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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
United States (U.S.) Department of Homeland Security, Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate various methods for 
the removal and control of the non-native and highly invasive Carrizo cane (Arundo 
donax) in the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Laredo Sector’s Area of Operation.   The EA is 
being prepared for a proposed pilot project along 16 miles of the U.S./ Mexico border on 
the Rio Grande.  The EA will address various removal and control methods that are 
primarily utilized for habitat restoration projects, but have not been used by the USBP to 
support operational goals.  CBP proposes to implement a variety of removal and control 
methods within a 300-foot wide corridor parallel to approximately 16 miles of the Rio 
Grande, totaling approximately 585 acres.   
 
PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to evaluate data regarding the most effective 
method(s) for Carrizo cane removal and control in the Laredo Sector.  The Proposed 
Action is needed to improve the view of the U.S./Mexico border and to assist in 
identifying, classifying, and bringing to a satisfactory law enforcement conclusion illegal 
cross border violations along the border.  In addition, the Proposed Action is needed to 
provide a safer working environment for USBP agents, and to strengthen the USBP 
control between the Ports-of-Entry in the Laredo Sector.  The project is further proposed 
to evaluate various Carrizo cane control methods and to develop cost information that 
can be used for a more extensive sustainable control program in the Laredo Sector.  
The Laredo Sector contains a unique combination of highly inaccessible areas, 
urbanized areas encroaching on the river banks, high steep bluffs and extensive low 
elevation floodplains.  CBP will also use the data and information garnered from the 16-
mile long pilot project to develop and implement a removal and control program for the 
entire Laredo Sector.  Potential impacts associated with the full 135-mile long project 
will be evaluated in subsequent National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
analysis and documentation, and will leverage the information and data collected as 
part of this pilot project.   
 
PROPOSED ACTION 
 
CBP initiated planning for the removal and control of Carrizo cane along a 111-mile long 
and 300-foot wide corridor encompassing most of Webb County, Texas in November 
2006 to address the operational needs and safety requirements for USBP Laredo 
Sector.  After initial planning, CBP expanded that corridor to include nearly all of the 
Laredo Sector, totaling 135 miles.  Initial planning efforts found that additional 
information was needed to evaluate the efficacy of matching removal and control 
methods with the unique physical and environmental constraints of the extensive 135-
mile long project area, given the size of the proposed cane removal and control area 
and the various proven methods for treating or removing Carrizo cane. 
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The Proposed Action would implement a variety of proven Carrizo cane removal and 
control methods.  The suite of methods that would be implemented by CBP have been 
chosen based on suitable performance as described in the literature for Carrizo cane 
removal and control projects.  These methods include various combinations of herbicide 
application, physical removal, and fire.  However, it is anticipated that selective 
herbicide application to resprouts for 1 to 2 years would be implemented for all of these 
removal and control methods to successfully manage Carrizo cane. 
 
Aerial Herbicide Application – This method would use helicopters to apply a herbicide 
approved for use in aquatic environments to stands of Carrizo cane from June through 
October.  This application method would only be utilized on monocultures (>80 percent 
cover), or on stands that are mixed with other non-native species such as salt cedar 
(Tamarix ramosissima), because of the loss of vegetation selectivity during aerial 
spraying.  Within 2 to 4 months following the application of herbicide, Carrizo cane 
would be cut by hand or with mechanical equipment such as flails, and removed or cut 
and chipped on site in order to reduce the possibility of being a fire hazard.  This 
method would be used on all cane stands located within approximately 104 acres of the 
project corridor 
 
Mechanical – Mechanical treatment of Carrizo cane would involve the physical removal 
of the plant from the substrate.  This would be done with hand tools (e.g., pick-axe, 
shovel) in small stands or highly inaccessible areas, or with mechanical equipment 
(e.g., compact backhoes and excavators) in large stands or highly accessible areas.  
This method would be used primarily on small stands of Carrizo cane in highly 
accessible areas.  Use of this method could occur during any time of the year and would 
be used on all cane stands within approximately 290 acres of the project corridor 
 
Cut Stem Herbicide Application – Prior to herbicide application, Carrizo cane would 
be cut near the base of the plant with hand equipment or heavy machinery (e.g., 
chainsaws, hydroaxe, flail), and the cut stems either removed from the site or chipped in 
place with a mechanical chipper.  Immediately following the cutting of the cane (within 2 
to 3 minutes to ensure adequate uptake of the herbicide before the plant seals the cut), 
herbicide approved for use in aquatic environments would be applied to the cut stems.  
Cut stem application of full-strength herbicide would be done with wand or paintbrush-
like applicators.  Although this method could be implemented year-round, it would be 
most effective if cut and applied during the summer months (after the cane is fully 
grown).  This method would be used on all cane stands within approximately 87 acres 
of the project corridor 
 
Burn and Herbicide Application – A prescribed burn would first be used to remove 
and mineralize the above ground biomass of Carrizo cane stands.  The prescribed burn, 
initiated with the use of driptorches and controlled by pre-established fire-breaks, would 
be conducted by licensed individuals with a local burn permit and approvals from the 
local fire control authorities.  Burning of Carrizo cane would be implemented in late 
winter or early spring, and the cane would be allowed to resprout before applying 
herbicide.  A herbicide approved for use in aquatic environments would be applied to all 
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resprouts via aerial spraying from a helicopter in mid- to late-summer following a spring 
burn.  This method would be utilized on large monocultures of Carrizo cane located in 
rural remote areas, which comprises approximately 104 acres of the project corridor.  
 
There are three herbicides approved for use in aquatic environments: AquaMaster™ by 
Monsanto, Rodeo® by DOW Chemical, and HABITAT® by BASF.  These three 
herbicides would be used in any application where herbicide is required because all 
three herbicides have been shown to be effective in the control of Carrizo cane. 
 
To reduce impacts on habitat that supports the ocelot (Leopardus [=Felis] pardalis) and 
jaguarundi (Herpailurus [=Felis] yagouaroundi cacomitli), the Proposed Action 
Alternative would be completed in phases along the 16-mile long corridor.  Individual 
annual treatment segments would not exceed 0.5 mile in length in areas where there is 
no other suitable ocelot and jaguarundi migration habitat on the north or east side of the 
patrol road, with treated segments separated by 0.5-mile long untreated segments.  
Untreated 0.5-mile long segments would be treated the following year resulting in all 
cane being removed in a period of 2 years.  Where there is suitable migratory and 
foraging habitat for the jaguarundi and ocelot within 0.5 mile of the project area, the 
treatment areas could be longer than 0.5 mile.  Prior to treatment of any segment within 
the project corridor, an opportunity would be provided for a site visit by USFWS to 
confirm habitat in the project area suitable for use as habitat for jaguarundi and ocelot 
migratory corridors.  Any segments that would be totally denuded in segments greater 
than 0.5 mile in length over the 2 year treatment period would be mitigated by replacing 
lost habitat at a 2:1 ratio.   
 
Access to the cane would be provided via existing and temporary access roads.  The 
access roads would not be needed after revegetation is completed and would be 
restored and revegetated; therefore, there would be no long-term impacts associated 
with the creation of access roads. 
 
Bank stabilization would be implemented immediately following removal and control 
methods that would disturb the soil.  Rip rap, gabrons, biodegradable erosion control 
blankets and hydromulch, consisting of native grass and forb seeds, would be applied to 
impacted areas following the physical cane removal portion of the treatments.  All 
treated areas would be revegetated with native trees and shrubs (e.g., sugarberry 
[Celtis laevigata], Mexican ash [Fraxinus berlandieriana], Texas persimmon [Diospyros 
texana], catclaw [Acacia greggii], spiny hackberry [Celtis ehrenbergiana], soapbush 
[Guaiacum angustifolium], and retama [Parkinsonia aculeate]) following a detailed 
revegetation plan approved by USFWS and TPWD. 
 
For all removal and control methods, all Carrizo cane shoots would be hauled off-site 
and disposed of appropriately or chipped to sizes smaller than the nodes on the cane 
shoots and either left on site as mulch.  This would ensure that chipping activities would 
not spread Carrizo cane.  
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
Various alternative treatment methods were initially evaluated, but, due to poor 
performance or logistical consideration, were dismissed from further analysis.  In 
addition to the Proposed Action (the Preferred Alternative), the No Action Alternative 
was considered during the preparation of this EA.  Under the No Action Alternative, no 
evaluation of various methods for the removal and control of Carrizo cane would be 
conducted.  The No Action Alternative will serve as a baseline against which the 
impacts of the other action alternatives can be evaluated.  However, the No Action 
Alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for the project. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Cultural resources surveys of the entire project corridor are not yet completed.  
However, in January 2005, a cultural resources survey was conducted by CBP within 
the southern-most 2.7-mile segment of the project corridor, in the Riverbend Area near 
downtown Laredo and the Laredo Community College.  The Texas Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) has concurred that no further cultural resources surveys would be 
required along this 2.7-mile long segment and no affect to historic properties would 
occur as a result of cane removal in this area (see Appendix E).  A Programmatic 
Agreement that establishes administrative controls, to ensure cultural and historic 
surveys are completed for each cane removal phase prior to work in that section, has 
been implemented between CBP and the SHPO (see Appendix E).   
 
The Proposed Action would have direct short-term impacts on soils, water resources, 
vegetation, wildlife, protected species, noise levels, aesthetic and visual resources, and 
human health and safety near and/or within the project corridor and the region of 
influence (ROI).  By exclusively using herbicides that are approved for use in aquatic 
environments, there would be no impact to water resources including drinking water 
quality or supply from herbicide use.  All impacts would be minimized through 
avoidance, mitigation measures and/or compensation.  Furthermore, many of the 
adverse impacts would be offset by the beneficial effects of reduced illegal activity 
within the ROI and enhancement efforts, such as erosion control and native 
revegetation following cane removal and control. 
 
The loss of approximately 351 acres of non-native vegetation and wildlife habitat would 
be an insignificant impact on the ROI.  Furthermore, the implementation of mitigation 
measures, including the revegetation of all areas with native trees and shrubs where 
Carrizo cane would be removed, would provide long-term beneficial impacts on 
biological resources.  The potential to adversely impact Federally-listed species would 
be determined through ongoing Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  Portions of the project area that would be totally denuded in segments greater 
than 0.5 mile in length over the 2 year treatment period would be mitigated by replacing 
lost habitat at a 2:1 ratio.  Mitigation measures determined through consultation, with 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), including those in the Programmatic Agreement, 
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would include avoidance and/or monitoring of any known cultural resources sites to 
prevent any adverse impact. 
 
The Proposed Action would have temporary impacts but no long-term or permanent 
adverse impacts.  Minor increases in fugitive dust emissions would only occur during 
removal and control efforts and revegetation efforts, and would not result in a 
permanent impact on air quality.  Increases in vehicle-related and helicopter-related 
noise levels would likely occur within residential areas during construction.  Any 
increase in noise would be minor, and would not result in substantial permanent 
increases in ambient noise levels.  Aesthetic and visual resources would be temporarily 
altered by the removal and control of Carrizo cane; however, the beneficial effects of the 
reduction of illegal traffic and replacement with native plant species would offset any 
adverse temporary impact.   
 
Cane removal and control will increase border security in the Laredo Sector and may 
result in a change to illegal traffic patterns.  However, changes to illegal alien traffic 
patterns result from a myriad of factors in addition to USBP operations, and therefore, 
are considered unpredictable and beyond the scope of this EA. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
CBP has committed to conducting pre-construction surveys and implementing 
appropriate best management practices and mitigation measures as part of the 
Proposed Action.  Therefore, it has been determined that the Proposed Action will have 
no significant impact on the environment and no further environmental impact analysis 
is warranted. 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
ES - 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ........................................................................................ ES - 1 

1.0 INTRODUCTION............................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 BACKGROUND ......................................................................................1-1 
1.2 USBP BACKGROUND ...........................................................................1-8 
1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED...........................................................................1-9 
1.4 PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE....................................................1-9 
1.5 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS ...........................................................1-11 
1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ......................................................................1-13 
1.7 COOPERATING AND COORDINATING AGENCIES...........................1-15 

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES .................................................. 2-1 
2.1 SCREENING CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVES ....................................2-1 
2.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS ..................................................................2-2 

2.2.1 Carrizo Cane Tarping................................................................... 2-2 
2.2.2 Cutting Only ................................................................................. 2-3 
2.2.3 Cut, Resprout and Spray Herbicide.............................................. 2-3 
2.2.4 Proposed Action Alternative......................................................... 2-3 
2.2.5 No Action Alternative.................................................................... 2-8 

2.3 IDENTIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE .......................................................................................2-8 

2.4 SUMMARY .............................................................................................2-8 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES.................................... 3-1 
3.1 PRELIMINARY IMPACT SCOPING .......................................................3-1 
3.2 LAND USE..............................................................................................3-3 

3.2.1 Affected Environment................................................................... 3-3 
3.2.2 Environmental Consequences ..................................................... 3-7 

3.2.2.1  No Action Alternative.......................................................3-7 
3.2.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ............................................3-7 

3.3 SOILS .....................................................................................................3-8 
3.3.1 Affected Environment................................................................... 3-8 
3.3.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-10 

3.3.2.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-10 
3.3.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-10 

3.4 HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER.................................................3-11 
3.4.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-11 
3.4.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-12 

3.4.2.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-12 
3.4.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-12 

3.5 SURFACE WATERS AND WATERS OF THE U.S ..............................3-15 
3.5.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-15 

3.5.1.1  Waters of the U.S. (WUS) and Wetlands ......................3-16 
3.5.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-17 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
ii 

3.5.2.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-17 
3.5.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-17 

3.6 FLOODPLAINS.....................................................................................3-18 
3.6.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-18 
3.6.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-21 

3.6.2.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-21 
3.6.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-21 

3.7 VEGETATION.......................................................................................3-21 
3.7.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-21 

3.7.1.1  Native Vegetation..........................................................3-21 
3.7.2 Non-Native Vegetation ............................................................... 3-24 
3.7.3 Project Site Vegetation............................................................... 3-24 
3.7.4 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-25 

3.7.4.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-25 
3.7.4.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-25 

3.8 WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES ............................................3-27 
3.8.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-27 
3.8.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-28 

3.8.2.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-28 
3.8.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-28 

3.9 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT .............................3-30 
3.9.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-30 

3.9.1.1  Federal ..........................................................................3-30 
3.9.1.2  Critical Habitat...............................................................3-33 

3.9.1.3State .......................................................................................... 3-33 
3.9.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-33 

3.9.2.1  No Action Alternative.....................................................3-33 
3.9.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ..........................................3-34 

3.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES ...................................................................3-36 
3.10.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-36 

3.10.1.1  Cultural Resources Overview......................................3-36 
3.10.1.2  Previous Investigations ...............................................3-36 
3.10.1.3  Current Investigations .................................................3-43 

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-43 
3.10.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-43 
3.10.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-43 

3.11 AIR QUALITY .......................................................................................3-45 
3.11.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-45 
3.11.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-46 

3.11.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-46 
3.11.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-46 

3.12 NOISE...................................................................................................3-48 
3.12.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-48 
3.12.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-50 

3.12.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-50 
3.12.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-50 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
iii 

3.13 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES............................................3-52 
3.13.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-52 
3.13.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-53 

3.13.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-53 
3.13.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-53 

3.14 UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS ......................................................3-54 
3.14.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-54 
3.14.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-55 

3.14.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-55 
3.14.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-56 

3.15 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ..................................................................3-56 
3.15.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-56 
3.15.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-57 

3.15.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-57 
3.15.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-58 

3.16 UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE...................................................3-58 
3.16.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-58 
3.16.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-59 

3.16.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-59 
3.16.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-59 

3.17 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC ................................................................3-59 
3.17.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-59 
3.17.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-63 

3.17.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-63 
3.17.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-63 

3.18 SOCIOECONIMICS..............................................................................3-63 
3.18.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-63 

3.18.1.1  Population ...................................................................3-64 
3.18.1.2  Employment and Income.............................................3-64 
3.18.1.3  Housing .......................................................................3-65 

3.18.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-66 
3.18.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-66 
3.18.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-66 

3.19 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ...............................................................3-67 
3.19.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-67 
3.19.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-68 

3.19.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-68 
3.19.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-68 

3.20 PROTECTION OF CHILDREN .............................................................3-68 
3.20.1 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-69 

3.20.1.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-69 
3.20.1.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-69 

3.21 SUSTAINABILITY AND GREENING ....................................................3-70 
3.21.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-70 
3.21.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-70 

3.21.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-70 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
iv 

3.21.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-70 
3.22 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY ..........................................................3-70 

3.22.1 Affected Environment................................................................. 3-70 
3.22.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................... 3-71 

3.22.2.1  No Action Alternative...................................................3-71 
3.22.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative ........................................3-71 

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS.................................................................................. 4-1 
4.1 LAND USE..............................................................................................4-5 
4.2 SOILS .....................................................................................................4-5 
4.3 HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER...................................................4-6 
4.4 SURFACE WATERS AND WATERS OF THE U.S ................................4-6 
4.5 FLOODPLAINS.......................................................................................4-7 
4.6 NATIVE VEGETATION...........................................................................4-7 
4.7 WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES ..............................................4-8 
4.8 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT ...............................4-9 
4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES .....................................................................4-9 
4.10 AIR QUALITY .......................................................................................4-10 
4.11 NOISE...................................................................................................4-10 
4.12 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES............................................4-11 
4.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ..................................................................4-11 
4.14 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC ................................................................4-12 
4.15 SOCIOECONOMICS ............................................................................4-12 
4.16 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY ..........................................................4-12 

5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES ................................................................................ 5-1 
5.1 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ............................................5-1 
5.2 SOILS .....................................................................................................5-3 
5.3 NATIVE VEGETATION...........................................................................5-5 
5.4 WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES ..............................................5-6 
5.5 PROTECTED SPECIES .........................................................................5-7 
5.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES ...................................................................5-10 
5.7 WATER RESOURCES .........................................................................5-11 
5.8 FLOODPLAINS.....................................................................................5-11 
5.9 AIR QUALITY .......................................................................................5-12 
5.10 NOISE...................................................................................................5-12 
5.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ..................................................................5-12 

6.0 REFERENCES.................................................................................................. 6-1 

7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS ..................................................................................... 7-1 

 
 
 
 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
v 

 
LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1-1.  Project Vicinity Map ..................................................................................1-2 
Figure 1-2.  Project Location Map ................................................................................1-5 
Figure 3-1.  Land Use within the Project Corridor ........................................................3-5 
Figure 3-2.  Water Resources in or near the Project Corridor ....................................3-13 
Figure 3-3.  Floodplains Within and Near the Project Corridor ...................................3-19 
Figure 3-4.  Transportation Routes near the Project Corridor ....................................3-61 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1-1.  Major Permits, Approvals, and Interagency Coordination ........................1-13 
Table 2-1.  Alternatives Matrix......................................................................................2-9 
Table 2-2.  Summary of Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative and Other 

Alternatives...............................................................................................2-9 
Table 3-1.  Land Use within the Project Corridor..........................................................3-3 
Table 3-2.  Summary of Soil Unit Data within the Project Corridor...............................3-9 
Table 3-3.  Plant Community Types within the Project Corridor .................................3-22 
Table 3-4.  Wildlife Species Observed in the Project Corridor....................................3-28 
Table 3-5.  Federally Listed Species Occurring within Webb County, Texas .............3-30 
Table 3-6.  Previous Surveys within 1.0 Mile of Project Corridor................................3-37 
Table 3-7.  Previously Reported Archaeological Sites within One Mile of the Project 

Corridor...................................................................................................3-39 
Table 3-8.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards ...................................................3-45 
Table 3-9.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year) from Cane Removal and Control Activities ....

...............................................................................................................3-47 
Table 3-10.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and Modeled 

Attenuation at Various Distances............................................................3-50 
Table 3-11.  Number of sensitive noise receptors that may be subjected to a noise 

emissions equal to or greater than to 65 dBA.........................................3-51 
Table 3-12.  Number of sensitive noise receptors that may be subjected to a noise 

emissions equal to or greater than to 65 dBA during helicopter herbicide 
application ..............................................................................................3-52 

Table 3-13.  Population and Race..............................................................................3-64 
Table 3-14.  Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI).......................................................3-65 
Table 3-15.  Total Personal Income ...........................................................................3-65 
Table 3-16.  Poverty and Median Income...................................................................3-65 
Table 3-17.  Housing Units.........................................................................................3-66 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
vi 

LIST OF PHOTOGRAPHS 
Photograph 1-1.   Carrizo cane in the project corridor.................................................. 1-1 
Photograph 2-1.   Area within the project corridor burned by unknown origin in February 

2008................................................................................................. 2-5 
Photograph 3-1.   Interior Least Tern © USFWS........................................................ 3-31 
Photograph 3-2.   Gulf Coast jaguarondi © BigCat Rescue........................................ 3-31 
Photograph 3-3.   Ocelot © USFWS Tom Smylie....................................................... 3-31 
Photograph 3-4.   Texas hornshell mussel © New Mexico Department of Game             

& Fish ............................................................................................ 3-32 
Photograph 3-5.   Trash Left By IAs ........................................................................... 3-52 
 
 

LIST OF APPENDICES 
Appendix A.    Method of Cane Removal and Control Figures 
Appendix B.    Agency Coordination, Public Comments, Scoping Meeting Sign-in Sheet 
Appendix C.    Biological Opinion 
Appendix D.    MOUs Between CBP and USIBWC and DOI 
Appendix E.    Programmatic Agreement between CBP and Texas SHPO 
Appendix F.    Soil Maps  
Appendix G.   Vegetation Type Maps 
Appendix H.   State Species List 
Appendix I .    Air Emission Calculations 



SECTION 1.0
 INTRODUCTION



 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 
 

Final EA  August 2008 
1-1 

Photograph 1-1.  Carrizo cane in the project corridor 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
 

United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP), Department of Homeland 

Security (DHS), prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the potential 

environmental impacts and feasibility of various methods for removal and control of 

Carrizo cane (Arundo donax).  The proposed pilot project area encompasses 

approximately 16 miles along the Rio Grande within the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) 

Laredo Sector in Webb County, Texas (Figure 1-1). 

 

CBP proposes to evaluate various 

methods for the removal and control of 

the non-native and highly invasive 

Carrizo cane in the USBP Laredo 

Sector’s Area of Operation (AO).  The 

Carrizo cane grows up to 30 feet in 

height and often forms extremely dense 

thickets along the Rio Grande 

(Photograph 1-1).  These continuous 

stands of Carrizo cane grow as a 

monoculture in some reaches of the 

river, as well as large individual stands mixed with native vegetation in other reaches.  

The view of the Rio Grande (which comprises the U.S./Mexico border in Texas) is often 

entirely blocked by stands of Carrizo cane.  The dense growth form of Carrizo cane and 

its dominance along the bank of the Rio Grande provides cover for illegal aliens (IA).  

The Carrizo cane also creates a dangerous operational situation for USBP agents, 

because visibility is poor and enforcement movement is highly restricted within the 

stands.  
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The EA addresses various removal and control methods that have been primarily 

utilized for habitat restoration projects in other areas of the southwest U.S., but have not 

been used by USBP to support operational goals.  CBP proposes to implement a variety 

of removal and control methods within a corridor of varying widths up to a 300 feet wide 

parallel to the Rio Grande for approximately 16 miles (Figure 1-2).   

 
CBP initiated planning for the removal and control of Carrizo cane along a 111-mile long 

and 300-foot wide corridor encompassing most of Webb County, Texas in November 

2006 to address the operational needs and safety requirements for USBP Laredo 

Sector.  After initial planning, CBP expanded that corridor to include nearly all of the 

Laredo Sector, totaling 135 miles.  Initial planning efforts found that additional 

information was needed to evaluate the efficacy of matching treatment methods with the 

unique physical and environmental constraints of the extensive 135-mile long project 

area, given the size of the proposed cane removal and control area and the number of 

possible methods for removing Carrizo cane. 
 

Three previous National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance documents, a 

Programmatic EA (PEA), an EA and a Supplemental EA (SEA), address CBP projects 

in the Region of Influence (ROI), from which information is incorporated by reference. 

These include the February 2005 Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Final 

PEA for Proposed Infrastructure Projects within the Office of Border Patrol Laredo 

Sector (CBP 2005a), herein referred to as the 2005 PEA.  This PEA included 

installation, operation, and maintenance of up to 55 remote video surveillance systems, 

up to 50 portable light systems, up to 107-miles of all-weather patrol and drag roads, 

establishment of up to 25 miles of barrier fences, and other miscellaneous tactical 

infrastructure projects.  Also included in the project ROI is the January 2005 FONSI and 

Final EA for the Laredo Riverbend Road and Trail Project, Office of Border Patrol, Webb 

County, Texas (CBP 2005b), herein referred to as the 2005 EA, and the March 2007 
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FONSI and Final SEA for the Phase II Laredo Riverbend Road and Trail Project, Laredo 

Sector, U.S. Customs and Border Protection, Office of Border Patrol, Webb County, 

Texas (CBP 2007), herein referred to as the 2007 SEA.  The 2005 EA includes the 

construction of 1 mile of new patrol road, 1 mile of security fence with 0.5 mile of 

associated road, 1 mile of ATV/bicycle trails, and improvement to 3.3 miles of existing 

patrol road along the Rio Grande.  The 2007 SEA included: 

• installation of a boat ramp with overhead lighting and security fencing;  

• construction of a boat rescue facility;  

• construction of a fence and gate at the eastern end of the project corridor;  

• clearing of an unpaved observation point adjacent to the patrol road;  

• installation of patrol road signs, and; 

• widening of a major culvert/bridge structure from 24 feet to 31 feet and 
installation of two additional drainage structures. 

 
No construction addressed by the 2007 SEA has been completed.  The 1.5 miles of patrol 

road improvements, the construction of the unpaved observation point, patrol road signs, 

and culvert improvements are under construction and are scheduled to be completed in 

late summer of 2008. 

 

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the NEPA of 1969, the President’s 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (Title 40 of the 

U.S. Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Parts 1500-1508), and DHS Management 

Directive (MD) 5100.1.  The analysis identifies, documents, and evaluates potential 

environmental effects of the proposed removal and control of Carrizo cane in a discrete 

area along the Rio Grande in the Laredo Sector.  All cane removal and control would 

occur within 300 feet of the eastern bank of the Rio Grande.  Gulf South Research 

Corporation (GSRC) prepared this EA for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

Fort Worth District on behalf of CBP and the USBP Laredo Sector. 

 

This EA addresses potential impacts on the affected environment within the project 

corridor for the two alternatives outlined in Section 2.0 of this document.  The report is 

organized into seven sections plus appendices.  Section 1.0 provides background 
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information on USBP missions, identifies the purpose of and need for the Proposed 

Action Alternative, describes the area in which the Proposed Action Alternative would 

occur, and explains the public involvement process.  Section 2.0 provides a detailed 

description of the Proposed Action Alternative, as well as the other alternatives 

considered, including the No Action Alternative.    Section 3.0 describes in detail the 

existing environmental conditions and potential environmental impacts of each 

alternative.  Section 4.0 discusses potential cumulative and other impacts from 

implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative, when combined with foreseeable 

future actions.  Section 5.0 discusses potential mitigation measures to reduce adverse 

effects.  Sections 6.0 and 7.0 provide a list of references and preparers for the EA, 

respectively. 

 

1.2 USBP BACKGROUND 
 

The mission of CBP is to prevent terrorists and terrorist weapons from entering the U.S., 

while also facilitating the flow of legitimate trade and travel.  In supporting CBP’s 

mission, USBP is charged with establishing and maintaining effective control of the U.S. 

border.  USBP’s mission strategy consists of five main objectives:  

• Establish substantial probability of apprehending terrorists and their weapons 
as they attempt to enter illegally between the Ports-of-Entry (POE). 

• Deter illegal entries through improved enforcement. 

• Detect, apprehend, and deter smugglers of humans, drugs, and other 
contraband. 

• Leverage “smart border” technology to multiply the effect of enforcement 
personnel. 

• Reduce crime in border communities and consequently improve quality of life 
and economic vitality of targeted areas. 

 

USBP has nine administrative sectors along the U.S./Mexico international border.  Each 

sector is responsible for implementing an optimal combination of personnel, technology, 

and infrastructure appropriate to its operational requirements.  The Laredo Sector 

encompasses 16 counties across Texas.  The areas affected by the Proposed Action 
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Alternative include the southernmost portion of Webb County, west of the City of 

Laredo, Texas. 

 
1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to evaluate data regarding the most effective 

method(s) for Carrizo cane removal and control in the Laredo Sector.  The Proposed 

Action is needed to improve the view of the U.S./Mexico border, assist in identifying, 

classifying, and bringing to a satisfactory law enforcement conclusion illegal cross 

border violations along the border.  In addition, the Proposed Action is needed to 

provide a safer working environment for USBP agents, and to strengthen the USBP 

control between the POEs in the Laredo Sector.  The project is further proposed to 

evaluate various Carrizo cane control methods and to develop cost information that can 

be used for a more extensive sustainable control program in the Laredo Sector.  The 

Laredo Sector contains a unique combination of highly inaccessible areas, urbanized 

areas encroaching on the river banks, high steep bluffs and extensive low elevation 

floodplains.  CBP will also use the data and information garnered from the 16-mile long 

pilot project to develop and implement a removal and control program for the entire 

Laredo Sector.  Potential impacts associated with the full 135-mile project will be 

evaluated in subsequent NEPA of 1969 analysis and documentation, and will leverage 

the information and data collected as part of this pilot project.   

   

1.4 PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 

The Proposed Action Alternative is described in detail in Section 2.2.4.  In summary, the 

Proposed Action would implement a variety of proven Carrizo cane removal and control 

methods in select areas along the project corridor (see Appendix A).  The suite of 

methods that would be implemented by CBP have been chosen based on suitable 

performance as described in the literature for Carrizo cane removal and control projects.  

These methods include various combinations of herbicide application, physical removal, 
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and fire. Specifically, the four Carrizo cane removal and control methods that would be 

implemented are: 

• Aerial Herbicide Application 
• Mechanical Removal 
• Cut Stem Herbicide Application 
• Burn and Herbicide Application 

 
All herbicides used for cane removal and control methods would be approved for use in 

aquatic environments, and applied to stands of Carrizo cane from June through 

October.  It is anticipated that selective herbicide application to resprouts for 1 to 2 

years would be implemented for all of these removal and control methods to 

successfully manage Carrizo cane. 

 

Following the implementation of any of the four removal and control methods, bank 

stabilization techniques would be implemented to protect denuded areas from erosion.  

These stabilization methods would include the use of rip rap, gabions, biodegradable 

erosion control blankets, hydromulching with native grasses and forbs, and manual 

revegetation with native tree and shrub species, such as retama (Parkinsonia aculeate), 

spiny hackberry (Celtis ehrenbergiana) and catclaw (Acacia greggii).   

 
To reduce impacts from bank erosion and to habitat for listed species, such as the 

ocelot (Leopardus [=Felis] pardalis) and jaguarundi (Herpailurus [=Felis] yagouaroundi 

cacomitli), the Proposed Action would be completed in phases along the approximately 

16-mile long corridor.  Individual annual treatment segments would not exceed 0.5 mile 

in length in areas that would be entirely denuded due to cane removal and control.  In 

these areas, 0.5-mile long treatment segments would be separated by 0.5-mile long 

untreated segments.  In the year following the first annual treatment phase, the 

remaining 0.5-mile long untreated segments would be treated removing all cane within a 

2-year period.  Where there is suitable migratory and foraging habitat for the jaguarundi 

and ocelot within 0.5 miles of the project area, the treatment areas could be longer than 

0.5 mile.  Prior to treatment of any segment within the project corridor, an opportunity 

will be provided for a site visit by USFWS to confirm area suitable for use as habitat for 
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jaguarundi and ocelot migratory corridors.  In areas where Carrizo cane does not 

comprise the entire vegetated corridor along the Rio Grande, there would be no limit to 

the length of annual treatments. 

 

Access to the cane would be provided via existing and temporary access roads.  The 

new temporary access roads would be restored and revegetated after the cane removal 

and control is completed. 

 

For all removal and control methods, Carrizo cane would either be hauled off-site and 

disposed of properly (i.e., landfill) or shoots would be chipped to sizes smaller than the 

nodes on the cane shoots.  This would ensure that chipping activities would not spread 

Carrizo cane.  

 

1.5 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 
 

NEPA is a Federal statute requiring the identification and analysis of potential 

environmental impacts of proposed Federal actions before those actions are taken.  Its 

intent is to protect, restore, or enhance the environment through well-informed Federal 

decisions.  The process for implementing NEPA is codified in 40 CFR 1500–1508, 

Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA, and DHS’s MD 

5100.1, Environmental Planning Program. This process evaluates potential 

environmental consequences associated with a Proposed Action Alternative and 

considers alternative courses of action. 

 

The CEQ was established under NEPA to implement and oversee Federal policy in this 

process and ensure agency compliance with NEPA. CEQ regulations mandate that all 

Federal agencies use a systematic interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning 

and the evaluation of actions that might affect the environment. CEQ regulations specify 

that the following must be accomplished when preparing an EA: 
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• Briefly provide evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a FONSI. 

• Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is unnecessary. 

• Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary. 
 

In compliance with NEPA, the planning and decision-making process for actions 

proposed by Federal agencies involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes 

and regulations. The NEPA process, however, does not replace procedural or 

substantive requirements of other environmental statutes and regulations.  It addresses 

them collectively in the form of an EA or EIS, which enables the decision-maker to have 

a comprehensive view of major environmental issues and requirements associated with 

the Proposed Action Alternative.  According to CEQ regulations, the requirements of 

NEPA must be integrated “with other planning and environmental review procedures 

required by law or by agency so that all such procedures run concurrently rather than 

consecutively.”    

 

In addition to NEPA, authorities addressed during the preparation of this EA include the 

Clean Air Act (CAA), Clean Water Act (CWA) (including a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System [NPDES] Storm Water Discharge permit and Section 404 permit), 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Noise Control Act, Endangered 

Species Act (ESA), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA), Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA), and Toxic Substances Control Act. 

 

Executive Orders (EO) bearing on the Proposed Action Alternative include EO 11988 

(Floodplain Management), EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), EO12088 (Federal 

Compliance with Pollution Control Standards), EO 12580 (Superfund Implementation), 

EO 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 

and Low- Income Populations), EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental 

Health Risks and Safety Risks), EO 13423 (Strengthening Federal Environmental, 

Energy, and Transportation Management), EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination 

with Indian Tribal Governments), EO 13148 (Greening the Government through 
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Leadership in Environmental Management), EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal 

Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds), EO 11514 (Protection and Enhancement of 

Environmental Quality, as amended by EO 11991), EO 12114 (Environmental Effects 

Abroad of Major Federal Actions), EO 13101 (Greening the Government through Waste 

Prevention, Recycling, and Federal Acquisition), EO 13123 (Greening the Government 

through Efficient Energy Management), EO 13148 (Greening the Government through 

Leadership in Environmental Management), and EO 13149 (Greening the Government 

through Federal Fleet and Transportation Efficiency). 

 

Table 1-1 lists major Federal and state permits, approvals, and interagency coordination 

required to remove and control Carrizo cane along the project corridor.   

 
Table 1-1.  Major Permits, Approvals, and Interagency Coordination 

Agency Permit/Approval/Coordination 

U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

- Section 7 ESA consultation 
- MBTA coordination 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) - CWA NPDES permit 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) - CWA Section 404 Permit 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
(TCEQ) 

- CWA Section 401 State Water Quality 
certification 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) - Texas Endangered Species coordination  
Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) - NHPA Section 106 consultation 

Federally-recognized American Indian Tribes - Consultation regarding potential effects on 
cultural resources 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) - NHPA Section 106 consultation 

 

1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

Agency and public involvement in the NEPA process promotes open communication 

between the public and the government and enhances the decision-making process.  All 

persons or organizations having a potential interest in the Proposed Action Alternative 

are encouraged to participate in the decision-making process. 
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NEPA and implementing regulations from CEQ and DHS direct agencies to make their 

EAs and Environmental Impact Statements available to the public during the decision-

making process and prior to actions being taken.  The premise of NEPA is that the 

quality of Federal decisions will be enhanced if proponents provide information to the 

public and involve the public in the planning process. 

 

Through the public involvement process, CBP notified relevant Federal, state, and local 

agencies of the Proposed Action Alternative and requested input on any related 

environmental concerns they might have.  The public involvement process provides 

CBP with the opportunity to cooperate with the public and consider state and local views 

of its proposal.  As part of the EA process, CBP has coordinated with agencies such as 

USEPA, USFWS, TPWD, SHPO, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) and 

other Federal, state, and local agencies (see Appendix B).  Input from agency 

responses has been incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental impacts. 

 

A public scoping meeting was held on May 6, 2008 at 6:00PM in Salon C of the Holiday 

Inn Civic Center in Laredo, Texas.  This meeting was conducted to determine the range 

of environmental analysis needed and solicit input about sensitive resources and 

alternatives.  In addition, an important part of the scoping process is to provide a forum 

that allows input to CBP relative to the project goals and effects.  The commenting 

period extended until June 6, 2008, and comments from the public and other Federal, 

state, and local agencies were incorporated into the Final EA and included in Appendix 

B.  English versions of the notice for the public scoping meeting were in the Laredo 

Morning Times and the San Antonio Express News on April 22, 2008.  The Spanish text 

was published in the Laredo Morning Times and the Conexion on April 24, 2008 and 

April 26, 2008, respectively.  Affidavits of publication are included in Appendix B. 

 

The draft EA was provided to the public for a 30-day review period, from July 1, 2008 to 

July 31, 2008.  A Notice of Availability was published in the Laredo Morning Times and 

the San Antonio Express News on July 1, 2008 notifying the public of the location of 

copies of the draft EA and the method for providing comments on the draft EA.  Two 
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comment letters were received during the public comment period, one from TPWD and 

the other from USFWS.  Affidavits of publication and public comments are included in 

Appendix B. 

 

1.7 COOPERATING AND COORDINATING AGENCIES  
 

 The U.S. Section, International Boundary and Water Commission (USIBWC), USACE-

Los Angeles District Regulatory Functions Branch, and USFWS also have decision-

making authority for components of the Proposed Action. CEQ regulations 

implementing NEPA instruct agencies to combine environmental documents in 

compliance with NEPA to reduce duplication and paperwork (40 CFR 1506.4).   

 
One of USIBWC’s missions is to maintain the international boundary between Mexico 

and the U.S.  As part of this mission, USIBWC is required to ensure that any 

construction along the international border does not adversely affect International 

Boundary Monuments (including their line of sight) or substantially impede floodwater 

conveyance within international drainages.  A copy of a Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) between CBP and USIBWC is included in Appendix D.   

 

USACE-Fort Worth District will act on applications for Department of the Army permits, 

as appropriate, pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 United 

States Code [U.S.C.] 403) and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

 

Section 7 of the ESA (Public Law [P.L.] 93-205, December 28, 1973) states that any 

project authorized, funded, or conducted by any Federal agency should not “jeopardize 

the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in 

the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined 

… to be critical.”  While USFWS will not participate as a cooperating agency on this 

Proposed Action, USFWS coordinated with CBP to assist in the determination of 

whether any Federally-listed or proposed endangered or threatened species or their 

designated critical habitats would be adversely impacted by the Proposed Action, to 
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identify the nature and extent of potential effects, and to jointly develop measures that 

would prevent or reduce potential effects on the species.  CBP initiated consultation 

with USFWS, pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, on potential impacts on protected 

species within the USBP Laredo Sector.  CBP and USFWS entered into formal Section 

7 consultation regarding any potentially affected listed species, and USFWS issued a 

Biological Opinion on the potential for jeopardy.  USFWS determined that the project is 

not likely to jeopardize any listed species and issued an incidental take statement as an 

exception to the prohibitions in Section 9 of the ESA.  A copy of an MOA between CBP 

and the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) regarding cooperation relative to 

environmental planning is included in Appendix D and a copy of the Biological Opinion 

is included in Appendix C. 



SECTION 2.0
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 

This section provides detailed information on CBP’s proposal to evaluate various 

methods for the removal and control of the non-native and highly invasive Carrizo cane 

in the USBP Laredo Sector’s AO.  The range of reasonable alternatives considered in 

this EA is constrained to those that would meet the purpose and need, to provide USBP 

agents with the tools necessary to achieve effective control of the border in the USBP 

Laredo Sector, as described in Section 1.3.  Such alternatives must also meet essential 

technical, engineering, and economic threshold requirements to ensure that each is 

environmentally sound, economically viable, and complies with governing standards 

and regulations. 

 

2.1 SCREENING CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVES 
 

USBP Laredo Sector is working to develop the right combination of personnel, 

technology, and infrastructure to meet its objectives.  The following screening criteria 

were used to develop the Proposed Action Alternative and evaluate potential 

alternatives.  These criteria are presented in no particular order of priority. 

• USBP Operational Requirements.  The selected alternative must support 
USBP mission needs to hinder or delay individuals crossing the border 
illegally.  Once individuals have entered an urban area or suburban 
neighborhood, it is much more difficult for USBP agents to identify and 
apprehend suspects engaged in unlawful border entry.  In addition, around 
populated areas, it is relatively easy for cross-border violators to find 
transportation into the interior of the U.S.   

• Threatened or Endangered Species and Critical Habitat.  The selected 
alternative would be designed to minimize adverse impact on threatened or 
endangered species and their critical habitat to the maximum extent practical.  
USBP is working with USFWS to identify potential conservation and mitigation 
measures.   

• Wetlands and Floodplains.  The selected alternative would be designed to 
avoid and minimize impact on wetlands, surface waters, and floodplain 
resources to the maximum extent practicable.  
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• Cultural and Historic Resources.  The selected alternative would be designed 
to minimize impact on cultural and historic resources to the maximum extent 
practicable.  CBP prepared a Programmatic Agreement with the Texas SHPO 
to identify potential conservation and mitigation measures (Appendix E) . 

 

2.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
 

CBP evaluated a range of possible alternatives to be considered for the Proposed 

Action Alternative.  During the early planning stage and public involvement process 

described in Section 1.6, the following potential alternatives were proposed: (1) Carrizo 

cane tarping; (2) cutting only; and (3) cut, resprout and spray herbicide. 

 

The following sections provide the alternatives analysis for this Proposed Action 

Alternative.  Sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.3 describe alternatives considered but 

eliminated from further detailed analysis.  Section 2.2.4 provides specific details of the 

Proposed Action Alternative which will be carried forward for analysis.  Section 2.2.5 

presents the No Action Alternative.  Section 2.3 is the identification of the preferred 

alternative. 

