
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 

October 26, 2012 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

TO ALL INTERESTED GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND PUBLIC GROUPS: 

In accordance with the environmental review guidelines ofthe Council on Environmental 
~ity found at 4.0 Code .of Federal Regulations (CFR) P~ lSOO, and with the use ofthe 
ilnplementing environmental review procedures ofthe United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) found at 40 CFR Part 6 ·entitled ''Procedures for Implementing the Requirements 
ofthe Council on Environmental Quality on the National Environmental Policy Act" as 
guidance~ the EPA has performed an environmental review ofthe following proposed action: 

Lorna Blanca Wastewater Collection and Potabl~ Water Distribution Project 
Proposed by Junta Central de Agua Y Saneamiento de Chihuahua (JCAS) 

Located in Loma Blanc~ Chihuahua, Mexico · 

Estimated EPA Share: $ 1,083,000 

The community ofLorna Blanca is located southeast of~e Municipality of Ciudad 
·Juarez; in the state ofChihuahua, Mexico. Residents do· not have adequate wastewater collection 

~- or wastewater treatment infrastruct,ure and use latrine pits for their waste. Many residents 
discharge untreated wastewater directly into streets and vacant l~~; comp~unding the public 
health anci safety ·~d. for area residents. ·The lack of~aste\vat~r coll~tion· and treatment­
infrastructure in the. area creates a potential source of surfaee and ground water contamination. · . 

· Also, odors from the latrines, .cesspools, and untreated wastewater in the open-air canals 
.. pe~eate the area. Loma Blanca is also in need of potable-water ·system repairs and . 

rehabilitation. ·Residents are exposed to health risks "Uuough the use ofunpermitted connections 
or must have potable wa:ter hauled to their homes·. 

JCAS proposes to install a wastewater collectipn system to serve Loma Blanca. In total, 
·680· residences would -be connected to the wastew-a~er ~olle:~·tion .system, which would provide . 
service to the ~~sting population of 2,904 ·people. ~e: colle~~ed: wastewater would flow, viQ. 

.gravity~ to: the wastewater COQ.Veyance pipeline and \Vould be conveyed to the Juarez. South­
South WWTP located in Sail Isidro for·.treatment. ·Based·onth~ population ofthe-proposed 
Se~ce area; the project area would generate WaSte~-ater at arate ofapproximately.237,000 
gallons per day. · · · 

~CAS also proposes to expand and rehabilitate th~ potable ·water distribution ~ystem. · 
This consists ofextending the distribution syster.o to ·2s0 new ~-~~~holds, and making · 

·improvements to 400 existing co~ections~ . To provide sufficieri~ ·and consistent flow, a· pwnp. · 
.. station would be installed to pump water fro111: ~xi~ting weHs· and.storage tanks irito an existing 

··.:.¢levated water tank located within Loma Blanca: ·The·-~:ate.r· would flow via grav~ty from the 
:elevated storag.e tank to the distribution. systetn throu.ghout the cornmunity.. The J?roje~ would 
include some rehabilitation ofexisting :water storage tank~ ~d adjU.~ttnentS to ensute.'adequate 

. voltime and· pressure in each household. .. · 
lntsmet Address (URL) • http:/IWww.epa.gov . 
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2 
Re: Lorna Blanca Wastewater 

and Drinking Water FNSI 

EPA Region 6 has performed an environmental review and assessment on the 
Environn;tental Information Document, and other supporting data, prepared for the proposed 
Lorna Blanca Wastewater and Potable Water Infrastructures Proj~t. The environmental review 
and assessment process did not identify any potentially significant adverse enviromilental 
impacts associated with the proposed action. The project individually, cumulatively over time, · 
or in conjunction with other actions will not have a significant adverse effect on the quality of 
the environinent. Accordingly,_the EPA Region 6 has made preliminary determination that the 
pr~posed project is not a major federal.action significantly affecting the quality ofthe human· 

·. environment, and that preparation ofan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not warranted. 

· Comments regarding this preliminary decisio~ not to prepare an ·EIS and issue a 
Fin~g ofNo Significant Impact (FNSI) may be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection 

. Agency, Office ofPlanning and Coordination (6EN-XP), 1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200, Dallas,· 
Texas 75202-2733.· All comments will be taken into consideration. No administrative action 
.will be tak~n on this decision dwing the 30-day comment period. This preli.miilary decision, and 
the FNSI; will become fmal after the 30-day comment period expires ifno new information is 
provided to alter 'this fmding. · 

Responsible Official, 

.: .· . , .. • 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
for tlie 

PROPOSED LOMA BLANCA WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND POTABLE 
. . WATER DIS'rlUB:IJ:~ION PROJECT 

