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Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for the Project

A Purpose of the Proposed Project

The United States Customs and Border Protection (CBP) under the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS), in conjunction with the Laredo District Texas Department of Transportation
(TxDOT), are proposing to build a checkpoint at mile marker 29 of the Interstate Highway 35
(IH-35) in Webb County, Texas. The location of the proposed checkpoint is shown in Figure 1.

This facility, to be directed and operated by the CBP, would enhance the effectiveness of
inspections targeting illegal activities and would meet the goals outlined in the CBP mission.
Specifically, the CBP mission is to prevent the entry of terrorists and their weapons of terrorism,
and enforce laws that protect America’s homeland by the detection, interdiction, and
apprehension of those who attempt to smuggle any person or contraband across the borders of
the Unites States (U.S.).

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is a supplement to the original DHS EA, Environmental
Assessment for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX, which addressed impacts of the
checkpoint facility within the boundaries of the 15-acre property located east of IH-35 at mile
marker 29 (DHS 2002). The location of the property addressed in the 2002 DHS EA in relation
to the current project area is shown on Figure 1. This supplemental EA for the CBP checkpoint
at TH-35 mile marker 29 addresses the potential impacts associated with the construction of the
ingress and egress ramps between the checkpoint and the mainlanes of IH-35, including the
eastern’ frontage road, and property within the boundaries of the existing TxDOT right-of-way
(ROW). The San Roman and Callaghan interchanges access roads connecting the checkpoint
facility to IH-35 are the logical termini for this project. While the station construction occurs
within an approximately 0.4 mile section adjacent to the northbound lane of I35 near mile
marker 29, there will be signs and frontage road closures affecting IH 35 right-of-way in the area
between San Roman and Callaghan. For the purposes of this document the construction project
will refer to the 0.4-Omile section of ROW and frontage road which would be the location of the
proposed ingress and egress ramps. For purposes of Section 106 consultation, the archeological
area of potential effects extends from the San Roman to the Callaghan interchanges along IH 35
within the TxDOT right-of-way.

Additionally, to address TxDOT comments to the original 2002 EA, this supplemental EA will
discuss the adjacent 15-acre property for the following topics only: the Farmland Protection
Policy Act, the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping and the Executive Order on
Invasive Species, potential impacts to migratory birds, cultural resources including archeological
resource coordination and historic structures, noise, and public involvement.
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B. Need for the Project

The DHS is responsible for the control of immigration into the U.S. and its Territories. Laredo
is one of the busiest land port-of-entries in the United States. Due to the recent construction of
the Camino-Colombia Toll Road, the existing checkpoint can be circumvented by traffic
traveling north away from Laredo. To ensure the public’s safety by inspecting all vehicles
entering the U.S., a new checkpoint is proposed near mile marker 29 along the north bound lanes
of IH-35, which would intercept the traffic bypassing the existing checkpoint. In October 2002,
the DHS signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for an EA addressing the 15-acre
site on which the checkpoint facility would be placed. This supplemental EA will address traffic
patterns, the ingress and egress from the interstate, potential impacts to the TxDOT ROW along
with additional concerns identified by TxDOT and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) during their review of the 2002 EA.

C.  Objectives of the Project

The objective of the Laredo checkpoint at mile marker 29 along IH-35 is to allow the CBP to
improve safety on Texas highways by regulating the passage of all vehicles entering from the
Camino Colombia Toll Road, which would otherwise avoid inspection. The construction of the
checkpoint would provide a facility for the CBP to perform these inspections, and enable CBP to

more effectively work to:

* Increase the general public’s safety, health and welfare;

» Safeguard and enhance effectiveness of homeland security;

* Prevent the entry of terrorists and their weapons of terrorism;

* Enforce laws that protect America’s homeland;

* Detect, interdict, and apprehend those who attempt to smuggle any person or contraband
across the borders; and

* Enhance interdiction of illegal drugs and contraband.

The proposed project would meet the goals outlined in the CBP mission.

The purpose of the supplemental EA is to address the logical project termini for the CBP
checkpoint, and potential impacts associated with the construction of the ingress and egress
ramps between the checkpoint and the mainlanes of IH-35, including the eastern frontage road,
and property within the boundaries of the existing TxDOT ROW. Additionally, this
supplemental EA will discuss the adjacent 15-acre property only to address specific comments
TxDOT made to the original 2002 DHS EA.
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D. Focus of the Environmental Analysis

The focus of this environmental analysis is a project area approximately four miles in length
along north bound IH-35, within the existing TXDOT ROW, from the Callaghan overpass to the
San Roman overpass in Webb County, Texas.

E. Planning & Scoping Process
E.1 Planning Process

The project planning process for the CBP checkpoint began with the identification of a
homeland security need in the Laredo area under the jurisdiction of the DHS. Next, a design
charette was conducted, including the CBP (formerly known as the U.S. Border Patrol [USBP]),
the DHS, TxDOT, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). An EA was then prepared
addressing environmental impacts for three build alternatives for the 15-acre site on which the
facility would be placed. The public was given the opportunity to comment on the project, and
afforded the opportunity to request a Public Hearing. However, no comments or requests for a
Public Hearing were received. Following these comment periods, a FONSI was issued by the
DHS on June 26, 2002. TxDOT and the FHWA stated their concerns to the USACE regarding
the environmental document soon after the issuing of the FONSIL. An inter-agency meeting was
conducted on September 9, 2003, to review these concerns and this supplemental EA document
was subsequently contracted.

The proposed CBP checkpoint is not within any Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
boundary. Therefore, the project will not be included on a Transportation Improvement Plan

(TIP).

E.2 Scoping Process

The project scoping process included early coordination letters to the INS (now part of the
DHS), the USBP (now known as the CBP), the Fort Worth District of the USACE, the TxDOT
Laredo District, the FHWA, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD), the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and all other appropriate local, state, and federal agencies. All coordination letters and
comments received can be found in Appendix C of the 2002 Environmental Assessment for
Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX.
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E.3 Related Studies and Relevant Documents

An initial EA was produced by the DHS and received a FONSI from the DHS on June 26, 2002,
previous to the development of this supplemental EA. In addition, an engineering document,
two cultural resources documents, and a hazardous materials survey reports were produce prior
to the writing of this supplemental EA. The reports referenced in this supplemental EA include:

= Environmental Assessment for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX

» [nterstate Access Justification Report

s Cultural Resource Survey of Proposed Border Patrol Checkpoint Station and NRHP
Significance Testing of Site 41WB612, Webb County, Texas

s Cultural Resources Report for: United States Border Patrol Checkpoint Station Located
at Mile Marker 29 on US Interstate 35 Near Laredo, Texas

»  Checkpoint Station at Laredo, Tx IH 35N-Mile Marker 29, Laredo, Texas Regulatory
Data Report

Reference materials that support the information and conclusions contained in this supplemental
EA are referenced in Appendix E.

F.  Issues/Resource(s) Studied in Detail and Eliminated from Further Study
F.1 Issues/Resource(s) Studied in Detail

This EA reviews issues and resources as required by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), FHWA NEPA Regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 771), and the
FHWA Technical Advisory (T6640.8A). Issues and resources studied in detail in this EA
include:

»  Joint Development;

»  Access to Private Land;

s Surface and Ground Water Quality;

» Biotic Resources and Protected Species; and
» Construction Impacts.

F.2 Issues Eliminated From Further Study
The following issues were studied in detail in accordance with 23 CFR 771 and T6640.8A

guidance and eliminated from further study. Those issues eliminated from further study have
been listed below. Issues were eliminated if it was determined that there were no impacts as a
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result of the No-Build and Build Alternatives and if appropriate coordination had been
conducted.

Land Use — Land that is currently undeveloped will be converted to the Laredo CBP checkpoint.
While a change in land use, the conversion is consistent with the land use in the area, now
primarily ranching and IH 35. The land required for the Build Alternative would change from
highway ROW to a publicly-owned/industrial use. The facility would be consistent with the
land use in the area, which includes ranching and transportation (an interstate highway).

Farmland Impacts — Prime farmlands soils, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), are soils that are best suited to producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops.
Identification of prime farmlands is made by the Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS). Prime farmlands soils are subject to protection under the Farmlands Protection Policy
Act (FPPA) (7 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4202(a)). The purpose of the FPPA is to minimize
the extent to which federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion
of prime, unique, and other statewide or locally important farmlands to non-agricultural uses.
Agencies are directed to identify and take into account the adverse effect of federal actions on
farmlands, to consider appropriate alternative actions that mitigate adverse effects, and to assure
that such federal actions are comparable with those state, local, and private programs designed
to protect farmlands (Federal Register 1984). The project area and the adjacent 15-acre
checkpoint property scored “40” in Part VI of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form
AD-1006. A rating below “60” is too low to require further coordination with the NRCS. A
copy of the rating form is included in Appendix A.

Social Impacts — There were no residences occupying the census blocks that approximated the
project study area within the TxDOT ROW. However, there will be a social impact due to
drivers on IH 35 being required to stop at the inspection station. While there will be minor time
delays for the typical driver, the need for inspection to stop the transport of contraband or
undocumented aliens far outweighs any time lost by drivers. In addition, control of border areas
such as Webb County is critical to the federal and state government for national security reasons.

Land owners in the vicinity of the inspection station will also be impacted, because they will
have to drive an additional four miles (on the north side of the proposed checkpoint) and two
miles (on the south side of the proposed checkpoint), to access their property. While this does
represent a time delay, the need for inspections and maintaining nafional security outweigh any
delays experienced.
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Public Facilities and Services Access — There were no public facilities or services in the study area.
The proposed facility would not impact public facilities or services located near the proposed
site.

Airway — Highway Clearance — There are no public airports in the vicinity of the project. There is a
private airstrip approximately 1 % miles away from the station, in the vicinity of the Callaghan
interchange. Since this is a private airstrip, coordination with the Federal Aviation
Administration on airway-highway clearance is not required.

Community Facilites — No community facilities would be displaced and no neighborhoods would
be split or isolated as a result of the proposed facility. The Build Alternative would not impact
community facilities, community cohesion, or community integrity.

Economic and Employment Impacts — The Laredo CBP checkpoint would not directly impact
economic activity, employment, or income in the project study area as a result of the No-Build
or Build Alternatives.

Relocations — Residential and business relocations and potential displacements were reviewed
according to the guidelines outlined in the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Relocation Act). Under this act, as amended, no
person shall be displaced until adequate, decent, safe, and sanitary housing is made available.
The Build Alternative would not displace any residences or businesses. All landowners would
retain access to their properties with the proposed construction of ingress and egress roads
entering and exiting the checkpoint.

Environmental Justice — There were no residences occupying the census blocks that approximated
the project study area. For this reason, there are no adverse or disproportionate impacts on low-
income or minority populations; therefore, there would be no environmental justice impacts as a
result of the No-Build or Build Alternative.

Considerations Relating to Pedestrians and Bicycles — There are no pedestrian or bicycle impacts as
a result of the No-Build or Build Alternative.

Visual Impacts — Access ramps proposed for the project would blend into the general character of
the TxDOT ROW. For this reason, there are no visual impacts resulting from the Build
Alternative.

Navigable Waters — There are no navigable waterways within the project area, thus Section 9 or
Section 10 permits are not necessary
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Wild and Scenic Rivers — No wild or scenic rivers flow in or near the project study area.
Therefore, there would be no impacts to wild or scenic rivers associated with the proposed
project.

Wetland Impacts — Based on aerial photographs and field observations, there are no jurisdictional
wetlands in the project study area. Therefore, there would be no impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands associated with the construction of the Build Alternative.

Coastal Barriers — The CBP checkpoint is not located on a barrier island or peninsula, and thus
would not impact any coastal barrier resources.

Coastal Zone Management — The CBP checkpoint is not located within the Texas Coastal
Management Program (TCMP), so there would not be any impacts to the TCMP.

Essential Fish Habitat — Since the Build Alternative is not located within any tidally influenced
areas, no impact to essential fish habitat is anticipated from the CBP checkpoint.

Floodplains — Proposed ingress and egress roads to IH-35 from the checkpoint would not cross
the 100-year Floodplain, so no impacts to the floodplain are anticipated with the construction of
the proposed project. The proposed project would not increase the base flood elevation to a
level that would violate applicable floodplain regulations and ordinances. The hydraulic design
of the proposed roadways will be in accordance with the current TXDOT and FHWA policy

standards.

Physical Resource Impacts — The checkpoint would impact the soils and the topography of the
site, because the site would be earth-worked and paved for the access roads and frontage road
modifications, and additional signage would be placed along the project corridor. However,
impacts would be minimal due to the previous ROW use of the site.

Beneficial Use and Invasive Species — In accordance with the Executive Memorandum of August
10, 1995, the USACE will comply with NEPA as it relates to vegetation management and
landscape practices for all federally assisted projects. In accordance with Executive Order
13112 on Invasive Species and the Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping,
landscaping within the TxDOT ROW and adjacent 15-acre checkpoint property would be
limited to seeding and replanting with a mixture of native plants, where possible. A mix of
native grasses and forbs would be used to revegetate the TxDOT ROW.

Historic Architectural Resources — Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1996, as amended (36 CFR 800), a historic resources investigation consisting of a limited
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pedestrian survey and a literature review of the SHPO files were performed by a qualified
USACE historic architect in the fall of 2003 (USACE(a) 2003). The survey and literature
review were conducted to identify properties in or eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The limits of the APE were
determined following an analysis of the project’s impact. The APE extends 1,300 feet beyond
the proposed project boundaries. The USACE determined that no buildings, structures, or
improvements located within the APE meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP. Therefore, no
historic structures would be affected by the proposed project and no further historic resource
investigations are necessary within the TxDOT ROW, adjacent 15-acre property, or the APE
(USACE(a) 2003, USACE(c) 2003). The USACE has coordinated with the Texas Historical
Commission (THC) to obtain their concurrence with these findings. TxDOT is coordinating the
project impacts associated with the ramps to and from IH 35 as well.

Historic Archeological Resources — A qualified USACE archeologist conducted research along the
TxDOT ROW project area in the fall of 2003(USACE(a) 2003). Fieldwork consisted of a visual
inspection of the proposed project area, for the access road locations between IH-35 and the
existing fence line, also defined as the edge of the TXDOT ROW. No intact deposits were
identified, and no evidence of archeological material was recovered. It was determined that this
area had been impacted by past road and drainage ditch construction, and therefore no listed or
eligible archeological sites were found. It was recommended that construction be allowed to
proceed for the facility without further consultation with the THC. The USACE recommended
that no archeological sites listed in, or deemed eligible for designation in the NRHP would be
affected by the proposed project and that no further archeological investigations are necessary
for the TxDOT ROW, or the 15-acre checkpoint property (USACE(a) 2003, USACE(c) 2003).
THC concurred with the recommendation of non-eligibility for the archeological site on the 15-
acre property addressed in the 2002 DHS EA in a letter stamped June 28, 2002. The THC letter
is included in Appendix A.

For purposes of Section 106 consultation, the archeological area of potential effects under this
SEA extends from the San Roman to the Callaghan interchanges along IH 35 within the TxDOT
right-of-way. Section 106 coordination for the 15-acre area adjacent to the highway was
completed in the previous EA. For the purposes of this SEA, USACE conducted an additional
archeological survey within the previously uninvestigated TxDOT right-of-way of the north
bound lanes. This work showed an absence of archeological and historical properties eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places or that warrant designation as a State
Archeological Landmark. A coordination letter including those findings was submitted to the
THC/SHPO for their concurrence.

