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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) U.S. Customs and Border Protection
(CBP) Border Patrol Facilities and Tactical Infrastructure Program Management Office is charged
with ensuring that all U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) facilities and tactical infrastructure (including
fencing, patrol roads, and lighting) are properly constructed, maintained, and repaired to support
USBP operations and agent and personnel safety.

The Proposed Action would provide for needed repair and maintenance of the Laredo South
All-Weather Road and improve access along its entire length. The Laredo South All-Weather Road
lies within the USBP Laredo South Station’s area of responsibility, located within the Laredo Sector
(LRT) in Laredo, TX. The Proposed Action would improve visibility, shorten transit and response
times for USBP agents, ensure the long-term viability of the road, enhance security, and provide a
safe and efficient patrol and movement corridor for USBP agents and support staff. This proposal
is consistent with the stated intent of the National Border Patrol Strategy (2012-2016) (CBP 2012)
to secure the borders of the United States using information, integration, and rapid response. This
project is slated to be performed using a combination of commercial contracting and military training
construction.

The Laredo South All-Weather Road provides USBP agents the lateral mobility to
effectively patrol the border areas near the Rio Grande. It is critical to achieving USBP’s mission
tasks of predicting, detecting, identifying, classifying, responding, and resolving emerging threats.
The existing road is deteriorating and needs repair and maintenance. In some instances, the existing
road along the riverside has totally eroded, so it is proposed that certain new segments of road be
installed. No segments of existing road are proposed for closure, reclamation, or abandonment as
a result of the new construction. In addition, several small spurs are being evaluated that would
improve access to the road from additional points along its length. These added access points
would significantly shorten transit and response time for USBP agents while conducting
operations. This project includes the design and repair of approximately 2 miles of a 20-foot wide
all-weather roadway, plus 2-foot shoulders on either side. The project would also repair multiple
sections of the roadway with poor drainage by incorporating a combination of culverts, low-water
crossings, and drainage ditches into the road design.

Continued degradation and potential loss of this existing infrastructure would hinder its use
for intelligence and surveillance data, lengthen response times, and reduce the ability to apprehend
along this stretch of U.S. border. This deterioration in turn would require increased investment of
manpower, vehicles, equipment, and alternative surveillance technologies to achieve required
enforcement levels. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to facilitate the primary goals and
objectives of USBP’s strategy: to enhance enforcement activities while providing safe working
conditions for USBP agents. Current increasing trends in illegal border activity require increased
access and shortened response times to enhance the operational capabilities of USBP and to protect
personnel.

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s U.S. Customs and Border Protection has

prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the potential effects, beneficial and
adverse, of the proposed repair and minor additional construction of approximately 2 miles of road.
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Executive Summary

The Proposed Action would improve visibility, shorten transit and response times for USBP
agents, ensure the long-term viability of the road, enhance security, and provide a safe and efficient
patrol and movement corridor for USBP agents and support staff. This proposal is consistent with
the stated intent of the National Border Patrol Strategy (2012-2016) (CBP 2012) to secure the
borders of the United States using information, integration, and rapid response. There are two
alternatives carried forward for evaluation in the EA, the No Action and Proposed Action
Alternatives:

No Action Alternative—Continued Maintenance and Repair of Existing Road Segments

Under the No Action Alternative, CBP would continue to maintain and repair the existing
road segments through CBP’s Comprehensive Tactical Infrastructure Maintenance and Repair
Program evaluated in the Environmental Assessment Addressing Proposed Tactical Infrastructure
Maintenance and Repair Along the U.S./Mexico International Border in Texas (Texas TIMR EA)
(CBP 2014) or the Categorical Exclusions available to the Department of Homeland Security. This
maintenance would include maintenance removal of vegetation encroaching on the existing
roadways. However, no drainage improvements, alternative accesses, minor road construction, or
major road improvements would be conducted. Existing roads that could continue being repaired
under the No Action Alternative are approximately 4,500 feet in length. The No Action Alternative
would serve as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action could be evaluated.
The No Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need for the project.

Proposed Action Alternative—Repair, Maintenance, and Minor Additional Construction of
the Laredo South All-Weather Road

The Proposed Action Alternative includes the construction of new road segments in areas
where the existing road has totally eroded and the continued maintenance and repair of existing
and new road segments. In addition CBP would add drainage improvements to allow for better all-
weather use of road and prevent accelerated road deterioration due to water damage from heavy
rain or flooding. This alternative would consist of upgrading the road to CBP standard design
specifications. The Proposed Action includes entrances to the Laredo South All-Weather Road
from the southern terminus of Marcella Avenue, and Market Street via the existing access road to
the City Wastewater Treatment Plant (a/k/a Springfield Avenue) to its intersection with Jameson
Street on the eastern end. In addition, temporary construction access is planned across the adjacent
railroad yard via Market Street and other existing public streets. The roadway would be surfaced
by hauling, placing, and compacting soil and gravel bases to the required bearing capacity needed
to support expected traffic loads. Surface coating would also be applied where needed to provide
a weatherproof wearing surface, minimize long-term erosion, and ensure proper tie-in to existing
road surfaces.

This alternative would require construction across an arroyo at the Marcella Avenue
terminus. The design available at the time of this writing does not identify the preferred water
crossing structure. Construction of a box culvert bridge would require coordination with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Fort Worth District Regulatory Branch for evaluation and permitting.
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Removed trees would be replaced in a mitigation plot on the Laredo Community College
campus. All clearing and grubbing residues would be disposed of at an approved landfill. Bird
nesting surveys would be conducted by qualified personnel when activities occur during the
migratory bird nesting season, March 15 to September 15. Additional erosion and sedimentation
control actions, such as placement of riprap, gabions, or erosion control blankets, would be
undertaken as needed to prevent potential erosion impacts.

Environmental Considerations

This EA discusses in summary form the absence of direct effects of the Proposed Action
on the following resource areas:

. Land use

. Socioeconomic resources

. Environmental justice

. Protection of children

. Sustainability and greening

. Aesthetics and visual resources
. Climate change

. Human health and safety

. Utilities and infrastructure

The EA then evaluates in greater detail the likely impacts of the project on the following
resource areas:

. Geology and soils

. Vegetation

. Terrestrial and aquatic wildlife

. Threatened and endangered species

. Water resources (including hydrology and groundwater, surface waters, waters of

the United States, and floodplains)
. Air quality

. Noise

. Cultural resources

. Roadways and traffic

. Hazardous materials and waste management

The discussion in Chapter 3 first examines the impacts likely to result from the Proposed
Action considered by itself, and then the cumulative effects of the Proposed Action in combination
with other historic, ongoing, or foreseeable activities in the project area.
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This EA concludes that the project would have the following effects for each of the
analyzed resources:

Alternative 2: Proposed Action—
Construction, Maintenance and Repair to

Resource Area Alternative 1: No Action Laredo All-Weather Road
Short-term: Minor, direct and indirect, | Short-term: Minor, direct and indirect adverse
Soil adverse impacts on soils. effects on soils.

Long-term: Minor, direct and indirect,
adverse impacts on soils.

Long-term: Minor, direct and indirect adverse
effects on soils.

Prime farmland

Short-term: no impact.

Short-term: no impact.

Long-term: no impact.

Long-term: no impact.

Geology/ Seismic activity Short-term: no impact. Short-term: no impact.
soils Long-term: Minor adverse impact Long-term: Minor beneficial direct impact.

Short-term: no impact. Short-term: Localized, minor, adverse effects

that are localized to the areas where ground
Geology disturbance has occurred.

Long-term: no impact. Long-term: Localized minor beneficial effects
from stabilization of roadways and drainage
structures.

Short-term: Minor to moderate, direct | Short-term: Minor direct adverse impacts

and indirect, adverse effects. would be minimized through the use of

Vegetation appropriate best management practices.

Long-term: Minor to moderate, direct | Long-term: Minor beneficial direct impact.

and indirect, adverse effects.

Short-term: No impact. Short-term: CBP concludes this project is
unlikely to adversely affect the six species

All species considered in this EA.

Long-term: No impact. Long-term: CBP concludes this project is
unlikely to adversely affect the six species
considered in this EA.

Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Potentially negligible direct adverse

. impacts.
Threatened | Plant species Long-term: No impact. Long-term: Potentially negligible direct adverse
and impacts.
endangered — — —
: . . Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Insignificant direct impact.
species Bird species — T —

Long-term: No impact. Long-term: Insignificant direct impact.

Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Unlikely to adversely effect.

Mollusk species | Long-term: No impact. Long-term: Negligible, insignificant direct
impacts.

Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Insignificant to negligible adverse

Cat . direct effects
al Species Long-term: No impact. Long-term: Insignificant to negligible adverse
direct effects

Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Minor direct adverse impacts

Hydrology and would b_e minimized through the use of
roundwater appropriate best management practices (BMPs).
g Long-term: No impact. Long-term: Negligible, unlikely to adversely
Water effect.
resources Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Minor direct adverse impacts
would be minimized through the use of
Floodplains appropriate BMPs.