CIDHUAHUA, MEXICO 

1.0 GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

Ll Purpose and Need for Proposed Action 
. The Fiscal Year 2012 Appropriations Act for the Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) included special Congressional funding for drinking water and wastewater conStruction. 
projects. Junta Central de Agua y· Saneamiento de Chihuahua (JCAS) was selected to 
receive appropriations funding support from the EPA for the co~huction ofthe Loma.Blanca 
Wastewater Treatment Infrastructure, and potable water distribution system 'extension and 
rehabilitation. Currently, the area does not have adequate wastewater collection or treatment 
infrastructures, and residents ·discharge waste into aging latrines and septic systems. 
Many residents also discharge untreated wastewater directly into the streets or vacant land. 
The new Wastewater Treatment Infrastructure would provide wastewater treatment capacity 
for approxilnately 2,904 people in the community ·ofLom:a Blanca. Loma Bl8;tlca·is 8;lso in 
need ofpotable water system repairs and rehabilitation. Residents are exposed to health risks 
through the use ofunpermitted connections or must have potable water hauled to their I:tomes. 

i 

The potable wat~r improvements are expected to benefit the. entir~ p'opula~on ofLorna Blanca.~·. 

·.··:: .. · .the comniunity ofLoma Blanc·a is ·~ocated irt the s~utheastem p~rtion o~the Mimi~ipality 
. ·ofJuarez, in an area known as Valle de Juarez (Juarez Valley), and has an.approxiinate 

:population of2,904. The area is in northern Mexico, within the state of Chihuahua, · 
approximately one-half mile south-southwest ofthe United States (US)-Mexico.border, 
and 15 miles southeast of Ciudad Juarez. 

i 
i 1.,2 :rroposed Action ! 

. · Under the Prefetred Alternative, a wastewater collection system would ·be installed to! 
! 

0 

·serve Lama 'Blanca. :In total, 680 residences would be connected to the wasteWater collection 
i 
I 

. system, whi9h W<?uld provi~e service to the existing popuiation of2,904 peop~~' The wastewater 
I 
I ·collection syst~m would consist of94,816 :ft of 8-in-di~eter polyvinyl chlorid:e..(PVC) · 

·househol~ coruiection pipeline and.l 0~170 .ft of 15-in-.diame~r PVC collector pip~line. . 
· The estimated total cost ofthe proposed· wastewater collection syStem would be approximately I 

! .. US $1,506,100. The wastewater collection syst~ms would be .segmented to allqw maintenance 
and additions·to portions· of the system without having to interrupt service to the ~ntire system. 
In total, the.system would include 310 access points (manholes). The collected wastewater would 
flow, via gravity, to the Wastewater conveyance pipeline and would be co~veye~ tQ the Ju~ezI 

i South-South WWTP located in San Isidro·for treatment O~ce operational,.~e..proposed,
i 

'I!' w.a8tew~ter colJection system in..Loma Blanca would function p~sively. 0: 
J 
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2 
Re: Loma Blanca Wastewater and 

'Drinking Water Environmental Assessment 

Based on the population ofthe proposed service area and wastewater generation 
estimates ofapproximately 82 gallons, per person, per day; the project area would generate 
wastewater at a rate ofapproximately 237,000 gallons per day. In its initial phase, the Juarez 
South-South WWTP will operate with a capacity of 11.4 million gallons per day and, following 
development. of its final phase, would operate at a capacity of45.7 million gallons per day. 

· Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would expand and rehabilitate the potable 
water distribution syStem. This consists ofextending the distribution system to approximately 

· 280 new houses currently lackitig approved connections, and making improvements to · 
approximately 400 existing connections. Construction of the water distripution system 

· would be segmented to allow shutdown and maintenance ofportions ofthe distribution grid. 
To.provide sufficient and consistent 'flow, a pump station would.be installed to Pl:l111P water from 
existing wells and storage tanks into an existing elevated water tank located within Lorna Blanca. 
The water would flow via gravity from the eleyated storage tank to the distribution system 
throughout the community. The ptoject would include some rehabilitation ofexisting water 
storage tB:nks and adjustments to ensure adequate volume and pressure in each household. . 
·The estimated total cost ofthe proposed improvements would be US$798,395. The water 
would be managed by JCAS and would meet water quality standards in Mexico. 

Construction activiti~s related to the Preferred Alternative include trenching, pipe laying, 
soil stockpiling, coyering.pipes with stockpiled soil, and op.eration of construction equipment. 
Equipment needed for construction ofwastewater collection networks would likely be acquired 

·'in Me~ico~·and construction. labor would be pr~vided by companies in Mexico. Construction 
~ctivities would·l.ikely occ~r Monday through Friday betwe~n 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. 

· ·2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

.2.1 A~tematives Considered by the Applicant 
Three alternatives were considered for the proposed project. No other alternatives were 

considered feR;Sible or practical so~utions for improving the wastewater infrastructure needs in 
the Vaile. de Juarez. 

· · 2.1.1 Alternative 1 - Preferred Alternative 
This alternative calls for the installation ofa new wastewater collection system that relies 

on gravity flow and would connect to a wastewater conveyance p~peline adjacent to Route 2. 
Additionally, the JCAS potable water system would be extended to 280 households currently 
lacking 'connections, 400 existing connections would be rehabilitat~d, and water pressure would 
be maintained primarily via gravity flow from a storage tank located in an elevated portion·of 
the community. . 