In addition to coordination with the SHPO, coordination with Native American tribes has also
been initiated for historic and archeological resource purposes.
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In the unlikely event that buried archeological materials are encountered during construction,
work in the area of discovery would cease and accidental discovery procedures will be
implemented in accordance with the provisions of the Programmatic Agreement between
TxDOT and the THC.

Noise — This project is not on a new location, does not substantially alter either the horizontal or
vertical alignment, and does not increase the number of through-traffic lanes. Therefore, a
traffic noise analysis is not required by Guidelines for Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic
Noise, issued by TxDOT in June 1996.

Air Quality — The project is located in an area in attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Therefore the Transportation Conformity Rule does not apply.

Projects intended to enhance traffic safety and improve traffic flow which, do not add capacity
are exempt from an air quality analysis. Current and future emissions should continue to follow
existing trends and not be affected by this project. Due to the nature of this project, further air
quality analysis was not deemed necessary.

Hazardous Materials — The Checkpoint Station at Laredo, Tx IH 35N-Mile Marker 29, Laredo,
Texas Regulatory Data Report concluded that there are no hazardous materials sites listed in the
database search (GeoSearch 2003). In addition, no potential hazardous materials sites were
identified during the field reconnaissance. For these reasons, no impacts to hazardous materials
sites are anticipated with the Build Alternative. A copy of the GeoSearch Regulatory Data
Report is included in Appendix B.

Section 4(f) — The CBP Checkpoint would not require the use of any publicly owned land from a
public park, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge lands, or cultural resources
including historic sites of national, state, or local significance. Therefore, as currently designed,
the Build Alternative would not require a Section 4(f).

G. Applicable Regulatory Requirements and Required Coordination

Agency Coordination
As part of the project planning process, coordination letters were sent to local, state, and federal

agencies to solicit comments they may have regarding the proposed action. Agencies with
interests in social, land use, economic impacts, and with jurisdiction over natural resources that
received early coordination letters include:

= INS (now part of the DHS)

»  USBP (now known as the CBP)
s  USACE, Fort Worth District
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= TxDOT, Laredo District

* FHWA
= TPWD
= SHPO

= USFWS

All coordination letters can be found in Appendix C of the 2002 Environmental Assessment for
Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX.

H. Public Involvement Process

A copy of the original EA was hand-delivered to each landowner in the project area in the spring
of 2002, during the opportunity for public comment and the opportunity to request a public
hearing. No comments or requests for a public hearing were received.

In August of 2003, agents hand-delivered a copy of a signed letter dated August 7, 2003, to the
affected landowners noting the issuing of the FONSI for the original EA, and informing the
public of modifications to the EA to address further concerns. The notice also informed the
public of an opportunity to request a public hearing. This notice was published in English and
Spanish the Laredo Morning Times on the 21st and 24th of August 2003. Copies of the public
notice and the letter to the landowners are included in Appendix A of this document. To date,
no comments or requests for a public hearing were received.

The USACE will either afford the opportunity for a public hearing or hold a public hearing prior
to the final approval of this supplemental EA document.
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Chapter 2: Description of the Alternatives
A. Process Used to Develop the Project Alternatives

The Environmental Assessment for Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX (DHS 2002)
evaluated three preliminary Build Alternatives, 1, 2, and 3, for the proposed CBP Checkpoint.
Because a FONSI was issued for the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 3, this supplemental
document will only address the alignment of the ingress and egress roads associated with the
Preferred Alternative identified in the 2002 EA. For the purposes of this document, the
Preferred Alternative will be referred to as the Build Alternative.

B. Requirements For and Benefits of Alternatives

B.1 Principal Design Requirements

The principal design requirements are that the Build Alternative that achieved the project’s
purpose and need was considered and evaluated. In addition, the Build Alternative studied must
achieve the following:

» Tocation along a main corridor, such as a roadway, highway, or interstate;

» I ocation at least two miles, but less than 100 miles, from the international border;

= Location along a straight segment of roadway to allow safe entry and exit of vehicles into
and out off the checkpoint;

» Size of at least 15 acres to support the checkpoint, infrastructure, and associated
outbuildings for the facility itself;

* Minimal impact to existing roads and structures;

» Availability of readily accessible utilities;

= Availability of land at fair market value;

* Minimal impact to environmentally sensitive areas;

» Strategic location near intersections to allow maximum coverage of multiple highways;
and

» Strategic location away from other facilities or features that would increase the ability of
undocumented aliens to evade detection

B.2 Desired Design Benefits
The desired design benefits for the CBP Checkpoint include the following:

»  Security - inspection of all vehicles entering Texas from Mexico;

»  Accessibility- Property owners north of the checkpoint would be required to pass through
the checkpoint. However, all property owners will retain access to their properties.
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* Impact to Landowners- Adjacent landowners north of the checkpoint would be required
to pass through the checkpoint to access their properties. Landowners south of the
checkpoint would be required to pass through the checkpoint only when proceeding
north on IH-35. In addition, the landowners on the south side would have to travel south
on the feeder road to go north.

* Right-of-Way Acquisition- the design would provide each agency with a means to
complete its intended service, and ROW would not exceed the limits of the acquired
property;

= Construction Cost- the design would be cost efficient

B.3 Environmental Protection and Enhancement Req uirements

The CBP Checkpoint environmental protection and enhancement requirements include:

= Comply with the TxDOT-TPWD Memorandum of Understanding (MOU);

»  Comply with the TxDOT-THC Programmatic Agreement;

=  Comply with the requirements of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Uniform Relocation
Act, and the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1974;

= Texas Pollution Discharge Elimination System (TPDES) General Permit;

= Coordinate with USFWS;

=  Coordinate with TxDOT;

* Comply with the 1995 Executive Memorandum on Beneficial Landscaping and the
Invasive Species Executive Order 13112; and

= Complete all mitigation and monitoring commitments.

C. Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study
There were no Alternatives eliminated from further study in this supplemental EA.
D. Detailed Description of Reasonable Alternatives

One Build Alternative and the No-Build Alternative were evaluated at the level required for an
EA by 23 CFR 771, and T6640.8A. Figures 7 through 10 illustrate the design of the Build
Alternative described in this EA.

DA The No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative assumes that the CBP facility and its connecting access roads would
not be constructed. The No-Build Alternative also serves as the baseline for comparison of the
beneficial and adverse effects of the Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, CBP

would not have a permanent facility to inspect trucks crossing the border into Texas from
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Mexico. The No-Build Alternative would not address the need to ensure public safety by
inspecting all vehicles entering the U.S., and therefore does not meet the project’s purpose and
need.

D.2 Reasonable Build Alternatives

Build Alternative

The approximately four-mile long project area starts at the interchange of IH-35 and Callaghan
at mile marker 28, and ends at the interchange of IH-35 and San Roman at mile marker 32. The
majority of the construction activity would take place at mile marker 29. Work outside of this
area would be limited to signs and barriers to direct traffic on the mainlanes of north bound IH-
35 and the two-way frontage road east of IH-35, up to two miles north and south of the

checkpoint.

The Build Alternative is located along IH-35, encompassing the north bound mainlanes of the
interstate to the edge of the TXDOT ROW, as shown in Figures 1 and 2. The two existing north
bound mainlanes of IH-35 would be diverted into the checkpoint facility. All traffic would exit
IH-35 via a proposed exit ramp just south of mile marker 29, and proceed to the checkpoint.
Three lanes would be dedicated for car use only, one lane for truck/bus use, and two lanes for
truck use only. Vehicles exiting the checkpoint would re-enter the mainlanes of IH-35 via two
entrance ramp lanes.

The existing two-lane frontage roads would dead-end north and south of the checkpoint facility.
Turn-around areas would be constructed at each frontage road terminus. An administrative
access road enters the checkpoint from the existing north bound frontage road south of the
checkpoint. This road would be used for emergency and official use only. Within the
checkpoint, approximately 1,800 feet of the exiting frontage road would be removed and
converted to official and/or emergency use only.

Landowners on the north side of the checkpoint would be required to travel approximately an
additional four miles to access their properties. This additional length would be required

o because the frontage road on the north side of the checkpoint would be closed to through traffic,
and the landowners would be required to access their properties from the existing two-lane
frontage road via the interchange of San Roman and IH-35. Landowners on the south side of the
checkpoint would be required to travel approximately an additional two miles to travel north,
and stop at the checkpoint. ‘

The facility and IH-35 exit and entrance ramps would remain open 24 hours per day. All traffic

entering the facility via the IH-35 exit ramp would be required to stop for inspection. The
amount of TxDOT ROW within the project area, including the areas designated for placement of
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barriers and/or signage, is estimated at § acres. The cost of construction is estimated at $8.9
million. A complete traffic analysis is documented in the Interstate Access Justification report

(USACE (b) 2003).

E. Cumulative Impacts

The purpose of the checkpoint facility is to fulfill safety and security n.ee.ds resulting from trafﬂc
entering the U.S. from Mexico. The facility would not cause any additional tI'l:ICk traffic that is
not already increasing due to commercial trucking under the North An.lerlcan Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA). There are no known projects planned within the project area that would
be impacted by the construction of the checkpoint. However, there area several projects planned
in the Laredo area and all along the border that will cumulatively result in the overall
development of undeveloped lands. While difficult to determine the exact cumulative impacts
of the proposed projects, these projects could potentially result in a decline in native habitat,

changes in land use, and minimal increases in traffic. The projects may also have pqsmve
cumulative impacts to socioeconomics by increased employment .resultlng from the addlt%on of
border agents, a wider circulation of income, and increased mobility through the construction of

highway projects.
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Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

A Joint Development

This project will involve working in coordination with the Laredo District TxDOT to reroute all
highway traffic on north bound IH-35 into the checkpoint for the Build Alternative. The project
would also necessitate the dead-ending of the two-way frontage road on the east side of the IH-
35, just north and south of the check point station. Figures 7 through 10 show the proposed
signage and rerouting of the roadways.

B. Access to Private Land

Access to the land adjacent to the checkpoint will be maintained at all times. Landowners on the
north side of the checkpoint would be required to travel approximately an additional four miles
to access their properties. This additional length would be required because the frontage road on
the north side of the checkpoint would be closed to through traffic, and the landowners would be
required to access their properties from the existing two-lane frontage road via the interchange
of San Roman and IH-35. Landowners on the south side of the checkpoint would be required to
travel approximately an additional two miles to travel north, and stop at the checkpoint. This
additional length would be required because the frontage road on the south side of the
checkpoint would be closed to through traffic, and the landowners would be required to travel
south along the two-way frontage road to the Callaghan interchange to access the north bound
lanes of TH-35.

Environmental Consequences of Implementing the No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would not impact access to the land adjacent to the facility.
Environmental Consequences of Implementing the Build Alternative

Access to the land surrounding the checkpoint will be maintained at all times. However, a
minimal impact to access is anticipated with the proposed project because adjacent landowners
will be required to travel an additional two to four miles, depending on their destination.

C. Surface and Ground Water Quality Impacts

There are no streams, creeks or tributaries within the project area. Dolores Creek, the next
closest water body, is outside of the project area and would not be directly impacted by the
proposed project. Storm water runoff from the proposed project would flow into several creeks
which all flow into the Nueces River.
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Environmental Consequences of /mplemén;ting the No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative would not impact access to the land adjacent to the facility.
Environmental Consequences of Implementing the Build Alternative

Storm water runoff from would flow into several creeks which flow into the Nueces River,
segment number 2104 of the Nueces River Basin. This feature, as listed in the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) Water Quality Inventory, is classified as
“effluent limited,” and is designated for high aquatic life use, contact recreation use, and public
water supply use (1996). This segment is designated as threatened or impaired for depressed
dissolved oxygen and high pH values in the 2002 Clean Water Act Segment 303(d) list.
However, the project is more than 5 miles upstream from the impaired segment. Therefore, no
coordination with the TCEQ is required for total maximum daily loads.

The water quality of waters in the State shall be maintained in accordance with all applicable
provisions of the Texas Surface Water Quality Standards including the General, Narrative and
Numerical Criteria. To minimize impacts to water quality during construction, the proposed
project would utilize temporary erosion and sedimentation control practices from the
Department's manual Standard Specifications for the Construction of Highways, Streets, and
Bridges. Where appropriate, these temporary erosion and sedimentation control structures
would be in place prior to the initiation of construction and would be maintained throughout the
duration of the construction. Clearing of vegetation would be limited and/or phased in order to
maintain a natural water quality buffer and minimize the amount erodible earth exposed at any
one time. Upon completion of the earthwork operations, disturbed areas would be restored and
reseeded according to the TxDOT's specifications for "Seeding for Erosion Control".

Best Management Practices that TxDOT anticipates would be used in the construction and post-
construction periods of the proposed checkpoint include:

Erosion Controls f Temporary Vegetation / Mattes / Blankets

Sediment Controls Silt Fences / Rock Berms

Post-Construction Total Suspended Solids Controls  Vegetative Strips / Revegetation

The contractor will take appropriate measures to prevent, minimize and control the spill of fuels,
lubricants, and hazardous materials in the construction staging area. All spills, including those
of less than twenty-five (25) gallons shall be cleaned immediately and any contaminated soil
shall be immediately removed from the site and be disposed of properly. Designated areas shall
be identified for spoils disposal and materials storage. These areas shall be protected from run-
on and run-off. Materials resulting from the destruction of existing roads and structures shall be
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stored in these designated areas. The contractor would practice "good housekeeping” measures,
as well as, "grade management" techniques to help ensure that proper precautions are in place
throughout construction of the proposed project. There are no public water supply intakes
within the project limits or adjacent areas. No adverse affects are expected to this resource.
Because this project would disturb more than one (1) acre the DHS, in conjunction with the
TxDOT, would be required to comply with the TCEQ - TPDES General Permit for Construction
Activity. The project would disturb more than one (1) acre; therefore, a Notice of Intent (NOI)
would be filed to comply with TCEQ stating that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SW3P) would be in place during construction of proposed project. The SW3P utilizes the
temporary control measures as outlined in the Department's manual Standard Specifications for
the Construction of Highways, Streets, and Bridges. No short- or long-term water quality
impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project. Permits pertaining to Sections 401 and
404 of the Clean Water Act would not be required for this project.

D. Biotic Resources and Protected Species

D.1 Vegetation

The project area is located in the South Texas Plains of Texas (Gould et al. 1960). The
predominant vegetation type in the project area is Mesquite-Black Brush (McMahan et al. 1984).
Plant species commonly associated with this vegetation type include: Lotebush, cenzia, guajillo,
desert olive, allthorn, whitebrush, bluewood, granjeno, guayacan, leatherstem, Texas
pricklypear, tasajillo, kidneywood, yucca, desert yaupon, goatbush, purple three-awn, pink
pappusgrass, hairy tridens, slim tridens, hairy grama, mat euphorbia, coldenia, dogweed,
knotweed leafflower, and two-leaved senna (McMahan et al. 1984). Due to development and
construction within the project area, the vegetation community no longer resembles this

vegetation type.