Long-term: No impact. Long-term: Negligible, unlikely to adversely

effect.
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Alternative 2: Proposed Action—
Construction, Maintenance and Repair to

Resource Area Alternative 1: No Action Laredo All-Weather Road
Short-term: No impact. Short-term: Negligible adverse localized short-
Air quality term impacts.

Long-term: Negligible adverse
localized impacts.

Long-term: Moderate beneficial impact.

Noise

Short-term: Negligible to minor
adverse impacts.

Short-term: Negligible to minor adverse
impacts.

Long-term: Negligible to minor
adverse impacts.

Long-term: Long-term, periodic, and negligible
to minor, adverse effects on the ambient noise
environment.

Cultural resources

Short-term: No impact.

Short-term: No impact.

Long-term: No impact.

Long-term: No impact.

Roadways and traffic

Short-term: No impact.

Short-term: Short-term, negligible to minor,
adverse effects on transportation.

Long-term: Minor to moderate adverse

impacts.

Long-term: Long-term, minor to moderate,
beneficial effects on transportation.

Hazardous materials and waste
management

Short-term: No impact.

Short-term: Negligible to minor adverse
impacts.

Long-term: No impact.

Long-term: Negligible to minor, adverse
impacts.

On the basis of the documentation and analysis of potential environmental consequences
associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives within this EA, CBP concludes this project
is unlikely to have direct or indirect significant environmental impacts on the human environment,
nor would it incrementally contribute to significant cumulative environmental impacts when
combined with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable activities within the area of analysis.

Therefore, CBP has prepared a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Proposed

Action.
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Chapter 1.
PURPOSE AND NEED

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) U.S. Customs and Border Protection
(CBP) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential effects,
beneficial and adverse, of the proposed repair and minor additional construction of approximately
2 miles of road. The Laredo South All-Weather Road lies within the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP)
Laredo South Station’s area of responsibility, located within the Laredo Sector in Laredo, TX. This
project would use a combination of commercial contracting and military training construction
under the auspices of the Joint Task Force—-North (JTF-N) Program. Current road conditions are
shown in Figure 1-1.

Figure 1-1. Current Condition of Existing Laredo South All-Weather Road

The road gives USBP agents the lateral mobility to effectively patrol the proximate border
areas near the Rio Grande. It is critical to achieving USBP’s mission tasks of predicting,
detecting, identifying, classifying, responding, and resolving emerging threats. Some reaches of
the existing road are deteriorating and need repair and maintenance. In some reaches, the existing
road along the riverside has totally eroded, so the roadbed would be completely reconstructed in
these areas. In addition, several small spurs and staging areas are being evaluated that would
improve access to the road from additional points along its length. These added access points
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PURPOSE AND NEED

would significantly shorten transit and response time for USBP agents while conducting
operations.

This project includes designing and repairing approximately 2 miles of a 20-foot wide all-
weather roadway, plus 2-foot shoulders on either side. The project would also repair multiple
sections of the roadway with poor drainage by incorporating a combination of culverts, low-water
crossings, and drainage ditches into the road design. Continued degradation and potential loss of
this existing infrastructure would hinder its use for intelligence and surveillance data, lengthen
response times, and reduce the ability to apprehend along this stretch of U.S. border. This
deterioration in turn would require an increased investment of manpower, vehicles, equipment,
and alternative surveillance technologies to achieve required enforcement levels. This project
would help to provide a safe and more efficient working environment for USBP agents and support
staff in support of the National Border Patrol Strategy (2012-2016) to secure the borders of the
United States using information, integration, and rapid response (CBP 2012).

1.1. PROJECT LOCATION

The Laredo South All-Weather Road is an existing USBP road located in Laredo, TX. The
road is approximately 2 miles long and adjacent to the Rio Grande River (Figures 1-2 and 1-3).

Figure 1-2. Laredo South All-Weather Road, Existing Profile
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Figure 1-3. Location of Project Area
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1.2. PURPOSE AND NEED

The mission of CBP is to secure the borders of the United States and to prevent terrorists and
terrorist weapons from entering the United States (CBP 2012). As an important component of CBP,
USBP’s mission is to detect and prevent terrorists and terrorist weapons from entering the country
between official ports of entry. USBP will continue to advance its legacy mission to detect, interdict,
and apprehend those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any person or contraband across—and
identify, classify, respond, and resolve emerging threats along—the sovereign borders of the United
States. The primary sources of authority granted to USBP agents are the Immigration and Nationality
Act of 1952 (Public Law 82-414) contained in Title 8 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) “Aliens and
Nationality” and other statutes relating to the immigration and naturalization of aliens. The USBP
implemented the 2012—-2016 Border Patrol National Strategy (CBP 2012). The new strategy is a risk-
based approach to border security that uses information, integration, and rapid response to achieve
two overall goals: secure America’s borders and strengthen the Border Patrol.

The Border Patrol Facilities and Tactical Infrastructure Program Management Office is
charged with ensuring that all USBP facilities and tactical infrastructure (including fencing, patrol
roads, and lighting) are properly focused and maintained for USBP. The purpose of the Proposed
Action is to facilitate the primary goals and objectives of USBP’s strategy: to enhance enforcement
activities while providing safe working conditions for USBP agents. Current illegal border activity
requires increased access and shortened response times to enhance the operational capabilities of
USBP and to protect personnel. The purpose for the Proposed Action is to provide river access
through Zones 1-4. The need for the Proposed Action is to provide the following:

More efficient and effective means of assessing cross-border activities
Rapid detection and accurate characterization of potential threats
Coordinated deployment of resources in the apprehension of illegal aliens
Increased efficiency in surveillance and interdiction

Enhanced deterrence of illegal cross-border activity

Long-term viability of critical infrastructure

e Enhanced safety and security of USBP agents and border communities

1.3. ScOPE OF THE ANALYSIS

This EA includes the analysis of potential effects resulting from the repair, maintenance, and
additional minor construction needed to correct existing deficiencies and ensure the long-term
viability of the Laredo South All-Weather Road. This analysis does not include an assessment of
USBP operations conducted in the field and away from the road. USBP operations would continue
unchanged regardless of whether road improvements are undertaken beyond what is currently
underway. The existing road and adjacent land areas identified for improvement are located in highly
disturbed areas in downtown Laredo. The potentially affected biological and human environment
would include resources associated with land located in the city of Laredo; however, most potential
effects would be limited to the designated project area. CBP has conducted cultural and biological
surveys of the project area, and the results of those surveys have been incorporated into this EA.
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1.4. PuBLIC INVOLVEMENT

CBP consulted and coordinated with Federal, state, and local agencies while preparing this
EA. Copies of this correspondence are provided in Chapter 7 and include formal and informal
coordination conducted with the following agencies:

Federal Agencies:

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
State Agencies:

e Texas Historical Commission
Native American Tribes:

Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma
Comanche Nation of Oklahoma
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana
Quapaw Tribe of Oklahoma
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town
Tonkawa Tribe of Oklahoma
Wichita and Affiliated Tribes

This Draft EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) are available for public review
for 45 days, and the Notice of Availability was published in the Laredo Morning Times, the Laredo
Sun, and the San Antonio Express News newspapers. A copy of the Notice of Availability text will
be included in the final EA. The Draft EA and FONSI are also available electronically at
http://www.cbp.gov/about/environmental-cultural-stewardship/nepa-documents/docs-review and
for review at the Laredo Public Library and the Texas A&M University Laredo Campus Library.
Information and concerns are being solicited from local, state, and Federal regulatory agencies, and
this Draft EA has been distributed to those agencies for comments. All comments received on this
Draft EA along with CBP responses will be provided in an appendix of the Final EA.
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ORGANIZATION OF THIS EA

This draft EA contains Chapters 1 through 7 and Appendices A and B, as described below.

Chapter 1: Introduction—provides background information on the purpose and need for
the Proposed Action, describes the scope of this EA, and summarizes the public
involvement in developing this EA.

Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives—describes the Proposed Action and the
alternatives, and summarizes impacts of the alternatives.

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences—describes the
potentially affected resources within the project site and describes the potential direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed alternatives.

Chapter 4: References

Chapter 5: List of Preparers

Chapter 6: Distribution List

Chapter 7: Agencies and Persons Consulted

The appendices include descriptions of methods used to estimate environmental impacts

of the alternatives and the detailed information to support the impact analyses. The appendices are
as follows:

Appendix A: Relevant Policy Documents, Invoking Actions, Regulatory Requirements,
and Status of Compliance

Appendix B: Best Management Practices

Appendix C: Coordination with The City of Laredo Concerning the Tree Ordinance.
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Chapter 2.
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes CBP’s No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives evaluated in
this EA. The Proposed Action would provide for needed repair and maintenance of the existing
road and improve access along its entire length. The Proposed Action would improve visibility,
shorten transit and response times for USBP agents, ensure the long-term viability of the road,
enhance security, and provide a safe and efficient patrol and movement corridor for USBP agents
and support staff. This proposal is consistent with the stated intent of the National Border Patrol
Strategy (2012-2016) (CBP 2012) to secure the borders of the United States using information,
integration, and rapid response. There are two alternatives carried forward for evaluation in the
EA:

e No Action Alternative—Continued Maintenance and Repair of Existing Road
Segments

e Proposed Action—Repair, Maintenance, and Minor Additional Construction of the
Laredo South All-Weather Road (Proposed Action)

CBP looked for other alternatives, but because of the congested nature of the area along
the border, other alternative road alignments were considered but not carried forward for analysis.