. i 

https://would.be


3 
Re: Lorna Blanca Wastewater and 

Drinking Water Environmental Assessment 
.j 

f 

· 2.1.2 Alternative 2 
. Alternative 2 involves the construction ofa wastewater collection system, pump/lift 

station, and wastewater treatment system in Lorna Blanca. The collection system would have 
the same alignments and construction components as the· Preferred Alternative; however, under 

. Alternative 2 the collection system would be conveyed via a lift station to a VfWTP constructed 
·in Lorna Blanca. This alternative would require the acquisition oftwo parcels for the 
construction of the lift station and ~ WWTP. The proposed WWTP would·be a natural 
system relying on a facultative wastewater stabilization pond and a subsequent polishing pond. 

· Under Alternative 2, the potable water distribution system would have the same 
· . aligriments, construction components, and construction schedule as those presented for the· 

Preferred Alternative. The project would also include some rehabilitation ofwater storage 
tanks and adjustments to ensure adequate volume and pressure in each house; however, UQ.der 
Alternative 2, water pressure would be maintained through construction ofa pump station that 

. . would be responsible for maintaining adequate volume and flow. 

2.1.3 Alternative 3-No-Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no wastewater collection system or potable water 

infrastructure improvements would be constructed in the project area. The use of inadequate 
.. 'latrines and septic systems would continue. Untreated and improperly treated wastewater would 

~ . continue to enter the environment directly, r~sulting in continued public health concerns as 
well as contamination of surface water, stormwater and groundwater. Additionally, much of 

··the ~ommunity's popUlation would ~ontinue to have insufficient access to _potable water. 

2.2 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
Apart from those alternatives already described and compared within this BID, no other 

alternatives have been considered to provide feaSible, practical solutions to improve wastewater 
infrastructure in Lorna Blap.ca. · 

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETIING 
The proposed Loma Blanca project would be located in the Municipality ofJuarez. 

The project area is within the State. ofChihuahua in northern Mexico. ~s region of Chihuahua, 
~own as Juarez Valley, lies along the Rio Grande, which fo~ the international boundary 
between the US and M~xico. 

. The Municipality ofJuarez has an area ofapproximately 1,875 square miles and is 
bounded by the Rio Grande and the US to the north; the Municipality ofGuadalupe to the east; . 
the municipalities ofGuadalupe, Villa Ahumada, and Praxedis Ouerre~ to the south; and the . 
Municipality of Ascensi6n to the west. . According to the Institute Nacional de Estadistica y 

.. Geografia (INEGI); the population ofJuarez was 1,321,004 in 2010. Elevation within the. 
·Municipality· of Juarez ran~es from ~,675 to· 6,070 feet above mean sea level. · 



4 
Re: Lorna Blanca Wastewater and 

Drinking Water Environmental Assessment 

El Paso County, the US County that borders the project area, comprises 1,015 square mi 
and includes several cities, including El Paso, Fabens, and Socorro. The primaty land use in this 
area along the US-Mexico border is agriculture. 

The project area is in the arid Mexican Highland floristic region, which is a part ofthe 
Chihuahuan Desert that covers the northern part ofthe high plains between 3,000 feet and 6,600 · 
feet above sea· level. Based on vegetation cl~sification in Me~co, the· predominant vegetation is 

. xeric S<?rublands, which are characterized by bushy flora with variable heights, typ~cally less than 
1~ feet tall. The remaining area is used for agriculture and temporary irrigation, and therefore 
does not typically support native plants. 

The Juarez Valley region was formed by two geological units corresponding to 
the Cenozoic through. Quaternary eras and the Mesozoic through Cretaceous eras. Rock 
outcroppings in the valley are primarily sedimentary and from the Mesozoic era. The valley 
floor contains alluvial material with deposits ofgravel, sand, and clay. Lithic material 
underlying alluvial deposits are primarily limestone and sandstone, with thicker layers 
towards outer margins ofthe valley and thinner layers in the valley's center. 

Soil in this region is typical of Mexican altiplano (high plains). Soil types present 
.:-include Solonchak and regosol. This area is part of the l:lydrologic Region RH-24 

(Bravo-Conchas), which also includes the Rio Grande Basin. 

·· ·.. 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

. 4.1 Air Quality . 
. · Air quality in a giyen location is determined by the concentration· ofvarious pollutants 
' in the atmosphere. The EPA establishes national ambient air quality standards ·(NAAQS) for 

. criteria pollutants. NAAQS represent maximtun levels cifbackground pollution limits necessary. 
.. to protect human health. In Mexico, the Secretaria de Media Ambiente y Recmsos N~turales 

(SEMARNAT) establishes norm~ ambientales para aire; which are Mexico's equivalent to : 
·U.S. ai.t quality standards. Odor sources near the proposed project site include latrines, untreated 
.wastewater discharges, and pesticide applications on nearby farmland. Odors from ~treated 
wastewater are noticeable adjacent to canals, and possibly greater distances depending on 
·weather conditions. 