The project area is approximately four miles in length along the north bound side of IH-35
within the boundaries of the existing TxDOT ROW, from the Callaghan Overpass to the San
Roman Overpass. The amount of TxDOT ROW within the project area, including the areas
designated for placement of barriers and/or signage, is approximately 8 acres. The vegetative
community within the TxDOT ROW is maintained mixed grasses. The project area mainly
consists of open areas with little or no native vegetation. Less than one acre of the total project
area would be directly converted from maintained grasses within the TxXDOT ROW to paved
access ramps. Figure 2 is an aerial photograph of the project area, showing the lack of native
vegetation in the ROW. The land use surrounding the project study area includes ranches with
native vegetation, including mesquite (Prosopis sp.), prickly pear (Opuntia engelmannii),
guajillo (Acacia berlandieri), blackbrush acacia (Acacia rigidula), and retama (Parkinsonia
aculeata) (Everitt and Drawe 1993; Taylor et al. 1999). The dominant species in these areas are
mesquite and prickly pear. Figure 2 is an aerial photograph of the project area. Figures 3
through 6 are ground photographs showing the TxDOT ROW and surrounding areas.
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D.2 Wildlife

Wildlife in the immediate project area would be limited because the project area consists of
maintained mixed grasses along the TXDOT ROW and paved roadways.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act states that it is unlawful to kill, capture, collect, possess, buy,
sell, trade, or transport, any migratory bird, nest, or egg, in part or in whole, without a federal
permit issued in accordance with the Act’s policies and regulations. Measures to minimize
impacts to migratory bird habitat will be implemented to avoid any harm to migratory birds for
all work conducted within the TxDOT ROW and the adjacent 15-acre checkpoint property,
including scheduling construction of the ﬂacili’tty outside of the breeding season.

D.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

Some populations of fauna and flora have been, or are, in the process of decline due to either
natural forces or their inability to coexist with humans. The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, authorized the U.S. Department of Interior, USFWS, to identify populations of flora
and fauna that are in decline and endangered or threatened with extinction. The Act requires
that any federal action likely to adversely affect a species classified as federally protected be
subject to review by the USFWS. Other species may receive additional protection under
separate state laws. Table 1 lists the federal- and state-listed threatened, endangered, and rare
species for Webb County. Also shown i is the potential availability of suitable habitat within the
project study area, based on aerial photographs, field investigations and information obtained
from the USFWS, TPWD, and a review of the Texas Biological and Conservation Database
System (TxBCD) in November 2003.
Table 1. Federal- and State-L1st«=d Threatened, Endangered and Species

of C Webb County, T

Amphibians

South Texas Siren - Wet or sometimes wet areas, There are not wet or
large form (Siren sp. 1) such as arroyos, canals, ditches, sometimes wet areas, such as
or even shallow depressions; arroyos, canals, ditches, or
aestivates in'the ground during even shallow depressions
— T dry periods, but does require|{ No No within the project area.

some moisture to remain,
southern Texas south of
Balcones Escarpment; breeds
February-Juxﬂe

Birds ‘ ]
White-tailed Hawk Near coast: it is found on The project area is not near the
Buteo albicaudatus prairies, cordgrass flats, and coastline and does not contain
scrub-live oak; further inland on the species preferred
— T prairies, mesquite and oak| No No vegetation composition.

savannas, and mixed savanna-
chaparral; breeding March to
May
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Cottonwood-lined rivers and The project area is does not
Buteogallus streams; wililow tree groves on include cottonwood-lined
anthracinus — the lower Rio Grande| No No rivers and streams, or willow
floodplain; formerly bred in tree groves on the lower Rio
south Texas, Grande floodplain.
American Peregrine Nests in the Trans-Pecos region,
Falcon of west Tekas; nests on high No tall cliffs near water are
. DL . ‘ No No . .
Falco peregrinus cliffs, often: near water where within the project area.
anatum prey species are most common.
Arctic Peregrine Falcon Nests in tundra regions; Rare to uncommon migrant
Falco peregrinus migrates through Texas; winter only. Species not detected on-
tundrius inhabitant of coastlines and site.  Project area does not
DL mountains from Florida to No No contain suitable nesting or
South America. Open areas, winter habitat. No open areas
usually near water. near water are within the
j project area.
Sennett’s Hooded Often builds nests in and of
Oriole Spgnjsh . moss (Tillandsia The project area does not
Icterus cucullatus — unioides), feeds on No No . .
sennetti invertebrates, fruit, and nectar; contain areas of Spanish Moss.
breeds March-August
Audubon’s Oriole Scrub, mesqw:uite; nests in dense The 'project area doc?s not
Icterus quuacauda L trees, or thidkets, usually along | No No contain scrub, mesquite, or
audubonii water courses dense trees along a
j watercourse.
Cactus Ferruginous Riparian trees, brush, palm, and The project area does not
Pygmy-owl mesquite thickets; during day contain riparian trees, brush,
Glaucidium — also roosts in small caves and| No No palm, mesquite thickets, small
brasilianum cactorum recesses on slopes of low hills; caves or recesses on slopes of
breeding Aptil to June low hills.
Wood Stork Forages in prairie ponds, There are no water bodies,
Mycteria americana flooded pastures or fields, mudflats, or wetlands within
ditches, and other shallow the project area.
standing water, including salt-
water; usually roosts
communally: in tall spags,
sometimes ih association with
— other wading birds (i.e. active| No No

heronries); breeds in Mexico
and birds move into Gulf States
in search of mud flats and other
wetlands, even those associated
with forested areas; formerly
nested in Texas, but no
breeding records since 1960
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There are no sand and gravel
bars within braided streams,
rivers or man-made structure
such as: inland beaches,
wastewater treatment plants,
gravel mines, etc.

LE E structures ! (inland  beaches, No No
wastewater ' treatment plants,
gravel mines, etc); eats small
fish & crustaceans, when
breeding forages within a few
hundred feet of colony
Mountain Plover Breeding: n¢sts on high plains High plains and shortgrass
Charadrius montanus or shortgrass prairie, on ground prairies are not found within
P/T __|in sh'allpw depressic?n; No No the project area.
nonbreeding; shortgrass plains
and bare, dirt (plowed) fields;
primarily insectivorous
Western Burrowing Open grasslands, especially The project area does contain
Owl prairie, plains, and savanna, open areas along the ROW,
Athene cunicularia sometimes in open areas such as and culverts are found adjacent
hypugaea vacant lots near human to the project area. Species not
. ___ | habitation orlairports; nests and Yes No detected onsite. This species is
roosts in abandoned burrows mobile and could avoid
and man-made structures, such construction. Therefore, no
as culverts affect to this species is
anticipated.
Fish ‘ : :
Blue Sucker Usually inhabits channels and There are no water bodies
Cycleptus elongatus flowing pools with a moderate within the project area.
current; bottorn type usually
consists of exposed bedrock,
— T perhaps in !combination with| No No
hard clay, sand, and gravel;
adults winter in deep pools and
move upstréam in spring to
spawn on riffles
Conchos Pupfish Sloughs, backwaters, and There are no water bodies
Cyprinodon eximius — T |margins of small to medium| No No within the project area.
rivers
Rio Grande Darter T Gravel and rubble riffles of No No There are no water bodies
Etheostoma grahami _ creeks and small rivers within the project area.
Rio Grande Shiner Large, open, weedless rivers or There are no water bodies
Notropis jemezanus o Rare large creeks with bottom of No No within the project area.

rubble, gravg:l and sand, often
overlain with:silt
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There are no water bodies
within the project area.

T silt; damming and irrigation No No
practices ’%presutmed major
factors contributing to decline
Mammals T
Big Free-tailed Bat Habitat data] sparse but records The project area does not
Nyctinomops macrotis indicate that species prefers to contain canyons or buildings.
roost in crevices and cracks in
high canyon walls, but will use
buildings, asj well; reproduction
. data sparse, but gives birth to No No
single offspring late June-early
July; females gather in nursery
colonies; ' winter habits
undetermineql, but may
hibernate in the Trans-Pecos;
opportunistid insectivore
Ghost-faced Bat Colonially :roosts in caves,
Mormoops crevices, abandoned mines, and The project area does not
megalophylla — buildings; insectivorous; breeds | No No contain  caves,  crevices,
late winter-early spring; single abandoned mines, or buildings.
offspring borh per year
Gra;i Wolf Formerly knc*wp throughout the Extirpated. The project area
Canis lupus LE western two-thirds of the state No No doe -
. . s not contain forests
(extirpated) in forests, brushlands, or brushland land >
grasslands shlands, or grasslands.
Jaguarundi Thick brushlands, near water
Herpailurus LE favored; six' month gestation, No No The project area does not
yagouaroundi young born itwice per year in contain brushlands near water.
March and Angust
Ocelot Dense cha“lparral thickets; The proiect area d ¢
Leopardus pardalis mesquite-thom scrub and live Proj 4 a c;les ho
LE oak mottes; avoids open areas; No No Co.mam ensp chaparral
T thickets; mesquite-thorn scrub,
breeds and raises young June- .
| or live oak mottes.
November
Davis Pocket Gopher Burrows inj sandy soils in The 'project area does .nc'>t
Geqmys personatus — southern Texas No No contain sandy soils. The soil is
davisi w clayey.
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The project area does not
contain caves, rock crevices,
old buildings, carports,
bridges, and abandoned Cliff
Swallow nests, limestone
caves of the Edwards Plateau

clusters of Up to thousands of No No or gypsum caves of the
individuals;| hibernates in Panhandle.
limestone gaves of Edwards
Plateau and| gypsum caves of
Panhandle | during  winter;
opportunisti¢ insectivore
White-nosed Coati Woodlands, ! riparian corridors The project area does not
Nasua narica and canyons; most individuals contain woodlands, riparian
in Texas Qrobably transients corridors and canyons.
from Mexico; diurnal and
crepuscular;: very sociable; | No No
forages on ground and in trees;
omnivorous; may be susceptible
to hunting, | trapping, and pet
trade ‘
Yuma Myotis Bat Desert regions; most commonly The project area does not
Mpyotis yumanensis found in iowland habitats near contain lowland habitats near
open water, where forages; open water, caves, abandoned
roosts in ‘caves, abandoned No No mine tunnels, or buildings.
mine t‘unnel:s, and buildings;
single offspring born May-early
July *
Mollusks |
Texas H'ornshell. Rio Grande 'drainage from the The project area does not
Popenaias popei Pecos River to the Falcon| No No mc!ude the Rio Gra.nde
Breaks ‘ drainage from the Pecos River
to the Falcon Breaks.
Reptiles
Reticulate Collared Requires open brush- Prickly pear and mesquite are
Lizard grasslands; thorn-scrub not found within the project
Crotaphytus reticulatus vegetation, uguadly on well- area, however they are found
drained rolling terrain of adjacent to the project area.
shallow gravél, caliche, or The species was not detected
sandy soils; dften on scattered onsite. Although this species
flat rocks below escarpments or Yes Yes is mobile and could normally

isolated rock outcrops among
scattered clumps of prickly pear
and mesquite

avoid construction, a sleeping
or dormant animal is subject to
being killed by construction.
Therefore, there is a possibility
of impact to individuals, with
temporary, but no long-term,
impact to resource.
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Drymarchon corais

Thornbrush-chaparral

woodlands pf south Texas, in
particular | dense riparian
corridors; can do well in
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Thombruéh—chaparral
woodlands are not found
within the project area.

7 eggs March-September (most
May-August)! in

suburban = and irrigated | No No
croplands if not molested or
indirectly poisoned; requires
moist micrdhabitats, such as
rodent burroys, for shelter
Texas Tortoise Open scrub Wwoods, arid brush, Woods and brush with a grass
Gopherus berlandieri lomas, grassicactus association; understory is not found within
open brush with grass the project area, however it is
understory preferred; uses found adjacent to the project
shallow depressions at base of area. Species was not detected
bush or cactt}ls or underground onsite. Although this species
burrow or hides under surface Yes Yes is mobile and could normally
cover avoid construction, a sleeping
or dormant animal is subject to
being killed by construction.
Therefore, there is a possibility
of impact to individuals, with
temporary, but no long-term,
‘ impact to resource.
Spot- Tailed Earless Central & sohthem Texas and Oak-juniper woodlands not
Lizard Adjacent Mexico; oak-juniper found onsite. Mesquite-
Holbrookia lacerata woodlands & mesquite-prickly prickly pear associations are
pear associations; eggs laid not found within the project
underground; eats small area, but are adjacent to the
invertebrates: project area. Species was not
‘ detected onsite. Although this
Yes Yes species is mqbile and cogld
normally avoid construction, a
sleeping or dormant animal is
subject to being killed by
construction. Therefore, there
is a possibility of impact to
individuals, with temporary,
but no long-term, impact to
: resource.
Keeled Earless Lizard Coastal dunegs, barrier islands, Coastal dunes, barrier islands,
Holbrookia propinqua and other sandy areas; -eats and other sandy areas are not
insects and likely other small found within the project area.
invertebrates; lays clutches of 2-| No No

soil/underground
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o S L . v : o o 5 0
Mexican Blackhead Southern ' Texas and No shrubland savanna is found
Snake . northeasteml Mexico; shrubland No No within the project area.
Tantilla atriceps savanna; nocturnal; lays clutch
of probably 1-3 eggs
Texas Horned Lizard Open, arid and semi-arid Cactus and scattered brush are
Phrynosoma cornutum regions with?sp‘arse vegetation, not found within the TxDOT
including grass, cactus, ROW area, but are found
scattered brush or scrubby trees; adjacent to the project area.
sandy to rocky soil. The species was not detected
! onsite. Although this species is
v mobile and could normally
—_— es Yes . . .
avoid construction, a sleeping
or dormant animal is subject to
being killed by construction.
Therefore, there is a possibility
of impact to individuals, with
temporary, but no long-term,
| impact to resource.
Vascular Plants ‘
Kleberg Saltbush Endemic; sandy to clayey Preferred habitat is not found
Atriplex klebergorum loams, usually saline; often with onsite. Project area is planted
— other halophytes; maturation| No No grasses within a maintained
usually occurs in fall but may ROW.
vary with rainfall
Nickel’s Cory Cactus Alluvial gravels (?) or low hills Preferred habitat is not found
Coryphantha  sulcata along the Rio Grande; Webb onsite. The project area is not
var nickelsiae — County included in distribution | No No along the Rio Grande.
based on 1906 specimen record
with “Laredo” as location
Few-spine Endemic; dry; gravelly hills near The preferred habitat is not
Engelmann’s Prickly- Rio Grande found onsite. The project area
pear — ‘ No No is not along the Rio Grande.
Opuntia engelmannii
var flexospina ‘
McCart’s Whitlow- Known only:r from one type The preferred habitat is not
wort specimen cqlle:cted in Webb found onsite. The project area
Paronychia maccartii County, Ma;lrclh 1962; type is planted grasses within a
location is located three miles maintained ROW.
south of Mirando City, where
o substrate is; hardpacked red No No
sand, probably of the Cuevitas-
Randade asLsociation derived
from the Goliad formation;
flowering in spring
Ashy Dogweed Endemic; | grassland or Preferred habitat is not found
Thymophylla LE blackbrush ori ceinizo shrublar}ds No No onsite. Prqjeyt area is ’plapted
tephroleuca on fine sapdy loam soils; grasses within a maintained

ROW.

flowering February-November
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Preferred habitat is not found
onsite. Project area is planted
grasses within a maintained
ROW.

Shrublands 'on flats on saline
sandy to c]llayey soils and on
rocky gypseous slopes;
flowering jthroughout year
depending on rainfall

Johnston’s Frankenia
Frankenia johnstonii

LE, LT - Federally Listed Endangered/Threatened

Species
DL, PDL - Federally Delisted/Proposed Delisted

PT, C - Federally Proposed Threatened, or Candidate] " —" - Species of Concern, but with no regulatory listing status

' E, T State Endangered/Threatened

" *Data Sources: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (2003), Texas Parks and

_ wildlife Department (2003), and survey of project area.