2.1. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE—CONTINUED MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR OF
EXISTING ROAD SEGMENTS

Under the No Action Alternative, CBP would continue to maintain and repair the existing
road segments through its Comprehensive Tactical Infrastructure Maintenance and Repair
Program evaluated in the Environmental Assessment Addressing Proposed Tactical Infrastructure
Maintenance and Repair Along the U.S./Mexico International Border in Texas (Texas TIMR EA)
(CBP 2014) or via the Categorical Exclusions available to the Department of Homeland Security.
These activities would include vegetation control bordering the existing road segments. However,
no drainage improvements, alternative accesses, minor road construction, or major road
improvements would be conducted. Existing road segments that could continue being repaired
under the No Action Alternative are approximately 4,500 feet long. The No Action Alternative
would serve as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action would be evaluated.
The No Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need for the project.
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2.2. PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE—REPAIR, MAINTENANCE, AND MINOR
ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE LAREDO SOUTH ALL-WEATHER ROAD

The Proposed Action includes the construction of new road segments in areas where the
existing road has totally eroded and the continued maintenance and repair of existing and new road
segments. In addition CBP would add water crossings and drainage improvements to allow for
better all-weather use of road and prevent accelerated road deterioration due to water damage from
heavy rain or flooding (Figure 2-1). The green line in Figure 2-4 indicates the location and
configuration evaluated in the Proposed Action.

This alternative includes upgrading the road to CBP Standard Road specifications. The
Proposed Action includes entrances to the Laredo South All-Weather Road from the terminus of
Marcella Avenue, south of Guatemozin Street, and from Market Street on the western end, to its
intersection with South Meadow Avenue on the eastern end. Access roads at Wooster Street
extension, South Stone Avenue, Foster, and Botage Streets would also be maintained. This
alternative would include installing culverts as a bridge across an unnamed arroyo that empties
into Zacata Creek. The crossing construction details available at the time of this writing are
illustrated in Figure 2-1 below. The design available at the time of this writing does not identify
the proposed structure to be employed; however, the use of a box culvert or bridge could be
employed, requiring Clean Water Act coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Fort
Worth District Regulatory Branch.

The Proposed Action would involve clearing and grubbing as required to expand the width
of the existing roadway to a full 20 feet plus 2 feet on each side to create usable shoulders. Clearing
and grubbing would be completed with side boom mowers, rotary tillers, and/or bladed excavation
equipment (such as bulldozers or bucket loaders). Culverts, low-water crossings, and drainage
structures would then be installed in accordance with approved highway engineering practices.
Figure 2-2 shows the road construction areas as well as the low-water or culvert crossings. The
roadway would then be surfaced by hauling, placing, and compacting soil and gravel bases to the
required bearing capacity needed to support expected traffic loads. Surface coating would also be
applied where needed to provide a weatherproof wearing surface, minimize long-term erosion, and
ensure proper tie-in to existing road surfaces. This alternative consists of approximately 4,500 feet
of existing roads and would require construction of 5,500 feet of new roads totaling approximately
10,000 feet of roads to be repaired or constructed in areas where the existing road has totally eroded
and subsequently maintained.

There would be temporary construction impacts during the Proposed Action. It is
anticipated that the project would take several years to complete, because it is being
accomplished by a combination of JTF-N training deployments and contracted services. The
maintenance of shrubs and removal of vegetation will occur throughout the life of the project.
Construction is currently planned to begin at the western terminus near Marcella Avenue and
proceed downriver from there until completed. Road construction footprints would likely extend
up to an additional 5 feet on each side of the final road and shoulder footprint. Also included in
the Proposed Action would be temporary maintenance of four existing areas as staging areas, as
shown below in Figures 2-2 and 2-3. The staging areas would include the cleared area at the
terminus of Marcella Avenue, and near the proposed culvert bridge across the unnamed arroyo;
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within the railway area abutting the water treatment plant; and at the downriver side of the project
near Jameson and Foster Streets.

No existing segments of road would be abandoned as a result of the new construction;
therefore, no segments of road are slated for closure, reclamation, or abandonment.

All road segments would be maintained by periodic blading of the road surface to retain
a crown and shed precipitation. Vegetation would be maintained such that an overhead clearance
of 15 feet and a roadside clearance 4 feet beyond the 20-feet plus shoulder footprint of the
roadbeds would be achieved by removal and proper disposal of vegetation debris in an approved
landfill. VVegetation removal would be subject to prevailing BMPs as listed in an Appendix to
the Final EA to protect migratory birds during nesting season. Repairs would be made to road
segments where erosion or other damage occurred to return the damaged road to its original
constructed contours and width. If additional drainage features become required due to continued
erosion, the proper clearances if required, will be obtained from the Fort Worth District, Army
Corps of Engineers Regulatory Branch.

Figure 2-1. Arroyo crossing at the western end of the road near Marcella Avenue and the
Laredo Water Plant
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Figure 2-2. Road construction areas including low-water and culvert crossings at the
arrows, and temporary staging areas depicted by black polygons
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Figure 2-3. Proposed Action Alternative temporary staging areas
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Figure 2-4. Proposed Action Alternative Configuration
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Chapter 3.
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

This chapter describes the affected environment and potential environmental and human
health impacts of conducting the Proposed Action considered in this EA, as well as those of the No
Action Alternative. It discusses environmental impacts in detail with regard to geology and soils,
vegetation, terrestrial and aquatic wildlife, threatened and endangered species, water resources, air
quality, noise, cultural resources, roadways and traffic, hazardous materials and waste management.
It discusses in general summary form the insignificant impacts for the resource areas of land use,
socioeconomic resources, environmental justice, protection of children, sustainability and greening,
aesthetics and visual resources, climate change, human health and safety, and utilities and
infrastructure.

These resource areas were analyzed in a manner commensurate with their importance or the
relative expected level of impact using the sliding-scale assessment approach. The general impact
assessment methodology used to evaluate each resource area is also discussed in this chapter.
Mitigation and monitoring, where applicable are discussed in Appendix B, Best Management
Practices.

3.1. FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

NEPA is a Federal statute requiring Federal agencies to identify and analyze potential
environmental impacts of their proposed actions before going forward with them. The President’s
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) is the principal Federal agency responsible for
administering NEPA. CEQ regulations mandate that all Federal agencies use a systematic,
interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of actions that might affect
the environment. This process evaluates the potential environmental consequences of a Proposed
Action and considers alternative courses of action. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, or
enhance the environment through well-informed Federal decisions.

The process for implementing NEPA is codified in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
1500-1508, Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act; and DHS Directive 023-01, Environmental Planning Program; and CBP policies and
procedures. The CEQ was established under NEPA to implement and oversee Federal policy in this
process. CEQ regulations specify that an EA may be prepared to:

e Briefly provide evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI).

e Aidinan agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is unnecessary.

e Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary.

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decision-making process for actions proposed by
Federal agencies involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes and regulations. The
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

process does not replace procedural or substantive requirements of other environmental statutes
and regulations. It addresses them cooperatively in the form of an EA or EIS, which enables the
decision maker to have a comprehensive view of the major environmental issues and requirements
involved in the Proposed Action.

According to CEQ regulations, the requirements of NEPA must be integrated “with other
planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency so that all such
procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively.” Within the framework of environmental
impact analysis under NEPA, additional authorities that might be applicable include the Clean Air
Act (CAA), Clean Water Act (CWA) (including a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System [NPDES] stormwater discharge permit and Section 404 permit), Section 10 of the Rivers
and Harbors Act of 1899, Noise Control Act, Endangered Species Act (ESA), Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Archaeological Resources Protection Act,
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), and
various Executive Orders (EOs).

3.2. ANALYTICAL METHODS

This section characterizes the affected environment and analyzes the potential direct and
indirect effects each alternative would have on the affected environment.

Each alternative was evaluated for its potential to affect physical, biological, and
socioeconomic resources. Cumulative and other effects are discussed in Section 3.14. This EA
considers all potentially relevant resource areas. The following are possible characteristics of
impacts:

e Short-term or long-term. These characteristics are determined case by case and do not
refer to any rigid time period. In general, short-term effects are those that would occur
only with respect to a particular activity or for a finite period or only during the time
required for maintenance and repair activities. Long-term effects are those that are more
likely to be persistent and chronic.

e Directorindirect. A direct effect is caused by and occurs contemporaneously at or near
the location of the action. An indirect effect is caused by a Proposed Action and might
occur later in time or be farther removed in distance but still be a reasonably foreseeable
outcome of the action. For example, a direct effect of erosion on a stream might include
sediment-laden waters in the vicinity of the action, whereas an indirect effect of the
same erosion might lead to lack of spawning and result in lowered reproduction rates
of indigenous fish downstream.

e Negligible, minor, moderate, or major. These terms are used to characterize the relative
magnitude or intensity of an impact.

