothes, etc.), visual

the ground or from aerial reconnaissance,

information provided by private landowners or the general public, ground sensors, and

remote video surveillance (RVS) systems.

The Tucson Sector is currently employing a border enforcement program, called
Operation Safeguard, in an effort to gain, maintain, and extend control of the Arizona

border, as directed by the President's National Drug Control Strategy. Operation

1-2
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Figure 1-1: Tucson Sector

Scale: not to scale

Date: November 2001
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Safeguard is a complex and diverse pr
sensing methods and technologies, sear
and other related tasks to detect and det
the U.S.

1.2.3 Naco Station

The Naco Station’s area of operation (A
approximately 1,600 square miles. The
border and the communities of Nacg
Hereford, Palominas and Huachuca. Th
the station. The geographical terrain of
brush thickets and numerous north-sout

the station is 4,800 feet above mean seq

Agents at the Naco Station patrol 47 mil
their AO on a daily basis. The Naco Stz
border. Frequency of drag road prepara
times a day. Off-road activity is limited tg
and refueling facilities at the Naco Sta
usually occur on a daily basis, with no s
the international border and State Route
are maintained or moved monthly. The

Naco. There are currently eight RVS
installation in the near future), one mile ¢
light generators, 2.8 total miles of fence
east of the POE), 6.25 miles of vehicle

Station’s AO. In addition, the station is ¢

existing unimproved roads and developir

pgram that uses increased surveillance, remote
ch and rescue missions, personnel deployment,

er UDAs and illegal drug traffickers from entering

O) is located within Cochise County and covers
Station’s AO includes 30 miles of international
), Bisbee, Tombstone, Sierra Vista, Warren,
ere are currently 210 USBP agents assigned to
the area is desert with rolling hills covered with
1 trending washes. The approximate elevation of

level.

es of improved and semi-improved roads within
ation maintains 21 miles of drag roads along the
tion is at least daily and can occur up to three
» daily foot and horse patrols. There is a helipad
tion. Helicopter flights within the Station’'s AO
et flight paths; although they generally fly along
92. Approximately 124 sensors are in use and
majority of sensors are located near the city of
sites (with seven additional RVS planned for
of stadium style lights to the east of the POE, 11
(one mile to the west of the POE, and 1.8 miles
barriers, and two low water crossings within the
zurrently conducting maintenance on 40 miles of

1g plans to construct a new station.
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1.3 Location of the Proposed Actio
The proposed action is located in Cochise County near the town of Naco, Arizona (Figures
1-2 through 1-4). The Naco community is located on the U.S.-Mexico border across from
Naco, Sonora, Mexico and is a legal POE. This area is located approximately 100 miles
southeast of Tucson. Naco is a small community with few plans for expansion in the
future. The proposed action would }take place along an approximate 10.5-mile corridor
along the U.S.-Mexico border.

14 Purpose and Need

The INS and the USBP are charged with the responsibility of protecting the sovereign
borders of the United States. The INS has reported that the U.S.-Mexico border is

breached more than any other internatic
and difficult boundary to effectively e

infrastructure (fences, lights, roads, came

Prior to the early 1990s, there was less
national attention was given to illeg
attributable. As a resuilt, the USBP'’s
efforts fell short, and the USBP function
last decade, however, related to illegs
increased the nation’s awareness and ¢
U.S.-Mexico border. National concern
has also created new opportunities in
strategies as demonstrated in patrol
southwest border area (e.g., Operations

Grande).

onal border in the world. It is a large, diverse,
nforce without the use of dedicated tactical

2ras, etc.).

awareness of southwest border issues and less
al trans-boundary activity than is currently
growth was nominal, funding for enforcement
ed under severe constraints. Events over the
al immigration and narcotics smuggling have
jenerated substantial interest in controiling the
has led to increased funding and staffing, and
the development of proactive border control
and enforcement operations throughout the
Gatekeeper, Hold-the-Line, Safeguard, and Rio
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The enforcement strategy pre-dating such operations was necessarily reactive and,
because little emphasis was placed on deterring illegal crossing, it diminished the
importance of a infrastructure (e.g., lights) along the U.S.-Mexico border. Instead, the
USBP's efforts focused singularly upon making apprehensions after the international
boundary was breached. This strategy utilized the “element of surprise” by deploying
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 Border Patrol’s inability to deter or contain illegal migration allowed an
increase in the geographic footprint (and subsequent environmental impacts) of illegal

migration patterns.

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 lights, 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 counter terrorism efforts) continue to pose a border enforcement

challenge and compound the need for tactical infrastructure.

Consistent with the USBP’s National Strategy it is critical to integrate lights with the
current deployment of agents within the proposed action area. This will maximize the
deterrent enforcement capability of the USBP and facilitate the desired level of border
control by effecting a permanent state of deterrence through certainty of detection and
apprehension. The lights will 1) deny would-be illegal entrants the cover of darkness
thereby facilitating deterrence, 2) create a safer environment during the hours of
darkness for both the agents and illegal entrants, 3) allow fewer agents to patrol the
same area during hours of darkness, thereby allowing the USBP maximum patrol
flexibility and efficiency, and 4) substantially aid in the protection of neighborhoods,
business districts, and sensitive environmental areas that are north of their location

through deterrence and consequent reduction in illegal traffic.

1-9




llegal entries are often accomplished by utilizing the cover of darkness, which will be
eliminated by lighting. While night vision capability and RVS systems greatly aid the
USBP in monitoring nighttime border activity, these technologies are not as effective as
lighting is in the creation of a credible sense of deterrence. Lighting immediately and
visibly alters the operational environment and communicates effectively to would-be

migrants/smugglers of the continuous presence of law enforcement agents.

Lighting, therefore, immediately facilitates a safer border environment in three ways: 1)
it allows agents to better observe changing and dangerous terrain, 2) it helps agents
prevent aliens from reaching the remote, unsafe areas of the desert, where deaths are
common, by deterring illegal entries and facilitating apprehension, and 3) in much the
same way it aids with creating a sense of deterrence, it denies border bandits, who prey
upon migrants, the cover of darkness. Within the proposed project area, 67
undocumented aliens were reported as victims of assault in FY (fiscal year) 2001.
During the same year, 13 aliens were rescued, and an additional five were found

deceased. All incidents occurred relatively near the proposed project area.

Lighting also allows fewer agents to monitor the same geographic area, as compared to
the same area without lighting, thereby immediately enabling a more effective and
efficient deployment of personnel resources. This results in critical operational flexibility
necessary to expanding enforcement efforts and providing adequate security to more

border areas.

Lights will tremendously aid in the protection and preservation of neighborhoods,
business districts, and sensitive environmental areas that are to the north of the project
area. Lights are a necessary and important component of the border enforcement
strategy. Without them, the ability of the USBP to establish an effective level of
deterrence will be jeopardized. If deterrence is not established at the immediate border,
then USBP agents will be unable to deter or contain illegal traffic to the immediate
border, and the geographic footprint of the enforcement effort will necessarily grow
larger than would otherwise be necessary if lighting were erected. Consequently,
without proposed lighting initiative, illegal migration will detrimentally affect a much larger

environment than is necessary.




in Douglas, Arizona where lights have been added to support border enforcement
efforts, a dramatic change has occurred. With the advent of border lighting, illegal
entries dropped by 74, 63, and 80 percent, respectively, in the three zones affected by
the new lighting project. Conversely, there is a positive correlation between the onset of

the lighting project and a rising quality of life within the City of Douglas.

Aided by border lighting projects, the apprehension rate in the Tucson Sector has
dramatically decreased in the past year as a result of the deterrent strategy. Lights have
been deployed at other Tucson Sector stations and have contributed immediately to
border control. The lack of lighting complicates border enforcement efforts substantially
and perpetuates conditions that are favorable to illicit border traffic and its ill effects.

1.5 Report Organization

This report is organized into nine major sections including this introduction and the
description of the purpose, need, and location of the proposed project. Section 2
describes all alternatives considered for the project. Section 3 discusses the
environmental features potentially affected by the project, while Section 4 discusses the
environmental consequences for each of the viable alternatives. Mitigation measures
are discussed in Section 5 and public comments are addressed in Section 6. Sections
7. 8, and 9 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. 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).
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

Various alternatives were identified and considered during the planning stages of the
proposed project including the propbsed action, the no action alternative, and the
permanent lights alternative. Other alternatives were considered but eliminated from
further detail and will be discussed later in this section. The following paragraphs
describe the alternatives that were considered to be viable or are required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ).

2.1 No Action

The No Action Alternative would not require the acquisition and use of all proposed
portable generator lights along the border. Under this alternative, conditions would
remain the same, and illegal entrants would be less likely to be apprehended, or risk to
the health and safety of border patrol agents would increase by requiring that they enter
high traffic areas without sufficient lighting. This alternative does not satisfy the purpose
and need as described in Section 1.0; however, it will be carried forward as required by
NEPA and CEQ regulations.

2.2 Proposed Action

This alternative would require the acquisition and operation of
portable lights. About 30 to 50 portable lights would be deployed,
on an as needed basis, anywhere along the 10.5-mile corridor
along the U.S.-Mexico border, three miles to the east and 7.5 miles
to the west of the POE at Naco. Portable light generators would be
transported via USBP vehicles. A total of 202 sites, spaced
anywhere from 100 to 400 feet apart along the 10.5-mile corridor
and within 100 feet north of the border, have been designated for
intermittent light placement, when needed. Location and duration

of light placement would be dependant and based upon the

requirements of USBP intelligence operations. Portable lights

Photograph 1. Typical
Portable Light

would be moved to the sites where USBP intelligence indicates
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increases in UDA and smuggling activities may occur. This alternative would enhance the
detection of illegal activities and significantly enhance the USBP’s ability to gain and
maintain control of the border. Thus, this alternative is the preferred alternative.

The portable lights are powered by a 6-kilowatt self-contained diesel generator. Portable
lights will generally operate continuously every night and will require refueling every day
prior to the next night's operation. The portable light systems can be towed to the
desired location by USBP vehicles, but they are typically spaced approximately 100 to
400 feet apart, depending upon topography and known UDA traffic areas. Placement of
the portable lights is estimated to affect 100 square feet (ft?), while the area affected by
illumination from the lights is expected to be 200 feet from the light source, mostly in a
southerly direction. The lighting systems would have shields placed over the lamps to
reduce or eliminate the effects of backlighting. Effects from the lighting are considered
to occur along the entire corridor where they could be placed; however, in reality, only
part(s) of the corridor would be illuminated at a given time since the portable lights would
be periodically relocated to provide the most effective deterrent and enforcement
strategy. lllumination from the portable lights would typically not overlap, leaving an area
of darkness between them. The use of secondary containment (e.g., catch pans) during
installation and regular maintenance of the generators would aid in preventing any

accidental diesel fuel or lubricant spills.
23 Permanent Lights

The Permanent Lights Alternative would involve the installation of approximately 160
permanent lighting systems along the U.S.-Mexico border, spaced about 350 feet apart.
Permanent lights consist of stadium-type lights on approximately 30-foot poles with two
to four lights per pole. Light bulbs can range from 400 to 1,000 watts. Two types of
poles would be considered for the project: wooden poles, encased in concrete and steel
culverts (to prevent them from being cut down), or steel poles with concrete footings.

Permanent lights would be powered by overhead or underground electrical lines.

This alternative would entail more construction for powerlines and support poles, thus

potentially increasing habitat losses. This alternative would also be substantially more




costly. However, this aiternative is still considered viable and could be implemented at

some time in the future.

2.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further Detail

An alternative that was considered consisted of deploying 202 portable lights at each of
the 202 designated sites. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration
because it was deemed to be too costly and would require a full time crew to maintain
and fuel the portable generators. This additional manpower would result in less USBP
agents performing enforcement duties. In addition, the significant number of additional
portable lights would increase the chances of accidental spills and the noise and air
emissions produced by the generators.