 

Several Carrizo cane removal and control methods have been implemented elsewhere 

but have been demonstrated to be relatively ineffective or can only be implemented 

effectively over very small areas.  The following methods were initially evaluated, but 

rejected because they do not meet the project’s purpose and need. 

 

2.2.1 Carrizo Cane Tarping 
Cutting and placing a tarp over the cut stems has successfully been utilized on small 

patches of Carrizo cane.  However, this method requires that the tarps remain in place 

for at least 6 months during the active growing season to be effective and that the tarps 

are monitored at least every 2 weeks for tears or holes.  Given that the project area is 

either extremely remote on ranch lands, or in urbanized areas, the likelihood for a tear 

to occur in a tarp is very high, and the ability to monitor the tarp’s condition periodically 
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is low.  Therefore, this alternative removal and control method was eliminated from 

further consideration. 

 

2.2.2 Cutting Only 
Cutting Carrizo cane and removing the biomass annually has been used for cane 

control in other areas.  However, it has been demonstrated that Carrizo cane rapidly 

resprouts and that the cutting and removal does not control cane stands, but only 

reduces its height periodically.  Given the remoteness and lack of accessibility of much 

of the project area, it is not feasible to cut and remove Carrizo cane once or more 

annually for control. 

 

2.2.3 Cut, Resprout and Spray Herbicide 
Cutting the Carrizo cane in the spring, allowing it to resprout, and spraying the foliage in 

the summer has been used to control Carrizo cane.  However, this method has been 

shown to not be as effective as the cut stem and herbicide application method, because 

the herbicide is not readily translocated to the roots from the shoots during very active 

growing periods.  Additionally, this method requires two separate cane removal visits to 

the same location in the same year to implement, which has been shown to not be cost 

effective, and would be more difficult to implement in the remote portions of the project 

area. 

 

2.2.4 Proposed Action Alternative  
The Proposed Action Alternative would implement four proven Carrizo cane removal 

and control methods in select areas along the project corridor (see Appendix A).  The 

suite of methods that would be implemented by CBP have been chosen based on 

suitable performance as described in the literature for Carrizo cane removal and control 

projects.  Four methods of cane removal and control would be implemented throughout 

the 585-acre project corridor.  The locations of where the four methods would be 

implemented were determined by evaluating the relative location of Carrizo cane stands 

to infrastructure (i.e., residential and commercial buildings), topography, proximity to the 

Rio Grande, and proximity to native plant species.  However, it is anticipated that 
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selective herbicide application to resprouts for 1 to 2 years would be implemented for all 

of these removal and control methods. 

 
Aerial Herbicide Application – This method would use helicopters to apply a herbicide 

approved for use in aquatic environments to stands of Carrizo cane during the summer 

(June through October).  Within 2 to 4 months following the application of herbicide, 

Carrizo cane would be cut by hand or with mechanical equipment, such as flails, and 

removed, or cut and chipped on site in order to reduce the possibility of resprouting or 

being a fire hazard.  In order to reduce loss of native vegetation resulting from 

overspray, this application method would only be utilized on monocultures (>80 percent 

cover), or on stands that are mixed with other non-native species, such as salt cedar.   

 

Mechanical – Mechanical removal and control of Carrizo cane would involve the 

physical removal of the whole plant from the substrate.  This would be done with hand 

tools (e.g., pick-axe, shovel) in small stands or in highly inaccessible areas, with 

mechanical equipment (e.g., compact backhoes and excavators) in large stands or in 

highly accessible areas.  Following mechanical removal, bank stabilization techniques 

would be implemented to protect denuded areas from erosion.  These stabilization 

methods would include the use of biodegradable erosion control blankets and 

hydromulching with a native seed mix.  This method could occur during any time of the 

year. 

 

Cut Stem Herbicide Application – Using this method, Carrizo cane would be cut near 

the base of the plant with hand equipment or heavy machinery (e.g., chainsaws, 

hydroaxe, flail), and the cut stems would either be removed from the site or chipped in 

place with a mechanical chipper.  Immediately following the cutting of the cane (within 2 

to 3 minutes to ensure adequate uptake of the herbicide before the plant seals the cut), 

herbicide would be applied to the remaining stem.  Cut stem application of full-strength 

herbicide would be done with wand or paintbrush applicators.  Although this method 

could be implemented year-round, it would be most effective if cut and applied during 

the summer months (after the cane is fully grown). 
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Photograph 2-1.  Area within the project corridor burned by 
unknown origin in February 2008 

Burn and Herbicide Application – A prescribed burn would be used to apply fire to 

Carrizo cane stands (Photograph 2-1).  The prescribed burn, started with the use of 

driptorches and controlled by 

constructing fire-breaks, would be 

conducted by a licensed individual 

with a local burn permit and 

approvals from the local fire control 

authorities.  Burning of Carrizo 

cane would be implemented in late 

winter or early spring, and the cane 

would be allowed to resprout 

before applying herbicide.  A 

herbicide approved for use in 

aquatic environments would be 

applied to all resprouts via aerial spraying from a helicopter in mid- to late-summer 

following a spring burn.  This method would be utilized on large monocultures located in 

rural remote areas.   

 

As described previously, to reduce impacts on habitat that supports the ocelot and 

jaguarundi, the Proposed Action Alternative would be completed in phases along the 

16-mile long corridor.  Individual annual treatment segments would not exceed 0.5 mile 

in length in areas where there is no other suitable ocelot and jaguarundi migration 

habitat on the north or east side of the patrol road, with treated segments separated by 

0.5-mile long untreated segments.  The untreated 0.5-mile long segments would be 

treated the following year removing all cane within a 2-year period.  Where there is 

suitable migratory and foraging habitat for the jaguarundi and ocelot within 0.5 mile of 

the project area, the treatment areas could be longer than 0.5 mile.  Prior to treatment of 

any segment within the project corridor, an opportunity would be provided for a site visit 

by USFWS to confirm habitat in the project area suitable for use as habitat for 

jaguarundi and ocelot migratory corridors. 
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There are three herbicides approved for use in aquatic environments: AquaMaster™ by 

Monsanto, Rodeo® by DOW Chemical, and HABITAT® by BASF.  These three 

herbicides would be used in any application where herbicide is required because all 

three herbicides have been shown to be effective in the control of Carrizo cane.  

Although only herbicides approved for aquatic environments would be used for cane 

removal activities, herbicide application would only occur to terrestrial environments and 

no direct application of any herbicide to aquatic environments is proposed. 

 

The active ingredient in AquaMaster™ and Rodeo® is glyphosate isopropylamine salt; 

they are a non-selective aquatic herbicide that controls emerged vegetation in and 

around bodies of fresh and salt water.  AquaMaster™ and Rodeo® are strongly 

adsorbed to soil particles, which prevents the herbicide from leaching excessively or 

from being taken up from the soil by non-target plants (The Nature Conservancy 

2001a).  Glyphosate has not been shown to accumulate in mammals, fish or birds 

(Monsanto 2002).  The half-life of glyphosate averages 2 months, and in water it has a 

half-life of 12 days to 10 weeks.  Glyphosate by itself (not including some of its main 

surfactants) is of relatively low toxicity to birds, mammals, and fish. 

 

HABITAT®’s active ingredient is imazapyr, and it controls undesirable emergent and 

floating vegetation in an around standing and flowing water.  It works well in aerial and 

low-volume foliar hydraulic application methods.  HABITAT® affects the plant tissue 

enzyme acetohydroxyacid synthase which stops the growth of meristematic cells within 

10 hours.  The herbicide is mobile in all vascular tissues throughout the plant from root 

to shoot.  HABITAT® controls over 90 species, including Carrizo cane and salt cedar, 

and has a half-life in soils ranging from 26 to 143 days (BASF 2005).  Therefore, 

desirable plants can be affected from root uptake of HABITAT® from treated soil.  In 

particular, a few studies have reported that when imazapyr contacts leguminous 

vegetation, such as mesquite, it may be actively exuded from the roots.  This exudate 

has the ability to move throughout the root zone, thereby affecting surrounding desirable 

vegetation (The Nature Conservancy 2001b). In aqueous solutions, imazapyr could 

undergo photodegradation with a half-life of 2 days.  Imazypyr has a low toxicity to fish, 
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and algae and submerged vegetation are not affected (The Nature Conservancy 

2001b). 

 

All treated areas would be protected with biodegradable erosion control blankets and 

hydromulching with native grasses and forbs to minimize soil erosion and provide bank 

stabilization.  Hard structure erosion control methods (e.g., rip rap, gabions) would be 

utilized for bank stabilization where necessary. It is anticipated that these erosion 

control measures would be implemented immediately after any cane cutting or 

mechanical removal of shoots and roots.  

 

The Proposed Action Alternative would revegetate all treated areas with native tree and 

shrub species which do not obscure the view of the Rio Grande as cane does.  It is 

anticipated that revegetation would take place in the fall or early winter of the same year 

that the removal and control is implemented.  Native plant species to be planted in 

Carrizo cane removal and control areas include sugarberry (Celtis laevigata), Mexican 

ash (Fraxinus berlandieriana), Texas persimmon (Diospyros texana), catclaw (Acacia 

greggii), spiny hackberry (Celtis ehrenbergiana), soapbush (Guaiacum angustifolium), 

and retama (Parkinsonia aculeate).  Temporary irrigation would be provided for all 

planted species to insure plant establishment and survival.  Irrigation would be 

implemented for a period of 3 years, with the greatest volume of water being provided 

during the first year after plantings, and a reduction in water volume each subsequent 

year.  This allows for rapid root growth in the first year, followed by a transition to normal 

water conditions by the end of third year of irrigation. 

 

Access to the cane would be provided via existing and temporary access roads.  The 

temporary access roads would not be needed after revegetation is completed because 

all maintenance of cane resprouts would be done with hand tools.  Therefore, all 

temporary access roads would be restored and revegetated and there would be no 

long-term impacts associated with the creation of access roads. 
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Following the implementation of all removal and control methods, Carrizo cane shoots 

would be hauled off-site and disposed of appropriately or chipped to sizes smaller than 

the nodes on the cane shoots and either left on site as mulch..  This would ensure that 

chipping activities would not spread Carrizo cane.  

 

2.2.5 No Action Alternative 
CEQ regulations require inclusion of the No Action Alternative.  Under this alternative, 

no implementation of any cane removal and control methods would take place within 

the 16-mile long corridor.   The No Action Alternative will serve as a baseline against 

which the impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative can be evaluated.  However, the 

No Action Alternative does not satisfy the project’s purpose and need. 

 

2.3 IDENTIFICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 

CEQ’s implementing regulation 40 CFR 1502.14(c) instructs NEPA preparers to 

“[i]dentify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the 

draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law 

prohibits the expression of such a preference.”  USBP has identified its preferred 

alternative as the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 

Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would meet USBP’s purpose and 

need described in Section 1.3.  The No Action Alternative would not meet USBP’s 

purpose and need.   

 

2.4 SUMMARY 
 

The two alternatives carried forward for analysis are the No Action Alternative and the 

Proposed Action Alternative.  Table 2-1 compares the two alternatives relative to the 

purpose and need of this project.  Table 2-2 summarizes the potential impacts of the 

two alternatives on the environmental resources in the ROI. 
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Table 2-1.  Alternatives Matrix 

Purpose and Need No Action 
Alternative 

Proposed Action 
Alternative 

To evaluate various Carrizo cane control 
methods.   

To improve the view of the U.S.-Mexico 
border.   

To assist in tracking and locating illegal 
crossings along the border.   

To provide a safer work environment for 
USBP agents.   

To strengthen the USBP control between 
the POE in the Laredo Sector.   

Legend:       NO          YES          
 

Table 2-2.  Summary of Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative and 
Other Alternatives 

Affected 
Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative 

LAND USE No impact. 

Temporary impacts on land use on 351 acres of 
undeveloped land use types. After cane removal 
and control and revegetation efforts, land use 
would be similar to existing conditions. 

SOILS 

No direct impact; indirect impact 
would continue from IA traffic 
and consequent enforcement 
activities. 

Minor temporary impact on soils, as approximately 
351 acres of soils would be disturbed from the 
Proposed Action Alternative.  The biological 
production of approximately 351 acres of soils 
would be reduced temporarily, following removal 
and control of cane.  Any disturbed soils would be 
stabilized and revegetated following cane removal 
and control activities. 

HYDROLOGY AND 
GROUNDWATER No impact. 

No impact.  All herbicides used in cane removal 
would be USEPA-approved for use in aquatic 
environments. 
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Affected 
Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative 

 
 
 
 
 
SURFACE WATERS 
AND WATERS OF 
THE U.S. 

No direct impact; indirect 
impacts would continue as 
illegal foot traffic and USBP 
apprehension activities would 
continue to cause erosion and 
sedimentation into washes, 
arroyos, and other drainages. 

Cane removal and control would cause a minor and 
temporary impact on surface water resources from 
sedimentation and erosion.  Impacts would be 
minimized through avoidance and required 
mitigation measures.  Beneficial impacts on surface 
waters would occur from reduced 
evapotranspiration rates.  No impacts on drinking 
water supplies would occur because only 
herbicides approved for use in aquatic 
environments would be utilized for cane control, 
herbicides would not be directly applied to aquatic 
environments (i.e., Rio Grande) and herbicides 
would be applied by a licensed applicator following 
specific labeling restrictions. 

FLOODPLAINS No impact. 

No direct impact would occur because no 
permanent infrastructure would be placed in the 
floodplain.  The removal and control of 351 acres of 
Carrizo cane could temporarily impact downstream 
flooding. 

NATIVE 
VEGETATION 

No direct impact; IA traffic would 
continue to directly impact 
vegetation communities. 

No long-term impact on native vegetation is 
anticipated.  Approximately 351 acres of invasive 
species would be replaced with native vegetation 
providing a long-term beneficial impact. 

WILDLIFE AND 
AQUATIC 
RESOURCES 

No direct impact; IA traffic would 
continue to damage vegetation 
and aquatic habitat, thereby 
causing adverse impact on 
wildlife. 

Moderate direct but temporary impacts from the 
loss of 351 acres of habitat associated with non-
native species.  Protection of habitat from IA traffic 
is anticipated, and increased wildlife habitat value 
from revegetation with native species would have 
beneficial impacts on wildlife populations.  

PROTECTED 
SPECIES AND 
CRITICAL HABITAT 

Indirect impact due to IA traffic 
trampling habitat for the cats 
and tern and threatened and 
damaging endangered plant 
species would continue. 

May affect and is likely to adversely affect the 
jaguarundi and ocelot; may affect, but not likely to 
adversely affect, the least tern.  Section 7 
consultation with USFWS and subsequent 
conservation measures and best management 
practices (BMPs) described in the Biological 
Opinion would ensure that the Proposed Action 
Alternative does not jeopardize the continued 
existence of any species.  Coordination with TPWD 
would occur to identify measures to minimize 
impacts on sensitive species.  Protection of 
threatened and endangered species is likely to 
occur as an indirect result of this alternative. 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

No direct impact. Potential 
indirect impacts on unrecorded 
cultural resources from 
continued IA traffic. 

No adverse impact; mitigation measures through 
Section 106 consultation would include avoidance 
and/or monitoring.  A Programmatic Agreement 
between CBP and SHPO has been executed and 
site-specific surveys required prior to cane removal 
and control (see Appendix E). 

AIR QUALITY  No direct impact. 
There would be a minor and temporary impact on 
air quality during cane removal and control; air 
emissions would remain below de minimis levels. 

Table 2-2, continued 
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Affected 
Resource No Action Alternative Proposed Action Alternative 

NOISE No direct impact. 

There would be temporary increases in ambient 
noise during cane removal and control activities; 
especially from aerial spraying activities.  Upon 
completion of cane removal and control and/or 
maintenance operations, noise levels would return 
to ambient conditions. 

AESTHETIC AND 
VISUAL 
RESOURCES 

No direct impact; IA traffic would 
continue to detract from the 
general appearance of the 
banks of the Rio Grande by 
creating trails and discarding 
trash. 

Minor temporary impacts would be associated with 
the presence of construction equipment.  Minor 
permanent impacts would be associated with the 
removal of non-native species, which would be 
conspicuous from adjacent hilltops.  Beneficial 
impacts, such as reduced vandalism, habitat 
degradation, debris left by IAs, and wildfires, as 
well as from revegetation with native species, 
would be expected. 

HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS 

No direct impact; indirect impact 
from unregulated solid waste 
generated by IA traffic would 
continue. 

No significant hazard is expected from the 
transport, use, or disposal of unregulated or 
regulated material. 

ROADWAYS AND 
TRAFFIC No direct or indirect impacts. 

Impacts on public roadways and traffic would be 
insignificant on the local and regional level, and 
would return to near-normal conditions following the 
cane removal and control period.   

UTILITIES AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE No direct impact. 

No impacts on utilities.  Drinking and irrigation 
water supplies would not be impacted because 
herbicide would not be applied directly to Rio 
Grande, and would be USEPA-approved for use in 
aquatic environments.  Herbicide would be applied 
by a licensed applicator following labeling 
instructions. 

SOCIOECONOMICS No direct impact. 

Temporary insignificant increases in population 
would occur from the addition of construction crews 
in the area.  Direct beneficial impacts on the local 
area would result from procurement of materials.  

ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE AND THE 
PROTECTION OF 
CHILDREN 

No direct impacts relative to 
environmental justice or 
protection of children.  Indirect 
impacts regarding protection of 
children would result from illegal 
traffic and its associated criminal 
activity continuing to create an 
unsafe environment for children. 

No direct impacts relative to environmental justice 
would be expected.  Beneficial impacts on the 
protection of children from a reduction of cross 
border violations, such as illegal immigration, drug 
trafficking, and other crimes, within the area, would 
create a safer living environment for the children. 

SUSTAINABILITY 
AND GREENING No impact. No significant impact. 

HUMAN HEALTH 
AND SAFETY No significant impact. 

No significant impact would be expected.  All 
herbicides would be applied by licensed 
applicators. Only herbicides approved by USEPA 
for use in aquatic environments would be utilized.  
All herbicide application would follow labeling 
restrictions.   

 

Table 2-2, continued 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 
 
3.1 PRELIMINARY IMPACT SCOPING 
 

This section of the EA describes the natural and human environment that exists within 

the project corridor and ROI and the potential impacts of the Proposed Action 

Alternative and No Action Alternative.  Only those resources that have the potential to 

be affected by the alternatives are described, as per CEQ guidance (40 CFR 1501.7 

[a][3]).  Some topics are limited in scope due to the lack of potential effect of the 

Proposed Action Alternative on the resource, or because that particular resource is not 

located within the project corridor.  Therefore, resources such as climate, geology and 

prime farmlands are not addressed for the following reasons: 

• Climate:  The project would not affect or be affected by the climate. 

• Geology:  The proposed project would only disturb topsoil layers. While some 
digging or scraping would be required to control the Carrizo cane, any 
resulting impacts would be localized and negligible, as there are no geologic 
outcrops of particular significance or containing any unique features.  
Underlying geologic formations are pervasive and common throughout the 
general area.    

• Prime Farmlands: No soils exist within the project corridor that satisfy the 
criteria for prime farmland soils (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] 
1979).  Therefore, there would be no impact on prime farmlands. 

 

Impacts on the human and natural environment can be characterized as beneficial or 

adverse, and can be direct or indirect based upon the result of the action.  Direct 

impacts are those effects that are caused by the action and occur at the same time and 

place (40 CFR 1508.8[a]).  Indirect impacts are those effects that are caused by the 

action and are later in time or further removed in distance, but are still reasonably 

foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8[b]).  Impacts are also characterized as being temporary 

(lasting the duration of the project), short-term (up to 3 years), long-term (3 to 10 years 

following construction), or permanent.  Permanent impacts are those that cause a loss 

of a resource. 
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Impacts can vary in magnitude from a slight to a total change in the environment, and 

are determined based upon their context and intensity.  The impact analysis presented 

in this EA is based upon existing regulatory standards, scientific and environmental 

knowledge and best professional opinions.  The impacts on each resource are 

described as significant, moderate, minor (minimal), insignificant, or no impact.  

Significant impacts are those that would result in substantial changes to the 

environment (as defined by 40 CFR-1508.27).  All impacts described are adverse 

unless otherwise noted. 

 

As discussed in Section 2.2.4, the cane removal and control would occur in an 

approximately 16-mile long, 300-foot wide corridor parallel to the Rio Grande.  Although 

the entire project corridor consists of approximately 585 acres, not all of this area is 

comprised of Carrizo cane.  Based upon reconnaissance-level surveys conducted in 

April 2008, it is estimated that approximately 351 acres of the project corridor consist of 

stands of Carrizo cane.  Furthermore, for this analysis it is anticipated that little to no 

disturbance of native vegetation or unvegetated areas would occur, and that direct 

impacts from cane removal and control would be limited to the 351 acres of existing 

Carrizo cane.  This assumption of limited disturbance is based on the evaluation of the 

most suitable removal and control method for the growth form and location of the 

Carrizo cane.  For example, aerial spraying and prescribed burns are only proposed in 

areas where a monoculture of cane is present and overspray impacting adjacent native 

vegetation is highly unlikely.  Additionally, mitigation measures associated with the 

replacement of any damaged or destroyed native vegetation, as described in Chapter 

5.0, would be implemented to insure that direct impacts are minimized.    

 

No recent cultural resources surveys have been conducted within most of the project 

corridor.  Such surveys will be conducted prior to initiation of construction to confirm the 

presence of any sensitive cultural resources as described by the Programmatic 

Agreement between Texas SHPO and CBP (see Appendix E).  Following each cultural 

resources survey, consultation, pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA with the Texas 

SHPO and tribes, would be completed prior to starting any cane removal and control 
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and following a signed Programmatic Agreement.  In January 2005, a cultural resources 

survey was conducted in support of the 2005 EA.  This survey occurred within the 

southern-most 2.7-mile segment of the project corridor, in the Riverbend Area near 

downtown Laredo and the Laredo Community College.  SHPO has concurred that no 

further cultural resources surveys would be required along this 2.7-mile long segment 

(see Appendix E). 

 

3.2 LAND USE 
 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 
Land use categories and total acreage for each category are presented in Table 3-1.  

Approximately 24 acres of the project corridor are located within the boundaries of the 

Rio Grande and are not included in land use classifications.  The location of each land 

use category within the project corridor is presented in Figure 3-1.   

 

Table 3-1.  Land Use within the Project Corridor 

Land Use Classification Acres 
Commercial and services 25.3 
Transportation, communication, utilities 8.3 
Industrial 39.1 
Strip mines, quarries, gravel pits 34.4 
Residential 65.1 
Other urban or built up land 36.4 
Cropland and pasture 40.6 
Herbaceous rangeland 80 
Shrub and brush rangeland 177.3 
Other agricultural land 0.5 
Deciduous forest land 33.5 
Transitional areas 20.9 

Total 561.4 
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Land use for much of the project corridor, especially areas directly adjacent to the Rio 

Grande, is designated as rangeland and pasture.  Though it is not known how much of 

the designated rangeland within the project corridor is actually utilized for this purpose, 

most of the land in this category remains open space.  Residential areas within the 

project corridor comprise approximately 65 acres and are represented by residential 

land and other urban or built-up land.  Other land uses that comprise infrastructure 

occupy approximately 144 acres, and include commercial and service, transportation 

and utilities, industrial, and strip mines, gravel pits and quarries.  Approximately 34 

acres of the project corridor are defined as deciduous forest, which is the only 

undeveloped land use within the project corridor.  

 

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.2.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not alter the area’s current land use.  The existing 

conditions along the Rio Grande would remain unaltered and no Carrizo cane would be 

removed by CBP.   

 

3.2.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
The Proposed Action Alternative would not permanently alter any land use within the 

project corridor.  The Proposed Action would remove approximately 351 acres of cane, 

all of which is located in open space land use classifications (e.g., rangeland, 

pastureland, deciduous forest).   Following the removal and control of Carrizo cane, the 

land use function would be restored through the revegetation of these areas with native 

plant species.  Land designated as infrastructure uses (i.e. industrial, commercial, 

residential) would not be impacted as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 

Previously disturbed areas, such as existing roadways and primitive trails, are present 

throughout the project corridor.  These areas would be primarily utilized for accessing 

Carrizo cane in an effort to minimize impacts on existing land uses.  Any new access 

roads created to reach Carrizo cane stands would be restored and revegetated 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 
 

Final EA  August 2008 
3-8 

following cane removal and control and revegetation efforts to insure no permanent 

impacts on land use.   

 
3.3 SOILS  
 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 
The NRCS Soil Survey for Webb County, Texas (U.S. Department of Agriculture 

[USDA] 1985) was reviewed to determine soil types present within the project corridor.  

The project corridor is predominantly occupied by the Lagloria-Rio Grande soil 

association (Appendix F).  The Lagloria-Rio Grande association is a general 

assemblage of Lagloria silt loam, with 0 to 1 percent slope, and Rio Grande very fine 

sandy loam, occasionally flooded.  The Lagloria silt loam is dominant within the project 

corridor and is typically characterized by deep, almost level soils parallel to the Rio 

Grande (USDA 1985).  Additionally, Lagloria soils are well drained, with slow runoff and 

moderate permeability.  The main uses of this soil include both rangeland and wildlife 

habitat.  The Rio Grande very fine sandy loam is located on the floodplains of the Rio 

Grande, and has similar characteristics as the Lagloria soils in relation to drainage, 

permeability and primary usage.  However, the Rio Grande soils are prone to 

occasional flooding.  The Lagloria and Rio Grande soils, as well as all other soil types 

present within the project corridor, are briefly described in Table 3-2.   

 

According to data provided by the NRCS regarding characteristics and properties of 

soils within the project corridor, all of the soils are either moderate to highly erodible if 

devoid of vegetation.  All of the soils have a moderate to moderately high potential for 

damage to the soil properties as a result of a fire event.  The Pits soil type was not rated 

for fire damage.  Additionally, all soils have a moderate potential for seedling mortality 

(target and non-target vegetative species) in the event of a fire.   
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Table 3-2.  Summary of Soil Unit Data within the Project Corridor 

Soil Unit 
Project 

Acreage* 
Prime 

Farmland 
/Statewide 
importance 

Typical Profile Hazard of 
erosion  

Potential for 
damage to soil by 

fire 

Potential for 
seedling mortality 

by fire 

Lagloria silt loam; 0 
to 1 percent slopes 2.3 No 

0 to 42 inches, silt loam 
42 to 63 inches, Stratified 
very fine sandy loam, to 
loam, to silty clay loam. 

Highly erodible; 
low strength Moderate 

Moderate; 
carbonate content, 
soil chemistry 
reactions, salinity 

Jiminez-Quemado 
complex, undulating 9.6 No 

0 to 13 inches; very gravelly 
sandy clay loam; 
13 to 25 inches; cemented 
material 
25 to 60 inches; variable 

Moderate to 
highly erodible Moderate to high 

Low to moderate; 
soil chemistry 
reactions 

Laredo silty clay 
loam, rarely flooded 

 
138.1 25 Prime Farmland, if irrigated 0 to 60 inches; 

silty clay loam 

Highly erodible; low 
strength, flooding, 
shrink swell 

Low 

Pits 12.6 No 0 to 80 inches; variable Potentially highly 
erodible Not rated Moderate; salinity 

Rio Grande very fine 
sandy loam, 
occasionally flooded 

369.6 Prime Farmland, 
if irrigated 

0 to 6 inches; very fine 
sandy loam 
6 to 63 inches; stratified silt 
loam to loamy very fine 
sand 

Highly erodible, 
low strength, 
flooding 

Moderate 

Moderate; soil 
chemistry reactions 

Verick fine sandy 
loam; 1 to 5 percent 
slopes 

10.9 No 
0 to 15 inches; fine sandy 
loam 
15 to 60 inches; bedrock 

Highly erodible Moderate 

Moderate; 
carbonate content 
soil chemistry 
reactions 

*The remaining portion of the project corridor is classified as water or consist of developed areas. 
Source: USDA 1985. 
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3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.3.2.1  No Action Alternative 

With the implementation of the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts on 

soils because no Carrizo cane removal and control methods would be implemented.  It 

is likely that foot traffic from illegal crossings would continue at its current level or 

increase.  The continuation of illegal traffic and consequent enforcement activities has 

the potential for adversely impacting soils (i.e., erosion) in the project corridor.   

 

3.3.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Ground disturbance would be necessary to implement all of the Carrizo cane treatment 

methods.  Aerial herbicide application and cut stem herbicide application all involve 

varying levels of disturbance of the soil from foot traffic and heavy machinery during the 

removal of the above-ground biomass following initial harvesting of cane stems.  

Mechanical removal and control methods cause the most disturbance of soils, as both 

shoots and roots of Carrizo cane would be removed.  Combined, the above treatments 

would impact approximately 351 acres of soils within the project corridor.  The impacts 

associated with the Proposed Action Alternative would primarily consist of potential soil 

erosion and loss of biological production after Carrizo cane removal and control.  

Impacts on soils would be minimized with the use of permanent erosion control 

mechanisms, including the placement of biodegradable erosion control blankets over 

disturbed areas, bank stabilization using rip rap and gabions, hydromulching and 

revegetation of all disturbed areas with native trees and shrubs.  These erosion control 

measures would insure that soil disturbance in the project corridor would be minor.  

 

Temporary impacts would consist of possible soil erosion following vegetation removal 

and control activities, but prior to the implementation of the erosion control measures.  

Although this period of time would likely be less than 1 week, there is the potential for 

some soil erosion to take place.  The consequences of erosion may be multi-faceted if 

sediment transport from the project corridor via the Rio Grande is considered (i.e., 

removal from site, increase in turbidity, decrease in width of littoral zone, and siltation).  

Sediment transport is discussed further in section 3.5.2.2.  Temporary erosion control 
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measures, such as the use of silt fences, water bars, gabions, and reseeding of any 

denuded soils, would reduce these temporary impacts to a less-than-significant level.   

 

Herbicide treatment and prescribed burning could have short-term, minor impacts on 

soils.  Herbicide could bind to soil particles, but the half-life of the approved herbicides is 

short; therefore, there would be no long-term impact on soils.  Following prescribed 

burning, if the fire is of high intensity, there could be a temporary loss of organic matter 

in the soils.  However, prescribed burning with adequate controls reducing fire intensity 

could also have a short-term positive impact on soil organic matter, making nutrients 

more available for re-established native vegetation. 

 

No soils present within the project corridor are locally or regionally rare.  Therefore, 

minor temporary impacts on any soil type within the project corridor regarding regional 

abundance would be less-than-significant.   

 

3.4 HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER 
 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 
Groundwater resources consist of subsurface hydrology in which one or more aquifers 

may be present.  The Texas coastal uplands aquifer system is subdivided into four 

aquifers, including the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer, which is recharged through infiltration of 

direct rainfall and municipal and agricultural water use (Texas Water Development 

Board [TWDB] 1995). 

 

Groundwater quality within an aquifer is dependent upon its reactions with bulk-mineral 

composition.  Total dissolved solids (TDS) increase along the flow path (north to south) 

as the groundwater reacts with the bulk rock that composes the aquifer; therefore, 

higher amounts of TDS correlate with discharge areas of aquifers, such as river basins.  

Generally, water quality in much of the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer contains less than 500 

milligrams per liter of dissolved solids (TWDB 1995).   
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Major surface hydrologic systems within the study area are streams, canals, drainage 

ditches and the Rio Grande.  All of these surface water resources comprise the surface 

hydrology of the watershed.  Surface water features entering the project corridor and 

discharging into the Rio Grande include Chacon Creek, Zacate Creek, Sombrerite 

Creek, and several unnamed intermittent streams (Figure 3-2).   

 
3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.4.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no direct impacts on groundwater or 

surface hydrology.  The Proposed Action Alternative would not be implemented and 

there would be no changes in current environmental conditions.  

 

However, current conditions adversely impact hydrology and groundwater.  The supply 

of available surface and groundwater would be adversely affected if the Carrizo cane 

remains in place.  Evapotranspiration rates vary among different plant species, and can 

vary in response to soil type, climate, and season.  The evapotranspiration rate of 

Carrizo cane has been evaluated under a variety of conditions, and is widely recognized 

to be relatively high in comparison to other plant species (Abichandani 2007, Bell 1993, 

Else 1996, Iverson 1994, Shafroth et al. 2005, Zimmerman 1999). Iverson (1994) 

provides insight into the economics of Carrizo cane's impact on water use.  Iverson 

estimates that the Carrizo cane transpires 56,200 acre-feet of water per year on the 

Santa Ana River, compared to an estimated 18,700 acre-feet that would be consumed 

by native vegetation. 

 

3.4.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The four Carrizo cane removal and control methods would not create a significant 

impact on groundwater; however, the temporary modification of the riparian corridor 

could impact the hydrology of surface waters.  The channel morphology of streams 

could be affected during a severe storm event.  Severe bank erosion could occur during 

the time it takes to replace the vegetative cover along the affected acres.  Bank erosion 

could alter the stream bed of the Rio Grande. Because revegetation efforts would be 
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implemented effectively and in a timely fashion, the impacts of Carrizo cane removal on 

the groundwater and surface hydrology in terms of bank erosion would be expected to 

be short-term and minor. Although water loss to evaporation from the soil would likely 

be high immediately following removal and control, the replacement of extensive stands 

of Carrizo cane with native vegetation is likely to provide a substantial net decrease in 

water loss due to vegetative evaportranspiration.   

 

Herbicide application would not impact the hydrology of the project corridor.  

Furthermore, because the herbicides considered for the Proposed Action are USEPA 

approved for use in aquatic environments, and would be applied by a licensed 

applicator following labeling restrictions to terrestrial environments, the herbicides would 

have no impact on the groundwater supply.  All herbicides that would be used for cane 

control have been shown to not be mutagens, carcinogens, terratogens or endocrine 

disruptors (BASF 2005). 

 
3.5 SURFACE WATERS AND WATERS OF THE U.S 
 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 
The CWA of 1977 (33 USC 1251-1376) Sections 301-320 establishes standards and 

enforcement guidelines for the protection of water quality.  As required by the CWA, the 

TCEQ regulates activities related to water quality.  The Rio Grande Basin, Segment 

2304, is the portion of the Rio Grande that is below the Amistad Reservoir.  This 

segment is located within Starr, Webb, and Zapata counties.  According to the 2008 

Draft Texas Water Quality Inventory, this segment supports public water supply, fish 

consumption and general uses; however, it is not meeting designated uses for 

recreation due to high levels of bacteria (TCEQ 2008).   

 

Current issues affecting the water quality of the Rio Grande are derived from nonpoint 

source (NPS) pollution (TCEQ 2008).  NPS pollution comes from many diffuse sources 

and is caused by rainfall runoff moving over and through the ground.  As the runoff 

moves, it picks up and carries away natural and human-made pollutants, before 
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depositing them into lakes, rivers, wetlands, coastal waters, and underground sources 

of drinking water.    

 

Located in the flood zone parallel to the U.S. side of the Rio Grande, riparian areas are 

important for maintenance of water quality.  Riparian areas help to prevent sediment, 

nitrogen, phosphorus, pesticides and other pollutants from reaching a stream.  They 

assist in stabilizing the banks of watercourses, which reduces bank erosion and the 

downstream transport of sediments eroded from banks. Riparian buffers are most 

effective at ecologically improving water quality when supporting native grasses and 

deep rooted shrubs and trees occur immediately adjacent to the stream.  Overhanging 

riparian canopy keeps water temperatures lower than waters exposed to direct sunlight.   

Riparian vegetation slows floodwaters, thereby helping to maintain stable streambanks 

and protect downstream property.  By slowing floodwaters and rainwater runoff, the 

riparian vegetation allows water to soak into the ground and recharge groundwater. 

Slowing floodwaters allows the riparian zone to function as a site of sediment 

deposition, trapping sediments that build stream banks that would otherwise degrade 

streams and rivers. 

 

3.5.1.1  Waters of the U.S. (WUS) and Wetlands 

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 

USACE, to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of the 

U.S. (WUS), including wetlands.  Waters of the U.S. (Section 328.3 (2) of the CWA) are 

those waters used in interstate or foreign commerce, subject to ebb and flow of tide, 

and all interstate waters, including interstate wetlands.  

 

Storm water runoff from the City of Laredo and local precipitation is conveyed to the Rio 

Grande through the project corridor via natural drainages.  They include Chacon Creek, 

Zacate Creek, Sombrerite Creek, and several unnamed intermittent streams.  Below the 

ordinary high water mark, these drainages, as well as the Rio Grande, are jurisdictional 

WUS.   
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3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.5.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not impact surface waters or WUS within the project 

corridor because no actions to remove Carrizo cane would occur.  However, surface 

waters are impacted by the high evapotranspiration rates of Carrizo cane.  Although 

Carrizo cane, as well as all plant species, remove water from the soil column via roots, 

and do not directly use surface waters, the recharge of the shallow interstitial water 

used by Carrizo cane primarily comes from surface waters, and, in the project corridor, 

those surface waters are the Rio Grande and its tributaries.   

 
3.5.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative would temporarily disturb the riparian areas parallel to 

the Rio Grande.  Sedimentation ranks as the primary water quality concern in impaired 

streams, rivers, and lakes of the U.S. (USEPA 2002). Exposed stream banks are prone 

to erosion during rain events.  Whether these impacts become serious depends on the 

implementation of soil control measures.  As described previously, soil erosion would be 

reduced by implementing temporary and permanent erosion control measures such as 

the use of biodegradable erosion control blankets, rip rap, gabions, hydromulching and 

revegetation with native trees and shrubs.   

 

In the time between cane removal and control and revegetation, the existing canopy 

cover would be lost and vegetation would not be present to shade the Rio Grande from 

the morning and afternoon sun.  Seasonal water temperatures could increase slightly 

along the affected reaches. This impact would be short-term, as planted native trees 

and shrubs would provide better canopy cover and improve aquatic conditions.  

 

No permanent impacts on WUS are anticipated with the implementation of the 

Proposed Action Alternative.  The Carrizo cane removal and control activities would 

require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as part of the NPDES permit 

process.  During cane removal and control and site revegetation activities, the 

ephemeral and perennial streams would be temporarily protected through the 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
3-18 

implementation of BMPs (e.g., silt fences, hay bales, etc.) as specified in the SWPPP, 

and permanently protected through successful revegetation efforts. 

 

No impacts on drinking or irrigation water from herbicide use would occur, because all 

herbicides used for cane removal and control would be USEPA approved for aquatic 

environments and applied by a licensed applicator following labeling instructions.  

Furthermore, herbicide would be applied to the Carrizo cane and not directly into the 

Rio Grande; therefore, very little of the herbicide would directly contact surface waters.  

The herbicides that would be used are not mutagens, carcinogens, terratogens or 

endocrine disruptors (BASF 2005). 

 

The amount of municipal water used for use for dust suppression, prescribed burning, 

and irrigation is unknown at this time. However, adequate municipal water exists to 

implement the Proposed Action.  Water for irrigation of newly planted native vegetation 

would be approximately 15 gallons of water per tree per week (gal/tree/week) during 

Year 1 and approximately 7.5 gal/tree/week (15 gallons per tree every 2 weeks) during 

Year 2.  In year 3, approximately 15 gallons per tree per month would be used. 

 

3.6 FLOODPLAINS 
 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 
EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) (43 Federal Register 6030) was enacted by 

President Jimmy Carter on May 24, 1977 to “avoid to the extent possible the long and 

short term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of 

floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever 

there is a practicable alternative.  EO 11988 directs all Federal agencies to reduce the 

risk of flood loss; minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare; 

and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains… ”. 

The 100-year floodplain encompasses a majority of the project corridor; however, it 

narrows to less than 200 feet wide in some places (Figure 3-3).
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.6.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, floodplains would not be altered.  However, the current 

Carrizo cane community results in adverse impacts on the regional floodplain, stream 

channel morphology, and the lateral movement of floodwaters, which can subsequently 

affect the extent of upstream flooding.  Carrizo cane develops a root mass up to 3 feet 

thick, which restricts the overflow of water out of the stream channel and onto the 

adjacent floodplain (Iverson 1994).  In addition, floodwaters undercut the roots of 

Carrizo cane causing large masses of vegetation to be dislodged (i.e., slumping) and 

carried downstream, where it can damage bridges and potentially block stream 

channels, resulting in more flooding (Iverson 1994). 

 

3.6.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Although no development is proposed in the floodplain under the Proposed Action 

Alternative, the removal of vegetative cover along the Rio Grande would increase the 

flow of water through the channel, which could increase flooding downstream where 

lateral flow is not constricted (Rosgen 2006).  However, the establishment of a healthy 

riparian zone in the long-term could reduce the potential for flooding by absorbing peak 

flows, slowing the velocity of floodwaters, and regulating base flow.  Because treatment 

areas would be revegetated with native species in the late fall or early winter following 

cane removal, impacts on the regional floodplains would be short-term and minor.   

 
3.7 VEGETATION 
 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
3.7.1.1  Native Vegetation 

The state of Texas is divided into 12 distinct ecoregions that vary according to the 

characteristics of environmental resources, such as geology, climate, soils and 

hydrology (Griffith et al. 2004).  The project corridor is located within the Southern 

Texas Plains ecoregion.  This ecoregion was historically grassland vegetation, but 

grazing and other management practices have caused a shift in vegetative structure 
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and composition to a thorn-scrub vegetative community.  The South Texas Plains 

ecoregion is further defined into smaller ecoregions that are based on geography, 

vegetation types, and land use (Griffith et al. 2004).  The project corridor is located in 

the Rio Grande Floodplain and Terraces ecoregion.  Plant communities within the 

project corridor include Riparian Zones and Arroyos; Acacia-Mesquite Thorn Woodland; 

and Mesquite-Blackbrush (Appendix G).  Industrial-Urban-Residential lands and Open 

Water (i.e. tanks and reserviors) were also identified within the corridor (see Figure 3-1).  

Table 3-3 details the acreage of the different plant communities within the project 

corridor. 

 

Table 3-3.  Plant Community Types within the Project Corridor 

Community Type Acres 
Open Water (Tanks & Reservoir) <1.0 
Riparian Zones and Arroyos 338.7 
Acacia-Mesquite Thorn Woodland 19.5 
Agricultural-Pastureland 12.7 
Industrial-Urban-Residential 120.9 
Mesquite-Blackbrush community 50.4 
Total 542.2* 

* This value does not total 585 acres because the remaining acreage is comprised of transportation, 
communication and utility right-of-ways. 