> Negligible effects are generally those that might be perceptible but are at the lower
level of detection.

» A minor effect is slight, but detectable.

» A moderate effect is readily apparent.

» A major effect is one that is severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial.
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Adverse or beneficial. An adverse effect is one having unfavorable or undesirable
outcomes on the man-made or natural environment. A beneficial effect is one having
positive outcomes. A single act might result in adverse effects on one environmental
resource and beneficial effects on another resource.

Significance. Significant effects are those that, in their context and due to their intensity
(severity), meet the thresholds for significance set forth in CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Part 1508.27).

Context. The context of an effect can be localized or more widespread (for example,
regional).

Intensity. The intensity of an effect reflects several factors, including whether an
alternative might have an adverse impact on the unique characteristics of an area (such
as historical resources or ecologically critical areas), public health or safety,
endangered or threatened species, or designated critical habitat. Effects are also
considered in terms of their potential for violation of Federal, state, or local
environmental law; their controversial nature; the degree of uncertainty or unknown
effects, or unique or unknown risks; whether there are precedent-setting effects; and
their cumulative effects (see Section 4).

RESOURCES To BE EVALUATED IN THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

3.3.1. Areas Evaluated in Extended Analysis

3.3.2.

This EA evaluates in detail the No Action and the Proposed Action Alternatives in terms
of their potential impact on the following resource areas:

Geology and Soils

Vegetation

Terrestrial and Aquatic Wildlife

Threatened and Endangered Species

Water Resources

Air Quality

Noise

Cultural Resources

Roadways and Traffic

Hazardous Materials and Waste Management

Areas Not Examined in Further Analysis

Impacts to the following resources areas would not be directly affected by the Proposed
Action or the No action Alternative. Due to the lack of direct effect from the Proposed Action and
No Action Alternatives, these areas are not evaluated further in this EA.

DRAFT

Land Use: No effects on land use plans or policies are anticipated from either the
Proposed Action or the No Action Alternative. Portions of the project area are occupied
by industrial and urban areas, including roads, railyards, homes, and apartments. Both
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alternatives would be compatible with the existing land uses in the action area, and
neither would result in any changes in land use.

Socioeconomic Resources: Impacts on socioeconomic conditions would be considered
significant if they included displacement or relocation of residences or commercial
buildings, increases in long-term demands for public services in excess of existing and
projected capacities, and disproportionate impacts on minority and low-income
families. Road replacement, repair, and maintenance activities as described by the
Proposed Action would result in short-term, minor, and beneficial impacts on the
region’s economy. There would be no adverse impacts on residential areas,
populations, or minority or low-income families.

Environmental Justice: Impacts on environmental justice would be considered
significant if an action had a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority
and low-income populations. A large proportion of the Webb County population self-
identifies as Hispanic or Latino. Furthermore, the county is below both the national and
state median household income and has a greater percentage of its population in poverty
relative to both the state and the country. As a result, the project could encounter both
minority and low-income populations. However, this Proposed Action is not located
within a predominantly minority and low-income neighborhood and therefore is not
likely to affect minority or low-income populations.

Protection of Children: Impacts on protection of children would be considered
significant if an action had a disproportionately high and adverse effect on children.
EO 13045 requires each Federal agency “to identify and assess environmental health
risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children” and “ensure that its
policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children
that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.” This EO was prompted by
the recognition that children, still undergoing physiological growth and development,
are more sensitive to adverse environmental health and safety risks than adults. The
potential for impacts on the health and safety of children is greater where projects are
located near residential areas.

The Proposed Action would not be close to neighborhoods. For most of its length,
the project parallels industrial areas such as a water treatment plant and a rail switching
yard. Part of the project area adjoins a playground, however, so using best management
practices (BMPs) (Appendix B) to limit speed on the roadways should provide
protection for children. In addition, the playground is located atop a bluff nearly 100
feet above the actual construction, repair, and maintenance areas of the Proposed
Action. The Proposed Project would not require any additional demands on public
services, such as schools or day care facilities, during or after its activities. Construction
and maintenance crews would stop work if any children were observed approaching
the project area, and would safely guide them away from the site before resuming work.
Therefore, the Proposed Action would not pose a threat to the health of the children in
the project area.
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Sustainability and Greening: The Proposed Action and No Action Alternative would
both use only negligible amounts of resources. Beneficial effects on long-term
sustainability and greening would be expected, because after completion of the
Proposed Action, U.S. Border Patrol agents would need to make fewer trips through
the neighborhoods to accomplish the required patrolling. Agents would be able to travel
along the entire length of the road without making trips from the streets to the river for
each unconnected section.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources: Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Action
Alternative would have a significant impact on aesthetics or visual resources. EXxisting
infrastructure would be maintained or repaired, and no additional infrastructure would
be installed. The Proposed Action area is closed to public access and used only by CBP
personnel. Therefore, there would be no impact to public enjoyment and/or
appreciation of resources. The removal of deadfall along the patrol road would be a
benefit to project location aesthetics. Therefore, the appearance of tactical
infrastructure would not change significantly, and no major effect on aesthetic and
visual resources would be anticipated.

Climate Change: Both the Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives would result
in a temporary increase in vehicle exhaust emissions during construction and
maintenance and would minimally increase greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.
However, long-term benefits can also be anticipated. Following completion of the
Proposed Action, CBP would need less fuel per patrol for vehicles on north-south trips,
as a result of the improved road conditions. Additionally, CBP would honor the
replacement of any trees removed as a result of the Proposed Action. Such trees would
be replenished with species that have superior carbon capture abilities.

Human Health and Safety: Safety in implementing the Proposed Action and No
Action Alternatives is largely a matter of adhering to regulatory requirements imposed
for the benefit of employees and adopting operational practices that reduce risks of
illness, injury, death, and property damage. The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) and the EPA issue standards that specify the amount and type
of training required for industrial workers, the use of protective equipment and
clothing, engineering controls, and maximum exposure limits with respect to
workplace stressors. Personnel are exposed to safety risks from inherent dangers at any
maintenance and repair site. Contractors would be required to establish and maintain
safety programs at the maintenance and repair site. The Proposed Action would not
expose members of the general public to increased safety risks because the area is
currently, and will remain, closed to the general public. Therefore, because the
Proposed Action would not introduce new or unusual safety risks, and assuming
appropriate protocols are followed and implemented, this EA does not evaluate safety
in further detail.

Utilities and Infrastructure: Due to the location of the action area, impacts on existing
utilities and infrastructure would not be expected. No transmission lines would be
affected. Although the Proposed Action is somewhat close to rail and waterway
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infrastructure, it would not have an impact or infringe on rights of way. If applicable,
existing modern underground utility lines would be located and marked before
initiating any construction actions.

3.4. GEOLOGY/SOILS
3.4.1. Affected Environment

Geological resources consist of the Earth’s surface and subsurface materials. Within a
given physiographic province, these resources typically are described in terms of topography and
physiography, geology, soils, and, where applicable, geologic hazards and paleontology.

Topography and physiography pertain to the general shape and arrangement of a land
surface, including its height and the position of its natural and human-made features. Geology is
the study of the Earth’s composition and provides information on the structure and configuration
of surface and subsurface features. Such information derives from field analysis based on
observations of the surface and borings to identify subsurface composition.

Soils are the unconsolidated materials overlying bedrock or other parent material. Soils
typically are described in terms of their complex type, slope, and physical characteristics.
Differences among soil types in terms of their structure, elasticity, strength, shrink-swell potential,
and erosion potential affect their abilities to support certain applications or uses. In appropriate
cases, soil properties must be examined for their compatibility with particular construction
activities or types of land use. Soils associated with the site are typically Laredo Silt Loam (NRCS
1906).

Prime farmland is protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981.
Prime farmland is defined as land that has the best combination of physical and chemical
characteristics and is available for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops. No effects
on prime farmland would be expected as a result of the Proposed Action.

The project site in Laredo is within the Gulf Coastal Plains physiographic region, which
includes three sub-provinces. From west to east along the border region, they are the Blackland
Prairies, the Interior Coastal Plains, and the Coastal Prairies. The action area is located in the
Interior Coastal Plains sub-province but is riverine in nature, as the site is directly adjacent to the
Rio Grande. Elevations along the Gulf Coastal Plains within the border region gently decrease to
the south and east. The highest elevations are approximately 1,000 feet above sea level just south
of Del Rio. The elevation of the action area is approximately 420 feet.

The 2008 Texas Seismic Hazard Map (USGS 2008) shows that the seismic hazard for the
Texas portion of the U.S./Mexico international border ranges from 0 to 2 percent of the force of
gravity (percent g) along the Gulf of Mexico coast to up to 30 percent g along the western boundary
with Mexico, south of El Paso. This indicates that, during a seismic event, little damage would
occur toward the coast, but major damage could occur south of El Paso (EPA2011lc).
Approximately 10 faults have been identified within 30 miles of the Texas portion of the
U.S./Mexico international border. Each has an estimated slip rate of less than 0.2 millimeters per
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year (mm/year), with the last major ruptures ranging from less than 130,000 years to less than
1.6 million years ago (USGS 2008). Therefore, movement along faults within the action area is
unlikely to occur.