Another alternative that was considered but eliminated from further detail is the use of
solar power to run the portable lights. This alternative was developed with regard to the
western energy crisis; however, it was eliminated from further consideration due to the
cost of the solar systems and the potential for vandalism to the solar panels by illegal

immigrants and smugglers.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This section of the EA describes the existing conditions of the resources within or near
the project that could be potentially affected by the proposed action. Only those
resources considered to be potentially impacted are discussed herein. No hazardous
materials or utilities were observed that could be potentially affected by the proposed

action during field reconnaissance, and therefore will not-be discussed further.

Much of the information presented in this section is referenced from the Environmental
Assessment completed for U.S. Border Patrol’'s infrastructure along the Naco-Douglas
corridor in Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000), and is incorporated herein by reference,
as allowed by NEPA and CEQ’s regulations for implementing NEPA. For more detailed
information on all the resources within the entire project region, please refer to the Naco-
Douglas Corridor EA.

3.1 Land Use

The total area of Cochise County is 6,170 square miles. The 2000 census estimated the
popuilation to be 117,755 with a population density of 19.1 per square mile (U.S. Census
Bureau 2001). The largest land use in the entire county is in the private and corporate
ownership category (42%). The principal land use outside the urban areas is rangeland
and agriculture (cotton, alfalfa, barley, corn, and vegetables). The U.S. Forest Service
(USFS), U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) control approximately 841,000 acres (21%), and the State of
Arizona controls approximately 1,368,000 acres (34%), which is used primarily for

recreation, historical, and natural areas.

Naco is primarily an urban area with a 2000 population of approximately 833 individuals
(U.S. Census Bureau 2001). Land use within the Naco Corridor is mostly controlled by
the private ownership category (54%) with 117,100 acres. This includes urban
development within and near Naco and agriculture and rangeland outside of Naco. The
second largest land use category is controlled by the State of Arizona (15%) with 32,900
acres. BLM controls 23,000 acres within the Naco Station with an additional 31,400

acres for the Coronado National Forest. The remaining land is used by Fort Huachuca
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Military Reservation (3%) and the Coronado National Memorial (2%). Land use in the

vicinity of the project area is mostly privately owned rangeland.

3.2 Soils and Prime Farmland

3.2.1 Soil Associations

The dominant soil associations in the Naco Corridor are the Casto-Martinez-Canelo
Association, Lithic Haplustolls-Lithic Argiustolls-Rock Outcrop Association, Lithic
Torriorthents-Lithic  Argiustolls-Rock Outcrop  Association, Nickel-Latene-Pinaleno
Assaociation, Tubac-Sonoita-Grabe Association, and White House-Bernardino-Hathaway
Association (Hendricks 1985).

Soil associations found in the project area generally have well drained, sandy, gravely
consistencies and are usually shallow. Soils found closer to drainage areas have a
loamy element to them. For more detailed information on each of the soil types found in
and around the project area see the EA for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas
Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).

3.2.2 Hydric Soils

There are no hydric soils located within the study area (INS 2000).

3.2.3 Prime Farmland

There are no unique farmlands located within the study area. Prime farmlands are
classified as Category 1 soils that occur mainly within the San Pedro valley. These soils

are not considered unique because they require irrigation to be cultivated (INS 2000).




3.3 Biological Resources

3.3.1 Vegetation

The Apachian biotic province runs west from the New Mexico-Arizona state line through
a large portion of Cochise County, Santa Cruz County, and parts of Pima County (Dice
1943). The province covers the grassy high plains and mountains of southeastern
Arizona and consists of plant species adapted to semiarid conditions. There are six
major vegetation communities in Arizona; however, only four (i.e., forest, woodland,
grassland, and desert scrub) are located within Cochise County (Brown 1982; Brown
and Lowe 1983). The project area is contained within the semi-desert grassland
designation.

The 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.), tobosa
grass (Hilaria mutica), curly mesquite (Hilaria belangeri), sacaton (Sporobolus airoides),
and scrub-shrubs such as honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa), one-seed juniper
(Juniperus monosperma), littleleaf sumac (Rhus microphylla), and desert hackberry
(Cettis pallida).

A 100-percent pedestrian survey was conducted along the 10.5-mile corridor in May 2001.
The surveyed area contained a 100-foot wide corridor north of the international boundary.
The biological survey was conducted in an effort to inventory biological resources in the
proposed project area and evaluate the potential effects of alternatives on these

resources.

Based on these recent field surveys, the types of communities along the project corridor
were considered a complex of mesquite (Prosopsis glandulosa)/tarbush (Flourensia
cernua) scrub-shrub community and semi-desert grasslands. Common associate plant
species, other than those described above, that were recorded during these surveys
included Thurber's pepperweed (Lepidium thurberi), acacia (Acacia sp.), broom
snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae), bluegrass (Andropogon sp.), prickly pear cactus
(Opuntia sp.), white bur-sage (Franseria dumosa), cane cholla (Opunita spinosior),

banana yucca (Yucca baccata), dessert holly (Acourtia nana), common cocklebur
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(Xanthiun  strumarium), jimsonweed (Datura meteloides), bluestem pricklepoppy
(Argemone pleiacantha), fairy duster (Calliandra eriophylla), and desert nightshade
(Solanum elaeagnifolium).

The eastern side of the Naco POE contained more of the mesquite/tarbush community
interspersed within the grassland habitat (Photograph 2). In the western reaches of the
project corridor, scrub-shrub communities dominated the arroyos with the grassland
habitat on the hillsides and ridges (Photograph 3). Shrubs and small trees commonly
found within the arroyos included mesquite, desertbroom (Baccharis sarothroides),
western soapberry (Sapindus saponaria), acacia, and littleleaf sumac.

3.3.2 Wildiife

The native faunal components of southeastern Arizona, to include Cochise County,
include about 370 species of birds have been reported from southeastern Arizona. 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). The majority of these bird species occur in
spring and fall when neotropical migrants (e.g., flycatchers and warblers) pass through
on their way to summer breeding or wintering grounds and in the winter when summer
resident birds (i.e., robins, kinglets, and sparrows) from the north arrive to spend the
winter. The majority of the 109 mammalian species found in the area are bats and
rodents (i.e., mice and rats, squirrels) with rodents (e.g., pocket mice and kangaroo rats)
being the most commonly encountered mammals. Of the 23 amphibian species that
inhabit southeastern Arizona, spadefoot toads and true toads are dominant and the most
widespread. A total of 72 species of reptiles can be found in the area with the iguanid
lizards and colubrid snakes being the most prevalent along with whiptails. 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).
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Photograph 2. Typical Grassland Habitat

e -

Photograph 3. Grassland Habitat with Dense Scrub-Shrub in Arroyos
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No aquatic communities exist within the project area.

During recent field surveys (May 2001), common fauna seen in the project area were
black-tailed jackrabbits, desert cottontails, whiptails, and numerous bird species. Bird
species observed during surveys were the black-throated sparrow, common raven,
bronzed cowbird, Gambel's quail, western kingbird, brown towhee, horned lark,
pyrrhuloxia, loggerhead shrike, mourning dove, white-winged dove, mockingbird, brown
towhee, Say's phoebe, scaled quail, Inca dove, great-tailed grackle, cactus wren, and blue

grosbeak.

Many inactive nests were found, but only one active nest (black-throated sparrow) was
located in the project area. This site was flagged and will be avoided during placement of

the portable lights.

3.3.3 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.

While this conservation area is near, it is not located within the project area.

3.4 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. Al Federal agencies are required to implement protection programs for
designated species and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the Act.
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 and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are the primary agencies
responsible for implementing the ESA. The USFWS is responsible for birds and terrestrial

and freshwater species, while the NMFS is responsible for non-bird marine species. The
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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) the 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) the 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 on hand 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.

3.4.1 Federal

A total of 23 Federally endangered, threatened, proposed threatened, and candidate
species occur within Cochise County, Arizona (USFWS 2000; AGFD 2000). A total of
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Revised

— Revised

12 species are listed as endangered, seven as threatened, one as proposed threatened,
and three as candidate. Information pertaining to these Federally protected species is
included in Table 3-1.

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 corridor.

The USFS and the BLM both maintain a list of Sensitive (S) species located in the
National Forests or on the BLM lands of Arizona. A list of USFS and BLM sensitive
species is presented in the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) letter included
in the Appendix B of the EA for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor,
Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).

No Federally listed threatened or endangered species were found during the biological
survey performed for this project (May 2001) or during past surveys in the Naco area
(USACE 1993, 1994, 1996, 2000).

According to the AGDF, there have been no confirmed sightings of the protected jaguar
(Panthera onca), ocelot (Felis pardalis), or jaguarundi (Felis yagouaroundi cacomitli) in
or near the project area in recent years (2001). One ocelot sighting was reported din the
last two years in Mexico near Douglas, Arizona. The last confirmed sighting so the
jaguar were in 1996 near the Babogquivari Mountains, approximately 100 miles to the
west of the project corridor in Pima County, Arizona. There are no confirmed sightings
of the jaguarundi in the region (AGFD 2001, Tewes 2001).

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 lesser long-nosed bat is out of the range of the project area, their
habitats, roosting areas, and feeding areas were evaluated. Assessments during the

field surveys performed in 2001 were based on the presence of the columnar cacti,
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which are the preferred food source, and appropriate roosting and breeding sites, 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 corridor.
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3.4.1.1 Critical Habitat

Critical habitat has been designated for eight species identified as potentially occurring
in Cochise County, Arizona (USFWS 2000; AGFD 2000). None of these eight species
have designated critical habitat in the proposed project area. Critical habitat
designations closest to the project area are for the spikedace and loach minnow. The

protected area is the San Pedro River, which over one mile west of the project area.

3.42 State

The AGFD maintains lists of Wildlife of Special Concern (WC). This list includes species
whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy, or with known or perceived
threats or population declines (AGFD 2000). These species are not necessarily the
same as those protected by the Federal government under the ESA. Information
pertaining to Wildlife of Special Concern potentially occurring in Cochise County is
presented in the AGFD letter included in Appendix B of the EA for Infrastructure within
USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).

The Arizona Department of Agriculture maintains a list of protected plant species within
Arizona. The Arizona Native Plant Law (1993) defined five categories of protection
within the state. These include: Highly Safeguarded (HS), no collection allowed;
Salvage Restricted (SR), collection only with permit; Export Restricted (ER), transport
out of state prohibited; Salvage Assessed (SA), permit required to remove live trees; and
Harvest Restricted (HR), permits required to remove plant by-products (AGFD 2000).
Information pertaining to state protected species potentially occurring in Cochise County
is presented in the AGFD letter included in Appendix B of the EA for Infrastructure within
USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).

No Arizona state protected species were found during the biological survey (May 2001)

performed for this project.
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3.4.3 Navajo Nation

The Navajo Endangered Species List (1997) provides special status for species located
on any portion of the Navajo Nation, which includes parts of Arizona. A list of special
status species whose distribution includes part, or all, of the Arizona portion of the Navajo
Nation is presented in the AGFD letter included in Appendix B of the EA for Infrastructure
within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).

No Navajo special status species were found during the biological survey performed for

this project.

35 Cultural Resources

The cultural resources within the study 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). Furthermore, recent surveys were conducted along the entire
Naco-Douglas corridor to relocate 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 corridor (USACE 2001).

3.6 Air Quality

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) defines ambient air quality in 40 CFR
50 as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the general public
has access”. In 40 CFR 50, USEPA has designated “criteria air pollutants” in which
ambient air quality standards have been established. Ambient air quality standards are
intended to protect public health and welfare and are classified as either “primary” or
“secondary” standards. Primary standards define levels of air quality necessary to protect
the public health. National secondary ambient air quality standards define levels of air
quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse
effects of a pollutant. Primary and secondary standards have been established for carbon

monoxide, lead, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter (total and inhalable fractions)
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and sulfur dioxide. Areas that do not meet these standards are called non-attainment
areas:; areas that meet both primary and secondary standards are known as attainment

areas. The state of Arizona has adopted the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

(NAAQS) as the state’s air quality standards (Table 3-2).