Air quality hi the proposed project area is better than that of the City of El Paso and 
Ciudad Ju&-ez due to less vehicle traffic, industrial operations, and construction activities. . l · . . Ciudad Juarez contributes to the ambient air quality by me#ilns ofm:ore than 300 assembly . 

i 
· ·plants and industrial operations, high vehicular. traffic, and dust generated from vehicular traffic· l 
. on unpaved roadways. The primary air pollutants ofconcern in.the general area ~e pa!_ticulate 1 

i 

matter less than ·or equal to 10 microns in size (PM1o), particulate matter less than or equal to \ 
i 

· 2.5 microns in size (PM25), and carbon dioxide (CO). Particulate matter generated by ground · · . 
. 
i 
~ 

h 
!disturbing activity would occur intennittently ·d~ring construction, and diesel and gas engines 

would generate CO emissions. · 
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Re: Lorna Blanca Wastewater and 

~ Dririking Water Environmental As~essment 

Construction impacts associated with the proposed wastewater collection and water 
distribution system pipeline "installation would include short-term, localized fugitive dust 

· · emissions during ground disturbance, trenching, and related site preparation actiVities, and 
combustion emissions from vehicles. and heavy..duty equipment during installation. Construction 
would occur within the boundaries ofthe State ofChihuahua, Mexico. Air quality Impacts in 
Mexico :from coris~uction, including fugitive dust and vehicle emissions, would be temporary 
and would be minimized through dlist c9ntrol and standard engineering practices. 

Upon completion of the proposed wastewater collection, conveyance and treatment 
systems, the amount ofuntreated wastewater dis<?harged directly into the environment would 
be reduced and result in a beneficial impact on odors in Loma Blanca. Once implemented, the 
Preferred Alternative would operate under passive systems that do not generate air emissions; 
therefore, long-term operation ofthe wastewater collectio~ system under the Preferred 
Alternative would ~ot result in increased emissions or associated degradation ofair quality 
in either Chihuahua or Texas. ·· · · 

. Implementation of the potable water sys~em under the Preferred Alternati~e would .. 
· require increased energy use and associated emissions for intermittent operation ofa pump 
. system that would lift water to elevated storage tanks .located in Lorna Blanca. However, the 

· · system would operate primarily via gravity flow from th~ elevated tank, which would limit 
~ · energy required to maintain water pressure within the system O!JCe operational. ·. 

· · · Implementation ofAlternative 2 would require increased energy use and ·associated 
·emissions for operation ofthe proposed lift station, WWTP, and water pump station; however, 

. ' the machh~ery required for operation of these elements ofthe proposed action include standard. 
· equipment typically associated with ~uch water and wastewater infrastructure. Although this 
: machinery does emit pollutants as part of the operation process, these em_.lssions would be 

considered negligible given their size, limited number, remote operating locations, and existing 
ambient air quality ofthe region. Ther~fore, emissions associated with Alternative 2 would be 
less than significant. The treatment system proposed for the Juarez Soufu ..South WWTP is based. 
on an activated sludge system, which is used worldwide ~or municipal wastewater treatment 
This system produces secoridary";'level effiuent that does .not generate offensive odors. 

U~der the No Action Aiternative, no new wastewater collection infrastructure or potable 
water. distribution system would be constructed in the project area, and no constructio·n or 
operations related to wastewater or potable water improvements would occur. Ifthis alternative 
were selected, there would be no direct impacts with. r~gard to air quality. Under this altemativ:e 

. odors from un~eated w~tewater would continue-in the project area. 



6 
Re: Loma Blanca Wastewatet and 

Drinking Water Environm~ntal Assessment 

4.2 Noise 
Noise is defined as unwanted sound or, more specifically, as any sound that is . 

undesirable because it interferes with communication, is intense enough-to damage hearing or is 
otherwise annoying. Human responses to noise vary depending on the type and characteristics of 
the noise, the distance between the noise source and the receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of 

. day. . . 

· The noise environment at the proposed project site in Lorna Blanca is characteristic of 
·low- to medium-density residential areas and agricultural areas. Vehicular traffic and fann 
machinery are the primary generators ofnoise. 

Implementation ofthe Preferred Alternative or Alternative 2 would involve trenching, 
soil movement, pipe installation, and ground excavation. Noise generation, during construction 
would be characteristic of the use of construction equipment. Instal,at~on ofthe.proposed 
wast~water collection and conveyance infrastructure in the project area would occur in 

· residential areas. 