3.4.2. Environmental Consequences

Protection of unique geological features, minimization of soil erosion, and the siting of
facilities in relation to potential geologic hazards are considered when evaluating potential effects
of a Proposed Action on geological resources. Generally, adverse effects can be avoided or
minimized by incorporating proper construction techniques, erosion-control measures, and
structural engineering design into project development.

Effects on geology and soils would be significant if they would alter the lithology (the
character of a rock formation), stratigraphy (the layering of sedimentary rocks), and geological
structures that control groundwater quality, distribution of aquifers and confining beds, and
groundwater availability; or change the soil composition, structure, or function within the
environment.

3.4.2.1. PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

No long-term impacts on geology would be anticipated from implementing the Proposed
Action. The Proposed Action would be expected to result in long-term, minor, in-direct, beneficial
effects on soils, primarily from compaction and the control of vegetation and use of herbicides.

Implementing the Proposed Action would be beneficial, because it would result in repairs
to infrastructure that reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation, and would remove debris
from a geological event. CBP would use best management practices to lessen soil erosion and
sedimentation. The BMPs for the Proposed Action are given in Appendix B.

3.4.2.2. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, tactical infrastructure maintenance and repair activities
in the project area would continue and the road would be maintained as needed. There would be a
potential for short- and long-term, minor, direct and indirect, adverse impacts on soils due to soil
disturbance from grading and other ground-disturbing maintenance activities. By completing
maintenance and repair work as needed and not periodically, the potential exists for an increased
impact on soils from emergency repair activities, such as repair of a road after washout. Therefore,
it is possible that greater impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative than the Proposed
Action, because the former would not take a proactive approach to maintenance and repair and the
potential for erosion and sedimentation would be greater.

3.5. VEGETATION

Vegetation resources include all terrestrial and aquatic plants that are found within the
action area.
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3.5.1. Affected Environment

The state of Texas has 12 distinct ecoregions that differ according to the characteristics of
environmental resources, such as geology, climate, soils, and hydrology (Griffith et al. 2004). An
ecoregion contains geographically distinct environmental communities and conditions. Because
ecoregions are defined by their shared biotic and abiotic characteristics, they represent practical
units on which to base conservation planning. The project area for the Proposed Action is in the
South Texas Plains ecoregion. This ecoregion historically was classified as having predominantly
grassland vegetation, but urban development and other management practices have caused a shift
in vegetative structure and composition to a vegetative community dominated by Carrizo cane
(also known as giant cane, Arundo donax), salt cedar, guineagrass (Urochloa maxima), and
buffelgrass (Pennisetum cilliare). The South Texas Plains ecoregion, however, is further defined
into smaller ecoregions that are based on geography, vegetation types, and land use (Griffith et al.
2004). The project area for the Proposed Action falls into two of these smaller ecoregions: the Rio
Grande Floodplain and Terraces. Plant communities within the project area for the Proposed
Action are dominated by invasive species such as giant cane, salt cedar, and buffelgrass.

The plant community classification system employed is a general classification method
incorporating a landscape-scale analysis based on field verification, color aerial interpretation,
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographical maps, and local soil surveys. CBP conducted a
biological survey of the project area in October 2014 and demarcated representative plant
communities on the basis of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) vegetative community
descriptions (TPWD 1984). Within those communities, vegetative structure and composition may
vary slightly among similarly classified communities (sub-communities may exist within a single
community), but general habitat qualities are the same.

The Biological Assessment (CBP 2015) prepared for the Proposed Action identifies five
different vegetation zones present. They include grasslands, hardwoods (including some native
hardwoods), some open areas that were highly disturbed, three groves of twisted salt cedar, and a
distinct riparian zone. Trees identified during a site visit within the Proposed Action area were
enumerated, measured, and inventoried in a letter coordinating with the city of Laredo concerning
the potential impact covered by the city’s tree ordinance (Appendix D).

The tree species in the hardwood zones generally included honey mesquite (Prosopis
glandulosa), tall and shrubby palmetto (Sabal texana (Cook) Becc.), and tepequaje (Leucaena
pulverulenta (Schl.) Benth.). In the grassy areas, the dominant vegetation species is tepequaje and
guineagrass (Urochloa maxima (Jacg.) R.D. Webster), with some bermudagrass (Cynodon
dactylon (L.) Pers.) a few sand dropseeds (Sporobolus cryptandrus (Torr.) A. Gray), and several
big sacaton (Sporoblous wrightii Monro ex. Scribn.) present. The disturbed zones are generally
sparsely vegetated and dominated by guineagrass and bufflegrass. The twisted salt cedar vegetative
zone is totally dominated by salt cedar with very little other vegetation present. The riparian
community is close to the bank of the Rio Grande and along the banks of Chacon and Zacate
creeks. Canopy and sub-canopy common associates in these strata include honey mesquite
(Prosopis glandulosa), huisache (Acacia farnesiana), retama (Parkinsonia aculeata), spiny
hackberry (Celtis pallida), and netleaf hackberry (Celtis reticulata). The groundcover stratum is
dominated by guineagrass and buffelgrass, and smaller patches of giant cane (Arundo donax) and
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common reed (Phragmites australis) along the banks and undeveloped natural floodplains of the
Rio Grande.

3.5.2. Environmental Consequences

Effects on vegetation resources would be significant if the species or habitats were
adversely affected over relatively large areas. Effects would also be considered significant if
disturbances cause substantial or permanent reductions in population size or distribution of a
species.

The level of significance of effects on vegetation is based on the following:

e The importance (legal, commercial, recreational, ecological, or scientific) of the
resource

e The portion of the resource that would be affected relative to its occurrence in the
region

e The sensitivity of the resource to proposed activities

e The duration of ecological ramifications.

3.5.2.1. PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, a long-term, beneficial impact on vegetation would occur from the
reduced potential for erosion and sedimentation from the periodic, scheduled inspections and
maintenance of crossings and structures. Adverse impacts on vegetation would be minimized by
using appropriate BMPs as outlined in Appendix B. Trees removed from the roadway during
construction or temporary construction for the Proposed Action that are not invasive species and
above 4 inches in diameter at breast height would be replaced at a mitigation area located near
Laredo Community College in the RiverBend Road area of Laredo in compliance with the Laredo
tree ordinance, as coordinated in a report to the City of Laredo (Appendix D).

3.5.2.2. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, short- and long-term, minor to moderate, direct and
indirect, adverse effects on vegetation would occur. Under the No Action Alternative, CBP would
continue current maintenance and repair activities, and tactical infrastructure would be maintained
and repaired as needed. It is possible that impacts under the No Action Alternative would be greater
than under the Proposed Action, because the lack of a proactive approach to maintenance and
repair would increase the potential for habitat disturbances.

3.6. TERRESTRIAL AND AQUATIC WILDLIFE
3.6.1. Affected Environment

The native fauna of Texas includes 633 bird, 184 mammal, 65 amphibian, and 156 reptile
species. The study area is in the South Texas Brush Country (TPWD 2001). Common amphibian
species of south Texas include Blanchard’s cricket frog (Acris crepitans blanchardi), eastern green
toad (Bufo debilis insidior), Great Plains narrowmouth toad (Gastrophryne olivacea), and Couch’s
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spadefoot (Scaphiopus couchii) (Bartlett and Bartlett 1999). Common reptile species include the
Texas banded gecko (Coleonyx brevis), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum), western
river cooter (Pseudemys gorzugi), red-eared slider (Trachemys scripta elegans) (Bartlett and
Bartlett 1999), Great Plains rat snake (Elaphe guttata emoryi), and western diamondback
rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox) (Tennant 1984). Mammals associated with this region include the
bobcat (Lynx rufus), collared peccary (Tayassu tajacu), common raccoon (Procyon lotor), coyote
(Canis latrans), deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), nine-banded armadillo (Dasypus
novemcinctus), and whitetailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) (Davis and Schmidly 1997).
Common bird species include the black vulture (Coragyps atratus), Harris’s hawk (Parabuteo
unicinctus), redtailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), scaled quail (Callipepla squamata), killdeer
(Charadrius vociferous), Inca dove (Columbina inca), and loggerhead strike (Lanius ludovicianus)
(Sibley 2000). Table 3-1 lists the wildlife species observed during a field reconnaissance survey
in October 2014.

Table 3-1. Wildlife Species Observed in the Project Area for the Proposed Action

Common name Scientific name Biological class
Northern cardinal Cardinalis Aves
Common grackle Quiscalus quiscula Aves
Great tailed grackle Quiscalus mexicanus Aves
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus Aves
Green jay Cyanocorax yncas Aves
Green Kingfisher Chloroceryle americana Aves
Woodpecker Picoides ssp. Aves
Great kiskadee Pitangus sulphuratus Aves
Scissor-tailed flycatcher Tyrannus forficatus Aves
Great Egret Ardea alba Aves
Green anole Anolis carolinensis Reptilia
Cuban anole Anilis equestris Reptilia

3.6.2. Environmental Consequences

Impacts on wildlife and aquatic resources would be considered significant if they
included a substantial reduction in ecological processes or populations that would threaten
the long-term viability of a species, or result in the substantial loss of a sensitive habitat that could
not be offset or otherwise compensated. Habitat losses can be temporary (such as disturbance of
brush piles, or noise that disturbs wildlife) or permanent (such as a permanent loss of habitat).