Table 3-2. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

POLLUTANT

STANDARD VALUE

STANDARD TYPE

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

8-hour average 9ppm (1Omg/m32" Primary
1-hour average _ 35ppm (40mg/m™)** Primary

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

Annual arithmetic mean

0.053ppm (100p/m®)*

Primary and Secondary

Ozone (O,)

1-hour average”
8-hour average”

0.12ppm (235ug/m°)™
0.08ppm (157ug/m’)**

Primary and Secondary
Primary and Secondary

Lead (Pb)

Quarterly average 1.5pg/m3 Primary and Secondary
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM-10)

Annual arithmetic mean Solxg/m3 Primary and Secondary

24-hour average 150;lglm3 Primary and Secondary
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM-2.5)

Annual arithmetic mean 15ug/m° Primary and Secondary

24-hour Average 65pg/m3 Primary and Secondary

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

Annual arithmetic mean
24-hour average
3-hour average

0.03ppm (80ug/m>)**
0.14ppm (365ug/m’)**
0.50ppm (1300pg/m*)**

Primary
Primary
Secondary

Source: USEPA 1995.
Legend: ppm = parts per million

mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter of air
pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter of air

*The ozone 1-hour standard applies only to

ozone 8-hour standard was adopted in July 1997.
~parenthetical value is an approximate equivalent concentration.

The majority of the Arizona segment of the U.S.-Mexico border area is sparsely settled
desert or semi-desert. However, this segment contains two large areas of urbanization,
the Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas. Several “sister cities” are also located along
the U.S.-Mexico border. There are a number of air quality problems related to the rural,

urban, and industrial areas within this study
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affect the air quality of the study area. These sources include: industrial emissions, mobile
(vehicular) emissions, area emissions (e.g., emissions from numerous residences and
small commercial establishments in an urban setting), dust resulting from wind erosion of
agriculturally disturbed lands, smoke from forestry burns, and pollutants transported into
the study area on winds blowing from major urban/industrial areas outside the study area.
One of the largest sources of air pollution in Arizona is the controlled burning of forest
land. Airborne particulates are a special problem in the border area. Construction activity
and windblown dust from disturbed desert are significant sources of fugitive dust. In
agricultural areas, farming activity is an additional source of fugitive dust. Many
residences in the Mexican border area burn non-traditional fuels such as wood scraps,
cardboard, and tires to provide warmth in the winter. The resulting particulate loading can

also adversely affect air quality in the Arizona border counties.

In addition to airborne particulates, high concentrations of sulfur dioxide in the study area
are of concern. Sulfur dioxide is the primary contributor to acid deposition, which causes
acidification of lakes and streams and can damage trees, Crops, historic buildings, and
statues. In addition, sulfur dioxide compounds in the air contribute to visibility impairment
and may affect breathing and aggravate existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease
(USEPA 2000). Ambient sulfur dioxide in the study area results largely from stationary
sources such as coal and oil combustion, steel mills, refineries, pulp and paper mills, and

from nonferrous smelters.

3.7 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 most
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 for the most part. 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
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ephemeral drainages transect the project corridor. No portable lights would be staged

within or near any of these drainages.

The major surface water drainage in the project area is the Greenbush Draw, which
flows through 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.

More information on surface and groundwater resources within the Naco area is
described in detail in the EA for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Dougias Corridor,
Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000). The information contained in that EA is

incorporated herein by reference.

3.8 Socioeconomics

The 2000 census estimated the population of Cochise County to be 117,755 with Naco’s
population making up approximately 833 of that number (U.S. Census Bureau 2001).
The four major communities near the study area are Huachuca City, Bisbee, Douglas,

and Sierra Vista.

The socioeconomic resources of Naco and Cochise County were described in detail in
the EA for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona

(INS 2000). The information contained in that EA is incorporated herein by reference.

3.9 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 of 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 study area.
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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
(gentle breathing) and 140 dBA represents the intensity at which the eardrum may rupture
(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 will be measured on
the A-scale (dBA). Normal rural noise levels in the study area would range from a low of
35 decibels (dBA) over the majority of the corridor to a high of less than 60 dBA near any

rural community.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 Land Use

4.1.1 No Action

Implementation of the No Action alternative would not affect current land use along the
10.5-mile corridor. The surrounding lands would continue to be used as open

rangeland.

4.1.2 Portable Lights

Land use would not be significantly affected by the intermittent use of 30 to 50 portable
lights along the 10.5-mile corridor, considering the ongoing disturbance caused by illegal
activity and concomitant USBP operations in this area. The lights would be placed in
any of the 202 designated areas, as needed. No new roads or other construction would
be needed to complete this project. The proposed lighting systems would illuminate
areas (i.e., border road) that would otherwise be dark: however, less disturbance of the
area is anticipated after the lighting systems are used due to direct surveillance of the
USBP. The use of portable lights would not have an effect on grazing or rangeland.
Therefore, under the Portable Lights alternative, the overall land use of the project areas

adjacent to each pole site would not change.

4.1.3 Permanent Lights

Land use would not be significantly affected by the installation of permanent lights along
the 10.5-mile corridor. The use of permanent lights would not have an effect on grazing
or rangeland. Under the Permanent Lights alternative, the overall land use of the project
areas adjacent to each light standard would not significantly change. Construction to
place the light standards and powerlines would be required. Still, no long-term effect to

the surrounding land use would be expected from this alternative.



4.2 Soils
4.2.1 No Action

Under the No Action alternative, direct disturbances to soils from any construction, or
portable light movement would not exist. However, existing erosion problems would
continue since the USBP would continue to use the roads for patrol activities due to lack of

sufficient lighting along the corridor.
4.2.2 Portable Lights

Implementation of the Portable Lights alternative would have minimal impacts to soil.
lllumination of the portable lights would not have impacts on soil. Lights would be used
intermittently and moved to any of the 202 sites, on an as-needed basis. Only 30 to 50
portable lighting systems are proposed for the project area. The use of the lighting, where
needed, would reduce the amount of patrolling along the roads that USBP would be
required to do; however, monitoring would continue along dark areas to apprehend UDAs
and lessen any indirect effects to soils. No construction would be required to implement
this alternative. However, hand clearing of vegetation might be required at some sites,
which could temporarily disturb soils. Each site would require no more than 100 ft
therefore, the maximum amount of soil disturbed would be 20,200 ft2 or about 0.46 acres if
all sites required clearing. No mechanical methods of vegetation clearing would be used.
The portable lights would generally be placed along the existing roads for easier

vehicle/trailer maneuvering, which would keep disturbances to a minimum.

Portable light generators have the potential for soil contamination from accidental spills of
petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POL). Use of secondary containment (e.g., catch pans)
during installation and regular maintenance of the generators would aid in preventing this

type of incident.
4.2.3 Permanent Lights

Implementation of the Permanent Lights alternative would have similar impacts on the sail

of the Naco corridor as the Portable Lights alternative. The installation of lights standards
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(poles) would permanently alter about one acre with the installation of 160 lights, and
temporarily disturb about 225 ft* at each light location. If an above ground cable system
were used, additional support poles would be required between each of the 160
designated sites. Additional ground disturbance would occur if underground powerlines

were installed, as compared to overhead lines.
4.3 Biological Resources
4.3.1 Vegetation

4.3.1.1 No Action

By implementing the No Action alternative, vegetation conditions would remain the same
as they are now. Not implementing lighting along the corridor would maintain or increase
the current levels of illegal entry attempts. Increases in illegal foot and vehicle traffic would

indirectly result in additional damage to vegetation.

4.3.1.2 Portable Lights

As mentioned previously, installation of some of the portable lights would require limited
vegetation clearing using hand tools. No mechanical methods would be used. The
maximum amount of vegetation that would be altered would be 0.46 acres, if all 202 sites
were cleared. However, most of the project corridor west of the POE contains grassland
communities that would not require clearing. Therefore, the amount of vegetation to be

removed is anticipated to substantially less than 0.46 acres.

The use of artificial lighting may also negatively affect vegetation by altering the natural
rate of photosynthesis and respiration (Kaufman and Christensen 1987). The magnitude
of these effects would depend upon the frequency and magnitude of lighting use. Since
the proposed action is to use 30 to 50 portable lights intermittently at 202 specified
locations, on an as-need basis, the potential to affect the photosynthesis and respiration

capabilities of surrounding vegetation would be considered negligible.

Indirect effects could occur to the vegetation beyond the project area by UDAs attempting
to avoid areas that contain deterrence such as lights. USBP would patrol areas of

darkness to apprehend UDAs, which would lessen any indirect effects to vegetation from
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illegal traffic trying to skirt around the lit areas. The magnitude of these effects can not 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.

4.3.1.3 Permanent Lights

As indicated previously, the installation of 160 lights would permanently alter about one
acre and temporarily disturb about 225 ft* at each light location installation of 160
permanent stadium lights would be expected to alter about one acre of vegetation and
temporarily disturb approximately 225ft? per light location. More disturbance would occur if
the powerlines to the lighting standards are installed underground instead as overhead
lines: however, overhead cable would require the installation of support poles between the
lighting systems. The effects on photosynthesis and respiration would be similar to the
portable lighting, but wouid be expected to be of a greater magnitude since more lights
(160 versus 30 to 50) would be deployed under this alternative. Still, the effects would not
be anticipated to be significant since the illumination would fall primarily within the

disturbed footprint of the existing border road.

indirect effects could occur to the vegetation beyond the project area by UDAs attempting
to avoid areas that contain deterrence such as lights. 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 contro! of the USBP.
4.3.2 Wildlife

4.3.2.1 No Action

Implementation of the No Action altemnative would require additional or increased
frequency of nighttime patrol efforts. The magnitude of these effects would vary
depending upon the actual increase, the area required to be patroiled, the season, and the

species of concemn.

4.3.2.2 Portable Lights Alternative
Impacts to wildlife resulting from the intermittent operation of high intensity lighting at
night would occur. The adverse and/or beneficial effects of lighting on reptiles and

amphibians are currently unknown; however, continual exposure to light has been
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Revised

proven to slightly alter circadian rhythms in mammals and birds. Studies have proven
that under constant light, the time an animal is active, compared with the time it is at
rest, increases in diurnal animals, but decreases in nocturnal animals (Carpenter and
Grossberg 1984). Also, in diurnal animals, the total amount of active time increases with
light intensity, while the reverse is true in nocturnal species (Carpenter and Grossberg
1984). The alteration of circadian rhythms by high intensity lighting is minimal,
accounting for a maximum of two to three hours of increase or decrease in activity per
day (Luce 1977). It has also been shown that within several weeks under constant
lighting, mammals and birds will quickly stabilize and reset their circadian rhythms back
to their original schedules. The long-term effect of an increased photoperiod on mobile
wildlife species is expected to be insignificant. Given the vast open area within the

project corridor, animais can easily relocate to adjacent areas of darkness.

The area affected by illumination from the lights is expected to be 200 feet from the light
source mostly within the footprint of the patrol road. Shields would be placed over the
lamps of the lighting systems to reduce or eliminate the effects of backlighting. Effects
from the lighting are considered to occur along the entire corridor where they could be
placed; however, in reality, only parts(s) of the corridor would be illuminated at a given
time since the portable lights would be periodically relocated to provide the most effective
deterrent and enforcement strategy. lllumination from the portable lights would not
typically overlap, leaving areas of darkness between them. USBP would patrol these
areas for UDAs to lessen indirect effects to wildlife and their habitats, when UDAs attempt

to avoid lit areas.

The greatest impacts to wildlife from the lighting would probably be to nocturnal species.
Lights could affect the migratory patterns of birds and insects, causing them to alter their
course or schedule. The tendency for noctumnal birds and other wildlife species to
congregate around the lights to feed on insects attracted by the lights may increase. This
change in behavior may make these species more vulnerable to predation or injury.
Fewer impacts would be expected closer to the POE due to current levels of human
activity being greater around the POE (INS 1998).