Construction activities would likely occur from 8 a.m. to 5 p:m., Monday through Friday. 
Nearby residential receptors would be exposed to short-term construction noise, but no extended 
. disruption ofnormal activities is expected. Further, provisions would be included in · 
co.nstruction plans tha~ require the contractor to make every reasonable effort to minimiZe 
constructio~·noise through abatement measures; including proper maintenance ofmuffler 

.··.System~. Minimal adverse short-term impacts on the noise environment at and adjacent to the 
·.project site would be expected to occur with implementation ofthe Proposed Action. However, 
any impacts would be temporary and would not be considered significant. Since no cons1niction 

· · ·would occur in the US and ·construction noise generated by the Proposed Action would be 
temporary and would not be audible in the US; no significant short-term·direct or indirect 
construction noise impacts are anticipated to occur"in the US under either of the action 
al~ematives. · · 

Long-term noise associated with the implementation ofthe Preferred Alternative 
would be minimal as the wastewater collection and conveyance system and the potable .water 
distribution system would operate passively unde~ gravity flow. The occasional operation ofthe 
proposed pump system to lift water to the elevated storage tanks would generate minimal noise 
that would be considered less than significant.· Implementation ofAlternative 2 would result in 
operational noise associated with the proposed lift station; WWTP, and water pump system 'in 
Lorna Blanca; however, such noise emissions would not be expected to exceed ambient noise 
levels presently occurring in Loma Blanca. Therefore, Un.der implementation ofthe Preferred . 
Alternative or Alternative 2, no iong-tenn direct or indire.ct operational noise would occur in the 
US, and long-term dir~t or indirect operational noise i~ Mexico wo~ld ·be n~gligib~e. 

. i 
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7 
Re: LomaBlanca Wastewater and 

~ Drinking Water Environmental Assessment 

Under the No Action Alternative, no new infrastructure for wastewater treatment or 
potable water distribution would be implemented. No construction activity would occur under 
this alternative, and no changes in the existing.noise environment would occur. Therefore, no . \ 
direct or indirect short-term or long-term noise-generating activity or associated impacts would ~ 

occur in the US or Mexico. · 

4.3 Floodplains 
Under the Proposed Action, JCAS would construct infrastructure to acco~modate 

wastewater flows and provide neVf potable water connections, as. well as rehabilitate existing 
infrastrUcture in the proposed project area. The proposed project area is entirely within Mexico, 
and no construction would occur within the US. Construction woUld be limited to installation 
ofcollection and conveyance networks and support infrastructure along existing roadways and 
previously disturbed areas within Mexico. No construction activity would occur in the US; · 
therefore, no direct or indirect impacts to floodplainS in the US would occur under · 
implementation ofthe Preferred Alternative or Alternative 2. 

If the No Action Alternative were selected, no construction or long-term operation of a 
wastewater collection system or extension and rehabilitatiqn ofthe potable water system would 
occur in the proposed project area; therefore, there would be no activities that would result in 
-direct or indirect impacts on floodplains. The funding recipient is responsible for coordination 

~ withComision Intemacional de Limites y Aguas (CILA)~ and must adhere· to CILA regulations 
and recommendations regarding flo~dplains for the duration of the project. 

.· 4.4 Wetlands . 
No natural wetlands exist in ·or near the proposed project area. Under either the Preferred 

Alternative or Alternative 2, no construction would occur in the US. Construction activities . . 

would be limited to previous~y developed or disturbed areas and would not result in discharge 
ofstormwater flow, ot result in increased sedimentation in US waters or wetlands. Since no 
·wetlands are near the proposed project area; no direct or indirect effects on wetlands in the US 
or M~xico would occur under implementation of the ·Preferred Alternative or Alternative 2. . . . 

Under the No Action Alternative, no J;lew infrastructure for wastewater eollection or . 
water distribution would be constructed or improved. Therefore, rio impacts would occur 
under the No Action Alternative. 

4.5 Ground Water Resources 
. The area contains two aquifers: ~e Hueco Basin and the Mesilla Basin ..The water in the 

aquifer underlying the Juarez Valley varies in quality from potable to highly saline. The aquifer. 
is recharged via rainfall infiltration, irrigation return flows, and minor inflows from other 
aquifers. · · 



Re: Loma Blanca Wastewater and 
Drinking Water Environmental Assessment 

Under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2, JCAS would· construct infrastructure 
to provide. new potable water connections, as well as rehabilitate existing infrastructure in the 
proposed project area. Existing potable water infrastructure would be identified prior to 
construction to"Iiinit disruption to current JCAS service during construction activity. It is 
anticipated that overall potable water usage would remain approximately at existing levels; 
althou~ household water usage tends to increase with the availability ofpennanent potable 
water connections. Improvements to the conveyance system would reduce water loss from 
leaks or improper connections. 

In administering the sole source aquifer program (SSA) under Section 1424 of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, EPA performs evaluations ofprojects utilizing federal dollars for potential 
impacts to designated SSA's. In a 20llletter EPA concluded the project does not lie within ~e 
boundaries ofa designated SSA, and fP.er~fore, does not require review under the SSA program. 

4.6 Surface Water Resources 
The main drainage channels in the Juarez Valley are the CSD:al Principal and the Dren 

Interceptor. The Canal Principal and Oren Interceptor originally carried clean water from the 
·Rio Grande for irrigation; however; they currently co,lect treated and untreated wastewat~r 
·.generated in Southeastern· Juarez. The affected communities discharge untreated wastewater 
·directly into these channels, and ultimately, to the Rio Grande. Water quality in the Rio Grande 

. adjacent to the project site is considered poor. Pollution sources include ~gricultural water 
· , drainage, wastewater from industrial and residential sources, illegal dumps along the river, 

·.. and confined animal feeding operations. · · 
. . . 