 

Riparian Zones and Arroyos 
The riparian community comprises approximately 339 acres of the project corridor and 

is located on the eastern bank of the Rio Grande.  Canopy and subcanopy vegetation is 

sparse and generally occurs on the upland edge of the riparian corridor (Woodin et al. 

2000).  Common associates in these strata include black willow (Salix nigra), 

sugarberry, and honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa).  The groundcover stratum is 

dominated by Carrizo cane and smaller patches of common reed (Phragmites australis) 

along the banks and undeveloped natural floodplains of the Rio Grande. The cane- 

dominated habitat is bordered by various grasses and scattered forbs, the most 

common of which being buffelgrass (Pennisetum ciliare).   
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Mesquite – Blackbrush Community 
This community type is often found where native brush has been previously cleared or 

otherwise disturbed (TPWD 1984).  This community occupies 50 acres of the project 

corridor, and is dominated by honey mesquite and blackbrush (Acacia spp.) shrubs with 

a scattered to dense understory of herbaceous grasses and forbs.  Associated 

groundcover plants within the Mesquite - Blackbrush Community include prickly pear 

(Opuntia spp.), leatherstem (Jatropha dioica), lotebush (Condalia obtusifolia), Christmas 

cactus (Opuntia eptocaulis), yucca (Yucca spp.), hairy grama (Bouteloua hirsuta), 

buffelgrass and purple three-awn (Aristida purpurea) (TPWD 1984).   

 

Mesquite–Acacia Thorn Woodland Community 
Mesquite–Acacia Thorn Woodland communities usually occur adjacent to Rio Grande 

floodplains and occupy approximately 19 acres of the project corridor.  Typically, this 

community contains a scattered to dense overstory of woody shrubs, such as honey 

mesquite, desert hackberry (Celtis pallida), and acacia (Acacia sp.) (TPWD 1984).  

Common groundcover associates include Texas prickly pear and Rhodes grass (Chloris 

gayana).  These areas were probably previously disturbed, and have since been 

revegetated with a dense herbaceous layer of buffelgrass and Carrizo cane. 

 

Industrial-Urban-Residential 
Portions of the project corridor are occupied by industrial, urban and residential areas 

that generally have not been invaded by Carrizo cane.  These areas include single 

family homes, a water treatment facility, an athletic facility, the western portion of 

Laredo Community College, leisure parks and recreational trails, roads, railway 

systems, and POEs.  The athletic fields are open maintained grassy areas with few 

trees. 

 

Open Water (Tanks and Reservoirs) 
Tanks and reservoirs (i.e., ponds and lakes) are man-made features created either for 

fisheries or as a water source for livestock, wildlife, or agricultural irrigation.  These 

areas are generally connected to a natural watercourse, but may be isolated systems.  
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Vegetation surrounding tanks and reservoirs varies depending on the adjacent land use 

in practice.  Typical species may include buffelgrass, honey mesquite, cedar elm 

(Ulmus crassifolia), sugarberry, prickly pear, acacia, and crucifixion thorn (Castela 

emoryi).  Within the project corridor, open water represents less than 1 acre of the 

vegetative community. 

 

3.7.2 Non-Native Vegetation 
Carrizo cane, a native of eastern Asia and the Mediterranean, was introduced to the 

U.S. as an erosion control agent along rivers and ditches (Bell 2002), and is listed by 

the USDA in Texas as a noxious plant (USDA 2006).  Carrizo cane has become highly 

invasive, colonizing vast areas of riparian zones along the Rio Grande and its tributaries 

in both the U.S. and Mexico, and has replaced much of the native vegetation.  

Currently, dense stands of Carrizo cane obscure the view of the Rio Grande.   

 

Salt cedar, a Texas noxious plant, was introduced from Eurasia in the 1800s as an 

ornamental, erosion control agent, and windbreak (USDA 2006, Texas A&M University 

2003).  By 1850, salt cedar had escaped from these areas and infested many river 

systems and drainages in the Southwest, often displacing native vegetation.  Salt cedar 

is numerous, but intermittently located, throughout and adjacent to the project corridor. 

 

3.7.3 Project Site Vegetation 
The plant community classification system employed is a general classification method 

incorporating a landscape-scale analysis involving ground-truthing, color aerial 

interpretation, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographical maps, and local soil 

surveys.  A reconnaissance-survey of the study area was conducted in April 2008 to 

investigate and demarcate representative plant communities based on TPWD 

vegetative community descriptions (TPWD 1984).  Within those communities (Appendix 

G), vegetative structure and composition may vary slightly among similarly classified 

communities (i.e. sub-communities may exist within a single community), but general 

habitat qualities are the same.   
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3.7.4 Environmental Consequences 
3.7.4.1  No Action Alternative 

Native vegetation communities would not be directly impacted under the No Action 

Alternative.  However, illegal traffic has resulted in the trampling of plants, creation of 

trails, and alteration of drainage patterns, all of which would be expected to continue.  

Illegal foot traffic would continue to passively promote the establishment of non-native 

and invasive plant species, including Carrizo cane.  IAs could carry propagules (i.e., 

seeds or spores) of non-native invasive plant species into the project corridor.  

Accidental wildfires caused by IAs also have devastating effects on native habitats not 

adapted to a regular fire regime. 

 

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing population of Carrizo cane within the 

project corridor would not be removed; thus, no direct impacts on vegetation within the 

project area would be anticipated.  However, under this alternative, USBP effectiveness 

would remain hindered due to the presence of Carrizo cane.  

 

3.7.4.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would remove and control an 

estimated 351 acres of Carrizo cane within the project corridor; this area of cane 

removal was determined based on a reconnaissance survey and aerial photography.  

Impacts on native vegetation would be minimized to the greatest extent practicable, 

both by choosing the appropriate removal and control method for the situation, as 

shown on the figures in Appendix A, and through avoidance, minimization, and 

rehabilitation as discussed in Section 5.0.  The areas where Carrizo cane would be 

removed would be revegetated with native plant species and maintained with temporary 

irrigation for 3 years following planting.  The natural diversity of the regional biological 

communities would be incrementally restored following revegetation efforts.  Native 

vegetation would also allow for greater visibility of the Rio Grande by USBP agents 

patrolling the area.   
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All Carrizo cane within the project corridor would be eliminated.  The use of herbicide on 

growing and/or mechanically treated Carrizo cane would be utilized to kill the root and 

discourage vegetative reproduction of individual underground stems.  Regrowth of cane 

stems would be controlled by periodic and targeted herbicide application directly to cane 

shoots for the entire length of the project area for 1 to 2 years following initial treatment. 

 

Revegetation of the corridor with native species typical of the structure and composition 

of local vegetative communities would occur in all areas where Carrizo cane is removed 

from the project site.  Methods of revegetation would include native plant recruitment 

from the seedbank, installation of larger native trees and shrubs, and a hydroseed 

mixture composed of native herbaceous species mixed with a mulch to improve 

germination and increase moisture content of the soils.   

 

To encourage the growth and survival of naturally recruited and planted vegetative 

species, temporary irrigation for the first 3 years following planting would occur as part 

of the revegetation effort.  Intensive maintenance and monitoring of all native plants 

installed within the corridor would be conducted for a period of up to 5 years.  Mitigation 

measures for bank stabilization and erosion control can be found in Section 5.0. 

 

All herbicides would be approved for use in aquatic environments, applied by a licensed 

contractor and monitored by a qualified plant ecologist to insure that overspray or 

damage to native plant species is minimized.  Imazapyr is tolerated by leguminous 

plants (Minogue and Quicke 1999).  However, the use of HABITAT® near leguminous 

species could cause the excretion of the herbicide into the soils from the plant roots, 

potentially impacting nearby sensitive non-leguminous plants (The Nature Conservancy 

2001b).  Although the exact area of indirect impacts from herbicide use cannot be 

determined at this time, any native vegetation permanently damaged through the use of 

herbicides would also be replaced with native plant species to insure that impacts on 

vegetation from the Proposed Action would be less than significant.  
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3.8 WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES 
 
3.8.1 Affected Environment 
The native fauna of Texas includes approximately 633 bird, 184 mammal, 65 

amphibian, and 156 reptile species.  The study area is located within the South Texas 

Brush Country (TPWD 2001).  Common amphibian species of south Texas include 

Blanchard’s cricket frog (Acris crepitans blanchardi), eastern green toad (Bufo debilis 

insidior), great plains narrowmouth toad (Gastrophryne olivacea) and Couch’s 

spadefoot (Scaphiopus couchii) (Bartlett and Bartlett 1999).  Common reptile species 

include Texas banded gecko (Coleonyx brevis), Texas horned lizard (Phrynosoma 

cornutum), western river cooter (Pseudemys gorzugi), red-eared slider (Trachemys 

scripta elegans) (Bartlett and Bartlett 1999), great plains rat snake (Elaphe guttata 

emoryi), and western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus atrox) (Tennant 1984).  

Mammals associated with this region include bobcat (Lynx rufus), collared peccary 

(Tayassu tajacu), common raccoon (Procyon lotor), coyote (Canis latrans), deer mouse 

(Peromyscus maniculatus), nine-banded armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus) and white-

tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) (Davis and Schmidly 1997).  Common bird species 

include black vulture (Coragyps atratus), Harris’s hawk (Parabuteo unicinctus), red-

tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), scaled quail (Callipepla squamata), killdeer 

(Charadrius vociferous), Inca dove (Columbina inca), and loggerhead strike (Lanius 

ludovicianus) (Sibley 2000).  Wildlife species observed during the field reconnaissance 

survey conducted by GSRC in April 2008 are listed in Table 3-4. 
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Table 3-4.  Wildlife Species Observed in the Project Corridor 

Common Name Scientific Name Class 
Northern cardinal  Cardinalis cardinalis Aves 
Common grackle  Quiscalus quiscula  Aves 
Killdeer  Charadrius vociferus  Aves 
Green jay  Cyanocorax yncas  Aves 
Woodpecker  Picoides ssp. Aves 
Great kiskadee  Pitangus sulphuratus Aves 
Scissor-tailed flycatcher Tyrannus forficatus  Aves 
White- tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus  Mammalia 
Bobcat  Felis rufus  Mammalia 
Green anole  Anolis carolinensis  Reptilia 
Cuban anole  Anilis equestris  Reptilia 

 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.8.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no direct impact on wildlife.  However, IAs 

crossing the border would continue to degrade the wildlife habitat within the project 

corridor by eroding hillsides and riparian zones, destroying vegetation and creating 

illegal trails.  Illegal traffic and related activities could disturb nesting birds and rare 

wildlife species located north of the project corridor, thereby affecting their reproduction.    

 

3.8.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Although the Proposed Action Alternative would remove 351 acres of Carrizo cane 

within riparian areas of the Rio Grande, Carrizo cane is a non-native invasive plant 

species, and does not provide high quality foraging and breeding habitat for native 

wildlife species.  Additionally, the Carrizo cane would be replaced with native vegetation 

that would have a greater value for wildlife.  The removal and control of the Carrizo 

cane would cause minor short-term impacts on wildlife species that utilize the cane 

habitat for cover and loafing; however, the replacement of Carrizo cane with native plant 

species would have a net beneficial impact on wildlife in the area, and would not cause 

a permanent loss or degradation of any sensitive or rare habitat.   

 

It is unknown how the herbicides proposed for use would affect small mammals, reptiles 

and amphibians following a one-time spray, although the technical reports for each of 
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the herbicides considered for the Proposed Action indicate low toxicity to fish, animals, 

birds, and amphibians.  However, if small mammals (e.g., rodents, rabbits, voles) were 

to remain in the project area during aerial spraying and become saturated with the 

herbicide, there could be some toxicity to the animal.  Literature indicates that there 

would be no substantial adverse impacts on small animal populations following a one-

time spray with herbicide, when used according to label directions (Anthony and 

Morrison 1985).  Giesy et al. (2000) reported that mammals would not be expected to 

encounter harmful levels of glyphosate, even after multiple exposures (e.g., food and 

water routes, and direct contact).  Additionally, Giesy et al. (2000) reported that the 

normal use of glyphosate formulations is not expected to cause unreasonable adverse 

effects on amphibians. 

 

Surfactants that are approved for aquatic environments would be used as part of the 

herbicide application.  Surfactants are known to have some toxicity to wildlife, although 

the amount of injury or mortality from surfactant use has not been be quantified. 

 

Temporary indirect impacts on aquatic species within the Rio Grande could occur from 

erosion and sedimentation; however, the implementation of BMPs outlined in Section 

5.3 and bank stabilization measures associated with the revegetation effort would 

ensure that there would not be a significant loss of individuals or degradation of 

sensitive or rare habitats along the Rio Grande. 

 

If all ground disturbing activities cannot be completed outside of the migratory bird 

nesting season (March through September), prior to the start of the project, migratory 

bird surveys could be conducted.  Prior to the ground disturbing activities, a schedule 

for all ground disturbing activities, such as geotechnical investigations, clearing and 

grubbing, etc., would be coordinated with the CBP’s environmental monitor.  The 

environmental monitor would locate and clearly mark bird nests 48 hours prior to the 

scheduled ground disturbing activities.  Active nests would be removed and relocated 

prior to clearing and grubbing and ground disturbing activities by a USFWS and TPWD 

permitted biologist.  Once cleared of migratory birds and any active nests, migratory bird 
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habitat would be removed to prevent the return of migratory birds within the construction 

area.   Clearing and grubbing and all other ground disturbing activities will be limited to 

areas cleared of migratory bird nests. 

 

3.9 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT 
 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 
3.9.1.1  Federal 

A total of five Federally endangered and one candidate species have the potential to 

occur within Webb County (Table 3-5).  Of those six species, four have the potential to 

occur in or near the project area.  These are: interior least tern (Sterna antillarum), Gulf 

Coast jaguarundi, ocelot, and Texas hornshell (Popenaias popeii) (USFWS 2008, Orms 

2008).  A brief description of these species and their habitat requirements are presented 

in the following paragraphs.  

 
Table 3-5.  Federally Listed Species Occurring within Webb County, Texas 

Common Name     
Scientific Name Federal Status Habitat Potential to Occur in the 

Project Corridor 
BIRDS 
Interior least tern     
Sterna antillarum Endangered Nests along sand and gravel bars 

within braided streams and rivers. 
Yes – Water resources near the 
project site.  

MAMMALS 
Gulf Coast jaguarundi    
Herpailurus (=Felis) 
yagouaroundi 
cacomitli 

Endangered Dense, thorny thickets in chaparral 
communities. 

Yes – Suitable habitat present 
within project site.  

Ocelot 
Leopardus (=Felis) 
pardalis 

Endangered Dense, thorny chaparral 
communities and cedar breaks. 

Yes – Suitable habitat present 
within project site. 

PLANTS 
Ashy dogweed  
Thymophylla 
tephroleuca 

Endangered 
Grassland, blackbrush, or cenzio 
shrublands on fine sandy loam 
soils. 

No – No suitable habitat present 
within project site. 

Johnston’s frankenia 
Frankenia johnstonii Endangered 

Shrublands on flats with saline 
sandy to clayey soils and on rocky 
gypseous slopes. 

No – No suitable habitat present 
within project site. 

MOLLUSKS    
Texas hornshell  
Popenaias popeii  

Candidate  Clean, flowing, perennial waters. Yes – Suitable habitat occurs 
adjacent to the project corridor. 

Source:  USFWS 2008, Orms 2008. 
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Photograph 3-2.  Gulf Coast jaguarundi
© BigCat Rescue 

Least Tern 
The interior population of the least tern was listed 

as endangered on May 28, 1985 (50 FR 21784 

21792) (USFWS 2008).  Least terns (Photograph 

3-1) are the smallest member of the gull and tern 

family and are approximately 9 inches in length.  

Typical habitat for this species is characteristic of 

beaches, dunes, sand bars and spits along 

waterways.  The project corridor lies within the 

known range of the least turn and could provide 

potential nesting habitat. 

 

Jaguarundi 
The Gulf Coast jaguarundi (Photograph 3-

2) was listed as endangered on June 14, 

1976 (41 FR 24062 24067) (USFWS 2008).  

This species ranges from southern Texas 

to southern Brazil.  It is usually found in 

habitats of rich vegetation and thick 

undergrowth that provide dense cover.  

Information on jaguarundi ecology and 

behavior is very limited.  The project 

corridor lies in the northernmost portion of 

the jaguarundi’s known range. 

 

Ocelot 
The ocelot (Photograph 3-3) was listed as 

endangered on March 28, 1972 (37 Federal 

Register 6476) (USFWS 2008).  It is a 

medium-sized cat with tawny yellow fur that 

has chain-like spots bordered in black.  The 

Photograph 3-1.  Interior Least Tern
© USFWS 

Photograph 3-3.  Ocelot  
© USFWS Tom Smylie 
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Photograph 3-4.  Texas hornshell mussel
© New Mexico Department of Game & Fish 

species range is southwestern Texas to northern Argentina.  It is found in the dense 

thorny chaparral of the Rio Grande Valley which occupies the project corridor. 

 

Texas Hornshell 
The Texas hornshell (Photograph 3-4) is a 

freshwater mussel with an olive-green to dark 

brown outer shell.  This species’ shells are 

trapezoidal, elongate, and laterally 

compressed.  Anteriorly the shells are rounded 

and narrow, while posteriorly they are slightly 

truncated and wider.  Texas hornshells are 

filter feeders that siphon bacteria, plankton, 

and organic and inorganic materials from the 

water (New Mexico Department of Game and Fish [NMDGF] 2007).      

  

Clean, flowing, perennial waters are the main habitat requirements for Texas hornshells.  

They prefer waters with dissolved oxygen levels above 20 percent.  As adults, this 

species uses crevices, undercut riverbanks, and bases of large boulders with clay, silt, 

or sand for anchoring.  Larval hornshells are parasites of fish, and therefore, need 

access to certain fish species (NMDGF 2007).   

 

The Texas hornshell’s historic range includes drainages from the Western Gulf of 

Mexico and Mexican coastal drainages of the Rio Grande Basin south to the northern 

Estado de Vera Cruz, Mexico.  In the U.S., their historical range was throughout the 

Pecos River and in the lower Rio Grande (NMDGF 2007, 2004).  Two isolated 

populations of this species are known in the U.S.: the Black River, Eddy County, New 

Mexico and the Rio Grande near Laredo, Webb County, Texas (NMDGF 2007).   

 

The project corridor lies within the hornshell’s known historic and current range.  

Suitable habitat for this species could occur within the Rio Grande riverbed located 

adjacent to the proposed project site. 
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No Federally listed species were observed in the project corridor during the April 2008 

field reconnaisance survey. 

 

3.9.1.2  Critical Habitat 

Critical habitat includes such things as food and water, breeding sites, cover or shelter, 

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

the primary threats to many species is the destruction or modification of essential 

habitat by uncontrolled land and water development.  Currently, there is no critical 

habitat designated for any species within Webb County (USFWS 2008). 

 

3.9.1.3State 
The TPWD maintains a list of threatened and endangered species in Texas.  This list 

includes flora and fauna whose occurrence in Texas is or may be in jeopardy, or 

exhibits known or perceived threats or population declines (Appendix H).  These 

species are not necessarily the same as those protected by the Federal government.   

 

A total of 19 species, including 11 state-threatened species and eight state-endangered 

species, have the potential to occur within Webb County (Appendix H).  Of those 19 

species, 11 have the potential to occur on or near the project area.  These include: 

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), arctic peregrine falcon (Falco 

peregrinus tundrius), common black-hawk (Buteogallus anthracinus), interior least tern, 

blue sucker (Cycleptus elongates), Rio Grande darter (Etheostoma grahami), Rio 

Grande silvery minnow (Hybognathus amarus), jaguarundi, ocelot, white-nose coati 

(Nasua narica), and indigo snake (Drymarchon corais).  However, the only evidence of 

state-listed species noted during the field reconnaissance survey was the skin of an 

indigo snake.   

 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.9.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, there would be no direct affect on any protected species.  

However, illegal foot traffic would continue within the project corridor, and the dense 
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Carrizo cane would continue to hinder IA visibility by USBP agents within the project 

corridor.  This illegal traffic would have indirect effects on protected species through 

damage of habitat and the potential for individual protected species to be harmed or 

harassed. 

 

3.9.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Cane removal and control is likely to adversely affect jaguarundi and ocelot through 

temporary removal of suitable habitat and migratory corridors within the project area.  

However, Carrizo cane stands are not preferred habitat for these cats and do not 

support an abundance of prey species; therefore, revegetation with native plant species 

would have long-term beneficial impacts by improving foraging habitat and migratory 

corridors.  The potential impacts of herbicidal applications have been minimized through 

selection of appropriate herbicides, avoiding use of herbicides where possible, and by 

limiting the potential for overspray.  In order to limit effects on migration and habitat for 

cats, the removal of Carrizo cane would be conducted in phases and no more than 0.5 

mile of continuous stands would be removed at one time where no other adjacent 

suitable habitat is present.  Where present, adjacent areas of suitable migratory habitat 

would remain intact.  Although impacts on potential foraging habitat and migratory 

corridors would be minimized, adverse effects are still anticipated.  Therefore, the CBP 

proposes to reestablish native vegetation throughout the project area as mitigation for 

these impacts.  Thus, the project would benefit both cats over the long-term. 

 

Cane removal and control would not contribute to the potential future listing of the Texas 

hornshell in the Rio Grande adjacent to the project area.  During and following cane 

removal and control, project area soils would be subject to erosion during rain events.  If 

erosion occurs, sediment loads in the adjacent Rio Grande could substantially 

increase.  Increased sediment could affect feeding, egg buoyancy, water quality, and 

availability of hard substrates in downstream reaches.  However, the potential adverse 

effects of sedimentation would be minimized through the implementation of 

conservation measures from the BO (see Appendix C), BMPs and a SWPPP.  Over the 

long-term, the reestablishment of native vegetation would reduce potential for 
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sedimentation to occur as a result of Carrizo cane being washed away during major rain 

events.   

 

Cane removal and control is not likely to adversely affect interior least terns.  Prior to 

any human activity, the project area would be surveyed for breeding colonies.  If nests 

are found in or within 300 feet of treatment areas, these nests will be avoided during 

any removal and control or revegetation activities.  Additionally, a 1,000-foot 

construction-free buffer zone and 2,500 foot helicopter-free buffer zone would be 

maintained around nest sites until the least terns have fledged the nest.  

 

The project could even have a possible beneficial effect on least tern populations.  

Least terns prefer to nest on bare sand and gravel bars.  If the Carrizo cane is removed 

from the sand and gravel bars within the project corridor, mating terns would have more 

favorable nesting habitat. 

 

No adverse effects on state listed species are anticipated.  Preconstruction surveys for 

nesting bird species, and subsequent avoidance of nesting birds or relocation of nests, 

would insure that no state listed bird species would be impacted.  Only herbicides 

approved for aquatic environments would be used for cane removal and control and 

BMPs implemented for erosion control; therefore, there would be no impact on state 

listed fish species from the Proposed Action.  No direct impacts on state listed 

mammals and reptiles from cane removal activities are anticipated, nor would a one-

time unintentional application of herbicide to small mammals and reptiles likely cause 

mortality of individuals.   

 

Mitigation to reduce the impact of cane removal and control on Federally listed species 

is outlined in Section 5.0. 
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3.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

The procedures to evaluate and manage cultural resources, as well as the cultural history 

of the region, were partially described in the 2005 PEA, and those discussions are 

incorporated herein by reference (CBP 2005a).  In summary, Section 106 of the NHPA 

requires Federal agencies to identify and assess the effects of their actions on cultural 

resources.  The historic preservation review process mandated by Section 106 is outlined 

in regulations issued by the ACHP.  Revised regulations, “Protection of Historic 

Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), became effective January 11, 2001. 

 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 
3.10.1.1  Cultural Resources Overview 

The City of Laredo and the surrounding south Texas region retains a cultural history 

dating back to the Paleo-Indian period.  An extensive cultural overview and cultural 

history is described in the 2005 PEA, from which this document is tiered.  The 

discussion from the 2005 PEA is hereby incorporated by reference.   

 

3.10.1.2  Previous Investigations 

Gulf South Research Corporation performed a records search of past investigations that 

have occurred within a 1-mile radius of the proposed 16-mile long project corridor, using 

the Texas Archaeological Sites Atlas accessible through the Texas Archaeological 

Research Laboratory (TARL) website.  Several cultural resource surveys have been 

conducted within the 1-mile radius, some of which have covered portions of the 

proposed project corridor (Table 3-6).  Table 3-7 summarizes the previously recorded 

sites within the 1-mile search radius of the project corridor.  Of the 20 cultural resources 

sites previously recorded within 1-mile of the project corridor, a portion of two sites, 

41WB11 and 41WB83, are located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). 
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Table 3-6.  Previous Surveys within 1.0 Mile of Project Corridor  

Map 
I.D. 
No. 

Project Date Agency Survey Type Archaeology 
Company Reference* 

Location Unknown 

1 LAREDO DRAINAGE February  
1977 City of Laredo Identification/Pedestrian 

Survey 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Hester 1977 

2 
MOTHER CABRINI 

NEIGHBORHOOD FLOOD 
CONTROL 

January  
1982 

U.S. 
Department of 
Housing and 

Urban 
Development 

(HUD) 

Pedestrian Survey 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Waynne 
1982 

3 DELHI PEMEX PIPELINE July  
1992 FERC** Identification & Pedestrian 

Survey 
Galvan Eling & 

Assoc. 
Caran & 

Eling 1992 
In Project Corridor 

4 ZACATE CREEK LINEAR 
PARK 

March  
2004 

Laredo Parks & 
Recreation Shovel Tests  

Archaeology 
Consultants Inc. Warren 2004 

5 ZACATE CREEK FLOOD 
CONTROL 

June  
1973 USACE Pedestrian Survey 

Texas 
Archaeological 

Survey 
Hall 1973 

6 LAREDO RVS POLE PADS 1999 INS/OBP*** Pedestrian Survey 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

Durst 1999 

7 FORT MCINTOSH 
ATV/BIKE TRAIL 

March  
2005 DHS Pedestrian Survey & 

Shovel Tests 

 
TRC 

 
Higgins 2005 

8 JEFFERSON ST. RAW 
WATER INTAKE 

March  
2004 City of Laredo Construction Monitoring  

TRC 
Johnson & 
Lintz 2000 

9 FORT MCINTOSH 
PARKING FACILITY 

August  
1977 EDA**** Eligibility Testing 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Medlin 1977 

10 FORT MCINTOSH 
WATER/SEWER LINE 

September 
1977 EDA Identification/Pedestrian 

Survey 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Medlin 1977 

 
 

11 CONSTRUCTION OF 
ATHLETIC FACILITY 

April  
1977 

Laredo Junior 
College 

Pedestrian Survey & 
Shovel Tests 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Ivey, Medlin 
& Eaton 1977

12 CONSTRUCTION OF 
LEARNING CENTER 

December 
1977 

Laredo Junior 
College Backhoe Trenching 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Fox 1978 

13 CONSTRUCTION OF 
OFFICE BUILDING 1977 Laredo Junior 

College Backhoe Trenching (?) 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Fox 1978 
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Map 
I.D. 
No. 

Project Date Agency Survey Type Archaeology 
Company Reference* 

 
 
 
 

14 

CONSTRUCTION OF 
TENNIS COURTS & 

PARKING 
 

July  
1977 

Laredo Junior 
College 

Backhoe Trenching & Test 
Pits 

 
 

Center for 
Archaeological 

Research/UTSA 
 

Fox 1979 

15 VEGETATION 
MANAGEMENT 

November 
1982 

Laredo Junior 
College 

Remote Sensing & Test 
Pits 

 
Lone Star 

Archaeological 
Services 

Briggs 1982 

16 
CONSTRUCTION OF 

IMPORT/EXPORT 
EDUCATIONAL FACILITY 

November 
1994 

Laredo 
Community 

College 

Backhoe Trenching & Test 
Pits 

 
Archaeology 

Consultants, Inc. 

Houk, Fox, 
Fox & 

Warren 1995 

17 
CONSTRUCTION OF 

ROADS, PARKING LOTS, 
AND UTILITY LINES 

April1997  
to March 

1999 

Laredo 
Community 

College 

Shovel Testing, Backhoe 
Trenching, Test Pits & 

Monitoring 

 
Archaeology 

Consultants, Inc. 

McCulloch 
2002  

18 CONSTRUCTION OF FINE 
ARTS COMPLEX March 2002 

Laredo 
Community 

College 

Shovel Testing, Backhoe 
Trenching, Test Pits & 

Monitoring 

 
Archaeology 

Consultants, Inc. 

McCulloch 
2002  

Outside APE 

19 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

SURVEY – CITY OF 
LAREDO 

January 
1981   

 
 

THC 
 

Beasley 1981

20 CITY OF LAREDO 
WASTEWATER 

October 
1982 EPA/TDWR***** Identification/Pedestrian 

Survey 

 
 

Center for 
Archaeological 

Research/UTSA 
 

Fox 1982 

21 LAREDO INVENTORY January 
1972 HUD-CDBG+  THC 

 Beasley 1972

22 MEXICAN-AMERICAN 
BARRIO IN LAREDO 

December 
1986 

Texas Dept. of 
Highways Excavation 

 
 
 

Weir, Clark, 
Jr. & Juarez 

1986 

23 LAREDO TOLL PLAZA July 1980 City of Laredo  Excavation 

 
Center for 

Archaeological 
Research/UTSA 

 

Folan, Cox, 
Cox, 

Hinojosa 
1980 

 
24 

SH 359 BRIDGE 
REPLACEMENT AT 
CHACON CREEK 

May 1992 FHWA/TxDOT Identification/Pedestrian 
Survey 

 
TxDOT Bohuslav 

1992 

25 
CITY PARKING LOT AT 
ITURBIDE ST. & SANTA 

URSULA ST. 

December 
2005 City of Laredo  

Archival Research, 
Identification/Pedestrian 

Survey  

 
Archaeology 

Consultants, Inc. 
Warren 2007 

26 LAREDO CEMETERY 
(41WB22) June 1980 City of Laredo Monitoring & Excavation  

Prewitt & Assocs. 
McReynolds 

1981 

27 ST. AUGUSTIN PLAZA June 1977 EDA Identification & Pedestrian 
Survey 

 
THC Latimer 1977 

Outside of 1- mile Radius 
28 0.35 ACRES NORTH OF 

LAREDO 
February 

1999 GSA/USACE Pedestrian Survey & 
Shovel Tests 

 
Geo-Marine Cooper 1999 

Table 3-6, continued 
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Map 
I.D. 
No. 

Project Date Agency Survey Type Archaeology 
Company Reference* 

 
29 ARROYO DE LOS 

MUERTOS 1983 Laredo Water 
Works 

Pedestrian Survey & 
Shovel Tests 

Center for 
Archaeological 

Research/UTSA 

Mcgraw & 
Coehlo, Jr. 

1983 

30 LUPE AND WALKER 
TOWER ACCESS ROADS July 2003 DHS Pedestrian Survey 

Center for 
Archaeological 

Research/UTSA 
Tomka 2003 

31 

GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL 
SURVEY FROM AMISTAD 

DAM TO THE GULF OF 
MEXICO 

July 1998 TxDOT Archival Research 

 
TARL & TxDOT Gustavson & 

Collins 1998 

32 

GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL 
SURVEYS OF THE 
CORPUS CHRISTI, 

LAREDO, PHARR, AND 
SAN ANTONIO DISTRICTS, 

2003 - 2005 

March 2003 
– February 

2005 
TxDOT Shovel Testing, Backhoe 

Trenching & Test Pits 

 
 

Prewitt and 
Associates 

Griffith, 
Fields, 

Gadus & 
Kibler 
2005 

33 CITY OF LAREDO WATER 
QUALITY LOAN 

December 
1979 USEPA Identification/Pedestrian 

Survey 
 

TDWR 
Fox & 

Whitsett 1979

34 USBP CHECKPOINT 
STATION 29 ON I-35 

January 
2004 USACE/DHS Pedestrian Survey & 

Shovel Tests 
 

USACE 
Patterson & 

Parish 

35 VALERO’S DOS LAREDOS 
PIPELINE May 2003 Valero Oil Co. Pedestrian Survey & 

Shovel Tests 

 
URS Corp. 

Fodwin, 
Hester, Clark, 
Jr., Hafernik 
& Weaver 

2003 
* All references are on record with the Texas Historical Commission in Austin, Texas 
** Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
*** Immigration and Naturalization Service and Office of Border Patrol 
**** Economic Development Administration 
***** Environmental Protection Agency/ Texas Water Development Board Community  

              ++ Housing and Urban Development/ Community Development Block Grant 
 

Table 3-7.  Previously Reported Archaeological Sites within One Mile of the 
Project Corridor 

Site 
Number 

Period Eligibility Description Reported by* 

41WB11 Historic, 
Prehistoric 

NRHP listed Site of Fort McIntyre Parsons Engineering Science, 
Inc., 1998 
and Archaeology Consultants, 
Inc., 2002 

41WB19 Historic NA Razed for Interstate 35 (I-35) 
construction 

John Clark, 1980 

41WB36 Historic, 
Prehistoric 

NA Razed for toll plaza construction Wayne Cox, 1980 

41WB37 Historic NA  Razed for toll plaza construction Wayne Cox, 1980 
41WB38 Historic NA Razed for toll plaza construction Wayne Cox, 1980 
41WB54 Prehistoric Not 

recommended 
Lithic scatter Grant D. Hall, 1993 

41WB55 Prehistoric Not 
recommended 

Lithic and shell scatter Grant D. Hall, 1973 

41WB83 Prehistoric Has potential Lithic and shell scatter Daniel E. Fox, 1985 
41WB85   Site Record unavailable  

Table 3-6, continued 
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Site 
Number 

Period Eligibility Description Reported by* 

41WB224   Site Record unavailable  
41WB384 Prehistoric, 

Historic 
Not 
recommended 

Deflated prehistoric campsite 
and historic agricultural 
component 

TxDot, 1994 
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and 
Douglas, Inc., 1999 

41WB417 Prehistoric, 
Historic 

Not 
recommended 

Two isolated lithic tools and 
building associated with historic 
Laredo Seminary 

City of Laredo Planning Dept. 
and Webb County 
Archaeological Society, 1996 

41WB418 Historic Not 
recommended 

Laredo Ready Mix quarry site.  
Less than 50 years old. 

City of Laredo Planning Dept. 
and Webb County 
Archaeological Society, 1996 

41WB428 Late Paleo-
Indian 

Not 
recommended 

Lithic procurement area Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and 
Douglas, Inc., 1996 

41WB429 Prehistoric Not 
recommended 

Lithic scatter Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and 
Douglas, Inc., 1996 

41WB534 Prehistoric Has potential Four burned rock hearth 
features and subsurface lithic 
and shell artifacts 

TxDot, 1998 
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and 
Douglas, Inc., 1998 

41WB601   Site Record unavailable  
41WB602   Site Record unavailable  
41WB646 Historic Recommended Ruins and deposits of 17th to 

21st century historic structures 
Archaeology Consultants, Inc., 
2005 

 * All references are on record with the Texas Historical Commission in Austin, Texas 
 

A total of 20 previously recorded cultural resource sites and three historic districts are 

located within 1-mile of the project corridor in addition to numerous individual registered 

historic properties within the three historic districts, and scattered elsewhere throughout 

the City of Laredo.  The three historic districts include Barrio Azteca, San Augustin de 

Laredo and Fort McIntosh.  Barrio Azteca includes 53 blocks of a residential and small 

scale commercial area of Laredo bounded by Interstate 35 on the west, the Rio Grande 

to the south, Arroyo Zacate on the east, and U.S. Route 83 to the north.  The district’s 

history can be traced back as early as 1755, when the region was settled by Spanish 

ranchers, although no existing structures from that period remain.  The oldest structures 

in the district are one-story, flat-roofed, two-room houses built from quarried stone and 

plastered with stucco, dating to the mid-1800s.  Barrio Azteca is named for the El 

Azteca theatre built in 1922 on Lincoln Street.  The district’s historic character is based 

on a blending of Mexican and American cultural influences.  The southern portion of 

Barrio Azteca historic district lies within the proposed project corridor. 

 

Table 3-7, continued 
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The San Augustin de Laredo historic district is separated from Barrio Azteca by 

Interstate 35 and the POE to the east.  The district is also bounded by Iturbide Street to 

the north, Convent Street to the west and Water Street to the south.  This portion of 

Laredo is within the central business district.  San Augustin de Laredo includes the 

location of the earliest nucleus of the city, colonized in 1755.  Although none of the 

buildings from 1755 remain, the San Agustin Roman Catholic Church built in 1778, 

featuring gothic revival architecture, still stands over San Agustin Plaza.  This district 

was also temporarily the capital city of the short-lived Republic of the Rio Grande from 

1839 – 1840, an attempted secession from Mexico.  Many of the historic buildings within 

the district reflect the Spanish colonial vernacular architecture, including a large number 

of which were built after this period.  The southern portion of San Augustin de Laredo 

historic district lies within the proposed project corridor. 

 

The Fort McIntosh historic district comprises the grounds of the former fort that has 

occupied the river terrace overlooking the Rio Grande since 1853.  The fort was initially 

constructed to protect U.S. frontier interests from hostile Indians and Mexican bandits in 

the years following the Mexican War.  The fort was surrendered to and occupied by the 

Confederate Army during the Civil War, only to be reoccupied by the U.S. in 1865.  The 

fort continued to be active through the Spanish American War and both World Wars, 

and was deactivated in 1947.  Several structures from the fort’s long history remain 

within the district, which is currently occupied by the campus of Laredo Community 

College.  The western boundary of the Fort McIntosh Historic District is the Rio Grande, 

through which a portion of the proposed project corridor passes.   

  

Site 41WB11 is the location of Fort McIntosh.  The site is located in the Laredo 

Riverbend area, sandwiched between downtown Laredo and the Rio Grande.  Two site 

files for 41WB11 were listed with TARL reporting recent investigations at the site in 

1998 and 2002.  Each report noted that Fort McIntosh is listed on the NRHP.  Parsons 

Engineering Science, Inc. reported a Phase I shovel test survey of a portion of the site 

conducted in 1998.  The report described the presence of both historic and prehistoric 

components at the site.  The historic component consisted of ironstone, milk glass, cut 
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nails and solarized glass consistent with occupation of the fort during the late nineteenth 

century.  The prehistoric component consisted of a lithic scatter with no diagnostic 

artifacts found.  Both components were disturbed by multiple construction events 

occurring during and after the fort’s occupation.  Parsons Engineering Science, Inc. 

recommended the historic component be added to the previously recorded 

assemblages associated with the NRHP-listed fort.  The prehistoric component was not 

recommended for eligibility. 

 

Archaeology Consultants, Inc. excavated test units in a portion of the property that was 

to be used for improvements to the Laredo Community College Sports Complex.  The 

investigation uncovered numerous artifacts including chert bifaces, flakes, tested 

cobbles, historic ceramics, glass, test tubes, cartridges, cans, metal fragments including 

zinc and lead, buttons, a bridle rosette, insignia, cannon friction primer and buckles.  

Most of the artifacts appear to be associated with the fort dating to the mid-nineteenth 

century and later.  The lithic materials suggest an earlier or contemporaneous Native 

American presence at the site.  The report noted that the location of most fort-related 

artifacts did correlate with the locations of fort structures and activity areas; although the 

area was heavily disturbed by later construction activity.  Archaeology Consultants, Inc.  

concurred with the NRHP listing for 41WB11 and suggested further investigation and 

possible restoration of some of the better preserved fort features. 

 

Site 41WB83 was reported in 1985 by Daniel E. Fox.  The site consists of a broad 

scatter of lithic debris, including core fragments, thick bifaces, flakes, angular debris, 

burnt chert and mussel shells.  The site is located adjacent to and down river from the 

rail yard in southern Laredo, and occupies a terrace overlooking the river.  Artifacts 

were found on the surface and in erosional features suggesting the possibility of buried 

deposits.  Fox interpreted the site as being prehistoric in nature and that further testing 

is necessary to determine eligibility.   
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3.10.1.3  Current Investigations 

No cultural resources surveys have been conducted for the proposed cane removal and 

control project. 

 

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.10.2.1  No Action Alternative  

The No Action Alternative would have no impact on cultural resources, since there 

would be no ground-disturbing activities.  However, the poor visibility of the U.S./Mexico 

border would continue to allow IAs to cross within the project corridor, potentially 

disturbing soils and impacting unrecorded cultural resources. 

 

3.10.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Portions of the project corridor have not been surveyed for cultural resources.  Without 

a cultural resources investigation in these areas, it is not possible to assess the 

environmental consequences of any of the cane removal and control methods 

suggested as part of the Proposed Action Alternative.  Conducting a cultural resources 

survey with a team of professional archaeologists, and in consultation with SHPO and 

local tribal officials, would occur prior to the implementation of any of the removal and 

control methods.  Furthermore, a Programmatic Agreement between the Texas SHPO 

and CBP has been prepared to describe how these surveys would be conducted and 

the steps necessary to complete consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA 

before individual removal and control methods are started (see Appendix E). 

 

For those portions of the APE that have been surveyed, two sites, 41WB11 and 

41WB83, as well as portions of the Barrio Azteca, San Augustin de Laredo and Fort 

McIntosh Historic Districts, are located in the project corridor.  The cut stem herbicide 

cane removal and control method is proposed for the corridor where the western margin 

of Fort McIntosh, which includes site 41WB11, and where the historic district intersects 

the project corridor.  This method has the potential to cause ground disturbance if heavy 

machinery is used for cutting and applying the herbicide and during the revegetation 

efforts.  Ground disturbing activities may damage cultural deposits.  The cut stem 
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herbicide method may also be performed with hand equipment, and would cause 

minimal ground disturbance and not damage cultural deposits.  Therefore, cane 

removal and control would use hand tools through the portion of the site which is 

located in the project corridor.    

 

The southern margin of Barrio Azteca and San Augustin de Laredo Historic Districts are 

intersected by the proposed project corridor.  The cut stem herbicide method is 

proposed along the southern boundary of San Augustin de Laredo Historic District.  Like 

Fort McIntosh, ground disturbance in this area may damage cultural deposits, which 

would be a high probability in an area with such a well-documented cultural history.  

Avoidance of this risk may also be possible through avoidance or use of hand tools 

through that portion of the project corridor where the historic district is located.   