Lesser long-nosed bat assessments performed during the field surveys in 2001 were

based on the presence of the columnar cacti, which are the preferred food source, and
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appropriate roosting and breeding sites, 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 corridor.

The potential loss of a maximum of 0.46 acres of habitat within the 10.5-mile corridor

would be considered an insignificant reduction in available wildlife habitat.

4.3.2.3 Permanent Lights

The effects from the installation and operation of permanent lights, compared to portable
lights would be similar, but of a slightly greater magnitude due to the increase in the
actual numbers of lights. Provided environmental design features are incorporated to
the lights to prevent or reduce illumination bleeding into undisturbed native habitats, the
effects to wildlife populations from permanent lights would be expected to be

insignificant as well.
4.3.3 Unique or Sensitive Areas

None of the alternatives are expected to result in adverse impacts to the unique or
sensitive areas. The closest such area (San Pedro NCA) is approximately five miles to

the west of the end of the proposed lighting corridor.

Indirect effects, such as disturbances to vegetation from the creation of UDA trails, could
occur to the San Pedro NCA by UDAs attempting to avoid the lighted areas. The
magpnitude 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 UsSBP. ltis
anticipated that the UDAs and smugglers would not travel the additional five miles to the
San Pedro NCA, just to avoid the portable lights; rather they would probably travel 0.5 to
1.5 miles beyond the illuminated areas. Unlit portions in the project area would be
monitored by USBP to alleviate any indirect effects from UDAs trying to avoid the

illuminated areas.
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4.4 Protected Species and Critical Habitats

441 No Action

Implementation of the No Action alternative would not provide the necessary deterrence
capabilities to maintain or reduce the number of illegal entry attempts. This alternative
would, thus, require additional or increased frequency of nighttime patrol efforts to provide
the same level of deterrence and agent safety as would result from either of the action
alternatives.  Depending upon the area patrolled and the number of off-road

apprehensions required, some unidentifiable impacts could occur to protected species.

4.4.2 Portable Lights

No threatened or endangered species were observed within the project corridor during
recent (May 2001) or during past surveys in the Naco area (USACE 1993, 1994, 1996,
2000). No such species have been documenited in previous EA for various projects within
the Naco area. Therefore, no impacts to threatened or endangered species would be
expected upon implementation of the Portable Lights alternative.

According to AGFD, there have been no confirmed sightings of the three protected feline
species, the ocelot, jaguar, or jaguarundi, in or near the project area in recent years
(2001). One ocelot sighting was reported in the last two years in Mexico near Douglas,
Arizona. The last confirmed sightings of the jaguar were in 1996 in the Baboquivari
Mountains, approximately 100 miles to the west of the project corridor in Pima County,
Arizona. There are no confirmed sightings of the jagarundi in the region (AGFD 2001,
Tewes 2001).

Lesser long-nosed bat assessments performed during the field surveys in 2001 were
based on the presence of the columnar cacti, which are the preferred food source, and
appropriate roosting and breeding sites, 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 corridor.
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4.4.3 Permanent Lights

The same effects (i.e., none) described for the Portable Lights would be anticipated under
the Permanent Lights alternative.

4.5 Cultural Resources
451 No Action

Implementation of the No Action alternative would require additional or increased
frequency of nighttime patrol efforts and possibly off-road apprehension efforts. Although
no sites considered to be potentially eligible for inclusion to the NRHP have been recorded
in the immediate project corridor, significant sites are known to occur in the vicinity.
Increased patrols and off-road apprehensions required because of the lack of deterrence
afforded by portable lights could possibly damage these and other unknown sites. The
magnitude of these effects would vary depending upon the actual increase, the area
required to be patrolled, and the number and type (e.g., vehicle, foot, horse) of off-road

apprehensions.

4.5.2 Portable Lights

No cultural resources sites that are considered to be potentially eligible for inclusion to
the NRHP have been found in the project corridor. Therefore, no effects to cultural
resources would occur.

4.5.3 Permanent Lights

No cultural resources sites that are considered to be potentially eligible for inclusion to

the NRHP have been found in the project corridor. Therefore, no effects to cultural

resources would occur.
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4.6 Air Quality

4.6.1 No Action

No additional emissions from portable generators would occur under this scenario.
However, any increases in patrol and apprehension efforts that would be required would
increase fugitive dust and hydrocarbon emissions from vehicle operations. The

magnitude of these effects cannot be quantified at the present.

46.2 Portable Lights

Low amounts of air emissions are caused by the generators necessary to run the
portable lighting systems. These generators would be expected to be in operation
approximately 12 hours per day for each lighting system (approximately 18,810 total
hours per month). The portable lighting units proposed by the Naco Station are Lister
Pieter Model LPW3 and Magnum Night Buster 4000 Light Tower Model 3LB1. These
lighting systems consist of a 6-kilowatt diesel generator that powers four 1000-watt lights
on a 15-foot mast. Table 4-1 illustrates the maximum air emissions expected from the

portable light generators.

Table 4-1
Emission Factors for Diesel Powered Generators
Pollutant Emission Factors (tons/year)
Exhaust hydrocarbons 0.0054
Carbon monoxide (CO) 0.0146
Nitrogen oxides (NO,) 0.0679
Aldehydes 0.0010
Sulfur oxides (SOy) 0.0045
Carbon dioxide (COy) 2.5404
Particulate matter (PM;o) 0.0048

Source: USEPA 1995.

These amounts are below the de minimus thresholds and thus would not violate National

or state standards.



4.6.3 Permanent Lights

This alternative would result in temporary fugitive dust and hydrocarbon emissions
generated by construction equipment and vehicles. However, upon completion of the
installation, ambient conditions would return within a few weeks. No long-term effects

would be expected since operation of the permanent lights would not resuit in emissions.

4.7 Water Resources

4.7.1 No Action

Implementation of the No Action alternative would have no effect on the region’s water

resources.

4.7.2 Portable Lights

The potential for water contamination in the project area does exist under the Portable
Lights alternative. The self-contained portable lights are powered with diesel engines
and would require refueling every day prior to the next night's operation. This would
create the risk of POL spills and therefore, the potential for surface and ground water
contamination. While there is a risk, mitigation measures (e.g., catch pans, routine
maintenance) would be used to prevent accidents from occurring. Furthermore, the
portable lights would not be placed in or adjacent to drainages to reduce the potential of

surface water contamination in the event of an accidental spill.

4.7.3 Permanent Lights

No significant effects to surface or groundwater resources would be expected upon
installation of the permanent lights. Some temporary impacts could occur during

construction, particularly if the powerlines are installed underground; however, these

effects would be expected to be minimai and short-term.
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4.8 Socioeconomics

4.8.1 No Action

No direct effects to socioeconomic resources would occur under the No Action alternative.
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.

4.8.2 Portable Lights

No effects to population, employment or housing would occur under the Portable Lights
alternative. Some beneficial, but slight, impacts to local income and sales would result
from the purchase of POL to operate and maintain the generators. The diesel portable
lighting units are scheduled for operation for 12 hours per day. Though these units will
probably not be purchased locally, the fuel for their operation would probably be supplied
by local distributors. Portable lighting generators would use an average of six gallons of
diesel per generator during each 12-hour shift. This would require a total of 438 gallons of
diesel fuel used daily in the operation of portable lighting units. Fuel purchased locally

would provide ongoing economic benefits during operation.

4.8.3 Permanent Lights

Under the Permanent Light alternative, no effects would be expected to the
socioeconomic resources. It is envisioned that the light standards would be installed by
either military units from Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6) or Arizona National Guard or under
contract to the Arizona Power Service and, therefore, no additional employment would be
incurred. Materials to construct and install the light standards and lighting fixtures would
be purchased outside of the region, and thus, no additional sales would be generated to

local merchants.



4.8.4 Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” required 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% Caucasians, and less than half (34%) of
the entire county population claim to be of Hispanic origin. The project proposed would
not displace residences or commercial structures in any community along the Naco
corridor. Therefore, disproportionate effects to minority populations would not be

expected.

Cochise County has about 21% 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% increase since 1990. It is likely that some of the portable lighting may be within or
near low-income neighborhoods. The location of these lights, however, is selected based
on the frequency and intensity of illegal drug traffic and numbers of UDAs and the need to
protect these specific areas from illegal entry. As mentioned earlier, no homes or
commercial structures have been displaced by INS infrastructure projects. Consequently,
no disproportionate adverse effects to low-income populations would be expected from the

implementation of this proposed action.

in addition, none of the viable alternatives are 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.



4.9 Noise

491 No Action

The No Action alternative would not result in any perceptible increase in ambient noise
levels. Increased patrols and apprehension efforts would be required to provide a similar

level of deterrence, but these actions would produce minimal noise levels.

4.9.2 Portable Lights

Portable generators for lights would create more of a long-term exposure to increased
noise. These increases would occur at night, thereby affecting the ambient day-night
average sound level (DNL) of the area. These lights would be used primarily in rural areas
where access to electrical power sources is not readily available and, thus, away from

most residential areas.

The self-contained generators would produce additional noise and raise the ambient noise
levels slightly. The greatest increase would occur in the far eastern and western portions
of the project corridor, away from the urban areas surrounding the Naco POE. However,
since the portable lights would be used intermittently and moved to various locations on an
as-needed basis, the effects of noise would be minor, localized, and temporary. No noise
sensitive receptors are located in proximity to the proposed portable light generators that

would be affected by the proposed operation.

4.9.3 Permanent Lights

Construction of permanent lights along the 10.5-mile corridor would result in temporary
increases in noise levels due to construction equipment and vehicles. Once the
installation of the light standards and fixtures were complete, the noise levels would be
expected to immediately return to ambient conditions. Electrical lights may produce an
electrical hum or buzz; however, noise amounts are expected to be minor. Operation of

the permanent lights would not resuit in increased noise.
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410 Cumulative Impacts

This section of the EA addresses the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed
portable lights project and other projects/programs that are planned for the region.
Following a general discussion regarding cumulative effects that would be expected
irespective of the alternative selected, the various resources that would be impacted are

addressed within each alternative discussicn.

The USBP and other entities are currently planning or conducting several projects in the
region. A new USBP station is currently being planned and designed; the exact location
and size is not known at this time, but is expected to require up to 25 acres. Additional
lights and vehicle barriers are being planned for reaches in the western part of the Naco
Station’s AO. These actions are in the very early stages of planning and will have to be
closely coordinated with the BLM, USFS, USFWS, and Native American Nations to

ensure that sensitive resources are avoided to the extent practicable.

Also, the Southern Pacific railway that was once abandoned could be reactivated.
Reactivation of this abandoned 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 thus have had ample time 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
(USACE 2000).

Currently, the USBP is renovating the landing mat fence on either side of the Naco POE to
provide a vertical extension that will reduce the number of illegal aliens climbing the fence.
Road improvements and additional landing mat fence and vehicle barriers are also
currently being constructed. Portions of the vehicle barriers on the east side of the Naco
POE are planned to be converted to landing mat fence in the near future. According to the
EA prepared for these projects (USACE 2000), a maximum of 0.4 acres would be
disturbed by these actions.

As mentioned previously, the Naco Station is also planning to install eight additional RVS

towers this year (2001) and will soon begin the planning for a new Station. The RVS
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towers would disturb 36 to 300 square feet each, depending upon the design selected for
the towers (e.g., monopole, 3-legged steel lattice, etc.). The new USBP Station is
anticipated to require up to 25 acres; the site location, site development plan, or schedule

for completion of this project is not known at this time.

4.10.1 No Action

The No Action alternative would result in no additional direct effects to the area's
resources. Impacts that have directly resulted from INS/USBP activities within the Naco
Corridor have been discussed in the previous sections and in the EA for Infrastructure
within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000). No threatened
or endangered species or critical habitat has been affected, nor have there been any
adverse effects on cultural resources sites or historic structures that are listed or
potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. Air quality has been temporarily affected by
construction activities, but due to good dispersion factors in the region and the short
duration of most construction activities, no long-term adverse impacts to the region’s

airshed are expected to occur.