Implementation ofthe Preferred Alternative or Alternative 2 would ·eliminate the direct 
.·.·discharge ·of wastewater into the environment, thereby reducing the potential for untreated 

·or·poorly treated wastewater to enter surface water and groundwater. Under the Preferred 
Alternative, w~ewater generated from the community of Lorna Blanca would be collected and 
·conveyed to the Juarez South-South WWTP. Under Alternative 2, pump stations and a WWTP 

· would be constructed in Lorna Blanca, ~d wastewater generated from the co~unity would be 
collected and conveye~ to a WWTP that would discharge treated effluent to the Rio Grande. 

Under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2, the expected impact that treated 
wastewater would have on the quality ofRio Grande waters is incrementally beneficial, since 
wastewater contaminant levels would be reduced. The secondary treatment and discharge of· 
wastewater generated in the project areas would improve water quality and d~rease the risk of 
waterborne illness in both the US and Mexico. 

Under the No Action .Alternative, new infrastructure for wastewater collection, 
conveyance and treatment would not be constructed, and residents in the proposed project 

· area would contiti.ue to discharge wastewater directly into the environment. Since wastewater -
generated in the project area would continue to be untreated and would reach the Rio Grande, 
·potential impacts on water qilality under implementation ofthe No Action Alternative W<?l:lld be 
considered aqverse in both the US and Mexico. 

https://contiti.ue
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Re: Loma Blanca Wastewater and 

Drinking Water Environmental Assessment 

· Section 10 ofthe Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 tasks USACE with overseeing any 
· action that may affect navigable waters ofthe United States. USACE reviewed the project for 
potential impacts to navigable waters ofthe u.s., and concluded the project would not impact 
these resources. The National Park. Service administers the National Wild and S~nic River 

· · · Program, and in a 2012 letter.the NPS determined that the project did not require review for 
impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers. The International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) 
assess impacts to· the shared water resources ofMexico and the United States. The f\mding 
recipient is responsible for continued coordination with mwc, and must adhere to any water 
quality requirements, permitting processes, or recommendations put forth by the agency for the 
duration ofthe project. 

4.7 Biological Resources 
. The community ofLoma Blanca: is. moderately developed and clustered along Mexico 

Route 2. The community is surrounded by intensely cultivated agricultural .lands to the 
North and the E~st, and undeveloped scrubland to the South and West.. The project area. is 
approximately 3,600 feet above sea level and characterized by xeric scrubland flora; typically 
less than 12 feet tall. The wildlife species in the project area are not considered threatened, 
endangered, rare, or subject to speci.al protection under Mexican environmental law. There have 

· been no studies ofsensitive species conducted in the project area by SEMARNAT, but studies 
conducted in the Juar~z Valley, in similar habitat, indicate a lack of any sensitive species due 
to the extensive human altered environment. Vegetation has been influenced by urban and 
agricultural development, and wildlife is now represented by species able to withstand a heavily 

. ·human-influenced environment. SEMARNAT has not designated any critical habitat in the 
.·project area, and the Unit~d States Fish arid Wildlife Service (USFWS) has not designat~d 
critical habitat in El Paso County. The project area is located ~the central flyway, and birds 
·.protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 may pass through the project area. 
·during migration. · 

Under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2, no construction would occur within 
the US; therefore, there would be no direct impacts on habitat within the US. In addition, these 
alternatives would not ch~ge the water flows within the US and would therefore cause no direct 
impacts on aquatic habitats. Based on the distance from habitat areas within the US, short-term 
noise impacts associated with these alternatives are not anticipated to be perceptible by sensitive 

· species within the US. Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts on biological resources in the US 
would result from implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Construction activities in Mexico under the P..-eferred Alternative and Alternative 2 
would be temporary; construction ofa wastewater collection and water distribution network 

· would be limited to existing roadways and previous.ly disturbed areas. Alternative 2 includes 
. . . construction ofa lift station, WWTP, and potable water pump station in Lorna Blanca. During 

the ground-disturbing activities, some more mobile animals would escape to areas·ofsimilar 
habitat, but some sedentary alrlmals that use btirrows could ~e lost during construction. · 
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Due to the developed nature ofthe project area, however, the diversity and abundance of 
wildlife is expected to be minimal. No sensitive species or unique habitat has been identified 
in the project area andno significant impacts on biological resources are expected as a result of 
the Proposed Action. In the long term, implementation ofthe Proposed Action would provide 
beneficial impacts on aquatic communities in the Rio Grande, as wastewater from Lom~ Blanca 

· would ·no longer discharge dire~tly into the environment. 

Although endangered species, threatened species, species of concern, sensitive species 
and special category species were not identified in the area of concern, some listed migratory 
bird species could traverse and/or roost in the area. However, no significant negative impacts 
would be anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Action because most ofthe proposed 
activities wo~d occur in rights-of-way or in previously disturbed are~s. 