 

The proposed cane treatment method for Barrio Azteca is aerial application of herbicide 

followed by mechanical or hand removal of the dead plants.  This method would only 

cause ground disturbance with the removal of plant debris with mechanical equipment 

and revegetation efforts.  Limiting removal of dead plants in this portion of the project 

corridor to hand tools would reduce the potential effect on the historic district. 

 

The western margin of site 41WB83 intersects the proposed project corridor.  The cane 

removal and control method proposed for this portion of the project corridor is 

mechanical removal.  This treatment method would cause considerable ground 

disturbance, and disturbance may damage cultural deposits in that portion of site 

41WB83.  This impact could be avoided if an alternative method of cane removal, such 

as the cutting and application of herbicides with hand tools (as mentioned above), would 

be used to avoid impact to site 41WB83.   

 

The removal and control of cane throughout the project area would remove the 

vegetation anchoring earthen material to the river banks, leaving them exposed to 

erosion.  Erosion of the river bank may cause cultural deposits to be disturbed and 

damage their integrity.  However, the use of BMPs and erosion control blankets at all 
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treated areas would reduce the potential impacts on cultural resources from bank 

erosion. 

 

3.11 AIR QUALITY 
 

3.11.1 Affected Environment 
USEPA established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for specific 

pollutants. The NAAQS standards are classified as either "primary" or "secondary". The 

major pollutants of concern (i.e., or criteria pollutants) are carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur 

dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), Particulate Matter (PM-10), and lead 

(Pb).  NAAQS represent the maximum levels of background pollution that are 

considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and 

welfare. The NAAQS are included in Table 3-8.   

 
Table 3-8.  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

POLLUTANT STANDARD VALUE STANDARD TYPE 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)  
  8-hour average 9ppm (10mg/m3) P 
  1-hour average 35ppm (40mg/m3) P 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
  Annual arithmetic mean 0.053ppm (100μ/m3) P and S 
Ozone (O3)   
  8-hour average* 0.08ppm (157μg/m3) P and S 
  1-hour average* 0.12ppm (235μg/m3) P and S 
Lead (Pb) 
  Quarterly average 1.5μg/m3 P and S 
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM-10) 
  Annual arithmetic mean 50μg/m3 P and S 
  24-hour average 150μg/m3 P and S 
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM-2.5) 
  Annual arithmetic mean 15μg/m3 P and S 
  24-hour average 65μg/m3 P and S 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
  Annual average mean 0.03ppm (80μg/m3) P 
  24-hour average 0.14ppm (365μg/m3) P 
  3-hour average 0.50ppm (1300μg/m3) S 

Legend: P= Primary S= Secondary   Source: USEPA 2006a. 
ppm = parts per million 

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

 
* Parenthetical value is an approximate equivalent concentration 
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Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are called non-attainment areas or 

maintenance areas; areas that meet both primary and secondary standards are known 

as attainment areas. The Federal Conformity Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) 

specifies criteria or requirements for conformity determinations for Federal projects. The 

Federal Conformity Rule was first promulgated in 1993 by the USEPA, following the 

passage of Amendments to the CAA in 1990. The rule mandates that a conformity 

analysis must be performed when a Federal action generates air pollutants in a region 

that has been designated a non-attainment or maintenance area for one or more 

NAAQS. 

 

A conformity analysis is the process used to determine whether a Federal action meets 

the requirements of the general conformity rule.  It requires the responsible Federal 

agency to evaluate the nature of the Proposed Action Alternative and associated air 

pollutant emissions, calculate emissions as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative, 

and mitigate emissions if de minimis thresholds are exceeded.   

 

The project corridor is located in Webb County which is in attainment for all NAQQS 

(USEPA 2008a).  

 

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.11.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not result in any impacts on air quality because there 

would be no cane removal and control activities.  

 

3.11.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 
Air emissions from the Proposed Action Alternative would be generated by three 

sources: 

• Combustible emissions from the use of construction equipment, helicopters, 
construction workers traveling to work, and trucks delivering supplies to the 
cane removal and control and revegetation sites; 

• Fugitive dust from mechanical disturbances of soils; and 

• Smoke emissions from the prescribed burn of Carrizo cane.  
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Combustible emission calculations were made for standard construction equipment, 

such as bulldozers, excavators, pole trucks, front end loaders, backhoes, cranes, and 

dump trucks, using emission factors from USEPA approved emission model 

NONROAD6.2.  Assumptions were made regarding the type of equipment, duration of 

the total number of days each piece of equipment would be used, and the number of 

hours per day each type of equipment would be used.  The assumptions, emission 

factors, and resulting calculations are presented in Appendix I. 

 

Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustible emissions in the air 

shed during their commute to and from the project area.  Auto and truck emissions were 

calculated using USEPA approved emission factors created by model MOBILE6.  Dust 

can arise from the mechanical disturbance of surface soils. Fugitive dust emissions 

were calculated using emission factors produced by studies from the Mid-Atlantic 

Regional Air Management Association (MARAMA) (2006) and Midwest Research 

Institute (MRI) (1996). Air emissions for the open burning of Carrizo Cane were 

calculated using AP-42 Chapter 13 emission factors for forest fires.  

 

The total air quality emissions were calculated to determine the applicability of the 

General Conformity Rule and are provided in Appendix I.  A summary of the total 

emissions is presented in Table 3-9.  As can be seen from this table, the proposed cane 

removal and control activities do not exceed de minimis thresholds (100 tons/year).  

 

Table 3-9.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year) from Cane Removal and Control 
Activities 

Pollutant Total (tons/yr) 
CO 15.69 
VOCs  2.99 
NOx 17.48 
PM-10 31.14 
PM-2.5 7.18 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 2.40 
Source: GSRC model projections (Appendix I). 
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As there are no violations of air quality standards and no conflicts with the state 

implementation plans, there would be no significant impacts on air quality from the 

implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 

During the cane removal and control and revegetation efforts, proper and routine 

maintenance of all vehicles and other construction equipment would be implemented to 

ensure that emissions are within the design standards of the equipment.  Dust 

suppression methods would be implemented to minimize fugitive dust.  In particular, 

wetting solutions would be applied to any access roads to minimize the generation of 

fugitive dust.  By using these environmental design measures, air emissions from the 

Proposed Action Alternative would be temporary and would not indirectly impair air 

quality in the region.  

 

3.12 NOISE 
 
3.12.1 Affected Environment 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on 

objective effects (i.e., hearing loss, damage to structures, etc.) or subjective judgments 

(e.g., community annoyance).  Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale with 

a unit called the decibel (dB).  Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as sound level. 

The threshold of human hearing is approximately 0 dB, and the threshold of discomfort 

or pain is around 120 dB.   

 

Noise levels occurring at night generally produce a greater annoyance than do the 

same levels occurring during the day. It is generally agreed that people perceive 

intrusive noise at night as being 10 dBA (A-weighted decibel is a measure of noise at a 

given, maximum level or constant state level) louder than the same level of intrusive 

noise during the day, at least in terms of its potential for causing community annoyance. 

This perception is largely because background environmental sound levels at night in 

most areas are also about 10 dBA lower than those during the day. 
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Acceptable noise levels have been established by the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) for construction activities in residential areas:  

 

Acceptable (not exceeding 65 dbA) – The noise exposure may be of some concern, but 

common building construction will make the indoor environment acceptable and the 

outdoor environment will be reasonably pleasant for recreation and play. 

 

Normally Unacceptable (above 65 but not greater than 75 dbA) – The noise exposure 

is significantly more severe; barriers may be necessary between the site and prominent 

noise sources to make the outdoor environment acceptable; special building 

constructions may be necessary to ensure that people indoors are sufficiently protected 

from outdoor noise. 

 

Unacceptable (greater than 75 dbA) – The noise exposure at the site is so severe that 

the construction costs to make the indoor noise environment acceptable may be 

prohibitive and the outdoor environment would still be unacceptable (HUD 1984). 

 

As a general rule of thumb, noise generated by a stationary noise source, or “point 

source,” will decrease by approximately 6dBA over hard surfaces and 9dBA over soft 

surfaces for each doubling of the distance. For example, if a noise source produces a 

noise level of 85 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet over a hard surface, the noise 

level would be 79 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the noise source, 73 dBA at a 

distance of 200 feet, and so on. To estimate the attenuation of the noise over a given 

distance the following relationship is utilized: 

 

Equation 1: dBA2 = dBA1 – 20 log (d2/d1) 

Where: 

dBA2 = dBA at distance 2 from source (predicted) 
dBA1 = dBA at distance 1 from source (measured) 
d2 = Distance to location 2 from the source 
d1 = Distance to location 1 from the source 

Source: California Department of Transportation 1998 
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A dBA of 65 is the level most commonly used for noise planning purposes and 

represents a compromise between community impact and the need for activities like 

construction.  A dBA of 55 was identified by USEPA, as a level below which there is no 

adverse impact (USEPA 1974).  

 

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.12.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, noise would not be produced and would not impact the 

noise environment in the region.  

 

3.12.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The project corridor is located in an urban area with several public sensitive noise 

receptors near the project corridor.  The mechanical method of cane removal would 

require the use of common construction equipment.  Table 3-10 describes noise 

emission levels for construction equipment, which range from 76 dBA to 81 dBA at a 

distance of 50 feet (Federal Highway Administration 2007 [FHWA] 2007).  

 

Table 3-10.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and 
Modeled Attenuation at Various Distances1 

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1000 feet 
Backhoe 78 72 68 58 52 
Crane 81 75 69 61 55 
Dump truck 76 70 64 56 50 
Excavator 81 75 69 61 55 
Front end loader 79 73 67 59 53 
Concrete mixer truck 79 73 67 59 53 
Pneumatic tools 81 75 69 61 55 
Generator 81 75 69 61 55 

Source: FHWA 2007 and GSRC. 
1. The dBA at 50 feet is a measured noise emission (FHWA 2007). The 100 to 1,000 foot results are  GSRC 

modeled estimates. 
 

Assuming the worst case scenario of 81 dBA, the noise model predicted that noise 

emissions from an excavator would have to travel 300 feet before they would attenuate 

to a 65 dBA, a level that would not affect sensitive noise receptors.    
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The mechanical removal and control project corridor is in close proximity to residential 

neighborhoods. Geographic Information Systems (GIS) were used to determine the 

number of residences within 300 feet from the edge of the project corridor to arrive at a 

number of sensitive noise receptors that may be exposed to noise emissions greater 

than 65 dBA (Table 3-11).   

 

Table 3-11.  Number of sensitive noise receptors that may be subjected to a noise 
emissions equal to or greater than to 65 dBA 

Sensitive Noise Receptors Number of Units 
Residence 117 
Churches 1 
Schools 1 
Child Care Centers 0 
Source: Imagery and land use data provided by Google Earth.  

 

To minimize impacts to sensitive noise receptors, Carrizo cane treatment using 

mechanical removal and control methods would be limited to daylight hours during the 

work week, between 7:00 am to 5:00 pm on Monday through Friday.  Noise impacts 

should be minor if these timing restrictions are implemented near the residential 

neighborhoods.   

 
The aerial herbicide application method would use a helicopter to apply the herbicides.   

Noise generated by helicopters is largely dependant on the size and weight of the 

machine.  Helicopter noise levels range from 90 dbA for small helicopters to 110 dBA 

for large helicopters (Federal Aviation Administration 2007) within the immediate vicinity 

of take-off and landing areas.  Assuming that a relatively small helicopter is used with a 

noise emission of 100 dBA, the noise model projected that noise emissions from a 

helicopter flying at 50 feet above ground and at takeoff would have to travel 2,700 feet 

before they would attenuate to acceptable levels of 65 dBA.  To achieve an attenuation 

of 100 dBA to a normally unacceptable level of 75 dBA, the distance from the noise 

source to the receptor is 900 feet.   

 

Approximately 1,000 sensitive noise receptors are located within 2,700 feet of the 

project corridor (Table 3-12).  The sensitive noise receptors may be subjected to noise 
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emissions greater than 65 dBA; however, the duration of the exposure should be less 

than 1 hour.  The emissions would be intermittent during the 1 hour period.  To minimize 

noise impacts to sensitive receptors, aerial herbicide application would be limited to 

daylight hours during the work week, which is 7:00 am to 5:00 pm on Monday through 

Friday.  If noise mitigation measures are followed, the noise impacts from temporary 

and intermittent helicopter operations would be short-term and insignificant.  

 

Table 3-12.  Number of sensitive noise receptors that may be subjected to a noise 
emissions equal to or greater than to 65 dBA during helicopter herbicide 

application 

Sensitive Noise Receptors Number of Units 
Residence 981 
Churches 1 
Schools 3 
Source: Imagery and land use data provided by Google Earth.  
 

3.13 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 

3.13.1 Affected Environment 
Aesthetic resources consist of the natural and 

man-made landscape features that appear 

indigenous and typical to an area and give a 

particular environment its visual characteristics.  

In general, the visual characteristics of the area 

include riparian areas dominated by Carrizo cane 

and patches of native vegetation; open space and 

agricultural fields in rural areas; and urban, 

residential, and industrial areas within and around 

the City of Laredo.  The degree of aesthetic 

appeal within the project corridor varies from relatively appealing views of native 

landscape to industrial areas, thoroughfares, and areas dominated by Carrizo cane and 

littered with trash, which are significantly less appealing (Photograph 3-5).  Both 

residential and business areas border the project area to the east.  Additionally, three 

Photograph 3-5 Trash Left By IAs 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
3-53 

elevated roadways, a railroad bridge, and the World Trade Bridge traverse the project 

area. 

 

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.13.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not directly affect aesthetics.  However, illegal foot 

traffic and an increase in the abundance of Carrizo cane would continue to impact 

aesthetic resources within the project area through litter and vandalism in urban areas, 

and a decrease in native vegetative cover in riparian areas. 

 

3.13.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The bare ground and vegetative debris created by treatment methods employed in the 

Proposed Action Alternative would temporarily decrease the aesthetic value of the 

landscape within the project corridor.  However, the revegetation and restoration efforts 

that would be implemented following the cane removal and control would, in the long-

term, increase the aesthetic value of the landscape, as well as provide an improved 

view of riparian corridors.  With the removal and control of Carrizo cane, it is anticipated 

that native seeds would be recruited from the seedbank and increase the aesthetic 

value of the project corridor. 

 

Soil erosion could lead to a reduction in aesthetic values in the project area.  However, 

the implementation of BMPs and the use of bank stabilization techniques and 

biodegradable erosion control blankets would discourage soil erosion and reinvasion of 

Carrizo cane.  In the portions of the project corridor that would be subjected to 

prescribed burning, temporary impacts on aesthetics include smoke caused by the 

combustion of above ground plant biomass.  The smoke would subside when fires are 

extinguished following treatment of these areas. 

 

Indirectly, the Proposed Action Alternative would provide protection for aesthetic 

resources in the project area.  Direct beneficial impacts of the removal and control of 

Carrizo cane include the panoramic views of the Rio Grande currently obstructed by the 
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presence of cane, and the recruitment and installation of native vegetation of the 

riparian area.  The Proposed Action Alternative would substantially reduce illegal traffic 

and its associated indirect impacts within developed residential, industrial, and urban 

areas, and reduce the degradation of riparian vegetation along the Rio Grande.  The 

reduction in illegal traffic would alleviate litter, vandalism, and other associated crimes in 

adjacent residential, urban and industrial areas. 

 

3.14 UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 
 

3.14.1 Affected Environment 
Unique and sensitive areas are defined by physical attributes that provide special critical 

ecological habitat or those which might have historical, geological, or archaeological 

significance.  Unique and sensitive areas typically are the best example of a type of 

biological community or geological feature in a physiographic province.  Many of these 

unique and sensitive areas are protected and preserved under Federal, state or local 

jurisdiction as parks, monuments or natural areas.  These areas are maintained in a 

natural condition, allowing physical and biological processes to operate with minimal or 

no human intervention.  These areas are set aside to provide locations for scientific 

observations of natural systems, to protect examples of typical and unique plant and 

animal communities, and to protect outstanding examples of natural or historic interest 

and beauty.   

 

Rio Grande 
The Rio Grande is classified as an American Heritage River.  It is the Nation’s second 

longest river and provides a 2,000-mile border between Texas and Mexico.  President 

Clinton enacted EO 13061 (American Heritage Rivers) (62 FR 48445) on September 

11, 1997. This EO has three objectives: “natural resource and environmental protection, 

economic revitalization, and historic and cultural preservation” of American Heritage 

Rivers.  The Rio Grande was designated an American Heritage River in January 1999, 

and keystone projects to benefit communities along the Rio Grande were proposed in 

2002 (USEPA 2006b).  Keystone Project 3 – Laredo El Portal Riverfront Project 
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proposes to benefit natural and cultural resources by improving access and creating a 

pedestrian-access greenbelt along the Rio Grande in Laredo, Texas.  Improvements to 

riparian habitat and creation/restoration of 140 acres of natural area as part of Keystone 

Project 3 would prevent riverbank erosion, and stimulate eco-tourism opportunities for 

the area.  The project also would support the revitalization of historic neighborhoods 

and community outreach (USEPA 2006b). 

 

Laredo Community College 
Laredo Community College – Fort McIntosh Campus is located adjacent to the project 

corridor within the city limits of Laredo.  The college was opened in 1947 with a total 

student body of 13.  Construction on a second campus in South Laredo began in 2000 

and opened in 2004 with programs offered in continuing education and protective 

services.  Approximately 9,000 students attend the two-campus Laredo Community 

College.  Portions of the Fort McIntosh campus nearest to the project corridor include 

softball fields, roadways, individual housing facilities, and parking areas. 

 

Lake Casa Blanca International State Park 
Lake Casa Blanca International State Park is located approximately 5 miles northeast of 

the City of Laredo and directly east of Laredo International Airport (TPWD 2007).  The 

park covers 371 land acres and 1,650 lake surface acres.  The park was previously 

owned by the City of Laredo and Webb County, and was acquired by the State of Texas 

and designated an International State Park in 1991.  The park offers a variety of 

activities and facilities, including tennis courts, playgrounds, fishing, camping and 

boating.   

 
3.14.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.14.2.1  No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts would occur on unique and sensitive 

areas within the project area.  However, indirect impacts would continue to occur on the 

Rio Grande and the grounds of Laredo Community College from disturbance associated 

with continued IA crossings. 
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3.14.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

No unique or sensitive areas would be directly impacted by the implementation of the 

Proposed Action.  Temporary impacts would occur adjacent to the Rio Grande as 

Carrizo cane is removed from the 16-mile long project corridor.  However, in the long-

term, the removal and control of Carrizo cane and revegetation with native species 

would provide beneficial effects on the Rio Grande.  

 

Indirect impacts on the Rio Grande could occur from soil erosion following cane removal 

and control.   A combination of BMPs and long-term erosion control measures, including 

the use of hard structure bank stabilization methods, erosion control blankets and 

revegetation, would insure that the indirect impacts from erosion and sedimentation 

would be insignificant.   

 

3.15 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

3.15.1 Affected Environment 
Solid and hazardous wastes are regulated in Texas by a combination of mandated laws 

promulgated by the USEPA, the TCEQ, and regional Councils of Government.  A 

search for hazardous waste sites in the project corridor was conducted on the USEPA’s 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information 

System (CERCLIS).  CERCLIS contains information on hazardous waste sites, potential 

hazardous waste sites, and remedial activities, including sites that are on the National 

Priorities List (NPL) or being considered for the NPL.   

 

According to the CERCLIS database there is only one site on the environmental interest 

profile for Webb County.  Seventy-nine drums were stored in improper containers at 

Maynard Drums of Laredo.  The discovery was made in August of 1993, and removal 

took place within the same month. There were no NPL sites listed on the CERCLIS 

database (USEPA 2008b). 

 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
3-57 

It is difficult to determine the location and quantity of hazardous waste that may be 

present within the project corridor because of the random nature of illegal dumping 

along the border areas. Trash, such as household waste and tires, was observed in 

various locations throughout the project corridor.  Due to the dumping of trash in the 

project corridor, it is possible that potentially hazardous wastes may have been 

disposed of within the vicinity.  

 

According to information provided by TCEQ, the City of Laredo has four landifills, of 

which three are closed.  The active landfill is located approximately 2 miles east of the 

intersection of Loop 20 and Texas Highway 359 and approximately 1 mile northeast of 

the project corridor.  The landfill is a Type I landfill, accepting only residential and 

commercial solid waste.  Webb County has one inactive landfill located Northeast of 

Bruni on the east side of Avenue G, approximately 1 mile northeast of the junction of 

West of Texas Highway 359 and approximately 1 mile east of the project corridor 

(TCEQ 2006).  

 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the Riverbend Area was performed 

on September 14 and 15, 2004.  A potential Hazardous Substance was observed within 

the riverbed area during the site survey.  There were 37 leaking underground storage 

tanks within 1 mile of the project site. Of these, 10 were environmental concerns due to 

distance and elevation relative to the project area.  Furthermore, there were several 

piles of solid waste, and an inactive solid waste landfill transfer facility, within 0.5 mile of 

the Riverbend Area (CBP 2004).  

  

3.15.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.15.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, any hazardous waste potentially present in the project 

corridor could remain abandoned without notification.  In that case, if hazardous waste 

were located within the project corridor, a potentially adverse impact would occur 

because proper disposal/clean up procedures would not be followed.  However, no 
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threat of possible incidental spills of fuels, oils, lubricants or other hazardous materials 

associated with construction activities would occur under the No Action Alternative. 

 

3.15.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Care would be taken to avoid impacting the project corridor with hazardous substances 

(i.e., anti-freeze, gasoline, etc.) associated with the construction efforts.  During cane 

removal and control and revegetation activities, fuels, oils, lubricants, and other 

hazardous materials would be used.  Although catch pans would be used when 

refueling, accidental spills could occur.  A spill could result in potentially adverse 

impacts on on-site soils and threaten the health of wildlife, soils, water, and vegetation.  

However, the amount of fuel, lubricants and oil is limited, and equipment necessary to 

quickly contain any spills would be present when refueling.  Equipment would not be 

parked on site and maintenance of construction equipment would not be done on site.  

Fuel for drip-torches could potentially spill and contaminate the soil or water.  If fuel for 

drip torches is brought onto the site, environmental design measures, such as compliant 

secondary containment measures, would reduce potential hazards from spills.  

Furthermore, a Spill Prevention Containment and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) 

would be in place prior to the start of construction, and all personnel would be briefed on 

the implementation and responsibilities of this plan. 

 

A Phase I ESA would be completed prior to the implementation of cane removal and 

control activities.  Any recognized environmental conditions discovered as a result of the 

Phase I ESA would be further investigated, avoided or removed and the site cleared. 

 

3.16 UTILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
 

3.16.1 Affected Environment 
The Laredo City Council contracted with United Water Laredo for the operations, 

maintenance and management of the City’s water and wastewater services in 2002.  

The system consists of two water treatment plants with a combined total 64 million 

gallons per day capacity, 450 miles of distribution system and over 20 remote booster 
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stations; five wastewater treatment plants with a combined total 21 million gallons per 

day capacity, 425 miles of collection system and 81 pumping stations (United Water 

2008).   Electric service in Laredo is provided by American Electric Power (AEP) Texas.   

 

3.16.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.16.2.1  No Action Alternative 

There would be no impact on utilities as a result of the No Action Alternative because no 

cane removal or control would occur. 

 

3.16.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

No utilities (e.g., sewer, transmission lines) would be affected by the Proposed Action 

Alternative.  Negligible amounts of energy (fuel) would be required for cane removal and 

control and to maintain the planted native vegetation proposed for this project.  

Temporary water use would be required for dust suppression and mixing of herbicides 

during cane removal and control activites; some short-term use of municipal water 

supplies would be required for irrigation of planted trees and shrubs.  These volumes of 

water are negligible, and would be readily available from nearby municipal sources. 

 

As mentioned previously, there would be no impact on drinking or irrigation water from 

the use of herbicides.  All herbicides would be applied to cane and not directly to the Rio 

Grande.  Herbicides would be applied by a licensed applicator following labeling 

restrictions.  These herbicides are USEPA-approved for use in aquatic environments 

and have been shown to not impact drinking water supplies (BASF 20085, Monsanto 

2002). 

 

3.17 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC 
 

3.17.1 Affected Environment 
The main north-south route into and out of Laredo is I-35 (Figure 3-4).   The northern 

terminus of I-35 is Duluth, Minnesota, and the southern terminus is in Laredo, Texas, 

just short of the U.S./Mexico border.  There are several state highways and U.S. 
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highways in the project area.  State highways 81 and 83 run north-south in concert with 

I-35 along much of their path.  State highway 59 runs east-west and is another major 

transportation route in Laredo.  Bob Bullock Loop provides access to the Laredo 

International Airport and the World Trade Bridge, and is a major transportation corridor 

in the Laredo area.  Railroad operations in the Laredo area transport goods from Mexico 

via the Texas-Mexican Railroad Bridge (which crosses over the project corridor).  The 

bridge is owned and operated by the Texas Mexican Railway Company and Kansas 

City Southern. 

 

3.17.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.17.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no direct impact on traffic and roadways because 

no removal and control activities would occur, and consequent transport of equipment 

and materials would not take place. 

 

3.17.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative would have short-term minor impacts on transportation 

in the ROI.  Equipment and materials would likely be transported via I-35 or US 59 into 

Laredo, and local surface streets would serve as access to the border. Border roads 

that parallel and intersect the project corridor and temporary access roads would be 

used to access the project corridor.  It is anticipated that no more than 15 vehicles 

would be accessing the border area at any one time during implementation of cane 

removal and control and revegetation.  These few vehicles would have no impact on the 

local transportation network. 

 
3.18 SOCIOECONIMICS 
 

3.18.1 Affected Environment 
The socioeconomic environment of the project area is described in detail in the 2005 EA 

and the 2005 PEA; the descriptions are incorporated herein by reference (CBP 2005a-

b).  In summary, the previous EAs examined population structure, housing, and 
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environmental justice and protection of children.  Indices that have changed since the 

2005 PEA and 2005 EA are discussed. 

 

3.18.1.1  Population  

Population in the ROI of Webb County ws 231,470 in 2006 (Table 3-13).  The racial mix 

consists predominantly of Caucasians and some race other than African American, 

Native American, Asian, Native Hawaiian, and other Pacific Islander.  The remainder is 

divided among African Americans, Native Americans, Asians, and Native Hawaiians 

and other Pacific Islanders or people claiming to be two or more races (U.S. Census 

Bureau 2006a).  In 2005, a substantial portion of the population (95.1 percent) claimed 

Hispanic or Latino origin (U.S. Census Bureau 2005). 

 
Table 3-13.  Population and Race 

Race 

Geographic Region Total 
Population Total 

One 
Race 

White African 
American

Native 
American Asian

Native 
Hawaiian or 

other 
Pacific 

Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Two or 
more 
Races

Hispanic 
or Latino 
Origin of 
any Race

Texas (2006b) 23,507,783 98% 71% 12% <1% 3% <1% 12% 3% 32% 
Webb County (2006a) 231,470 99% 79% <1% <1% <1% <1% 19.3% <1% N 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2006a and b. 
N – Data for this geographic area is not displayed because the number of sample cases is too small. 
 

3.18.1.2  Employment and Income 
The total number of jobs in the ROI was 103,353 in Webb County for 2005 up from 

69,103 in 1995 (U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 1995, 2005a).  The unemployment 

rate for 2006 in the ROI was 5.4 percent (Texas Real Estate Center 2007).  Per capita 

personal income (PCPI) was $18,809 in Webb County in 2005, up from $12,122 in 

1995, an annual growth rate of 4.5 percent (Table 3-14).  The PCPI in the ROI is below 

both the National and state average.  Total Personal Income in 2005, measured in 

thousands of dollars, was $4,229,695 in Webb County (Table 3-15).   
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Table 3-14.  Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI) 

Geographic Location Per Capita Personal 
Income (PCPI) 2005 

State 
Rank 

Percent 
State 

Average 

Percent 
National 
Average 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate 

1995-2005 

Texas (Average) $32,460 NA 100 94 4.4 
Webb County $18,809 231 58 55 4.5 
NA=Not Applicable 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2005b. 

 

Table 3-15.  Total Personal Income  

Total Personal Income (in 
thousands of dollars) Geographic Region 

1995 2005 

2005
State 
Rank

Per 
Cent 
State 
Total 

Average 
Annual 

Growth Rate 
1995-2005 

Texas (2005c) $398,191,827 $631,208,404 NA 100 6.5 
Webb County (2005b) $2,030,034 $4,229,695 23 0.6 7.6 
NA=Not Applicable 
Source:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2005b and c. 

 

The percentage of all people living in poverty in the Webb County was 30.8 in 2005 

(Table 3-16).  The percentage of people of all ages under poverty is greater than both 

the percentage of people under poverty for the state and the nation.  Median household 

income in the ROI was $31,339.  Median household income in the ROI is only 74 

percent of the state and 67 percent of the National median household income. 

 
Table 3-16.  Poverty and Median Income 

Location 
Number in 
Poverty of 
All Ages, 

2004 

Percentage 
in Poverty, 

2004 

Median 
Income 

2004 

Nation 38,213,474 13.3 $46,242 
Texas 3,886,632 17.5 $42,165 
Webb County 67,930 30.8 $31.339 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2005. 
 

3.18.1.3  Housing 

A summary of housing in the ROI is given in Table 3-17.  The total number of housing 

units in the ROI is 66,969 with a 90 percent occupancy rate. 
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Table 3-17.  Housing Units 

Occupied Geographic Region 
Total 

Housing 
Units Total Percent Occupied Owner Renter Vacant 

Texas (2006b) 9, 224,920 8,109,388 88% 5,291,045 2,818,343 1,115,532
Webb County (2006a) 66,969 60,385 90% 39,371 21,014 6,584 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2006a and b. 
 
3.18.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.18.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the number of IAs crossing the project area would 

continue at the current rate or possibly increase.  As a result, illegal traffic and the 

crimes and social costs associated with illegal crossings would continue or increase. 

This could result in long-term, indirect socioeconomic impacts across the region.  

 

3.18.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

During cane removal and control, there would be a temporary, but insignificant, increase 

in population from the addition of mechanical equipment operators, helicopter operators, 

and cane removal and control hand crews in the area.  No housing units or businesses 

would be relocated from within the footprint of the Proposed Action Alternative, so no 

displacement of existing people, houses, or businesses would be anticipated.  Work 

crews would likely stay at hotels within the City of Laredo. As a result, no additional 

demand for housing would be anticipated during construction. The proposed project 

would not require any substantial additional demands on public services during or after 

construction.   

 

The Proposed Action Alternative would have a direct short-term beneficial impact on the 

income for the local area resulting from the purchase and rental of equipment, 

herbicide, fuel and native plants.  This would result in a moderate, short-term beneficial 

impact on income.   
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Cane removal and control would increase border security in the Laredo Sector and may 

result in a change to illegal traffic patterns.  However, changes to illegal alien traffic 

patterns result from a myriad of factors in addition to USBP Operations and, therefore, 

are considered unpredictable and beyond the scope of this EA. Social costs, such as 

property damage, car theft, violent crime, drug treatment and rehabilitation, and 

entitlement programs on a regional and National level, would be reduced as the 

effectiveness of the USBP to gain and maintain effective control of the border reduces 

cross border violations, such as illegal immigration.  Overall, social and economic 

resources would experience beneficial, long term impacts with a reduction in illegal 

activities.   

 

3.19 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  
 

The fair treatment of all races has been assuming an increasingly prominent role in 

environmental legislation and implementation of environmental statutes. In February 

1994, President Clinton signed E.O. 12898 titled, Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. This action 

requires all Federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and 

adverse effect of programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 

populations.   

 

3.19.1 Affected Environment 
Webb County has a large proportion of its population claiming to be of Hispanic or 

Latino origin.  Furthermore, the county is below both the National and state median 

household income, and has a greater percentage of its population in poverty relative to 

both the state and the Nation.  As a result, there is a potential for the project 

encountering both minority and low-income populations.  Therefore, there is the 

potential for environmental justice issues across the ROI. 
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3.19.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.19.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, population, income, poverty, and housing would 

remain at their current levels.  There would be no improvement to the response times of 

USBP agents as a result of this alternative.  As a result, cross border violations, 

including illegal immigration and drug trafficking, would remain at their current levels, 

and possibly increase.  In turn, this would disproportionately increase the crimes and 

other societal costs associated with IA activities having the greatest impact on minority 

and low-income populations. 

 

3.19.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

There would be no increases in population and no adverse effects to minority and low-

income families as a result of the Proposed Action.  Where phases of the removal and 

control project are located near residential structures, the Proposed Action Alternative 

would not displace low-income or minority populations, because the Proposed Action 

does not include any development or construction of infrastructure. Thus, no significant 

impacts on housing or minority populations would occur if the Proposed Action 

Alternative were chosen.  Benefits for the region’s population would occur regardless of 

race and/or income level from increased detection, deterrence, and interdiction of IAs 

and smuggling activities.  

 

The Proposed Action Alternative would have a direct beneficial impact on the income of 

the local area resulting from the rental of construction equipment and purchase of 

materials, such as fuel, during the construction period.  While the exact amount of raw 

material expenditures is not known, these expenditures are expected to have a 

moderate, short-term beneficial impact on income. 

 

3.20 PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 
 

EO 13045 requires each Federal Agency “to identify and assess environmental health 

risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children”; and “ensure that its 
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policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children 

that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.” This EO was prompted by 

the recognition that children, still undergoing physiological growth and development, are 

more sensitive to adverse environmental health and safety risks than adults.  The 

potential for impacts on the health and safety of children is greater where projects are 

located near residential areas. 

 

3.20.1 Environmental Consequences 
3.20.1.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no cane removal and control efforts would occur and 

IAs and smugglers would continue to increase costs for U.S. citizens.  Increased costs 

would be associated with apprehension, detention, and incarceration of criminals and, 

indirectly, with loss of property, illegal participation in government programs, and 

increased insurance costs indirectly impacting children in the region. 

 

3.20.1.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

While some residential areas, a school and its play areas, municipal play grounds and 

soccer fields are located adjacent to the project corridor and along access routes, the 

Proposed Action would not involve the construction of infrastructure or alteration of 

private property, so no displacement of people, houses, or businesses which could 

impact children would occur under the Proposed Action Alternative.   

 

During cane removal and control, there would be temporary, insignificant increases in 

population from the addition of construction crews in the area.  Construction crews 

would likely stay at nearby hotels in Laredo.  As a result, no additional demand for 

housing that could displace families would be anticipated during construction.  Cane 

removal and control would not require any additional demands on public services, such 

as schools or day care facilities, during or after construction.  Therefore, the Proposed 

Action would not pose a threat to the health of the children in the ROI, and, the project 

would be in compliance with EO 13045 (see Section 3.21).  
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3.21 SUSTAINABILITY AND GREENING 
 

3.21.1 Affected Environment 
In accordance with EO 13423—Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and 

Transportation Management, USBP would strengthen its environmental, energy, and 

transportation activities in an environmentally, economically, and fiscally sound, 

continuously improving, sustainable manner. In doing so, it would incorporate 

sustainability and greening practices in daily operations through cost-effective waste 

reduction, recycling of reusable materials, and purchase of items produced using 

recovered materials.  The selected contractor(s) would be encouraged to use recycled 

or salvaged materials in cane removal and control efforts, use low-emission and fuel-

efficient vehicles, and implement sound construction waste management, to the 

maximum extent practicable. 

 

3.21.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.21.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not have any direct or indirect impacts, since no cane 

removal and control activities would take place. 

 

3.21.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, USBP would continue to improve its 

environmental, transportation, and energy-related activities in support of its missions 

through sustainability and greening practices, to the extent practicable.  No significant 

impact is expected. 

 

3.22 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 

3.22.1 Affected Environment 
Some stretches of the 16-mile project corridor are adjacent to residential and 

commercial development or nearby parks.  The remainder of the project corridor is 

located in uninhabited areas. 
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3.22.2 Environmental Consequences 
3.22.2.1  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no impacts, either beneficial or adverse, on 

human health and safety, since no activities would occur. 

 

3.22.2.2  Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative could create human health hazards and, when 

performing the different treatment types, safety issues could arise.  Prior to aerial 

spraying or prescribed burns, appropriate notifications and verifications would take 

place to protect the public. Smoke from the prescribed burning could cause health 

concerns for some members of the public; however, the areas to be treated by burning 

(then aerial spray) are not near residences or commercial areas on either side of the 

U.S./Mexico border.  

 

Because residences are located outside of the treatment project footprint (although they 

may be located within the 300-foot maximum footprint), and BMPs would be used for 

general construction practices (see Section 5.1), no significant, long-term, adverse 

impacts are expected.  Furthermore, strict compliance with all Occupational Safety and 

Health Administration regulations would minimize the potential for accidents to occur for 

USBP agents, private contractors, or other individuals near the project sites.  Safety 

measures would include the use of individuals permitted for prescribed burning and 

licensed applicators to apply herbicide by hand and by air. 

 

There would be no impact on drinking or irrigation water from the use of herbicides.  All 

herbicides would be applied by a licensed applicator following labeling restrictions to 

cane and not directly to the Rio Grande.  These herbicides are USEPA-approved for 

use in aquatic environments and have been shown to not impact drinking water supplies 

(BASF 2005, Monsanto 2002). 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
 

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

implementation of the alternatives and other projects/programs that are planned for the 

region.  The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as “the impact on the environment which 

results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 

person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).  This section continues, 

“Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions 

taking place over a period of time.” 

 

USBP has been conducting law enforcement actions along the border since its 

inception in 1924, and has continually transformed its methods as new missions, IA 

modes of operations, agent needs, and national enforcement strategies have evolved.  

Development and maintenance of training ranges, station and sector facilities, detention 

facilities, and roads and fences have affected thousands of acres with synergistic and 

cumulative impacts on soil, wildlife habitats, water quality, and noise. Beneficial effects 

have resulted from the construction and use of these roads and fences, including, but 

not limited to: increased employment and income for border regions and surrounding 

communities, protection and enhancement of sensitive resources north of the border; 

reduction in crime within urban areas near the border; increased land value in areas 

where border security has increased; and increased knowledge of the biological 

communities and pre-history of the region through numerous biological and cultural 

resources surveys and studies.   

 

With continued funding and implementation of USBP’s environmental conservation 

measures, including environmental education and training of its agents, use of biological 

and archaeological monitors and restoration activities, adverse impacts of future and 

ongoing projects would be prevented or minimized.  However, recent, ongoing, and 

reasonably foreseeable proposed projects will result in cumulative impacts.  In 
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particular, within the next 5 years, 135 miles of cane removal and control and patrol 

road construction is anticipated to be completed.  Furthermore, extensive tactical 

infrastructure development in the Riverbend area of the Laredo Station’s AO is 

proposed.  This includes the construction of all-weather access and patrol roads, 

installation of a boat ramp and boat rescue facility, clearing of an unpaved overlook, and 

construction of ATV trails.    

 

In addition to the proposed tactical infrastructure, USBP might be required to implement 

other activities and operations that are currently not foreseen or mentioned in this 

document.  These actions could be in response to national emergencies or security 

events like the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, or to changes in the mode of 

operations of IAs.   

 

Plans by other agencies that would also affect the region’s natural and human 

environment include various road improvements by Texas Department of Transportation 

(TxDOT) and/or Webb County.  All of the projects would be expected to occur along 

existing corridors and/or within previously disturbed sites.  The magnitude of the 

impacts would depend upon the length and width of the road right of way (ROW) and 

the extant conditions within and adjacent to the ROW. 

 

The following projects are approved by the Texas Department of Transportation and will 

occur near the project corridor (TxDOT 2007): 

• Realignment of Flecha Lane and Las Cruces Drive along Farm to Market 
(FM) 1472 and pre-excavation work of a grade sewer entry point at Calton 
Road and Santa Maria intersection (July 2008); 

• Construction of a border safety inspection facility in the vicinity of a General 
Services Administration facility (September 2008); 

• Construction of the replacement of an existing bridge on Sanchez-Gustavus 
at Zacate Creek (May 2009); 

• U.S. 83 – Construction of a four-lane divided facility with an interchange at 
U.S. 83 (January 2010); 

• Installation of weigh-in-motion and vehicle identification devices, and a host 
computer system at all four Laredo POE’s (June 2010); 
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• Replacement of bridge and approaches on Meadow Street (June 2010); and 

• Construction of a hike and bike trail at Chacon Creek in Laredo (August 
2010). 

 

In addition, projects are currently being planned by other Federal entities which could 

affect areas in use by USBP.  CBP/USBP should maintain close coordination with these 

agencies to ensure that CBP/USBP activities do not needlessly conflict with other 

agencies’ policies or management plans.  CBP would consult with applicable state and 

Federal agencies prior to performing any construction activities, and would coordinate 

operations so that they do not inappropriately impact the mission of other agencies.  

The 2005 EA and the 2007 SEA provided an extensive list of past or foreseeable 

Federal projects within the region. These project descriptions are also incorporated 

herein by reference (CBP 2005a and 2007).  Of these projects, the Laredo Section 206 

Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Project proposed by the City of Laredo and USACE 

would take place within the Proposed Action corridor.  This restoration project would 

remove invasive species and revegetate the Riverbend area with native plant species. 

 

Union Pacific Railroad Company requested from the Department of State (which is 

charged with issuance of Presidential Permits for the construction of international 

bridges under the International Bridge Act of 1972) a Permit to build a new railroad 

bridge between Laredo, Texas, and Nuevo Laredo, Tamaulipas, Mexico, a project which 

will include the construction of rail lines in both countries to connect the new bridge to 

existing mainline tracks. The proposed railroad bridge will be located 6.5 miles 

northwest of the existing international railroad bridge crossing at Laredo. The work 

involves the construction of approximately 1.7 miles of new track on the U.S. side; the 

construction of a 1,169-foot long bridge spanning the Rio Grande and the border; and 

the construction of 8.95 miles of new track in Mexico. It is expected that the new rail 

bridge will: 

• Eliminate about 90 percent of Union Pacific rail traffic from downtown Laredo; 

• Reduce inconvenience to the public due to blocked crossings; and 

• Allow for anticipated future rail traffic growth generated by the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. 
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Earthwork and grading for the project will be designed and constructed to permit the 

operation of a double mainline track. However, the second mainline will be constructed 

in the future as demand increases. The proposed rail corridor will be between 200 and 

400 feet wide, with the additional width required for construction of the curved transition 

into the existing tracks.  The corridor will traverse undeveloped land and will not require 

purchase or relocation of any homes or businesses. 