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

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

construction projects.

it is highly likely that UDAs and smugglers will attempt to avoid the lighted areas by
choosing to enter areas that are remote and foreboding. USBP would patrol areas of

darkness in the project area for UDAs trying to avoid lit areas. This would reduce indirect
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effects to sensitive areas, while safeguarding aliens from the environment. Lives have
been lost because persons were not adequately prepared for the harsh desert
environment; the possibility of other deaths to occur would increase as people take greater
chances. However, the detection and apprehension mission of INS has evolved to include
the cooperation and coordination with other emergency services to rescue illegal entrants
before they get into life-threatening situations. In fact, such rescues have become a daily

occurrence along the border.

4.10.2 Portable Lights

Implementation of this alternative would have similar cumulative effects as the No Action
alternative regarding past INS actions and future proposed actions by other agencies and
companies. Disturbances to soils and habitats by INS activities would be increased
relative to the No Action alternative. Again, given the rural nature of the Naco Corridor, the
intermittent use of the portable lights, and the vast acres of wildlife habitat in the region,
the total cumulative impact would still be considered minimal. Furthermore, this amount is
considered worst case scenario and most of the disturbance would occur within areas that

are aiready heavily disturbed by on-going or past activities.

The increase in lights along the border could produce some long-term cumulative effects,
although the magnitude of these effects in some areas is not presently known and would
depend upon the location and duration of the lights. Some species, such as insectivorous
bats, may benefit from the concentration of insects that would be attracted to the lights.
Long-term effects from the increase in lighting along the border are expected to be

insignificant.

4.10.3 Permanent Lights

Implementation of the Permanent Lights alternative would increase the amount of soil
disturbance and construction activity required to complete this project. Installation of
permanent lighting was considered regarding the potential increase for raptors to be
electrocuted or to become entangled in overhead powerlines. Although injuries and
deaths to raptors due to collision with powerlines and support (guide) wires do occur,

studies have indicated these structures do not present a major problem. The relative
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infrequency of collisions is due to the high visual acuity of raptors and the large size of

transmission line conductors (Raptor Research Foundation 1996).

Many of the same effects from the Portable Lights alternative would be the same for this

alternative; however, more surface area would be affected.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION MEASURES

This chapter describes environmental design measures that would be implemented as
part of the use of portable lights along the U.S.-Mexico border near Naco, Arizona. Due
to the limited nature of this project, impacts are expected to be slight. Therefore,

mitigation measures are only described for those resources with potential for impacts.
541 Biological Resources

Impacts to existing vegetation during the use of portable lights would be minimal due to
intermittent use of the lights. Existing roads would be utilized and the only vegetation to
be cleared would be associated with placement of the lights and generator. If the
portable lights were placed on the 202 possible sites, this would only result with the

removai of 0.46 acres of vegetation.

The impacts to wildlife would be minimal due to the small amount of actual habitat loss.
Although the lighting within the project area would not be constant, it does have minor
effects on wildlife activities. However, the positioning of the lights would allow for some
dark areas to still exist. There are large open areas within the project corridor for
animals to easily relocate to adjacent areas of darkness. In addition, the portable lights
would be moved periodically on an as-needed basis, thereby reducing any perceived
effects to wildlife and shield would be placed over the lamps to reduce or eliminate any

effects of backlighting.

There are no known Federally listed threatened or endangered species in the project
area, based on surveys conducted specifically for this project, as well as other surveys
conducted for prior projects (USACE 1993, 1994, 1996, and 2000).

52 Water Resources

Portable light generators will not be placed in arroyos to avoid contamination of
ephemeral streams in the event of an accidental spill. Furthermore, catch pans will be
placed under the generators to contain any leaks or accidental spills that might occur

under normal operation or maintenance of the portable lights.

5-1




SECTION 6.0

Tf
g
g
H
m,
|
R




6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

6.1 Agency Coordination

This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that has occurred during
preparation of the draft and final versions of this document. This includes contacts that
were made during the development of the proposed action and writing of the EA.

Formal and informal coordination was conducted with the following agencies:

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

e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)

o Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)

e Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO)

e Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT)

e Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)

e Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
¢ Arizona Department of Agriculture

e U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

6.2 Public Review

The draft EA was made available for public review for a period of 30 days. Three
comment letters were submitted within this review period; copies of these letters 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 Notice of Availability (NOA) will be

published in the local newspaper. Proof of publication of the NOA for the draft EA is

included in Appendix A of this document.
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6.3 Comments on Draft EA and Responses

Revisions made to this document as a result of the public review period for the Draft EA
are denoted with the word “Revised” in the margin throughout the Final EA.

6.3.1 Arizona SHPO

Comment: The SHPO expressed concerns about potential impacts to NRHP-listed or
NRHP-eligible sites from lighting and/or the aesthetics of the sites.

Response: Sections 3.5 and 4.5 of the EA states that there are no sites that are listed
or considered potentially eligible for inclusion to the NRHP within the project corridor,
and therefore, no effects would occur to any NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible sites.

6.3.2 Tohono O’odham Nation

Comment: The Tohono Nation expressed concerns about diesel fuel spills from
movement of the light generators.

Response: Sections 4.2.2,4.7.2, and 5.2 of the Draft EA stated that precautions to
avoid spills would be made by placing catch pans under the generators to collect any
accidental spills. In addition, commitments were made to avoid placement of light
generators within or near streambeds to reduce the potential of surface water
contamination from accidental spills. Any spills that do occur in reportable quantities
would be immediately reported to the appropriate agencies and clean-up actions would
be implemented.

6.3.3 Defenders of Wildlife

Comment: The Defenders of Wildlife felt that there was a lack of alternatives
considered and suggested that remote sensing technologies, such as remote video
surveillance (RVS) systems could be used instead of portable lights.

Response: Portable lights facilitate the safe and effective apprehension of
undocumented aliens and smugglers at night. While RVS systems certainly enhance
the apprehension capability of the USBP by providing detection of UDAs and smugglers,
the USBP agents must still be able to see them to effect an apprehension. Nighttime
apprehensions inherently have more health and safety risks than daytime apprehension
efforts. RVS systems and other remote sensing technologies would do nothing to
reduce these risks. In addition, lighting provides a deterrence factor that is not realized
by RVS and other remote sensing technologies. RVS systems are currently being used
in the Naco area with plans to install more systems in the future (see Section 1.0).

Comment: The Defenders of Wildlife expressed concerns that there was inadequate
consideration of environmental consequences.

Response: While there were no specific points made by this comment, environmental
consequences for land use, soils, vegetation, wildlife, unique and sensitive areas,
protected species and critical habitats, cultural resources, air quality, water resources,
socioeconomics, and noise, as well as cumulative effects, have been fully addressed for
each alternative in Chapter 4 of this document and again in Chapter 4 of the
Environmental Assessment for Infrastructure within USBP Naco-Douglas Corridor in
Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).
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Comment: The Defenders of Wildlife expressed concerns about impacts to threatened
and endangered species, particularly the jaguar, ocelot, jaguarundi, and the lesser long-
nosed bat. There was also a concern that the lesser long-nosed bat habitat was not
assessed.

Response: Threatened and endangered species surveys were performed along the
project corridor for this particular project in May 2001 (See Section 4.4.2). No Federally
listed species were found. Figure 3-10 in the EA for Infrastructure within USPB Naco-
Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000), shows there are no known
populations for threatened and endangered species within or near the project area (See
Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of this EA). Surveys conducted for previous projects in the same
area have also reported no Federally protected species (USACE 1993, 1994, 1996, and
2000). Furthermore, the 30 to 50 portable lights would be placed temporarily at sites
along the 10.5-mile corridor on an as-needed basis. Therefore the entire corridor would
not be illuminated at any given time.

According to AGFD, there have been no confirmed sightings of the three feline species
in or near the project area in recent years (2001). One ocelot sighting was reported in
the last two years in Mexico near Douglas, Arizona. The last confirmed sightings of the
jaguar were in 1996 in the Baboquivari Mountains, approximately 100 miles to the west
of the project corridor in Pima County, Arizona. There are no confirmed sightings of the
jagarundi in the region (AGFD 2001, Tewes 2001).

Lesser long-nosed bat assessments performed during the field surveys in 2001 were
based on the presence of the columnar cacti, which are the preferred food source, and
appropriate roosting and breeding sites, 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 corridor.

Comment: Another concern expressed was about indirect effects from foot traffic being
redirected to more environmentally sensitive areas, daily vehicle trips for refueling, and
noise from generators on wildlife.

Response: Indirect effects from foot traffic have been addressed in Section 4.3 of this
EA. Daily vehicle trips and increased patrolling of the area are addressed in the 4.10
Cumulative Effects section of this EA. The effects of noise are discussed in Sections 3.9
and 4.9 of this EA and in Sections 3.11 and 4.11 of the EA for Infrastructure within USPB
Naco-Douglas Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona (INS 2000).

Comment: The Defenders of Wildlife indicated a lack of analysis of cumulative effects
for this project.

Response: Section 4.10 of this EA discusses cumulative effects in the pro;ect area.
This section then goes on to discuss potential cumulative effects from each of the
alternatives considered in detail. The preparers sought information from Federal, state,
and local governments, as well as from private firms regarding developments planned
for the project vicinity. The information presented in the cumulative effects discussion is
all the projects that were identified during these efforts.

Comment: The Defenders of Wildlife expressed concerns that mitigation measures for
the project are inadequate. They suggested monitoring and allowing for changes in light
placement for threatened and endangered species.




Response: Effects from implementing this project would be very minimal as stated in
Section 4.3. Surveys were completed for threatened and endangered species in the
project area, and none were identified (see Section 3.3, 3.4, 4.3, and 4.4). One active
bird nest found in the project area was flagged and would be avoided during light
placement (Section 3.3.2). It has been stated many times throughout the EA that lights
would be placed intermittently along the border on an as needed basis and can be
relocated when needed; as a result, all 10.5 miles would not be illuminated at any given
time. Also, shields would be placed on the lamps to reduce or eliminate any effects of
backlighting. Mitigation measures for this project can be found in Section 5.0.

Comment: The Defenders of Wildlife expressed concern that EA has not adequately
addressed the proposed action’s effects on threatened and endangered species. They
are also concerned the project would violate Endangered Species Act.

Response: Surveys were completed for threatened and endangered species in the
project area and none were identified (see Section 3.3, 3.4, 4.3, and 4.4). In addition,
numerous other surveys have been performed in the same general area relative to other
projects (USACE 1993, 1994,1996, 2000). Since no Federally protected species have
been observed and no habitat suitable for supporting these protected species was
recorded, the project was determined to have no effect on threatened or endangered
species; therefore, there is no need to enter into formal consultation with the USFWS
under Section 7 of the ESA. The field team did however record and flag one active bird
nest in the project area. In compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, this nest
would be avoided during light placement (Section 3.3.2).
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8.0 LIST OF ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

ADEQ
ADOT
AGFD
AO
BLM
CEQ
CFR
CO
dBA
DNL
EA
E.O.
ER
ESA
ftz
GAO
HR
HS
INS
JTF-6
ug/m’
Ibs
mg/m
mph
NAAQS
NCA
NEPA
NMFS
NRHP
NRCS
NOA
NO,

3

OCAQPS
PMyo
PCPI
Pb

POE
POL
ppm
RVS
SA
SHPO
SR

SO,

TPI
UDA
USACE
UsBP
USEPA
USFWS

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Arizona Department of Transportation
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Area of operation

Bureau of Land Management

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations

Carbon monoxide

decibel

Day-night average sound level
Environmental Assessment

Executive Order

Export Restricted

Endangered Species Act

square feet

Government Accounting Office

Harvest Restricted

Highly Safeguarded

Immigration and Naturalization Service
Joint Task Force Six

Micrograms per cubic meter

Pounds

Milligrams per cubic meter

Miles per hour

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Conservation Area

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Marine Fisheries Service
National Register of Historic Places
Natural Resource Conservation Service
Notice of Availability

Nitrogen Dioxide

Ozone

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Particulate matter measuring less than 10 microns
Per Capita Personal income

Lead

Port of Entry

Petroleum, oils or lubricants

Parts per million

Remote Video Surveillance

Salvage Assessed

Arizona State Historic Preservation Office
Salvage Restricted

Sulfur dioxide

Total Personal Income

Undocumented Aliens

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Border Patrol

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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U.S. Department of Justice
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Architect-Engineer Resource Center

Attention. CESWF-PM-INS
819 Taylor Street, Room 3428
P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

May 31, 2001

Mr. David Harlow, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

2321 W. Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, AZ 850214951

Dear Mr. Harlow:

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) intends to prepare an Environmental
Assessment (EA) addressing U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) activities within the Naco Station Area of
Operation, USBP Tucson Sector. This EA will address the potential effects of the placement and
operation of 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the Naco Port of Entry (POE), 67 portable lights
will extend approximately three miles to the east, and 135 portable lights will extend approximately 7.5
miles to the west. The potential to use these lights was addressed as a future project in the Environmental
Assessment for Infrastructure within U. S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Corridor Cochise County,
Arizona, which was finalized in August 2000. Consequently, this EA will be tiered from the previous
EA. However we are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available
regarding Federal and state listed species potentially occurring near Naco, Cochise County, Arizona.