Critical habitat, as defined by the Endangered Species Act, is a term for habitat given special
protection for the benefit of the listed species. No critical habitat occurs within the TxDOT ROW
(TxBCD 2003). The TxBCD did not list any federally-listed threatened or endangered species
within the project study area (2003). No suitable habitat is available on the Build Alternative for
any of the federally-listed threatened or endangered species.

State Listed Species of Concetn

The TPWD TxBCD includes federally—h$ted species and identifies additional species receiving
protection under state laws. Federal Species of Concern (FSC) and state-protected species are
not protected under Section 7 of the End‘angiered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Potential
effects to these species were considered during the natural resource investigations that were
conducted for the proposed project.

Habitat for the state-listed western burrowing owl may be found onsite, and adjacent to the
project area. The preferred habitats for the reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise, Texas
horned lizard, and spot-tailed earless hzard were not found within the TxDOT ROW. However,
these habitats were found adjacent to the ROW. The reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise,
and Texas horned lizard are state-listed as threatened. The spot-tailed earless lizard is state-
listed as rare. The TxBCD listed one s:ighting of the reticulate collared lizard north of the
project area (2003). Although these species are mobile and could normally avoid construction, a
sleeping or dormant animal is subject to being killed by construction. Since there are no
applicable regulations regarding these FSps and state- protected species, it is the policy of the
TxDOT to notify the TPWD of any possible effect on these species, in accordance with the
TxDOT MOU with the TPWD. !

Environmental Consequences of lmplemeinting the No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative would not 1ﬂnpa1,t any vegetation, terrestrial wildlife, or effect
threatened and endangered species within J[hc, project study area.
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Environmental Consequences of Impleménting the Build Alternative

Due to previous disturbance and bulldozed leveling and clearing of vegetation within the
TxDOT ROW, there would be minimall 'impacts to plant communities and terrestrial wildlife
with the construction of the proposed dccess roads for the checkpoint. Any motile wildlife
species would likely move to adjacent uﬁjﬁormly vegetated areas. Non-motile, slow moving or
dormant species may be lost during earth moving and construction. However, these impacts
would be minor and temporary. In addltlon the slowing of traffic due to checkpoint could
potentially lower the likelihood of road kill in the area.

The preferred habitats for the reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise, Texas horned lizard, and
spot-tailed earless lizard were found adjacmt to the project area. Although these species are
mobile and could normally avoid construction, a sleeping or dormant animal is subject to being
killed by construction. Based on current estimates, construction is scheduled to begin in
February. Therefore, there is a possibility of impact to individuals, with temporary, but no long-
term, impact to resource. Habitat for the western burrowing owl may be found onsite, and
adjacent to the project area. However, the species was not detected onsite, and this species is
mobile and could avoid construction. Therefore, no affect to the western burrowing owl is
anticipated. A review of the TxBCD did not reveal any recorded federally protected species
sightings within the project area. Therefore, no affect to federally-listed species are anticipated.
The TPWD will be notified of the recorded reticulate collared lizard occurrence near the project
area, and coordination with the TPWD Whll be initiated for the potential impacts to state-listed
threatened species and species of concern.|

E. Construction Impacts ‘

Construction Impacts from Implementing lfhe No-Build Alternative
There would be no construction impacts a$s<>ciated with the No-Build Alternative.

Construction Impacts from Implementing tihev Build Alternative

Traffic Impacts !
The proposed construction may require ﬂome traffic control. A traffic control plan would be

implemented to assure uninterrupted traffic flow during construction. Signs would be
strategically placed as a method of controlling traffic during the construction activities.

Noise Impacts i
Noise associated with the project constructlon is difficult to predict. Heavy machinery, the

major source of construction noise, 18 cons rantly moving in unpredictable patterns. However,
construction normally occurs during dayh ght hours when occasional loud noises are more
tolerable. ~ Wildlife in the immediate area would be disturbed by the heavy machinery.
However, this disturbance would be temporary and wildlife would be expected to return after
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construction. There are no sensitive recdivers in the project area. Provisions would be included
in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to
minimize construction noise through abatk;ment measures such as work-hour controls and proper
muffler system maintenance.

Vegetation

Vegetation would be cleared only as néeded and clearing may be phased, to maintain soil
integrity and minimize exposure of an} erosive surface. When construction is completed,
disturbed areas would be restored and re- $e< ded according to the TxDOT specification “Seeding
for Erosion Control.” ‘

Air Quality Impacts |
Construction may temporarily degrade air quality through dust and exhaust gases associated
with construction equipment. Measures %0 control dust would be considered and incorporated
into the final design and construction spedlf cations.

Water Quality Impacts i

With respect to potential surface water contamination due to erosion as a direct result from
construction, and more specifically, thé removal of existing vegetation, Best Management
Practices will be used to minimize 1mpaq:ts and contamination to downstream waterways. The
most effective best management measure ‘m order to reduce the volume of material eroded from
a site is to limit the extent of the natural vegetation that is disturbed. Planning the necessary
locations of disturbances and restricting construction traffic to those areas would substantially
reduce the overall damage to native Vegeiauon and reduce erosion. Promptly revegetating any
disturbed areas upon completion of cons truction would also reduce erosion. Appropriate
measures will be taken to avoid splllagq and to control runoff into public drainage systems.
Such measures would include an erosion and sedimentation control plan, provisions for waste
materials and storage, storm water mandgement measures, and appropriate road maintenance
measures. TPDES procedures will bd followed during construction and TxDOT’s Best
Management Practices and Sedzmentatzoh Control Guidelines will be strictly enforced during
the construction stages of the project. In addmon a SW3P and an NOI will be developed for the
project. ;

F. Summary Comparison of Potential sz.ffects

Table 2 compares the potential effects of ejach resource by Alternative.

Table 2. Comparisoﬂ of Potential Effects by Alternative

'Resources - ' L : : No-Build Build Alternative

3-13
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Resources No-Build Build Alternative

- Prime, Statewide or Local Important Farml‘hnds Impacts
(aeres) i

- Residential Relocations (#) | 0 0

- Income (Change) ° ‘ No Impacts No Impacts
-~ Community Cohesion * \ No Impacts No Impacts
- Public Facilities and Services Access * 1 No Impacts No Impacts
- Community Facilities * } No Impacts No Impacts
- Church Displacements ‘ 0 0

- Parks Impacted ‘ 0 0

- Cemeteries Impacted ‘w 0 0

- Schools Impacted } 0 0

- Environmental Justice * ‘ No Impacts No Impacts
- Section 4(f) Resources ‘ 0 0

- Access to Private Land (Change) * No Impacts Minimal Impacts
- Business Relocations (#) 0 0
-Historical Resources (# of eligible in APE) | 0 0
-Archeological Sites (# of eligible in APE) 3 0 0

- Water Quality * ‘ No Impacts No Impacts
- Wetlands (# of acres) : 0 0

- Permits (# required) 1 0 1°

- Floodplains (# of crossings) “ 0 0

- Canal Crossings 1 0

No Impacts Minimal Impacts

i G i = o

- Plant Communities * | No Impacts Minimal Impacts

- Terrestrial Wildlife * No Impacts Minimal Impacts

I 3-14
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Resources Build Alternative

- Invasive Species and Beneficial Landscapes * No Impacts No Impacts

_

- Threatened and Endangered Species (# of specieq}) 0

-Hazardous Materials Sites (#)

The following scale was used for this section: no impact, min imal impact, moderate impact, severe impact, improved impact.
® A Notice of Intent would be required in accordance with TPbES General Permit requirements.

° The reticulate collared lizard, Texas tortoise, and Texas homed lizard are state-listed as threatened. Habitat for these species exists adjacent
to the project area. Coordination will be initiated with the TTPWD,

3-15
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Chapter 4: Recommendation of the Preferred Alternative
|
A Identification and Rationale for the #’referred Alternative

A1 Preferred Alternative |

The Build Alternative is the recommendaﬁ Preferred Alternative.

A2  Support Rationale |

The Build Alternative was chosen as the Preferred Alternative because it meets the project
purpose and need, principal design requ\irements desired design benefits, and environmental
protection and enhancement requlremqms In addition, it would have no substantial
environmental impact. !
1

B. Mitigation and Monitoring Commitm%nts

There are several issues discussed in this EA that require additional mitigation, or monitoring

. . . \
commitments. These issues are discussed below.

In accordance with the Executive Memor%mdum of August 10, 1995, the USACE will comply
with NEPA as it relates to vegetation management and landscape practices for all federally
assisted projects. In accordance with the Invasive Species Executive Order 13112 of February 3,
1999, the USACE will prevent the 1ntrodupt10n of all invasive alien species into the U.S. for this
facility.

Provisions for waste materials and storagd storm water management measures, and appropriate
road maintenance measures along with, TPDES procedures, and TxDOT’s Best Management
Practices and Sedimentation Control Guidelines must be followed during construction. An
erosion and sedimentation control plan f%ind a SW3P will be developed for the project and
adhered to during construction. The project will require that a NOI is filed with the TCEQ since
it will affect approximately eight acres. |

When construction is completed, disturbed areas will be restored and re-seeded according to the
TxDOT specification “Seeding for Erosion\ Control.”

Although no direct impacts to migratory | ‘blrd species, or their habitat, are expected with the
implementation of the proposed project, medlsures to minimize any impacts to potential habitat
would be implemented to avoid any harm 1t0 migratory birds, including scheduling construction
outside of the breeding season. |
|
|
|

4-1
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The Build Alternative is not expected to impact any potential hazardous material sites. Any
unanticipated hazardous materials or ¢ontamination that may be encountered during the
construction phase of the facility would be managed in accordance with federal and state
regulations, as per TxDOT Standard Specifications.

Measures to control dust will be considered and incorporated into the final design and
construction specifications. ‘

Provisions will be included in the plans and specifications that require the contractor to make
every reasonable effort to minimize coﬁst]ruction noise through abatement measures such as
work-hour controls and proper muffler system maintenance.

C. Recommendation(s): Significance [?etermination, Alternative Selection, FONSI

The studies and evaluations performed th@s far in the project planning indicate the proposed

project causes insignificant social, economic, and environmental effects and a FONSI is
anticipated. |

4-2
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North bound 1-35 and two-way frontage rgad. View of the overall proje
vegetation and land use within the TXDOT right-of-way.

Ground Photographs of Figure No.
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Northeast bound view of the proposed placement of a ramp exiting 1-35 into the bordr ceckpoin.

Southeast boud |ew of t proposed p!ame t f a ramp exiting |-

Ground Photographs of Figure No.

@ 1-35 Mile Marker 29 _
Project Area 4
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into the border checkpoint.

South bound view of the proposed ﬁlace ent of a ramp exiting 1-35

West bound view across 1-35 from the pro
in the area adjacent to the project.

@ 1-35 Mile Marker 29
Laredo, Webb County, Texas
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North bound view of the pposed placement of a ramp reentering I-35 from he i
Access to the driveway shown at the edge of the photograph would remain with the implementation
of the proposed project.

Southeast bound view of the proposed placement of a ramp reentering m the border checkpoint.
Access to the driveway shown at the edge jpf the photograph would remain with implementation
of the proposed project. }

U.S. Customs & Border Protection Checkﬁ:omt .
@ 1-35 Mile Marker 29 | Ground Photographs of Figure No.

Laredo, Webb County, Texas Project Area 6
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T EXAS RICK PERRY, GOVERNOR %4/ g
HISTORICA‘L JOHN L. NAU, I, CHAIRMAN
COMMISSION F. LAWERENGE OAKS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

The State Agency for Historic Preservation

28 June 2002

William Fickel, Jr.
Chlef Planning, Environmental

and Regulatory Division
Dept. of the Army |
Ft. Worth District, Corps of Engineers |
P.0. Box 17300 |
Foit Worth, Texas 76102-0306 |

Re: Project review under Section 106 of the }\Iaticmal Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Draft Report:
Draft Cultural Resource Survey of a PropaseP Border Patrol Checkpoint Station and NRHP Eligibility
Testing Report of Site4d1WB612, Webb County, Texas near Laredo, Texas" (COE)

Dear Chief Fickel: 1
|

Thank you for your correspondence describing the above referenced project. This letter serves as
comment on the proposed undertaking from the State Historic Preservation Officer, the Executive
Director of the Texas Historical Comm_xssmmf

e |
hid |

The review staff, led by Debra L. Beene, has | ompleted its review. We concur that Site 41WB612 is not
eligible for inclusion in the National Register| of Historic Places. However, we do not concur with the
supporting statements leading to this determination; the features did not wash in and activity areas are
represented. However, the site is not considered eligible due to the paucity of artifacts and the surficial
nature of the features, which lack datable maJ;rlxals or preserved organics. The site does not have
research potential and the proposed project s?ould not have an effect on historic properties; therefore, the
project should proceed without further consultation with this office. Specific comments on the draft
report will be submitted under separate covcrk please have the author incorporate these comments into the
revised draft report prior to submitting to our\offxc e.
We lock forward to further consultation with\yc»ur office and hope to maintain a partnership that will
foster effective historic preservation. Thank you for your assistance in this federai review process, and
for your efforts to preserve the irreplaceable heritage of Texas. If you have any questions concerning
our review or if we can be of further assistance, please contact Debra L. Beene at 512/463-5865.

|
Sincerely, ‘

/M{«u\ YA }

for
F. Lawerence Oaks, State Historic Preservati#m Officer

cc: Patience Patterson, Cultural Resource Section, Ft. Worth District COE
Mindy Bonine, Ecological Communications Corporation, Austin

FLO/dlb ‘

P.O. BOX 12276 - AUSTIN, TX 78711-22761- 512/463-G100 - FAX 512/475-4872 + TDD 1-800/735-2989
www.the.state.tx.us




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 17300, 819 TAYLOR STREET
FORT|WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TO |
ATTENTION OF } 7 AUGUST, 2003

Planning, Environmental and Regulator\* Division
#uauc NOTICE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMEN FOR PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF BORDER
PATROL CHECKPOINT AT 1-35 MILE MARKER 29.
LAREDO‘ WEBB COUNTY, TEXAS

Acting as an agent for the: Departmeni. of Homeland Security (DHS) the Fort Worth
District, US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), prepared and circulated for review an
Environmental Assessment (EA) descnbmg potential impacts of the proposed
construction of a vehicle checkpoint at mile marker 29 on 1-35 north of Laredo, Texas.
Followmg oppertunlty for public comment and coordination with Federal and State
agenc;es, a Finding of No Slgnlflcant Impact (FONSI) was srgned at Headquarters,

DHS, on June 26, 2002. This process was conducted-in full compliance with the
National’ Envnronmental Pollcy Act (Public Law 91-190) and the Presrdents Councnl on .
Envnronmental Quahty regu!atxons (40 C FR 1500 1508) o

Subsequent comments Were recelved from the Texas Department of Transportatlon
which resulted in clarification of some language contained in the EA. A revised EA was’
prepared for TXDOT in April 2003 that included these clarifications. No significant

changes in the content of the original EA were made that would suggest a need to
modify the conclusions of the EA orithe original FONSI decision. This public notice was
prepared to inform the public of the revised EA and offer the public opportunity to
request a public meeting regarding revisions therein. Copies of the revised EA will be
made available upon request.

|
Please address any requests or coancerns to Mr. Mark Doles of my staff. He may be
reached at 817-886-1693. :

i Sinc .. -
1
|

Wll!iam Fickel Jr.