3.6.2.1. PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action would have minor impacts due to the amount of native habitat
contained within and surrounding the project corridor. Although there is habitat for wildlife and
aquatic resources within and adjacent to the project area, it is highly disturbed; given the
preponderance of invasive species, the area provides little habitat for native wildlife species and
aquatic resources. Due to the vast amount of similar non-native habitat contained within and
surrounding the project corridor, the juxtaposition of the project corridor with other disturbed
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and developed areas, and the fact that the current and future proposed road repair,
maintenance, and replacement road-building project would be completed in phases, the long-
term viability of wildlife species and communities in the area of the Proposed Action would
not be threatened.

In addition, before project activities, CBP would conduct site surveys for migratory
bird species nests and take steps to avoid or relocate them, and perform other appropriate
mitigation measures as deemed necessary. There could be a short-term temporary loss of habitat
due to brush clearing and adverse wildlife effects due to noise, but the effects should be short-
term in nature, and are likely to be insignificant in that only small portions of the road would
be subject to construction repair or maintenance. In the long term, there should be no adverse
impacts, given that most of the project length of the Proposed Action is existing road.
Construction, repair, and long-term maintenance should have a minor positive impact, since
they should minimize erosion effects. Thus, the Proposed Action would not have any long
term adverse impact on wildlife or aquatic habitat resources.

3.6.2.2. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative would have impacts similar to the Proposed Action. Repair of
existing roads would be expected to have similar short-term impacts from noise and removal of
brush. The long-term effects of the No Action Alternative should have marginally higher impacts
than the Proposed Action Alternative, because repairs would be as needed and more frequent. If
repairs are scheduled after they are needed rather than planned beforehand, damage to the road
would likely cause erosion of soils and sedimentation before the repair is completed.

3.7. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
3.7.1. Affected Environment

CBP determined that five federally listed endangered species and one candidate
endangered species may occur within the action area and could be affected by the project (Table
3-2). This determination is based on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Southwest
Region online database of threatened and endangered species (USFWS 2015) for Webb County.
A biological Assessment was prepared (CBP 2015) and consultation was initiated with USFWS
(March 31, 2015). CBP also determined that five threatened species listed by the TPWD (TPWD
2015) as occurring in Webb County could be affected by the project.

This EA contains descriptions, distributions, habitat requirements, and threats for each of
the federally listed and candidate endangered species and analyzes the impacts on those six species.
It details the elemental occurrences of federally endangered species in the action area documented
by NatureServe (2010).1 An elemental occurrence means that a species is located in appropriate
habitat at the appropriate time of the year and is naturally occurring (NatureServe 2010).

! NatureServe (2010) defines an elemental occurrence as an area of land or water where a species or natural
community is, or was, present and has conservation value.
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Table 3-2. Endangered Species in the Action Area

Federal | State
Taxon Common name Scientific name status | status
Plants Johnston’s frankenia Frankenia johnstonii LE- E
PDL
Plants Ashy dogweed Thymophylla LE E
tephroleuca
Birds Interior least tern Sterna antillarum LE E
athalassos
Clams Texas hornshell Popenaias popei C T
Mammals |Jaguarundi Herpailurus LE E
yaguarondi
Mammals |Ocelot Leopardus pardalis LE E
Reptiles  |Reticulate collared lizard | Crotaphytus reticulatus T
Reptiles | Texas indigo snake Drymarchon melanurus T
erebennus
Reptiles | Texas tortoise Gopherus berlandieri T
Reptiles | Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T

Source: USFWS 2015; TPWD 2015
Note: C = Candidate, E = Endangered, LE = Listed endangered, LE-PDL = Listed
endangered-Proposed for delisting, T = Threatened.

3.7.1.1. INTERIOR LEAST TERN

The least tern (Sterna antillarum) is a small bird—at 9 inches long, the smallest member
of the gull and tern family. Its body is predominantly gray and white, with black streaking on the
head. Least terns have a forked tail and narrow pointed wings. Those less than 1 year old have less
distinctive black streaking on the head and less of a forked tail (USFWS 2015).

The interior population of the least tern, or interior least tern, was federally listed as
endangered May 28, 1985 (50 Federal Register 21784-21792). No critical habitat has been listed
for this species.

DISTRIBUTION
Interior populations of the least tern are known to occur in Webb County (TPWD 2015) as
well as at three reservoirs along the Rio Grande River (TPWD 2015).

HABITAT REQUIREMENTS

Nesting habitat of the interior least tern includes sparse vegetation or bare sand, shell, or
gravel beaches. Also suitable are sandbars, islands, and salt flats associated with rivers and
reservoirs, so long as they are bare or mostly devoid of vegetation. Nesting locations are often at
the higher elevations away from the water’s edge, since nesting usually starts when river levels are
high. The size of the nesting areas depends on water levels and the extent of associated sandbars
and beaches. Terns are very adapted to nesting in disturbed sites, such as building sites, ash
disposal areas, and sand and gravel pits (TPWD 2015). Terns move colony sites annually if
necessary to obtain the preferred habitat type, depending on landscape disturbance and vegetation
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growth at established colonies. Interior least terns need shallow water with an abundance of small
fish for feeding. They prefer shallow water areas of lakes, ponds, and rivers close to nesting areas.

THREATS

Modification of natural water flow and flood control along with channelization, irrigation,
and the construction of reservoirs and pools have contributed to the elimination of much of the
tern’s natural nesting habitat. Discharges from dams built along river systems pose additional
problems for the birds nesting in the remaining habitat. Before rivers were altered, summer flow
patterns were more predictable. The nesting habits of the least tern evolved to coincide with natural
declines in river flows. Today, flow regimes in many rivers differ greatly from historic regimes.
High-flow periods may now extend into the normal nesting period, thereby reducing the
availability of quality nest sites and forcing terns to nest in less than optimum locations. Extreme
fluctuations can inundate potential nesting areas, flood existing nests, and dry out feeding areas.
This is particularly true along the Rio Grande where water allotments and supply are heavily
influenced by the dams at Amistad and Falcon.

Historical flood regimes scoured areas of vegetation, providing additional nesting habitat.
However, diversion of river flows into reservoirs has resulted in encroachment of vegetation and
reduced channel width along many rivers, thereby reducing sandbar habitat. Reservoirs also trap
much of the sediment load, limiting formation of suitable sandbar habitat.

In Texas and elsewhere, rivers are often the focus of recreational activities. Fishing,
camping, and all-terrain vehicle use on and near sandbar habitat are potential threats to nesting
terns. Studies have shown that human presence reduces reproductive success, and human
disturbance remains a threat throughout the bird’s range.

Water pollution from pesticides and irrigation runoff is another potential threat. Pollutants
entering rivers upstream and within breeding areas can degrade water quality and fish populations
in tern feeding areas. Least terns are known to accumulate contaminants that can affect
reproduction and chick survival. Mercury, selenium, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT)
derivatives, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) have been found in least terns throughout their
range at levels warranting concern, although reproductive difficulties have not been observed.

Lastly, too little water in some river channels may be a common problem that reduces the
birds’ food supply and increases access to nesting areas by humans and predatory mammals.
Potential predators include coyotes, gray foxes, raccoons, domestic dogs and cats, raptors,
American crows, great egrets, and great blue herons (TPWD 2015).

3.7.1.2. TEXAS HORNSHELL

The Texas hornshell (Popenaias popeii) is a member of the freshwater mussel family
Unionidae. Shells of Texas hornshell are trapezoidal, compressed, gently rounded posteriorly, and
generally dark brown to dark green (Howells 1996). Maximum length has been reported as 116
mm (4 in.) (Howells 1996). The Texas hornshell was listed as a candidate for endangered status
January 6, 1989 (54 Federal Register 554 579) and remains a candidate for listing as of December
4, 2014 (79 Federal Register 72449 72497). It is a regional endemic species known from the Rio
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Grande drainage in Texas (Burlakova and Karatayev 2011). No critical habitat is listed for this
species.

DISTRIBUTION

The Texas hornshell is a regional endemic known from the Rio Grande Drainage in Texas,
Black River in New Mexico, and several Mexican tributaries of the Rio Grande. In Texas, live
hornshell were reported from Las Moras Creek, Devils River, Pecos River, and several distinct
areas in the Rio Grande. In 2008, a state-wide survey of freshwater mollusks in Texas, funded by
the State Wildlife Grant Program, found live hornshell in the Rio Grande at two sites: Terrell
County and Webb County. Two more live Texas hornshell were found by T. Miller (Laredo
Community College) in the Devils River (Val Verde County) in 2008 (Burlakova and Karatayev
2011). Vaughan reported a population of them at La Bota Ranch above Laredo in 2014 (Texas
Clean Rivers Program 2014). T. Miller reported finding several larger populations of hornshell
above La Bota Ranch and just above the bridges in Laredo in the Rio Grande (T. Miller, personal
communication, 2014).