Our most current list of Federally threatened or endangered species that potentially occur in
Cochise County is included as Attachment A. Please review this list for accuracy and completeness. The
INS Architect-Engineer Resource Center (AERC) respectfully requests that your agency provide a list
and/or description of the sensitive resources (e.g., protected species, critical habutat, unique plant
communities, etc.) that you believe may be affected by the proposed maintenance activities in the project
area.. We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA once it is completed. Please inform
“ us if additional copies are needed and/or if someone else within your agency other than you should
receive the Draft EA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions
regarding this project, please contact me by phone at (817) 978-0202.

Sincerely,

/ Y
(.~ Joé
Eric Verwers, Assistant Director

Immigration and Naturalization Service
A/E Resource Center



U.S. Department of Justice
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Architect-Engineer Resource Center

Attention: CESWF-PM-INS
819 Taylor Street, Room 3428
P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

May 31, 2001

Mr. Jerry Perry, Regional Supervisor
Arizona Department of Game and Fish
555 North Greasewood Road

Tucson, Arizona 85745

Dear Mr. Perry:

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) intends to prepare an Environmental
Assessment (EA) addressing U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) activities within the Naco Station Area of
Operation, USBP Tucson Sector. This EA will address the potential effects of the placement and
operation of 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the Naco Port of Entry (POE), 67 portable lights
will extend approximately three miles to the east, and 135 portable lights will extend approximately 7.5
miles to the west. The potential to use these lights was addressed as a future project in the Environmental
Assessment for Infrastructure within U. S. Border Patrol Naco-Douglas Corridor Cochise County,
Arizona, which was finalized in August 2000. Consequently, this EA will be tiered from the previous
EA. However, we are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available
regarding Federal and state listed species potentially occurring near Naco, Cochise County, Anzona.

Our most current list of Federally threatened or endangered species that potentially occur in
Cochise County is included as Attachment A. Please review ths list for accuracy and completeness. The
INS Architect-Engineer Resource Center (AERC) respectfully requests that your agency provide a list
and/or description of the sensitive resources (e.g., protected species, critical habitat, unique piant
communities, etc.) that you believe may be affected by the proposed maintenance activities in the project
area. We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft EA once it1s completed. Please inform
us if additional copies are needed and/or if someone else within your agency other than you should
receive the Draft EA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions
regarding this project, please contact me by phone at (817)978-0202.

Sincerely,

e

/" '
C W
Eric Verwers, Assistant Director

Immigration and Naturalization Service
A/E Resource Center




Wayne Taylor, Jr.

CHaifMAaNn

VICE-CHaiNan

July 2, 2001

William Fickel, Ir | Chief, Planmung, Environmental and Regulatory Division
Deparmment of the Army, Fort Worth Distnct, Corps of Engineers

P O Box 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0500

Dear Mr. Fickel,

This letter is 1n respanse to your carrespondence to Chairman Taylor dated June 19, 2001,
regarding the Fort Warth District. Corps of Eagineers acting on behaif of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service/U.S. Border Pstrol, in the proposed piacement and operation of 202
portable generated lights within the Naco Substation area of operation. As you know from our
previaus correspondences, the Hopi Tribe claims cultural afhhanon 1o prehistoric cultural groups
in southem Anzona, and therefore we appreciate your coutinuing solicitarion of our input and
your cfforts to address our concerns.

Because the portable generated lightning systems require ao ground disturbing activities,
the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office concurs that the probability of this project affecting cultural
resources appeass (o be low. However, we recommend that if any cultural features or deposits are
encountered dunng project acnivities, these acnvities must be discontinued in the immediate area
of the remains and a qualified archaeologist must be consuited to cvaluate therr natre and
significance. If any Natve American human remains or funcrary objects are discovered they must
be reported as required by law.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Terry Morgart at
$20-734-3767 Thank you again for your consideratior?

frural Preservation Office

e OfMivm ot the Chairmen
Anzung Mate Hiton Praarvedon Offlce

Phillip R. Quochytewa. Sr.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FQAT WORTH QISTRICT. COAPS QF ENGINEERS
P 0. 80X 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 78102-0300

AgPLY TQ
ATTENTION OF

June 19, 2001

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: linmigration Naturalization Service (INS) /U.S. Barder Patrol (USBP), Tucson
Sector, Placement and Operation of Portable Generated Lights within the Naco Station Area of

Operation

Honorable Delia Carlyle, Chairperson
Ak Chin Indian Community Council
42507 W. Peters & Nall Road
Maricopa, AZ 85239

Dear Chairperson Carlyle:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engincers, Fart Warth Dismict (COE), is scting an behalf of
INS in regard to proposed project mentianed above in the vicinity of Naco, Arizons. As part of
our on-going consultation in this area, we wish 1o solicit your comments on this project. This
praposed project is the placement and aperation of 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Enmry (POE), 67 portable lights will extend approximately 3 miles to the cast, and
135 portable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed mnaps illustrate
the area of the proposed placement of lights.

The INS imends 1o prepare an Eavironmental Assessment (EA) addressing usBr
activiries within the Naco Station Area of Operation, The EA will identify potential sitcs for the
acquisition. installation, and operarian of this portable light system near Naco, Arizona.

Tbcpcnablegamawdﬁghdngsyammquimmmmddimnﬁngpmmﬁonfor
their placement: they are maoved into place by truck and are serviced by USBP agents.




K you mqmrc additonal information or have any questions, plesse contact
Ms. Paticnce Patterson at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,
Willism Fick:e&.‘
Chief, Planning. .
and Regulatory Division
Eaclogures
Copy Furnished w/o enclosure:
Mr. Eric Verwers
INS Architect/Engineer Resource
819 Taylor St. Room JA28
Fart Warth, TX 76102-0300

Mr. Gilbert Esrads

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way
Tucson, Arizona 85713




DEPARTMENT QF THE ARMY
FORT WOQRTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.Q. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 78102-0300

HupLr G
AaTTEareliONOF

June 19, 2001
Planning, Enviranmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Immigrarion Naturalization Service (INS) /U.S. Barder Parrol (USBP), Tucson
Sector. Placement and Operation of Portable Generated Lights within the Naco Starion Area of

Operanon

Honorable Donald R. Antone, Governor
Gila River Indian Commaunity Council
P.O. Box 97

Sacaton, AZ 85247

Dear Governor Antons:

The U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Fort Warth District (COE), is acting on behalf of
INS in regard to proposed project mentioned sbove in the vicinity of Naco, Arizona. As part of
our on-going consultation in this ares, we wish 0 solicit your comments on this project. This
proposed project is the placcment and operarian of 202 portable gencrated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Entry (POE), 67 portable lights will extend approximately 3 miles to the cast, and
135 portable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed maps illustrate
the arca of the proposed placement of lights.

mmsmwsmmmm&mmmummxm)musm
activities within the Naco Station Area of Operation. The EA will identify poteutial sites for the
acquisition, instailarion, and operation of this portable light system near Naco, Arizoga.

The portable generated lighting systams requirc no ground disturbing preparation for
their placeiment; they are moved into place by truck and are serviced by USBP agents.




2=

If you require additional information or have any questions, please contact
MSs. Patience Parterson at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

(

Chief, Planning, Environmental
and Regulatory Division

Enclosures
Copy Fumished w/o enclosure:

Mr. Enc Verwers

INS Architect/Engineer Resource
819 Taylor St Room 3A28

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Mr. Gilbert Estrada

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way
Tucson, Arizona 85713



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P O. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 78102-0300

REPLF TQ
ATTENTIOM OF

June 19, 2001

Planning, Environmentsl and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Immigration Naturalization Service (INS) /U.S. Barder Patrol (USBP), Tueson
Sector. Placement and Operation of Portable Generated Lights within the Naco Station Area of

Operation

Honaorable Wayne Taylor, Jr., Charman
Hopi Tribal Council

P.0O.Box 123

Kykotsmovi, AZ 86039

Dear Chairman Taylor:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (COE), is acting on behalf of
INS in regard to proposed project mentioned above in the viemity of Naco, Arizona. As part of
aur on-going consultation in this area, we wish to solicit your cowrments on this project. This
proposed project is the placement and operation af 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Entry (POE), 67 portable Lights will extend spproximately 3 miles to the cast, and
135 partable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles o the west. The enclosed maps illustrate
the area of the proposed placament of lights.

The INS intends to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing USBP
activities within the Naco Station Area of Operation. The EA will identify patential sites for the
scquisition, installation, and operation of this portable light system near Naco, Arizona.

The partable generated lighting systems require no ground disnwbing preparation for
their placement; they are maved into place by truck and are serviced by USBP agents.




If you require additional information or have any questions, please contact
Ms. Patience Pagerson at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,
et J;nv\mmil\
Chief, Planning, i
and Regulatary Division

Enclosures
Copy Furnished w/o enclosure:
Mr. Eric Verwers
INS Architec/Engincer Resource
819 Taylor St. Room 3A28
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Mr. Gilbert Estrada

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way

Tucson, Anzona 85713




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FQRT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.Q. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

AgPLT TQ
ATTENTION OF

June 19, 2001
Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT; Immigration Namralizarion Service (INS) /U.S. Barder Patrol (USBP), Tucson
Sector, Placement and Operatian of Portable Gencrated Lights within the Naco Station Area of

Operation

Honorable [van Makil, President

Salt River Pims-Maricops Indian Community Council
10005 E. Osbam

Scottsdale, AZ 85256

Dear President Makil:

The U.S. Army Carps of Engincers, Fort Worth District (COE), is acting on behalf of
INS in regard to proposed project mentioned above in the vicinity of Naco, Arizona. As part of
our on-going consultation in this area, we wish to solicit your comments on this project. This
proposed project is the placcment and aperation of 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Earry (POE), 67 portable lights will extend approximately 3 miles to the cast, and
135 portable lights will extend appraximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed maps illustrate
the area of the propased placement of lights.

The INS imcndstoprcputmEnvimmmlAmmem(EA)addrssingUSBP
activities within the Naco Starion Ares of Operation. The EA will identify potential sites for the
mdﬁmmmbmwm&mmmblcﬁmwmwNm,Aﬁzm

The portable geperated lighting systems require no ground dismurbing preparation for
their placcment; they are moved into place by truck and are serviced by USBP agents.