Chief Planning, Environmental\@hd Regulatory Division
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LAREDO MORNING TIMES
B.0. |BOX 2129
LAREDO,TEXAS 78041

|
[
|
|
\

STATE OF TEXAS
COUNTY OF WEBRB

who on his/her ocath states.

|
|
|
|
Before me, the undexsigned authority, on tl}‘im day personally appeaxed Jesus Santillane
| .
|
|

I am the ROOKKEEPING CLERK of the REDO MORNING TIMES, a newspaper
published in Webb County, Texas, and knows ‘the facts Btated in this affidavit

Advertisement for ACCT: 084551001 U. S. ARﬁY CORPS OF ENGGINEE INV# 251396001 L-48
appeared in the LAREDO MORNING TIMES on t?p.e following dates:

08-21-2003 08-24-2003

\
i
)
i
|
|
i
|
|

|
!
|
!
The charge for such publication being | 8545.05
. | -
|
|

2 Santillamo
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 25th day of Bugust 2003

| R . - -

Il pa . Dagiend?
Notary public Webb ounty,'rexas

e T

3“'\ THELMA AGUERO
ToF  Nolary Public, State of Texas
@’ My Commission Exp. 07-16-2008

""Uu ant

».

“\mr




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WQRTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERSS
P.0. BOX 17300, 819 TAYLOR STREET
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

|
REPLY TO i
ATTENTION OF }

November 19, 2003

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey for US Border Patrol Checkpoint Station,
Laredo Texas

Texas Department of Transportation
125 East 11" Street
Austin, Texas 78701-2433

|
|
|
|
|
Dr. Nancy Kenmotsu |
|
|
|
1
1
Dear Dr. Kenmotsu: i

|

1

In comments received via email pa‘wted May 28, 2003 from Kyle Ford, your office requested

further investigation into possible historjc structures and improvements that may be impacted by
the project mentioned above. Enclosed is a copy of the survey report performed within a one half
mile radius of the proposed checkpoint station construction area, including an archaeological

survey of the proposed access roads to and from the station.
|

|
Given the findings presented in the report and in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1),
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (US CE) Fort Worth District has determined there will be no
historic properties affected.

The Supplemental EA concerni g this project will be sent to you under separate cover. If
you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact Ms. Nancy Parrish at (817) 886-

1725.

Sincerely,

ham Flckel Jr.
Chief, Planning, Envirorimental

|
|
|
|
|
|
i
\
|
|
|
|
|
i and Regulatory Division
|

Enclosure



I Texas Deparfment of Transportation

December 19, 2003

Mr. Mark Doles

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

\

|

i

|
Dear Mr. Doles: i
|
As you know, there will be modifications to the current operations on IH 35 in the area of
the proposed IH 35 Border Patrol Checkpoint in Webb County as a result of the
proposed project. In light of this fact and the environmental document and
supplemental information dated November 2003, submitted to the Texas Department of
Transportation as well as the severance of the frontage roads at this location, we feel it
is prudent to schedule a public hearing. Scheduling a public hearing will enable the
general public to review the changes $nd_ make comments.

Patrol Checkpoint be held in accordance with federal guidelines for this type of public
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Melisa Montemayor at 956-712-
7456 or me at 956-712-7405.

Therefore, we respectfully request a e{ublic hearing on the proposed IH 35 North Border

Sincerely,

P

Luis A. Ramirez, P.E.
District Engineer

LAR/df
cC: Carlos G. Rodriguez, P.E.
Route: Jo Ann E. Garcia, P.E.

Rosa E. Trevifio, P.E.
Melisa Montemayor

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERSS
P.0. BOX 17300, 819 TAYLOR STREET
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300
|

REPLYTO
ATTENTION OF

January 5, 2004

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division
1

|
SUBJECT: Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and Office of Border Patrol (OBP), Laredo
District, proposed construction of a Borqer Patrol Checkpoint on Interstate 35 near Laredo, Texas
|

ATTN: Mr. Jimmy Arterberry
Comanche Tribe

HC 32-Box 1720

Lawton, OK 73502

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Honorable Johnny C. Wauqua, Chairman
|
|
|
|
Dear Chairman Wauqua: “

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its -
implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part §00.3, the Fort Worth District of the US Army Corps of
Engineers, acting on behalf of the DHS and the OBP, is notifying you of the proposed project
mentioned above and requesting your cojnments.

|
This project consists of construction, and operation of a new traffic checkpoint on a 15-acre

tract of land parallel to the northbound lanes of IH35. The checkpoint would divert all northbound
traffic via newly constructed ingress and|egress roads between the interstate and the checkpoint.
Signs and streetlights will be posted :alon‘g both sides of the northbound lanes to alert drivers of the
checkpoint and to direct traffic flow into and out of the checkpoint. All signs, lights and access
roads will be constructed within the currq:‘nt, interstate right of way. The 15-acre tract of land on
which the checkpoint will be constructed has been surveyed for archaeological resources (see

enclosed report). ‘

|

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 80d.4(d)(1), we have determined that the proposed
construction of the checkpoint, access roads and signage will have no effect upon any historic
properties. We have asked for SHPO concurrence with our determination of no effect. If, as
stated in Part 800.4(d)(1), we have not heard from the SHPO in thirty (30) days of receipt of this
request, we will assume concurrence and our Section 106 responsibilities regarding this proposed
project will be fulfilled. We wish to afford you an opportunity to comment on this undertaking
and have enclosed a copy of the report frbm the cultural resources investigation of the property.



Should there be any Traditional Cultural Places or Sacred Places in this area, we would appreciate

information on these spaces. |
Thank you for your assistance, we look forward to hearing from you concerning this proposed

project within the next 30 days. If we do not hear from you, we will assume you have no

objections to the project as planned. Should you require further information, please contact

Ms. Nancy Parrish of my office at (817) 886-1725.

Sincerely,

1111arn Flckel
Chief, Planning, Envnonm tal
and Regulatory Division

Enclosures
Copy furnished with enclosures: Copy Furnished without enclosures

Honorable Raul Garza, Chairman Dr. Nancy Kenmotsu

Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas | Texas Department of Transportation
HC1-Box 9700 | 125 East 11" Street
Eagle Pass, TX 78853-0972 ; Austin, Texas 78701-2483
|
Honorable Sara Misquez, President } Ms Karen Coopersmith
Attn: Ms Holly Houghten | Arcadis
Cultural Affairs Office 11490 Westheimer, Ste. 600
Mescalero Apache Tribe Houston, TX 77007

124 Chiricahua Plaza i
Mescalero, NM 88340

Honorable Earl Yeahquo, Chairman
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma

P.O. Box 369 ‘
Carnegie, OK 73015 1
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January 16, 2003
:#iry RECEIVED ON
|
Environmental Assessment !
Webb County ! : JAN 16 200%
CSJ 1111-03-004 _ | TEXAS DIVISION
| FHWA
U.S. Customs and Border Protection Checkpoint at TH 35 Mile Marker 29
|
Mr. C.D. Reagan ;
Division Administrator !
Federal Highway Administration

- Austin, Texas 78701
Dear Mr. Reagan: ;
|

Attached is one copy of the revised environmental assessment (EA) covering the above-described
Jocation of IH 35 for your review and approyal. The cover letters of the EA have been revised per
your request. Additional revisions to discussions of archeology are on pp. 1-3 and 1-8. A
comment/response report detailing these rew#xons is attached.

Coordination with the State Historical Pre#ewaxtion, Officer (SHPO) for historic structures and
archeology has been initiated. Coordination with Native American tribes has been initiated as well.
Letters to the SHPO and the tribes are attached. Additional coordination with the Texas Parks and
Wildlife Department (TPWD) has also beein initiated. Ietters to the TPWD are attached. All
coordination would be completed prior to dixe public hearing and would be made available to the
public. We will forward all evidence of comt‘)leted coordination to your office upon receipt.

|
At this time, the U.S. Aumy Corps of Engineers (USACE) would like to proceed with publication
for the pubhc hearing. Should any revisions be required, 1he USACE would revise the EA as
necessary. ) . 1

Your concurrence is requested that this prOj \,d;t is satisfactory for further processing.

nn M. Irwin
Deputy Director
ﬁnvxmnmcntal Affairs Division
Attachments

Satisfactory for Further Proccssmg FHWA J/’%’? M

Date L / / ZO/o;/
\
‘ An Equal O}Fparnunity Employer




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
} P. 0. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 761020300

20 January 2004

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, FORT WORTH DISTRICT

|
|
Proposed Construction of a Border Paf‘(ro»l Checkpoint along Interstate 35 at Mile Marker 29

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) in cooperation with the Texas Department of
Transportation (TXDOT), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District (USACE) will hold a public
hearing to address any concerns from the public regarding the proposed checkpoint along I-35 at mile marker
29 north of Laredo, Webb County Texas. USA | E has prepared a Supplemental Environmental Assessment
(SEA) that assesses potential impacts to the environment that may result from the proposed construction of the
ingress and egress ramps between the checkpoint and the main lanes of I-35 and appurtenances within the
existing TXDOT right-of-way. This SEAisa s:upplement to the original 2002 EA, Environmental Assessment
for the Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX, which addressed impacts of the checkpoint facility
within the boundaries of the 15-acre property adjacent to I-35.

|

The public hearing will be held on February 19, 2004 at 7:00 PM at the Holiday Inn Civic Center, 800
Garden St., Laredo. All interested citizens are ﬂpvited to attend this hearing. Persons interested in attending the
hearing that have special communication or accommodation needs are encouraged to contact Mark Doles at
(817) 886-1693 at least four days prior to the hearing. Because the public hearing will be conducted in English,
any requests for language interpreters or other special communication needs should also be made at least four
days prior to the public hearing. USACE will make every reasonable effort to accommodate these needs.

Verbal and written comments from the public regarding this project are requested. Comments may be
presented either at the hearing or in writing after the hearing. Written statements and other exhibits may be
mailed to Mark Doles at the address below. Comments must be received no later than the 29" of February,
2004 in order to be included in the public hearing record.

The proposed project will consist of a six-laxi‘e checkpoint facility that will require all northbound traffic to
stop for inspection. While the facility will be constructed near mile marker 29, signage and lighting will be
placed along the highway right-of-way between|the Callaghan interchange at approximately mile marker 28 and
the San Roman interchange at mile marker 32. }No displacements of the existing right of way or relocation of
residences or businesses are proposed. Although access to private land east of the interstate will be maintained
via the existing frontage road, construction and pperation of the checkpoint will require the east frontage road to
dead end immediately north and south of the proposed checkpoint. A description, diagram, tentative
construction schedule and location maps of the Proposed facility are available in the SEA at the locations listed

below. !




i
|
i
2
|
|

Implementation of the proposed action is n#t expected cause significant adverse impacts on the human and
natural environment. Based on surveys and assessments performed in the project area and area of potential
effect, significant adverse impacts to the cultuﬂ‘al resources within the proposed project area are not anticipated.

Copies of the SEA are available upon requjst or may be reviewed at the Laredo Public library; 707 E.
College St., on the web at http://www.swf.usace.army.mil or Att: Mark Doles, Planning, Environmental, and
Regulatory Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, P.O. Box 17300, 819 Taylor Street, Fort Worth, Texas
76102-0300. For further information, contact Mark Doles at (817) 886-1693.

14 .
lllia;%%b

Chief, Planning, Enviro ntal, and
Regulatory Division

Enclosure
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Proposed Border Patrol

Miles

655 o

| Construction area for Ingre

and egress ramps within
the highway right of way.

Checkpoint

Limited construction for
placement of highway
signs and streetlights on
both sides of northbound
lane and frontage road

from checkpoint to

San Roman interchange

approx. 2.5 miles.

Limited ccnﬁtc f

placement of highway
signs and streetlights on
both sides of northbound
lane and frontage road
from checkpoint to
Caiilaghan interchange
approx. 1 mile.




! LMT CLASSIFIED PAGE @1

| %r Andascan
Aviso de Audiencia Publica

2983 Legal 41  1/26/04 3:01 »M ®age 1 E,{B
|
I
[
Cuerpo de Ingenieros de lo Es&a‘dos Unidos, Distrita
T

|
US Army Corps of Englneers e Fort Wo

To Hold Public Meeting Propussta para 1a constiucgion d Garita d
sta para 1a constiruccio
February 19, \004 lnspeec%n de Patrulla Fro#ter%zg en Ean%utg&ts%a Tnter-

gl1/26/2884 16:22 9567231227

estatal 35 Milla #29.

On behalf of the U.S, Customs and Border Protection (CBF) in | De parte de (CBP) U.S. Customs and Barder Protection
cooperation with the Texas Department of Transpocrﬁatiog] ] )' Pk B‘Pfaggggg'gg ?—éﬂa;('?f anamento ﬂ%{fp’g'gsgm facion
{T X  the U.S, Army Carps of Engineers, Fort Worth District | Ingenieros del Ejercito te los s")édOS Unidos, Distrito de
USACE) will hold a public hearing to address any oncerns from | Fort Worth (USACE) ?e estara ofreciendo, audiencia
the public regarding the proposed checkpoint alon% [-32 at mile | publica para conocer Ia opinion de el publico sgbre Ia

marker 2 north of Laredo, Webb Gounty Texas. USACE has constiuccion de la Garita de lnsg%%%ggoed% levétggpié‘ta-

repared a Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) that [ 33, milla #29 en Laredo, Jexas,
gssgsses poteg ial impacts to the environment that a(y res)ult g‘\',‘e{,}fgc%% ngenieros (Ug'éca%%g’epafa%? una
from the goposad construction of the ingress and egress ramps | SNehianiales qus padliar resuiar por Hados, o de
between the checkpoint and the main lanes of 1-35 and {as ram dﬂ acceso v salida |§ Garita de 1 i

ek U > . pas di cce_'\;ss a arita de Inspeccion.

appurtenances within the existing TXDOT right-of-w. { This SEA | Esta evaluacion ambiehtal es un suplemento de Ja
is a supplement to the original 2002 EA, Environmental evaluacion original ggoz Eﬁé mgromental sessment
Assessment for the Construction of USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, [ for,the construction of the USEP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX).
TX, which addressed impacts of the checkpoint facility within the | ESta evaluara impaclos ambientales de las facilidade's a
boundaries of the 15-acre property adjacent to 1-35. | Sﬂ?ésp%{? gsentre 12 propiedad adyacentes (15 cres) al la

The meeting will be: Thursday, February 18th, 2004, at the La vista piblica se llevara a cabo el 19 de f
% ay, y 200455357: llev; cabo el 19 de febrero de

Haliday Inn Civic Center, 800 Garden S et, Laredo, Texas p.m. en el Holiday Inn del Centro Civico
- ) \ calle Garden #¥800, Larsedo. Todos iud, )
(956)'7%7 5800 ‘ interesados esfan mv%a%os zasistg?géggtaaviasgsm

i ] ac 2 . Las
Sign-in for the meeting will begin at 6:30 p.m. with the meeting ggme%?égsnnégrgsaduarﬁgd ﬂsg‘;,%‘-’gr}]’iee“e" necesidades
X nio del
scheduled to start at 7:00 p.m. | %ggtéactarrlg Mgno"é%keugtal g%n;%rm;el%fonico, 8e1n 886- |
. o . . . [ C tro di s de Ja visia.
All interested citizens are Invited to attend this heanhg. Persons | visla :[gaubhca sa coaductré an inglés, cu %a,:iera'za pug&%ue 4

interested in attending the hearing that have special | solicita interprete de idioma u ciras necesidades
communication or accommodation needs are encouraged fo asrﬁecvales de comunicacion. Este pedido debe ser hecho

contact Mark Doles at (817) 886-1693 at least four days prior to | {8mpien por lo menos cuatra dias antes de Ia vista

the hearing. Because the public hearing will be oondggteg in ggg,:sgaﬁgeé?as hars toda el esfuerzo razonable para