 

The Webb County Rural Rail Transportation District in conjunction with the Corporación 

para Desarollo Fronteriza, or, the Corporation for Border Development (CODEFRONT), 

a Nuevo León state agency headquartered in Monterrey, Mexico, proposes to construct 

a new international railroad bypass around the city of Laredo. The project is located 

approximately 20 miles up river from Laredo, and includes construction of a new rail 

bridge over the Rio Grande in the vicinity of the existing Colombia-Solidarity Bridge, as 

well as approximately 22.5-miles of new rail line to connect with existing rail lines 

 

CBP activities have had many positive cumulative impacts.  For example, construction 

and maintenance activities resulting in reductions in cross border violations such as 

illegal drug smuggling have had cumulative positive impacts on socioeconomic 

resources within the border area.  INS (now CBP) activities completed from 1994 to 

1999 have provided information on over 100 new cultural resources sites potentially 

eligible for NRHP listing. 

 

Research is being conducted by USDA Agricultural Research Service (with support 

funding from DHS Science and Technology) on two biological control agents that prey 

on Carrizo cane.  The first biological control agent anticipated to be approved, the 

Arundo wasp (Tetramesa romana), is established in the Laredo area and could heavily 

impact the Carrizo cane if distributed on a larger scale.  The Arundo wasp was 

discovered in the Laredo area and was not released by the USDA Agricultural Research 

Service.  The extent of its distribution in the area is not known. The use of biological 

control agents would not cause further damage to non-target native plants or animals.  

Testing of the two insect biological control agents is complete, and a request for release 
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of these agents in Laredo, Texas was submitted in March 2008 and is pending 

approval. 

 

The City of Laredo periodically mows the Carrizo cane along an approximately 1.5 mile 

corridor parallel to the Rio Grande in downtown.  The corridor that they mow is 

approximately 50 feet wide; at which point the cleared area meets up with a fence 

surrounding a city park.  The City of Laredo will presumably continue mowing the 

vegetation along this 1.5-mile long corridor. 

 

A summary of the anticipated cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative 

(i.e., removal and control of 351 acres of Carrizo cane in the Laredo Sector) is 

presented in the following sections.  Discussions are presented for each of the 

resources described previously. 

 

4.1 LAND USE 
 
There would be a significant impact if any action is inconsistent with adopted land use 

plans or if any action substantially altered those resources required for, supporting, or 

benefiting the current use.  The Proposed Action Alternative would only affect (at most) 

351 acres temporarily.  While an unknown acreage of temporary access roads would be 

constructed, these areas would return to the current use upon completion of cane 

removal and control and would not contribute to any cumulative land use changes 

regionally.  Therefore, this action would not be expected to have a significant cumulative 

adverse impact on land use. 

 
4.2 SOILS 
 

There would be a significant impact if the action exacerbates or promotes long-term 

erosion, if the soils are inappropriate for the proposed construction and create a risk to 

life or property, or if there is a substantial reduction in agricultural production or loss of 

prime farmland soils.  The Proposed Action Alternative and other proposed CBP actions 
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would not reduce prime farmland soils or agricultural production.  Pre- and post-cane 

removal and control SWPPP measures would be implemented to control erosion.  No 

inappropriate soil types are located at the project site that would present a safety risk.  

The temporary disturbance of 351 acres of soils, when combined with past and 

proposed projects in the region, would not be considered to have a significant 

cumulative adverse impact, primarily because all projects implemented in the region 

include the use of BMPs to control soil erosion. 

 

4.3 HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER 
 

The significance threshold for water resources includes any action that substantially 

depletes groundwater supplies or interferes with groundwater recharge.  There would 

be no significant cumulative impact on groundwater resources, as no water would be 

withdrawn for cane removal and control activities.  When combined with other proposed 

cane removal and control projects in the region, the Proposed Action Alternative would 

have a beneficial cumulative impact on groundwater recharge, as a reduction in Carrizo 

cane would reduce water loss through evapotranspiration.   

   

4.4 SURFACE WATERS AND WATERS OF THE U.S 
 

The required SWPPP measures would reduce erosion and sedimentation during 

construction to negligible levels and would eliminate post-construction erosion and 

sedimentation from the site.  The same measures would be implemented for other CBP 

construction projects; therefore, the cumulative impact would not be significant. 

 

Minor soil erosion and displacement would likely occur from this and other projects in 

the area due to construction activities, but would be negligible, and not likely to 

cumulatively adversely affect the local or regional environment. Proposed erosion and 

sedimentation control measures from the Proposed Action and other projects in the 

region include the placement of silt fences and straw bales during construction to 
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minimize construction-related erosion and sedimentation impacts on creeks and the Rio 

Grande.   

 

The combination of the Proposed Action with other projects to control Carrizo cane in 

the project corridor would have a beneficial impact on surface water supplies as the 

high evapotranspiration rates associated with cane were removed from the system.  

Furthermore, the reduction in Carrizo cane allows for the re-establishment of native 

vegetation along the Rio Grande, which would have cumulative beneficial impacts on 

water quality and water temperatures of the Rio Grande and its tributaries.  There would 

be no cumulative impact on drinking or irrigation water supplies from herbicide use 

because all herbicides would be USEPA-approved for aquatic environments and 

applied by licensed applicators. 

 

Adequate municipal water exists for use in dust suppression, prescribed burning, and 

irrigation.  Past CBP projects have also used municipal water sources.   When 

combined with past and foreseeable CBP projects in the ROI, there would not be any 

significant cumulative adverse impacts on municipal water supply. 

 

4.5 FLOODPLAINS 
 

The significance threshold for adverse impacts on floodplains includes any action or 

combination of actions that result in direct or indirect flood losses, affecting human 

safety, health, and welfare.  Compliance with EO 11988 and the local floodplain 

regulations would ensure that any potential adverse impacts on the floodplain are offset.   

Therefore, when combined with other existing and proposed projects in the region, any 

cumulative adverse impacts on floodplains would be insignificant. 

 

4.6 NATIVE VEGETATION 
 

The significance threshold for native vegetation includes a substantial reduction in 

ecological processes, communities, or populations that would threaten the long-term 
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viability of a species or result in the substantial loss of a sensitive community that could 

not be offset or otherwise compensated.  Removal and control of non-native plant 

communities (as identified in the Proposed Action Alternative and other proposed 

projects in the region),  would not have a significant cumulative impact on vegetation, 

due to the vast amount of similar habitat contained within and surrounding the project 

corridor and the juxtaposition of the project corridor with other disturbed and developed 

areas.  Furthermore, the removal of invasive species from the system would allow for 

the colonization of native riparian trees and shrubs, providing a beneficial cumulative 

impact on vegetation.  

 

4.7 WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES 
 

The significance threshold for wildlife and aquatic resources includes a substantial 

reduction in ecological processes or populations that would threaten the long-term 

viability of a species, or result in the substantial loss of a sensitive habitat that could not 

be offset or otherwise compensated.  Removal and control of Carrizo cane throughout 

Webb County would have insignificant cumulative impacts due to the vast amount of 

native habitat contained within and surrounding the project corridor, and the low function 

of invasive species as habitat for native wildlife species.   

 

As a result of past and planned projects within the Laredo Sector, cumulative short-term 

impacts due to fragmentation of habitat would be considered moderate.  Most of the 

land parallel to the Rio Grande within the Laredo Sector would be devoid of Carrizo 

cane once all proposed and planned projects are completed.  However, it is anticipated 

that in the long-term, native riparian vegetation would replace the invasive Carrizo cane 

and provide cumulative beneficial impacts. 

 

Due to the vast amount of similar non-native habitat contained within and surrounding 

the project corridor, the juxtaposition of the project corridor with other disturbed and 

developed areas, and the fact that the current and future cane removal and control 

projects would be completed in phases, the long-term viability of wildlife species and 
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communities in the project region would not be threatened.  In addition, prior to 

construction, site surveys for migratory bird species nests, and their avoidance or 

relocation, and other appropriate mitigation measures, as deemed necessary, would be 

implemented.  Thus, when combined with other ground-disturbing or development 

projects in the project region, the Proposed Action Alternative would not have a 

significant cumulative negative impact on the region’s biological resources. 

 

4.8 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT 
 

Impacts on protected species would be significant if an action jeopardizes the continued 

existence of any endangered, threatened, or rare species or habitat preferred by those 

species.  CBP completed ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS for Federally 

protected species, specifically for the jaguarundi, ocelot, and least tern.  Conservation 

measures developed, as part of the consultation process would minimize cumulative 

impacts on protected species.  These same procedures have been implemented for 

past CBP projects in the area, and would be implemented for the proposed 135-mile 

long cane removal and control project.  Furthermore, the proposed biological control of 

Carrizo cane by the USDA would also complete Section 7 consultation.  At points where 

the project corridor would be devoid of vegetation for approximately 0.5 mile 

increments, a higher revegetation ratio would be implemented because vegetation does 

not exist in close proximity to the project corridor (i.e., residences or commercial 

properties exist).  Similar revegetation procedures would be implemented for the 135-

mile long project area.  Therefore, this action, when combined with other existing and 

proposed projects in the ROI, would not have a significant cumulative impact on 

endangered, threatened, or rare species, or jeopardize the continued existence of any 

species. 

 

4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

With limited site-specific survey data, it is difficult to accurately assess the potential for 

the Proposed Action Alternative to adversely impact cultural resources.  However, it is 
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anticipated that the Proposed Action, in combination with other state and Federal 

projects in the region, would not have significant cumulative impacts on any known 

cultural resources sites, because appropriate mitigation as described by the 

Programmatic Agreement would be implemented by CBP/USBP (see Appendix E).  

Therefore, this action, when combined with other existing and proposed projects in the 

region, would not be expected to have a significant cumulative impact on cultural 

resources. 

 

4.10 AIR QUALITY 
 

Impacts on air quality would be considered significant if the action results in a violation 

of air quality standards, obstructs implementation of an air quality plan, or exposes 

sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  The emissions generated 

during and after the cane removal and control would be short-term and minor.  No 

violation of air quality standards, obstruction of air quality plans, or exposure of sensitive 

receptors would occur.  Deterrence of and improved response time to IAs resulting from 

cane removal and control would reduce the need for off-road enforcement actions that 

are currently required by USBP agents, benefiting air quality. 

 

4.11 NOISE 
 

Actions would be considered to cause significant impacts if they permanently increase 

ambient noise levels over 65 dBA.  Most of the noise generated by the Proposed Action 

Alternative would occur during removal and control activities, would be temporary, and 

thus, would not contribute to cumulative impacts on ambient noise levels.  Routine 

maintenance of the cane removal and control corridor would result in slight temporary 

and sporadic increases in noise levels that would continue to occur over the long-term.  

Potential sources of noise from other projects in combination with routine maintenance 

are not enough (temporally or spatially) to increase ambient noise levels above the 65 

dBA range in the ROI.  Thus, the noise generated by the cane removal and control and 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
4-11 

maintenance of the fence and road, when considered with the other existing and 

proposed projects in the region, would not have a significant cumulative adverse impact. 

 

4.12 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 

Actions that cause a substantial permanent loss of the characteristics that make an area 

visually unique or sensitive would be considered to cause a significant impact.  There 

would be no substantial cumulative impact on visual resources from implementing the 

Proposed Action Alternative, due in part to the revegetation with native species adapted 

to riparian habitats within the project corridor.  Cane removal and control, and 

maintenance of planted species, when considered with existing and proposed 

developments in the surrounding area, including other USBP-proposed components 

(e.g., improvements to 1.5 miles of road within the Riverbend Phase II area [CBP 

2007a]), would not have a significant cumulative adverse impact on the visual quality of 

the region.  Areas north of the border would experience beneficial, indirect cumulative 

effects from the reduction of trash, soil erosion, and wildfires produced by IAs. 

 

4.13 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Significant impacts would occur if an action creates a public hazard, the site is 

considered a hazardous waste site that poses health risks, of if the action would impair 

the implementation of an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.  Only minor 

increases in the use of hazardous substances (e.g., POL, herbicides) would occur as a 

result of the removal and control of the stands of Carrizo cane.  The herbicides are 

approved for aquatic use and are of low toxicity to animals.  No health or safety risks 

would be created by the Preferred Alternative.  The effects of this Preferred Alternative, 

when combined with other on-going and proposed projects in the region, would not be 

considered a significant cumulative effect. 
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4.14 ROADWAYS AND TRAFFIC 
 

The significance threshold for impacts on roadways and traffic conditions includes major 

traffic delays and/or detours that affect the current transportation patterns to a degree 

that is above the current management capabilities. The potential for delays and 

disruption of traffic would not occur, as no heavy equipment would be used, and small 

trucks and tree chippers would be brought to the project area intermittently.  Equipment 

for the Proposed Action and other projects in the area would be stockpiled at a 

temporary staging area.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on traffic would be insignificant 

on the local and regional level, and roadways and traffic would return to normal 

conditions following the cane removal and control period (1 to 2 years).   Reduced IA 

traffic would lead to fewer smuggling vehicles on the local roadways, thus improving 

safety for travelers. 

 

4.15 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
The significance threshold for socioeconomic conditions includes displacement or 

relocation of residences or commercial buildings, increases in long-term demands for 

public services in excess of existing and projected capacities, and disproportionate 

impacts on minority and low-income families.  Cane removal and control activities, in 

combination with other proposed CBP projects in the region, would result in temporary, 

minor and beneficial impacts on the region’s economy.  There would be no significant 

cumulative impacts on residential areas, populations, or minority or low-income families.   

 

4.16 HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
Most of CBP’s proposed project occurs in areas that lack residential or commercial 

development.  Typically, CBP construction activities are completed by National Guard 

Units, USBP agents, or private contractors, who are all well trained and cognizant of 

required safety measures.  Because all cane removal and control would be done by 

licensed contractors, the Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with other CBP 
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and actions proposed by others, would not have significant cumulative impacts on 

human health and safety due to the mostly remote location of the project corridor and 

the type of personnel used for construction purposes. 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
4-14 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK 



SECTION 5.0
MITIGATION MEASURES



 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
5-1 

5.0 MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

It is CBP’s policy to reduce impacts through the sequence of avoidance, minimization, 

mitigation, and finally, compensation.  Mitigation efforts vary, and include activities such 

as restoration of habitat in other areas, acquisition of lands, and implementation of 

appropriate BMPs.  CBP will coordinate its environmental design measures with TPWD, 

TCEQ, USFWS, and other appropriate Federal and state resource agencies. 

 

This section describes those measures that will be implemented to reduce or eliminate 

potential adverse impacts on the human and natural environment.  Many of these 

measures have been incorporated as standard operating procedures by CBP on past 

projects.  Mitigation measures are presented for each resource category that will be 

potentially affected.  It should be emphasized that these are general mitigation 

measures, and development of specific mitigation measures will be required for certain 

activities implemented under the action alternatives.  The proposed mitigation measures 

will be coordinated through the appropriate agencies and land managers or 

administrators, as required. 

 

Mitigation measures described in this EA address minimization of potential impacts to a 

less than significant level for all alternatives as applicable (Proposed Action Alternative).  

Implementation of design measures is the responsibility of the Secure Border Initiative 

project manager or his/her delegated manager with the immediate authority to decide or 

recommend a course of action, from among options, to the next higher organization 

level for approval. 

 
5.1 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 
 

BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction 

activities, and will include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or 

regulated materials.  To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated 
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materials, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or 

drums within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious floor and 

bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored 

therein.  The refueling of machinery will be performed following accepted industry 

guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and 

drips.  Although a major spill is unlikely to occur, any spill of 5 gallons or more will be 

contained immediately within an earthen dike, and an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, 

sock, etc.) will be applied to contain the spill.  Furthermore, a spill of any petroleum 

liquids (e.g., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 of a reportable quantity 

must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate Federal and state agencies.  

Reportable quantities of those substances listed on 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 will be 

included as part of the SPCCP.  An SPCCP will be in place prior to the start of 

construction, and all personnel will be briefed on the implementation and responsibilities 

of this plan. 

 

All waste oil and solvents will be recycled if possible. All non-recyclable hazardous and 

regulated wastes will be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported, and 

disposed of as regulated by the USEPA and managed by CBP, pursuant to compliance 

with the RCRA P.L. 94-580, 90 Statute 2795 (1976), and other Federal guidelines and 

regulations. 
 

Non-hazardous solid waste (trash and waste construction materials) will be collected 

and deposited in on-site receptacles.  Solid waste will be collected and disposed of  by 

a local waste disposal contractor properly in accordance with the Solid Waste Disposal 

Act, P.L. 89-272, 79 Stat. 997, as amended by the RCRA. 

 

Waste materials and other discarded materials will be removed from the site as quickly 

as possible. Nonhazardous waste materials and other discarded materials such as 

construction waste will be contained until removed from site. This will assist in keeping 

the project area and surroundings free of litter and reduce the amount of disturbed area 

needed for waste storage. 
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To eliminate the attraction of predators of Federally protected species, all food related 

trash items, such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps, will be disposed of in 

closed containers and removed daily from the project site. 

 

Waste water (water used for project purposes that is contaminated with construction 

materials, was used for cleaning equipment and thus carries oils or other toxic materials 

or other contaminants) will be stored in closed containers on site until removed for 

disposal in accordance with state regulations. 

 

The contractor shall maintain existing roads during construction and return the existing 

roads to pre-construction conditions once construction is complete.  The width of all 

roads that are created or maintained by the contractor should be measured and 

recorded by the contractor using geographic positioning system (GPS) coordinates and 

provided to the Government.  Maintenance actions should not increase the width of the 

road bed or the amount of disturbed area beyond the road bed. 

 

Roads no longer needed by the government will be closed and restored to natural 

surface and topography using appropriate techniques.  The GPS coordinates of roads 

that are thus closed should be recorded and provided to the Government.  A record of 

area and length of roads taken out of use, restored, and revegetated, if any, will be 

maintained.   

 

5.2 SOILS 
 

Proper site-specific BMPs are designed and utilized to reduce the impact of non-point 

source pollution during construction activities.  BMPs include such things as buffers 

around washes to reduce the risk of siltation, and the installation of waterbars to slow 

the flow of water across grade changes.  Biodegradable erosion control blankets will be 

utilized in areas where cane removal and control was implemented.  These erosion 

control blankets provide soil stabilization for a period of 3 to 5 years, which is an 

adequate length of time to allow planted native trees and shrubs to provide long-term 
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soil stabilization.  Rehabilitation of the denuded soil will include revegetation of the 

disturbed area with native trees and shrubs to reduce erosion while also allowing the 

area to naturally vegetate.  In addition, erosion control measures, such as hay bales 

dikes, silt screens, or similar erosion control techniques will be utilized, and appropriate 

BMPs, as required by the SWPPP, would be implemented before, during, and after 

construction activities.  These BMPs will greatly reduce the amount of soil lost to runoff 

during heavy rain events and ensure the integrity of the bank of the Rio Grande.  Soil 

erosion BMPs can also beneficially impact air quality by reducing the amount of fugitive 

dust. 

 

Vehicular traffic associated with cane removal and control will remain on established 

roads to the maximum extent practicable.  Upon completion of the removal and control 

and revegetation activities, rehabilitation of the staging areas and temporary access 

roads will include loosening compacted soils, revegetating, or distributing geological 

materials (i.e., boulders and rocks) over the disturbed area to reduce erosion while 

allowing the area to naturally vegetate.   

 

Road construction and maintenance will avoid, to the greatest extent practicable, 

making wind rows with the soils once grading activities are completed.  Any excess soils 

not used during the project will be distributed throughout the project corridor. 

 

Other Soils BMP’s include: 

1. The perimeter of all areas to be disturbed during cane removal and control or 
maintenance activities shall be clearly demarcated using flagging or temporary 
construction fence, and no disturbance outside of that perimeter will be 
authorized.  Areas include staging, laydown, temporary stockpiling, and access 
and haul roads.  Marked boundaries of these areas will be maintained throughout 
the construction of the project.   

2. Within the designated disturbance areas, grading or topsoil removal will be 
limited to areas where this activity is needed to provide the ground conditions 
needed for construction or maintenance activities.  Minimizing disturbance of 
soils will enhance the ability to restore the disturbed area after the project is 
complete. 

 



Laredo Sector Proposed Cane Removal and Control 

Final EA  August 2008 
5-5 

3. When available and practicable, areas already disturbed by past activities or 
those that will be used later in the removal and control period will be used for 
staging, parking, and equipment storage.  

4. No construction related off-road vehicle activity will occur outside of the project 
footprint by project workers or project contractors. 

5. Materials such as gravel or topsoil will be obtained from existing developed or 
previously used sources, not from undisturbed areas adjacent to the project area. 

 

5.3 NATIVE VEGETATION 
 

Erosion control tools, such as rip rap, gabions, silt fencing, rice straw mulch, and 

biodegradable erosion control blankets, will be placed in areas assessed to be erosion 

risks (i.e., Rio Grande bank line).  A mix of native grass seeds will be hydromulched 

onto freshly tilled soils in the project area to provide cover and reduce erosion.  No hay 

or straw bales containing non-native invasive seeds will be used.   

 

The removal and control of Carrizo cane will be performed in phases (over a period of 2 

years) and in a manner that would minimize the creation of a discontinuous unvegetated 

corridor that parallels the Rio Grande.  Post application surveys by a qualified plant 

ecologist to detect the degree of herbicide overspray will be conducted to determine the 

effect on native vegetation.  All native vegetation damaged due to overspray will be 

replaced with similar native species. 

 

Native plants of sufficient size (e.g., 1-gallon and 5-gallon containers) will be planted in 

the late fall or early winter following cane removal.  Upon revegetation of the area, bank 

stabilization and habitat functions will be fully restored within 5 years of plant 

establishment.  A qualified restoration ecologist will prepare a detailed revegetation plan 

that includes the plant palette, plant spacing, irrigation requirements, maintenance 

needs, and monitoring, and this plan approved by the USFWS and TPWD prior to 

implementation of revegetation efforts.  Revegetation efforts will include having a 

qualified restoration ecologist on-site during planting to make modifications to spacing 

and location of individual plants after evaluating specific site characteristics and plant 

species requirements (i.e., field fit).  CBP will follow a 3 year irrigation plan and up to 5 
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year maintenance and monitoring schedule to ensure a minimal survival rate of 80 

percent of all planted vegetation.  

 

Native seeds or plants, which are compatible with the enhancement of protected 

species, will be used to the greatest extent feasible, as required under Section 7(a)(1) of 

the ESA, to revegetate the project corridor.  In addition, organic material will be 

collected and stockpiled during removal and control efforts to be used for erosion 

control after construction while the areas naturally revegetate. 

 

Construction equipment will be cleaned in accordance with BMPs, prior to entering and 

departing the project corridor, to minimize the spread and establishment of non-native 

invasive plant species.  All Carrizo cane that is treated will be removed from the project 

area, either by hauling all removed shoots and roots to a landfill, or by chipping the cut 

shoots into pieces smaller than shoot nodes.  Carrizo cane vegetatively reproduces, 

and each node on the stem is capable of producing a new plant.  Therefore, in the 

process of hauling away Carrizo cane stems, trucks will be covered to insure that 

shoots do not fall out of trucks during transport. 

 

Transmission of disease vectors and invasive non-native aquatic species can occur if 

vehicles cross infected or infested streams and water or mud remains on the vehicle. If 

these vehicles subsequently cross or enter uninfected or infested waters, the disease or 

invasive species may be introduced to the new area. To prevent this, crossing of 

streams or marsh areas with flowing or standing water will be avoided, and if not, the 

vehicle will be sprayed with a 10 percent bleach solution or allowed to dry completely to 

kill any organisms. 

 

5.4 WILDLIFE AND AQUATIC RESOURCES 
 

In compliance with the MBTA, migratory bird nesting surveys will be conducted prior to 

construction if clearing and grubbing activities take place during the breeding/nesting 

season (typically March through September).  If nests are found in or within 300 feet of 
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treatment areas, these nests will be avoided during any removal and control or 

revegetation activities or be relocated prior to removal and control activities.  This will 

ensure that removal and control and revegetation activities do not result in the take of 

nesting migratory birds.  Mitigation measures described in Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.7 will 

further minimize impacts on water resources, terrestrial habitats, and aquatic habitats. 

 
Roads will be designed such that the potential for entrapment of surface flows within the 

roadbed due to grading should be avoided or minimized. Depth of any pits created will 

be minimized so animals do not become trapped. 

 

5.5 PROTECTED SPECIES 
 

If either jaguarundis or ocelots are discovered in the project area, implementation of the 

project would halt in the area of discovery, and immediate coordination with USFWS 

would be conducted. Cane removal would not restart until after the cats have left the 

immediate area and USFWS has agreed to the restart of construction activities. 

 

Potential migratory habitat for the Gulf coast jaguarundi and ocelot is present within the 

riparian area along the eastern bank of the Rio Grande. Construction activities would 

impact this area through the removal of Carrizo cane; but, the area would be 

revegetated with native Texas species, such as sugarberry, Mexican ash, Texas 

persimmon, catclaw, spiny hackberry, soapbush, and retama, following an approved 

revegetation plan.  As mentioned earlier, if areas greater than 0.5 mile long are 

denuded as part of the removal and control of cane, these areas will be mitigated at a 

2:1 ratio by creating 2 acres of new cat habitat for every 1 acre temporally lost.  The 

removal of Carrizo cane would be phased to minimize the fragmentation of a continuous 

travel corridor for the cats along the Rio Grande.  Close coordination with the USFWS 

will continue to be conducted to ensure that impacts on this area are minimal, and that 

adequate compensation measures are adhered to.  The Biological Opinion as a result of 

Section 7 consultation with the USFWS is located in Appendix C. 
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Least Tern  
As possible, removal and control and revegetation activities would be scheduled outside 

the nesting season, thus, negating the requirement for nesting bird surveys.  Since at 

least one phase of removal and control is scheduled to occur during the breeding 

season (March through September), surveys will be conducted to identify least tern 

nesting or loafing sites prior to construction.  If nesting locations are identified, a 1,000-

foot construction-free buffer zone and 2,500 foot helicopter-free buffer zone will be 

maintained around nest sites until the least terns have fledged and left the nest. 
 

Gulf Coast Jaguarundi and Ocelot 
Since the Proposed Action Alternative will completely remove 351 acres of Carrizo cane 

directly impacting jaguarundi and ocelot habitat and potentially disturbing individuals, 

preconstruction surveys would be conducted for the cats.  CBP will implement all BMPs 

and conservation measures identified in the Biological Opinion (Appendix C).  Other 

mitigation for protected species that will be considered (in relation to construction 

activities) to further minimize impacts to sensitive species include: 

• Pre-construction surveys will identify any jaguarundi, ocelot and least tern 
habitat in or adjacent to the project area and the presence of jaguarundi and 
ocelot at the habitat area will be assumed. 

• All personnel involved with the on-the-ground construction or maintenance for 
the proposed action will receive training regarding the affected species, the 
agreed upon BMPs, and the role of the construction monitor. 

• Whenever possible, road construction and maintenance should not improve 
or create new available access to undisturbed jaguarundi, ocelot, or least tern 
habitats. 

• Clearing or removal of vegetation should not occur in November or December 
to avoid the peak jaguarundi reproductive season.  

• Impermeable fences/barriers should not be constructed that bisect or 
fragment jaguarundi or ocelot dispersal corridors. 

• If freshwater sources are limited, impermeable barriers should not be 
constructed that prevent jaguarundi or ocelot access to freshwater. 

• Removal and control activities and temporary road construction should not 
occur in November or December to avoid the jaguarundi breeding season. 

• Staging areas for equipment and supplies should be as far away as 
practicable from jaguarundi and ocelot habitats. 
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• Construction and maintenance activities should be conducted during daylight 
hours only to avoid noise and lighting issues during the night.   

• Noise levels for day or night construction and maintenance should be 
minimized.  All generators should be in baffle boxes (a sound-resistant box 
that is placed over or around a generator), have an attached muffler, or use 
other noise-abatement methods in accordance with industry standards. 

• The area to be disturbed should be minimized through scheduling materials 
deliveries and equipment on site to only those needed for effective project 
implementation. 

• All access routes into and out of the project disturbance area should be 
flagged, and no construction travel outside of those boundaries should be 
authorized. 

• If new access is needed or existing access requires improvement to be 
usable for the project, roads should be constructed to accepted standards. 

• To the extent possible, areas already disturbed by past activities or those that 
will be used later in the construction period should be used for staging, 
parking, and equipment storage. 

• Within the designated disturbance area, grading or topsoil removal should be 
limited to areas where this activity is needed to provide the ground conditions 
needed for construction or maintenance activities.  Minimizing disturbance of 
soils will enhance the ability to restore the disturbed area after the project is 
complete. 

• All construction will follow DHS Management Directive 5100.1 for waste 
management. 

• Waste materials and other discarded materials should be removed from the 
site as quickly as possible.  This should assist in keeping the project area and 
surroundings free of litter and reduce the amount of disturbed area needed for 
waste storage. 

• Waste water (water used for project purposes that is contaminated with 
construction materials, was used for cleaning equipment and thus carries oils 
or other toxic materials or other contaminants in accordance with state 
regulations) should also be stored in closed containers on site until removed 
for disposal.   

• Construction activities, other than normal boat traffic, should not occur within 
1,000 feet of an active least tern nesting colony.  

• Pre-construction surveys are not required as long as projects are located 
outside of suitable habitat areas.  Projects within suitable habitat will require 
site-specific surveys of the project area.  If surveys or observations indicate 
interior least tern breeding activity during this time period, no action should 
proceed in the immediate area prior to consultation with the USFWS. 
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• On-site monitors (a person having experience with the species involved, 
including having appropriate Federal and state permits) would be required 
where there is potential for the Proposed Action to disturb protected species 
(e.g., interior least terns) or damage their habitats.  Biological monitors would 
provide on-site knowledge of the intent of all conservation measures and 
would be able to consult construction project managers on appropriate 
actions.  Duties of the biological monitor may include ensuring that activities 
stay within designated project footprints, evaluating the response of 
individuals that come near the project site and implementing the appropriate 
action.  Biological monitor(s) shall stop any job activity that may harm or 
harass protected species. 

• Use of existing roads and trails in or adjacent to interior least tern nesting 
areas should be maximized. Educational briefing materials on the presence of 
the species should be provided to construction personnel as part of training.   

• The project management plan will provide for a report describing the 
implementation of the BMPs and their effectiveness.   

• Roads will be designed to minimize animal collisions and fragmentation of 
Federally protected species populations, such as by using underpasses or 
drift fences. 

• Roads will be designed and located such that the potential for road bed 
erosion into Federally protected species habitat will be avoided or minimized. 

• For cane removal and control purposes, infrastructure sites will only be 
accessed using designated roads. Parking will be in designated areas. This 
should limit the development of multiple trails to such sites and reduce the 
effects on Federally protected species habitats in the vicinity.  

 
5.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

Pedestrian surveys and consultation pursuant to Section 106 of NHPA with the Texas 

SHPO will be completed prior to removal and control and revegetation in order to 

document the presence or absence of historic properties.  Upon completion of the 

Section 106 process and implementation of any requirements identified in that 

coordination, all construction and construction activities in the immediate area will be 

kept within previously surveyed areas.   

 

If any cultural material is discovered during the removal and control efforts, the Texas 

SHPO will be notified immediately, and all activities halted until a qualified archaeologist 

assesses the cultural remains.   
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5.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 

Verification of the location of potential jurisdictional WUS will be required.  As 

appropriate, applicable Department of the Army Section 404 permit procedures, 

including Section 401 Water Quality Certification, will be completed prior to initiation of 

the construction activities (e.g., temporary road construction) within drainages.  

Mitigation and compensation measures will be implemented, as appropriate, through 

the permit process to ensure no net loss of WUS functions and that surface water 

conveyance is not impeded. 

 

Early coordination between CBP/USBP and the USACE Fort Worth District, Regulatory 

Branch and TCEQ has been initiated.  The submittal of a Notice of Intent (NOI) for 

Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity under the Texas 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System to TCEQ will be required prior to construction 

activities.  The proposed construction activities will require a SWPPP, which will be 

prepared and submitted to TCEQ as part of the NPDES permit process.  The SWPPP 

will identify BMPs that will be implemented before, during, and after construction. These 

BMPs will ensure that erosion and sedimentation in the waterways are minimized. 

 

Only herbicides approved for use in aquatic environments will be used for Carrizo cane 

removal activities. 

 
5.8 FLOODPLAINS 
 

In order to ensure compliance with EO 11988 and local floodplain regulations, 

coordination with the City of Laredo and USIBWC will be required so that removal and 

control activities do not adversely impact floodplains.  In additional to local permit 

requirements, the NEPA process would be used as a tool to ensure compliance with the 

floodplain management planning process.  
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5.9 AIR QUALITY 
 

Standard construction BMPs, such as routine watering of the construction and access 

roads, will be used to control fugitive dust during the construction phases of the 

proposed project.  Additionally, all construction equipment and vehicles will be required 

to be kept in good operating condition to minimize exhaust emissions. 

 

5.10 NOISE 
 

Standard noise attenuation equipment, such as mufflers, will be used on all construction 

equipment, vehicles, and helicopters and will be maintained in good operating condition, 

free from leaks.  Because of the increased noise sensitivity along transport routes, 

transport operations will be limited to daylight hours and weekdays for transportation of 

heavy equipment and materials.     

 

5.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

Prior to acquisition (easement or fee title) of the project corridor, a site survey or Phase I 

ESA of the project corridor will be conducted to determine the presence of existing 

hazardous material.  As appropriate, any recognized environmental conditions will be 

avoided or removed and the site cleaned.  All herbicides will be approved for use in 

aquatic environments and applied by a professionally licensed applicator. 
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APPENDIX B
AGENCY COORDINATION, PUBLIC COMMENTS, 

SCOPING MEETING SIGN-IN SHEET



 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









 









































 



Jun 03 08 08: 16a Biology flnd Chemistry 

Mr Cliitl'lcs McGreyor 
U . S  Army Corps oSC -'n j.,' slnccrs 
Eng~neer & Construciion Support Oilicc 
8 19 Taylor Street, Room 3 8  10 
Fort Worth. TX 76102 
Fax (225) 76 1 -8077 

Dear MI.. .McGregor: 

1 dtendcd the Public Scoping Meeting o n  Envitmonmcntal Assessment Tor the Evaluation 
0.f Various Treatment Methods for the Removal of Carriro Cane in thc Laredo Scctor, 
7 .  

I exas on May 0, 2008. 

C11'thc four control rncthods under consideration I would like to go no record with the 
following comments: 

Aerial. I-lcrbicide Application: Ofthc 16. I miles of river bank bcing cor~sidcred I'or this 
phase uf tho projcct, this method should be uscd, i f  tlt all, with a great dcal of caution 
Acccxding to the literature t'rorn BASF, the manufacturer of lmazapyr, this IS  a broad 
spcctruin, non-sclcctivc herbicide Sincc there itre virtuafly n o  parts of the rivcr bank that 
support a pure mono-culture oTC:arrizo, aerial spraying will result in damage to nvn- 
largct specics of native plants tIld should be Icfl untouched Thcsc plants will hopeh~lly 
survive ~ h c  cane r~moval  and cvcntually takc ovcr the habitat llen behind, stabilizing thc 
highly erodiblc rivcr silt that rnakcs up much of  thc river banks. 

Mechanical Er:rdication: First of all, the word eradication is uscless in a discussion of 
Arrr~tdo dorrax control. Depending on thc tc~hniqucs bcing ~onsidcrcd this mcthod has 
some applicability. Since thc majority ofthc Carrizo is growing in the flood plain, arcrts 
that are occrtsionally inundatcd, thc substrate is rivcr silt that is not sui~ablc for large 
machincry such as a tractor and shrcddcr. Other arcas arc too stccp fbr such machinery 
as well 1 WRS told by one of the consultants that, in addition lo abovc ground canc 
rcmoval, therc was some discussion regarding root plowing to t~y to removc thc roots and 
rhizorncs. I suspc~t that this would only serve to sprcad the alrcady invasivc plan(. 

Cut-stem herbicide Application: OE tha tncthocls being considered, this is by far rhc 
mosl likcly to succecd. Although it is a relatively labor intensive technique it is the most 
direct, rcquires the lcast herbicide, ar~d  sparcs tht: narivc vegetation that will eventually 
rcplacc the canc. With the unemploy~ncnt rate being what it is along the bordcr the labor 
nceds should bc easily met l'or this tect-tnique. 

.Bum and Herbicide Application: Great care must to be assured in buraing Carrizo. It 
thcrc is R plant that L"likcs" to be burncd it is Canizo. After being burned the canc grows 
back in denser stands than before bcing burned. Tllc hcrbicidc application would be 
required iairly soon aIler thc ncw growth scads to cmurgc. 



J u n  03 08 08: 16a Biology And C h e m i s t r y  3262464 

Long term control, 1 think that the biological control of the Carrizo has thc highcst 
probability of long tcrm succcss. I.€somc of the techniques discussed above are 
combincd with tbc relcasc of bio-control agents that will bc able to keep the cane re- 
growth in check then the goals c,f the Department of Homcland Security may 11a.v~ a 
reasonable chance of bcing successful. 

i would also suggcst that thc I>l.lS consult with thc government of Mcxico with regal-d to 
thc La Paz Agreement of 'I 9K3 in which the U~lited Slatcs and Mexico agreed L o  
cnvironrnental cooperation with-in the border rcgion. 

Tom Vaughan 'I'cxas A&M Illternational IJnivcrsity 
1 105 Bcvcrly Larcdo, 'TX. 78045 
(350) 326-2592 tvaughan(@~amiu. cdu 





Mr. McCregsr 
Page 2 
June 6 ,  2008 

Ware m d  protectgd SPC-cies 

Based on the projectas presented, the 'FiF"VbrD list for Webb County, and presently 
h o w  Texas Natural Diversity Databa: : (T?DJDD) records for the gencsal 
project area, the following federal and state listed m d  rare species csu%d be 
impacted by P H G B P O S ~ ~  project activities if s~aitabIe habitat is p-fesens: 

.red: 
Interior Lease Tern (Slerna anfillat-urn athahssos) 
Ashy dogweed (Thymophylla tepb'~r.o&euca) 
Joln~ston's hankenia (Frankenlaj ~hns$o~?ii) 

St-reateeatened: 
* Rio Grande darter (Etheosioma gr;~hami) 

White-nssc coati (Afaszacu narica) 
Indiger sn&c (Drynzarchon curars I 
Reticulate collared lizard (Cro tap~y tu~~  resic~lla$us) 
Texas horned Wizard (Phrynosomare cornufum) 
Texas tortoise (Copherus berband* eri) 

species of C - o n ~ s r ~  
Audubon' s Oriole (Ickerus: ~ ~ Q O ' U L B  caudu audubozii) 
Mexican Hooded Oriole (lclerus ueullarus cueul%atus) 
Westew Bunowiring Owl (Athene 8:-unk'culoria hypzdgaea) 
Rio Grand@ shiner (Noaopisjeme:rwnz4s) 
Spot-tailed earless lizard (Hobbroe. kia hcerata) 
Nickel's cow cactus (Co~"%phqha;ath,r &aickeHsiue) 

Occu~~eamces of the species shown above, preceded by an asterisk, have been 
docurnewted on and/or possbbBy within % -5 e ~ i % e s  of the project route. Printouts for 
these occumence records are included for 1, our planning reference. Additionally, 
Iisted species that have been docemented within five miles of the project site 
include n~ultiple occurrences of the Texa:; tortoise (60phewu.r beriandieri) and 
Johnston's frankenia (Frankenia g'ohn.~lcanii . 

Please be aware lhak determining the actual presence o f  a species in? a given area 
depends on marly variables including daily and seasonal activity cycles, 
enviro~xnental activity cues, preferred Rab: tat, tjcmsiency and population density 
(both wildlife and human), The absence :%f a species can be demonstrated sniy 
with great difijcuIty and then only wi'ih repeated negative obsen~at.ions, taking into 
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Code Key for Printout:; from 
Texas Parks and Wildlife 11 epartwment 

Natural Diverpsi@ Databa 3e (NDD) 

This information is for your assistance only; due to continiting data updates, vulnerability of private land to trespass and of species to 
disturbance or collection, please do not publish in public documents or  otherwi ie reprint o r  redistribute the informiation, instead refer 
all rec~uesters iu uur office to obtain the most current information available. / ' ) so ,  please note, identification of a species in a given area 
does not necessarily mean the species surrenrly cxists at the point or area indicateti. 