If you require additional information or have any questions, please conract
Ms. Patience Patterson at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

Enclosures
Copy Furnished w/o enclosure:

Mr. Eric Vawers

INS Architect/Engineer Resource
819 Taylor St. Room 3A28

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Mr. Gilbert Estrada

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way
Tucson, Anizona 85713




DEPARTMENT QF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P O B8OX 17300
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 78102-0300

AGrPLr TY
ATTLi«TION OF

June 19, 2001

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Immigration Naruralization Service (INS) /U.S. Border Parrol (USBP), Tucson
Sectar, Placement and Operation of Portable Generated Lights within the Naco Station Area of

Operagon

Honorable Raymond Stanley, Jr., Chairman
San Carios Tribal Council

P.O.Box 0
San Carlos, AZ 85550

Dear Chairman Stanley:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth Distict (COE), is acting on behalf of
INS in regard o proposed project mentioned sbove in the vicinity of Naco, Arizona. As part of
aur an-going consultarion in this area, we wish to solicit your comments on this project. This
proposed project is the placcment and operation of 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Enay (POE), 67 portable lights will extend approximately 3 miles to the east, and
135 partable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed maps illustrate

the area of the proposed placement of lights.

ThnmSinzndsmpupammEnvimumenmlAsmm(EA)addmssmgUSBP
activities within the Naco Starion Area of Operation. The EA will identify potential sites for the
wqmddmmsmmmmofmbwmeﬁdnmwNm.m

The portable genersted lighting systems require no ground disturbing preparation for
their placement; they are moved into place by uck and are serviced by USBP agents.




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS QF ENGINEERS
P 0. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76102-0300

HEPL! TU
ATTENTION QF

June 19, 2001

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Immigration Naturalization Service (INS) /U.S. Border Patrol (USBP), Tucson
Sector, Placement and Operation of Portable Gencrated Lights within the Naco Station Area of

Operation

Honomble Edward Manuel, Chairman
Tohono Q’odham Nanon

P.O. Box 837

Sells, AZ 85634

Dear Chairman Manuel:

The U.S. Army Carps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (COE), is acting on behalf of
INS in regard to proposed project mentioned above In the vicinity of Naco, Arizona. As part of
our on-going consultation in this ares, we wish to solicit your comments on this project. This
proposed project is the placement and operation of 202 portable generated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Entry (POE), 67 partabie lights will extend approximately 3 miles o the east, and
135 portable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed maps illustrate

the area of the proposed placement of lights.

The INS intends to prepare an Environmental Asscssment (EA) addressing USBP
activities within the Naco Station Area of Operation. The EA will idensify potential sites for the
acquisition, insmallation, and operation of this portabic light system near Naco, Arizona.

The partable generated lighting systems require no ground disturbing preparation for
their placemeant; they are moved into place by ouck and are serviced by USBP agents.



If you require additional information or have any questions, piease contact
Ms. Patience Pattersan at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

WO e

William Ficked, Jr.

Chief, Planning, Eavironmental
and Regulatory Division

Enclosures

Copy Fumished w/o enclosure:

Mr. Bnc Verwens

INS Architect/Engincer Resowrce
819 Taylor St Room 3A28

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Mr. Gilbert Estrada

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way
Tucson, Arizons 85713




If you require additianal information or have any questians, please contact
Ms. Patience Partersan at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

e Y

Chief, Planning, Environmenmal
and Regulatary Division

Enclosures
Copy Fumished w/o enclosure:

Mr. Eric Vawers

INS Architect/Engineer Resource
819 Taylor St. Room 3A28

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Mr. Gilbert Estrada

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way
Tucson, Arizona 85713




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WQRTH DISTRICT, COAPS QF ENGINEERS
P. Q. BOX 17300
FOAT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

RE&FPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

June 19, 2001

Planning, Environmental and Regulawry Division

- SUBJECT: [mmigration Naturalization Service (INS) /U.S. Border Parol (USBP), Tucson
Sector, Placement and Operation of Portable Generated Lights within the Naco Staton Area of
Opcrarion

Houaorable Dallas Massey, Sr., Chairman
White Mounmin Apsche Tribal Council
P.O. Box 700

Whiteriver, AZ 85941

Dear Chairman Masscy:

The U.S. Army Caorps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (COE), is acting on bebalf of
INS in regard 10 proposed project mentoned above in the vicinity of Naco, Arizona. As part of
our on-going consultation in thus ares, we wish to solicit your comments on this project. This
propased project is the placement and aperation of 202 portable gonerated lights. Starting at the
Naco Port of Enrry (POE), 67 pormable lights will extend approximatsly 3 miles to the east, and
135 portable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed maps illustrate

the area of the proposed placement of lights.

The INS intends to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) addressing USBP
acuvities within the Naco Starion Area of Operatian. The EA will identify potential sites for the
acquisition, installation, and operation of this portable light system near Naco, Arizona.

The portable gencrated lighting Jystems require no ground disturbing prepararion for
their placement; they are moved into place by wuck and are serviced by USBP agents.




If you require additional informarion or have any questions, please contact
Mas. Patience Patterson at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,
Chief, Planning, Enviro
and Regulatory Division
Enclosures
Copy Fumnished w/o enclosure:
Mr. Eric Verwers
INS Architect/Engincer Resource
819 Taylor St. Roam 3A28
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300
Mr. Gilbert Estrada
Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way

Tucson, Arizona 85713




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FOQRT WQRTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O B8OX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REALY TL
ATTENTION OF

June 19, 200!

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Immigration Naturalization Service (INS) /U.S. Border Patrol (USBP), Tucson
Sector, Placement and Operation of Portable Generated Lights within the Naco Station Area of

Operation

Mr. James Garmsan, State Historic Preservarion Officer
ATTN: Joanne Miller
Arizona State Parks

1300 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Dear Mr. Garrison:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fart Worth District (COE), is acting on behalf of
INS in regard o proposed project mentioned above in the vicinity of Naco, Arizona. We wish to
initiate the coordination process for this project as noted in 36 CFR Part 800.3. This
project is the placement and operation of 202 portable generatad lights. Starting ag the Naco Part
of Entry (POE), 67 portable lights will extend approximately 3 miles to the east, and 135
portable lights will extend approximately 7.5 miles to the west. The enclosed maps illustrate the
area of the proposed placement of lights.

The INS intends to prepare an Environmental Asscssment (EA) addressing USBP
activities within the Naco Station Ares of Operation. The EA will identify potential sites for the
acquisition, installation, and operation of this portable light system near Naco, Arizona.

The portable generated lighting systems require no ground disturbing preparation for
their placeinent; they are moved into place by muck and are serviced by USBP agent.




[f you require additional information or have any questions, please contact
Ms. Parience Partersan at (817) 978-6390. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

Sincerely,

e A

Chief, Planning, Environmental
and Regulatory Division

Enclosures
Copy Fumished w/o enclonure:

Mr. Eric Verwers

INS Architect/Engineer Resource
819 Taylor St Room 3A28

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Mzr. Gilbert Estrada

Tucson Sector Headquarters,
1970 West Ajo Way
Tucsan, Arizona 85713




Pattsrson, Pstience E m

From: Joanne Milier Jmiller@pr.state.az.us|
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2001 7:22 PM
To: Patience Patierson

Subject Portable Lights, Naco, AZ

July 19, 2001

Re: Consultation on Placement of Partable Lights, Naco, AZ

Paddie:

Will these lights be placed within site boundaries of any Register cligibie sites? It so, have you considered the
mmmam&mmmmmummmwmmmmbcm?
mummuwwmumnaduymmdwwmmmmv If so, what does
mpfmmmnh-mnmwv Would there be any visual effect of the light(s) on a
Whnismﬁndin(o{pjctd’&aﬁxl)qefmmmddimmmdl)fcupefcrviwalimpxuofmc
mﬁmdhﬁwkmmmmwmﬂdﬁdﬂmﬂ

THX,
Jo ANne

PS. [willhcomot‘dncfﬂee&mnp?riday7auwﬂmm6uawozhhophaeinmwn.




TOHONO O’°ODHAM NATION
CULTURAL AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT
PO, BOX 337 « SKLIS, AZ 35634
Tulephione (528) 33- 3622

July 27, 2001

Patience Patterson
Deparunent of the Army
~  Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 17300
Fort Worth, Texas
76102-0300

Dear Patience Parterson:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed Portable Lights
Project with the Naco Corridor, Cochise County, Arizona Draft Environmental
asscssmcent.
The Culrural Affairs Otfice of the Tohono O'odham Nation has the following comments:
1) Pleasc send copices of (INS 2000)
Report (EA for USBP infrastructure along Naco-Douglas corridor i Cochise
County, Arizona) pege 3-12

2) Please send copies of (USAC 2001)
Mentioned on page 3-12

Relocation and assessment of Thirry-One sites along the U.S.-Mexico Border.
3) Does not believe cultural resource sites will be impacted by this project.

4) Have concerns about diesel fuel spills ffom generators with all the moving of light
units.

Sincerely,

Peter L. Steere
Manger, Cultural Affairs




Seathou Officx

W3 ek Cusvan Averwit
Teiran, Armms 837012215
T epiuene: $10-02)-WCLF
Cas. SURAT M7

Narionnd
110] {'nurecmib Seve, N,
wux 1400

0 Wik g, 1YL F il )]

telephone: 10200032400
tax ALnalot 330
onwciembens ont

ww w alofeplanwtorg

ot s andend Popre

Vi ,
August 9. 2001

Mr. Charles Parsons

NS Enviropmental Officer
INS Western Region
24000 Avila Road

Laguna Niguel, CA 92607

Re:  Draft Environmental Assessment, Porabic Ligbts within the Naco
Cormidor, USBP Sartion, Naco, Anizona

Desr Mr. Parsoas:

Thmkyoufonhcoppommiww puwidecommmuonlhednﬁ
Enviroomentl Assessment (EA) for the proposed poruble light project within
e Naco Corridar of the US-Mexico border. Defenders of Wildlife and the
Cenuer for Biological Diversity havea long-standing interest in the narural
environment of the border regions of the southwestemn United States.
Activides of the Immigranon and Naturalization Service (TN'S) and the Border
Pamrol have significant adverse impacts on these specics and their habitat; itis
mbelldmummmmwﬂl inform the continued preparagion of the
alternatives, environmental consquENcS and mitigation measures for this
proposed project.

ﬂmemummmisEAbdommingaﬁnﬂEAbeammis
lin!cornompponfortﬁndingofno:i@'niammm The INS's
mmmdimpmm)ymmm&mﬂmuimdmiz
compttbmrivecousida:ﬁon ofdirect,indimctmdcumuluiw impacts, of
midgﬁmmadofhnpuswthxum\edmdendmga&isp&ic.

Backeround

The National Environmental Palicy Act NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 gLogd..
~is our basic nanooal charver for protection of the cavironment.” 40 CFR.§
1500.1(a). Its purpose is 10 “promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate
wmemmmdbiosphaemdsdmulmmehddlndwdfan
of man." 42 U.S.C. § 4321, and 1o “belp public officials make decisions that
are based on understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions
that protect, restore and enbance the environment.” 40 CF.R. § 1500.1(<)-




Section 102(2) of NEPA contains auon-forcing provisions, aimed at fulfilling NEPA's intent,
that require all federal agencies, in this case tie INS. to prepare an environmental impact
statement for “major Federal acuons significantly affecung the quality of the human
environment” thar includes “the environmental impact of the proposed action.” “any adverse
environmenal effects which cannot be avoided,” and “alternatives 1o the praposed action.” 1d, §
4332(2XC). An Environmental Assessment aids the sgeacy's compliance with NEPA. buut still
must cvaluate altematives and the environmental impacts of the proposed action and allernatives.
40 C.F.R §1508.9.

erarion of gltermativ

CEQ regulutions call on the INS to “(rligorously explore and objectively cvaluate all consoneble
alternatives, and for altematves which were climinated from detailed study. briefly discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated.” “(d]evote substantial treatment 1© cach aiternative
considered in demil including the proposed action so that reviewers may cvaluate their
comparative ments,” “(i]ochude the alternadve of no action,” and “(i}nclude appropnate
mitigation measures not already {neluded in the proposed action or alternatives.” |d, § 1502.14
(empbasis added).