English, any requests for language interpreters or other spacial :

communication needs should also be made at least four days Se solicitan comentarips verbales y escritos tocante a

prior to the public hearing. USACE will make every reasonable este proyecta guphco. 0S comentarios se pusden

effort to accommodate these neeads. : presentar en la vista 0 se pueden escriber d,es_gués ds la

) P R

Verbal and written comments from the public regarding this Comantarias se deben fecibir no. mas tarde de ol i s o

ﬁro;ect are requested. Comments may be presented eit?xeer at the | febrero, 2004 para poder ser incluidos err?el rege%stro dg

earing or in writing after the hearing, Written statements and visia de publica.
other exhibits may be mailed ta Mark Doles at the address 3 . N . ]
below. Camments must be received no later than the 15th of B gﬁogecg@oggggsn%g: una agtgegg ilrr]rg%eggiggag% seis
fe%%rgjam 2004 in order to be included in the public hegarmg & tratic viajan doﬂ Cia Bl norte; Beta fachdad sarm
. ! construida cerca de [a milla 29. Senales de trancito e

‘ cansiruic
The proposed project will consist of a six-lane checkpoint facility lg‘g'%'%g,‘r’g%’;gsn‘g%?g'&2,,3&?,;;‘,"%03%?1 la Sarpiera entre
that will require all northbound tratfic to stop for inspection. While agf)roximadamente eptre Ss millas 28 y 32 de’la
the facility will be constructed near mile marker 29, signage and ] autopista inter-estatal 35. Desplazamierto de ran}\pas de
lighting will be placed along the highwaly right-of-way begtween the afceﬁox €asas o ,r;%%%cio_s no es}aeré er%u‘%stast. Junque
Cgallag%an interchange at approximately mile marker 28 and the %tgﬁqees%gtgl F;g’rg' pacie} e a‘?‘ Ly ex@gngg B
San roman interchange at mile marker 32. No displacements of | construccion y operacion P X o on
the existing right of way or relocation of residences or businiesses | necesitara cerrar las calle al nofte ¥ sur de la propositada
are proposeg. Although access to private land ea#t of the | garifa. Una descripcion dgag_Fama, adenda de
interstate will be maintained via the existing frontage road, | construcion y mapa de fa fa udag‘ puesta estan
construction and operation of the checkpoint wiﬂ require the east drsgombies &n 1a SEA en las locali
frontage road to dead end immediately north and soith of the | 8kao.

proposed checkpoint. A description, diagram, [tentative La implementacion de la accion prowﬁgg%avgso glesg?pera

i ion maps of the proposed facili 0s adversos o signi .
construction schedule and location map propo gg ity ﬁg'ran g%gsg éTg% 0s adyersos ¢ engmspgc,;:lonesy

i :
‘Eacrones esgritas

are available in the SEA at the locations listed below. ) i do en'in onesy
f the proposed action is not expected cause | evaluaciones realizadas en el area de 11 0N

ls%e:ﬁ%:ggauggvgse ir‘r)lp?cts on the human and nalural gnmt:lgadr&trglggglor% aggg{asos a’08 recursos tulturales

environment. Based on surveys and assessments performed in } Sentr prap - .

the project area and area of poten&@l etagfect, signﬁ&ca?t. ggt\{gggg Las copias de la eva}uacigq.ec‘j,? imagcé% :Iaéng{gﬁé%&gsm)

Impacts 100 ey = resources witnin The proposeeii ?j A Bbica e &?‘fdso?%g?(assirubicgga el la calle College #707

are not anticipated. Publica

‘ 0 en la red ?bemehca mundial (Internef) en
i lreviewed | hitp: Y-ud |'o escribiendo a Mark
Canpies aof the SEA are available upon reﬁuest or may be geylewe hitp: e A T & BenUIAD D:vas_fon
ATE < - 707 E. College St, on the web at Wi Pa.JOl. BoS a0, 616 Taytor
at the Laredo Public library hgark : § ° Krmyajg‘or Sh? TEx g "?gﬁj 0 BT

. 3 i

: or Att Doles, Planning EortWort A DOl a s

g%vironmentsal and Regulatary Division, U.S. A”W E‘" 5 O inﬁ%hcién cormuniduese con el St. Mark Boles i
Engincers, PO. Box 17300, 819 Taylor Street Fort Worth, Texas | teletono (817)-886-1693.

050300, For further information, contact Mark Dole‘\s at a1

(817) BRB-1603.

I
T
|
|



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
‘ P. 0. BOX 17300
\FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300
\
REPLY TO January 29, 2003

ATTENTION OF

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory D1V1E10

|
|
|
Mr. Mark Fisher |
Research and Environmental Assessment Section
Water Resource Conservation Commission M(F 150
12100 Park Planning and Assessment Division
Texas Natural Circle 35, Building F |

P.O. Box 13087, Capitol Station
Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Fisher: !

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Borﬁel Protection (CBP), and in conjunction with Texas
Department of Transportation (TXDOT), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District
(USACE) is submitting the Supplemental Envuronmental Assessment (SEA) for the proposed check
station along I-35 at mile marker 29 north d)f Laredo, Webb County Texas. This SEA is a supplement
to the original 2002 USACE EA, Environmental Assessment for the Construction of USBP Checkpoint,
Laredo, TX, which addressed impacts of the checkpoint facility within the boundaries of the 15-acre
property adjacent to I-35. The SEA will assess potential impacts to the environment that may result
from the proposed construction of the ingress and egress ramps within the existing Texas Department of
Transportation (TXDOT) right-of-way, beﬂwe en the check station and the mainlanes of I-35.
Additionally, comments submitted by Tqu T to the original EA after its finalization will be addressed.

Based on biological and cultural surveys and assessments performed in the highly disurbed project
area and area of potential effect, significant adverse impacts to the biological or cultural resources
within the proposed project area are not anticipated. Implementation of the proposed action is not
expected to cause significant adverse impacts on the human and natural environment.

This SEA is submitted for your review d‘nd[ solicits any additional comments or concerns your
agency may have regarding this proposed action. Please respond with any comments or concerns within
30 days of the date of this letter. A public ﬁearing will be held on February 19, 2004 at 7:00 PM at
the Holiday Inn Civic Center, 800 Garden St., Laredo at the request of TXDOT. Please address
any requests or comments to Mr. Mark Dol&s (¢ 17) 886-1693 of my staff. Thank you for your
cooperation in this matter. w

Chiaf Dlnnv\1r\n ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ Al
\./111\11 i 1(111111115 J..JllVllUlqu cu

and
auila

Regulatory Division
Enclosures



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 761020300

REPLY TO i December 29, 2003
ATTENTION QOF

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Divi:bion

|
|
Mr. Robert Lawerence |
Office of Planning and Coordination |
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency‘, legion 6
1445 Ross Avenue 1
Dallas, Texas 75202 i

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

|
On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Fort Worth District (USACE) is submlttm the Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the
proposed check station along I-35 at mile r?al ker 29 north of Laredo, Webb County Texas. This SEA is
a supplement to the original 2002 USACE EA, Environmental Assessment for the Construction of
USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX, which add{essed impacts of the checkpoint facility within the
boundaries of the 15-acre property adjacent to I-35. The SEA will assess potential impacts to the
environment that may result from the proposed construction and operation of the ingress and egress
ramps between the check station and the mainlanes of I-35 and property within the existing Texas
Department of Transportation (TXDOT) righ't-of-way. Additionally, comments submitted by TXDOT
to the original EA after its finalization will be addressed.
|
Implementation of the proposed action is not expected cause significant adverse impacts on the
human and natural environment. Based on surveys and assessments performed in the project area and
area of potential effect, significant adverse impacts to the cultural resources within the proposed project

area are not anticipated. }

This EA is submitted for your review amjd solicits any additional comments or concerns your agency
may have regarding this proposed action. Please respond with any comments or concerns within 30
days of the date of this letter. Additional niformatlon regarding the proposed action is available upon
request. Please address any requests or corhments to Mr. Mark Doles (817) 886-1693 of my staff.
Thank you for your cooperation in this matter

A\ N\~
W
William Fickel, Jr.
Chief, Planning, Environméntal, and
Regulatory Division
Enclosures




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

REPLY TO January 29, 2003

ATTENTION OF

- Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division

Allan M. Strand
Field Supervisor
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
C/O Texas A&M University at Corpus Christi
6300 Ocean Drive, Campus Box 338 |
Corpus Christi, Texas 78412

Dear Mr. Strand: ‘
\
|

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and in conjunction with Texas

Department of Transportation (TXDOT), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District

(USACE) is submitting the Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the proposed check

station along I-35 at mile marker 29 north of Laredo, Webb County Texas. This SEA is a supplement

to the original 2002 USACE EA, Environmental Assessment for the Construction of USBP Checkpoint,

Laredo, TX, which addressed impacts of the checkpoint facility within the boundaries of the 15-acre

property adjacent to I-35. The SEA will assess potential impacts to the environment that may result

from the proposed construction of the ingress and egress ramps within the existing Texas Department of

Transportation (TXDOT) right-of-way, between the check station and the mainlanes of I-35.

Additionally, comments submitted by TXQOT to the original EA after its finalization will be addressed.
|

Based on biological and cultural survey$ and assessments performed in the highly disturbed project
area and area of potential effect, significant adverse impacts to the biological or cultural resources
within the proposed project area are not an ‘iciipated. Implementation of the proposed action is not
expected to cause significant adverse impa%:ts on the human and natural environment.

\

This SEA is submitted for your review #nc’l solicits any additional comments or concerns your
agency may have regarding this proposed action. Please respond with any comments or concerns within
30 days of the date of this letter. A public hearing will be held on February 19, 2004 at 7:00 PM at
the Holiday Inn Civic Center, 800 Garden St., Laredo at the request of TXDOT. Please address
any requests or comments to Mr. Mark Doles (817) 886-1693 of my staff. Thank you for your
cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

| .
s
Villiam Fickel, Jt.
Chief, Planning, Environmeptal, and

Regulatory Division

Enclosures




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERSS
P.O. BOX 17300, 819 TAYLOR STREET
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY 7O

<
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A
&
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e et
SRATL ATTENTION OF

\De_c:ember 19, 2003
|

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBIJECT: Supplemental Cultural Resources Sﬁrvey for US Border Patrol Checkpoint Station,
Laredo Texas

Mr. F. Lawerence Oaks

ATTN: Mr. William Martin

State Historic Preservation Office
Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276

Capital Station

Austin, Texas 78711

|
|
Dear Mr. Oaks:

Recently, the Corps of Engineer: ‘, Fort Worth District (the Corps), acting on behalf of the
Department of Homeland Security and the Office of Border Patrol, conducted a cultural resources
survey for a proposed Border Patrol Checkpoint to be located on the northbound side of Interstate
Highway 35 (IH35) at mile marker 29 near Laredo, Texas. A report of the findings of this survey,
dated January 2003, was submitted and a determination of no effect was issued by your office in a
letter dated June 28, 2003. It has since :t)me to our attention that this report only covered the 15-
acre plot of land on which the checkpoint will be constructed, but neglected to cover the ingress
and egress (access roads) connecting the checkpoint to the existing interstate.

The Texas Department of Transportation (TX DOT), has further requested that the Corps
inspect a total of six miles along IH35 from the Callaghan Ranch interchange north to the San
Roman interchange for cultural resources (see enclosed map). The current checkpoint design
includes the placement of approximately 35 signs alerting drivers of the checkpoint and directing
traffic flow to be placed within the existing right-of-way (ROW) and median on either side of the

.northbound lanes of IH35 between the Callaghan Ranch interchange and the access road into the
checkpoint. In addition, street lights will be placed at close intervals beginning %% mile south of the
access road. Approximately 5 signs will be placed on the either side of the northbound lanes of
IH35 on the north side of the checkpoint to assist drivers returning to the interstate driving lanes.
Typically, signs of this type require excayation of 2 hole approximately 2-4 feet in diameter
(depending on the type of sign or light beﬁng installed) and up to 10 feet deep. These
appurtenances are comimonly secured with a concrete footing. The light fixtures will require the
installation of underground electrical wir?within the existing ROW.




‘Enclosure

-Cbpy furnished to

-Austin, Texas 78701-2483

On November 10, 2003, a Corps archaeologist visited the project area to inspect the ROW
parallel to the proposed.checkpoint location and access road tie-in areas. A second trip is
scheduled for January 7, 2004, to inspect| the areas where signs and lights will be placed within the
remainder of the six-mile corridor. A report of the findings of the initial visual survey of the ROW
surrounding the proposed access roads is|enclosed. Given the findings presented in the report and
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth
District has determined there will be no historic properties affected by the construction of the
access roads. We ask for your concurrence with this determination. Because the proposed impacts
along the remaining six-mile corridor are also planned within the existing interstate ROW, we do
not anticipate a threat to historic properties. A follow-up letter detailing the findings of the ROW
inspection will be sent to you in January.

We intend to provide your agency with a copy of the Supplemental Environmental
Assessment (EA) once it is completed. Please inform us if you do not wish to receive the SEA.
Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If we do not hear from your
office within 30 days, we will assume concurrence for the portions of the project area thus far
inspected. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Ms. Nancy Parrish at (817) 886-

1725.

Sincerely,

Do Lt

| William Fickel, Jr.
™ Chief, Planning, Environmental
and Regulatory Division

Dr. Nancy Kenmotsu
Texas Department of Transportation
125 East 11th Street




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY K=
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERSS
©  P.D.BOX 17300, 819 TAYLOR STREET
FORTWORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

January 15, 2004
Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey for US Border Patrol Checkpoint Station at
Mile Marker 29 on Interstate Highway 35, Laredo Texas

Mr. F. Lawerence Oaks

ATTN: MR. William Martin
State Historic Preservation Office
Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276

Capital Station

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Oaks:

In a letter dated December 19, 2003, we informed you of our plan to conduct a survey of

the right-of-way (ROW) along the north

bound lanes of Interstate Highway 35 between the

Callaghan Ranch and San Roman interchanges north of Laredo, TX in support of the above
mentioned project. While initially reported as a six-mile corridor, the span is actually only four
miles beginning at mile marker (inm) 28 and extending to mm32 (figure 1). This corridor includes

areas where signs and lighting will be in

stalled within the current interstate ROW as well as the

Border Patrol Checkpoint Station ingress and egress construction areas. The ingress and egress

construction areas had been previously addressed in the December 19 letter, but were revisited
and included in the current survey. | :

|

Acting under Antiquities Permit TAC # 3311, an archaeologist from the Army Corps of
Engineers, Fort Worth District, conducted a pedestrian survey of the four-mile corridor. Project
plans do not indicate the exact locations for signs or lights, but do indicate that the majority of the
fixtures (approximately 85%) will be plat:ed south of the checkpoint ingress. For this reason,
survey efforts were more intensive on the south side of the proposed checkpoint location. In total,
23 shovel tests were excavated along the ROW on the east side of the northbound lanes within the
four-mile corridor; 15 between mm28 and mm30, eight between mm30 and mm32 (figure 2).
Shovel tests could not be successfully advanced beyond a few centimeters in the median between
the north and southbound lanes due to sail compaction. All shovel tests excavated along the four-
mile corridor yielded mottled disturbed soils overlying a sandy clay substratum. Pieces of asphalt,
road construction material, and modern trash including auto safety glass, paper, plastic, and bottle
tops were recovered from within and around the shovel tests. No artifacts were recovered from the
shovel tests and no evidence of intact archaeological deposits was detected.