HABITAT

Texas hornshell are found where small-grained substrata (clays, silts, sands, and gravel)
collect in undercut riverbanks, crevices, shelves, and at the base of large boulders (Lang 2006).
Within these macrohabitat types, Texas hornshell occur singly or aggregated in shallow water
microhabitats that serve as flow refugia (Strayer 1999) during large-volume discharge periods
associated with annual precipitation events (Lang 2001). These macrohabitat types are found in
the Rio Grande under large boulders or beneath limestone ledges where clay seams provide a stable
substrate (Burlakova and Karatayev 2011, p. 2).

THREATS
The predominant threat to Texas hornshell is destruction of suitable habitat through
channelization or siltation from upland erosion or by impoundment.

3.7.1.3. ASHY DOGWEED

Ashy dogweed (Thymophylla tephroleuca) is a perennial herb growing up to 30 cm (12 in.)
tall. This plant has a woody base and is covered with ashy-white wooly hairs (USFWS 1987). The
leaves are alternate and linear and exude a pungent odor when crushed. The flowers, which usually
bloom from March to May, are golden yellow (NatureServe 2010). Ashy dogweed was federally
listed as endangered on August 20, 1984 (49 Federal Register 29232 29234). No critical habitat
has been designated for this species.

DISTRIBUTION

Ashy dogweed is known to occur in Starr, Webb, and Zapata counties (TPWD 2015c). At
the time a recovery plan was published (USFWS 1987), the total population occupied
approximately 25 acres and was estimated at 1,300 individual plants on a right-of-way owned by
the Texas Department of Transportation and an adjacent private tract of land (USFWS 1987).

NatureServe data show no record of an elemental occurrence in the action area
(NatureServe 2010b).
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HABITAT REQUIREMENTS

Ashy dogweed requires unique soils that exist in South Texas. Existing populations are
located on sandy pockets of Maverick-Catarina, Copita-Zapata, and Nueces Comita soils (TPWD
2009). These sand or sandy-loam soils that occur upon level or rolling grasslands are often shrub
invaded with Mesquite-Acacia thorn brush (NatureServe 2010).

THREATS

Threats to the ashy dogweed population include right-of-way maintenance activities for the
highway adjacent to known populations and adjacent ranching industry practices. These
maintenance activities include mowing and blading along the right-of-way. Ranching industry
practices that threaten the ashy dogweed include trampling of seedlings, clearing and grubbing,
and the introduction of exotic grasses such as buffelgrass (Cenchrus ciliaris) (USFWS 1987).

3.7.1.4. JOHNSTON’S FRANKENIA

Johnston’s frankenia (Frankenia johnstonii) is a low, somewhat sprawling, perennial
shrub. When mature, the plants are rounded in appearance and 30.5 to 45.7 cm (12 to 18 in.) high
and 30.5to 61 cm (12 to 24 in.) wide. The plant is grayish-green or bluish-green most of the year,
turning rusty brown in late fall, when it is easily detected. The gray-green leaf surfaces are hairy,
and salt crystals are frequently visible on the underside of the leaves. The small flowers have five
slightly fringed or toothed white petals and a distinct yellow center. Flowering occurs from April
to November and depends on precipitation (NatureServe 2010). Johnston’s frankenia was federally
listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act on September 6, 1984 (49 Federal Register
31418 31421). No critical habitat has been designated for this species. Johnston’s frankenia is
currently being considered for delisting under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

DISTRIBUTION

Johnston’s frankenia populations have a clumped distribution, occurring in openings of the
Tamaulipan thornscrub with high light intensity. Johnston’s frankenia is found in Webb, Zapata,
and Starr counties. NatureServe data show no record of an elemental occurrence in the action area.

HABITAT REQUIREMENTS
Johnston’s frankenia generally grows on open or sparsely vegetated, rocky, gypseous
hillsides or saline flats (NatureServe 2010).

THREATS

Threats include a severely restricted distribution, low numbers of individual plants, road
construction, residential development, and oil- and natural gas-related activities. This species also
has a very low reproductive potential (NatureServe 2010). Federal Register 66018 66021).

3.7.15. GULF COAST JAGUARUNDI

The Gulf Coast jaguarundi (Herpailurus yagouaroundi cacomitli) is a small, slender-
bodied, long-tailed, unspotted, weasel-like cat that hunts during the early morning and evening. It
has a long and flat head instead of a round one. The ears are short and rounded, and it is one of the
few cat species that does not have a contrasting color on the backs of the ears. Its eyes are small
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and set closely together. The jaguarundi has two distinct color phases, red and gray, although the
latter phase has also been called blue. A third color phase, black, has also been reported, but
apparently does not occur in Texas (USFWS 2013). The Gulf Coast jaguarundi was federally listed
as endangered under the Endangered Species Act on June 14, 1976 (41 Federal Register 24062
24067). No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

DISTRIBUTION

The Gulf Coast jaguarundi historical range is from the Lower Rio Grande Valley in
southern Texas into the eastern portion of Mexico in the states of Coahuila, Nuevo Leon,
Tamaulipas, San Luis Potosi, and Veracruz. In Texas, jaguarundis historically were limited to
Cameron, Hidalgo, Willacy, and Starr counties. No historical records of jaguarundis have been
documented north of the Rio Grande Valley of Texas. The last confirmed sighting of this
subspecies in the United States was in April 1986, when a road-killed specimen was collected 2
miles east of Brownsville, TX (USFWS 2013).

NatureServe data show 17 records of elemental occurrence of jaguarundi both upriver and
downriver of Laredo, but no occurrences in the action area. These were within the boundaries of
the Southmost, East Brownsville, West Brownsville, San Juan SE, Las Milpas, Santa Maria, La
Paloma, Mission, La Joya, Sullivan City, and Falcon Village USGS topographic quadrangle maps
below Laredo, and in the Carrizo Springs East, Carrizo Springs West, El Indio, and Deadman’s
Hill maps above Laredo. The number of jaguarundi in South Texas is unknown. Webb County has
had no surveys or confirmed sightings in recent years. The last unconfirmed sightings in Webb
County were in the mid-1980s and in 1993.

HABITAT REQUIREMENTS

The jaguarundi habitat is within the Tamaulipan biotic province, which includes several
variations of subtropical thornscrub brush. Typical habitat consists of mixed thornscrub, which
includes the following species: desert yaupon (Schaefferia cuneifolia), wolfberry (Lycium
berlandieri), lotebush, amargosa (Castela erecta), white-brush (Aloysia gratissima), catclaw
acacia (Acacia greggii), blackbrush acacia (Vachellia rigidula), lantana (Lantana achyranthifolia),
guayacan (Guajacum angustifolium), cenizo (Leucophyllum frutescens), elbowbush (Forestiera
angustifolia), and Texas persimmon (Diospyros texana). Trees that can be included within the
thornscrub include mesquite, live oak (Quercus sp.), Texas ebony (Ebenopsis ebano), and
hackberry (Celtis laevigata). Riparian areas and bunchgrass pastures with intermixed thorn brush
are also used by the jaguarundi (USFWS 2013).

THREATS
The greatest threat to jaguarundi populations in the United States is habitat loss and
fragmentation (USFWS 2013).

3.7.1.6. OCELOT

The ocelot (Leopardus pardalis) is a medium-sized nocturnal cat, measuring up to 0.9
meters (3 feet) in body length and weighing twice as much as a large domestic cat. It is slender
and covered with irregular-shaped rosettes and spots that run the length of its body. The ocelot’s
background coloration can range from light yellow to reddish gray, gold, and grayish gold
(USFWS 2010). The ocelot was federally listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act
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on August 20, 1982 (47 Federal Register 31670 31672). No critical habitat has been designated
for this species.

DISTRIBUTION

The historical range of the ocelot in the United States was much more extensive than its
currently known range. The ocelot once inhabited southern and eastern Texas, north to Hedley and
west to Marfa. Currently, the ocelot ranges from extreme southern Texas and southern Arizona
through the coastal lowlands of Mexico to Central America, Ecuador, and northern Argentina. The
Texas ocelot is isolated from the Arizona ocelot by the Sierra Madre highlands and the Mexican
Plateau. The two Texas populations occur on private ranches in Willacy and Kenedy counties and
on the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge in eastern Cameron County. These populations
are outside the action area, isolated from each other by about 30 km (19 miles), and occupy
remnant habitat fragments (USFWS 2010).

NatureServe data show nine records of elemental occurrence of the ocelot in the action
area. These were within the boundaries of the Southmost, East Brownsville, Las Milpas, La Joya,
Eagle Pass NE, Deadman’s Hill, Quemado SE, and Brackettville USGS topographic quadrangle
maps. The current population estimate for the ocelot in Texas is between 80 and 120 individuals.
However, the population in Webb County remains unknown due to the lack of surveys in the area
and lack of confirmed sightings of the animal. The last unconfirmed sighting of an ocelot occurred
in 1980 in Webb County (CBP 2007).