If the No Action Alternative were selected, no construction or long-term operation of a 
wastewater collection system or potable water distribution system would occur in the p~oposed 
project area; therefore, there would be no activities that ·result in direct impacts on biological 
.resources. Adverse indirect impacts on aquatic communities in the Rio Grande would remain . 

. . under the No Action Alternative since inadequate and/or untreated wastewater generated in the 
·project area would continue to disQharge directly into the environment and eventually flow into 
the Rio Grande. 

The applicant made a "no effect" detex:mination with respect to .threatened and 
endangered species, and the USFWS agreed, by letter dated July 8, 2012, that Section (7)(a)(2) 
·Of the Endangered Species Act con8ultati~n wa~ satisfied. 

4.8 Cultural Resources 
The proposed project area is in Lorna Blanca, Mexico; therefore no impacts to US 

historic, archeological or culturai resources will.occur. The installation of wastewater collection 
and potable water distribution systems will occur in a previously disturbed area and therefore no 
cultural resources are expected to be found in the project area. 

0 

Construction.activities in Mexico under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2 
would be temporary. Construction ofa wastewater collection network and expansion and 
rehabilitation ofthe potable water distribution system would be limited to existing roadways 
and previously disturbed areas. ·Alternative 2 includes construction ofalift station, WWTP, · 
and potable water pump station in Loma Blanca. Implementation ofthe Proposed Action would. 
occur on land that is currently disturbed. Although it is unlikely that cultural resources remain 
at or near the surface, the potential exists for cultural resources to be encountered during 
·ground-disturbing activities. In the event that cultural resomces are discovered during_ project 
excavation, site excavatio~ would cea.Se and lnstituto Nacional de Antropologfa e Historia 
(INAH) personnel would be contacted to determine the appropriate course ofaction. No adverse .· 
impacts on cul~al resources in Mexico would be expected with the implementatioJ?. ofthe 
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. Preferred Alternative; however, ifcultural resources are encountered, INAH would be contacted 
to determine appropriate handling. Under the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2, no 
construction would occur within the US; therefore, there would be no direct or indire~t impacts 
on cultural resources within the US. · 

Under·the No Action Alternative, no new infrastructure for wastewater or potable water 
would be constructed or improved in the proposed project area. Because no construction would 
occur, there would be-no impacts on cultural resources. 

4.9 Environmental Justice and Protection of Children 
.. The community of San Isidro does not have a wastewater treatment system and the 
direct discharge ofwastewater into the environm.~nt contributes to increased human contact 
with wa~erbonie pathogens. In addition, the current potable water distribution system does not 
provide adequate access and many -residents rely on unpermitted connections or hauled water. 

· Children and low-income populations may suffer disproportionate impacts from environmental 
health and safety risks due to their close proximity to environmental hazards. 

Construction ofthe Proposed Action would occur entirely within Mexico. No short-term 
or long-term impacts are anticipated to occur withi_n the US; therefore, children and minority and 
low~income populations within the US-would not experience direct or indirect disproportionate 

··..impacts related to the Preferred Alternative or Alternative 2. · 
; 

~·· 

The Proposed Action would result in positive impacts for children, minority populations, 
··.and low..income_populations wi~n the proposed project area in Mexico·. Implementation·of 

a wastewater collection system would reduce the likelihood ofsurface and groundwater· 
· contamination and spread of diseas~ associated with lack ofsewage collectio~ Additionally, 
. expansion and .rehabilitation ofthe potable water system'~oUid in~rease reliability ofpotable 
. water distribution and reduce use or e~posure to untreated water for domestic uses. No adverse· 
impacts on. children and minority and low-income populationS would occur under 

. implementation ofthe Pref~rred Alternative or Alternative 2. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no new infrastructure for wastewater collection 
· or water distribution would be constructed or improved in the proposed project area. 
· Implementation ofthis alternative could be consid~red adverse with respect to public health 

.since it would not address issue$ ~sociated with the generation and spread ofwaterborne 
disease. · 

4.10 Energy . 
To comply with Executive Order (EO) 13514, the project ha8 been evaluated for its 

·potential to impact the US fe~eral government's goRl: to reduce _greenhouse gas emissions and 
energy consumption. 
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Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is not expected to result in adverse ·impacts 
~n energy usage by federal or other facilities. Under this alternative, wastewater would flow via 
grayity to the existing wastewater conveyance system where it would be conveyed to the JtJarez 
South-South WWTP. Minimal increases in energy .use would be required to treat the additional 
flow associated with the project and no new energy infrastructure would be required to 
accommodate the project. Additionally, the potable water system would maintain pressure 
primarily via gravity. flow. Minimal levels ofenergy would be required to pump water to 

. elevated tanks located in Loma Blanca, from which potable water would flow via gravity to 
household connections. 

Under implementation ofAlternative 2, energy would be required to power a new lift 
station, WWTP, and pump station in Loma Blanca; however, energy use associated with 
Alternative 2 would be .less than significant when compared to existing energy usage in th.e 
·region. Therefore, there would be a negligible increase in energy :use from current conditions 
inMexico. · 

The No Action Alternative would provide no improvements in the wastewater or potable 
water infrastructure in Loma Blanca. There would.therefore be no changes in energy resources 
in the US or Mexico. 