Shovel tests on the southern end

of the four-mile corridor were excavated to a depth

between 20 and 50 centimeters below the surface (cmbs) (Photos 1-5). Soils typically consisted of

-reddish brown sandy clay and loam mott

tled with dark brown sandy loam, yellowish brown

compacted sand, and reddish brown clay (Photo 6). Typically, this highly disturbed deposit
extended 20-25 cmbs. The underlying deposit consisted of a thin layer of very compacted coarse
yellowish sand with limestone inclusions over compacted reddish brown clay with no inclusions.
One shovel test, located at approximately mm?29, consisted of a thick layer of the compacted sand
and limestone that could not be excavated beyond approximately 50 cmbs because of compaction
(Photo 7). A piece of aluminum foil was recovered at the interface between the compacted sandy
subsoil and the mottled sandy clay loam matrix above (at approximately 30 cmbs). One drainage
runs perpendicular to the interstate within this section of the corridor near mm29. Culvert
construction to allow water to pass undc the roadway has impacted the ROW and median at this

crossing (Photo 8). ;

North of mm30, soils were more compacted at the surface and shovel tests ranged in depth
from 15 to 35 cmbs (Photos 9 & 10). A typical soil profile for these shovel tests consisted of 10-
15 cm of very compacted reddish brown|sandy loam with yellowish brown sandy mottles and
limestone inclusions overlying very compacted reddish brown clay. Three drainages cross the
median between mm30 and mm32. Culvert construction within the ROW and median at these
water crossings have disturbed the soils in these locations (Photos 11 & 12).

The disturbed soils found in all of the excavated shovel tests indicates the ROW on the east
side of the northbound lanes on Interstate 35 between mm28 (Callaghan Ranch interchange) and
mm32 (San Roman interchange) are| disthrbed and have been impacted by the construction of the
road. The road bed appears to have been built up during construction to create a level and slightly
elevated surface. The uniform and unnatural nature of the ground as it slopes away from the paved
roadway suggests soils may have been excavated from the ROW to both build up the road and to
create a slope from the pavement to facilitate drainage from the road. Given the unnatural contour
of the ROW and evidence of disturbed soils directly overlying subsoils in excavated shovel tests,
we conclude that construction of the interstate highway and routine maintenance of the ROW has
severely impacted the project area and that little or no potential for intact archaeological deposits
exists within the four-mile survey corridor. : '

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort
Worth District has determined there will be no historic properties affected by the placement of
signs, lights, or ingress and egress roads in connection with the construction of the Border Patrol
Checkpoint Station. We ask for your concurrence with this determination. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact Ms. Nancy Parrish at (817) 886-1725.

by

Sincerely,
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DE
FORT V

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

PARTMENT OF THE ARMY

VORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. 0. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 761020300

January 29, 2003

Planning, Environmental, and Regulatory Division
|

Mr. F. Lawerence Oakes

State Historic Preservation Office
P.O. Box 12276

Capital Station

Austin, Texas 78711

Dear Mr. Oakes:

On behalf of the U.S. Customs and Bor
Fort Worth District (USACE) is submitting
proposed check station along I-35 at mile n
a supplement to the original 2002 USACE
USBP Checkpoint, Laredo, TX, which add;
boundaries of the 15-acre property adjacen

environment that may result from the propc¢

ramps between the check station and the m
Department of Transportation (TXDOT) ri
to the original EA after its finalization will

Implementation of the proposed action i
human and natural environment. Based on
area and area of potential effect, significant
proposed project area are not anticipated. [
office on 15 January, 2004. We thank you

correspondence letters included in the SEA.

This EA is submitted for your review an|
may have regarding this proposed action. F
days of the date of this letter. Additional in
request. Please address any requests or con

Thank you for your cooperation in this matt

Enclosures

der Protection (CBP), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

y the Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the
narker 29 north of Laredo, Webb County Texas. This SEA is
EA, Environmental Assessment for the Construction of
ressed impacts of the checkpoint facility within the

t to I-35. The SEA will assess potential impacts to the

psed construction and operation of the ingress and egress
ainlanes of I-35 and property within the existing Texas
ght-of-way. Additionally, comments submitted by TXDOT
be addressed.

s not expected to cause significant adverse impacts on the
cultural surveys and assessments performed in the project
adverse impacts to the cultural resources within the

USACE received a concurrence letter to this affect from your
for the prompt attention given to this project. Please see

d solicits any additional comments or concerns your agency
’lease respond with any comments or concerns within 30
formation regarding the proposed action is available upon

nments to Mr. Mark Doles (817) 886-1693 of my staff.
er.

Sincerely,

%‘%iam Fickel, Jr. E ?
talf and

Chief, Planning, Environme
Regulatory Division

11




UNITED STATE BORDE

PATROL CHECKPOINT STATION

LOCATED AT MILE MARKER 29 ON US INTERSTATE 35

NEAR

AREDO, TEXAS

Introduction

The United States Border Patrol (USBP) is proposing to construct a checkpoint station
near Laredo, Texas, approximately two miles north of the Interstate 35/Camino Columbia
exchange (the Undertaking). Fifteen acres of a private property parcel located along the
east side of the highway (approximately thirty miles north of the United States/Mexico
border on Interstate Highway 35) will be purchased. The new construction will occupy
approximately half of that tract (Figurﬁa 1).

|
As part of a supplement to the Final Environmental Assessment for the Proposed

Construction of Border Patrol Const

Webb County, Texas, a study was unde
Worth District to assess the proposed ¢
Interstate Highway (IH) 35 for archaec

the presence of any buildings, structur
of Potential Effect (APE) which could

Register of Historic Places. The visua
deposits was limited to the parcels of 1

surveyed project area fence line. The
area was considered to be the APE for

improvements. Investigative surveys
construction parcel but within the APE

Assessment of Cultural resources alo

The property between the exiting ea

ction Checkpoint at I-35 Mile Marker 29, Laredo,
rtaken by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort
1ccess roads to and from the checkpoint and
rlogical deposits and to evaluate the potential for
es or improvements within the Undertaking’s Area
be considered to be eligible for the National

| reconnaissance for potential intact archaeological
and located between IH35 and the previously

arca within a one-half mile radius of the project
the survey of buildings, structures or

»f the land located outside the proposed fifteen-acre
were conducted in the fall of 2003.

{ng the proposed access road right of way
\

st shoulder of IH35 and the fence line of the property

proposed for the checkpoint station was visually inspected for evidence of intact

archaeological deposits. This 30-35

jeter span of land is divided by an existing access

road that parallels TH35. From the shdulder of IH35, a grassy expanse extends15 meters

(45 feet) east to the existing access ro
shape to facilitate storm water draina

:

This strip of land has been sloped to form a V-

ge from the two roads (Photos 1and 2). The existing

access road is a small two lane paved road with unimproved shoulders. It is

approximately 8 meters (20 feet) wid
eastern edge of the access road to the
This strip of land slopes down from th

to the fence another 5 meters (Photo ’% .

meter expanse serves as a storm water

e/ Another expanse of grassy land extends from the

3

nce line of the proposed checkpoint property.

é access road approximately 5 meters and levels off
The level surface at the eastern edge of this 10

runoff.




The entire length of the project area w
District. Ground surface visibility ran

as walked by an archaeologist from the Fort Worth
ged from less than 10% to over 80% and evidence

of erosion from water runoff was apparent throughout the project area (Photos 4 and 5).

No evident of cultural material was ob

served during the inspection of the property.

Given the disturbance created by the unnatural sloping of the land between the two roads

from previous road and drainage ditch
was built up for construction and contg
erosion on both strips of land, the Fort
archaeological deposits exist within th
further work is recommended in these

construction, the evidence that the access road bed
bured for drainage, and the evidence of long-term
Worth District recommends that no intact

e proposed checkpoint access rights of way. No
areas.

|
Assessment Of Existing Structures A)zd Improvements National Register Of Historic

Places Eligibility

Examination of the 1980 United States
North 7.5 Minute Quad (Callahan Qua
one improvement (the dam at Site #5)

Geological Survey map titled Callahan Ranch
d), showed only three buildings (at Site #1) and
present within the APE (see Figure 1). However,

during a survey of the APE on Septe

ber 17, 2003, 22 structures and 13 improvements at

5 sites were identified and evaluated (see Figures 1 and 2).

Site #1 [6 photographs]

This site, located approximately 3/16

|
|
|
} Fourteen structures, eight improvements

ile east of Interstate Highway 35 in the northeast

quadrant of the APE, consists of large working ranch complex, with multiple residential

structures and assorted outbuildings

d improvements. Though the Callahan Quad map

indicated a road leading to three structures at this location, the survey found three distinct
groups of ranch buildings located at the western, eastern and northern ends of this site.

At the western end of the complex [3 photographs] there are three residential structures
with low-pitched roofs grouped together, along with a covered, flat roofed open (no
walls) structure and three associated small outbuildings and fencing. All the residential
structures, outbuildings and the flat ropfed, open structure have corrugated metal roofs

and are in fair condition. Multiple adﬁ

itions (porches, sheds and rooms) have been made

to the residential structures. All the structures at this site are less than 50 years of age.
Because the residential structures (plus the three associated outbuildings and the flat
roofed, open structure) at the western end of the Site 1 ranch complex are less than 50
years of age, do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of

construction and no longer retain theirj orig
o not be eligible for listing in the National Register

additions, they have been determined
of Historic Places.

At the eastern end of the complex [2 p
residential structure with a low-pitchec

outbuildings. All are in good conditio

inal integrity due to their incompatible

hotographs] there is a single wood frame
1 roof and four associated wood frame
n and have been recently constructed. Also




present are a new circular wood corral, a new rectangular wood corral, associated other
new wood fencing and a new steel windmill and stock tank. Because all of the structures
and improvements at the eastern end of the Site 1 ranch complex are less than 50 years
old, it has been determined they are all ineligible for listing in the National Register of

Historic Places. |
|

At the northern end of the complex [1 photograph] there is a single wood frame
residential structure with a low-pitched roof, two associated outbuildings, a small corral
and some fencing. The outbuildings are sheathed with corrugated metal, as are the roofs
of the residential structure and the outbuildings. All are in good condition and have been
recently constructed. Because all of the structures and improvements at the northern end
of the Site 1 ranch complex are less than 50 years old, it has also been determined they
are all ineligible for listing in the Natitgrrll:ﬂ Register of Historic Places.

l

Site #2 [1 Photo] 1 Four structures, one improvement
This site, located approximately 1/4 mL'le: east of Interstate Highway 35 in the northeast
quadrant of the APE, includes two buirdings, both of which are in good condition and
occupied/in use. The main building is|a one-story concrete masonry unit residence with a
shallow slope, wood frame, asphalt shingle roof, and it has an attached outbuilding of
similar construction. Behind this residential structure is an outdoor masonry cooking
structure with an eight-foot chimney. There is also a barn structure with a single flat roof
and two shallow pitched roofs located ‘north of the house; the barn is sheathed and roofed
with corrugated metal. A fence surrounds this portion of the property. Both the
residence, the barn and the associated structure and improvement are less than 50 years
old, and therefore have been determined to not be eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places. i
Site #3 [1 Photo] i Two structures, one improvement

|
This site, located approximately 3/18 11‘nile east of Interstate Highway 35 in the center of
the APE, includes of a windmill tower, a rusted steel stock tank and the abandoned
remains of a wooden livestock corral. i
The windmill tower is intact and in operating condition, but it is less than 50 years of age
and therefore not eligible for the Natignal Register of Historic Places. The associated
water stock tank also is in good condition, but again is less than 50 years of age, and
therefore has been determined to not be ¢ligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places. }

\
The wooden livestock corral is no lonéer being used and is in very poor condition. It is
unknown whether the structure is more or less than 50 years of age, but it has no known
association with any historically significant individuals or events, and does not embody
the distinctive characteristics of a type% period or method of construction. Additionally, it

|




no longer retains its integrity and there
Register of Historic Places.

Site #4 [3 Photos]

fore is not eligible for listing in the National

Two structures, two improvements

This site, located approximately 1/8 mile west of Interstate Highway 35 near the center of

the APE, includes the abandoned ruins
lower portion of an abandoned windm
poor condition. The Callahan Quad m
only a road leading from the highway.

The structure’s remaining partial walls
parged with stucco. Only two walls (o1
residential structure are intact, with no
remaining. The small remaining portig
are crumbling, and all of the roof elem
the structure may be more than 50 yea
historically significant individuals or e
characteristics of a type, period or met
retains it integrity and therefore is not
Historic Places.

Only the lower fifteen-foot tall portion
windmill/water pump used to fill the s
could be more than 50 years of age, it
significant individuals or events, and d
type, period or method of construction
therefore is not eligible for listing in th

Both steel tanks are approximately 10
the other approximately 3 feet tall. Bo
rusted. Though the tanks may be more
association with any historically signif
distinctive characteristics of a type, pe
no longer retain their integrity and ther
Register of Historic Places.

Site #5 [No Photos]

This site, located approximately 4/10 1
quadrant of the APE, consists of a sma
cattie. Alithough it is in good conditiot
improvement that has no known assoc

of single story masonry residential structure, the
i1l tower and two rusted steel tanks; all are in very
ap indicates there are no structures at this location,

are constructed of fieldstone/rubble masonry and
n the eastern and southern elevations) of the
elements of the south elevation’s door or window
pns of the western and northern elevations’ walls
ents (membrane and structure) are gone. Though
rs of age, it has no known association with any
vents, and does not embody the distinctive
hod of construction. Additionally, it no longer
eligible for listing in the National Register of

of a steel tower structure (the remains of a
teel stock tanks) is present. Though the structure
has no known association with any historically
loes not embody the distinctive characteristics of a
. Additionally, it no longer retains it integrity and
ie National Register of Historic Places.

feet in diameter; one is approximately 8 feet tall,
th are open tanks (no covers), and are heavily

z than 50 years of age, they have no known

icant individuals or events, and do not embody the
riod or method of construction. Additionally, they
refore are not eligible for listing in the National

One improvement

nile east of Interstate Highway 35 in the southeast
111 earthen dam that impounds drinking water for
n, it is a recent (iess than 50 years old) simple
lation with any historically significant individuals




or events, and does not embody the dis
of construction. Therefore, the dam is
Places.

Conclusion

tinctive characteristics of a type, period or method
not eligible for the National Register of Historic

Following a surface inspection of the proposed US Border Patrol check point station

access locations between IH35 and the

checkpoint property fence line, it was determined

that the area has been impacted by past road and drainage ditch construction and

subsequent erosion. No intact deposits
material recovered. After an examinat
a visual survey of the APE of the Unde
buildings, structures or improvements
listing in the National Register of Hist¢
no historic properties will be impacted

s were identified and no evidence of cultural

ion of both a United States Geological Survey and
rtaking, it was determined that there are no

located within that APE which meet the criteria for
bric Places. The Fort Worth District recommends

by the proposed project construction.



Access Road IH35

Photo 1. View facin South of V-‘shapd strip between TH35 and the access road.

Phot; 2. Viewrfacin; North of V-shaped strip between TH35 and the access road.