Mbwmofpoﬁbkdmmﬁmmmismacﬁon This EA only
dtsamstheposn'hﬂityofmmmlimmotmc There is some discussion of the
mb«ofﬁﬂumhemud.hcwmcxﬁghuwﬂlbcﬁl:led.mdwmtbermeyshoddbe
portable or permanent. However, there is no consideration of {ess-intrusive slternatives svailable
to:thadeerla:hummowxmingandvi:leosuwemmcemwouldliketybemom
cffective than portsble light systerns and would be less imrusive to wildlife.

In fact the nccessity of this proposed acton, especially in light of ather alternatives available 0
the Border Paxrol, i3 under serious question. It is admiced several imes in tis EA that “filtis
hughly likely that UDAs and smugglers will antempt ta avoid the lighted areas by choasing 0
enter areas that are remote and foreboding.” (p- 4-14) It is also stated that this proposcd action
will not have a significant impect on mobile wildlife species because. “(gJiven the vast open area
within the project corridor. animals can easily relocate 10 adjacent arcas of darkness.” (p. 4-5) If
this is ruly the case, it seems highly uniikely that this action will have any impact on the atempts
of USBP to gain, maintin and exiend control of the border, which is the stated purpose of this
project

The enviroamentii consequences section “forms the scientific and analytic basis” for the
companson of alternsrives. fd. § 1502.16. Thissacdondiacussathedimctmdindixweﬂ‘cu
of the alternatives, the significance of the environmental effects, and the means to mitigeic
adverse impects. [d, Dim«ffect:mcmsedbythcamonmdoccuratmenmedmew
phcc.'ﬂ.§XSO&S.MMtctcﬁ'edsm“m'dbyﬂnactionzndmlatrintimcor farther
removed in distanca, but are sall reasonably foreseeable.” Id,




As 4n essennal clement of this analysis, NEPA's implementing reguiagons also require agencies
o thoroughly examine and 253cS3 the cumulauve impacts of their acuvites — Le,. “the impact on
the environment wWhich results from the \ncremental impact of the acuon when added to ather

presery, and reasonably foreseeable furure sctions regardless of what agency ... or person
“ndertakes such other actions.” 40 C.FR. § 1 508.7.

MMMWMW

There are several potemmally severe negadve impacts © threatened and endangered species that
would result from the implemenuation of the proposed action The most severe direct impacts
include disruption of migrauon psuerns of endangered cross-border species such as the )aguar.
ocelot and jaguarund and harassment of endangered nocturnal species, including the lesseor
long-nosed bat

For example. it i3 belicved thas oceiot and jaguarundi populations north of the border are
replenished by individuals from northern Mexico. Hign imtensity lights could very well impede
this replenishment and contribute to the fusther decline of U.S. populations of these species.
Similarly, there have been several documented sightngs of jaguars in the U.S. near the border
area. indicatng that the cuts are using cross-dorder anldlife comdors to wilize the northern edge
of their range. The use of high intensity lights will impede +heir movement into this area. This
type of habvtat fragmentation is of particular concemn pecause. by impeding the crass-border
movements of snimals, it may interfere with species recovery effarts on both sides of the border.

Additonally. congary t© the statement that ‘o such [protected) species have been documented
in previous EA for vanous projects within the Naco area.” (p. +-6). the 2000 EA states that prior
to a proposad project of 11.5 miles of lights in the Naco corridor (which is assurned to be the

sed scton in queston) there would be an assesament (© determing potential impacts 0
lesser long-nosed bars and heir feeding arcas. See EA for [nfraswructure within USRP Naco-
Douglas Comdor, & 4-20. However. there’s no mention of the bat m the environmental impact
secton in this EA, whether there was one or more sugveys for the bat. ot for the bat’s feeding.
brecding or roosung areas, ot when they were completed.

Finally, conclusicns of “no sigificant irpact” can be found in aimost every subsecaon under the
“Eavironmental Cansequences” section of the EA. However, there s not enough information
inciuded concerning how thess conclusiom were reached to provide for aq informed decision.
For example. the EA conchides that, averall. the potengal lass of wildlife habitxt will be
insignificant, &3 the maximum loss will equal 46 acres within the 10.5 mile corridor. This does
wmhmwmmmzmwumdwwlidmmdm
axpected iJluminaton of 200 feet from the light source in anry direcuon.

ynic Consicwian o iz

Asudmzh:consdcmiouofdimctimpus.d\acsaem:ohzvcbanm little consideration of
indirect mpacts thar will result from this proposed project For example. by moving igrant




foot maffic out of the Naco corridor, it could cedirect this traffic into more environmentally
sepsitve areas, such as the nearby San Pedro National Resource Conservanon Area and
Coronado National Forest, thereby thgeatening the resources there. Simply saying that indirect
impacts could happen, without description of what the ctfects might be, is not at all useful in
determining the signifcance of the impacts. Ses p. 4-6. (See also p. 4-4 and p. 4-14)

There i3 also o consideration of the indirect impacts caused by daily vehicle trips 10 cach station
in order 10 refuel the generators and provide general maintenance. This daily traffic along
unpaved roads will incresse fugitive dust and hydrocarbon emissions, further habitat
fragmentation. increase road Kkill incidents, and contribue to existung erosion problems. Finally.
Lis stmted in the EA that the pormbie generators for the lights “would creaze more of a long-term
exposure 10 increased noise,” but there is no discussion of the indirect impacts that the noise
generated by the light stations will have on wildlife.

: £ Cumlad

INS has conservanvely estimated that 6,900 acres of wildlife habitat on the U.S. side of the
border will be affected by the constructon of 2.444 miles of roads, drag roads, fences, and
vehicle barriers and the insuilation of thousands of lights, hundreds of cameras, and boat ramps.
Yet, there has been no meaningful analysis of the cumulanve impacts these and all other past.
peesent and future INS projects will have on the wildlife dependant on the border region for
survival. Furthermore, there is virtually no discussion of the cumulative impacts of all acions in
the area, regardless of who undertakes the action.

It ismmmuﬁmzmm-wwdcmwvecﬁmofmm:mu
rwmm@mmms&mcmmmwmuam@m
project in the Naco area ™ (p.1-1) However, since cumulative effects apalysis must include
cunsidcndonofdlMWofwwqcmyorm"Wmmom:
proper analysis would bave addressed a wide vanety of activities affecting ths environument,
inciuding. but not limited to, past and present mining, domestic livestock grazing, residential and
wmmnﬁbymmdhistkFamSixmhin This previous EA
medathmaarmimmmmmmmamgmme '
cumulatively on the netural resources in the aca. Because the 2000 EA failed 10 provide
q\mu'ﬁedmddaﬂcdginﬁmmlﬁonmﬂingsmh impacu.mcpttsmtEAmus!considamcsile
spe:iﬁcdimcnindimm:dcmnulzivcimpnmbuxh:sdsofaﬂedwdoso. The only other
action in the cumulative impacts section is by Southern Pacific. Because of these omissions,
there has yet to be meaningful. site-specific analysis of cumularive impacts of activites in this
arcs a3 required by NEPA

For example. numcrous parties have noted the lack of cagsideration given to the adverse impects
of INS activities oa wildlife corridors for cross-border migratory species such as the jaguar,
ocelot and jaguarundi. Not only is such analysis missing from the environmental consequences
section. but also from the cumulative impacts section. [f IN'S were to cvaluate the impacts of its
acuvines on the ability of migratory species to cross the border = such as the miles of border

4



road, fencing and lights that BP bas constructed in the Naco corridor alone - in addinon to that of
al) other entities operating 1n the region, including but not limuted to saie and local roads.
residential and indusmal growth, and farming and ranching, the impacts would almost certainly
be deemned “significant.’

i N " .

In addition to the adverse effects, INS must discuss mitigation measures. it is implicit in NEPA's
command and the CEQ’s regulatons. The omission of reasonably complete discussion of
mitgaton measures would undermine NEPA s action forcing functons. Without such.
interested partics cannot properly evaluate the severity of adverse impacts. Rgberston v. Mgthow

Mitigation MCISUITS MUSL Cover the range of impects of the proposal and must include such
things as design aiternatives, possible land use controls and other possible efforts. “Once the

itself is considered as a whole to have significant effects, all of its specific effects on the
environmnent (Whether or not “sigmficant™) must be considered, and mitigation measures must be
developed where it is feasible to do so.” Forty Most Asked Questions Conceming CEQ’s NEPA
Reguiations, 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (Maxrch 23, 1981). Sec alsg 40 C.F.R §§ 1502.14(),
1502.16(h). 1508.14. INS must propose sitemarives that decrease construction impacts, esthetic
inzusion. habitat destruction, adverse impact on endangered specics and human

presencefinterference.

When developing siternatives and mitigaton measures. INS should keep the following priotities
in mind: 2) avoid the impact by not aking the acton; b) minimize the impact by limiting the
action: ¢) rectify the impact by rehabilitation: d) reduce the impact by mainterance; and ¢)
compensate for the impact by replacement. Avoidance is the preferable course of action because
a project such as placing high-intensity lights along the border can have numerous direct. indirect
and cumuistve impacts.

By failing to analyze and quantify the full extent of its adverse impacts, [NS has underestimated
the significance of the sgency’s impact on {he envirormment. Therefore, in addidon to performing
a cumulative impacts analysis that reveals the full range of imapets. INS/BP must identify

_ research and monitoring programs in order t improve furure analyses of the environmental
impacts of their actions. Where unceriainties exist, as at pp. 4-14 - 4-15, adaptve mansgement
allowing for flexible project implementation should be part of the preferred altemnative. Sec
Considering Cumulative [mpects Under NEPA (CEQ 1997) at 3. {n this situation, Section § of
the EA conmins no provisions for monitoring threatened and endangered species to detect
adverse reactions to 10 miles of lighting. nor does it allow for changes in the placement. direction
or style of lighting if listed species were adversely impacted.

End { Speci - i
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires that ~(e}ach federal agency shall, in consulation
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with and mmmmofmw.mcmmymmmmm«wﬁd
out by such agency . .. ismtlikeiymjeopcdize&xecondnudeximdmy endangered
species .. " 16 US.C. § 1536(a)}2). Untl consultation is complete. at which tme the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) issues a biological opinion deuiling the agency’s impects on the spectes,
the agency may not ‘uke’ listed species or take actuons that might foreclose alternatives less
harmful 1o the species. [d, §§ 1538, 1536(d). Currently, the Tucson sector is operating without a
biological opinion, and is in violation of the ESA. Unril INS/BP initistes consuhation with the
FWS, which it must do imenedissely, INS's assertion that “[n]o threatened or endangered species
or critical babitat has been affected”™ is debatable and its credibility in the cumulative impacts
analysis of the 00 action alternative, negligible. (p. 4-13)

Furthermore, the EA (sactions 4.102 & 4.10.3) omits any discussion of the curmulative impacts
of the preferred alternative, as well & the permanent lights altemative, on threatened and
endangered species. NEPA regulations consider the degree o which an agency action adversely
impacts threstened and endangered species. 0 CFR § 1508.27(0X9). Again, INS/BP has
hindered its own and the public’s abiﬁtywuemuliymdxcsiy\iﬁcmscoﬁhc impact of tus
proposed scnon. See id, §$ 1500.1(b), 1508.%(ax1) (am EA should “provide sufficient evidence
and analysis™ for detarmining whether an EIS or FONSI is appropriate). INS may not seiect its
preferred alternative until all cumulative impncsm:id:nﬁﬁed.a:wedmdmbmimd for
public comment.

Mywaﬁnfc&mﬁynmm&edﬂﬁb\. Please send all subsequemt
wm«mm&ddnwmmmmmdﬂm
cumctmenSMS-%SBx4aKsnGﬂhun2€D—632-9400xll9ifyonhanmqusﬁom
on this msarer.

Sincerely,

==

Jenny Neeley
Southwest Program Coordinstor
Defenders of Wildlife

Center for Biological Diversity
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