L @ 
LT 
PE 
PT 

PDE 
USA,  TISA 

Cli * 
CB ** 
XE 
XN 

Blank 

LEGAL STATUS AND CONSERV 4T10N RANKS 
FEDERAL STATUS (as determined by the US Fish ani: Wildlife Service) 
Listed Endangered 
Listed Theatened 
Proposed to be listed Endangered 
Proposed to be listed Threatcncd 
Proposed to be Delisted (Note: Listing status retained wl: ile proposed) 
Listed Endangered on basis of Similarity of Appearance.. Listed Threatened on basis of Similarity of 
Appearance 
Delisred EndangeredlThreatened 
Candidate, Category 1.  USFWS has substantial informal on on biological vulnerability arid tlueats to 
support proposing to list as threatened or endangered. D;ita. are being gathered on habitat needs andtor 
criticak habitat designations. 
C1, but lacking know11 ~ c c u ~ a e ~ l c e s  
C1, but lacking known occurremsces, except in captivity1a:ultivation 
Essential Experimental Population 
Won-csscntial Experimental Population 
Species is not federally listed 

TX PROTECTION (as determined by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department) 
E Listed Bndmgered 
T Listed Tln-eatened 

Blank Species not state-listed 

S2 
S 3  
S4 
S5 

S#S# 
SH 
SU 
SX 

SNR 
SNA 

.> 

GLOBAL U N K  (as determined by NalureServe) 
Critically ~nnperiled globally, extremely rare, typically 5 or fewer viable occurrences 
Imperiled globally, very rare, qpically 6 to 20 viable oc ;urrences 
Very rare and local throughout range or found locally in restricted range, typically 2 1 to 100 viable 
occurrences 
Appnrcntly secure globally 
Demonstrably secure globally 
Of historical occurrence through its range 
Possibly in peril range-wide, but  status uncertain 
Ranked within a range as status unce~tain 
Apparently extinct throughout range 
Rank qualifier denoting taxonomic assignment is questi,>nable 
Rank qualifier denoting uncertain rank 
In caplivity or cultivation only 
"6" refers to species rank; "T" refers to variety or subs::~ecies rank 

STATE QSIJBNATIONALb RANK (as determined by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department) 
Critically imperiled in state, extremely rare, vulnerable .o extirpation, typically 5 or fewer viable 
occurrences 

Pnces Imperiled in state, very rare, vulnerable to extirpation, !'(pically 6 to 20 viable occmrr, 
Rare or uncommon in state, typically 21 to 100 viable occurrences 
Apparently secure in State 
Demonstrably secure in State 
Ranked within a range as status uncertain 
Of historical occurrence in state and may be rediscoverr:d 
Unranlcable - due to lack of information or substantia\l:~ conflicting information 
Apparently extirpated from State 
Unranked - State status not yet assessed 
Not applicable - species id not a suitable target for con!.ervation activities 
Rank qualifier denoting uncertain rank in S h t e  
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J u n  27 08 02:32p U S  Fish & Wildlife Serv. 361-9948262 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WLDI-IFE SERVICE 
Ecological :;nvicrs 

rlo TAMU-CC. C:~~llpus Box 338 
6300 0 ~ ~ x 1  Drive 

Corpus Chrisri, l'cxar 784 12 

Robert F. Janson 
Acting Executive Director 
Facilities Management and Engineering 
U.S. Custolns and Border Protection 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
1300 Pcnnsylval-ria Avenue, N.W. Suitc 3.411 
Washington DC 20229 

(~onssultation Number 2 14 10-2008-F-02 1 1 

Dear Mr. Janson: 

This letter aclcilowledges the U.S. Fish and Wildlik Service's (Service) June 5,2008, 
receipt of your May 29,2008, letter requesting initiation of formal section 7 consultation 
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Tlie consultation concerns the 
possible effects of your proposed project for various treatment methods for the removal 
and control of Carrizo cane in Webb County, Texas on federally-listed endangered ocelot 
and Gulf coast jaguarundi. An electronic version of the draft Biological Assessment 
(BA.) for this project was received on May 27,2008, and colllments were provided by the 
Service on June 3,2008. The Service was notified by your consultant on June 10,2008, 
that all conlments had been incorporated into the BA, pending U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection (CBP) Gnal approval, and a revised BA was received on June 1 1,2008. The 
Service was notified of CBP's approval of the revised BA on June 17,2008 via email. 

All information required to initiate consultatioll was either included wit11 your letter and 
revised BA or is otherwise accessible for our coasideration and reference. We Iook 
forward to working with you to further incorporate conservatio~l measures and best 
management practices as we develop the biologicz~l opinion. We have assigned log 
number 21410-2008-F-0211 to this consultation. ]?lease refkr to that number in future 
correspondence on this consultation. 

Section 7 allows the Service up to 90 calendar days to conclude forr~~al colisultation with 
your agency and ail additional 45 calendar days to prepare our biological opinion (unless 
we mutually agree to ail extension). However, we have agreed to expedite this process 
and anticipate providing a draft Biological Opinion as soon a.s possible, but no later than 
30 days from receiving the final BA. 











 



Responses to Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Assessment, Laredo Sector, Texas 

Page Line Section Comment Commenter CBP Response 

FONSI-3 Last 
Para  

The sentence should be edited and the words “and non-Federal 
special status species” deleted. 

USFWS, Dr. Ford 
(Dr. Ford) 

FONSI amended as 
recommended. 

FONSI-8   
Amend FONSI for consistency with Section 5.5 on page 5-7 and state 
that “Cane removal would not restart until after the cats have left the 
area and USFWS has agreed to the restart of construction activities”. 

Dr. Ford FONSI amended as 
recommended. 

1-10 Para 3 1.4 

This paragraph should be rewritten to be consistent with the Biological 
Assessment.  “Where there is suitable migratory and foraging habitat 
for the jaguarundi and ocelot within 0.5 miles of the project area, the 
treatment areas will be longer than 0.5 mile.  Prior to treatment of any 
segment within the project corridor, an opportunity will be provided for 
a site visit by USFWS to confirm area suitable for use as habitat for 
jaguarundi and ocelot migratory corridors” should be inserted. 

Dr. Ford Paragraph was rewritten as 
recommended. 

1-13  Table 1-1 

National Environmental Policy Act coordination and review of Clean 
Water Act 404 permits should be added to the lists of 
permit//approval/coordination actions for the Service. 

Dr. Ford At this time it is anticipated that 
a Nationwide Permit (NWP) will 
be used for cane removal and 
revegetation activities.  
Preconstruction notification will 
be sent to the District Engineer 
for their review.  If approved, 
CBP will notify USFWS of the 
NWP(s) utilized for the cane 
removal and revegetation 
activities. 

2-3  2.3.2 
These sections should be renumbered 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, respectively. Dr. Ford Section headers amended as 

recommended. 

4-1  Para 3 
Please clarify and describe the wildlife water systems referred to in 
this section. 

Dr. Ford This was put into the EA in error 
and it was removed. 



Responses to Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Assessment, Laredo Sector, Texas 

Page Line Section Comment Commenter CBP Response 

5-10  5.5 

Removal of trees and brush has not been discussed within the 
document or within the Biological Assessment for this project.  If 
permanent impacts to trees and brush species that serve as habitat 
for Federally-listed species are anticipated over and beyond the 
impacts to Carrizo cane that have been described, further discussion 
and coordination with the Service is needed and should be assessed 
in the Biological Opinion. 

Dr. Ford That BMP was mistakenly 
included in the EA and has been 
removed.  No native tree or 
shrub removal is anticipated.  
Specifically, the goal of this 
project is to preserve native 
trees and shrubs and only 
remove Carrizo cane. 

General   

Throughout the document, the discussion and assessment of indirect 
impacts due to the proposed project should be expanded and 
clarified.  Indirect impacts that should be assessed include but may 
not be limited to redirection of illegal traffic to unsecured areas of the 
border that may impact wildlife habitat.  Indirect impacts should be 
accounted for in any mitigation for unavoidable impacts to 
jurisdictional wetland or water of the U.S. 

Dr. Ford Changes to illegal traffic 
patterns are caused by a variety 
of factors beyond USBP 
operations and are considered 
unpredictable and beyond the 
scope of evaluation of this EA. 

General   

In order to accurately assess the impacts of the proposed project, the 
Service recommends that the wetland delineation for the project be 
verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and that the natural 
resource agencies be provided with a mitigation plan for any 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands and the waters of the U.S. for review 
and comment prior to issuance of the Final EA.  The mitigation plan 
should include a complete restoration plan for temporary impacts as 
well as mitigation for all permanent or operational impacts to 
jurisdictional areas. 

Dr. Ford No permanent impacts to waters 
of the U.S. are anticipated.  Only 
biodegradable erosion control 
measures would be used in 
wetlands.  A NWP(s) would be 
used for Section 404/401 
compliance. 



Responses to Comments Received on the Draft Environmental Assessment, Laredo Sector, Texas 

Page Line Section Comment Commenter CBP Response 

General   

In order to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), the 
Service recommends that all avoidance measures be coordinated 
with our Division of Migratory Birds in Albuquerque, NM at 505-248-
6877 or 505-248-7884 and incorporated into the Final EA.  Different 
bird species have various tolerances to disturbance and specific 
recommendations may be made for particular bird group (raptors, for 
example).  Note that a Special Purpose – Relocation permit may be 
required if it is anticipated that eggs or nestlings will be relocated to a 
rehabilitation facility.  Also, please note that some species do breed in 
winter, so monitoring for nests outside the typical breeding season of 
March through September may be appropriate. 

Dr. Ford The Final EA will be completed 
and FONSI signed well in 
advance of any construction 
activities.  CBP is committed to 
complying with the MBTA 
including avoidance or 
relocation of eggs and nestlings, 
if necessary. 

 



 









 

















 









 



APPENDIX  C
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Ecological Services 

C/O TAMU-CC, Campus Box 338 
6300 Ocean Drive 

Corpus Christi, Texas 7841 2 

August 18,2008 

Robert F. Janson 
Acting Executive Director 
Facilities Management and Engineering 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W, Suite 3.4 D 
Washington, D. C. 20229 

Consultation No. 2 14 10-2008-F-0211 

Dear Mr. Janson: 

This transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) Final Biological Opinion (BO) 
based on our review of the proposed project to assess various treatment methods for the removal 
and control of Carrizo cane (Arundo donax) in Webb County, Texas, and its effects on the 
endangered ocelot (Leoparduspardalis), and endangered Gulf coast jaguarundi (Felis 
yagouaroundi cacomitli), in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 
1973, as amended (1 6 U. S.C. 5 153 1 et seq.). This biological opinion is based on information 
provided in the Biological Assessment (BA), Various Treatment Methods for the Removal and 
Control of Carrizo Cane, US. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), US. Border Patrol 
Laredo Sector, Texas, May 2008, Revised, June 2008. 

CBP's request for initiation of formal consultation was received on June 5, 2008. A complete 
record of this consultation is on file in the Corpus Christi, Ecological Services Field Office in 
Corpus Christi, Texas. 

Consultation History 

December 1,2006 - The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) sent the Notice of Intent to 
prepare a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Department of Homeland Security, 
CBP, Office of Border Patrol, Laredo Sector, Laredo North and South Station's Road 
Improvement and Non-Native vegetation Removal Project to the Service via email. 



January 16,2007 - The Service received a letter dated January 5,2007, requesting scoping 
comments for preparation of the EIS. 

January 23,2007 - A planning meeting between CBP, USACE, the Service and Texas Parks and 
Wildlife (TPWD) was scheduled for February 8,2007. 

February 5,2007 - The USACE notified the Service by email that the project would be rescoped 
to include a double fence. 

February 8,2007 - A meeting was held between the Service, USACE, CBP, TPWD and the 
consultants, Gulf South Research Corporatioil (GSRC). Discussed 1 1 1 miles (1 78.6 kilometers) 
of project area to be cleared of vegetation and needed road improvements, in addition to adding a 
double fence for 100 miles (169.9 kilometers). Discussed species that may be impacted would 
include the least terns, ocelot, jaguarundi and some plants. 

February 12,2007 - The Service received ER 0611 121 for the Notice of Intent for the proposed 
project and was requested to comment. 

February 23,2007 - The CCESFO notified the Regional Office in Albuquerque, NM that 
comments on the ER 0611 121 would not be provided at the time due the planned rescoping if the 
project. 

March, 29,2007 - The USACE notified the Service that the double fence was no longer being 
considered for the current EIS effort, but that an electronic (virtual) fence would be proposed 
instead if money was available and that the road and revegetation project was still moving 
forward. 

March 10,2008 - Dennis Lew, CBP, called to inform the Service that they were beginning to 
plan for just eradication of cane in Laredo Sector. 

March 12,2008 - The Service discussed aspects of the project with Dennis Lew from CBP, 
including herbicide control, mechanical cutting and burning as possible alternatives for cane 
removal. 

March 3 1,2008 - Mike Horton, Service's Washington Office, emailed summary information 
about the project and a project location map. 

April 29,2008 - The Service met with GSRC and HDR and conference called with USBP, DHS 
concerning introduction of the current project overview. The current project would include 
aerial application of herbicide to cane, mechanical cutting of cane, cutting cane and applying 
herbicide to the base of the cut cane, and a controlled burn of the cane followed by herbicide 
treatment. 



May 1,2008 - The Service received an electronic version of the draft description of the proposed 
action with maps indicating the different treatment zones within the project area. 

May 2,2008 - A conference call was held between the Service, GSRC, USBP, USACE, and 
DHS to discuss the description of the proposed action. 

May 2,2008 - A description and maps of the plant communities in the project area was received. 

May 2,2008 - The Service received a request for information from CBP for scoping comments 
on the project for the development of the EA. 

May 5,2008 - The Service discussed the project with the ocelot biologist, Jody Mays, Laguna 
Atacosa National Wildlife Refuge. 

May 8,2008 - The Service received comments from the Service's Texas State Botanist on the 
revegetation plan. 

May 12,2008 - The Service meet with USBP Laredo Sector for a conference call including DHS 
and GSRC. 

May 20,2008 - The Service responded to the USACE request for information concerning 
federally protected species in the project area. 

May 27,2008 - The Service received an electronic version of the draft BA from GSRC. 

June 3,2008 - The Service provided comments on the draft BA via email. 

June 5,2008 - The Service received CBPYs letter requesting initiation of formal consultation. 

June 1 1,2008 - GSRC made the recommended revisions and provided a new copy of the BA. 

June 17,2008 - The Service was notified that CBP approved the revised BA via email. 

June 27,2008 - The Service initiated formal consultation and advised CBP. 

July 30,2008 - The Service provided CBP with a Draft BO for review and comment. 

August 1 1,2008 - GSRC called the Service and requested a revision to the draft BO based on 
CBP concerns. 

August 12,2008 - The Service provided GSRC with proposed revised language to address CBP 
concerns via email and GSRC forwarded the proposed revision to the appropriate CBP staff, 
representatives and consultants. 



August 15,2008 - The Service received email from Tom Nowak (Project Manager), and from 
Glenn Bixler (Secure Border Initiative of the Department of Homeland Security) indicating that 
the proposed revision had been accepted. 

August 18, 2008 - Final BO was issued. 

Based on current information, the Service concurs with CBP's determination of "may affect, but 
is not liltely to adversely affect" on the endangered interior least tern (Sternula antillarum). 
Justification for that concurrence is outlined in Appendix A. CBP has also determined that the 
proposed project would have no effect on the endangered ashy dogweed (Thymophylla 
tephroleuca) and endangered Johnston's frankenia (Frankenia johnstonii) and justification is 
outlined in Appendix B. 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

I. Description of the Proposed Action 

Purpose of Project 

CBP proposes a pilot project to evaluate various treatment methods for removal of Carrizo cane 
(Arundo donax). The pilot project area encompasses approximately 16 miles (25.7 kilometers) 
along the Rio Grande within U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Laredo Sector in Webb County, Texas. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate various control methods and develop cost 
information that can be used for a more extensive control program. The project is intended to 
provide the most effective method(s) for Carrizo cane eradication in the Laredo Sector to 
improve the view of the U.S. - Mexico border. Eradication of Carrizo cane along the river will 
assist the USBP in detecting, tracking, and locating illegal crossings along the border, will 
provide a safer worlting environinent for USBP agents and will strengthen the USBP control 
between the Ports-Of-Entry in the Laredo Sector. 

CBP will use the data and information for the 16-mile (25.7 kilometers) pilot project to develop 
and implement an eradication program for the entire 135-mile (217.3 kilometers) project area 
within the Laredo Sector in Webb County. Potential impacts associated with the full 135-mile 
(2 17.3 lcilometers) project will be evaluated in subsequent National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA) documentation and will leverage the information and data collected as part of this 
pilot project 

Action Area 
The Action Area includes the cane removal and control footprint (i.e., 300-foot [91.44 meters] 
wide corridor) along the 16.1-mile (25.7 ltilometers) long segment for a total of 585 acres (236.7 
hectares) within the project corridor. An estimated 351 acres (142 hectares) of cane would be 
removed from this corridor based on a reconnaissance survey and aerial photography. The 
indirect effects could extend several miles beyond the project corridor, and would vary by the 
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Based on current information, the Service concurs with CBP's determination of "may affect, but 
is not likely to adversely affect" on the endangered interior least tern (Sternula antillarum). 
Justification for that concurrence is outlined in Appendix A. CBP has also determined that the 
proposed project would have no effect on the endangered ashy dogweed (Thymophylla 
tephroleuca) and endangered Johnston's frankenia (Frankenia johnstonii) and justification is 
outlined in Appendix B. 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 

I. Description of the Proposed Action 

Purpose of Project 

CBP proposes a pilot project to evaluate various treatment methods for removal of Carrizo cane 
(Arundo donax). The pilot project area encompasses approximately 16 miles (25.7 kilometers) 
along the Rio Grande within U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Laredo Sector in Webb County, Texas. 
The purpose of the proposed action is to evaluate various control methods and develop cost 
information that can be used for a more extensive control program. The project is intended to 
provide the most effective method(s) for Carrizo cane eradication in the Laredo Sector to 
improve the view of the U.S. - Mexico border. Eradication of Carrizo cane along the river will 
assist the USBP in detecting, tracking, and locating illegal crossings along the border, will 
provide a safer working environment for USBP agents and will strengthen the USBP control 
between the Ports-Of-Entry in the Laredo Sector. 

CBP will use the data and information for the 16-mile (25.7 kilometers) pilot project to develop 
and implement an eradication program for the entire 135-mile (2 17.3 kilometers) project area 
within the Laredo Sector in Webb County. Potential impacts associated with the full 135-mile 
(21 7.3 kilometers) project will be evaluated in subsequent National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA) documentation and will leverage the information and data collected as part of this 
pilot project 

Action Area 
The Action Area includes the cane removal and control footprint (i.e., 300-foot [91.44 meters] 
wide corridor) along the 16.1 -mile (25.7 kilometers) long segment for a total of 585 acres (236.7 
hectares) within the project corridor. An estimated 35 1 acres (142 hectares) of cane would be 
removed from this corridor based on a reconnaissance survey and aerial photography. The 
indirect effects could extend several miles beyond the project corridor, and would vary by the 



type of effect. Noise effects from mechanical equipment would extend beyond the 300-foot 
(91.44 meters) wide footprint but would be expected to be attenuated to 65 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) within 300 feet (91.44 meters) of the project corridor. A noise model projected that noise 
levels of 100 dBA fiom a helicopter flying above the ground at approximately 50 feet (15.2 
meters) would be attenuated to acceptable levels of 65 dBA at approximately 2,000 feet (609.6 
meters). The indirect effects of sedimentation due to soil disturbance could extend up to 1 mile 
(1.6 kilometers) downstream of the area disturbed. 

Project Components 
CBP would implement a variety of Carrizo cane treatment methods in select areas along the 
project corridor (see BA). The suite of methods that would be implemented by CBP have been 
chosen based on suitable performance as described in the literature for other Carrizo cane 
removal projects. These methods include various combinations of herbicide application, 
physical removal, and fire. It is anticipated that selective application of herbicide to resprouts 
would be implemented for an additional 1 to 2 years as part of each of these methods to control 
regrowth of Carrizo cane. 

Aerial Herbicide Application - Helicopters would be used to apply herbicide according to label 
specifications to stands of Carrizo cane during the summer (June through October). Following 
the application of herbicide, Carrizo cane would be cut and removed or chipped on site in order 
to reduce the possibility of being a fire hazard. All Carrizo cane shoots to be chipped would be 
chipped to sizes smaller than the nodes on the cane shoots. This would ensure that chipping 
activities would not spread Carrizo cane. In order to reduce loss of native vegetation resulting 
fiom overspray, this application method would only be utilized on monocultures (i.e., >80 
percent cover), or on stands that are mixed with other non-native species such as salt cedar. 

Mechanical - This method would involve the physical removal of the whole plant from the 
substrate. This would be done with hand tools in small stands or highly inaccessible areas, or 
with mechanical equipment in large stands or highly accessible areas. Following mechanical 
removal, silt fences, hay bales or other stabilization techniques would be used to protect denuded 
areas from erosion. This method would be used primarily on small stands of Carrizo cane in 
highly accessible areas and could occur during the entire growing season. 

Cut Stem Herbicide Application - Carrizo cane would be cut near the base of the plant with hand 
equipment or heavy machinery and the cut stems would either be removed from the site or 
chipped in place with a mechanical chipper. All Carrizo cane shoots to be chipped would be 
chipped to sizes smaller than the nodes on the cane shoots. Herbicide would then be applied 
according to label specifications (with a wand or paintbrush-applicator) to the remaining stem 
within 2 to 3 minutes to ensure adequate uptake of the herbicide. Although this method could be 
implemented year-round, it would be most effective during the summer months after the cane is 
fully grown. 

Burn and Herbicide Application - A prescribed burn would be used to apply fire to Carrizo cane 
stands. The prescribed burn, started with the use of driptorches and controlled by constructing 



fire-breaks, would be conducted by a licensed individual with a local burn permit and approvals 
fiom the local fire control authorities. Burning of Carrizo cane would be implemented in late 
winter or early spring, and the cane would be allowed to resprout before applying herbicide. An 
herbicide approved for use in aquatic environments would be applied to all resprouts via aerial 
spraying from a helicopter in mid- to late-summer following a spring bum. This method would 
be utilized on large monocultures located in remote rural areas. 

Herbicide Application 
There are three herbicides approved for use in aquatic environments: AquaMasterTM by 
Monsanto, Rodeo@ by Dow Chemical, and HABITAT@ by BASF. These three herbicides will 
be considered in this BA for use in the aerial spray and hand application of the herbicides for the 
different treatments. For aerial spraying, less distance between the droplet release point and the 
target will reduce spray drift. Small spray droplets have little inertial energy, so a short distance 
from nozzle to target increases the chance that the small droplets can reach the target. Also, 
wind velocity often is greater as height above the ground increases. Spraying would take place 
when there is no wind or little wind velocity to reduce the chance of spray drift onto non-target 
areas. Aerial spray would be conducted by a helicopter at an altitude of 20 feet (6 meters) above 
the canopy. The nozzles of the sprayers would be calibrated to discharge the herbicide in a 5 to 
10 foot (1.5 to 3 meter) radius, thus limiting overspray to a few feet beyond the edge of the 
Carrizo cane. 

Conservation Measures 

SEGMENTING TREATMENTS 
To reduce impacts to the ocelot and jaguarundi, the proposed action would be completed in 
phases along the 16.1 -mile (25.7 kilometers) long corridor. Individual annual treatment 
segments would not exceed 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) in length where there is no other suitable 
ocelot and jaguarundi migration habitat adjacent to cane removal areas, with treatment segments 
separated by 0.5-mile (0.8 kilometer) long untreated segments. In the year following the first 
annual treatment phase, the remaining 0.5-mile (0.8 kilometer) long untreated segments would 
be treated. Where there is suitable migratory and foraging habitat for the jaguarundi and ocelot 
within 0.5 mile (0.8 kilometer) of the project area, the treatment areas would be longer than 0.5 
mile (0.8 kilometer). Prior to treatment of any segment within the project corridor, an 
opportunity would be provided for a site visit by USFWS to confirm area suitable for use as 
habitat for jaguarundi and ocelot migratory corridors. 

EROSION CONTROL 
Following removal and control of Carrizo cane, photodegradable erosion control blankets will be 
used to protect soil fiom erosion. Some minor bank stabilization areas would likely require the 
use of hard structure (e.g., rip rap and gabions). 

STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
Pre- and post-construction best management practices (BMPs) would be identified in a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), that would be prepared as part of the 



construction permit process under the Clean Water Act's National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System. BMPs would include, but are not limited to, revegetation of temporarily 
disturbed areas and use of weed free straw bales. 

ACCESS 
Existing roads would be used for access to cane removal and control areas to the 
greatest extent possible. Temporary access roads would be constructed as necessary. 
All temporary roads would be rehabilitated and revegetated following all project and restoration 
activities. 

REVEGETATION 

Revegetation with native species (i.e., retama (Parkinsonia aculeate), spiny hackberry (Celtis 
ehrenbergiana), catclaw (Acacia greggii), sugarberry (Celtis laevigata), Mexican ash (Fraxinus 
berlandieriana), Texas persimmon (Diospyros texana), and soapbush (Guaiacum angustifolium)) 
will be incorporated into a detailed revegetation plan approved by the Service and TPWD. 

After each treatment, areas where cane has been removed would be planted with native shrubs 
and trees and a native grass mix in an effort to create acacia-thorn woodland and hackberry 
dominated riparian habitats typical of South Texas. It is assumed that there is an adequate water 
source to support these species when mature because of the site's proximity to the Rio Grande 
and the prevalence of Carrizo cane. 

To create the native vegetative association, the area would be planted with native trees and 
shrubs and hydromulched with a native grass seed mix. Before planting and hydromulching, the 
invasive Carrizo cane would be removed using one of the four methods discussed earlier. The 
streambank would then be stabilized as described previously. A suitable temporary irrigation 
method would be implemented, as appropriate. Following irrigation trees and shrubs would be 
planted and a hydomulch of native grasses would be applied. Success of the revegetation effort 
would be monitor and replanting would be done as determined by the monitoring. 

Containerized plants would be planted in the cane removal and control sites following cane 
removal and bank stabilization. Recommended species to be planted, their proportions, and their 
spacing are summarized in the BA. CBP would have a qualified restoration ecologist present 
during installation to make modifications to spacing and location of individual plants after 
evaluating specific site characteristics and plant species requirements (i.e., field fit). 

Native trees, shrubs, and seeds would come from a local commercial vendor. Tree and shrub 
species would consist of the species listed in Table 1. A grass seed mix of equal parts 
buffalograss (Buchloe dactyloides), hairy grarna (Bouteloua hir), and matted grarna (B. simplex) 
would be seeded throughout the revegetation area at a rate of 10 pounds per acre (4.5 kilograms 
per 0.4 hectare). All containerized plants would come from propagules collected in South Texas. 
If local sources do not yield sufficient numbers of propagules, additional plants may be collected 
from local sources and grown in a contracted nursery. The CBP's restoration ecologist would 



determine spacing and location of individual plants after evaluating site characteristics and plant 
species requirements. All containerized plants would be planted during the winter 
(approximately 15 September through 15 February). Containerized plants would be installed so 
their root crowns would be at or slightly above the soil surface and irrigated immediately 
following planting. 

Hydromulching is a quick and inexpensive way to plant grass seeds and would be used to plant 
the grass understory as described earlier. Hydromulching would consist of a blend of a variety of 
grass seeds mixed with water, biodegradable fiber, and fertilizer that are then sprayed over 
exposed soils. A mix with 50 percent organic fertilizer would be used, because the nutrients 
persist longer. Green wood cellulose fiber is added to hold in heat and moisture, as well as to 
help prevent erosion. The site would be irrigated once or twice daily during the 1 to 3 weeks it 
takes for the seeds to germinate. 

In Year 1, the tree and shrub plantings would be watered twice a day for the first month 
following planting, and then twice weekly from March to September. The site would be 
irrigated every other week in Year 2 from March to September. In Year 3, little irrigation (no 
more than once per month) would be required and would be at the discretion of the restoration 
site manager. The irrigation schedule may be modified to ensure vigorous plant growth during 
the summer months and times of drought. The trees and shrubs should receive a minimum of 2 
gallons of water each week during Year 1 and 3 gallons of water every other week in Year 2. 

The irrigation system would be properly maintained during the 3-year establishment period and 
perhaps longer if subsequent replanting is required. The system would be maintained in proper 
and full working order as part of regular maintenance. Given the proximity of the site to a 
developed urban area, it is possible that damage to plants and the irrigation system would occur. 
The maintenance contract would include a provision that the irrigation system would be 
continuously checked and kept in working order during the establishment period. Non-native, 
invasive plant species within the revegetation area would be removed by hand during the 3-year 
plant establishment period. No herbicides would be used in the revegetation site during the 
maintenance period, unless applied by a licensed contractor supervised by a qualified botanist or 
restoration biologist familiar with the flora of the area. 

CBP would be required to monitor the survival of the planted trees and shrubs within the 
revegetated area through Year 5 to ensure a minimum survival rate of 80 percent. This would be 
accomplished by conducting annual inspections of the trees and shrubs to determine the number 
of dead plants per species. If the survival rate falls below 80 percent for a certain species, plants 
would be replaced and monitored to ensure that the proposed survival rate is accomplished. 

COMPENSATION 
For treatment areas greater than 0.5 contiguous miles (0.8 kilometers) that are cleared over the 2 
year cane removal period and have no adjacent suitable dispersal, migratory or foraging habitat 
will be revegetated and an additional 2: 1 compensation ration (for every cleared acre an 
additional 2 acres will be compensated for by either habitat acquisition or restoration) will be 



applied. 

POST APPLICATION SURVEY 
Post application surveys of cane removal area and nearby vegetation stands will be performed to 
detect the degree of overspray and determine if additional compensation for the loss of native 
plant species will be required. 

11. Status of the SpeciesICritical Habitat 

Ocelot 
In 1982, the ocelot was designated as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended, a status that extended U.S. protections to the species throughout its range 
in 22 countries, including Texas, Mexico, and Central and South America. Critical habitat has 
not been designated for the ocelot. Ocelot populations gained greater protections in 1989, when 
the species was upgraded to Appendix I of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species of Flora and Fauna (CITES); a protection that prohibits CITES signatories from 
permitting any trade in the species or its parts. Two subspecies occur in the United States: the 
Texas ocelot (L.p. albescens) and the Sonoran ocelot (L.p. sonoriensis). The Texas ocelot is 
isolated from the Sonoran ocelot by the Sierra Madre highlands in Mexico (Tewes and Schrnidly 
1987, Service 1990). 

Description 
The ocelot is a medium-sized cat, measuring up to three feet (0.91 meter) in body length and 
weighing twice as much as a large domestic cat. It is slender and covered with attractive, 
irregular-shaped rosettes and spots that run the length of its body. The ocelot's background 
coloration can range from light yellow, to reddish gray, to gold, to a grayish gold color. They 
have a white underside. The head has spots, two black stripes on the cheeks, four to five 
longitudinal black stripes on the neck and their black ears have large white spots on the back. 
The tail has dark bars or incomplete rings. Though it resembles the margay (Leopardus wiedii) 
the ocelot is approximately twice the size of a margay with a slightly shorter tail (Murray and 
Gardner 1997, de Oliveira 1998) 

Habitat 
Tamaulipan brushland is a unique ecosystem, found only in South Texas and northeastern 
Mexico. Characteristic vegetation of Tamaulipan brushland is dense and thorny. It is estimated 
approximately 95 percent has been has been cleared for agriculture, urban development, road 
developments and expansions, and recreation (Service 1990, Jahrsdoerfer and Leslie 1988). 
Tewes and Everett (1986) found less than 1% of southern Texas supported the extremely dense 
thornscrub used by ocelots. 

Tewes and Everett (1986) classified ocelot habitat in Texas according to the amount of foliar 
canopy. Class A or optimal habitat was 95 percent canopy cover, Class B or suboptimal habitat 
was 75 percent to 95 percent canopy cover, and Class C, with 75 percent or less canopy cover, 
was considered inadequate. The most critical habitat component is probably dense cover near 





capturing prey. Males are believed to contribute little to direct parental care (Tewes 1986, Laack 
199 1). 

Adults of both sexes tend to have home ranges exclusive of other adult individuals of the same 
sex, but there is considerable home range overlap between the sexes (Emmons 1988, Laack 
1991). Adult males have larger home ranges than adult females. The home ranges of subadult 
males and females tend to be similar in size to the home ranges of adult females until dispersal 
(Laack 1991). A number of studies have looked at the home range size of ocelots in Texas and 
Mexico, as determined from monitoring radio-collared individuals. Home range size generally 
varies from 0.77 to 6.9 square miles (2 to 18 square kilometers) (Caso 1994, Ludlow and 
Sunquist 1987, Konecny 1989, and Dillon 2005). The established adult home ranges of ocelots in 
Laack's study (1991) of dispersing ocelots did not include semi-isolated patches and transient 
home ranges were at times farther from the natal range than the animal's eventual home range. 

In lowland rainforest, Emmons (1 988) reported in the Manu National Park in Peru a home range 
of approximately 2.3 square miles (5.9 square kilometers) and 3.1 square miles (8.1 square 
kilometers) for males and 0.6 and approximately 1 square mile (1.6 and 2.5 square kilometers) 
for females. In Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary in Belize, home range was reported as 12 
square miles (3 1.2 square kilometers) for a male and 5.5 square miles (14.3 square kilometers) 
for a female (Konecny 1989). In seasonally flooded savanna woodland Ludlow and Sunquist 
(1987) reported a home range of 3.6 square miles (9.3 square kilometers) and 4.3 square miles 
(1 1.1 square kilometers) for two males and 1.3 square miles (3.4 square kilometers) mean for six 
adult females in the Venezuelan llanos. In the Brazilian Pantanal, home range for two adult 
females over six months was reported to be 0.3 and 0.6 square miles (0.8 and 1.5 square 
kilometers) (Crawshaw and Quigley 1989). 

Ocelots live solitary lives except when a female is with kittens or when pairs come together 
briefly to breed. They disperse fiom the natal range at approximately two years of age. Young 
males always disperse from their natal areas, while young females may or may not leave their 
natal area. Laack (1991) reported on the dispersal of five male and four female subadult ocelots 
at Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge. One ocelot dispersed at 14 months-of-age, 
another at 20 months-of-age, and 5 at 30-35 months-of-age, but only four lived to establish home 
ranges. Seven to 9.5 months elapsed between the leaving the natal range and establishing an 
independent home range. One female moved 1.6 miles (2.5 kilometers) (distance between home 
range centers) and the males moved 4.3 to 5.6 miles (7 to 9 kilometers). During dispersal the 
ocelots used narrow (16.4- foot - 328-foot [5-100 meters]) corridors of brush along resacas and 
drainage ditches and small scrub patches within agricultural or pasture land. The ocelots tended 
to avoid areas occupied by adults. According to Laack (1991), none of the dispersing ocelots 
successfully joined a population outside of Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge. 

Various studies resulted in the estimation of various survival rates. Tewes (1986) reported a 
survival rate of 7 1 % based on four mortalities while monitoring 12 radio-tagged ocelots and 
Haines et al. (2005b) estimated an annual survival rate at 87% for resident adults and 57% for 
transient ocelots. For newborn ocelots Laack et al. (2005) estimated 68% annual survival rate. 



Population dynamics 
Tewes and Miller (1987) suggested that several factors, including habitat islands saturated with 
resident ocelots, frustrated dispersal, and offspring that fail to leave parental home ranges, may 
indicate the possibility of inbreeding. The Service believes the fragmentation of habitat is likely 
reducing the ability of ocelots to interact freely, which will likely reduce the genetic viability of 
the species overtime, and, because ocelots have to cross areas of little or no habitat to interact, 
may also be increasing the risk of harm to individual ocelots. Genetic studies to determine 
genetic differentiation were done on three populations, the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife 
Refuge in Cameron County, the Willacy County population and Tamaulipas and Vera Cmz 
Mexico populations including 3 contiguous ranches; and northern Mexico including 4 private 
ranches in Tamaulipas and Vera Cruz, Mexico. Low variability was expected within the Texas 
populations because of range reduction and fragmentation. No inbreeding was detected among 
the three populations. The study showed the Willacy and Mexico populations were more closely 
related genetically than the Laguna Atascosa population was to either. Walker (1997) suggested 
that Laguna Atascosa and Willacy populations have lost genetic variation when they became 
isolated from ocelots in Mexico and from each other. Some habitat is managed for the ocelot, but 
in general the quality and quantity of Texas optimal ocelot habitat is on a downward trend and 
most likely supports a smaller population than that of the 1980's. The continued existence of the 
ocelot in its northern habitat is critical in stabilizing and reversing ocelot decline in Texas. 
However much of the area that could be restored to suitable habitat occurs on private lands. The 
Lower Rio Grande Valley is rapidly growing and agricultural lands are rapidly being developed 
(Wilkins et al. 2000). Opportunities for landowners to participate in economic incentive 
programs and Safe Harbor Agreements may enable the proactive conservation of the ocelot. 

Status and distribution 
Historically, the ocelot occurred in Arkansas, Arizona, southern California, Texas, Mexico and 
southward through Central and South America to Peru, Uruguay, and northern Argentina 
(Navarro-Lopez 1985). Today it ranges from southern Texas and northern Sonora, Mexico to 
Central America, Ecuador and northern Argentina, but in reduced numbers (Tewes and Everett 
1986; Emmons 1990; Murray and Gardner 1997). 

Two U.S. populations of ocelot occur in southern Texas (Tewes and Everett 1986). One 
population occurs in Willacy and Kenedy counties primarily on private lands (Navarro-Lopez 
1985) and the other in Cameron County primarily on the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife 
Refuge (Laack 199 1). 

In Texas, over the past 20 years, individual ocelots have only been documented in Cameron, 
Hidalgo, Willacy, Kenedy and Jim Wells counties (Tewes and Hughes 2001). Laack and 
Rappole (1986) documented ocelot sightings in Cameron County. Shinn (2002) used camera 
traps and hair snares on 25 widely scattered tracts managed by the Service's South Texas 
Refuges Complex, and did not find evidence of ocelots west of Brownsville on the Rio Grande 
River. His studies did confirm the presence of the species in extreme southern Cameron County 
and in extreme western Willacy County. 



In Hidalgo County, at the Santa Ana National Wildlife Refuge, at least one ocelot has been 
radio-tracked from the 1990's and it believed that they may still occur in the area (Mays 2007). 
Fischer (1 998) trapped, radio-tracked and tagged an adult female from 1992 through 1996 along 
the Rio Grande River in southeastern Hidalgo County. Out of 8,304 trap-nights he caught 21 
bobcats, 300 non-target animals, and no other ocelots. 

In 1982 Tewes (1986) trapped 2 ocelots on a private ranch in Willacy County. Five ocelots (3 
females, 1 male and 1 of unknown sex) were identified in Willacy County near Raymondville, 
Texas in December 2002. Based on two photographs on October 1 1,2003, one of the females 
was pregnant; therefore, a sixth resident ocelot may have been born (Sternberg and Chapa 2004). 
Between October and December 2003, camera traps photographed three cats on another private 
ranch in Willacy. 

"Occupied habitat" occurring in Jim Wells, Nueces, Live Oak, and Kleberg counties, 50 miles 
north of the Willacy-Kenedy population is shown in Figure 9 of the recovery plan (Service 
1990). It is presumed that ocelots may still occur there because of documented roadkills on 
Highway 77 South but no reproducing populations have been found. In 1997 and 1998, Tuovila 
(1999) did a trapping study in the southern half of Live Oak County and northernmost Jim Wells. 
He trapped 17 bobcats and 238 non-target animals, but no ocelots. No ocelots were documented 
at Choke Canyon Reservoir in Live Oak and McMullen counties, Texas during trapping efforts 
despite a 10-year increase in optimal ocelot cover (Grassman et al. 2006). 

Tewes and Everett (1 986) based a "crude estimate" of the total ocelot population size in South 
Texas from 80 to 120 individuals upon an aerial survey of brush habitat and knowledge gained 
from following the movements of radio-collared ocelots trapped in or near LANWR. Haines et 
al. (2005a) estimated the number of breeding individuals in the Laguna Atascosa National 
Wildlife Refuge population was 19 ocelots with a total population of 38 ocelots in Cameron 
County. He estimated the population by averaging ocelot home range sizes reported by Navarro- 
Lopez (1985), Tewes (1986), and Laack (1991) and extrapolating this estimate to the amount of 
available dense thornscrub habitat and assumed adults equaled half of the total population. 
Today, as few as 50 to 100 individuals may remain in South Texas and the U.S. The Cameron 
County ocelot population is estimated at 25 to 35 individuals (Mays 2007). A much larger 
population of the Texas ocelot occurs in Tamaulipas, Mexico near San Fernando, approximately 
100 mi south of the U.S.-Mexico border (Caso 1994). In forested South America, alone 
Emmons (1988) noted that even at the lowest density estimates (one animal per 1.9 square miles 
[5 square kilometers]) there would be approximately 800,000 ocelots, and suggested that true 
numbers are probably 1.5 to 3 million. 

Reason for Listing 
Fragmentation of habitat and habitat loss due to brush clearing are primary reasons for ocelot 
decline. Ocelots rely upon thick vegetation along the Lower Rio Grande and the South Texas 
Tamaulipan brush community for foraging, resting, and establishing dens. They require 
corridors, such as rivers, shorelines, and natural drainages to travel between optimal habitat 



areas. Destruction and fragmentation of optimal habitat and travel corridors increases threats to 
the ocelot, such as incidental trapping, competition from feral dogs and cats, and mortality fiom 
vehicles. In Mexico, particularly in the northeast, ocelots suffer fiom habitat loss due to charcoal 
production, agriculture and livestock ranching. Human population increases and associated 
urban expansion in lower Rio Grande Valley have resulted in brush clearing and increased 
pollution (Service 1986). Industrialization has degraded water quality (Service 1986). 
Brushland habitats have also been converted to rangeland with herbicides (Bontrager et al. 
1979), root plowing and fire (Hanselka 1980). 

Pesticides can be incorporated into the food chain and are potentially harmful or fatal to 
terrestrial and aquatic organisms. Agriculture pesticides are used year-round in Lower Rio 
GrandeValley (LRGV) and drift and overspray from aerial applications occur periodically on 
Service lands. In the LRGV, runoff from cultivated fields may concentrate pesticides and 
herbicides in permanent bodies of water. The types of pesticide chemical compounds and 
application rates have been extensive and heavy throughout the LRGV. As a result, pesticide 
accumulation in the biota remains a major concern in management of Tamaulipan brushland. 
Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene, polychlorinated biphenyls and mercury have been detected in 
ocelot blood and hair samples at low concentrations but are not believed to be a problem at this 
time (Mora et al. 2000). 

Although habitat loss in South Texas is mainly attributable to agricultural and urban expansion, 
other contributing factors include human modifications of the Rio Grande with dams and 
reservoirs for flood control and hydroelectric power; floodway systems that remove water fiom 
the stream channel during peak flows; water diversions for irrigation, municipal, and industrial 
usage; and channel restriction and canalization (Coastal Impact Monitoring Program, 1995). 

As a result of increasing economic integration between the U.S. and Mexico, there is increasing 
pressure for highways and bridge infrastructure and recently increasing national security 
concerns increase pressure for fences and lighting in the TexasIMexico border region. There are 
nine existing and three proposed international bridges (Anzalduas, Donna, Brownsville 
Navigation District) along the Rio Grande between Falcon International Reservoir and the Gulf 
of Mexico. Local population growth and rapid industrialization on the Mexican side of the 
border has raised Service concern regarding the placement of road and bridge infrastructure in 
the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Increased construction of these bridges may impact certain 
parcels of the LRGV National Wildlife Refuge, the Rio Grande floodplain, and the remaining 
riparian wildlife habitat and disrupt the continuity of the "wildlife corridor." 

Importing and exporting skins of many spotted cats became illegal in the U.S. between 1967 and 
1973 and the ocelot was added to Appendix I of the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora during 1989. Recommendations were made by 
Tewes and Everett (1986) for selective methods of predator control and the education of hunters 
to avoid accidental shooting of ocelots. In 1997, the Service entered into a section 7 consultation 
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Animal Damage Control for the use of leg-hold traps, 
snares, and M-44s explosive predator baits in South Texas and provided provisions for the 



protection of ocelots during their practices. 