Access Road

Photo 3.

Photo 4. yp-ia oﬁn& surface visib




Photo 5. e facing south of evidenc

Access Road

e of erosion along east side of access road.
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| Search

Regulatory Data Report

(ASTM E1527-00)

Property Address:

Checkpoint
IH 35N

Station at Laredo, TX
- Mile Marker 29

Laredo, TX

Site Project #: GS-10F-0266K

Vs

Kare

11490 W

repared For:

n Coopersmith
Arcadis
estheimer, Ste. 600

Houston, Texas 77077

510 S. CONGRESS AVE. SUITE 103 ¢« AUSTIN, TEXA

WWW.

B 78704 » 866-396-0042 o« TEL. 512-472-9966 ¢ FAX 512-472-9967

GEO-SEARCH.NET




Search

November 11, 2003

Karen Coopersmith

Arcadis

11490 Westheimer, Ste. 600
Houston, Texas 77077

Karen Coopersmith,

GeoSearch has researched the environmental data records for: [H 35N — Mile Marker 29 — Laredo,
Texas. The following is a listing of sites found.

Records Searched Sites Mgggﬂ Radius
TXSF 0 sites 1 mile
NPL 0 sites 1 mile
DNPL 0 sites 1 mile
CERCLIS 0 sites Y2 mile
NFRAP 0 sites ¥ mile
RCRIS

Corracts 0 sites 1 mile

TSD 0 sites 12 mile

Generator 0 sites Ya mile
LPST 0 sites 2 mile
PST 0 sites Y4 mile
ERNS 0 sites Y4 mile
SPILLS 0 sites Y4 mile
LANDFILLS

Municipal Solid Waste 0 sites ¥ mile

Closed / Abandoned 0 sites ¥ mile
VCP 0 sites Y2 mile

Total 0 sites

Disclaimer — The information provided in this report was obtained from a variety of public sources. GeoSearch cannot
insure and makes no warranty or representation |as to the accuracy, reliability, quality, errors occurring from data
conversion or the customer’s interpretation of this report. This report was made for the exclusive use by GeoSearch for its
clients only. Therefore, this report may not contain sufficient information for other purposes or parties. GeoSearch and its
partners, employees, officers and independent contractors cannot be held liable for actual, incidental, consequential,
special or exemplary damages suffered by a customer resulting directly or indirectly from any information provided by
GeoSearch.

510 S. CONGRESS AVE. SUITE 103 ¢ AUSTIN, TEXAS 78704 » 866-396-0042 ¢ TEL. 512-472-9966 » FAX 512-472-9967

WWW.GEO-SEARCH.NET
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REPORT SUMMARY F UNLOCATABLE SITES

GeoSearch

taf Data Services

Environme

located within the area searched for this report.

The list below identifies sites that are found to be unlocatable due to vague or incomplete location
information. Sites on this list may or may not b

DATABASE SITE SITE

TYPE 1D# NAME ADDRESS CITY ZIP CODE

NEFRAP TXD050652973 D & D FLY SERVICE INC 3MLNW OF LAREDO 78041
INTERSECTION I-35

RCRISG TXD000760942 DONS ENGINE SERVICE OF LAREDO NORTH I-35 LAREDO 78041

RCRISG TXD099578155  SONY MAGNETIC PROD OF AMERICA HWY 35 1M N LAREDO 78041

£ iy 510 S. Congress, Suite 103 - Austin,

Texas 78704 - phone: 1-866-396-0042 - fax: 512-472-9967

1




CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Re

Liability Information System

sponse, Compensation & (8/2003) ASTM

CERCLIS is the repository for site and non-sit
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Cg
database contains an extract of sites that hav
investigated for potential environmental risk.

e specific Superfund information in support of the
mpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). This
e been investigated or are in the process of being

DNPL Delisted National Priority List

(8/2003) ASTM

This database includes U.S. Environmental P
fall under the EPA’s Superfund program, esta
uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste s

rotection Agency (EPA) National Priority List sites that
blished to fund the cleanup of the most serious
sites identified for possible long-term remedial action.

ERNS Emergency Response Notification

System (12/2002) ASTM

This EPA database contains data on reported
comes from spill reports made to the EPA, U.
the Department of Transportation.

releases of oil and hazardous substances. The data

-~

5. Coast Guard, the National Response Center and/or

FINDS Facility Index System

(2/2003) ASTM Suplemental

FINDS data is a comprehensive listing of facil

ties regulated under a variety of EPA programs. The

FINDS database provides some basic information about each facility and a listing of ID numbers in

other EPA databases.

NFRAP No Further Remedial Action Plann

ed (8/2003) ASTM

This database includes sites, which have bee
assessment, to no longer pose a significant ri
initial investigation, no contamination was fou

n determined by the EPA, following preliminary
sk or require further activity under CERCLA. After
nd, contamination was quickly removed or

contamination was not serious enough to require Federal Superfund action or NPL consideration.

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimi

nation System (2/2003) ASTM Suplemental

Information in this database is extracted from
database which is used by EPA to track surfa

the (PCS) Water Permit Compliance System
ce water permits issued under the Clean Water Act.

NPL National Priority List

(8/2003) ASTM

This database includes U.S. Environmental P
fall under the EPA's Superfund program, esta
uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste

rotection Agency (EPA) National Priority List sites that
blished to fund the cleanup of the most serious
sites identified for possible long-term remedial action.

RCRIS Resource Conservation & Recove

ry Act Information System (10/2003) ASTM

This databases include Handlers, Generators

(Large, Small, and Exempt), Transporters, Violations,

Corrective Actions, and Treatment, Storage & Disposal Facilities (TSD) (this database includes

anlantiva infarmntian An aitag which handla ~
DTITLUVTE it HUITTIQUUIT VI SILCO WU Ialiung, @

. 4 Ie 3 +. ¥ H
encrate, transpott, store, treat, or dispose of

hazardous wastes). See RCRIS Description page for more information.

&>

Boarch

510 S. Congress, Suite 103 - Austil

n, Texas 78704 - phone: 1-866-396-0042 - fax: 512-472-9967




~ ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS DEFINITIONS - FE

TRI Toxic Chemical Release Inventory

(12/2002) ASTM Suplemental

This EPA database includes information abou
manufacturing facilities.

LE s 510 S. Congress, Suite 103 - Austin

Boarch

releases and transfers of toxic chemicals from

1, Texas 78704 - phone: 1-866-396-0042 - fax: 512-472-9967
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BSA Brownfields Site Assessments

(6/2003) ASTM Suplemental

The BSA database includes relevant informati
being cleaned.

on on contaminated Brownfields properties that are

CALF Closed & Abandoned Landfill Inver

ntory ASTM

TCEQ, under a contract with Southwest Texas
regional Council of Governments in the State,

5 State University, and in cooperation with the 24
has located over 4,000 closed and abandoned

municipal solid waste landfills throughout Texas. This listing contains “"unauthorized sites".

Unauthorized sites have no permit and are co
each site varies in detail.

nsidered abandoned. The information available for

IHW Industrial And Hazardous Waste

(9/2003) ASTM Suplemental

Owner and facility information is included in th

s database of industrial and hazardous waste sites.

Industrial waste is waste that results from or is incidental to operations of industry, manufacturing,

mining, or agriculture. Hazardous waste is de

fined as any solid waste listed as hazardous or

possesses one or more hazardous characteristics as defined in federal waste regulations.

IOP Innocent Owner / Operator

(9/2003) ASTM Suplemental

Texas Innocent Owner / Operator (IOP) prov
their property is contaminated as a result of a
sources not located on the property, and they
contamination.

des a certificate to an innocent owner or operator if
release or migration of contaminants from a source or
did not cause or contribute to the source or sources of

LPST Leaking Petroleum Storage Tank

(8/2003) ASTM

The Leaking Underground Storage Tank listing is derived from the Petroleum Storage Tank (LPST)

database is maintained by the Texas Commis
includes facilities with reported leaking petrole

sion on Environmental Quality (TCEQ). This database
um storage tanks.

MSWLF Municipal Solid Waste Landfill Sites (3/2003) ASTM
Sites listed within a solid waste landfill database may include active landfills and inactive landfills,
where solid waste is treated or stored.

PST Petroleum Storage Tank (8/2003) ASTM

The Underground Storage Tank listing is derived from the Petroleum Storage Tank database which
is administered by the TCEQ (Texas Commission on Environmental Quality). Both Underground
storage tanks (USTs) and Aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) are included in this report.

SPILLS Spills

(7/2003) ASTM

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality provides this database. Information includes

releases of hazardous or potential hazardous

£ e 510 S. Congress, Suite 103 - Austin
Srarch

chemical/materials into the environment,

Texas 78704 - phone: 1-866-396-0042 - fax: 512-472-9967
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TXSF State Superfund

(5/2003) ASTM

The state Superfund program mission is to remediate abandoned or inactive sites within the state

that pose an unacceptable risk to public health

and safety or the environment, but which do not

qualify for action under the federal Superfund program (NPL - National Priority Listing). Information

in this database includes any recent developm

ents and the anticipated action for these sites.

VCP Voluntary Cleanup Program

(9/2003) ASTM Suplemental

The Texas Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP)

provides administrative, technical, and legal
inated sites in Texas. Since all non-responsible

parties, including future lenders and landowners, receive protection from liability to the state of

incentives to encourage the cleanup of contarI

Texas for cleanup of sites under the VCP, mo

t of the constraints for completing real estate

transactions at those sites are eliminated. As a result, many unused or underused properties may

be restored to economically productive or com

&5 Rk 510 S. Congress, Suite 103 - Austin
Boarch

munity beneficial uses.

Texas 78704 - phone: 1-866-396-0042 - fax: 512-472-9967

5




Acronyms

RCRISG - RCRIS GENERATOR/HANDLER
RCRIST - RCRIS TSD
RCRISC — RCRIS CORRECTIVE ACTION

Generator Types

Large Quantity Generators:

Small Quantity Generators:

Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators:

| RCRIS ~ Descriptions

Generate 1,000 kg or more of hazardous waste during any calendar month; or

Generate more than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste during any calendar month; or

Generate more than 100 kg of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the
cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, or acutely hazardous waste during any calendar month; or
Generate 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulate more than
1kg of of acutely hazardous waste at any time; or

Generate 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the
cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely hazardous waste during any calendar month, and
accumulated more than 100 kg or that material at any time.

Generate more than 100 and less than 1000 kilograms of hazardous waste during any calendar month and
accumulate less than 6000 kg of hazardous waste at any time; or

Generate 100 kg or less of hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulate more than 1000
kg of hazardous waste at any time.

Generate 100 kilograms or less of hazardous waste per calendar month, and accumulate 1000 kg or less

of hazardous waste at any time; or

Generate one kilogram or less of acutely| hazardous waste per calendar month, and accumulate at any

time:

- 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or

- 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the cleanup of a
spill, into or on any land or water, or acutely hazardous waste; or

Generate 100 kg or less of any residue pr contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the

cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, or acutely hazardous waste during any calendar month, and

accumulate at any time:

- 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or

- 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the cleanup of a
spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely hazardous waste.

TSD Indicator: Indicates that the handler is engaged in the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous waste.

Allowed Values: TSD

Not a TSD, Verified
Not a TSD, Unverified

Transporter indicator: Indicates that the handler is engaged in the transportation of hazardous waste.
Allowed Values: Handler transports wastes for hire (i.e., commercial transport)

Handler transports wastes for self
Handler transports wastes, but commercial status is unknown
Not a transporter, verified
Unverified
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Abbreviations and Acronyms
APE Area of Potential Effect
CBP U.S. Customs and Border Patrol
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
DHS Department of Homeland Security
EA Environmental Assessment
et al. et alia (and others)
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact
FPPA Farmland Protection Policy Act
FR Federal Register
FSC Federal Species of Concern
INS Immigration and Naturalization Service
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
NOI Notice of Intent
NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
ROW Right-of-Way
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
SW3Pp Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
TCEQ Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
TCMP Texas Coastal Management Program
THC Texas Historical Commission
TIP Transportation Improvement Plan
TPDES Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
TPWD Texas Parks & Wildlife Department
TxBCD Texas Biological and Conservation Database
TxDOT Texas Department of Transportation
U.S. United States
USACE U.S. Army Corps of|Engineers
USBP U.S. Border Patrol
U.S.C. United States Code
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USFWS U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
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List of Preparers

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

Kevin Feeney- Environmental Planning, 2
Role in Project: Program Manger

U.S. Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth Dis

0 years of experience in EIS/EAs for federal projects.

strict

Mark Doles- Biology/Ecology, BA, MA B
Project: Project Management
Dwight Packer March- Licensed architect,
EA review and coordination
Nancy Parrish- Anthropology/Archeology,
experience in Anthropology/Archeq
and documentation, EA review and
Patience Patterson- Archeologist, 29 years
management. Role in project: EA r¢
Laredo District, Texas Department of Trx

iology and 10 years of experience in biology. Role in
22 years of experience in architecture. Role in project:

BA, MA Anthropology/Archeology and 6 years
logy. Role in Project: Cultural resources fieldwork
coordination

of experience in archeology/cultural resources
zview and coordination

ransportation

Melisa Montemayor- Laredo District Trai
environmental biology. Role in proj

A-E Resource Center

Eric Verwers- Biology, 14 years of experie
review and coordination

ARCADIS

Jeff Collins, P.E.- Transportation Engine
Project: Project Management

Karen E. Coopersmith- Environmental Spe
experience in NEPA and related s
preparation

Sheryl Hill- CAD specialist, 18 years
preparation

Mark Metyko- Business Practice Manag

nsportation Administrator, 13 years of experience in
ect: EA review and coordination

nce in NEPA and related studies. Role in Project: EA

er, 23 years of experience in transportation. Role in

cialist, BS, MS Environmental Biology and 3 years of
tudies. Role in Project: fieldwork and EA document

of experience in design. Role in project: exhibit

ser, 23 years of experience in environmental and

transportation projects, Technical Advisor and Principal in Charge

Melissa A. Neeley, AICP- Planner, 23
transportation projects, QA/QC

years of experience in environmental analysis of
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Sheryl Hill- CAD specialist, 18 years
preparation :

tudies. Role in Project: fieldwork and EA document

of experience in design. Role in project: exhibit

Mark Metyko- Business Practice Manager, 23 years of experience in environmental and
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Abbreviations And Acronyms

APE
CBP
CFR
DHS
EA
FHWA
FONSI
FPPA
FR

FSC
INS
MOU
MPO
NAAQS
NAFTA
NEPA
NOI
NRCS
NRHP
ROW
SHPO
SW3Pp
TCEQ
TCMP
THC
TIP
TPDES
TPWD
TxBCD
TxDOT
U.S.
USACE
USBP
U.S.C.
USDA
USFWS

Area of Potential Effect

U.S. Customs and Border Patrol
Code of Federal Regulations
Department of Homeland Security
Environmental Assessment
Federal Highway Administration
Finding of No Significant Impact
Farmland Protection Policy Act
Federal Register
Federal Species of Concern

Immigration and Naturalization Service
Memorandum of Understanding
Metropolitan Planning Organization
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
North American Free Trade Agreement
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
Notice of Intent
Natural Resource Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places
Right-of-Way
State Historic Preservation Office

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Texas Coastal Management Program

Texas Historical Commissi
Transportation Improvement Plan

Texas Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Texas Parks & Wildlife Department

Texas Biological and Conservation Database
Texas Department of| Transportation

United States
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Border Patrol
United States Code
U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
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