4.11 Cumulative Impacts 
In addition to the construction ofwastewater collection systems and expansion and 

·rehabilitation ofpotable water distribution systems in the project area; JCAS plans to const:rq.ct ~ 
· · WWTP in San Isidro, and has begun construction ofa WWTP in Colonia Esperanza. Proposed 

improvements to the communities ofJestis Carranza, El Mill6n and Tres Jacales, Chihuahua,. · 
via wastewater collection, conveyance and treatment systems, are also planned. The Juarez 
South-South WWTP, which is being developed as an independent project, is expected to operate· 
at a future maximum of 4S.7 mil~ion gallons per day. 

.The proposed improvements to wastewater infrastructure under the Proposed Action are 
part ofan overarching initiative to improve infrastructure services and environmental conditions 
in the region. Although projects under this initiative are being implemented separately, they 
would result in beneficial cumulative impacts iri the region. The collection and trea1ment ot 
·wastewater along the Juarez Valley would improve.water quality-within the vicinity and, 
ultimately, the Rio Grande. It would also reduce the risk of surface water/groundwater 
contamination and development and spread ofwaterborne illnes~ in ~ese areas. 

. J 
i 

Under the No Action Alternative, wastewater would continue to be discharged directly · · ! 
! 

to the environment. The health and quality-of the Rio Grande would be undermined under the 
'i 

i . No Action Alternative. Residents in the community ofLorna Blanca would continue to have i 
i·inadequate access to potable water. Therefore, this alternative could be considered adverse with 

respect to public health since it would not address issues associated with the generation and 1 
spread ofwaterborne disease. · · · · 
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4.12 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Implementation ofeither action alternative would result only in temporary, adverse 

impacts such as fugitive dust emissions, vehicle emissions, noise, traffic disruption, soil 
disturbance, and infrequent interruptions in potable water s~rvice during construction. 
Unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the no-action alternative include discharge 
ofuntreated wastewater into the environment, and the risk ofeontamination ofgroundwater 
and surface water. 

. . 
4.13 Relationship between Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 

In the short terin, implementation ofthe action alternatives would result in temporary, 
adverse impacts such as fugitive dust emissions, vehicle emissions, noise, .traffic disruption, 
and interruptions in potable water service and soil erosion. Long-term effects .of the action 
alternatives include efficient, controlled wastewater collection and .conveyance, and potable . 
water clis1ribution in the project area, resulting in protection ~f water resources, improved public 
h~th and quality of life and socioeconomic benefits. The No Action Alternative would result 
·in adverse impacts on both short- and long-term productivity from continued poor water qualizy 
and public health. These impacts would be exacerbated by population growth in the project area. 

· 4.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
If the preferred alternative is implemented, irr.eversible and irretrievable resources 

committed to the project include energy used to construct the WWTP and pipeline, depreciation 
~ . in value ofthe equipment used in conStruction, monies expended toward workforce expenses 

during construction, and loss of land and soil resources within. the footp~t ofthe WWJP. 

5.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION . 
Due to secUrity concerns, public meetings in Loma Blanca, Chihuahua, Mexico were 

cancelled. ·The projects technical and financial information was made available· to the public. 
for review by distributing flyers, making radio and television advertisements, and megaphone 
announcements. Additionally, a survey form-was distributed to citizens to determine their . 
.familiarity and acceptance of the project. Approximately 70 residents r~sponded to the. 
project survey; with 100 percent indica~ing they understood the project and were in support. 
No comments in opposition oftlie project were re_ceived.· 

During the process ofconducting the environmental review and preparing this 
Environmental Assessment for the project, coordi~ation has been conducted with all required 
resour~e protection agencies and offices to solicit and incorporate their initial review and 
comments. Copies ofthis Environmental Assessment will be provided to those agencies and 
offices for their final review and comments. Other interested pm:ties may request a copy ofthe 
Environmental Assessment and/or Envfronmental Information Doc-qment by contacting Keith 
Hayden, via telephone at (214) 665-2133, electronically at hayden.keith@epagov, or in writing 
from the EPA, Office ofPlanning and Coordination (6EN·XP), 1445 Ross Avenue, Dallas,· 
Te~as 75202-2733. · · 

: . 

~ 
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6.0 RECOMMENDATION 
Based.upon completion ofthis Environmental Assessment, and a· detailed review ofthe 

Environmental Information Document for the project, it has been determined"that construction 
· ·activities are considered to be environmentally sound. Therefore, it is recommended a Finding 
of~o Si~ficant Imp~ct be issued. 

· .· 7.0 LIST OF AGENCIES CONTACTED BY BORDER ENVIRONMENT 
COOPERATION COMl\I[SSION 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers · 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service . 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. National Park Service 
El Paso County 
International Boundary and Water Commission 
Natural Resource Conservation Service 
North .Anierican Development Bank 

· Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 
Comisi6n Intemacional de Limites y Aguas 

. ~ 