Data is limited regarding disease in the ocelot but several diseases and parasites have been 
documented. Some include Notoedric mange (Notoedres cati) (Pence et al. 1995), Hepatozoon in 
the blood, Cytauxzoon in their red blood cells, fleas (Pulex sp.), dog ticks (Dermacentor 
variabilis) and Amblyomma ticks (Mercer et al. 1988). The tapeworm (Taenia taeniaeformis) 
(Service 1990) and helminthes (Pence et al. 2003) were also reported in ocelots. 

Ocelot mortality has also been attributed to aggression and predation by other animals. Ocelots 
can be prey of domestic dogs, coyotes, snakes, alligators and bobcats (Service, 1990). 

Vehicular collisions are the greatest known cause of ocelot mortality in South Texas accounting 
for 45 percent of deaths of 80 radio-tagged ocelots monitored by Haines et al. (2005b) between 
1983 and 2002. Underpasses and culverts have been or are to be installed for ocelots in critical 
areas to be used as travel corridors. The construction or modification of two roads that 
underwent formal section 7 consultation, State Highway 48 and Farm-to-Market Road 106 made 
provisions for the careful placement, design and maintenance of such culverts. It is anticipated 
these culverts and underpasses will allow ocelots to disperse between patches of suitable habitat 
and reduce genetic isolation of the populations. 

Range-wide trend 
The current population estimates for the ocelot are between 80-120 individuals. However, the 
population in Webb County remains unknown due to lack of surveys conducted in the area and 
lack of confirmed sightings of the animal. The last unconfirmed sighting of an ocelot occurred 
in 1980 in Webb County. 

Critical Habitat 
Critical habitat has not been designated for this species. 

Jaguarundi 

The jaguarundi was listed as endangered on June 14, 1976 (41FR24064). The jaguarundi is also 
listed in the CITES Appendix I of the convention which bans international commerce. CITES 
offers some protection over much of its range. Hunting is prohibited in Argentina, Belize, 
Bolivia, Columbia, Costa Rica, French Guiana, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Panama, 
Paraguay, Surinam, Uruguay, United States, and Venezuela. Hunting is regulated in Peru, while 
no legal protection is offered in Brazil, Nicaragua, Ecuador, El Salvador, and Guyana. No 
critical habitat is designated for this species. 

Description 
The jaguarundi has a long slender body, short legs, and sleek unpatterned fur, and looks more 
like a large weasel than a cat. They are roughly twice the size of a domestic cat, weighing about 
7 to 22 lbs (3.2 to 10 kilograms), standing 10 to 14 inches (25.4 to 3 5.6 centimeters) at the 



shoulder, and can be up to 4 feet (1.2 meters) long fi-om nose to tail tip, with the tail taking up 
about a third of its length. It has a long and flat head instead of a round one. The ears are short 
and rounded, and this is one of the few cat species that does not have a contrasting color on the 
backs of the ears. Their eyes are small and set closely together. 

Jaguarundi have two distinct color phases, red and gray, although the latter phase has also been 
called blue. The phases are so distinct that at one time they were thought to be separate species, 
the red one being called Felis eyra. A third color phase, black, has also been reported, but 
apparently does not occur in Texas (Goodwyn 1970). These cats are not known to be closely 
related to the other small South American cats. Instead of having 36 chromosomes, like the 
South American cats, it has 3 8 like the cougar and puma (Tewes and Schmidly 1987). 

Habitat 
Habitat requirements in Texas are similar to those for the ocelot: thick, dense thorny brushlands 
or chaparral. Approximately 1.6 percent of the land area in South Texas is this type of habitat 
(Tewes and Everett 1986). The thickets do not have to be continuous but may be interspersed 
with cleared areas. Jaguarundi possibly show a preference for habitat near streams (Goodwyn 
1970; Davis and Schrnidly 1994) and may be more tolerant of open areas than the ocelot. 

The jaguarundi uses mature forest (i.e., brush) and pasture-grassland (Caso 1994). Jaguarundi 
habitat use was 53.0 percent mature forest and 47 percent pasture-grassland. Jaguarundi use 
open areas for hunting and sometimes resting, but if threatened with a potential danger they will 
seek cover in brush areas. 

In South America, habitat includes high mountain forests, tropical forests, swamp forests, 
savannahs, overgrown pastures, and thickets (NFWL 1980, Tewes and Schmidly 1987). In 
Venezuela, it has been most frequently found to occur in tropical dry forest relative to other 
habitat types. They are rarer and thinly distributed in moist forest types, especially deep rain 
forest. They have been reported to prefer forest edges and secondary brush communities, but 
this is where they are most frequently seen. In Belize's Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary, 
jaguarundi are most frequently associated with water and old-field habitats. It appears to be the 
most flexible cat in its ability to occupy different habitats and having access to dense ground 
vegetation appears to determine habitat suitability (Nowell and Jackson 1996). 

The most common plants occurring in habitats in the lower Rio Grande Valley where the 
jaguarundi is known to occur are huisache (Acacia farnesiana), blackbrush acacia (Acacia 
rigidula), prairie baccharis (Baccharis texana), chilipiquin (Capsicum annuum), lotebush, 
allthorn goatbush (Castela texana), Texas persimmon (Diospyros texana), coyotillo (Karwinskia 
humboldtiana), common lantana (Lantana horrida), berlandier wolfberry (Lycium berlandier), 
javelinabrush (Microrhammus ericoides), Texas pricklypear (Opuntia lindheimeri), retama 
(Parkinsonia aculeata), honey mesquite (Prospis glandulosa), cedar elm (Ulmus crassifolia), 
and lime pricklyash (Zanthoxylum fagara) (Goodwyn 1 970). 



Life history 
Most information gathered on the jaguarundi comes from historical writings and information 
gained from studying the ocelot in South Texas and in Mexico. 

In Belize, jaguarundi are seen quite often and Konecny (1989) found that two males had home 
ranges of 38.6 and 34 square miles (100 and 88 square kilometers), and one female had a home 
range of 7.7 square mile (20 square kilometers).' Caso (1994) captured and radio collared 
jaguarundi in Tarnaulipas, Mexico from 199 1 to 2005. He found home range sizes averaged 3.8 
and 3.22 square miles (9.83 and 8.36 square kilometers) for males and females, respectively. 
Both studies captured jaguarundi in undisturbed brush and grasslands with scattered second 
growth woodlands (Caso 1994). Historical accounts from Mexico suggest that jaguarundi are 
good swimmers and enter the water freely. 

Little is known of jaguarundi reproduction in the wild. Den sites include dense thickets, hollow 
trees, spaces under fallen logs overgrown with vegetation, and ditches overgrown with shrubs 
(Tewes and Schmidly 1987; Davis and Schmidly 1994). In Mexico, they are observed as being 
solitary, except during November and December when they mate. Young have been born in 
March and August with possibly two litters per year. Usually two to four young comprise a 
litter, with litters being either all of one color phase or containing both the red and gray phases. 
Jaguarundi kittens are spotted at birth, and lose their markings as they mature. Gestation (for 
captive jaguarundi) varies from 63 to 75 days (Goodwyn 1970; Tewes and Schmidly 1987; Davis 
and Schmidly 1994). Jaguarundi communicate by calls, of which 13 have been identified in 
captive animals. The largest repertoire occurs during the mating season (Hulley 1976). 

The jaguarundi is primarily diurnal, although some nocturnal activity has been recorded 
(Konecny 1989, Caso 1994). However, it appears to be less nocturnal than the ocelot. They are 
excellent climbers although they spend most of the time on the ground. They hunt primarily in 
the morning and evenings. Prey is largely birds, but bird eggs, rats, mice, rabbits, reptiles and 
fish are also taken (Goodwyn 1970; Tewes and Schmidly 1987; Davis and Schmidly 1994). In 
Venezuela, Bisbal(1986) found the diet of jaguarundi to be 46 percent mammals, 26 percent 
birds, and 29 percent reptiles. 

Population dynamics 
Habitat loss and alteration due to brush-clearing activities, human encroachment, and human 
persecution are the main cause for the decline in jaguarundi populations (Service 1995). Tracts 
of at least 100 or 75 acres (40.5 or 30.4 hectares) of isolated dense brush, brush interconnected 
with other habitat tracts by brush corridors, or smaller tracts adjacent to larger areas of habitat 
may be used by jaguarundi. Roads, narrow water bodies, and rights-of-way are not considered 
barriers to movements. Brush strips connecting areas of habitat, such as brushy fence lines and 
water courses, are very important in providing escape and protective cover. 

The jaguarundi is generally not exploited for commercial trade and does not experience the 
harvest pressure the ocelot does (Sunquist and Sunquist 2002). In Central and South America, 
Texas, and Northeastern Mexico, the coat of the jaguarundi is not highly sought after by the skin 





0.75 mile (1.2 kilometers) north of FM 106 and Buena Vista Road which is the entrance road to 
the Refuge (Reyes 2008). 

-: 
Loss of habitat is one of the main threats to the jaguarundi. Historically, dense mixed brush 
occurred along dry washes, arroyos, resacas, and the flood plains of the Rio Grande. A majority 
of shrub land has been converted to agriculture and urban development. Unfortunately for the 
jaguarundi the best soil types used for agricultural crops also grow the thickest brush and thus 
produce the best habitat for the jaguarundi. Less than 5 percent of the original vegetation 
remains in the Rio Grande Valley. 

Range-wide trend 
As mentioned, the number of jaguarundi in South Texas is unknown. For Webb County, there 
have been no surveys or confirmed sightings in recent years. The last unconfirmed sighting s of 
jaguarundi in Webb County occurred in the mid 1980's and in 1993. 

Critical Habitat 
Critical habitat has not been designated for this species. 

Analysis of the species habitat likely to be affected 

Ocelot and Gulf Coast Jaguarundi 

The proposed action of Carrizo cane removal along potential endangered cat travel corridors may 
harm or harass the species within the action area. Potential effects include removal of dispersal 
habitat, fragmentation of remaining habitat, possible isolation of individuals, impeded 
movements of individuals, and possible toxicity from herbicides. The effects of the proposed 
action on cats will be considered further in the remaining sections of this opinion. 

Environmental Baseline 

Under section 7(a)(2) of the Act, when considering the effects of an action on Federally-listed 
species, the Service is required to take into consideration the environmental baseline. The 
environmental baseline includes past and ongoing natural factors and the past and present 
impacts of all Federal, State, or private actions and other human activities in the action area, 
including Federal projects in the action area that have already undergone section 7 consultation 
and the impacts of State or private actions which are contemporaneous with the consultation in 
process (50 CFR 402.02). In the Carrizo cane removal project, the Service considers the action 
area to be the cane removal and control footprint (i.e., 300-foot [91.4 meters] wide corridor) 
along the 16.1 -mile (25.7 kilometer) long segment for a total of 585 acres (236.7 hectares) within 
the project corridor. 



Status of the species within the action area 

Recent surveys for the ocelot and jaguarundi have not occurred in the project area. The 
population status of the species in the action area is largely unknown. The last unconfirmed 
sightings of ocelot in Webb County from Service records occurred in 1980. Unconfirmed 
sightings of jaguarundi have been reported in the mid 1980's and in 1993 for Webb County. 

Factors affecting species environment within the action area 

Urban areas surround the action area and continue east of the corridor into the city of Laredo. 
Single family homes, a water treatment plant, the western portion of Laredo Community College, 
railway systems, and recreational facilities surround the action area of the proposed Carrizo cane 
removal. Disturbance to the ocelot and jaguarundi dispersal corridor could come in the form of 
human activity, noise, or domestic pets entering the area. Also, in and adjacent to the action 
area, CBP and USBP conduct routine operations. 

Effects of the Action 

Under section 7(a)(2) "effects of the action" refers to the direct and indirect effects of an action 
on a species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated 
and interdependent with that action. The effects of the proposed action are added to the 
environmental baseline to determine the future baseline that serves as the basis for the 
determination in this biological opinion. The impacts discussed below are the Service's 
evaluation of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action. Indirect effects are those 
caused by the proposed action that occur later in time, but are still reasonably certain to occur (50 
CFR 402.02). The Service has determined that there are no interrelated or interdependent actions 
apart from the action under consideration. 

Direct and indirect effects on cats and their habitat include: (1) direct loss of dispersal habitat, 
(2) habitat fragmentation and isolation, (3) aerial herbicide application (4) prescribed bums (5) 
noise and (6) chemical toxicity. 

Direct loss of habitat 
Approximately 35 1 acres of Carrizo cane will be removed. Carrizo cane, although considered an 
exotic, invasive species along the Rio Grande, does provide habitat features for a number of 
animals including the ocelot and jaguarundi. Although little information exists on the subject, it 
is thought that monotypic stands of Carrizo cane do not provide food for native species that 
would be equivalent to native vegetation. The thick stand often excludes native vegetation and 
allows for almost no understory, however, this dense growth is considered suitable for ocelot and 
jaguarundi dispersal or migratory corridors. Carrizo cane has been found to be used by some 
wildlife including coyotes (Canis latrans), woodrats (probably Neotoma sp.), and many bird 
species. Although not documented in Texas the Least Bell's vireo (Vireo belliipusillu) and 



southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) have found to use Carrizo cane. 
The vireo has been found using the Carrizo cane for nesting (Santa Margarita - San Luis Rey 
Weed Management Area, 2008). In Webb County near Laredo, riparian areas dominanted by 
Carrizo cane elf owls (Micrathene whitneyi), nightjars (probably Caprimulgus salvini) and 
pauraques (Nyctiduomus albicolli,~) (Woodin et al, 2000). Warblers also are known to nest in 
Carrizo cane (Tout 1995 as cited by Istria on the Internet 2008). More data is needed to compare 
the use of Carrizo cane by native wildlife versus native vegetation and the degree of usage in 
proportion to its abundance - also it would specify what kind of food resources for different 
animals is supported by monotypic stands of Carrizo cane (Santa Margarita - San Luis Rey 
Weed Management Area, 2008). According to the EA, several species were noted within the 
project area during field reconnaissance survey conducted by GSRC in April 2008, including 7 
species of birds, white tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), bobcat (Felis rufus) and two species 
of anoles (Anolis carolinensis and Anilis equestris). Ocelots and jaguarundi most likely use this 
are for migration and foraging or dispersal corridors. 

Fragmentation and Isolation 
Along with habitat loss and degradation, most biologists agree that habitat fragmentation is a 
major cause of reduced biodiversity (Noss et a1 2001). Habitat fragmentation is the separation of 
a landscape into various land uses (development, agriculture, etc ...) resulting in numerous small 
disjointed habitat patches left for use by wildlife. Fragmentation eliminates areas needed for 
breeding, feeding, and sheltering for species like the ocelot and jaguarundi that require large, 
unbroken blocks of habitat. Fragmentation can also isolate cats from travel corridors and reduce 
dispersal for breeding. In a small population, such as the ocelot and jaguarundi in South Texas, 
inbreeding can reduce fitness of individuals and loss of genetic variability can reduce the ability 
of an animal to adapt to a changing environment (Lande 1988). 

Helicopters 
There are no known studies of the effects of helicopter disturbance on ocelot and jaguarundi. Of 
the studies conducted, there is some evidence that use of helicopters effect wildlife. In one study, 
42 percent of the mountain goats (Oreamnos americanus) studied were considered to be lightly 
disturbed by helicopter flyovers, 26 percent were moderately disturbed while the remaining 32 
percent were greatly affected by helicopter presence. Lightly disturbed indicated that that were 
alert (stood, raised their ears, looked at helicopter) for 5 2  minutes and moved 5 32.8 feet (10 
meters). Moderately disturbed were animals that moved 32.8- 328 feet (10-100 meters) and were 
alert for >2 and < 10 minutes. Goats that were greatly disturbed walked or ran > 328 feet (1 00 
meters) and were alert for >10 minutes. Distance between helicopter and animals were the most 
important factor affecting behavior. Goats were greatly disturbed by 85 percent of helicopters < 
1,640 feet (500 meters) away from the animals compared to only 9 percent of the times 
helicopters were > 0.9 miles (1 500 meters) away. Prolonged disturbance occurred when goats 
ran to cliffs and remained there with greater exposure to stress from helicopters disturbance for 
several hours. Reaction to helicopters can increase energy expenditures, reduce fat accumulation 
or deteriorate physiological condition (MacArthur et a1 1979 as cited by CGtC 1996). 
Recommended distance for caribou (Rangifer tarandus) and muskox (Ovibos moschatus) is 0.62 
mile (1 kilometer) (Miller and Gunn, 1979 as cited by C6tC 1996) , and 820 -1,476 feet (250-450 



meters) for desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis)(Stockwell et a1 1991 as cited by C8tC 1996). 
Mountain goats may be more sensitive to helicopter disturbance than other ungulates - since 
reported herd splitting and in one case injury in fleeing animals (C6tC 1996), therefore, suggest 
staying 1.2 miles (2 kilometers ) away. In one study Gladwin et a1 (1987) indicated that 
helicopters disturbed wildlife, primarily waterfowl, more than fixed-winged aircraft. Other 
animals have less response to helicopter disturbance. For example, when comparing fixed-wing 
aircraft and helicopters to fly over colonial waterbirds, 75 percent of the observations indicated 
no reaction to either craft, 90 percent of the observations indicated no more than the bird looking 
up or having no reaction. Disturbance from helicopter census was considered minor and short 
duration, however, in some cases birds flew up and circled the colony if they did not have active 
nests. Helicopter disturbance was considered to be less than on-the-ground counts with people 
entering the colony (Kushlan, 1979). 

Helicopter disturbance may by seen by the animals as a predation risk causing greater energetic 
costs, running or moving to a different location, reduced forging efficiency by increasing 
vigilance and forcing animals to forage in a safer areas but where food may be scarcer. Over the 
long term this could reduce reproductive success of individuals and lead to population decline 
(Frid 1996). Due to the nature of the helicopter use for this project being not prolonged, the 
effects would be temporary. 

Prescribed burn 
Immediate responses of wildlife to fires include direct injury or mortality, and fleeing to seek 
refuge (Bruhjell and Tegart 2008). Mortality risk associated with fire is influenced by several 
factors including wind speed, fuel loads, moisture content in vegetation, time of year, uniformity, 
and size of fire among other factors (Lyon et a1 2000, Main and Tanner 1999). Fires that move 
faster, that are wider, that burn at high temperatures, have thick ground smoke and are actively 
crowning such as wildfires have a much greater risk of causing death to wildlife than prescribed 
burns where by selecting environmental conditions the level of risk is minimized (Lyon et a1 
2000, Main and Tanner 1999). Large mobile animals such as deer, bobcats and bear are less 
likely to experience mortality due to fire as they are able to move out of the area. Younger 
animals, however, are at more risk than adult animals. Conducting smaller prescribed fires and 
avoiding burning during peak birthing periods can reduce the risk of mortality, especially among 
young animals (Main and Tanner 1999). Secondary results of fire may include an alteration of 
foraging activities and animal performance (Bruhjell and Tegart 2008). 

Noise 
Noise can cause stress in animals and the autonomic responses to noise are varied. Geist (1979 
as cited by Larkin 1996) believed that there was an energetic cost to animals being disturbed by 
noise. Others have used heart rate as physiological index of energy expenditure, monitored with 
telemetry, in wild animals exposed to noise. While others have used heart rate changes to 
indicate alarm or excitement of animals exposed to noise (Larkin 1996). For the proposed 
project the most severe noise likely to be encountered by the cats is that from helicopters. Noise 
from helicopters consists of several factors including engine noise, gearbox noise, blade loading 
noise and noise from interaction of the rotors. The noises vary according to the direction they 



are measured from. (Larkin 1996). Although the sources of noise from helicopters changes 
between models, blade speed, weather conditions, and speed of aircraft among other factors, few 
studies have delineated the source of the noise from helicopters in their studies. Responses of 
wildlife to helicopter noise have included a range of responses from no reaction, to alerting, 
disruption to feeding, and flight (Larkin 1996). There are no known studies that specifically 
address the effects of noise on ocelot or jaguarundi, in fact, information about the effect of noise 
on species of felines is lacking. It is reasonable to assume that the cats could display the range of 
responses to noise, they could have no reaction, become alert, stop feeding or display a fight or 
flight response. Due to the nature of the noises anticipated by the proposed project, the effects of 
noise should be temporary. 

Human disturbance 
Although not documented for the ocelot and jaguarundi, several responses to human disturbance 
can be expected in felines. For example, Florida panthers shifted their habitat use area in 
response to hunters although no changes related to energy intakes (activity rates, movement rates 
or predation success) were noted (Janis and Clark 2002). In another study, lynxes were found to 
have a median tolerance limit to approaching humans of 164 feet (50 meters) and they tolerated a 
closer approach by humans when in denser habitats than in more open areas (Sunde et a1 1998 as 
cited by Tempe1 et a1 2006). In general, typical wildlife responses to human disturbance may be 
fleeing, increased vigilance, and changes in habitat selection (Frid and Dill 2002). These 
responses can be expected in ocelots or jaguarundi if human disturbance occurs during any phase 
of this project, including monitoring. 

Toxicity 
The herbicides selected for potential use in this project have low toxicity to mammals (Driver 
1994) as detailed further below. 

Glyphosate 
Glyphosate is widely used broad-spectrum, systemic, non-selective, post-emergence herbicide 
(Tu et a1 2001, WHO 1994). Systemic means that is translocated from the point of application 
(usually the leaves) to the stem and roots of the plant. The mechanism of glyphosate action 
involves the inhibition of an enzyme essential for the synthesis of aromatic amino acids in plants 
resulting in the decreases in the amount of tryptophan, tyrosine, and phenyalanine produced as 
well as decreasing the rate that protein, chlorophyll and indole acetic acid are synthesized. The 
plant first experiences a cessation of growth, then chlorosis and finally necrosis of the plant 
tissue - the process is slow. The essential enzyme is 5-enolpyruvl shikimate-3-P-synthetase 
which is specific to plants. Animals do not use this synthesis pathway for aromatic amino acids, 
therefore, glyphosate is relatively non-toxic to animals (Solomon et a1 2005). Gylphosate 
residues in decaying plants disappear relatively rapidly with 50 percent dissipation within 8-9 
days of application under temperate conditions (Solomon et a1 2005). The acute toxicity of 
glyphosate in mammals varies depending on route of administration and type of formulation 
administered. Glyphosate isopropylamine salt has a LD5() of greater than 5,000 mglkg of body 
weight in rats given oral doses, greater than 5,000 mglkg of body weight in rabbits given a 
dermal exposure, and greater than 3,500 mglkg of body weight in goats given and oral dose 



(Monsanto 2002, Smith and Oehrne, 1992 as cited by Solomon et a1 2005). There is limited 
information on the acute toxicity of glyphosate compounds fiom other studies in mammals. 
Dogs that have directly ingested glyphosate compounds showed such signs as vomiting, 
hypersalivation, diarrhea, prostration, paresis, and eye and skin irritation (Solomon et a1 2005). 
Because glyphosate has a low fat solubility and a low octanol/water coefficient, it is thought to 
have a low tendency to bioaccumulate. In some studies, this is further evidenced by its tendency 
to have only minimal retention in tissues and rapidly eliminated from various animals via the 
urine including mammals, birds and fish (Franz et a1 1997 as cited by Schuette 1998; Solomon et 
a1 2005). 

Imazapyr 
Imazapyr is a non-selective herbicide manufactured by BASF under the formulations known as 
Arsenal@, Habitat@, Chopper@, and Stalker@. It can be used for the control of a broad range of 
plants including annual and perennial terrestrial grasses, woody species, broadleaf herbs, riparian 
and emergent aquatic species. Habitat@ does not contain heavy metals, organochlorides, or 
phosphates and is formulated as an isopropylamine salt in a water based solution (BASF 2005). 
Imazapyr is a weak acid herbicide; therefore, the pH of the environment affects its chemical 
structure and its relative persistence in the environment and it mobility. As the pH of soil 
decreases, imazapyr has greater adsorption capacity and lower mobility. While the half-life of 
imazapyr in soil can range up to 5 months, in aqueous solution, it has a half-life of just 2 days as 
it is susceptible to photodegradation (Tu et a1 2004). The toxicity of imazapyr in mammals is 
considered to be low. The LDso reported for an oral dose in rats and mice, depending on 
formulation, ranges from greater than 5,000- 10,000 mgkg (Cyanarnid 1997, WHO 2004). The 
LDS0 for rabbits given a dermal exposure to the herbicide is greater than 2,000 mgkg. The LD50 
for imazapyr in bobwhite quail and mallard ducks has been reported to be greater than 2,150 
mg/kg (Weed Science Society of America as cited by Tu et a1 2004, BASF 2005). Some acute 
signs of toxicity reported in rats and mice included cyanosis, convulsion, ataxia, blepharoptosis 
and sedation (Cyanamid, 1997). Imazapyr is considered to be an irritant to the eye of rabbits 
with some rabbits showing signs of irritation in the conjunctiva and cornea (Cyanamid 1997, 
WHO 2004). Imazapyr is considered to be a mild irritant of the skin with slight erythema noted 
upon dermal exposure. Guinea pigs did not show similar skin reaction when exposed dermally 
to imazapyr. Imazapyr was found to be non-teratogenic to rats and rabbits and mutagenicity 
studies showed imazapyr to cause no DNA damage in standard microbial testing, or 
chromosomal aberrations in mammalian cells (Cyanarnid 1997). Chronic toxicity tests have 
been reported in dogs, mice and rats. Adverse effects were not observed in the toxicity studies 
with dogs feed 250mg/kg/day (Rubin 1999, EPA 2006). Imazapyr is reported to not be highly 
toxic to birds and mammals but some formulation can cause severe irreversible eye damage (Tu 
et a1 2004). In fact, WHO (2004) lists imazapyr as being unlikely to present an acute harzard 
during normal use. Imazapyr is easily absorbed by plants through tissue and roots and is 
translocated to meristematic tissues in xylem and phloem. There it inhibits acetohydroxy acid 
synthase (AHAS) which is responsible for the catalysis of valine, leucine and isoleucine, amino 
acid required for protein synthesis and cell growth (Tu et a1 2004). Only plants have this enzyme 
for production of these amino acids so imazapyr is considered to be low toxicity to animals. 
Animals get these amino acids fiom eating plants or other animals (Tu et a1 2004). Surfactants 



that are approved for aquatic environments would be used as part of the herbicide application. 
Surfacants are known to have some toxicity to wildlife, although the amount of injury or 
mortality from surfactant use cannot be quantified. 

Some herbicides that present a low risk to birds and mammals are toxic to invertebrates and 
could reduce the prey base of fish and wildlife populations. Glyphosate and imazapyr both have 
reported low toxicity in aquatic invertebrates (Driver 1994). Little information exists of the 
effects of aerial spraying of either herbicide or its formulation on non-target species. One study 
showed that after aerial spraying with avicide in roosts of blackbirds (Icterinae) and European 
starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), that non-target species numbers in the roost area did not change 
significantly, although one least shrew (Cryptotisparva) was found dead among an few non- 
target birds. Scavengers using the roost such as foxes (Vulpes fulva), domestic cats (Felis 
domesticus) and dogs (Canus familiarus) foraged in the roost areas. Opossum (Didelphis 
marsupialis) and raccoon (Procyon lotor) tracks were also noted. No secondary poisoning of 
scavengers or predator was indicated but the authors indicated further studies were needed to 
assess this risk (Heisterberg et a1 1990). The likelihood of an ocelot or jaguarundi receiving 
enough herbicide directly to cause an adverse effect is low and the risk is also low that a prey 
item would receive enough herbicide to have a resulting effect on an ocelot or jaguarundi. 

The best management practices and revegetation effort proposed by CBP include measures to 
minimize risks to ocelot or jaguarundi and will further reduce the likelihood that a cat will be 
impacted by the proposed vegetation removal and control methods. These best management 
practices include: 

Vehicular traffic associated with the cane removal and control activities would remain on 
established roads and reduce speeds to the maximum extent practicable. 

If removal of marsh or riparian vegetation cannot be completely avoided, any clearing or 
removal or vegetation will not occur in November or December to avoid peak jaguarundi 
reproductive season. 

Impermeable fenceslbarriers will not be constructed that bisect or fragment jaguarundi or 
ocelot dispersal corridors. Furthermore, impermeable barriers will not be constructed that 
prevent ocelot or jaguarundi access to freshwater. 

Rehabilitation of affected soils would include re-vegetation of the disturbed area with 
native plant species as described above to reduce erosion. 

Erosion control measures such as hay bales, dikes, silt screens, or similar erosion 
control techniques would be utilized. 

During cane removal and control activities (or such distance that noise, light, or other 
effects reach the habitat), a Government-designated environmental monitor, with authority to 
temporarily suspend construction at any time the appropriate BMPs are not being properly 
implemented, would be present on site. 

Cane removal and control activities would avoid wetlands, dense thorn scrub 
and riparian vegetation to the greatest extent practicable. Removal of wetland habitat, dense 
thorn scrub or riparian vegetation would be avoided or minimized. 

Erosion control tools and proper site-specific BMPs to reduce erosion should 
be implemented. Erosion control measures such as hay bales, dikes, silt screens, or similar 



erosion control techniques would be utilized and appropriate BMPs, as required by the SWPPP, 
would be implemented before, during, and after construction activities such as silt fencing, rice 
straw mulch, and erosion control blankets would be placed in areas assessed to be erosion risks 
(i.e., Rio Grande bank line). Use of hard structures would be minimized to the extent 
practicable. A mix of native grass seeds would be immediately hydromulched onto freshly tilled 
soils in the project area to provide cover and reduce erosion. No hay or straw bales containing 
non-native invasive seeds would be used. 

Materials used for on-site erosion control in uninfested native habitats will be free of non- 
native plant seeds and other plant parts to limit potential for infestation. Since natural materials 
cannot be certified as completely weed-free, if such materials are used, there will be follow up 
monitoring to document establishment of non-native plants and appropriate control measures 
should be implemented for a period of time to be determined in the site restoration plan. 

Mechanical equipment shall be cleaned using BMPs prior to entering and departing the 
project corridor to minimize the spread and establishment of non-native invasive plant species. 

Herbicides approved for aquatic environments would be used to avoid adverse impacts to 
aquatic organisms. All herbicides would be applied by a licensed professional. 

Roads constructed to access the project corridor would be temporary in nature and would 
be rehabilitated and revegetated when the project is completed. 

The presence of jaguarundi and ocelot at the habitat area will be assumed. 
All personnel involved with the on-the-ground construction or maintenance for the 

proposed action will receive training in the affected species, the agreed upon BMPs, and the role 
of the construction monitor. 

Whenever possible, road construction and maintenance should not improve or create new 
available access to undisturbed jaguarundi, or ocelot habitats. 

Staging areas for equipment and supplies should be as far away as practicable from 
jaguarundi and ocelot habitats. 

Construction and maintenance activities should be conducted only during daylight hours 
to avoid noise and lighting issues at night. Noise levels for construction and maintenance should 
be minimized. All generators should be in baffle boxes (a sound-resistant box that is placed over 
or around a generator), have an attached muffler, or use other noise-abatement methods in 
accordance with industry standards. 

The area to be disturbed should be minimized through scheduling materials deliveries and 
equipment on site to only those needed for effective project implementation. 

All access routes into and out of the project disturbance area should be flagged, and no 
construction outside of those boundaries should be authorized. 

If new access is needed or existing access requires improvement to be usable for the 
project, roads should be constructed to accepted standards. 

To the extent possible, areas already disturbed by past activities or those that will be used 
later in the construction period should be used for staging, parking, and equipment storage. 

Within the designated disturbance area, grading or topsoil removal should be 
limited to areas where this activity is needed to provide the ground conditions needed for 
construction or maintenance activities. Minimizing disturbance to soils will enhance the ability 
to restore the disturbed area after the project is complete. 

All construction shall follow DHS Management Directive 5 100.1 for waste management. 



Waste materials and other discarded materials should be removed from the site as 
quickly as practicable. This should assist in keeping the project area and surroundings fkee of 
litter and reduce the amount of disturbed area needed for waste storage. 

Waste water (water used for project purposes that is contaminated with construction 
materials, was used for cleaning equipment and thus carries oils or other toxic materials or other 
contaminants in accordance with state regulations) should also be stored in closed containers on 
site until removed for disposal. 

The project management plan will provide for a report describing the implementation of 
the BMPs and their effectiveness. 

In the long-term, however, the jaguarundi and ocelot may indirectly benefit fiom the proposed 
revegetation of native plant species, potentially reduced illegal traffic and USBP enforcement 
actions. By reducing illegal traffic, the law enforcement footprint on the landscape would be 
reduced, thereby reducing the amount of human presence and habitat degradation. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, local, or private actions that are reasonably 
certain to occur in the action area considered in this biological opinion. Future Federal actions 
that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they require 
separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the Act. 

Cumulative impacts to cats would result primarily fiom the additional removal or degradation of 
dispersal habitat. According to the BAY Laredo Community College has removed approximately 
0.5 acre (0.2 hectare) of cane in one area and has removed cane along their nature trail. The City 
of Laredo mows 1.5 miles (2.4 kilometers) of a 50-foot (15 meter) wide corridor of Carrizo cane 
in the downtown area that is east of the current project area. 

IV. Conclusion 

After reviewing the current status of the ocelot and jaguarundi, the environmental baseline for 
the action area, 16.1 miles (25.7 kilometers) of habitat along the Rio Grande, the effects of the 
proposed action, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological opinion that the 
evaluation of various treatment methods for the removal of Carrizo cane, as proposed is not 
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed ocelot and jaguarundi. There is no 
critical habitat listed in the state of Texas for these species of cats, therefore none will be 
affected. 

INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT 

Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulations pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the take 
of endangered or threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is defined as 
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage 
in any such conduct. Harm is further defined by the Service to include significant habitat 
modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly 



impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering. Harass is 
defined by the Service as intentional or negligent actions that create the likelihood of injury to 
listed species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which 
include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take 
that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. 
Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to, and not 
intended as part of, the agency action is not considered to be prohibited taking under the Act 
provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this incidental take 
statement. 

The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by the CBP so that 
they become binding conditions of the project in order for the exemption in section 7(0)(2) to 
apply. The CBP has a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental take 
statement. If the CBP (1) fails to assume and implement the terms and conditions or (2) fails to 
require any agent acting on behalf of CBP to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental 
take statement through enforceable terms that are added to any contracting document, the 
protective coverage of section 7(0)(2) may lapse. In order to monitor the impact of incidental 
take, the CBP must report the progress of the action and its impacts on the species to the Service 
as specified in the incidental take statement (50 CFR 402.14(i)(3)). 

Amount or Extent of Take Anticipated 

As stated previously, no known surveys have been conducted within the project area and the 
population status of the cats within the project area remains unknown. Implementation of 
avoidance and minimization measures by the CBP further reduces the likelihood that could be 
taken. However, because the project life may be multiple years and project area extends 16.1 
miles, the Service anticipates, that a slight, possibility exists that pre-activities, herbicide 
application, revegetation and monitoring may cause: 

1) 1 ocelot to be taken by harm or harassment through habitat manipulation and short term 
loss of habitat, and 

2) 1 jaguarundi to be taken by harm or harassment also through habitat manipulation and 
short term loss of habitat. 

A direct mortality of a cat is not anticipated. Further the direct loss of 35 1 acres (142 hectares) 
of dispersal habitat will be remaining until revegetation is successful. The Service considers the 
incidental take to be long term, until revegetation of functional ocelot and jaguarundi habitat 
occurs. The status of the revegetation effort will be assessed during a 5 year time frame. If in 
Year 5 of monitoring no more than 20 percent of any one species requires replanting then the 
success criteria will be considered to be fulfilled. 

If the level of take is reached for any one of the species or the revegetation effort is not 
successful within 5 years, it is requested that CBP contact the Service immediately to review the 
circumstances and revisit the take analysis. 



Effect of Take 

Due to the protective measures in place and revegetation effort by the CBP, the Service, for the 
purpose of this biological opinion, has determined that this level of anticipated take is not likely 
to result in jeopardy to ocelot or jaguarundi. 

REASONABLEANDPRUDENTMEASURES 

As part of the project description, the CBP has agreed on voluntarily measures to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the ocelot and jaguarundi. The Service believes the following reasonable 
and prudent measure is necessary and appropriate to minimize the impact of incidental take on 
these species and assist the Service in improving methods to minimize impacts of incidental take 
on the ocelot and jaguarundi. 

1 .  Establish a protocol to notify the Service of direct take of an ocelot and jaguarundi. 
2. Establish a protocol for the post application survey and finalize compensation offered if 

native species are impacted. 

Terms and Conditions 

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the Act, the CBP must comply with 
the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent measure 
described above and outline required reportinglmonitoring requirements. These terms and 
conditions are non-discretionary. 

1 .  In the event that activities result in the direct take (killing, harming, or maiming) of an 
ocelot or jaguarundi, the person(s) responsible for monitoring shall notify the Service's 
Corpus Christi Ecological Services Office (3611994-9005). A standard methodology for 
handling dead or injured cats found during the project will be established by the Service. 
This methodology shall be directed at determining the cause of death and ensuring that all 
data is recorded. The finder has the responsibility to ensure that evidence intrinsic to the 
specimen is not disturbed. 

2. Submit summary reports from CBP to the Service's Corpus Christi Ecological Services 
Field Office within 30 days of completion of any one application of treatment to the 
Carrizo cane. The CBP summary report should include measures implemented during 
project activities, success of such measures, incidences, and any recommendations on 
improvements to those measures. Reports should include the results of the post 
application survey detailing the extent of native species affected by herbicide application, 
road construction or other project components. Details should include a plan for 
compensation of native plants at a 2: 1 ratio. Reports should be sent to: U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Corpus Christi Ecological Services Field Office, ATTN: Field 



Supervisor, c/o TAMU-CC, 6300 Ocean Drive, Unit 5837, Corpus Christi, Texas 78412- 
5837. 

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

Section 7(a)(l) of the Act directs Federal action agencies to utilize their authorities to further the 
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and 
threatened species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to 
minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to 
help implement recovery plans, or develop information. 

For the benefit of ocelot and jaguarundi the Service recommends the following: 

1. Locate areas where there are opportunities to present or establish Service-approved 
workshops, signage or other opportunities for the ocelot and jaguarundi education in the 
Laredo area. 

2. Work with the Service to design and fund a research program to determine the extent to 
which Carrizo cane is utilized by the cats and potential prey species. 

3. Work with the Service to design and fund a research program to determine the population 
of ocelot and jaguarundi in the Webb County area. 

In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions minimizing or avoiding adverse effects or 
benefiting listed species or their habitats, the Service requests notification of the implementation 
of any conservation recommendations. 

REINITIATION NOTICE 

This concludes formal consultation on the action(s) outlined in your request for formal 
consultation for various treatment methods for the removal and control of Carrizo cane in Webb 
County, Texas. As provided in 50 CFR 5402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required 
where discretionary Federal agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or 
is authorized by law) and if: (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new 
information reveals effects of the agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in 
a manner or to an extent not considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently 
modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered 
in this opinion; (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by 
the action. In instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any 
operations causing such take should cease pending reinitiation. 
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access secured administrative roads/trails. CBP-BP may drag existing 
public and administrative roads that are unpaved for the purpose of 
cutting sign, subject to compliance with conditions that are mutually 
agreed upon by the local Federal land manager and the CBP-BP Sector 
Chief. For purposes of this MOU, "existing public roads/trails" are 
those existing roads/trails, paved or unpaved, on which the land 
management agency allows members of the general public to operate 
motor vehicles, and "existing administrative roads/trails" are those 
existing roads/trails, paved or unpaved, on which the land management
agency allows persons specially authorized by the agency, but not 
members of the general public, to operate motor vehicles; 

3 CBP-BP may request, in writing, that the land management agency 
grant additional access to Federal lands (for example, to areas not 
previously designated by the land management agency for off-road use) 
administered by the DOI or the USDA for such purposes as routine 
patrols, non-emergency operational access, and establishment of 
temporary camps or other operational activities. The request will 
describe the specific lands and/or routes that the CBP-BP wishes to 
access and the specific means of access desired. After receiving a 
written request, the local Federal land manager will meet promptly with 
the CBP-BP Sector Chief to begin discussing the request and 
negotiating the terms and conditions of an agreement with the local 
land management agency that authorizes access to the extent permitted
by the laws applicable to the particular Federal lands. In each 
agreement between CBP-BP and the local land management agency, 
the CBP-BP should be required to use the lowest impact mode of travel 
and operational setup reasonable and practicable to accomplish its 
mission. The CBP-BP should also be required to operate all motorized 
vehicles and temporary operational activities in such a manner as will 
minimize the adverse impacts on threatened or endangered species and 
on the resources and values of the particular Federal lands. However, at 
no time should officer safety be compromised when selecting the least 
impactful conveyance or operational activity. Recognizing the 
importance of this matter to the Nation's security, the CBP-BP Sector 
Chief and the local Federal land manager will devote to this endeavor 
the resources necessary to complete required compliance measures in 
order to execute the local agreement within ninety (90) days after the 
Federal land manager has received the written request for access.
Nothing in this paragraph is intended to limit the exercise of applicable
emergency authorities for access prior to the execution of the local 
agreement. The Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and Homeland
Security expect that, absent compelling justification, each local 
agreement will be executed within that time frame and provide the 
maximum amount of access requested by the CBP-BP and allowed by 
law;
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 APPENDIX E
PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT BETWEEN CBP AND TEXAS SHPO 



 



Mr.  F. Lawrence Oaks 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
P.O. Box 12276  
Capitol Station 
Austin, TX 78711 
 
 
Subject:  Programmatic Agreement Among U.S. Customs and Border Protection and the Texas 

State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Removal and Control of Carrizo Cane 
within the Jurisdiction of the U.S. Border Patrol, Laredo Sector, Texas. 

 
 
Dear Mr. Oaks: 
 
This letter is to invite your participation in the development of the enclosed Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1).  U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) proposes to remove and control the non-native and highly invasive Carrizo cane (Arundo 
donax) in the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) Laredo Sector’s Area of  Operation along the Rio 
Grande.  CBP proposes to remove cane in an approximately 300-foot wide corridor to improve 
the view of the U.S.-Mexico border, assist in identifying, classifying, and bringing to a 
satisfactory law enforcement conclusion illegal cross border violations along the border, to 
provide a safer working environment for USBP Agents, and to strengthen the USBP’s control 
between the Ports-of-Entry in the Laredo Sector.  The methods of removal and control would 
include various combinations of herbicide application, physical removal, and fire, including but 
not limited to aerial herbicide application, mechanical removal either by hand tools or 
mechanical equipment, cut stem herbicide application either by hand tools or mechanical 
equipment, and burn and herbicide application.  The removal and control of cane would also 
include erosion control measures and revegetation efforts with native plant species following 
cane removal activities. 
 