HABITAT REQUIREMENTS

The ocelot, similar to the jaguarundi, uses a wide range of habitat throughout its range in
the Western Hemisphere, although it does not appear to be a habitat generalist. The ocelot is found
within the Tamaulipan biotic province, which includes several variations of subtropical thornscrub
brush. Ocelots prefer dense thornscrub habitats with greater than 95 percent canopy cover
(USFWS 2010).

THREATS

Threats to ocelots include the destruction, modification, and curtailment of suitable habitat
or range and illegal hunting. Habitat loss and degradation have been attributed to deforestation,
agriculture, and ranching. Habitat loss and fragmentation, especially along the Rio Grande, pose a
critical threat to the long-term survival of the ocelot. In South Texas, the fragmentation imperils
ocelots as they traverse open space between suitable habitat pockets and encounter motor vehicles.
Efforts are underway to preserve key habitat and biological corridors necessary for ocelot survival
(USFWS 2010).

3.7.2. Environmental Consequences

3.7.2.1. PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action is Not Likely to Adversely Affect the six species considered in this
EA (Table 3-3).
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Table 3-3. Species and Determination of Effect

Year listed or

Species Listing status | proposed CBP determination
Ashy dogweed (Thymophylla Endangered |1984 Unlikely to adversely affect
tephroleuca)
Johnston’s frankenia (Frankenia  |Endangered |1984 Unlikely to adversely affect
johnstonii)
Interior least tern Endangered |1985 Unlikely to adversely affect
Texas hornshell Candidate 1989 Unlikely to adversely affect
Gulf Coast jaguarundi Endangered |1976 Unlikely to adversely affect
(Herpailurus yagouaroundi
cacomitli)
Ocelot(Leopardus pardalis) Endangered |1982 Unlikely to adversely affect

The Proposed Action is unlikely to adversely affect any critical habitat in the action area.
It involves the maintenance and repair of existing roads or the construction of roads to replace
those lost to erosion. All of the Proposed Action’s activities would take place within and
immediately adjacent to the footprint of those existing roads. The new construction to replace the
eroded or lost roads would not cross any known populations of endangered species or any critical
habitat. In fact, the majority of the Proposed Action’s new construction area passes through a grove
of the invasive species Salt Cedar. CBP would implement BMPs (Appendix B) to avoid directly
harming protected species and to minimize other direct and indirect adverse effects.

3.7.2.2. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

With respect to endangered species and critical habitat, the No Action Alternative is not
significantly different from the Proposed Action. Under the No Action Alternative, there would be
no new construction of roads to replace those lost to erosion, but maintenance and repair would
continue on the existing road segments. The No Action Alternative’s activities would take place
within and immediately adjacent to the footprint of those existing roads and would not cross any
known populations of endangered species or any critical habitat.

3.8. WATER RESOURCES
3.8.1. Affected Environment

3.8.1.1. HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER

Groundwater resources consist of subsurface hydrology in which one or more aquifers may
be present. The Texas coastal uplands aquifer system is subdivided into four aquifers, including
the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer, which is recharged through infiltration of direct rainfall and municipal
and agricultural water use (Texas Water Development Board [TWDB] 1995). Groundwater quality
within an aquifer depends on its reactions with bulk-mineral composition. Total dissolved solids
(TDS) increase along the flow path (north to south) as the groundwater reacts with the bulk rock
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that composes the aquifer; therefore, higher amounts of TDS correlate with discharge areas of
aquifers, such as river basins. Generally, water in much of the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer contains
less than 500 milligrams per liter of dissolved solids (TWDB 1995).

3.8.1.2. SURFACE WATERS AND GROUNDWATERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Major surface hydrologic systems in the study area are streams, canals, drainage ditches,
and the Rio Grande. All of these surface water resources constitute the surface hydrology of the
watershed. Surface water features entering the project area and discharging into the Rio Grande
include Chacon Creek, Zacate Creek, Sombrerito Creek, and several unnamed intermittent
streams (Figure 3-1).

Figure 3-1. Water Resources in the Action Area

Several small tributaries flow toward the Rio Grande across the adjacent flood terrace. The
ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of these tributaries changes in bank slope, vegetation type,
and density, as well as changes in substrate size from cobbles and gravel-dominated active
channels to the finer sediments typical of the terrace.

3.8.1.3. Floodplains

The action area was surveyed for waters of the United States (WoUSA) to provide a
preliminary delineation of the OHWM for a reach of the Rio Grande River near Laredo. This
delineation gives DHS guidance for avoiding impacts on jurisdictional waters of the United States
during construction of a roadway along a flood terrace of the Rio Grande. The delineation utilized
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field observations of channel geomorphology and associated vegetation. CBP noted vegetation,
substrate, bank height, and channel width to help with interpretation.

CBP mapped observation points using survey-grade GPS data and interpolated areas
between the points using recent aerial photography. By necessity, all observations were made from
the United States side of the river and could not measure cross-sections. Also, discharge
measurements are unreliable because there is no gaging record for the Rio Grande near the project
area. The closest discharge measurements are made more than 100 miles upstream of the site.
Border Patrol agents familiar with the site identified debris from the last major flood event (2010)
that could be mapped to locate the highest elevations of the flood terrace.

In general, CBP mapped the extent of the OHWM at the top of a nearly vertical bank that
rises from the low-water, active channel. This bank is heavily vegetated with riparian plants,
nonnative Carrizo cane, and grasses. Light flood debris and trash is evident on the steep bank,
which ranges in height from about 8 to 15 feet. A similar geomorphic feature at similar elevation
is evident on the Mexico side of the river. The flood terrace, outside the OHWM, is a gently sloping
terrace, ranging in width from 100 to 200 feet, composed of fine sediment.

3.8.2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.8.2.1. Proposed Action Alternative

The Proposed Action is expected to have no adverse impacts on groundwater, water supply,
or floodplains. Some Laredo municipal water would be required during the construction phase,
and as a dust suppressant in some instances of maintenance. The roads to be repaired and
maintained currently exist or, in the case of construction to replace roads lost due to erosion,
construction would be placed so as not to impede water flow during a flood event. Temporary
impacts to WoUSA are possible from rain during construction due to siltation and runoff. These
effects are expected to be minimal due to the employment of construction BMPs (listed in
Appendix B) such as silt fencing, use of a stormwater pollution prevention plan, and others. There
would be no long-term effects of road construction on WoUSA. There would be installation of
certain erosion control structures to minimize erosion from and damage to the roads.

One of the intermittent streams, an unnamed arroyo located near Marcella Avenue and the
water plant, will be crossed by a culvert. The crossing as well as four potential additional low-
water crossings will be coordinated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Fort Worth District
Regulatory Branch.

These items have not yet been described by the design available at the time of this writing,

but would be subject to BMPs and the conditions of the CWA, and they would be reviewed by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Fort Worth District Regulatory Branch.

3.8.2.2. No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative is expected to have no adverse impacts to groundwater, water

supply, or floodplains. Some Laredo municipal water would be required as a dust suppressant
during maintenance of existing roads. The roads to be repaired and maintained currently exist and
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do not impede water flow during a flood event. Temporary impacts to WoUSA are possible from
rain during maintenance and repair of these existing roads due to siltation and runoff. These effects
are expected to be minimal due to the employment of construction BMPs (listed in Appendix B)
such as silt fencing, employment of a stormwater pollution prevention plan, and others. There
would be no long-term effects of road maintenance on WoUSA.

3.9. AIRQUALITY

3.9.1. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

To protect public health and welfare from adverse air quality, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (Os3), particulate
matter (PM-10), and lead (Pb). Primary NAAQS are levels meant to protect human health,
especially those of asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary NAAQS are specified at levels
to protect public welfare from impacts such as decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops,

vegetation, and buildings. The NAAQS appear in Table 3-4.

Table 3-4. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
Primary/
Pollutant Secondary Averaging Time Level Form
Carbon monoxide  |Primary 8-hour 9 ppm Not to be exceeded more than
1-hour 35 ppm once per year
Lead Primary and Rolling 3-month [0.15 pg/m3 (1)  [Not to be exceeded
secondary average
Nitrogen dioxide Primary 1-hour 100 ppb 98th percentile, averaged over 3
years
Primary and Annual 53 ppb (2) Annual mean
secondary
Ozone Primary and 8-hour 0.075 ppm (3)  |Annual fourth-highest daily
secondary maximum 8-hour concentration,
averaged over 3 years
Particle pollution ~ [PMys |Primary Annual 12 pg/m?® Annual mean, averaged over 3
years
Secondary |Annual 15 pg/m?® Annual mean, averaged over 3
years
Primary and |24-hour 35 ug/m? 98th percentile, averaged over 3
secondary years
PMio |Primary and |24-hour 150 pg/md Not to be exceeded more than
secondary ONCe per year on average over 3
years
Sulfur dioxide Primary 1-hour 75 ppb (4) 99th percentile of 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations,
averaged over 3 years
Secondary 3-hour 0.5 ppm Not to be exceeded more than
once per year

Source: http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html.
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Areas that do not meet these NAAQS are called non-attainment areas or maintenance areas;
areas that meet both primary and secondary standards are known as attainment areas. The Federal
Conformity Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) specifies criteria or requirements for conformity
determinations for Federal projects. The Federal 