The removal technique employed for any given cane removal project length will vary depending 
upon geographic and other physical circumstances of an individual removal corridor.   Prior to 
any proposed action, CBP will complete appropriate cultural resources investigations to identify 
properties that may be affected by the undertaking.  Such investigations may include but are not 
limited to pedestrian surveys, subsurface testing, remote sensing, and historical and 
environmental research prior to initiation of cane removal, revegetation, access road 
construction, or other ground-disturbance at that specific location. All work will be carried out in 
accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and 
Historic Preservation (48 Federal Register 44716-44740; September 23, 1983), as amended, 



Mr. F. Lawerence oaks 
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including Standards for Preservation Planning, Identification of Historic Properties, and the 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68), as appropriate. All work shall be 
carried out by professionals who meet the appropriate qualifications in these standards. 
 
This undertaking is critical to the safety of the agents in the Laredo Sector as well as the success 
of their mission.  As such, cane removal has been made a priority activity fr the Sector.  Given 
this priority, we ask that you expedite your review of the enclosed document so that we may 
negotiate an agreeable Agreement expeditiously. We appreciate your cooperation and look 
forward to your input on the document.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Robert F. Janson 
Acting Executive Director 
Asset Management 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 
Enclosure 
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 

AMONG 
U.S. CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION  

AND THE 
THE TEXAS STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

REGARDING  
THE REMOVAL AND CONTROL OF CARRIZO CANE WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF 

THE 
U.S. BORDER PATROL, LAREDO SECTOR, TEXAS 

 

WHEREAS, U.S. Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”) proposes to remove and control  
non-native and highly invasive Carrizo cane (Arundo donax) in the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) 
Laredo Sector Area of  Operation along the Rio Grande in an approximately 300-foot wide 
corridor; 

WHEREAS, CBP’s removal of Carrizo cane in the Laredo Sector Area of Operation is designed 
to improve the view of the U.S.-Mexico border, to assist in identifying, classifying, and bringing 
to satisfactory law enforcement conclusions illegal cross border violations along the border, to 
provide a safer working environment for USBP Agents, and to strengthen the USBP’s control 
between the Ports-of-Entry in the Laredo Sector; and 

WHEREAS, the methods of removal and control  may include various combinations of 
herbicide application, physical removal, and fire, including but not limited to aerial herbicide 
application, mechanical removal either by hand tools or mechanical equipment, cut stem 
herbicide application either by hand tools or mechanical equipment, and burn and herbicide 
application.  The removal and control of cane would also include erosion control measures and 
revegetation efforts with native plant species following cane removal activities; and 

WHEREAS, the complete removal and control of Carrizo cane within the entire Laredo Sector 
Area of Operation constitutes the Undertaking; and 

WHEREAS, the Undertaking will consist of individual actions or activities in discrete locations 
within the Laredo Sector Area of Operation, referred to herein as “projects,” which may include, 
among other things, evaluating various methods of Carrizo cane removal and control, the actual 
removal and control of Carrizo cane, erosion control, or revegetation; and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to 800 C.F.R. § 800.2(a)(3), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(“USACE”) acts as a technical advisor to CBP for cultural resource issues related to the 
Undertaking, as per a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between CBP and USACE dated 
January 8, 2004; and    

WHEREAS, CBP in consultation with the Texas State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has 
determined that a Programmatic Agreement (PA) developed in accordance with 36 CFR 
800.14(b)(3) is appropriate because the Undertaking is large and complex, and because the 
effects of the Undertaking cannot yet be fully determined prior to approval, as rights of entry to 
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all the affected properties are not yet available and CBP is still in the process of testing and 
evaluating most effective methods of Carrizo cane removal and control; and 

WHEREAS, CBP has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the 
development of this PA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1) and the ACHP has determined 
that it will not participate in the consultations to  develop  this PA or to be a party to this 
agreement; and 

WHEREAS, currently CBP is proposing to evaluate various methods of Carrizo Cane removal 
and control in Webb and Zapata Counties, which are in the Laredo Sector’s Area of Operation.  
This project is referred to herein as “CR, Laredo.”  CR Laredo will be the first project completed 
under the PA; and     

WHEREAS, the CR, Laredo project area is a 16.1-mile long corridor located in the City of 
Laredo, extending from just north of the World Trade Bridge to downtown Laredo, and shall be 
completed in phases.  The so-called “Riverbend phase,” which involves the removal and control 
of Carrizo cane along a 2.7-mile long corridor within the City of Laredo, shall be the first phase 
of the CR, Laredo project; and 

WHEREAS, CBP has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for a 16.1-mile long portion of CR Laredo 
Project that describes the project; and 

WHEREAS, CBP has conducted previous cultural resources investigations in a 2.7-mile long 
the Riverbend area for other tactical infrastructure projects, and in consultation with the SHPO 
has determined that the Riverbend phase as currently proposed may adversely affect historic 
properties including but not limited to the Fort McIntosh Historic District, the Fort McIntosh site 
(41WB11), and a prehistoric archaeological site (41WB83); and  

WHEREAS, CBP has provided information about possible effects of the Riverbend phase on 
historic properties to local governments, Federally-recognized Indian tribes, and the public 
regarding the effects of the Riverbend phase on historic properties through the public scoping 
process associated with the NEPA compliance and will continue to consult with them pursuant to 
this PA;  

NOW, THEREFORE, it is agreed that CBP, with the assistance of the USACE, shall carry out 
the following stipulations for Riverbend phase and all future projects or phases that constitute 
the Undertaking.   

STIPULATIONS 

CBP shall ensure the following stipulations are carried out: 

1.  General 
 

A. Scope of Undertaking.  This PA shall be applicable to all activities related to the 
Undertaking and to all areas that may be affected by the Undertaking. This includes 
herbicide application, physical removal, and fire, including but not limited to aerial 
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herbicide application, mechanical removal either by hand tools or mechanical equipment, 
cut stem herbicide application either by hand tools or mechanical equipment, burn and 
herbicide application, ecological mitigation features such as revegetation, and areas 
affected by ongoing maintenance. Modifications or changes of the project are subject to 
the terms of this PA.  
 
B.  Definitions.  The definitions set forth in 36 CFR 800.16 are incorporated herein by 
reference and apply throughout this PA. 

C. Standards and Qualifications. All work conducted in conjunction with this PA shall be 
performed in a manner consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation (48 Federal Register 44716-44740; 
September 23, 1983), as amended, including Standards for Preservation Planning, 
Identification of Historic Properties, and the Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties (36 CFR 68), as appropriate. All work shall be carried out by professionals 
who meet the appropriate professional qualifications in these standards.  
 

2. Public Involvement 

A. General Public Involvement. Coordinated scoping meetings and public notices 
requesting comments on the Undertaking from the public about historic properties 
potentially affected by the Undertaking have occurred. The public will continue to be 
afforded the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Undertaking and its effects 
on historic properties. The PA will be included in future NEPA-compliance documents 
and other public meetings and notices for the specific actions called for in this PA.  

B. Consulting Parties. CBP will involve the participation of consulting parties in specific 
historic preservation actions as outlined in the PA. Consulting parties will include the 
SHPO, federally recognized Indian tribes, local governments where historic properties 
are affected by the Undertaking, and parties determined by CBP as consulting parties 
based on 36 CFR 800.   

3. Tribal Consultation  

A. Tribal Consultation. Consultation with the appropriate federally-recognized Indian 
tribes (Tribes) will be initiated by CBP at the beginning of any Project. Tribes that may 
have cultural affiliation to lands that are part of the Undertaking include Comanche 
Indian Tribe, Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma, and Mescalero Apache Tribe. Consultation will 
continue with the Tribes who attach religious and cultural significance to historic 
properties potentially affected by a Project during the implementation of the Undertaking 
and as outlined in this PA.  

B. NAGPRA. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) is 
applicable to lands under the ownership or control of the U.S. government. Where 
applicable, CBP will comply with NAGPRA and do so in cooperation with the applicable 
federal agency.  In locations where NAGPRA does not apply, CBP will consult with 
Tribes as outlined in the ACHP’s regulations and the guidance outlined in stipulation 10. 
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4.   Historic Property Identification, Evaluation, and Determination of Effects 

The steps in the following stipulations (4.A.-D.) are to be carried out sequentially, e.g, step 4.A. 
is to be carried out first; step 4.B. is to be carried out second; step 4.C. is to be carried out third, 
etc. 

 A. Identification of the Area(s) of Potential Effect (APE). CBP in consultation with 
SHPO will identify the APEs. 

B. Identification/Survey. CBP will complete investigations to identify properties that may 
be affected by the Undertaking. Such investigations may include but are not limited to 
pedestrian surveys, subsurface testing, remote sensing, and historical and environmental 
research prior to initiation of cane removal, revegetation, access road construction, or 
other ground-disturbance at that specific location. All work will be carried out in 
accordance with the standards outlined in 1.C. above by professionals meeting the 
qualifications standards referred to above. 

C. NRHP Eligibility Evaluation. CBP will evaluate properties for NRHP eligibility in 
consultation with the SHPO, Tribes, and other consulting parties.  If properties are 
identified in the APE, CBP will determine their eligibility for the NRHP in accordance 
with the process described in 36 CFR 800.4(c) and criteria established in 36 CFR 60. The 
determination of cultural significance shall be conducted in consultation with the SHPO 
and Tribes that attach religious and cultural significance to the identified property. 
Should CBP and the SHPO agree that a property is or is not eligible for the NRHP, such 
consensus shall be deemed conclusive for the purpose of the PA. Should CBP and the 
SHPO not agree regarding the eligibility of a property, CBP shall obtain a determination 
of eligibility from the Keeper of the National Register pursuant with 36 CFR 63.  If CBP 
finds that either there are no historic properties present in the APE or there are historic 
properties but the undertaking or project will have no effect upon them, and the SHPO 
agrees, no further action will be required under this PA.  Alternatively, if CBP determines 
that there are properties within the APE that may be affected, the process as set forth in 
the PA shall continue.   
 

 
D. Effects to Historic Properties. Effects to historic properties will be determined by 
applying the definitions at 36 CFR 800.16(i) and 800.5(a). CBP shall submit these 
determinations of effect and request SHPO concurrence. Recommendations will be made 
on how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties for the 
purposes of further consultation with the SHPO, Tribes, and other consulting parties. 
These analyses and recommendations shall be included in the reports outlined in 
stipulation 7.  
 
 

5. Project Design to Avoid or Minimize Effects on Historic Properties. 
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A. Consultation on Project Design. CBP will consult with the SHPO and other consulting 
parties on solutions to avoid or minimize adverse effects to historic properties. The 
ACHP and Secretary of the Interior shall be invited to participate in the consultation to 
resolve any adverse effects to National Historic Landmarks in accordance with 36 CFR 
800.10.  

B. Solutions to Avoid or Minimize Adverse Effects. Examples of possible solutions to 
avoid or minimize adverse effects may include but need not be limited to hand removal 
of cane in areas near archaeological sites and historic properties; restricting project 
elements such as patrol roads and access roads to previously disturbed areas or other 
locations away from cultural resources; establishing maximum thresholds of equipment-
related vibrations near certain historic properties; and monitoring to ensure established 
thresholds are maintained.  It is encouraged that other solutions be developed from 
consultations. 

6. Historic Property Treatment and Mitigation Measures 

A. Treatment and Mitigation Plans. Where adverse effects to historic properties cannot 
be avoided or minimized, CBP will develop a plan(s) that outlines proposed measures to 
mitigate adverse effects to historic properties. The plan will be developed in consultation 
with the SHPO and other consulting parties and be provided to the SHPO and involved 
parties for review and comment as per stipulation 8.   

B. Archeological Data Recovery Plans. For properties significant for the data that they 
contain and for which data recovery is proposed, a detailed data recovery plan will be 
developed that describes the property and its significance, research questions, data 
required to answer the questions, field and laboratory work needed to answer the 
proposed questions, dates for completion of work and preparation of reports and outline 
of report contents, provisons for artifact curation, and public involvement/interpretation 
provisions. The plan will be developed in consultation with the SHPO and other 
consulting parties and provided to the SHPO and involved parties by CBP for review and 
comment as per stipulation 8. 
 
C. Additional Mitigation Provisions. Attachment 1 to this PA outlines additional 
mitigation provisions. CBP will carry out these provisions in addition to the other 
measures developed to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to historic properties 
(stipulations 5 and 6, respectively).  
 

7. Reporting.  
 

CBP will ensure that all results from investigations undertaken to comply with stipulations 4, 5, 
and 6, will be documented in professional quality reports that meet the standards set forth by the 
SHPO and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (see 1.C. above). Draft reports on the 
identification and NRHP eligibility evaluation of potentially affected properties will be 
submitted by CBP or its agent to SHPO, Tribes, and other consulting parties as appropriate for 
review and comment. Comments will be addressed in the final reports. Twenty (20) copies of the 
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final reports will be transmitted to the SHPO by CBP; of which nineteen (19) copies will not 
contain locational and other sensitive information. Additional copies of the report without 
sensitive information may be provided where distribution will not jeopardize the confidentiality 
of cultural resources location and other sensitive data. In all cases, CBP and its agent and the 
SHPO will maintain the confidentiality of locational and other sensitive information concerning 
archeological sites or sites of traditional cultural significance to a Tribe.  

 

8. Review Provisions 

Documents specified in this PA will be provided for review and comment by CBP. All parties 
shall have a concurrent 30 calendar days from receipt for review and to provide comments. CBP 
will take into account all comments received.   

 
9. Post Review Changes and Discoveries 

 
A.  Changes in the Undertaking.  Consultation will be reopened if there are changes to a 
project or project component (i.e., phase) and implementation of that project or 
component has not commenced, or if the project or component will not be conducted as 
originally coordinated.  
 
B.  Unanticipated Discoveries or Effects.  Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13(a)(2), if historic 
properties are discovered or unanticipated effects to a historic properties are found during 
or after cane removal or temporary access road construction on a project or project 
component has commenced or during operation and maintenance of the Project, all 
activities that may have the potential to affect the historic property will cease 
immediately and CBP shall notify SHPO. If NAGPRA is applicable, CBP in consultation 
with the land owning or land controlling Federal agency shall take steps to comply with 
NAGPRA. If NAGPRA or other federal law is not applicable, CBP will follow pertinent 
state law as may be applicable and ACHP guidance. CBP will develop a plan for the 
treatment of the historic property and provide the plan to the SHPO and Tribes that may 
attach religious and cultural significance to the identified historic properties, and other 
consulting party. The plan shall include CBP’s assessment of NRHP eligibility of the 
affected property and proposed actions to resolve the adverse effects.  All comments 
received within three working days of the party’s receipt of the plan shall be taken into 
account by CBP in carrying out the proposed treatment plan.  CBP may assume 
concurrence with its NRHP eligibility assessment and proposed treatment plan unless 
otherwise notified by the SHPO within three working days.  After completion of the 
actions, CBP will report on the actions taken to SHPO, Tribes that may attach religious 
and cultural significance to identified historic properties, and other involved consulting 
party.  
 

10. ACHP Policy Statement regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains and Funerary 
Objects.   
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CBP will follow the recommendations in the ACHP Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of 
Burial Sites, Human Remains and Funerary Objects effective 23 February 2007 in the 
implementation of the Undertaking.  
 
11.  Curation and Deposition of Recovered Materials and Records 
 
CBP will ensure that all archeological materials and associated records on lands under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. government or State of Texas that result from identification, evaluation, 
and treatment efforts conducted under this PA are accessioned into a curational facility meeting 
the standards of 36 CFR 79 except Native American human remains, burial objects, and cultural 
items. For Native American human remains, burial objects, or cultural items, CBP will ensure 
appropriate curation until repatriation as per NAGPRA. Management and care of artifacts and 
collections shall follow the Texas Administrative Code, Title 13, Part 2, Chapter 29 or 36 CFR 
79, as appropriate.  Archeological items and materials from lands not under the jurisdiction of 
state or U.S. government will be returned to their owners upon completion of analyses required 
for Section 106 compliance under this PA.  However, owners of archeological items and 
materials will be given the opportunity to donate these items and materials to the approved 
curational facility.   
 
  
12. Dispute Resolution 

 
Should any party to this PA object at any time to any actions proposed or the manner in which 
the terms of this PA are implemented, CBP will consult with such party to resolve the objection.  
If CBP determines that such objection cannot be resolved, CBP will: 

A. Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the CBP’s proposed 
resolution, to the ACHP. The ACHP will provide CBP with its advice on the resolution 
of the objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate documentation. Prior to 
reaching a final decision on the dispute, CBP will prepare a written response that takes 
into account any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, 
signatories and concurring parties, and provide them with a copy of this written response. 
CBP will then proceed according to its final decision. 

B. If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty (30) 
day-period, CBP may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly. Prior 
to reaching such a final decision, CBP shall prepare a written response that takes into 
account any timely comments regarding the dispute from the signatories and concurring 
parties to the PA, and provide them and the ACHP with a copy of such written response. 

C.   CBP remains responsible for carrying out all other actions called for in this PA that 
are not the subject of the dispute.  

13. Duration  
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The PA addresses revegetation with native species following cane removal and continued 
monitoring and removal of any cane regrowth that may occur, so the PA remains in effect as 
long as the need for cane removal remains or until it is superseded by an amended PA, 
subsequent Section 106 agreement, terminated, or environmental waiver is evoked for the 
Undertaking. If a single project is waived, the PA would remain in effect for future Projects and 
for other Projects that are not the subject of the waiver.    
 
14. PA Review, Amendment, Non-Compliance, and Termination 
 

A. PA Review. Every 5 years on 1 June or other date agreeable to CBP and the SHPO, 
CBP shall provide an opportunity for the signatories to review the terms of the PA and 
determine if amendment or other action is warranted.  

 
B. PA Amendment. If any signatory to this PA determines that the terms of the agreement 
cannot be fulfilled or that an amendment to the agreement must be made, the signatories 
will consult to seek amendment to the agreement. The process of amending this PA will 
be the same as exercised in creating the original agreement. The ACHP, regardless of its 
participation in creating this PA, may amend the PA. 
 
C. PA Termination. CBP, ACHP, or the SHPO may terminate this PA by providing 30 
days written notice to the other parties, provided that the parties will consult during this 
period to seek amendments or other actions that would prevent termination. Termination 
of this PA will require CBP’s compliance with the standard case-by-case review process 
outlined in 36 CFR 800. This PA may be terminated by implementation of a subsequent 
PA that explicitly supersedes this document or by CBP’s evocation of its waiver of 
environmental requirements for the Undertaking.  

 
EXECUTION of this PA and implementation of its terms evidence that CBP has considered the effects of 
its undertaking on historic properties and has afforded the ACHP a reasonable opportunity to comment on 
the Undertaking. 

SIGNATORIES 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 

By: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________ 

 

Texas State Historic Preservation Officer 

By: ___________________________________ Date: ____________________ 

  

 



Ms. Martha Catlin 
Program Analyst 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 803 
Old Post Office Building 
Washington, D.C.  20004 
 
Subject:  Programmatic Agreement Among U.S. Customs and Border Protection and the Texas 

State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Removal and Control of Carrizo Cane 
within the Jurisdiction of the U.S. Border Patrol, Laredo Sector, Texas. 

 
 
Dear Ms. Catlin: 
 
This letter is to inform you of the development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(a)(1) and to invite you to participate in consultation and/or 
become party to the agreement.  U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) proposes to remove 
and control the non-native and highly invasive Carrizo cane (Arundo donax) in the U.S. Border 
Patrol (USBP) Laredo Sector’s Area of  Operation along the Rio Grande.  CBP proposes to 
remove cane in an approximately 300-foot wide corridor to improve the view of the U.S.-Mexico 
border, assist in identifying, classifying, and bringing to a satisfactory law enforcement 
conclusion illegal cross border violations along the border, to provide a safer working 
environment for USBP Agents, and to strengthen the USBP’s control between the Ports-of-Entry 
in the Laredo Sector.  The methods of removal and control would include various combinations 
of herbicide application, physical removal, and fire, including but not limited to aerial herbicide 
application, mechanical removal either by hand tools or mechanical equipment, cut stem 
herbicide application either by hand tools or mechanical equipment, and burn and herbicide 
application.  The removal and control of cane would also include erosion control measures and 
revegetation efforts with native plant species following cane removal activities. 
 
The removal technique employed for any given cane removal project length will vary depending 
upon geographic and other physical circumstances of an individual removal corridor.   As the PA 
specifies,  prior to any proposed action, CBP will complete appropriate cultural resources 
investigations to identify properties that may be affected by the undertaking.  Such investigations 
may include pedestrian surveys, subsurface testing, remote sensing, and historical research as 
appropriate,  prior to initiation of cane removal, revegetation, access road construction, or other 
ground-disturbance at that specific location. All work will be carried out in accordance with the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation (48 
Federal Register 44716-44740; September 23, 1983), as amended, including Standards for 
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Preservation Planning, Identification of Historic Properties, and the Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68), as appropriate. All work shall be carried out by professionals 
who meet the appropriate qualifications in these standards. 
 
We appreciate any input you may have in the creation of this PA.  If you are interested in being 
party this PA or have any comments or recommendations for it s development please respond to 
this letter within 15 days. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Robert F. Janson 
Acting Executive Director 
Asset Management 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
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Baird's Sparrow Ammodramus bairdii

scrub, mesquite; nests in dense trees, or thickets, usually along water courses

shortgrass prairie with scattered low bushes and matted vegetation; mostly migratory in western half of 
State, though winters in Mexico and just across Rio Grande into Texas from Brewster through Hudspetth 
counties

cottonwood-lined rivers and streams; willow tree groves on the lower Rio Grande floodplain; formerly bred 
in south Texas

Common Black-Hawk Buteogallus anthracinus T

year-round resident and local breeder in west Texas, nests in tall cliff eyries; also, migrant across state from 
more northern breeding areas in US and Canada, winters along coast and farther south; occupies wide range 
of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and barrier islands; low-altitude 
migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, and barrier islands.

American Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus anatum DL E

Arctic Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius DL T

Audubon's Oriole Icterus graduacauda audubonii

migrant throughout state from subspecies’ far northern breeding range, winters along coast and farther 
south; occupies wide range of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and 
barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlines, 
and barrier islands.

breeding: nests on high plains or shortgrass prairie, on ground in shallow depression; nonbreeding: 
shortgrass plains and bare, dirt (plowed) fields; primarily insectivorous

Mountain Plover Charadrius montanus

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus DL E T

Sennett's Hooded Oriole Icterus cucullatus sennetti

both subspecies migrate across the state from more northern breeding areas in US and Canada to winter 
along coast and farther south; subspecies (F. p. anatum) is also a resident breeder in west Texas; the two 
subspecies’ listing statuses differ, thus the species level shows this dual listing status; because the 
subspecies are not easily distinguishable at a distance, reference is generally made only to the species level; 
see subspecies for habitat.

Mexican Hooded Oriole Icterus cucullatus cucullatus

subspecies is listed only when inland (more than 50 miles from a coastline); nests along sand and gravel 
bars within braided streams, rivers; also know to nest on man-made structures (inland beaches, wastewater 
treatment plants, gravel mines, etc); eats small fish and crustaceans, when breeding forages within a few 
hundred feet of colony

Interior Least Tern Sterna antillarum athalassos LE E

scrub, mesquite; nests in dense trees, or thickets, usually along water courses

BIRDS Federal Status State Status

WEBB COUNTY
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Neojuvenile tiger beetle Cicindela obsoleta neojuvenilis

bare or sparsely vegetated, dry, hard-packed soil; typically in previously disturbed areas; peak adult activity 
in Jul

INSECTS Federal Status State Status

Rio Grande shiner Notropis jemezanus

Rio Grande and lower Pecos River basins; gravel and rubble riffles of creeks and small rivers; spawns in the 
winter

Rio Grande and upper Pecos River basins; large, open, weedless rivers or large creeks with bottom of 
rubble, gravel and sand, often overlain with silt

extirpated; historically Rio Grande and Pecos River systems and canals; pools and backwaters of medium to 
large streams with low or moderate gradient in mud, sand, or gravel bottom; ingests mud and bottom ooze 
for algae and other organic matter; probably spawns on silt substrates of quiet coves

Rio Grande silvery minnow Hybognathus amarus LE E

larger portions of major rivers in Texas; usually in channels and flowing pools with a moderate current; 
bottom type usually of exposed bedrock, perhaps in combination with hard clay, sand, and gravel; adults 
winter in deep pools and move upstream in spring to spawn on riffles

Blue sucker Cycleptus elongatus T

Headwater catfish Ictalurus lupus

Rio Grande darter Etheostoma grahami T

originally throughout streams of the Edwards Plateau and the Rio Grande basin, currently limited to Rio 
Grande drainage, including Pecos River basin; springs, and sandy and rocky riffles, runs, and pools of clear 
creeks and small rivers

FISHES Federal Status State Status

open grasslands, especially prairie, plains, and savanna, sometimes in open areas such as vacant lots near 
human habitation or airports; nests and roosts in abandoned burrows

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea

Wood Stork Mycteria americana T

often builds nests in and of Spanish moss (Tillandsia unioides); feeds on invertebrates, fruit, and nectar; 
breeding March to August

forages in prairie ponds, flooded pastures or fields, ditches, and other shallow standing water, including salt-
water; usually roosts communally in tall snags, sometimes in association with other wading birds (i.e. active 
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

BIRDS Federal Status State Status

WEBB COUNTY
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False spike mussel Quincuncina mitchelli

MOLLUSKS Federal Status State Status

woodlands, riparian corridors and canyons; most individuals in Texas probably transients from Mexico; 
diurnal and crepuscular; very sociable; forages on ground and in trees; omnivorous; may be susceptible to 
hunting, trapping, and pet trade

Yuma myotis bat Myotis yumanensis

desert regions; most commonly found in lowland habitats near open water, where forages; roosts in caves, 
abandoned mine tunnels, and buildings; season of partus is May to early July; usually only one young born 
to each female

White-nosed coati Nasua narica T

burrows in sandy soils in southern Texas

Davis pocket gopher Geomys personatus davisi

colonially roosts in caves, crevices, abandoned mines, and buildings; insectivorous; breeds late winter-early 
spring; single offspring born per year

Ghost-faced bat Mormoops megalophylla

bottomland hardwoods and large tracts of inaccessible forested areas; due to field characteristics similar to 
Louisiana Black Bear (LT, T), treat all east Texas black bears as federal and state listed Threatened

Black bear Ursus americanus T/SA;NL T

colonial and cave-dwelling; also roosts in rock crevices, old buildings, carports, under bridges, and even in 
abandoned Cliff Swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota) nests; roosts in clusters of up to thousands of individuals; 
hibernates in limestone caves of Edwards Plateau and gypsum cave of Panhandle during winter; 
opportunistic insectivore

Cave myotis bat Myotis velifer

Gray wolf Canis lupus LE E

catholic; open fields, prairies, croplands, fence rows, farmyards, forest edges, and woodlands; prefers 
wooded, brushy areas and tallgrass prairie

dense chaparral thickets; mesquite-thorn scrub and live oak mottes; avoids open areas; breeds and raises 
young June-November

Plains spotted skunk Spilogale putorius interrupta

Ocelot Leopardus pardalis LE E

extirpated; formerly known throughout the western two-thirds of the state in forests, brushlands, or 
grasslands

Jaguarundi Herpailurus yaguarondi LE E

thick brushlands, near water favored; 60 to 75 day gestation, young born sometimes twice per year in March 
and August, elsewhere the beginning of the rainy season and end of the dry season

MAMMALS Federal Status State Status

WEBB COUNTY



Texas Parks & Wildlife Dept. Page 4 of 5

Annotated County Lists of Rare Species

Ashy dogweed Thymophylla tephroleuca LE E

PLANTS Federal Status State Status

open, arid and semi-arid regions with sparse vegetation, including grass, cactus, scattered brush or scrubby 
trees; soil may vary in texture from sandy to rocky; burrows into soil, enters rodent burrows, or hides under 
rock when inactive; breeds March-September

Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T

open brush with a grass understory is preferred; open grass and bare ground are avoided; when inactive 
occupies shallow depressions at base of bush or cactus, sometimes in underground burrows or under objects; 
longevity greater than 50 years; active March-November; breeds April-November

Texas tortoise Gopherus berlandieri T

central and southern Texas and adjacent Mexico; moderately open prairie-brushland; fairly flat areas free of 
vegetation or other obstructions, including disturbed areas; eats small invertebrates; eggs laid underground

Texas south of the Guadalupe River and Balcones Escarpment; thornbush-chaparral woodlands of south 
Texas, in particular dense riparian corridors; can do well in suburban and irrigated croplands if not molested 
or indirectly poisoned; requires moist microhabitats, such as rodent burrows, for shelter

Indigo snake Drymarchon corais T

Reticulate collared lizard Crotaphytus reticulatus T

Spot-tailed earless lizard Holbrookia lacerata

requires open brush-grasslands; thorn-scrub vegetation, usually on well-drained rolling terrain of shallow 
gravel, caliche, or sandy soils; often on scattered flat rocks below escarpments or isolated rock outcrops 
among scattered clumps of prickly pear and mesquite

REPTILES Federal Status State Status

largely unknown; possibly intolerant of impoundment; possibly needs flowing streams and rivers with sand 
or gravel bottoms based on related species needs; Rio Grande basin

Salina mucket Potamilus metnecktayi

substrates of cobble and mud, with water lilies present; Rio Grande, Brazos, Colorado, and Guadalupe 
(historic) river basins

Mexican fawnsfoot mussel Truncilla cognata

both ends of narrow shallow runs over bedrock, in areas where small-grained materials collect in crevices, 
along river banks, and at the base of boulders; not known from impoundments; Rio Grande Basin and 
several rivers in Mexico

Texas hornshell Popenaias popeii C

lotic waters; submerged soft sediment (clay and silt) along river bank; other habitat requirements are poorly 
understood; Rio Grande Basin

MOLLUSKS Federal Status State Status

WEBB COUNTY
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endemic; sandy to clayey loams, usually saline; often with other halophytes; maturation usually occurs in 
fall but may vary with rainfall

Kleberg saltbush Atriplex klebergorum

Mccart's whitlow-wort Paronychia maccartii

Nickel's cory cactus Coryphantha nickelsiae

known only from one type specimen collected in Webb County, March 1962; type location is located three 
miles south of Mirando City, where substrate is hardpacked red sand, probably of the Cuevitas-Randado 
association derived from the Goliad formation; flowering in spring

endemic; grassland or blackbrush or cenizo shrublands on fine sandy loam soils; flowering February-
November

alluvial gravels (?) or low hills along the Rio Grande; Webb County included in distribution based on 1906 
specimen record with “Laredo” as location

known sites are mostly underlain by Eocene sandstones and clays of the Jackson Group or the Yegua and 
Laredo formations; a few are underlain by El Pico clay or the Catahoula and Frio formations shrublands; 
flowering throughout year depending on rainfall

Johnston's frankenia Frankenia johnstonii LE-PDL E

PLANTS Federal Status State Status

WEBB COUNTY
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CALCULATION SHEET-COMBUSTABLE EMISSIONS-PROPOSED ACTION WEBB COUNTY

Type of Construction Equipment Num. of 
Units HP Rated Hrs/day Days/yr Total hp-

hrs
Water Truck 2 300 10 120 720000
Helecopter 1 100 10 120 120000
Diesel Dump Truck 1 300 10 120 360000
Diesel Excavator 1 300 10 120 360000
Diesel Hole Cleaners/Trenchers 0 175 10 120 0
Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0 300 10 120 0
Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 0 300 10 120 0
Diesel Cranes 0 175 10 120 0
Diesel Graders 1 300 10 120 360000
Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 100 10 120 120000
Diesel Bull Dozers 1 300 10 120 360000
Diesel Front End Loaders 1 300 10 120 360000
Diesel Fork Lifts 1 100 10 120 120000
Diesel Generator Set 0 40 10 120 0

Type of Construction Equipment VOC g/hp-
hr

CO g/hp-
hr

NOx g/hp-
hr

PM-10 
g/hp-hr

PM-2.5 
g/hp-hr

SO2 g/hp-
hr CO2 g/hp-hr

Water Truck 0.440 2.070 5.490 0.410 0.400 0.740 536.000
Diesel Road Compactors 0.370 1.480 4.900 0.340 0.330 0.740 536.200
Diesel Dump Truck 0.440 2.070 5.490 0.410 0.400 0.740 536.000
Diesel Excavator 0.340 1.300 4.600 0.320 0.310 0.740 536.300
Diesel Trenchers 0.510 2.440 5.810 0.460 0.440 0.740 535.800
Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0.600 2.290 7.150 0.500 0.490 0.730 529.700
Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 0.610 2.320 7.280 0.480 0.470 0.730 529.700
Diesel Cranes 0.440 1.300 5.720 0.340 0.330 0.730 530.200
Diesel Graders 0.350 1.360 4.730 0.330 0.320 0.740 536.300
Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1.850 8.210 7.220 1.370 1.330 0.950 691.100
Diesel Bull Dozers 0.360 1.380 4.760 0.330 0.320 0.740 536.300
Diesel Front End Loaders 0.380 1.550 5.000 0.350 0.340 0.740 536.200
Diesel Fork Lifts 1.980 7.760 8.560 1.390 1.350 0.950 690.800
Diesel Generator Set 1.210 3.760 5.970 0.730 0.710 0.810 587.300

Emission Factors

Assumptions for Cumbustable Emissions



CALCULATION SHEET-COMBUSTABLE EMISSIONS-PROPOSED ACTION WEBB COUNTY

Type of Construction Equipment VOC tons/yr CO tons/yr NOx 
tons/yr

PM-10 
tons/yr

PM-2.5 
tons/yr

SO2 
tons/yr CO2 tons/yr

Water Truck 0.349 1.642 4.356 0.325 0.317 0.587 425.284
Diesel Road Paver 0.049 0.196 0.648 0.045 0.044 0.098 70.907
Diesel Dump Truck 0.175 0.821 2.178 0.163 0.159 0.294 212.642
Diesel Excavator 0.135 0.516 1.825 0.127 0.123 0.294 212.761
Diesel Hole Cleaners\Trenchers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Diesel Cranes 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Diesel Graders 0.139 0.540 1.876 0.131 0.127 0.294 212.761
Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.245 1.086 0.955 0.181 0.176 0.126 91.391
Diesel Bull Dozers 0.143 0.547 1.888 0.131 0.127 0.294 212.761
Diesel Front End Loaders 0.151 0.615 1.984 0.139 0.135 0.294 212.721
Diesel Aerial Lifts 0.262 1.026 1.132 0.184 0.179 0.126 91.351
Diesel Generator Set 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Total Emissions 1.646 6.989 16.842 1.426 1.386 2.404 1742.579

Conversion factors
Grams to tons 1.102E-06

Emission factors (EF) were generated from the NONROAD2005 model for the 2006 calendar year. The VOC EFs includes exhaust and evaporative emissions.  The VOC evaporative 
components included in the NONROAD2005 model are diurnal, hotsoak, running loss, tank permeation, hose permeation, displacement, and spillage. The construction equipment age 
distribution in the NONROAD2005 model is based on the population in U.S. for the 2006 calendar year.

Emission Calculations



CALCULATION SHEET-TRANSPORTATION COMBUSTABLE EMISSIONS-PROPOSED ACTION WEBB COUNTY

Pollutants Passenger Cars 
g/mile

Pick-up 
Trucks, SUVs 

g/mile
Mile/day Day/yr Number of 

cars
Number of 

trucks

Total 
Emisssions 
Cars tns/yr

Total Emissions 
Trucks tns/yr Total tns/yr

VOCs 1.36 1.61 60 120 10 10 0.11              0.13 0.24            
CO 12.4 15.7 60 120 10 10 0.98              1.25 2.23            
NOx 0.95 1.22 60 120 10 10 0.08              0.10 0.17            
PM-10 0.0052 0.0065 60 120 10 10 0.00              0.00 0.00            
PM 2.5 0.0049 0.006 60 120 10 10 0.00              0.00 0.00            

-               

Pollutants 10,000-19,500 
lb Delivery Truck

33,000-60,000 
lb semi trailer 

rig
Mile/day Day/yr Number of 

trucks
Number of 

trucks

Total 
Emisssions 
Cars tns/yr

Total Emissions 
Trucks tns/yr Total tns/yr

VOCs 0.29 0.55 60 120 2 2 0.00              0.01 0.01            
CO 1.32 3.21 60 120 2 2 0.02              0.05 0.07            
NOx 4.97 12.6 60 120 2 2 0.08              0.20 0.28            
PM-10 0.12 0.33 60 120 2 2 0.00              0.01 0.01            
PM 2.5 0.13 0.36 60 120 2 2 0.00              0.01 0.01            

Pollutants Passenger Cars 
g/mile

Pick-up 
Trucks, SUVs 

g/mile
Mile/day Day/yr Number of 

cars
Number of 

trucks

Total 
Emisssions 
Cars tns/yr

Total Emissions 
Trucks tns/yr Total tns/yr

VOCs 1.36 1.61 60 0 0 0 -               0.00 -              
CO 12.4 15.7 60 0 0 0 -               0.00 -              
NOx 0.95 1.22 60 0 0 0 -               0.00 -              
PM-10 0.0052 0.0065 60 0 0 0 -               0.00 -              
PM 2.5 0.0049 0.006 60 0 0 0 -               0.00 -              

Fleet Charactorization: 20 POVs commuting to work were 50% are pick up trucks and 50% passenger cars

Assumptions Results by Pollutant

Emission Factors

POV Source: USEPA 2005 Emission Facts: Average annual emissions and fuel consumption for gasoline-fueled passenger cars and light trucks. EPA 
420-F-05-022 August 2005.  Emission rates were generated using MOBILE.6 highway vehicle emission factor model.

Emission Factors Assumptions Results by Pollutant

OBP Commute to New Site
Emission Factors

Construction WorkerPersonal Vehicle Commuting to Construction Sight-Passenger and Light Duty Trucks
Assumptions Results by Pollutant

Heavy Duty Trucks Delivery Supply Trucks to Construction Sight



CALCULATION SHEET-TRANSPORTATION COMBUSTABLE EMISSIONS-PROPOSED ACTION WEBB COUNTY

Conversion factor: gms to tons
0.000001102



SMOKE EMISSIONS FROM PROPOSED ACTION-WEBB COUNTY

Geographic Area

Fuel 
Consumption 
(Mg/hectare)

Acres Hectares PM CO VOC NOx
236.9 Southern Region  8 20 172 1410 242 40

California Region 5 40 191 1570 269 45
Southwest Regon 3 22 343 2830 485 81

Total Emissions (tons) 0.8          6.4                1.1                0.2                 

Acres to 
Hectares Sq feet to Hectares Mg to Kg Kg to Mg Miles to feet Feet to Miles

Sq feet to 
Acres

0.40468 9.2903E-06 0.001 1000 0.000189393 5280 2.29568E-05

Width ft Length ft Length Miles Sq Feet Acres Hectares
300 85008 16.1 25502400 585.4545455 236.9217455

Size of Area Burned

Air Emissions From Prescribed Burning

Amount of Land 
in Fire Emission Factors (kg/Hectare)

Source:AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume 1 Chapter 13: Misc Sources Table 13.1-2 Emissions and Emission 

Conversions Factors



SMOKE EMISSIONS FROM PROPOSED ACTION-WEBB COUNTY

Kg to US tons
0.001102311



CALCULATION SHEET-FUGITIVE DUST-PROPOSED ACTION WEBB COUNTY

Construction Site
Emission Factor 
tons/acre/month 

(1)

Construction Site 
Total Area/month Months/yr Total PM-10 

Emissions tns/yr
Total PM-2.5 

(2)

Fugitive Dust Emissions  0.11 65.75 4 28.93 5.79

Coastruction Site Area

Proposed Prioject Length Width Units Total Acres per Month

Machanical Cane Removal                          1                             65.75 
Total 65.75

Conversion Factors Feet to Miles Acres to sq ft Sq ft to acres Sq ft in 0.5 acres

5280 0.000022957 43560 21780

Assumptions Months to 
Complete Job

4
Tota Acres Mechanical Removal 263

2. 20% of the total PM-10 emissions are PM-2.5 (EPA 2006).

1. Mid-Atlantic Regional Air Management Association (MARAMA). Fugitive Dust-Construction Calculation Sheet can be 
found online at: http://www.marama.org/visibility/Calculation_Sheets/. MRI= Midwest Research Institute, Inventory of 
Agricultural Tiling, Unpaved Roads, Airstrips and construction Sites., prepared for the U.S. EPA, PB 238-929, Contract 68-
02-1437 (November 1977)

Foot Print Demension (ft)

Fugitive Dust Emissions at Cane Eradication Site. 



CALCULATION SHEET-SUMMARY OF EMISSIONS-PROPOSED ACTION WEBB COUNTY

Emission source VOC CO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 SO2

Combustable Emissions 1.65 6.99 16.84 1.43 1.39 2.40

Construction Site-fugitive PM-10
NA NA NA 28.93 5.79 NA

Construction Workers Commuter 
& Trucking 0.25 2.30 0.45 0.01 0.01 NA

Smoke From Forest Fire
1.10 6.40 0.18 0.78 NA NA

Total emissions 2.99 15.69 17.48 31.14 7.18 2.40

De minimis threshold NA NA NA NA NA NA

Proposed Action  Eradication Emissions for Criteria Pollutants (tons per year)



 continued from front cover 
ROI   Region of Influence 
SEA   Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
SHPO   State Historic Preservation Officer 
SPCCP  Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plan 
SWPPP  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TARL   Texas Archaeological Research Laboratory 
TDS   Total Dissolved Solids 
TCEQ   Texas Commission of Environmental Quality 
TPWD   Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
TWDB   Texas Water Development Board 
TxDOT  Texas Department of Transportation 
U.S.   United States  
U.S.C.   U.S. Code 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers    
USBP   U.S. Border Patrol 
USDA   U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USEPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS   U.S. Geological Survey 
WUS   Waters of the U.S. 
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